This  is  a  digital  copy  of  a  book  that  was  preserved  for  generations  on  library  shelves  before  it  was  carefully  scanned  by  Google  as  part  of  a  project 
to  make  the  world's  books  discoverable  online. 

It  has  survived  long  enough  for  the  copyright  to  expire  and  the  book  to  enter  the  public  domain.  A  public  domain  book  is  one  that  was  never  subject 
to  copyright  or  whose  legal  copyright  term  has  expired.  Whether  a  book  is  in  the  public  domain  may  vary  country  to  country.  Public  domain  books 
are  our  gateways  to  the  past,  representing  a  wealth  of  history,  culture  and  knowledge  that's  often  difficult  to  discover. 

Marks,  notations  and  other  marginalia  present  in  the  original  volume  will  appear  in  this  file  -  a  reminder  of  this  book's  long  journey  from  the 
publisher  to  a  library  and  finally  to  you. 

Usage  guidelines 

Google  is  proud  to  partner  with  libraries  to  digitize  public  domain  materials  and  make  them  widely  accessible.  Public  domain  books  belong  to  the 
public  and  we  are  merely  their  custodians.  Nevertheless,  this  work  is  expensive,  so  in  order  to  keep  providing  this  resource,  we  have  taken  steps  to 
prevent  abuse  by  commercial  parties,  including  placing  technical  restrictions  on  automated  querying. 

We  also  ask  that  you: 

+  Make  non-commercial  use  of  the  files  We  designed  Google  Book  Search  for  use  by  individuals,  and  we  request  that  you  use  these  files  for 
personal,  non-commercial  purposes. 

+  Refrain  from  automated  querying  Do  not  send  automated  queries  of  any  sort  to  Google's  system:  If  you  are  conducting  research  on  machine 
translation,  optical  character  recognition  or  other  areas  where  access  to  a  large  amount  of  text  is  helpful,  please  contact  us.  We  encourage  the 
use  of  public  domain  materials  for  these  purposes  and  may  be  able  to  help. 

+  Maintain  attribution  The  Google  "watermark"  you  see  on  each  file  is  essential  for  informing  people  about  this  project  and  helping  them  find 
additional  materials  through  Google  Book  Search.  Please  do  not  remove  it. 

+  Keep  it  legal  Whatever  your  use,  remember  that  you  are  responsible  for  ensuring  that  what  you  are  doing  is  legal.  Do  not  assume  that  just 
because  we  believe  a  book  is  in  the  public  domain  for  users  in  the  United  States,  that  the  work  is  also  in  the  public  domain  for  users  in  other 
countries.  Whether  a  book  is  still  in  copyright  varies  from  country  to  country,  and  we  can't  offer  guidance  on  whether  any  specific  use  of 
any  specific  book  is  allowed.  Please  do  not  assume  that  a  book's  appearance  in  Google  Book  Search  means  it  can  be  used  in  any  manner 
anywhere  in  the  world.  Copyright  infringement  liability  can  be  quite  severe. 

About  Google  Book  Search 

Google's  mission  is  to  organize  the  world's  information  and  to  make  it  universally  accessible  and  useful.  Google  Book  Search  helps  readers 
discover  the  world's  books  while  helping  authors  and  publishers  reach  new  audiences.  You  can  search  through  the  full  text  of  this  book  on  the  web 


at|http  :  //books  .  google  .  com/ 


"iA.'&M-.v'li.'^ 


HARVARD  LAW  LIBRARY 


d  rVtrir- 


Received  l\  tr\r-  <\    ,  \  "»-  *\V> 


LAWYERSV^r 

REPORTS, 

ANNOTATED. 

BOOK    XXII. 


ALL  CURRENT  CASES 

OF 

GENERAL  VALUE  AND  IMPORTANCE 

DECIDED  IN 

THE  UNITED  STATES,  STATE  AND  TERRITORIAL  COORTS, 

A^SriTH     FULL    ANNOTATION 

BY 

BURDETT  A.  RICH,  Editor, 

AKD 

HENRY  P.  FARNHAM,  Assistant  Editor. 

Aided  by  the  publishers'  editobial  staff  and,  particularly  in 
selection,  by  the  reporters  and  judges  op  each  court. 


(Cited   23   L.  R.  i^.) 


ROCHESTER,  N.  Y. 
The  Lawyers*  Co-Operative  Publishing  Company. 

1894. 


Entered  acoordinsr  to  Act  of  CJongress,  in  the  year  ei^rhteen  hundred  and  ninety-four,  by 

THE  LAWYERS*  CO-OPEHATIVB  PUBLISHING  CO., 

In  the  OflSoe  of  the  Librarian  of  Con^refls,  Washin£rton,  D.  C. 


0«/.^=^<J/i,V/ 


ao72 


E.  R.  ANDREWS,  Printer,  Rochester,  N.  Y. 


SUPPLEMENT AJL  TABLE 

OF  AliL 

CASES  REPORTED  IN  LAWYERS'  REPORTS,  ANNOTATED, 

BOOK  22. 
NOT  OFFICIALLY  REPORTED  WHEN  THIS  BOOK  WENT  TO  PRESS. 


(To  be  "  tipped  in  "  in  front  of  regular  table,  used  as  a  book  mark  or  as  data  for  marking 
each  case.    Like  tables  will  be  furnished  for  subsequent  volumes  as  fast  as  possible.) 


Adams  9.  Tonella  (70  Miss.  701)  846 
Aliem  V.  Oregon  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co. 

(24  Or.  276)  685 
Atlornej-(Jeneral  ©.  Boston  &  A.  R.  Co. 

(160  Mass.  62)  112 
0.  Old  Colony  R  Co.  (160  Mass. 

62)  112 

Aylward  v.  O'Brien  (160  Mass.  118)  206 

Bailv's  Estate,  Be  (156  Pa.  634)  444 

Baiid  €.  Howard  (51  Ohio  St  67)  840 
BiiUimore  Base  Ball  &  E.  Co.  v.  Pickett 

(78  Md.  875)  690 
Barber'a  Estate,  He  (68  Conn.  898)  90 
Barnes  Safe  &  L.  Co.  v.  Bloch  Bros.  To- 
bacco Co.  (88  W.  Va.  158)  850 
Bates  «.  Homer  (65  Vt.  471)  824 
Braceville  Coal  Co.  v.  People  (147  III.  66)  340 
Bramberry's  EsUte,  Be  (156  Pa.  628)  594 
Breeze  v.  Brooks  (97  Cal.  72)  256 
Brown  v.  Grand  Rapids  Parlor  Furniture 

Co.  (58  Fed.  Rep.  286)  817 

Bulpit «.  Matthews  (145  Ul.  845)  55 

Cabell  V,  Arnold  (86  Tex.  103)  87 

Cameron  «.  Mount  (86  Wis.  477)  512 

V,  Pittsburgh  &  L.  E.  R.  Co.  (167 

Pa.  617)  .443 

Carney  v.  Hadley  (32  Fla,  844)  238 

Case  V,  Minot  (158  Mass.  577)  536 
C.   F.  Jewett  Pub.  Co.  «.  Butler  (169 

Mass.  617)  253 

Chamberlain  «.  Hemingway  (68  Conn.  1)  45 
Chapman  v.  Montgomery  First  Nat  Bank 

(98  Ala.  528)  78 
Chenery  v.  Fitchburg  R.  Co.  (160  Mass. 

211)  675 
Clarendon  Land,  L  A  A.  Co.  v.  McClel- 
land (86  Tex.  179)  105 
Colbum  «.  Groton  (66  N.  H.  151)  763 
Comitis  «.  Parkerson  (56  Fed.  Rep.  556)  148 
Com.  V.  Gilbert  (160  Mass.  157)  489 
«.  Juniata  Coke  Co.  (157  Pa.  607)  232 
9.  Linn  (158  Pa.  22)  853 
©.  Potteville  Iron  &  8.  Co.  (157  Pa. 

600)  228 
Philadelphia  County,  •.  Schollen- 

berger  (156  Pa.  201)  155 

Cooper  V,  Phipps  (24  Or.  357)  836 

Craodall  «.  Allen  (118  Mo.  408)  591 
Crisp  V.  Fort  Wayne  &  B.  R.  Co.  (98 

Mich.  648)  732 

Dantzler  v.  De  Bardeleben  Coal  &  I.  Co. 

(-—  Ala.  — )  Not  Yet  Rep.  361 

Davenport  c.  Gwilliams  (138  Ind.  142)  244 
Dewey  v.  Detroit.  G.  H.  &  M.  R.  Co.  (97 

Mich.  820)  292 


East  Tennessee,  V.  &  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Kane 

(92  Ga.  187) 
Edwards  v.  Charlotte,  C.  &  A.  R.  Co.  (89 

8.  C.  472) 
Enewold  v.  Olsen  (39  Neb.  59) 
Engel  c.  New  York,  P.  &  B.  R.  Co.  (160 

Mass.  260) 
Evarts  c.  St  Paul,  M.  &  M.  R.  Co.  (56 

Minn.  141) 
Exchange  Nat  Bank  v.  Bank  of  Little 

Rock  (58  Fed.  Rep.  140) 


Haggart  v.  Slehlen  (—  Ind.  — ) 
Hague  V.  Wheeler  (157  Pa.  824) 
Halstead's  Appeal  (  157  Pa.  59) 
Hamilton  v  Dwelling  House  Ins.  Co.  (98 

Micb.  535) 
Holt's  Will.  Re  (56  Minn.  33) 
Hoover  v,  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  (156  Pa. 

220) 
Hopkins  «.  Baker  (78  Md.  363) 
Horn  e.  Hansen  (56  Minn.  43) 


Keating  v.  Springer  (146  111.  481) 
Kirkpatrick  v.  Puryear  (93  Tenn.  409) 
Klein  v.  Valerius  (87  Wis.  54) 
Kopp  t>.  Reiter  (146  111.  437) 


Legislative  Adjournment,  Be  (18 

Leonard,  Ej-  parte  (39  S.  C.  518) 
Lewis  0.  Portland  (25  Or.  133) 
«.  Watson  (98  Ala.  479) 


R.  I. 


815 

246 
678 


668 
686 


Fleming  c.  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R 

Co.  (158  Pa.  130)  851 

Force  v.  Gregory  (03  Conu.  167)  848 

Fredericks  ©.  Northern  C.  R.  Co.  (157 

Pa.  103)  806 

Gamewell  Fire  Alarm  Teleg.  Co.  ©.  Crane 

(160  Mass.  50)  678 

Georgia  Packing  Co.  «.  Macon  (4  Inters. 
Com.  Rep.  508,  60  Fed.  Rep. 
774)  ^ 

Gibbons  v.  Rente  (51  Minn.  499) 

Gibb's  Estate.  Be  (157  Pa.  59) 

Gibson  v.  Huntington  (88  W.  Va.  177) 

Greenwood  v.  Butler  (52  Kan.  424) 

Guilfovle's  Will.  Be  (96  Cal.  598) 

Gustafson  v.  Uamm  (—  Minn.  — ) 


775 
80 
276 
561 
465 
870 
665 

677 
141 
276 

527 

481 

263 
477 
617 


Jackson  f>.  Baker  (156  Pa.  634)  444 

Jenks  «.  Pawlowski  (98  Mich.  110)  863 
Jenson  v.  Chicago,  St  P.  M.  &  O.  R  Co. 

(86  Wis.  589)  680 

Johnson  v.  Johnson  (92  Tenn.  559)  179 

Judeflnd  «.  State  (78  Md.  510)  721 


544 

785 
609 
273 


716 
802 
736 
297 


Supplemental  Table  of  Cases. 


LoulsvIUe,  N.  O.  &  T.  R.  Co.  «.  Patter- 

son  (69  Miss.  421) 
Lowe  t>.  Harrifr  (112  N.  C.  472) 
Lyons-Thomas  Hardware  Co.  v.  Perry 

Stove  Mfg.  Co.  (86  Tez.  148) 

McKennon  v.  Winn  (1  Okla.  827) 
McQuaid  e,  Ross  (86  Wis.  492) 
Mailory  v,  Ferguson  (50  Kan.  685) 
Manufacturers^  Acci.  Indemnity  Co.  «. 

Dorgan  (58  Fed.  Rep.  945) 
Matthews  v,  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  Co. 

(66  N.  J.  L.  (27  Vroom)  84) 
Mee  V.  Benedict  (98  Mich.  260) 
Michigan  Shingle  Ck>.  v.  State  Invest  Ins. 

Co.  (94  Mich.  889) 
Minneapolis,  St.  P.  &  S.  S.  M.  R.  Co.  v. 

Home  Ins.  Co.  (55  Minn.  286) 
Montana  Catholic  Mission  v.  Lewis  & 

Clarke  County  (18  Mont.  559) 
Moore  9.  S.  C.  Forsaith  Mach.  Co.  (89  S. 

C.484) 
Morton  v.  New  York  (140  N.  Y.  207) 
Muldoon  V.  Seattle  City  R.  Co.  (7  Wash. 

628) 
Mutual  Benefit  L.  Ins.  Co.  ^  Robinson 

(58  Fed.  Rep.  728) 

Needham  v.  Borden  (56  Minn.  88) 
Neufelder  v.  Oerman  American  Ins.  Co. 

(6  Wash.  886) 
Newark  Mach.  Co.  v.  Kenton  Ins.  Co. 

(50  Ohio  St.  549) 
Newark  Pass.  R  Co.  «.  Bloch  (55  N.  J. 

L.  (26  Vroom)  605) 
Nims  V,  Mount  Hermon  Boys'  School 

(160  Mass.  177) 
Norfolk  &  W.  R  Co.  v.  Adams  (90  Va. 


Odlln  t>.  Woodruff  (81  Fla.  160) 

Olmstead  v.  Bach  (78  Md.  182) 

Oregon  &  C.  R  Co.  «.  Portland  (25  Or. 

229^ 
OToole  t>.  Pittsburgh  &  L.  E.  R  Co. 

(158  Pa.  99) 

Parrot  c.  Avery  (159  Mass.  594) 
Pennsylvania  R  Co.  «.  Goodenough  (55 
N.  J.  L.  (26  Vroom)  577) 
V,  Parry  (55  N.  J.  L.  (26  Vroom) 
561) 
Pensaoola  &  A.  R.  Co.  u.  Hyer  (82  Fhi. 

589) 
People  «.  Bellet  (99  Mich.  151) 

Richardson,  v.  Henderson  (— Wyo. 

— ) 
Porter  «.  Tull  (6  Wash.  408) 
Putzell «.  Drovers  &  M.  Nat.  Bank  (78 

Md.  849) 


259 
379 

802 


601 

187 

99 


261 
641 

819 


684 

49 
241 

794 

825 

481 
287 
768 
874 
864 
580 

699 

74 

718 
606 

158 
460 
251 
868 


Rowland  v.  Miller  (139  N.  Y.  93)  182 

Rumpel «.  Oregon.  S.  L.  &  U.  N.  R.  Co. 

(—  Idaho,  — )  725 

St.  Joseph  &  G.  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Palmer  (38 

Neb.  463)  835 

Sammis  t>.  Bennett  (82  Fla.  468)  48 

Schlichter  c.  Keiter  (156  Pa.  119)  161 

Schmidt  c.  Brieg  (100  Cal.  672)  790 

Scroggin  «.  McClellan  (87  Neb.  644)  110 

Seattle  &  M.  R  Co.  v.  State  (7  Wash. 

160)  217 

Sego  f>.  Stoddard  (186  Ind.  297)  468 

Sheldon  «.  Pruessner  (52  Kan.  579)  709 

Shoemaker  «.  South  Bend  Spark  Arrester 

Co.  (185  Ind.  471)  832 

Simmons  v.  Norfolk  &  B.  S.  B.  Co.  (118 

N.  C.  147)  677 

Simpson  9.  State  (92  Ga.  41)  248 

Smith  ©.  Louisville  A  N.  R  Co.  (95  Ky. 
11) 
V.  McDowell.  Hall  (148  Ind.  51) 
Spearmi^n  v.  Tezarkana  (58  Ark.  348) 
Speed  V.  Detroit  (98  Mich.  360) 
Spencer  v.  Metropolitan  Street  R   Co. 

(120  Mo.  164) 
Spratt  V.  Livingston  (82  Fla.  507) 
Starnes  c.  Hill  (112  N.  C.  1) 
State  c.  Adams  (25  Or.  172) 
«.  Almy  (67  N.  H.  — ) 
V,  Fknagan  (38  W.  Va.  58) 
V.  Jones  (113  N.  C.  669) 
«.  Moore  (118  N.  C.  697) 
V.  South  Kingstown  (18  R.  L  — ) 
Flickinger,  «.  Fisher  (119  Mo.  344) 
Lamar,  v.  Dillon  (32  Fla.  545) 
Morris.  «.  O'Connor  (56  N.  J.  L. 

(27  Vroom)  126) 
Morris,  v.  Wrightson  (56  N.  J.  L. 

(27  Vroom)  126) 
Railroad  Commission ,  «.  Western 
U.  Teleg.  Co.  (118  N.  C.  218) 
Rylands.  v.  Pinkerman  (68  Conn. 

176) 
Wisconsin  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Janes- 
ville  Street  R  Co.  (87  Wis.  72) 


751 
613 


682 


Queen  Ins.  Co.  o.  State  (86  Tex.  260)  483 


Ramsey  A  G.  Mfg.  Co.  o.  Kelsea  (66  N. 

J.  L.  (26  Vroom)  320) 
Randall  9.  Hamilton  (45  La.  Ann.  1184) 
Rippe  «.  Becker  (66  Minn.  100) 
Rosenthal  «.  Muskegon  Circuit  Judge 

(98  Mich.  208) 


416 
649 

867 


Thornburg  «.  Wiggins  (135  Ind.  178) 
Tillinghast  v.  Boston  &  P.  R  Lumber 

Co.  (39  S.  0.  484) 
Trinity  College  t>.   Traveler's  Ins.   Co. 

(113N.  C.  244) 
Trippei).  Provident  Fund  Soc.  (140  N. 

Y.  28) 

Van  Auken  v.  Chicago  &  W.  M.  R  Co. 

(96  Mich.  307)  38 

Vigo  County  v.  Davis  (136  Ind.  608)  615 

©.Stout (136  Ind.' 63)  898 


72 
898 
855 
842 

668 
453 
698 
840 
744 
430 
678 
472 
65 
799 
124 

649 

648 

670 

653 

759 

42 

49 

291 

482 


Wadkins  v.  Watson  (86  Tex.  194)  779 

Webb  t>.  Fuller  (85  Me.  443)  177 

Welton  V.  Dickson  (38  Neb.  767)  496 
Western  U.  Teleg.   Co.  v,   Wilson  (82 

Fla.  527)  434 
While  V,  Northwestern  N.  C.  R.  Co.  (118 

N.  C.  610)  627 

White  County  v,  Gwin  (136  Ind.  662)  402 
Wilson  c.  People.  Pueblo  A  A.  V.  R  Co. 

I                   (19  Colo.  199)  449 

698  Woodruff  v.  Bowen  (136  Ind.  431)  198 


TABLE 

OP 

CASES    REPORTED 


IN 


LAWYERS'  REPORTS,  ANNOTATED,  BOOK  XXII. 


Adams  v,  Tonella  (ftliss.)         -       -       -  846 

Norfolk  &  W.   R.  Co.    v.  (Va.)  530 

State  V.  (Or.)     .  -       -       -       -  840 
Ahem  tj.  Oregon  Teleph.  &  Teleg.  Co. 

(Or.) 685 

Allen,  Crandall  t?.  (Mo.)       ...  591 

Almy,  State «.  (N.  H.)     -        -               -  744 

Arnold,  Cabell  v.  (Tex.)       -       -       -  87 

Atty-Gen.  v.  Boston  &  A.  R.  Co.  (Mass.)  112 

V,  Old  Colony  R.  Co.  (Mass.)       -  112 

Avery,  Parrot  i?.  (Mass.)       •        -       -  158 

Aylward  «.  O'Brien  (Mass.)       .  -       -  206 


B. 

Bach,  Olmstead  ©.  (Md.)          -       -       -  74 

BaiJy's  Estate.  Be  (Pa.)         ...  444 

Baird  v,  Howard  (Ohio)           ...  846 

Baker,  Hopkins «.  (Md.)       -       -       -  477 

Jackson  v.  (Pa.)  -  -  -  -  444 
Baltimore  Base  Ball  &  E.  Co.  v,  Pickett 

(Md.)  ....  690 
Bank,   Drover's  &  M.  Nat.,  Putzeli  v. 

(Md.) 682 

Exchange  Nat.,  v.  Bank  of  Little 

Rock(C.  C.  App.  8th  C.)  -  686 
First  Nat.  of  Montgomery,  Chap- 
man «.  (Ala.)  -  -  -  -  78 
Bank  of  Little  Rock,  Exchange  Nat. 

Bank  v.  (C.  C.  App.  8th  C.)  686 

Barber's  Estate,  Be  (Conn.)  -  90 
Barnes  Safe  &  Lock  Co.  v.  Bloch  Bros. 

Tobacco  Co.  (W.  Va.)    -       -  850 

Bates  «.  Homer  (Vt.)    -       -       -       -  824 

Becker,  RippetJ.  (Minn.)-               -       -  857 

Bellct,  People  t>.  (Mich.)      -        -        -  696 

Benedict,  Mee  v.  (Mich.)         ...  641 

Bennett,  Sammisr.  (Fla.)     -    '   .        .  48 

Bente,  Gibbons  v.  (Minn.)  ...  80 
Bloch  Bros.  Tobacco  Co.,  Barnes  Safe  & 

Lock  Co.  V,  (W.  Va.)         -  850 

Bloch,  Newark  Pass.  R.  Co.  v.  (N.  J.)  374 

Borden,  Needham  u.  (Minn.)       -       -  481 

Boston  &  A.  R.  Co.,  Atty-Gen.  v.  (Mass.)  112 
Boston  &  P.  R.  Lumber  Co.,   Tilling- 

hast  f>.  (S.  C.)  -       -       .       -  49 

Bowen,  Woodruff  u.  (Ind.)  -       -       -  198 

Braoeville  Coal  Co.  «.  People  (IlL)  -        -  340 

Bramberry's  App.  (Pa.)  -  -  -  594 
22  L.  R  A. 


Bramberry's  Estate,  Be  (Pa.)  -               -  594 

Breeze  v.  Brooks  (Cal.)         -       -       -  256 

Brieg,  Schmidt  v.  (Cal.)  ....  790 

Brooks,  Breeze  r.  (Cal.)       -       -       -  256 
Brown  v.  Grand  Rapids  Parlor  Furniture 

Co.  (C.  C.  App.)     -       -        -  817 

Bulpit  V.  Matthews  (111.)       ...  55 

Butler,  C.  F.  Jewett  Pub.  Co.  v,  (Mass.)  258 

Greenwood  v,  (Kan.)     -               -  465 


Cabell  V,  Arnold  (Tex.)    ....  87 

Cameron «.  Mount  (Wis.)     -               -  512 

V.  Pittsburgh  &  L.  E.  R.  Co.  (Pa.)  448 

Carney  v.  Hadlev  (Fla.)           -       -        -  283 

Case  t>.  Minot  (Mass.)    ....  536 

C.  F.  Jewett  Pub.  Co.  v.  Butler  (Mass.)  558 

Chamberlain  r.  Hemingway  (Conn.)  -  45 
Chapman   v.  Montgomery    First   Nat. 

Bank  (Ala.)  ...  78 
Charlotte,  C.  &  A.  R.  Co.  Edwards  v. 

(S.  C.) 246 

Chenery  v.  Fitchburgh  R.  Co.  (Mass.)  575 
Chicago  &  W.  M.  R.  Co.,  Van  Auken 

V.  (Mich.)  ....  38 
Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  O.  R.  Co. ,  Jenson  ©. 

(Wis.) 680 

Clarendon  Land,  I.  &  A.  Co.  v.  McClel- 
land (Tex.)  ...  -  105 
Colbum  t>.  Groton  (N.  H.)  -  -  -  768 
Comitis  V.  Parkerson  (C.  C.  E.  D.  La.)  148 
Com.  ©.Gilbert (Mass.)-  -  -  -  489 
V.  Juniata  Coke  Co.  (Pa.)  -  -  232 
V.  Linn  (Pa.)  ....  353 
tJ.  Pottsville  Iron  &  Steel  Co.  (Pa.)  228 
Philadelphia  County,  t?.  SchoUen- 

berger  (Pa.)         -       -        -  155 

Cooper  V.  Phipps  (Or.)    ....  836 

Crandall  v,  Allen  (Mo.)  -  -  -  591 
Crane,  Gamewell  Fire  Alarm  Teleg.  Co. 

V.  (Mass.)     ....  678 

Crisp  V.  Fort  Wayne  &  E.  R  Co.  (Mich.)  732 


Dantzler  v.  De  Bardeleben  Coal  &  Iron 

Co.  (Ala.) 

Davenport  p.  Gwilliams  (Ind.)     - 
Davis,  Vigo  County  Comrs.  t?.  (Ind.) 


361 
244 

515 
5 


Cabes  Reported. 


Be  fiardeleben  Coal  &  Iron  Co.»  Dantzler 

©.(Ala.)  ....  361 
Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.,  Matthews  «. 

(N.J.) 261 

Detroit,  G.  H.  &  M.  R.  Co.,  Dewey  v, 

(Mich.)  -  -  -  .  292 
Detroit,  Speed  «.  (Mich.)  ...  842 
Dewey  v,  Detroit,  Q.  H.  &  M.  R.  Co. 

(Mich.)  -  -  -  -  292 
Dickson,  Weltonv.  (Neb.)  ...  496 
Dillon,  State,  Lamar  v.  (Fla.)  -  -  124 
Dorgan,  Manufacturers  Ace.  Indemnity 

Co.  «.  (C.  C.  App.  6th  C.)  -  620 
Drover's  <&  M.  Nat  Banic,  FlitzeU  t.  (Md.)  682 
DweUing  House  Ins.  Co.,  Hamilton  «. 

(Mich.)        -        ...       627 


E. 

East  Tennessee,  y.&  G.  R.  Co.  v,  Kane 

(Qa.) 815 

Edwards  v,  Charlotte,  C.  &  A.  R.  Co. 

(8.  C.) 246 

Enewold  v.  Olsen  (Neb.)       -              -  678 

Engel «.  NewYork,  P.  &  B.  R  Co.  (Mass.)  288 

Eyartot).  St.  Paul,  M.  <&  M.  R.  Co.  (Minn.)  668 
Exchange  Nat.  Bank  o.  Bank  of  Little 

Rock  (C.  C.  App.  8th  C.)    -  686 


Ferguson,  Mallory  t>.  (Kan.)    -       -       -  99 

Pisher,  State,  Flickinger  «.  (Mo.)        -  799 

Fitchburg  R.  Co.,  Chenery  «.  (Mass.)      -  675 

Flanagan,  State  v.  (W.  Va.)  -  480 
Flemings.  Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  ft  St.  L.  R. 

Co.  (Pa.)         ....  851 

Flickinger,  State,  exrd.  Fisher  v,  (Mo.)  799 

Force «.  Gregory  (Conn.)     -       -       -  848 

Fort  Wayne  A  E.  R.  Co. ,  Crisp  v.  (Mich.)  782 

Fredericks  v.  Northern  Cent.  R.  Co.  (Pa.)  806 

Fuller,  Webb  v,  (Me.)      ...       -  177 

G. 

Gkunewell  Fire  Alarm  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Crane 

(Mass.)  ....  678 
Georgia  Packing  Co.  v.  Macon  (C.  C.  S. 

D.Ga.) 775 

German  American  Ins.  Co.,  Neuf elder 

V.  (Wash.)    -       -       -       -  287 

Gibbons «.  Rente  (Minn.)         -       •       .  80 

Gibba' Estate,  ^  (Pa.)         -       -       -  276 

Gibson  t.  Huntington  (W.  Va.)       -       -  561 

Gilbert,  Com.  «.  (Mass.)  -  -  •  489 
Goodenough,  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v,  (N. 

J.) 460 

Grand   Rapids   Parlor  Furniture   Co., 

Browne.  (C.  C.  App.)    -       -  817 

Greenwood  v,  Butler  (Kan.)        -       -  465 

Gregory,  Force©.  (Conn.)       -       -       -  848 

Groton,  Colbum  v.  (N.  H.)          -       -  768 

Guilfoyle'8  Will,  Re  (Cal.)       -       -       -  870 

Gustafson  v,  Hamm  (Minn.)        -  565 

Gwilliams.  Davenport  «.  (Ind.)       -       -  244 

Gwin,  White  County  Comrs.  c.  (Ind.)  402 

H. 

Hadley.  Carney «.  (Fla.)      -       -       -  288 

Haggartc.  8tehlin(Ind.)  -  -  -  577 
^2  L.  K  A. 


Hague  tJ.  Wheeler  (Pa.) 

Hall,  McDowell  ex  rei,.  Smith  «.  (IlL)    • 

Halstead's  App.  (Pa.) 

Hamilton  9.   Dwelling  House  Ins.   Co. 

(Mich.)        .... 
Randall  V.  (La.)      .       .        .        - 
Hamm,  Gustafson  e.  (Minn.) 
Hansen,  Horn  v.  (Minn.) 
Harris,  Lowe  «.  (N.  C.) 
Hemingway,  Chamberlain  v,  (Conn.) 
Henderson,     People,     Richardson      «. 

(Wyo.)         .... 
Hill,  Stames  v,  (N.  C.)     - 
Holt's  Will,  ife  (Minn.) 
Home  Ins.  Co.,  Minneapolis,  St  P.  &  S. 

Ste.  M.  R  Co.  V.  (Minn.) 
Hoover  v,  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  (Pa.)  - 
Hopkins  V.  Baker  (Md.)  .... 
Horn  «.  Hansen  (Minn.) 
Homer,  Bates  v.  (Vt.)      ...       - 
Howard,  Baird  v.  (Ohio)      - 
Huntinjfton,  Gibson  v,  (W.  Va.)      - 
Hyer,  Pensacola  &  A.  R.  Co.  v.  (Fla.) 


Insurance  Co.,  Dwelling  House,  Hamil- 
ton «.  (Mich.) 

German-American,    Neufelder  v. 
(Waah.)       .... 

Home,  Minneapolis,  St.  P.  A  S. 
Ste.  M.  R.  Co.  «.  (Minn.) 

Kenton,  Newark  Mach.  Co.  v, 
(Ohio)  .... 

Mutual  Ben.  L.  v,  Robinson  (C.  C. 
App.   8th  C.)         ... 

Queen  v.  State  (Tex.) 

State   Invest.,  Michigan  Shingle 
Co.  f>.  (Mich.) 

Travelers,  Trinity  (College  c.  (N. 

C.) 


Jackson  v.  Baker  (Pa.) 

Janesville  Street  R.  Co.,  State,  Wisconsin 

Telph.  Co.  V,  (Wis.) 
Jenks  «.  Pawlowski  (Mich.) 
Jenson  «.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  &  O.  R  Co. 

(Wis.)  .... 

Johnson  v.  Johnson  (Tenn.)     - 
Jones,  State  v.  (N.  C.)         ... 
Judefind  v.  State  (Md.)    .... 
Juniata  Coke  Co.,  Com.  v.  (Pa.) 


(N.  J.) 
Co.  V, 


141 
898 
276 

527 
649 
565 
617 
879 
45 

761 
698 
481 

890 
268 

477 
617 
824 
846 
561 


527 

287 
890 
768 

825 

488 

819 
291 


444 

759 
868 

680 
179 
678 
721 


Kane,  East  Tennessee,  V.  &  G.  R  Co, 
(Ga.)        .... 

Keating  f?.  Springer  (III.) 

Keiter,  Schlichter  v.  (Pa.) 

Kelsea,  Ramsey  &  G.  Mfg.  Co.  v. 

Kenton  Ins.  Co.,  Newark  Mach. 
(Ohio) 

Kirkpatrick  v.  Puirear  (Tenn.) 

Klein  r.  Valerius  (Wis.) 

Kopp  V.  Reiter  (111.)         .       .       -       .    273 


815 
644 
161 
416 

769 
786 
609 


Lamar,  State,  ex  rei:,  v.  Dillon  (Fla.)     -    124 
Legislative  Adjournment,  Re  (R.  I.)   -       716 


Cases  9bpobtbd. 


Leonud,  £ci;f»ft0(S.  C.)     -       •       -  802 

Lewis  V,  Portland  (Or.)    -       -       -       -  788 

V.  Watson  (Ala.)  -  -  -  .  »7 
Lewis  &  Clarke  County,  Montana  Cath- 

oUc  Mission  «.  (Mont)  884 

Linn,  Com.  «.  (Pa.)  .  .  -  -  858 
Little  Rock,   Bank  of,  Ezchanffe  Nat 

Bank  v.  (C.  C.  App.  8th  C.)  888 

LivinsstOD,  Bpratt  «.  (FUl)     -       -       •  458 

LoaisVille  A  N.  R.  Co.,  Smith  c.  (Ky.)  73 
LonisTille,  N.  O.  &  T.  R  Ca  v,  Patterson 

(Miss.)          ....  259 

Lowe «.  Harris  («.  C.)  -  -  -  87i> 
Ljons-Thomas  Hardware  Co.  v.  Perry 

Stove  Mfg.  Co.  (Tex.)  802 


McCnelUnd,  Clarendon  Land,  L&A.C0. 

V.  (Tex.)       -       -       -       -  106 

Scroffgb «.  (Neb.)                 -       -  110 

McDowell,  Hidl,  Smith  v.  (HI)    •  888 

McEennon  v.  Winn  (Okla.)     -       •       -  601 

McQuaidv.  Rofls(Wi8.)'      •       •       -  187 
Macon,  Georgia  Packing  Co.  v.  (C.  C.  8. 

D.  Qa.) 775 

Mallory  «.  Ferguson  (Kan.)  99 
Manufacturers  Accident  Indemnity  Co. 

tr.  Dorgan  (C.  C.  App.  8th  C.)  820 
Matthews  9.  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R  Co. 

(N.J.) 281 

Bolpit «.  (m.)     ....  65 

Mee  V.  Benedict  (Mich.)          -       -       -  841 
Metropolitan  Street  R  0>.,  Spencer  «. 

(Mo.) 888 

Michigan  Shingle  Co. «.  State  Invest.  Ins. 

Co.  (Mich.)     ....  819 

Miller,  Rowland  «.  (N.  Y.)  182 
Minneapolis,  St  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  R  Co. 

9.  Home  Ins.  Co.  (Minn.)             >  890 

Minot,  Case  v.  (Mass.)          -       -       >  588 
Montana  Catholic  Mission   e.  Lewis  & 

Clarke  County  (Mont)   -       -  884 
Montgomery  First  Nat  Bank,  Chapman 

«.  (Ala.)       ....  78 

Moore  «.  S.  C.  Forsaith  Mach.  Co.  (S.C.)  49 

State  V.  (N.  C.)       -       -               -  472 

Morris,  State,  ex  rd,,v,  O'Connor  (N.  J.)  548 

Stale,  ex  rd,,  v.  Wrightson  (N.  J.)  548 

Morton  v.  New  Yorkff^.  Y.)       -       -  241 

Mount,  Cameron  v.  (Wis.)                      -  512 
Mount  Hermon  Boys'  School,  Nims  «. 

(Mass.)         -        •       .       .  884 

Muldooo  9.  Seattle  City  R  Co.  (Wash.)  794 
Muskegon  Circuit  Judge,  Rosenthal  f>. 

(Mich.)            ....  098 
Mutual  Ben..  L.  Lis.  Co.  v.  Rohison  (C. 

C.  App.  8th  C.)    -       -       -  825 


N.  . 

Needbam  e.  Borden  (Minn.)    - 
Neufelder  v.  Gkrman- American  Ins.  Co. 

(Wash.) 
Newark  Mach.  ()o.  «.  Kenton  Ins.  Co. 

(Ohio)      .... 
Newark  Pass.  R.  Co.  v.  Block  (N.  J.) 
New  York,  Morton  «.  (N.  Y.)      - 
New   ToA,  P.  &  B.  R  Co.,  Engel 

(Mass.)     -       .       . 
Nims  e.   Monnt  Hermon  Boys'  School 

(Mass.)         .... 

22L.RA. 


481 

287 

768 
874 
241 


884 


Norfolk  &  B.  S.  B.  Co.,  Simmons  v.  (N. 

C.) 

Norfolk  &  W.  R.  Co.  «.  Adams  (Va.) 
Northern  Cent  R.Co.,  Fredericks  «.  (Pa.) 
Northwestern  North  Carolina  R.  Co., 

White  9.  (N.  C.) 


O'Brien,  Aylward  v.  (Mass.) 

O'Connor,  State,  Morris  v.  (N.  J.) 

OdlintJ.  Woodruff  (Fla.) 

Old  Colony  R  Co.,  AttyGen.  «.  (Mass.) 

Olmstead  V.  Bach  (Md.)    .       .       .       . 

Olsen,  Enewold  v.  (Neb.)     - 

Oregon  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Portland  (Or.)     - 

Oregon,  S.  L.  &  U.  N.  R  Co.,  Rumpel 

V,  (Idaho)     .... 
Oregon  Teleph.  d;  Teleg.  Co.,  Ahem«. 

(Or.)        .       -  -       - 

OToole  V,  Pitteburgh  &  L.  £.  R  Co. 

(Pa.) 


La.) 


R  Co., 


«.  Hyer  (Pla.) 
Lyons-Thomas 


Palmer,  St.  Joseph  ^  G.  L  R  Co.  v. 

(Neb.)  .       .       . 

Parkerson,  Comitis  v,  (C.  C.  £.  D. 
Parrot  V,  Avery  (Mass.) 
Parry,  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  t>.  (N.  J.) 
Patterson,  Louteville,  N.  O.  &  T.  R  Co, 

V,  (Miss.)      .       .       .       - 
PawlowsU,  Jenks  v.  (Mich.) 
People  «.  Bellet  (Mich.)      • 

Bracevllle  Coal  Co.  tj.  (HI.) 
ex  rel.,  Pueblo  &  A.  V, 

Wilson  V,  (Colo.) 

Richardson,  t?  Henderson  (Wyo.) 

Pennsylvania   R.    Co.    v.  Gkxxlenough 

(N.J.)^ 

Hoover  «.  (Pa.) 
V,  Parry  (N.  J.) 
Pensacola  &  A.  R  Co. 
Perry  Stove  Mfg.   Co., 

Hardware  Co.  v.  (Tex.) 
Philadelphia  County,  Com.  ex  rd„  v. 

Schollenberger  (Pa.) 
Phipps,  Cooper  v.  (Or.) 
Pickett,  Baltimore  Base  Bali  <&  £.  Co.  t. 

(Md.)       .... 
Pinkerman,  State.   Rylands  «.    (Conn.) 
Pittsburgh  &  L.  £.  R  Co.,  Cameron  0. 

(Pa.)    - 
OToole  V.  (Pa.) 
Pittsburgh,  C.  C.  &  St.  L.  R  Co.,  Flem 

ingtj.  (Pa.)  .       .       - 

Portland,  Lewis  t.  (Or.) 

Oregon  &  C.  R  Co.  v.  (Or.)      - 
Porter  t>.  TuU  (Wash.) 
PottsTille  Iron  &  Steel  Co.,  Com.  v.  (Pa.) 
Provident  Fund  Soc,  Trippe  v,  (N.  Y.) 
Pruessner,  Sheldon  v,  (Kan.)  - 
Pueblo  &  A.  V.  R.  Co.,  People,  exrel,, 

Wilson  tJ.   (Colo.) 
Puryear,  Kirkpatrick  v.  (Tenn.) 
Putzell  V.  Drover's  &  M.  Nat.  Bank  (Md.) 


Queen  Ins.  Co.  v.  State  (Tex.) 


(177 
680 
806 

6S7 


906 
548 
699 
113 
74 
578 
718 

725 

685 

606 


885 

148 
158 
251 


606 

840 

440 

751 

460 
268 
251 
868 

802 

155 
886 

690 
658 

448 
606 

851 
786 
718 
618 


-    709 

449 

785 
632 


488 


Ca8B8  Rbportbd. 


R. 


Railroad  Commission,  State,  ex  reL,  v. 

Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  (N.  C.)  670 
Railroad  Co.,  Boston  &  A.,  Atty-Gen.  v. 

(Mass.)  -  -  *  -  -  112 
Charlotte,  C.  <&  A.,  Edwards  v, 

(S.  C.) 346 

Chicago  &  W.  M.,  Van  Auken  v. 

(Mich.)  ....  88 
Chicago,  St.  P.,  M.  <&  O.,  Jenson 

V,  (Wis.) 680 

Delaware.  L.  &  W..  Matthews  «. 

(N.  J.)  -  -  -  -  261 
Detroit,  G.  H.  &  M.,  Dewey  ©. 

(Mich.) 292 

East  Tennessee,  Y.  &  G.  v.  Kane 

(Ga.) 315 

Fitcbburgh,  Chenery  v.  (Mass.)  -  575 
Fort  Wayne  &  E.,  Crisp  v.  (Mich.)  782 
Janesville  Street,  State,  Wisconsin 

Teleph.  Co.,  v.  (Wis.)  -  -  769 
Louisville  &  N..  Smith  v.  (Ky.)  -  72 
Louisville.  N.  O.  &  T.  v.  Patterson 

(Miss.)  -  -  -  -  259 
Metropolitan    Street,   Spencer    v. 

(Mo.) 668 

Minneapolis.  St.  P.  &  S.  Ste.  M.  v. 

Home  Ins.  Co.  (Minn.)  390 

Newark  Pass.  c.  Bloch  (N.  J.)  -  874 
New  York,   P.   &  B.,  Engel  v. 

(Mass.)  -       -        -        -        283 

Norfolk  &  W.  V.  Adams  (Ya.)  -  580 
Northern  Cent,  Fredericks  «.  (Pa.)  806 
Northwestern,    North     Carolina, 

White  D.  (N.  C.)  -  -  627 
Old  Colony,  Atty-Gten.  v,  (Mass.)  112 
Oregon  &  C.  v.  Portland  (Or.)  -  713 
Oregon.  S.  L.  &  U.  N.,  Rumpel 

9.  adaho)  -  -  -  -  726 
Pennsylvania  v,  Goodenough  (N.J. )  460 
Pennsylvania  v.  Parry  (N.  J.)  -  251 
Pennsylvania,  Hoover  v.  (Pa.)  -  268 
Pensacola  &  A.  t>.  Hyer  (Fla.)  -  868 
Pittsburgh  &  L.  E.,  Cameron  v. 

(Pa.) 448 

Pittsburgh  «&  L.   E.,  OToole  v, 

(Pa.) 606 

Pitteburgh.  C.  C.  &  St.  L.,  Flem- 
ing tj.  (Pa.)  -  -  -  -  351 
Pueblo  &  A.  Y.,  People,  ex  rel., 

Wilsons.  (Colo.)-  -  -  447 
St.  Joseph  &  G.  I.  c.  Palmer  (Neb.)  885 
St.    Paul,   M.    &   M.,  Evarts   c. 

(Minn.) 663 

Seattle  &  M.  v.  State  (Wash.)  -  217 
Seattle  (Tity,  Muldoon  v.  (Wash.)  794 
Ramsey  &  G.  Mfg.  Co.  t.  Kelsea  (N.  J.)  416 
Randall  v.  Hamilton  (La.)  -  -  •  649 
Reitcr,  Kopp  v.  (111.)  -  -  -  -  273 
Richardson,  People,  ex  rel.  r.  Henderson 

(Wyo.)  -  -  -  -  751 
RippetJ.  Becker  (Minn.)  -  -  -  -  857 
Robison,  Mutual  Ben.  L.  Ins.  Co.  c.  (C. 

C.  App.SthC.)  -  -  -  825 
Rosenthal  v,  Muskegon  Circuit   Judge 

(Mich.)  ....  698 
Ross,  McQuaid  c.  (Wis.)  -  -  -  187 
Rowland  v.  Miller  (N.  Y.)  •  -  -  182 
Rumpel  tJ.  Oregon,  S.  L.  &  U.  N.  R.  Co. 

(Idaho) 725 

Rylands,  State,  ex    reL,  v,    Pinkerman 

(Conn.)         ....        658 

22L.  R.A. 


S. 


St.  Joseph  &  G.  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Palmer 

(Neb.) 885 

St.  Paul,  M.  &  M.  R.  Co.,  Evarts  «. 

(Minn.)         -        -        -        -  668 

Sammis  v,  Bennett  (Fla.)       -        -       -  48 

S.  C.  Forsaith  Mach.  Co.,  Moore  f>,  (S.  C.)  49 

Schlichter  «.  Keiter  (Pa.)    -        -       -  161 

Schmidt  t?.  Brieg  (Cal.)    ....  790 
SchoUenberger,      Com.,      Philadelphia 

(Jounty,  ©.  (Pa.)      -       -       -  165 

Scroggin  v.  McClelland  (Neb.)     -       -  110 

Seattle  &  M.  R.  Co.  «.  State  (Wash.)      .  217 

Seattle  City  R.  Co.,  Muldoon  t.  (Wash.)  794 

Sego  «.  Stoddard  (Ind.)       ...  468 

Sheldon  «.  Pniessner  (Kan.)    -       -       -  70^ 
Shoemaker  «.  South  Bend  Spark  Arrester 

Co.  (Ind.)     ....  882 
Simmons  v.  Norfolk  &  B.  S.  B.  Co.  (N. 

C.)  - 67T 

Simpson  t>.  State  (Ga.)  -  -  -  -  248- 
Smith  t>.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  (Ky.)  -  72 
tJ.  McDowell,  Hall  (111.)  -  -  89a 
South  Bend  Spark  Arrester  Co.,  Shoe- 
maker V.  (Ind.)  •  -  -  832 
South  Kingstown,  State  f>.  (R.  L)  -  65 
Spearman  n.  Tezarkana  (Ark.)  -  .  855- 
Speed  V.Detroit  (Mich.)  -  -  -  842 
Spencer  v.  Metropolitan  Street  R.   Co. 

(Mo.) 668 

Spratt  t».  Livingston  (Fla.)   -        -       -  453 

Springer,  Keating  c.  (111.)       ...  544 

Starnes  v.  Hill  (N.  C.)  -       -       -        -  59a 

State  «.  Adams  (Or.)       ....  840 

v.  Almy  (N.  H.)         ...  744 

V.  Flanagan  (W.  Ya.)    -       -       -  480 

f>.  Jones  (N.  C.)  -        -       -       -  678 

ex  rel,  v.  South  Kingstown  (R.  I.)-  65 

Flickinger,  v.  Fisher  (Mo.)        -  799 

Lamar,  v.  Dillon  (Fla.)  -       -       -  124 

Morris,  v.  O'Connor  (N.  J.)      -  548 

Morris  v.  Wrightson  (N.  J.)  -        -  548 

Railroad  Commission,  v.  Western 

U.  Teleg.  Co.  (N.  C.)  -  570 
Rylands,  v.  Pinkerman  (Conn.)  653 
Wisconsin  Teleph.  Co.,  v.  Janes- 
ville Street  R.  Co.  (Wis.)  -  759 
Judeflnd  v.  (Md.)  -  -  -  721 
V.  Moore  (N.  C.)  ...  472 
Queen  Ins.  Co.  v.  (Tex.)  -  -  483 
Seattle  &  M.  R.  Co.  v,  (Wash.)  -  217 
Simpson  v.  (Ga.)  -  -  -  -  248 
State  Invest.  Ins.  Co. ,  Michigan  Shingle 

Co.  c.  (Mich.)      -       -       -       -  319 

Stehlin.  Haggart  v.  (Ind.)         -        -        -  577 

Stoddard,  Sego  «.  (Ind.)       ...  468 

Stout,  Yigo  County  Comrs.  v.  (Ind.)        -  398 


Tezarkana.  Spearman  v.  (Ark.)       -       -  86o 

Thomburg  t.  Wiggins  (Ind.)       -        -  42 
Tillinghast  «?.  Boston  &  P.  R.  Lumber 

Co.(S.C.)        ....  49 

Tonella,  Adams  v.  (Miss.)    -       -        -  346 
Travelers'  Ins.  Co.,  Trinity  College  tJ. 

(N.  C.) 291 

Trinity  College  c.  Travelers'  Ins.  Co.  (N. 

■^       Q\ 291 

Trippe  «.  Provident  Fund  Soc.  (N.  Y.)  482 

Tufl.  Porter  v.  (Wash.)    -       -        -       -  613 


Cases  Refobted. 


Valerius.  Klein  v.  (Wis.)     -    -       -       -  ^09 
Van  Auken  v,  Chicago  &  W.  M.  R.  Co. 

(Mich.)        .       ...  88 

Vigo  County  Comrs.  v,  Davis  (Ind.)       -  515 

V.  Stout  (Ind.)     -           -           -  398 


W. 

Wadkins  v.  Watson  (Tex.)  -       -       -    779 

Watson,  Lewis  v.  (Ala.)  -        -       -       297 

Wadkins  v.  (Tex:)  -       -       -    779 

Webb «.  Fuller  (Me.)    -  .       -       -       177 

Welton  tJ.  Dickson  (Neb.)  -        -       -    496 
22L.R.  A. 


Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v,  Wilson  (Fla.)  484 
State,    Railroad    Commission,    v. 

(N.  C.) 570 

Wheeler,  Hague «.  (Pa.)          -       •       -  141 
White  V.  Northwestern  North  Carolina 

R.  Co.  (N.  C.)       -       -        -       -  6^7 

White  County  Comrs.  «.  Gwin  (Ind.)  402 

Wiggins,  Thomburg «.  (Ind.)      -       -  42 
Wilson  V,  People,  ex  rel  Pueblo  &  A.  V. 

R.  Co.  (Colo.)        -        ...  449 

Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  «.  (Fla.)  434 

Winn,  McKennon  «.  (Okla.)       -  501 
Wisconsin  Teleph.  Co.,  State,  ex  rel,  v. 

Janesville  Street  R  Co.  (Wis.)  759 

Woodruff  u.  Bowen  (Ind.)               -       -  198 

OdHntJ.  (Fla.)     -       -       -        -  699 

Wrightson,  State,  Morris,  v.  (N.  J.)       -  54a 


CITATIONS 


IN    OPINIONS  OP  THE  JUDGES  CONTAINED  IN  THIS  BOOK. 


S48 
487 


800 


Abbottr.  Andrews,  130  Maas.  146 7«6 

r.  Kansas  City,  St.  J.  &  C.  B.  R.  Co.,  88 

Mo.  271,  68  Am.  Rep.  581 

Abeles  r.  Western  U.  Telegr.  Ck>.,  87  Mo.  App. 

564.. .---« -_-... ... 

Academy  of  Fine  Arts  9.  Philadelphta  County, 

2SPB.  406 :. 

Accident  Ins.  Co.  of  N.  A.  r.  Crandal,  120  U. 

S.  587,  SaS.  80  L.  ed.  740-748 888.888 

Adams  r.  Brtegs  Iron  Co.,  7  Cusb.  801 647 

r.  ChapGn,  1  HiU,  Bg.  886 806 

T.  Chicafro,  B.  A  nTk.  Co.,  1  L.  R  A.  486, 

«»4.&Mfno.286,288 667,588,888,881 

r.XronCUirBCo.,78Mich.271,288 284, 885 

r.  Keblor  BOlUnff  Co.,  85  ¥e6.  Bep.  488. . .  815 

i;.  Mannlnar.  51  Conn.  5 647 

V.  People,  1  N.  Y.  178 250 

Adamson  V.  Jarvis,  4  BiDff.  68 256 

Adie  t).  Sherwood,  8  Whart  484 387 

.£tna  Ins.  Co.  t;.  Black,  80  iDd.  518 584 

r.  Kittles,  81  Ind.  06 584 

V.  Kesh,  40  Mich.  841 44 

iBina  Live  Stock.  F.  ft  T.  Ins.  Co.  p.  Olmstead, 

21  Mich.  246.  :S51,  4  Am.  Rep.  483.822, 826, 880 

r  r.  Bell,  4  Watts.  81 449 

r.  State,  8  Ind.  484 756 

Albany  Street,  A6,  11  Wend.  149,  26  Am.  Dec. 

618 501 

AlbertBon  9.  Ashton.  102  111.  50 275 

Albnfirhtr.Teafl.l06U.S.6ia,27L.ed.285....  888 

AWrichr.  Monroe,  60  N.H.  118 788 

Aldrldffe  t?.  Burllson.  8  Blackf.  201 788 

Alexander  r.  Alexander,  71  Ala.  2B6 800 

V,  McI>owell  County  Comn.,  70  N.  C.  208.  887 

r.  United  States,!^  U.S.  868,84  L.ed.  064  760 
r.  Western  U.  Tekeg.  Co..  8  L.  K.  A.  71,  66 

Miss.  161 487 

Alicer  r.  Kennedy,  48  VU  100,  24  Am.  Repw  117.  547 

r.  Thaofaer,  19  Pick.  51, 81  Am.  Dec  119. .  676 

Alien  V.  Alien,  47Micfa.  74 44 

v.  Drew,  44  Vt.  174 ^ 716 

r.  Chambera,  SO  N.  C.  126 881 

r.  Holton,  20  Pick.  458 246 

Alii8<»],  ile,  10  L.  R.  A.  70Q,  18  Colo.  626 409 

Almond  r.  Nugent,  34  Iowa,  800,  11  Am.  Bep. 

147.... 846 

Ateb^ry  v.  Hawkins,  0  Dana,  177, 88  Am.  Deo. 

546 151 

Altera  App.,  67  Pa.  841,  6  Am.  Bep.  488 886 

Alton  r.  Diinols  Transp.  Co.,  12  111.  88,  62  Am. 

Dec.  470 806,886 

Amason  In«.  Co.  r.  Wall,  31  Ohio  Sc  688 772 

American  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  McAden,  100  Pa.  800. . .  85 
r.  Mabone,  88  U.  S.  21  Wall.  152, 22  L.  ed. 

fise : 881 

American  Seamen's  Friend  Soc.  v.  Hopper,  88 

N.Y.651 94 

American  U.  Teley.  0>.  v.  Daughtery,  80  Ala. 

191 

r.  Harrison.  81  N.  J.  £q.627 768 

Acdeison  r.  Anderson.  11  Bush,  327 462,  464 

p.  Baker.  28  Md.  681 132 

V.  Jetr,  6  Lu  K.  A.  300,  80  Ky.  875 402,  677 

r.  State,  28  Ind.  22 527 

Andes  Ins.  Co.  v.  Sfaipman,  77  111.  180 321 

AfldreiTB  r.  Harriot,  4  Cow.  Ml 290 

p.  Saucier,  13  La.  Ann.801 138 

r.  Knoeu  l:?  Or.  501 742 

An«ter  r.  Webber.  14  Allen,  211. 02  Am.  Dec.  748  678 

in°^rfNoj^^-s^^™^  600 

aS^t  Lutberiii  Conif.  of  Sellngsjrrove,  6  Pa. 


437 


712 


*      i^^Tir  '^riirnhulU  S4  Me.  72 

^?^°I>i^™^-  *  ^'  ^  ^-  88  Mich.  438. 
22  lT  B.  A. 


Arohardr.  Hornor,  8  Oar.  &  P.  848 76 

ArcUc  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Austin.  60  N.  Y.  470,  30  Am. 

Rep.  221 282 

Armour  V.  KendaU.  16  R.  L  193 178 

Arms  p.  Ashley,  4  Pick.  74 619 

Arnold  V.  Arnold,  30  Ind.  305 43 

r.  Cauble,  49  Tex.  583 647 

V.  CliiIord,2  Sumn.  288 256 

Amot  V.  Pittston  &  E.  Coal  Co.,  68  N.  T.  558, 28 

Am.  Rep.  100 482 

Asbury  Railway  Carriaire  &  Iron  Co.  v.  Riche, 

L.  R.7H.L.653 807 

Asber  v.  Texas,  128  V.  S.  128. 32  L.  ed.  368,  2  In- 

ten.  Com.  Rep.  241 778 

Ashman  v..  FUnt  &  P.  M.  R.  Qo.,  90  Mich.  567, 

671 204 

Atchison  &  N.  R.  Co.  v..  Washburn,  5  Neb.  117  338 

Atchison,  T.  &  8.  F.  R.  Co.  r.Morgan.  81  Kan.  77  781 

Atlanta  6;  W.  P.  R.  Co.  v,  Newman,  85  Ga.  517. .  317 
Atlantic  Exp.  Co.  v.  Wilmington  ^  W.  R.  Co., 

18  L.  R.  A.  3ea,  4  Incen.  Com.  Rep.  284, 

mN.C.468 570 

AUantio  Ins.  Co.  v.  Wrifrbt,  22  111.  462 321, 825 

Attleboroufrh  Nat.  Bank  v.  Rogers,  125  Mass. 

Atty-Gen.  v,  BoBt6n,'i23  Mass." 486".'.'.***. '".'." '.'."'.  116 
V,  Detroit,  68  Mich.  218. 56  Am  Rep.  675. .  136 
V.  Great  Northern  R.  Co.,  1  Drew  &  8. 154  807 
V.  Petersburg  &  R.  R.  Co.,  28  N.  C.  456..6n,678 
V.  Proprietors  of  Federal  Street  Meeting- 
house in  Boston,  3  Gray,  164 212 

V.  Tudor  Ice  Co.,  104  Mass.  3B8. 6  Am.  Bep. 

2387 :.  866 

Ayres  v.  Home  Ins.  Co.,  21  Iowa,  185 822 


B. 

Babcock  V.  Terry,  07  Mass.  482 256 

Badger  v.  United  Sutes,  88  U.  8.  601,  23  L.  ed. 

002 763 

Bailey  u.  State  (Neb.)  65  N.  W.  Bep.241 112 

Baker  v.  State,  54  Wis.  388-878 122 

Baldwin  t7.  Tucker,  16  Fla.  858 706 

r.  United  States  Teleg.  Co.,  «  N.  Y.  744,  6 

Am.  Rep.  166 ^ 487 

DaUard  v.  Bussell,  88  Me.  196,  54  Am.  Deo.  620. 

462  464 

Ballou  V,  'Presoott,  W  Me.'365''/.' V.'.*."^  *345 
Baltimore  &  O.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  North,  103  Ind. 

486  226 
Baltimore  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Baug'b,  140  V.  S.  868,  ^ 

L.ed.  772 294 

Baltimore  &  P.  R.  Co.  t\  Fifth  Baptist  Church, 

108  U.  8.  882,  27  L.  ed.  744 566 

Baltimore  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Ncsbit,  51 U.  S.  10  How. 

395,  18L.ed.460 382 

Baltimore  Car  Wheel  Co.  v.  Bemis.  29  Fed.  Rep. 

86 333 

Baltimore.  O.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  St.  Joseph  County 

Comrs.,  78  Ind.  213 516 

Bamforth  p.  Bamforth,  !;»  Mass.  282 601 

Bank  of  Poughkeepsie  v.  Ibbotson,  24  Wend. 

478 812 

Montreal  r.  The  J.  E.  Potts  Salt  Sc  Lum- 
ber Co.,  90  Mich.  345 822,828 

Banker  V.  Banker,  68  N.  H.  409 94 

fiankheadv.  Brown,  26  Iowa.  540 :  500 

Bansemer  V.  Mace.  18  Ind.  27 b'M 

Barberv.  Howd,  85  Mich.  221 736 

Barker  r.  Circle,  60  Mo.  283 783 

V.  Com.,  19  Pa.  412 360 

Barkley  r.  Tapp,  87  Ind.  25 411 

Barnard  v.  Kellogg,  77  U.  8. 10  Wall.  388,  19  L. 

ed.  987 191 

c.  Shirley  (Ind.)  June  6, 1893 589 

Barnes  v.  Burns,  81  Wis.  235 197 

V.  District  of  Columbia,  91  U.  S.  540,  23  L. 

ed.  440 563 

©.  McCrate,  32  Me.  442 H40 

i\  Pike  County  Suprs.,  51  Miss.  305 141 


11 


12 


Citations. 


Barnettu.  Ashmore.  5  Wa«h.  163 414 

Barney  v.  Keokuk,  94  U.  8.  324,  24  L.  ed.  294.... 

568,829,  631,742 

Barnhart  r.  CampbeJl.  50  Mo.  599 644, 648 

Barre  K  Co.  v.  Montpelier  R.  Co.  4  L.  U.  A.  785, 

61  Vt.  1 225 

Barren  Creek  Ditcbinfr  Co.  v.  Beck,  99  Ind.  250  44 

Barrett  r.  Third  Ave.  R,  Co.,  46  N.  Y.  628 382 

Barry  ».  New  York  Cent.  &  H.  R.  K.  Co.,  9B  N. 

Y.  289, 2b2,  44  Am.  Rep.  »n W6 

Bartlet  ▼.  Harlow,  12  Mass.  318,  7  Am.  Deo.  76.  646 
BartlcU  V.  Drake,  100  Mass.  174, 1  Ani.  Rep.  lUl, 

97  Am.  Dec.  92 800 

r.Farrlngton,  120  Mass.  284 641 

V.  Hoyt,  83  N.  H.  151, 154, 165, 166 767 

V,  Kinsley,  15  Conn.  827,  331 662 

Bass  ».  Fort  Wayne,  m  Ind.  389 408 

V.  Roanoke  Nav.  &  W.  P.  Co.,  19  L.  R.  A. 

247,  niN.  C.489 387,888 

Bassettr.  Hathaway,  9  Mich.  81 646 

Bates  t\  Bulla,  6  Ind.  36 688 

V.  Rutland,  9  L.  R.  A.  868,  62  Vt.  178 827 

Battersey's  Case,  Winch,  K.  B.49  255 

Battle  r.  Mayo,  102  N.  C.  413 571 

Batton  V.  Allen,  5  N.  J.  Ea.  99,  43  Am.  Dec.  680  178 
Baumtrartner  v.  Hasty,  100  Ind.  576,  60  Am. 

Rep.  880 585 

Baxendale  v.  Great  Western  R.  Co.,  5  C.  B.  N. 

8.336.... 268 

Beach  v.  Beach,  2  Hill.  260.  88  Am.  Dec.  584.  .462,  464 

t?.Craln,2N.Y.86,49Am.Dec.a69 414 

r.  Miller,  180  111.  1® 816 

fieaupre  v.  Pacitic  &  A.  Teleff.  Co.,  21  Minn.  156  487 

Beaver  V.  Beaver,  28  Pa.  167 448 

Bechtel  ».  Albin  (Ind.)  at  lastterm 471 

Beckt7.McGIllis,9Baib.35 152 

Behm  c.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co..  8  Bias.  181 437 

Belch  t.  Missouri  Pao.  R.  Co.,  IB  Mo.  App.  80. .  672 
Belcher  Sugar  Ref.  Co.  v.  St.  Louis  Grain  Ele- 
vator Co..  82  Mo.  121,  VgJ 396, 672 

Bell  V.  Adams,  81  N.  C.  118 606 

r.  Chadwick,  71  N.  C.a29 240 

V,  King,  70  N.  C.  380 387 

BeUes  D.  Burr,  76  Mich.  1 184 

Benedict  r.  Torrent,  11  L.  R.  A.  278,  88  Mich. 

181 643 

Bennett  v.  Sew  Bedford,  110  Mass.  438,  488 661 

Benton  County  Comrs.  v.  Thompson,  7  Ind.  265 

412,414 

Benzlngu.  Steinway,101N.Y.547 295 

Bernina,  The.  L.  R.  12  Prob.  Div.  68,  13  App. 

Cas.  1 262 

Bertholf  v.  O'Reilly,  74  N,  Y.  509,  80  Am.  Rep. 

828 474,681 

Betterton  r.  Roope,  8  Lea,  216,  220 789 

Betts  0.  Gibbins,  2Ad.  &  E1.67 255 

Beviu  V.  Connecticut  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.,  28  Conn. 

244 292 

Biggs  r.  Hunangdon,82  W.Va.56 568 

Billings' App.,  49  Conn.  466,  458 99 

Bllaland  v.  McManomy .  82  Ind.  189 622 

Binney  r.  Annan,  107  Mass.  94,  9  Am.  Rep.  10..  888 

Birdr.  Decker,  64  Me.  651 299 

Birket  r.  Williams,  30  HI.  App.  461 65 

Bishop  r.  Palmer,  146  Mass.  469 265,676 

Bissellr.  Beckwith,a2Conn.  509 98 

t.  Michigan  S.  &  N.  L  Cos,  22  N.  Y.  258...  866 

tJ.  Pearoe,28  N.  Y.  252 79 

Bitnert'.  Bltner,  66  Pa.  863 814 

Blair  v.  Cuming  County,  111  U.  S.  863,  28  L.  ed. 

457 .^. 862 

Bodine  v.  Exchange  F.  Ins.  Co.  of  N.  Y.,  61  N. 

Y.  117,  10  Am.  Hep.  566 774 

Boggese  r.  Meredith,  16W.Va.27 647 

Bohan  v.  Fort  Jervis  Gas  Light  Co.,  9  L.  R.  A. 

m,  123  N.  Y.  18 243 

Borda  r.  Philadelphia  &  R.  R.  Co.,  141  Pa.  484.. 

270,272 

Boreei  v.  Lawion,  90  N.  Y.  298,  43  A  m.  Rep.  170  547 

Borton  v.  Buck,  8  Kan.  807 757 

Boslcy  V.  Ackelmlre,  39  Ind.  536 516 

Boston  &  A.  R.  Co.,  i?e,  63  N.  Y.  575 225 

Boston  Frankllnlte  Co.  r.  Condit,  19  N.  J.  Eq. 

894 7r..  647 

Boston  Soc.  of  Redemptorist  Fathers  v.  Boston, 

129Ma8S.178  685 

Boutelle  13.  Smith,  116  Mass.  Ill 676 

Bowenv.  Matheson,  14  Allen,  499 495 

r.  New  York  Cent.  R.  Co.,  18  N.  Y.  408,  72 

Am.  Dec.  529 311 

r.  Striker,  100  Ind.  46 584 

Bowlby  r.  Shively,22  Or.  410 741,  742,  744 

Bowman  r.  Com.,  8  Ind.  58 525 

V.  Woods,  1  G.  Greene,  441 346 

Boyoe  r.  People,  66  N.  Y.  644 841,  842 

Boyerr.Sweet,  4  111.121 59 

22  L.  R.  A. 


Brabrook  v.  Boston  Five  Cent  Sav.  Bank,  104 

Mass.  228,232,6  Am.  Rep.  222 154 

Bradford  r.  Fox.  38  N.  Y.  289 789 

V.Gillespie,  8  Dana.  67 695 

Bradlaugh  r.  Newdegate,  L.  R.  11 Q.  B.  Div.  1, 

Bradley  v.  &ilard"  66  "lilViis;  's' Ami  Rep.' 656**.'-  387 

V.  New  York  &  N.  H.  R.  Co.,  21  Conn.  294.  518 

Brady  r.  Howe,  50M18S.  607 757 

V.  Toledo  A.  A.  &  N.  M,  R.  Co.,  81  Mich. 

616 36,38,40,41 

Brande  v.  Grace,  164  Mass.  210 540,  541,  548 

Breaid  t).  Munger,  88  N.  C.  297 880 

Brecknock  A  A.  Canal  Navigation  Co.  v.  Pritch- 

ard,6  T.R.750 414 

Brewer  r.  Rloughcr.  89  U.  S.  14  Pet.  178, 10  L.  ed. 

408 005 

Rrewsterr.  Frazier.82Md.808 76 

Brlckett  v.  Haverhill  Aqueduct  Co.,  142  Mass. 

894 120 

Brlggs  V.  Pennlman,  8  Cow.  887, 18  Am.  Dec.  464  812 
Brimmer  p.  Rebman,  138  U.  S.  78«  84  L.  ed.  862, 

8  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  486 778 

Brinsoni?.  Wharton,  48  N.C.  80 601 

Brisbane  v.  Adams,  3  N.  Y.  1^ 495 

Bristol  r.  Wilsmore,  2  Dowl.  &  R.  756 849 

British  South  America  v.  Stokes,  L.  R.  9  Ch. 

Div.  72 634 

Brocket  r.  Ohio  &  P.  R.  Co.,  14  Pa.  241,  58  Am. 

Dec.  684 800 

Brooke  v.  Turner,  7  Sim.  671 155 

Brooks  r.  Barrett.  7  Pick.  94 95 

V.  Reynolds,  106  Mass.  31 546 

r.Stolley,  8  McLean,  525 838 

Bro8eet?.State,5Ind.75 525 

Broumel  r.  Rayner,  b8Md.  47 76 

Brown  r.  Barry.  3  U.  S.  8  Dall.  866, 1  L.  ed.  688.  804 

V.  Brown,  188  Ind.  476 45 

V.  Gilchrist.  80  Mich.  56, 68,  65 294,  295 

V.  Hodgson,  2  Caropb.  37 427 

V.  Holyoke  Water  Power  Co. ,  162  Mass.  468  541 
V,  Maryland,  26  U.  S.  12  Wheat.  446,  8  L. 

ed.  888 778 

t?.  Metropolitan  L.  Ins.  Co.,  66  Mich.  806  .624, 827 
V.  Scottish  American  Mortg.  Co.,  110  Hi. 

286 895 

V.  United  States,  118  U.  S.  568^71,28  L.  ed. 

1079,1080 550 

Brown  Chemical  Co.  r.  Meyer,  189  U.  S.  642,  85  __ 

L.ed.  248 792,793 

Bruce  r.  Schuyler,  9  111.  221, 46  Am.  Dec.  447. . .  409 

Brush  V.  Barrett.  8i  N.  Y.  400, 87  Am.  Rep.  568. .  Ill 

Bryan  t\  MQore,  81  Ind.  18 5-*6 

Buchner  r.  Chicago,  M.  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.,  60  Wis. 

284 629 

Budd  V.  New  York,  148  U.  S.  517-649,  86  L.  ed. 

247-257 118,122,128,859 

BucU  V.  Buckingham,  16  Iowa,  284,  85  Am.  Dec. 

516 a» 

Buffalo,  Ke.68N.  Y.187 2S5 

Buffett  V.  Troy  &  R  R.  Co.,  40  N.  Y.  168 see 

Bunnell  t?.  White  County  Comrs.,  124  Ind.  1...  516 

Burchr.  Hardwlcke, --'aGratt.  61 843 

Burk  V.  Hill,  65  Ind.  419 588 

Burkam  r.  State,  88  Ind.  200 525 

Burlington  Twp.  v.  Beasley,  94  U.  8. 310, 24  L.  ed.  181 

161..... 862 

Bumham  V.  Allen,  1  Gray.  496 Ill 

r.  McGuesten.48N.  H.446,464 765 

Burrall  v.  Jewett,  2  Paige,  134, 2  L.  ed.  845 333 

Burrow-Giles  LlthogrHphlc  Co.  r.  Barony,  111 

U.  S.  58-57.  &  L.  ed.  849-861 569 

Burrowesr.  Lock,  10  Vee.  Jr.  470 515 

Hurrowsv.  Klunk,8L.  R.  A,  576,  70  Md.  461...  689 
Bushby  v.  New  York,  L,  E.  &  W.  R.  Co.,  107  N. 

Y.374 296 

Buss  1).  Dyer.  125  Mass.  287 540 

Butchers  Union  S.  H.  &  L.  S.  L.  Co.  r.  Crescent 

Citv  L.  S.  L.  &  S.  H.  Co.,  Ill  U.  8.  746, 

28L.ed.  585 474,777 

BuUer  r.  Butler,  77  N.  Y.  472.  88  Am.  Rep.  648. .  85 
u.  Pennsylvania,  £1 U.  S.  10  How.  402,  416. 

18  L.ed.  472,478 882,688 

r.  State,  20  Ind.  Iti9 756 

Byrnes  i\  New  York,  L.  E.  &  W.  R.  Co.,  4  L.  R. 

A.  151, 113  N.  Y.  251 294 

C. 

Caggerr.  Lansing, 48  N.  Y.550 275 

Cairo  &  V.  R.  Co.  v.  Stevens.  73  Ind.  278,  38  Am. 

Rep.  139 248 

Colder  r.  Bull,  2  U.  8. 8  DalL  888,  384, 1  L.  ed.  648, 

651 882,  56» 

Calif  omla.Flg  Syrup  Co.  v.  Improved  Fig  Syrup 

Co.,  51  Fed.  Rep.  297 79a 


CrXATlUHB. 


13 


Callahan  r.  State,  63  Ind.  196, 30  Am.  Rep.  fSll..    HI 

Oiltenan  V.  Judd,  23  Wis.  343 612 

Cambridge  v,  Chariestown  Bruicb  R.  Co.,  7 

Met.  TO 768 

Camoron  r.  Thurmond.  56  Tex.22 644,  647 

Gampau  r.  Godfrey.  18  Mich.  26, 100  Am.  Dec. 

133 644 

Campbell  r.  James,  3  Fed.  Uep.  344 33:i 

r.  Thf >mafi,  42  Wis.  4S7. 24  Am.  Rep.  427  .. .    273 
Candee  v.  Western  C.  Telear.  Co..  84  Wis.  471, 

17Am.Rep.  4BSi 487 

GBooan  r.  Bryce.  3  Barn.  6c  Aid.  179 2S5 

OinDOD  r.  CaDOOn,  26  N.  J.  Eq.  316 275 

p.  Western  U.  Teleir-  Co.,  100  N.  C. 200. . ..    4.J7 

CiDtonc.Nist,9OhioSt.4d0 698 

Capeller.  Baker,3Houst.  (DeL)  344 49 

Oipen  r.  Foster.  12  Pick.  488, 23  Am.  Dec.  632. .    130 
Carew  v.  Rutherford,  106  Mass.  10,  8  Am.  hep. 

287 495 

Carey  r.  Cincinnati  &  C.  R.  Co..  5  Iowa,  357 812 

Carl  r.  Cheboygan  ft  F.  du.  L.  R.  Co.,  46  Wis. 

685 629 

Oirii  c.]StlUwater  Street  R.  &  Transfer  Co.,  28 

Minn.  373.  41  Am.  Rep.290 567,668 

OBriiste  r.  Brisbane,  113  Pa.  544, 57  Am.  Rep. 

483  at9  fiOQ 

r.  Coop«r2i  NVj.*Ek{.'576r.l'.V///.ir/.V...    240 

r.  Sheldon,  38  Vt.  440 464,465 

Carlosr.  Ansley.  8  Ala.  900 695 

Caro  r.Pensacola  City  Co..  19  Fla.  766 240 

Carpenter  J.  Calvert,  88  111.  (B 98 

Oirrr.  Ashland,  62  N.  H.  666.  668 767 

r.  State  (Ind.) 20  L.R.  A.863 689 

r.Wilflon,32W.  Va.  419,3L.R,  A.  64 757 

Oirrijras  r.  Parke  County  Comrs.,  30  Ind.  73. . .    525 
OarroU  r.  Staten  Island  R.  Co.,  58  N.  T.  184, 17 

Am.  Rep.  221 88 

r.8ireet,13LR.  A.4a,128N.Y.  19 789 

r.  WaU,35  Kan.36 661 

Oaraonr.  Ray,  52N.C.609,  78Am.  Dec.  267....    380 

Ctaterr.ChhSBKO,  67  111.285 .....385,396 

r.  Dennison,  7  GUI,  157 625 

OrterviUe  r.  Cook.  4  L.  R.  A.  721, 129  III.  152. . .    262 
Carrer  r.  Smith,  90  Ind.  228,  226,  227,  46  Am. 

Kep.  210 44 

One  r.  Allen,  21  Kan.  217-220, 30  Am.  Rep.  425     79 

r.Hall,  21X11.882  63 

Catching  V.  T^rrelL  10  6a.  576 288 

Catlin  r.  Eagle  Bank  of  New  Haven,  6  Conn. 

238 818,823 

Census  Superintendent.  Re.5R.  1.614 71 

Central  R.  A  Bkg.  Co.  of  Georgia  v.  Claghorn, 

ISpeers,  Eq.  545 823 

r.  Kent.  87  Ga.  402,408 «I7 

r.  Smith.  76  Ala.  872.  52  Am.  Rep.  858 386 

Central  Shade  Roller  Co.  v.  Cushman,  143  Mass. 

393 494,675 

Central  C.  Teleph.  Go.  t.  State,  106  Ind.  1. 118 

Ind.  194-207 122 

Oentral  Vermont  R.  Co.  r.  Royalion,  58  Vt.  284   682 

Chadeayne  r.  Robinson,  65  Conn.  345 248 

Cha lienor  r.  Thomas,  Yelv.  148 47 

Chamberfaiin  r.  Elizabetbport  Steam  Cordage 

Co..  41  N.J.  Eg.  43 629 

r.  Ent)eld,43  N.  H.  856 669 

r.  Williamson,  2MauleftS.  408 462 

Chandler  r.  Cheney,  37  Ind.  301.  385, 396 43.  44 

Channel  r.  Fassitt.  16  Ohio,  186 281 

Chapman  r.  Abrahams,  61  Ala.  115 783 

r.MUton,31  W.  Va.88B 663 

ChappeU  r.  McKnigbt,  lOeDLSTO 275 

Charles  r.  Neigelaen.  15  111.  App.  17 79 

Chari€9town  r.  Middlesex  County   Comrs.,  3 

Met.  2(B 21 

Charlton  r.  Keed.  61  Iowa,  166,  47  Am.  Rep.  806   690 

Cfaawr.  .Rreed,5Gray,440 154 

r.  Maine  Cent.  R.  Co.,  78  Me.  353 41,44 

Cheney  r.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co..  11  Met.  121,  45 

Am.  Dec.  100 252 

Cherry  r.HerrlnjT.  83  Ala.  458 301 

Cbewipeake  St  P.  Teleph.  Co.  o.  Baltimore  &  O. 
Teleg.  Co.,  66  Md.  3«M14,  SO  Am.  Rep. 

167 122 

Chicago  V.  5fcGinn,  51  IlL 266,  2  Am.  Rep.  296. .    305 

Chicago  r.Runusey,  87111.855 896 

r.  Taylor,  126  U.  S.  185. 31 L.  ed.  690 672 

r.  Union  Bldgr-  Asso.,  102  111.  397.  40  Am. 

Kep..f»8 396.397 

Chicago  &  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Joliet,  L.  ft  A.  R.  Co., 

106  lU.  388,  44  Am.  Rep.  799 228 

Chicago  A  G.  T.  R.  Oo.  o.  Welloiao,  143  U.  S.  339. 

38L.ed.l78....:^    ...  118,122 

Chicago  AM.SL  Co,  r.  Patcbln.  16  111.  198,  61 

Am.  Dec.  ©5 ^.- 60 

ChkSBgo  ft  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago  ft  P.  R.  Co.. 

6BtaB.^10 227 


I  Chicago  ft  N.  W.  R.  Co.  r.  Gait,  133  lU.  657,  672.    223 
Chicago.  B.  ft  Q.  R.  Co.  r.  Iowa,  94  U.  8. 155,  24 

_  L.  ed.  94 118,122 

Chicago  Dock  ft  Canal  Co.  r.  Garrlty.  115  III. 

155 396 

Chicago  Legal  News   Co.  r.  Browne,  108  III. 

317 347,348 

Chica^ro,  M.  ft.  St.  P.  H.  Co.  v.  Ackley,  94  C.  S. 

179,  24  L.  ed.  99 118 

V.  Minnesota.  134  C.  S.  418.  33  L.  ed.  970. ..    118 
«.  Pioneer  Fuel  Co.  (Woodbury  County 

Iowa  Dlsrrtct  Court »  Jan.  lfi»2 534 

Chicago,  S.  F.  ft  C.  R.  Co.  r.  McGrew,  104  Mo. 

2«B 672 

Chickering  r.  BastresH.  180  111.206 854 

Chllcoter.  Coaley,  86  0hioSt.  545 735 

Child  p.  Starr,  4  Hill,  375 46 

Chippewa  Lumber  Co.  v.  Tremper.  4  L.  R.  A. 

8l8.75Mich.36 864 

Chirac  v.  Chirac.  15  U.  8.  2  Wheat.  260, 289.  4  L. 

ed.2»4.  236 150 

Choj'nski  r.  Cohen.  39  ChI.  5J1,  2  Am.  Rep.  476.    792 
Church  *'.  Chicago,  M.  ft  St.  P.  R.  Co.,  16  L.  R. 

A.  861. 50  Minn.  218 666,  667 

Churchill  v.  Chicago  ft  A.  R.  Co.,  67  Dl.  390 252 

Cioero  c.  WUUamson.  91  Ind.  543 625 

Cilley  c.  Cilley.  34  Me.  162 95 

Cincinnati r.  Rice.  15  Ohlo,225 608 

Citizens  Bank  of  Baltimore  v.  Gralfiin.  31  Md. 

520.1Am.  Hep.  66 602 

Citizens  Coach  Co.  r.  t'amden  Horse  K.  Co.,  29 
N.  J.  Eg.  299,  3d  N.J.  Eq.  267.  86  Am. 

Rep.  542 238,378 

Clack  ».  White.  2  Swan.  540 600 

Claucey  r.  Onondaga  Fine  Salt  Mfg.   Co.,  62 

Barb.  «» 402 

Clark  V.  First  Cong.  Soc.  in  Keene,  45  N.  H. 

331,334 765 

r.  Marsiglia,  1  Denlo.  '.ill,  63  Am.  Dec.  6TO     85 
Clawson  v.  Chicago  ft  G.  S.  R.  Co..  95  Ind.  152. .    682 

Clay  r.  Yates.  1  Hurlst.  ft  N.  73 255 

CUy  F.  ft  M.  ins.  Co.  v.  Huron  Salt  ft  Lumber 

Mtg.  Co.,  31  Mich.  846 528 

Clem  r.  State.  33  Ind.  418 527 

Cleveland.  C.  ft  C.  EL  Co.  v.  Bartram,  11  Ohio 

St.  467 252 

Cleveland  Stove  Co.  r.  Wallace,  52  Fed.  Rep.  438    79:5 

Clossman  r.  Lacoste.  28  Eng.  L.  ft  Eq.  140 77 

Cobbr.  Denton,  6  Baxt.  235 180,181 

CockeriU  v.  Cincinnati  Mut.  Ins.  Co.,  16  Ohio, 

148 752 

Cobb  r.  Cab(!,  L.  R.  1  Exch.  Div.  8&2 M 

ColTee  r.  New  York,  N.  H.  ft  H.  R.  Co.,  155 

Mass.  21,23 286 

Coffin  V.  Asbury  University  Trustees,  02  Ind. 

337 589 

«.  Plymouth,  49  N.  H.  173 767 

V.  Thompson  rMIchJ  21  L.  R.  A.  662 134 

Cogswell  r.  New  York,  N.  H.  ft  H.  R.  Co.,  103 

N.Y.  10.  21.57  Am.  Rep.  701 243,586 

V.  Reed.  12  Me.  198 646 

Cohens  v.  Virginia,  19  U.  S.  6  Wheat.  864, 5  L.  ed. 

257 409,550 

Colburn  r.  Patmore,  1  Cromp.  M.  ft  R.  73 255 

Colcord  V.  Swan,  7  Mas8.  291 784 

Colei\  Eastham,  133  Moss.  65 442 

Cole's  Will.  4P  Wis,  179 93 

Colegrove  ».  New  York  ft  N.  H.  R.  Co.,  20  N. 

Y.  492 282 

Collins  r.  Delaporte.  115  Mass.  169 85 

V.  Looke,  4  App.  Ca8.674 495 

r.  State,  8  Ind.  344 756 

Colquitt  r.  Klrkman,  47  Ga.  555 79 

Columbia  ft  P.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Seattle,  6  Wash.  332 

223-225 

Columbia  College  Trustees  u.  Lynch,  70  N.  Y. 

440  186 

r.  Tbacher.K  N.  Y.'ailVii  Am.' Rep.  365"'.'    1H6 

Columbia  Ins.  Co.  u.  CooiKjr.  50  Pa.  331 321 

Combs  r.  Smith,  78  Mo.  ^ 672 

r.  t»tute,26Ind.  98 527 

Com.  r.  Abell,  6  J.  J.  Marsh.  476 6i>5 

r.  Alger.  7  Cusb.  58,  84.  85 442 

I?.  Clark,  7  Watts  ft  S.  127 175 

V.  Desmarteau.  16  Gray,  1 748 

V.  Eastern  R.  Co.,  103   Mass.  254,  4  Am. 

Rep.  555 119 

u.  Hammer,  6  Phila.  90 KW 

r.  Hanley,9  Pa.  613 T5«i 

V,  Hnrtraan,  17  Pa.  119 175 

V.  Hunt,  4  Met.  111.  38  Am.  Dec.  346 4»4 

r.  Klnor,  13  Met.  115 307 

r.  Look.  108  Mass.  452 442 

r.  Macloon,  101  Mass.  1 249 

1?.  Maxwell,  27  Pa.  444 175 

V.  Mohu,  52  Pa.  243.  91  Am.  Dec.  153 3tU 


14 


Citations 


Com.  «.  Peters.  2  Mafls.  126 120 

V,  Perry,  14  L.  R.  A.  82&«  166  Mam.  117 842 

V.  Potto ville  Iron  Sl  Steel  Co.,  21  L.  R.  A. 

288, 167  Pa.  600 232^238 

V.  Tewkesbury,  11  Met.  66,  67 442 

o.  Shaver,  8  wattfl  &8.888 844 

V,  Westingbouse  Electric  &  Mfg.  Co.,  161 

Pa.  265 281 

r.Zelt,lll/.R.  A.AQ2.188Pa.016 IflO 

Comparer  V.  Han oa,  84  Ind.  74 676 

Comstock  V.  Hadlyme  Bed.  6oc.,  8  Conn.  264, 

20Am.Dec.100 94,96,08 

V.  Smith,  13  Pick.  117.  23  Am.  Dec.  870 784 

Condryr.  Cheshire.  88  N.C.  375 887 

Conley  V.  Chilcote,  26  Ohio  St.  880 785 

Connecticut  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Cross,  18  Wis. 

109 812 

V.  Luchs,  108  U.  8.  486,  27  L.  ed.  800 298 

V,  Union  Trust  Co.  of  N.  T.,  112  U.  8.  260, 

28L.ed.708 881 

V.  8chaefer,94U.8.4S7.24L.ed.261..  881,882 
Connecticut  River  R.  Co.  r.  Franklin  County 

Comrs.,  127  Mass.  60,  84  Am.  Rep.  888. .  120 
Consolidated  Tank  Line  Co.  v,  Kansas  City 

Varnish  Co.,  46  Fed.  Rep.  7 816 

Continental  L.  Ins.  Co.  of  Hartford,  Conn.  v. 
Chamberlain,  188  U.  S.  804, 88  L.  ed. 

341 881 

Converse  v.  filumrich,14  Mich.  109, 90  Am.  Dec. 

280 629 

Contested  Election  of  McNeUl,  He,  111  Pa.  286  .  09 
Cooley  V.  Philadelphia  Port  Wardens,  68  U.  8. 

12  How.  &^16, 18  L.ed.  996-1008 669 

Cooper  f.  Eastern  Transp.  Co.,  76  N.  Y.  116. ...  262 
17.  Reynolds,  H  U.  8. 10  Wall.  308, 19  L.ed, 

9m 290 

Corey  v.  Wadsworth  (Ala.)  11  So.  Rep.  880.. 81&,  816 
Coming  r.  Lowerre,  6  Johns.  Ch.  480, 2  L.  ed. 

178 867 

Cosslttv.  Hobbs,66I11.281 276 

Coster  0.  Tide  Water  Co.,  18  N.  J.  Bq.  64 499 

Couch  V,  Jeffries,  4  Burr.  2402 882 

Courtenay  v.  Williams,  8  Hare,  SB9 178 

Cowlee  r.  Shaw.  2  Iowa.  496 288 

Cowley  V.  People,  88  N.  Y. 470, 38  Am.  Rep.  464. .  97 

Cox  V.  Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  K.  Co.,  48  Ind.  178  829 

9.  Wood,  20  Ind.  64 44 

Craft  V.  MoConoughy,  79  DL  846,  22  Am.  Rep. 

Ill __ 7-  492 

Craig  V.  Flrrt'PresbyV  Church  "of  Pfttsbiirgh^ 

88  Pa.  42, 82  Am.  Rep.  417 178 

0.  State,  49  Ohio  St.  415, 16  L.  R.  A.  868.  .748, 760 
Crawford  v.  Scio  ft  Webster  Twp.  Boards,  24 

Mich.  248 844,846 

Crawfordsville  &  8.  W.  Tump.  Co.  v,  Fletcher, 

104  Ind.  97 409 

Cray thorne  v.  Swinburne,  14  Yes.  Jr.  160 419 

Crear  c.  Crossly,  40IU.  176 601 

Cregg  V.  Chicago  &  W.  M.  R.  Co.,  91  M^ch.  824 

.: 295,296 

Crescent  Twp.  v.  Anderson,  114  Pa.  648, 60  Am. 

Rep.  867 609 

Crispin  r.  Babbitt.  81  N.  Y.  616, 87  Am.  Rep.  621  296 

Crocker  V.  State.  60  Wis.  666 612 

V.  Tiffany,  9  R.  L  606,  612 644,646,647 

Croft  r.  Moore,  9  Watts,  461 448 

Crook  c.  Vandevoort,  13  Neb.  606 644 

Crouse  r.  Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co.,  79  Mich.  248. ...  880 

Crow  V.  Warren  County  Comrs..  118  Ind.  61 411 

Crowe  V.  Wilson,  66  Md.  481,  482,  57  Am.  Rep. 

843....7. .  684 

Crowley  r.  Christensen,  187  U.  8. 88, 84  L.  ed. 

020 682 

Crownlnshield  v,  Crownlnsbield,  2  Gray,  624, 

884 98,95 

Cme  V.  Caldwell,  62  N.  J.  L.  215 877 

Crutcher  t>.  Kentucky.  141  U.  8. 47, 86  L.  ed.  649.  778 

Cuddy  v.  Hom,  46  Mluh.  596.  41  Abl  Rep.  178. .  262 

Cubltt  c.  Porter,  8  Bam.  ft  C.  267 684 

Cumberland  ft  P.  R.  O  .  r.  Black.  45  Md.  161 . . . .  692 
Cumberland  Yalley  Mut  Prot.  Co.  v,  Schell, 

29Pa.  81 821 

Cummings  V.  Dennett,  86  Me.  897 619 

Cunninj^ham  V.  Pattee,  99  Mass.  260 644 

Cumow  V.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  of  Hartford,  87  S. 

C.  406 51 

Curran  v.  Arkansas,  66  U.  8.  15  How.  312,  816, 

14L.ed.  709.  710 814,815 

V.Fleming,  76  0a.  98 735 

Curry  t?.  Mannftigion,  23  W.  Va.  14 664 

r.  Porter,  126  Mass.  94 577 

Curtis  V.  Rochester  ft  8.  R.  Co.,  16  N.  Y.  684,  75 

Am.  Dec.  266 811 

Cushman  r.  Smith,  84  Me.247 : 120 

22  L.  R.  A. 


D. 

Daggett  V,  Hudson,  43  Ohio  8t.  548, 54  A  m.  Rep. 

882 Kl,187 

Dalley  0.  State,  4  Ohio  St.  57 760 

Dale's  App.,  57  Conn.  182 94-98 

Dale  TUe  Mfg.  Co.  «.  Hyatt,  125  U.  8.  61, 81  L. 

ed  w6  888 

Daly  V.  Georgia'  Southern  ft"  R  "r."  Co.',  80  Gsl 

796 629 

Dana  v.  Bank'of 'United' 8tatea,'6 'Wat'to  ft '8.2^   8 18 

Danfortho.  Walker,  87  Yt.  289 86 

Daniel  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.,  81  Tex.  46id,  48 

Am.Hep.  806 487 

r.  Wood.  1  Pick.  102,  U  Am.  Dec.  151. .. .    214 

Daniels  V.  Hathaway,  65  Vt.  — 888 

V.  New  York  ft  N.  E.  R.  Co.,  18  L.  R.  A.  248, 

154  Mass.  849 577 

Darling  r.  Westmoreland,  62  N.  H.  401, 406,  18 

Am.  Rep.55 765 

Darst  o.  People,  61  111.  286. 2  Am.  Rep. 801..'....  750 
Dart  V.  Woodhouse,  40  Mich.  309,  29  Am.  Rep. 

544 ....:.    696 

Dartmouth  College  Tmstees  r.  Woodward,  17 

U.  8.4Wbeat.&19,  4L.ed.629 882 

f?.  Woodward.1  N.  H.  129 750 

Dash  V.  Yan  Kleeok,  7  Johns.  607, 6  Am.  Dec 

291 ....    882 

Daughtery  v,  American  IT.  Teleg.  Co.,  75  Ala. 

168, 51  Am.  Rep.  486 487 

Davieso.  Davies,  L.  R.  86  Ch.  Div.d&O 67e 

Davis  v.Belford,  70  Mich.  120 85 

o.  Bronson,  ML.  R.  A.  666,  2  N.  Dak. 800 

86,86 

r.  Clark,  26  Ind.  424,  89  Am.  Deo.  471 48.  44 

v.  Davis,  70  Tex.  128 106-110 

V.  Old  Colony  R.  Co.,  181  Mass.  268,  259,  41 

Am.  Rep.  221, 866 807 

V.  Shafer,  50  Fed.  Rep.  7U4 8^  86 

o.  WlUiama,  85Tenn.  648 180 

Davis  ft  R.  Bldg.  ft  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Barber,  51  Fed. 

Hep.  Ife 85 

Dawes  ».  Peck,  8  T.R.  880 427 

Dawkins  r.  Rokcby,  L.  R.  8  Q.  B.  26^  L.  R.  7 

H.  L.744 840 

Dawley  v.  New  Shoreham  Probate  Ct.,  16  R.  I. 

696 ! 71 

Dayton  Gravel  Road  Co.  v.  Tippecanoe  County 

Comrs.,  181  Ind.  590 &?6,  52a 

Dayton  Ins.  Co.  v.  Kelly,  24  Ohio  St.  845 772,  TTft 

Deanr.Dean,  27  Yt.  746 94 

0.  Emerson,  102  Bfass.  480 676 

V.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.,  6  L.  R.  A.  148, 129 

Pa.  514, 620 262,000 

Deerfleld  v.  Arms,  17  Pick.  41, 28  Am.  Dec.  276. .  508 
Deering  v.  Earl  of  Winchelsea,  2  Bos.  ft  P.  270.    44& 

Deery  u.  McClintock,  81  Wis.  196 6W 

Delafleldv.Pari0h,25N.Y.9 oa 

Delano  v.  Goodwin,  48  N.  H.  208,  206,  §7  Am. 

Dec.601 786 

Delaware  ft  H.  Canal  Co.  v.  Clark,  80  U.  8.  18 

Wall.  327, 20  L.ed.  664 792 

Delaware,  L.  ft  W.  R.  Co.  u.  Shelton,  55  N.  J.  L. 

342 87T 

Dells  V.  Kennedy,  49  Wis.  555.  85  Am.  Rep.  786 

131,187 

Dempsey  v.  Chambers,  13  L.  R.  A.  219, 164  Mass. 

330 387 

Den  9.  Demarest,  21  N.  J.  L.541 788 

c.  Foy,  5  N.  C.  87 384 

V.  Sherrerd,  72  U.  6.  5  Wall.  2B8, 18  L.  ed. 

680 60B 

Dengate  v.  Gardiner,  4  Meee.  ft  W.  6 464 

Denbam  v.  Bristol  County  Comrs.,  106  Mass.  202   501 

Denlse  t>.  Denise,  87N.J.  Eq.  168 17» 

Detroit  V.  Rush,  10  L.  R.  A.  171,  82  Mich.  682. . .  137 
Detroit  Voung  Men*s  Soc.  v.  Detroit,  8  Mich. 

172 686 

De  Walt  V.  BarUey.  15  L.  R.  A.  771, 146  Pa.  529.    187 

Dewart  r,  Purdy, »  Pa.  118 49 

DeWlttr.  Pierson,  112Ma8S.8,17Am.Rep.58.    547 

Dexter  ».  Billings,  110  Pa.  136 596 

Deyo  V.  New  York  Cent.  R.  Co,  34  N.  Y.  9. .  .311,  'dl2 
Diamond  Match  Co.  r.  Roeber,  106  N.  Y.  473, 00 

Am.  Rep.464 678 

Dibble  V.  Northern  Assur.  Co.  of  London,  70 

Mich.  1 774 

Dickey  o.  Tennison,  27  Mo.  378 500 

Dickson  v.  Montgomery,  1  Swan,  348 180, 181 

Dietrich  r.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.,  71  Pa.  482, 10 

Am.  Rep.  711 282 

Dittenhoefer  r.  Cceur  d*  Alene  Clothing  Co.,  4 

Wash.519 290 

Divert?.  Diver,  56  Pa.  106 697 


Citations. 


15 


Ik>d«ev.  KiD2y,10lInd.ia3,106 44 

r.  Wafeham.  16  R.  1. 704 71 

Domestic  SewtoffMach.  Go.  v.  Anderson,  28 

Minn.  67...... 619 

Donald  r.  State,  31  FJa,  266 188 

Donovan  V.  Stewart,  15  Ind.  498 588 

Doolin  V.  Ward,  6  Johns.  194 495 

Dorrell  V.  Hannah,  80  Ind.  497 584 

Dos  fiermanoe.  The,  16  U.  8.  2  Wheat.  76, 98, 4 

i;..ed.  189.194 161 

Doty  V.  Burdlck,  88  lU.  478 5«8 

Dougherty  v,  Rome,  W.  &  O.  R.  Co.,  18  N.  Y. 

SnpD.  841 , 296 

Dovaston  v.  Fayne.  2  Smith,  Lead.  Gas.  Hare  & 

W'8  5fote8,p.l65 1.....  741 

Dow  V.  Beidelmanri&  U.  S.  680, 81  L.  ed.  841. .  119 

Downer  v.  Button,  26  N.  H.  388, 844 766 

Doyle tJ. Brown, 72  N.  0.883 887 

17.  Lord,  64  N.  T.  482, 21  Am.  Rep.  629 540 

V.  Union  Pao.  R.  Co.,  147  IT.  a  418,480,87 

L.ed. 228,280 .TT 814 

Drake  v.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.,  09  Hioh... 

168 784 

Draper  V.  Hatfield,  124  Haas.  68, 56 766 

Drexler  u.  Tyrrell,  15  ?Iev.  114 712 

Driver  V.  Spence.  1  Ala.  540 802 

Drury  V.  Bfidland  R.  00^127  Mass.  571 120 

0.  Milwaukee  &  8.  R.  Co.,  74  U.  8. 7  Wail. 

299, 19  L.  ed.  40 824 

Dubaoh  v.  Hannibal  &  St.  J.  R.  Co.,  80  Mo.  486  896 
Dudden  v.  Clutton  Union  Guardians,  1  Hurlst. 

&  N.627 47 

Dugan  9.  Anderson,  86  Md.  064, 685, 11  Am.  Rep. 

609 76,76 

Duke  V.  Graham,  19  Fed.  Rep.  647 888 

Dul^un  V.  WiifiOD,  68  Mioh.  892, 61  Am.  Rep.  178  848 
Duncan  v.  Sylvester,  24  Me.  482, 41  Am.  Dea 

400.. .T!: 646 

Danoomb  v.  New  York  &  H.  R.  Co.,  84  N.  Y. 

190 828 

Dundo  V.  Foulds,105Pa.74 854 

Dunlop  u.  Lambert,  6  Clark  &  F.  600 427 

Dunn  V.  State,  2  Ark.  229, 85  Am.  Dec.  54 408 

Dupreau  v.  Hibemia  Ins.  Co.,  6  L.  R.  A.  671, 76 

Mich.  615 629 

Durgln  V.  8omers,117  Maaa.  65,61 766 

DuttOD  V.  SolomonsoD.  8  Bos.  &  P.  582 427, 481 

Dwight  V.  Hamilton,  118  Mass.  175 676 


Baffsnv.  Call,  34  Pa.  236,  76  Am.  Dec.  668 191 

Bakinv.  Raub,12  8erff.  &R.  840 884,387 

Bames  v.  Home  Ins.  Co.  of  N.  Y.,  94  U.  S.  621, 

629,24L.ed.  298,801 881,778 

Sari  V.  DeHart,  12  N.  J.  Bq.  280, 288, 284, 72  Am. 

Dec.  896 46,898 

Earnest  V.  Earnest,  5  Rawle,218 178 

East  Anglian  R.  Co.  v.  Eastern  Counties  R.  Co., 

11  C.  B.808 866 

Easter  V.  Goyne,  51  Ark.  222 79 

East  India  Co.  v,  Vincent,  2  Atk.  88 898 

East  Kingston  v,  Towle,  48  N.  H.  64 749 

Eastman  v,  Amoskeag  Mfg.  Co.,  44  N.  H.  148, 

146, 164,  82  Am.  Dec.  201 767 

East  St.  Louis  v.  O'Flyun,  119  Dl.  200,  69  Am. 

Rep.  796 tT. 898 

Baton  V,  Boston,  C.  &  M.  R.  Co.,  61  N.  H.  604, 

12Am.  Rep.  147 681 

Echelkampv.Schrader,46Mo.605 288 

Edgerton  V.  Page,  20N.  Y.284 547 

Edmonds  v.  Banbury,  28  Iowa,  207, 4  Am.  Rep. 

177 :. 131 

Edwards  u.Beall,  75  Ind.  401 44,  45 

c.  Moore,  99  N.  C.  1 887 

V.Tracy, 62 Pa.  874 281 

Egbert  V.  Egbert,  78  Pa.  826 »3 

Steli?.8tate,38  Ind.  201 627 

Elderton  v.  Emmens,  6  C.  B.  160 76 

Ekbred,  Ae,  46  Wis.  658 612 

Silerman  v.  Chicago  Junction  R.  &  Union 

Stockyarcb  Co.,  49  N.  J.  Eq.  217 676 

EUwoodc.Plummer.78N.  C.  892 602 

Elmer  V.  Pennel,  40  Me.  480 888 

Eteberryc.  Boykin,65Ala.886 800 

Ely  V.  WUbur,  40  N.  J.  L.  685,  60  Am.  Rep.  668  845 

Emackv.  Kane,  84  Fed.  Rep.  46 884 

Emerich  v.  Indianapolis,  118  Ind.  279 682 

Emporia  V.  Norten,  18  Kan.  569 137 

Enbreev.  Hanna,  5  Johns.  101...^^ 290 

Engeman  v.  State,  54  N.  J.  L.  247. 560 

Engler.8tate,60N.J.  L.272 879 

English  tJ.  State,  31  FJa.  840 188 

Enterprise  t).  State,  29  Fla.  128 129 

Enyeartv.  Kepler,  118 Ind.  34 44 

22  L.  R.  A. 


_^r_  V.  Flowers,  101  N.  C.  168 678 

Equitable  L.  Ins.  Co',  v.  Hazlewood,  7  L.  R.  A. 

217,76Tex.a88 381 

Ernst  V.  Hudson  River  R.  Co.,  89  N.  Y.  68, 100 

Am.  Dec.  405 731 

Eslingerr.East,  100  Ind.  484 690 

Btherldge  v,  Sperry,  139  U.  S.  266, 85  L.  ed.  171  816 

Evans  v.  Edmonds,  18  C.  B.  786 51/^ 

V.  Smith,  5T,  B.  Mon.  863,  17  Am.  Dec.  74  766 

©.Trenton, 24 N. J. L.  T64 656 

E vansvllle  v.  Slate,  4  L.  R.  A.  98, 118  Ind.  426. . . 

141,527 

V.  Sammer8,108  Ind.  180 400 

Bvansvllle  &  T.  H.  R.  Co.  v.  Griffin,  100  Ind.  221, 

60  Am.  Rep.  783 206 

E versfleld  v.  Mid-Sussex  R.  Co.,  8  DeG.  A  J.  286  807 

Everts  o.  Everts,  8  Mich.  580 4/^ 

F. 
Falmouth  Bridge  Co.  v.  Tlbbotts,  16  B.  Mon. 

Faris  v.  Hobe«r"andV)'88"N."R  Rep."  ioaSi'.V".'.'.  205 
Farley  v.  Hamilton  County  Comrs.,  126  Ind. 

468,469 616,618,525,528 

Farmers  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Ck).  of  St.  Joseph  County 

V.  Fogelman^  Mich.  482 529 

Farquhar V.Morris. 7 T.R.  124 619 

Farrell  v,  Bridgeport,  45  Conn.  191,  196 668,662 

Fkusett  V.  First  Parish  in  Boylston,  19  Pick.  861  214 

Fawoett  V.  Cash,  5  Bam.  &  Ad.  906 76 

Fay  V.  Minneapolis  &  St.  L.R.  Co.,  80  Minn.  281  206 
Feital  V.  Middlesex  R.  Co.,  109  Mass.  898, 12  Am. 

Rep.  720 286 

Fidelity  Ins.  Trust  &  8.  D.  Co.  v.  Shenandoah 

Valley  R,  Co.,  86  Va,  1 788 

Field  ».  Tenney.  47  N.  H.  5ia  616, 621 767 

Field's  App..  86  Conn.  277 94 

Finnegan  v.  Knights  of  Labor  Bldg.  Asso.,  18 

L.  R.  A.  778,  61  Minn. 281 

First  Nat.  Bank  of  Baltimore  v,  Taliaferro,  72 

Md.  165 608 

of  Bamesviiie  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co., 

80  Ohio  St.  666. 27  Am.  Rep.  485 487 

of  Carlisle,  Pa.  o.  Graham,  100  U.  8.  680, 

25  L.  ed.760 866 

of  Meadville,  Pa.  v.  Fourth  Nat.  Bank  of 

New  York  City,  77  N.  Y.  820;  88  Am. 

Rep.  618 790 

of  Michigan  City  v,  HaskeU,  124  Dl.  687. . .  646 
of  Wvniore  v.  MUler  (Neb.)  65  N.  W.  Hep. 

Fish  r.  I>odffe,'4  DenVoVsilVsif,'  47' Am.'  beo!'264  642 

Fisher  v.  Provin,  25  Mich.  847 44 

FltchburgR.  Co.  v.  Gage,  12  Gray,  898 120, 270 

V.  G rand  Junction  R.  &  D.  (X).,  4  Allen.  198  1 19 
Fitton  V,  Accidental  Death  Ins.  Co.,  17  C.  B.  N. 

S.  123 626 

Fladung  u.  Rose*  68  Md.  13-84 44 

Flelg  V.  Sleet,  48  Ohio  St.  63, 54  Am.  Rep.  800. . .  790 

Fleming  v.  Brook.  1 8ch.  ALef.  818 165 

Ftommlng  v.  Western  Pac.  R,  Co.,  48  Cal.  263. . .  41 

Fletcher  v.  Harcot,  Hutton,  65 266 

V.  Peck,  10  U.  8. 6  Cranch,  187, 8  L.  ed.  178  882 

Flick  r.Wetherbee,  20  Wis.  898.s 195 

Fllke  V.  Boston  &  A.  a  Co.,  63  N.  Y.  549,  662, 18 

Am.  Rep.  545 295,296 

Floumoy  v.  Jefferson  ville,  17  Ind.  167,  79  Am. 

Dec.  468 518 

Flynn  v.  Equitable  L.  Ins.  Co.,  78  N.  Y.  668, 84 

Am.  Rep,  561 881 

Fogg  V.  Blair,  188  U.  8.  534.  83L.  ed.  721 816 

V.  Boston  &  L.  K.  Corp.,  148  Mass.  518 866 

Foley  V.  Mason,  6  Md. 61 :..  698 

Fold  V.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.,  14  Wis.  609, 80 

Am.Dec.791 629 

V.  Detroit  Dry  Dock  Co.,  60  Mich.  358 ... .  788 
V.  Fitchburg  R.  Co.,  110  Mass.  240,  260, 14 

Am.Rep.508 286 

V.  Lake  Shored  M.S.  R.  Co.,  117  N.Y.  688  294 

Fordyce  v.  Kosminski,  49  Ark.  40 689 

Forrestv.  Camp,  16Ala.642 802 

Fortesque  r.  Crawford,  106  N.  C.  29 381, 889,  890 

Fortescue  v.  Satterthwaite,  28  N.  C.  666 606 

Foster  v.  Mutlanphy  Planing  Mill  Co.,  92  Mo. 

79 815 

Fowle  V.  Park,  181  U.  S.  88, 88  L.  ed.  67 676 

Fowler  o,  Hoffman,  81  Mich.  215 38 

tJ.  Hyland,  48  Mich.  184 646 

r.  Shearer,  7  Mass.  14, 21 784 

Fox  I?.  McDonald  (Ala.)  21  L.  R.  A.629 141 

Fraganov.  Long.  4  Bam.  &  C.  219 427 

Francis  v,  Castleman,  4  Bibb,  282 619 

Frankfort  V.  Aughe,  114  Ind.  77 582 

Frsnklln  i>.  Armfleld,  2  8need,306 180, 181 

V.  Atlantic  F.  Ins.  Co.,  42  Mo.  466 321,326 


16 


Citations. 


Pranklln  County  Comrs.  v.  Bunting,  111  Ind. 

148.^ 409,414 

Prederickr.Groflhon.aO  Md.  436 288 

Freelandr.  Cbarnley,80Ind.  138 275 

Freeman  V.  Person,  108  N.  C.  231 887 

Freeman*8  Nat.  Bank  v.  Savery,  127  Mass.  75-77, 

84  Am.  Rep.  346 887 

French  t?.  State,  62  Mlas.  760 849 

».  State,  14  Tex.  App.  76 490 

Frlerson   r.  General    Ajasembly  of    Presby. 

Church  in  CT.  S.,  7  Hetek.  688 180 

Froreri5.  People,  16  L.  R.  A.  498, 141  HL  171—841, 842 

Frostv.I>eerfng,21Me.l58 299 

».  KnUrht,L.  R.  7  Bxch.  112 85 

V.  WUfiams  (S.  Dak.)  60  N.  W.  Rep.  964. .. .  86 

Fuller  V.  Bailey,  68  N.  H.  71 766 

V.  Bills  (Mich.)  57N.  W.Rep.88 844 

r.  Ruby,  10  Gray,  286, 290 641 

Fuller  &  J.  Utg,  Co.  v.  Bartlett,  68  Wis.  73 888 

Fulton  County  Suprs.  v.  Mississippi  &  W.  R.  Co., 

21111.338 305 

Funk  V.  Bentchler  (Ind.)  Feb.  18, 1898 589 


G. 

Gahagan  v.  Boston  &  L.  R.  Co.,  1  Allen,  187, 79 

Am.  Deo.  724 781 

Gale  V.  Leckie,  2  8tark,  N.  P.  107 255 

Galena  &  C.  U.  R.  Co.  v.  Dlll,22  111.  284 781 

Ctallagber  v,  Roberts,  2  Wash.  C.  C.  191 790 

Galiiard  v.  Laxton,  9  Cox,  C.  C.  127 88 

Gallup  17.  Tracy.  25  Conn.  10,  17 47 

Galpln  V,  Pagje,  85  U.  S.  18  Wall.  367, 368, 21  L. 

Gandell  v.  Pontliny,'4'Campb.'8757.I  ^'.'"  J^  ""  78 

Gano  V.  Aldridire,  27  Ind.  294 246 

Garbracht  v.  Com.,  96  Pa.  449,  42  Am.  Rep.  660.  431 

Gardemal  Case,  48  La.  Ann.  464 663 

Gardner  i%  Butler,  80  N.  J.  Eq.  708 856 

V.  Gardner,  6  Cusb.  488,  62  Am.  Deo.  740..  299 

Garden  City,  The,  26  Fed.  Rep.  766 47 

Gfu*land,  Ex  parte,  71  U.  S.  4  Wall.  888, 18  L.  ed. 

886.— 708 

Gamy  v.Kats(Wi8.;66N.W.  Rep.  912 516 

Garrett  v.  Burlington  Plow  Co.,  TO  Iowa,  697,  59 

Am.  Rep.  461 828 

Gaesr.  Ro«,8Sneed,211 180.181 

Gaston  r.  Babcook.  6  Wis.  603 612 

V.  Drake,  14  Nev.  175, 88  Am.  Rep.  548. .. .  712 

r.  Merriam,  83  Minn.  271 49 

Gates  r.  Fleischer,  67  Wis.  604 346 

V.  Salmon,  35  Cal.  668, 95  Am.  Dec.  189. .. .  647 

Gatlin  V.  Tarboro,  78  N.  C,  119 473 

Gause  v.  Perkins,  66  N.  C.  177, 69  Am.  Dec.  728 

288-240 

Gay  V.  Baker,  17  Mass.  435, 9  Am.  Dec.  160 214 

V.  Rooke,  151  Mass.  116,  7  L.  R.  A.  392 619 

Gentile  u.  State,  29  Ind.  409 527 

George  F.  Smith  Middlings  Purifier  Co.,  The, 

V.  McGroarty,  186  U.  S.  237,  241,  34  L. 

ed.  34L  348 815-823 

Georgia  R.  &  Bkg.  Co.  v.  Smith.  128  U.  S.  174- 

179,  82  L.ed.  377-380 119,122 

Gerberr.  Grabel,16»111.217 646 

German  F.  Ins,  Co.  v.  Boykin,  79  U.  S.  12  Wall. 

483,  20  L.  ed.  442 484 

German  Reformed  Church  v.  Com.,  3  Pa.  282. .  175 

Gerrish  v.  Mason,  22  Me.  438. 39  Am.  Dec.  589..  96 

Gibbons r.  Grlnsel,  79  W18.366 85 

Gibbs  0.  Consolidated  Gas  Co.,  130  U.  S.  396, 32 

L.ed.  979 ^ 492 

Giddings  V.  Blacker,  16  L.R.A.4Q8,0S  Mich.  1,  650,651 

p.  Turgeon,  58  Vt  110 483 

QUlan  r.  Dixon,  65  Pa.  396 697,698 

Glllett  v.  Johnson,  80  Conn.  180 46 

Gilman  r.  Dwight,  13  Gray,  356, 74  Am.Deo.  634  676 
Girard  Life  Ins.  A.  &  T.  Co,  v.  Wilson,  57  Pa. 

182 178 

Glasgow  V.  St.  Louis,  87  Mo.  678 386 

Gleeson  v.  Virginia  Midland  R,  Co.,  140  U.  8. 

486,  86L.  ed.  459 352 

Glenn  V.  Davis,  85  Md.  219 634 

Gloucester  Isinglass  k  Glue  Co.  v.  Russia  Ce- 
ment Co.,  12  L.  R.  A.  663, 154  Mass.  92 

494,676 

Godcharles  v,  Wigeman.  113  Pa.  431 842 

Goddard  v.  Chaffee,  2  Allen.  395. 79  Am.  Dec.796  811 

V.  Harpswell,  noU  to  30  Am.  St.  Rep.  391 .  247 

Goffln  V.  DonneUy,  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  Dlv.  307 840 

Goldsberry  D.  State,  69  Ind.  430 589 

Gooding  v.  Brown,  22  Fla.  437 185 

Goodman  r.  Eastman,  4  N.  H.  456 690 

V,  Pocock,  15  Q.  B.  578 76 

Goodwin  t\  Keney,  49  Conn.  563 647,  648 

22L.R.A. 


Goodyear  v.Unlon  India  Rubber  Co.,4  Blatohf. 

66 333 

Gorton  V.  Hadsell,  9  Cush.  608 216 

Gosmanr.  State,  106  Ind.  208 786,757 

Gough  V.  Staats.  13  Wend.  54 789 

Gouldr.  Head,d8Fed.  Bep.  888 488 

V.  Little  Rock,  M.  B. «  T.  R.  Co.,  62  Fed. 

Rep.  680 823 

c.  White,  26  N.  H.  178, 188 765 

Graham  v.  La  Crosse  &  M.  B.  Co.,  102  U.  S.  14&, 

28  L.  ed.  106 816 

Grand  Rapids  &  L  R.  Co.  v.  Heisel,  47  Mich.  898  629 
Grand  Trunk  R.  Co.  of  Canada  v.  Stevens,  95 

U.8.666,84L.ed.  686 797 

Granite  State.  The,  1  Sprague,277 79 

Grattan  v.  Metropolitan  L.  Ins.  Co.,  80  N.  T. 
281,  36  Am.  Rep.  617.  92  N.  T.  274,  44 

Am.  Rep.872 831 

Graves  V.  Graves,  45  N.  H.  383 766 

^.Johnson,  16L.  R.  A.834.156Ma8S.211..  255 

V.  Sbattuck,  36  N.  H.  2(^  69  Am.  Deo.  636  568 

Gray  v.  BoUlnsford.  58  N.  H/Sw,  264 767 

v.Deluce,  6  Cush.  9 694 

Great  Falls  Co.  v,  Worster,  15  N.  H.  411,  413, 

415,  4^ _ 645-648 

Green  v.  Allen.  5"  'Humph.'i76".".r. '/.".".'.'. ' ".'. ""."...  181 

V.  Brookins,  23  Mich.  48,  9  Am.  Bep.  74. . .  609 

V,  Com.,  12  AUen,  166, 173 748 

r.  Keen,  4  Md.  98 240 

r.  Russell,  5  HUl,  183 849 

Green   Bay   &  M.   Canal   Co.  v.  Outagamie 

County,  76  Wis.  587 686 

Green  Bay  &  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Union  Steamboat  Go., 

107  U.  S.  100, 27  L.  ed.  413 807 

Greenfield  Sav.  Bank  r.  Stoweli,  123  Mass.  196, 

25  Am.  Rep.  67 688 

Greenough   v.  Greenough,  11  ^.  494,  51  Am. 

Dec.  567 3S4 

Gregory,  Ex  %>arie^  20  Tex.  App.  210,  64  Am. 

Bep.^l6.r. :....... 490 

r.  Layton,  36  S.  C.  93 248 

c.  Perdue,  29  Ind.  66 402 

u.  Schoenell,  55  Ind.  101 614 

Grenville  v.  College  of  Physicians,  12  Mod.  886  89 

Gridley  v.  Bloomlngton,  68  111.  47 396 

Griffin  ».  Lynch,  16  Ind.  398 43 

Orimths,  Ex  parte,  8  L.  R.A.  388,ai8  Ind.  83.401,  418 

Grimes  v,  Keene,  52  N.  H.  830.  334 767 

Grlppen  v.  New  York  Cent.  R.  Co..  40  N.  Y.  60  42 

GrisselPs  Case,  L.  R.  1  Ch.  App.  528 814 

Grlswold  i\ .Tohnson,  5  Conn.d63 646 

V.  New  York  &  N.  £.  R.  Co.,  58  Conn.  871, 

56  Am,  Rep.  116 798 

9.  Union  Mut.  Ins.  Co.,  8  BUtohf.  281....  290 

Groesch  V.  State.  42  ind.  561 627 

Grostick  v.  Detroit,  L.  &  N.  R.  Co.,  90  Mich.604  41 
Grover  &  Baker  Sewing  Mach.  Co.  v.  Rad- 

cliff c,  137  U.  S.  294, 295, 34  L.  ed.  672. . .  53 

Gruber  v,  Washington  &  J.  R.  Co.,  98  N.  C.  1..  866 

Grusenmeyer  v.  Logansport,  76  Ind.  549 

516-618,528,526,506 

Guest  V,  Reynolds.  68  IlL  478, 18  Am.  Rep.  Kt). .  546 
Guggenheim  v.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  R.  Co.,  66 

Mich.  158 96 

Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  V,  MoGown,  65  Tex.  648  798 

Gumey  r.  Walsham,  16  R.  I.  608 71 


Haas  r.  Grand  Rapids  Sb  I.  R.  Co..  47  Mich.  401  40 
Hackleman  r.  Henry  County  Comrs.,  78  Ind. 

168 346 

Hackley  r.  Kanltz.  39  Mich.  398 734 

Hackney  V.  State.  8  Ind.  494 585 

Hadley  V.  Baxendale,  9  Exoh.  341 486-438 

Hadlook  v.  Grav,  104  Ind.  686,599 44,  45 

Hahn  t^.  United  States,  107  U.  S.  402-406, 27  L. 

ed.  527.  528 669 

Haines  V.  People,  19  111.  App.  854 763 

Haire  r.  Ohio  Farmers  Ins.  Co.,  98  Mich.  481 ..    322 

Hale  t7.  Taylor,  46  N.fl.  406 766 

Hall  r.  Brown,  56  N.  H.  93, 94. 96 767 

V.  Concordia  F.  Ins.  Co.,  90  Mich.  408....    822 

t).  Cox,  144  I1L532 546 

V.  Niagara  F.  Ins.  Co.,  18  L.  R.  A.  185,  98 

Mich.  184 889,580 

r.  Richardson,  16  Md.  896,  77  Am.  Dec.  303    427 

Hallam  v.  Indianola  Hotel  Co.,  56  Iowa.  179 823 

HaUigan  r.  Wade,  21  III.  470, 74  Am.  Dec.  108. .  547 
HaUstead  v.  Coleman.  13  L.  R.  A.  370, 148  Pa. 

354 281,282 

Hamaker  v.  Eberley,  2  Binn.  506, 510, 4  Am.  Dec 

477 765 

Hamblett  v.  Hamblett,  6  N.  H.  883,  443 785 


Citations. 


17 


Hamilton  v.  Cunnioffham,  2  Brock.  880 789 

r.Elly,4GUl.  84 238 

r.  New  York  Cent.  R.  Co.,  51  N.  Y.  100. . . .    282 
Eamflton  County  Gomn.  p.Cottlnflrbam,  50  Tod. 

58* 411 

HftmmoDd  v.  BaDielaon,  126  Mam.  294 79 

HADdforth  D.  Jackson,  160  Mass.  140 876 

Hanks  v.  Boston  ft  A.  R.  Co.,  147  Mass.  4IK&,  486   577 
Baonibal  ft  8t.  J.  R.  Co.  v.  Fox,  81  Kan.  666.. .    206 

e.  Husen,  96  C.  8. 466,  M  L.  ed.  6ee7 778 

HanaooBi  V.  Omaha,  11  Neb.  87 715 

HftDfelinan  o.  KegeL  60  Micb.  540 784 

Hftrluiv.Lanirban,69  Pa. 288 644,648 

Bsnnwc.0orneUi]s,6C.  B.N.  8.  236 691 

HamnfrtoD  v.  Lincoln.  4  Oray,  568,  607 766 

0. 8L  Paul  ft  8.  0.  R.  Co.,  17  Minn.  215  (Oil. 

188) 629 

Harris  V.  People,  128  m.  586 760 

HairlBon  V.  Lockhart,  26  lad.  112 682,584 

Hart  r.  Albany,  8  Patee.  218,  sued.  121 897 

P.Bostwkjk,14Fla.  167 450 

Hartford  ft  S.  Ore.  Ga  v.  MlUer,41  Conn.  112 

648-«48 

Basbrouck  v.  Milwaukee,  18  Wis.  87,  80  Am. 

Dec  718  886 

Hastings  ft  G.  I.  R.'6o.'v.'  Ingai'la,'  15  NebViisI  I    6» 
Hatclic.Tacoma,0.ftO.  H.  R.Co.6WBsb.l..    S22 

Hatcher  r.  Hampton,  7  Oa.  40 289, 84^ 

Hathom  V.  Richmond,  48  Vt.  SS7 845 

Batten  v.  Newark  ft  J.  C.  R.  Co.,  89  Ohio  St. 


Baverfaill   Bridge  Proprs.  v,  Easex  Coun^ 

Gomrs.,  lOB  Mass.  120, 4  Am.  Rep.  518  120 

HsTerstick  t?.  8ipe, 88  Pa.aB8 546 

Hawkesv.  Pike,  105  Mass.  560, 7  Am.  Rep.  554..  154 

Hawkins  T.  Grimes.  18  a  Mon.2l»r 98 

r.  The  Governor,  1   Ark.  570.  586^^W6,  88 

Am.  Deo.8i6 720 

Haycraftr.  Creasy,  2  Bast,  106 515 

Hayes  c.  Hyde  Park,  12  L.  R.  A.  210, 158  Mass. 

Ol 577 

Hayner  r.  Smith,  68  lU.  480, 14  Am.  Rep.  m. . .  547 

Haynes  1^.  Tbomaa,  7  Ind.  88 681 

Haywood  v.  Lincoln  Lumber  Co.,  64  Wis.  689. .  815 
Head  r.  ProWdenoe  Ins.  Co.,  6  U.  8.  2  Cranob, 

m,2L.  ed.229 807 

Headen  r.  Rust.  89  Dl.  186 60,61 

Healey  v.  Northwestern  Mui.  Ace.  Aaso.,  0  L. 

R.  A.  2171, 183  lU.  566.  ...  026 

Heathe.I>esMotnesft8t.L.R.Co..61Iowa,il  667 
Heddeticb  v.  State,  101  Ind.  564,  Si  Am.  »«]^^^ 

Hedge's  App.^  W  Pal  273. 1*."*' '.'.V/.l V.V.'.' '.'.'....  281 

Hellin  V.  Slay,  78  AkL  180 80 

Heil  r.  Glandlng,  42  Pa.  48B,  486,  82  Am.  Dec. 

687 781 

Hefaken  r.  Chickasaw  Lodge  No.  8,  87  Tenn. 

68B,4L.B.A.609 180 

Hecoe  v.8t.  Louis,  K.  a  ft  N.  R.Co.,  71  Mo. 686  41 
Hepburn  r.  Orlswold.  75  U.  8.  8  Wall.  608, 19  L. 

ed.6l8 560,560 

Hepfel  V.  St.  Paul,  M.  ft  M.  R.  Co.,  49  Minn.  268  666 

Herbert  V.  Berrier,  81  Ind.  1 94 

Heryman  r.  Dettlebach,  U  How.  Pr.  46 696 

Herreaboit  v.  BouUneau,  8  L.  R.  A.469, 17  R.  1. 8  VH 

H^rioffv.  Outlaw,  70  N.C.  884 887 

flaw's  Estate,  69  Pa,272 448 

Hester  r.Rasbi  FerUlaser  Ca,  88  8.  C.  609 51 

Hewitt  V.  Wacar  Lumber  Co.,  88  Micb.  701. .. .  784 

Hibtnrd  v.  ^^stem  U.  Teleg.  Co.,  88  Wis.  558  487 

Hilcman  r.  Bouslauarh,58Am.  Dee.474 608 

Hill  r.  New  York.  189  N.  Y.  405 248 

r.  West,  8  Ohfci.  225. 81  Am.  Dec  442 784 

HiUlard  v.  Kearney,  45  N.  C.  221 606 

V,  New  York  ft  C.  Gas  Coal  Co.,  41  Ohio 

St.  082, 62  Am.  Rep.  99 546 

HiUmanv.  Hurley,  82  Ky.  626 240 

HUls  r.  Stockwett  ft  D.  Furniture  Co.,  28  FM. 

Rep.  482 828 

Hinckley  o.  Pittsburprh  Bessemer  Steel  Co..  121 

U.  8.264.  80  L.ed.  997 85 

Himonr.  Hinton,61  N.  C.  410 890 

Hfaaeica.  v.  Cutler  ft  Savage  Lumber  Co.,  51 

Mteh.272 295 

HirthcPfeflle.42Mtob.81 788 

Hitchcock  c.  Moore,  70  Mich.  118,  note 889 

Hoag  V.  New  York  Cen^  ft  H.  R.  R.  Co.,  Ill  N. 

Y.MO...: 465 

Hoar  V.  Merrltt,  OS  Micb.  886 286 

r.Wood,  SMet.198 840 

Hobbse.  Columbia  Falls  Brick  Co.,  157  Mass. 

109 255 

V.  King.  2  Met.  (Ky.)  189 788 

Hocbster  v/De  La  Tour,  20  Bng.  L.  ft  Bq.  157, 

2Bl.ftBL678 77,  85 

HockeU  V.  State.  106  Ind.  260-268 122 


Hodge  V.  Sloan,  107  N.  Y.  244 186 

HodgkiDS  r.  Montgomery  County  Mut.   Ins. 

Co.,  84  Barb.  218 821,  825 

p.  Price,  182  Mass.  196 548 

Hoffman  r.  New  York  Cent,  ft  H.  R.  R.  Co.,  87 

N.Y.25,41  Am.  Rep.  387 78 

V.  Stlgers.  28  Iowa,  810 tf 

Hogue  V.  Albina,  21)  Or.  185,  10  L.  R.  A.  673. . . .  740 
Hoke  V.  Henderson,  15  N.  C.  4,  26  Am.  Dec.  677 

38^-884 

Holdftet  V.bowsingV2  Stra'ngeVi258  482 
HoUins  t>.  Brierfleld  Coal  ft  Iron  Co.,  150  U.  8. 

871,  87L.ed.  1113 828 

Holly  V.  Huggeford,  8  Pick.  78. 19  Am.  Dec.  306  855 

Holmes  v.  Briggs,  noU  to  10  Am.  St.  Rep.  804. .  112 

r.  Drew.  151  Maas.  578 577 

V.  Trumper,  22  Mich.  427,  7  Am.  Rep.  661.  6H9 

Holtv.  Bennett,  146  Mass.  487 823 

r.  Libby,80  Me.aSO 178 

Home  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Garfield,  60  lU.  124,  14 

Am.  Rep.  27 881,826 

Hooker  r.  Hooker.  10  Smedes  ft  M.  500 360 

Hooper  V.  Baltimore,  12  Md.464 400 

V.  Famawortb,  128  Maas.  487 540 

Hoose  r.  Prescott  Ins.  Co.  of  Boston,  11  L.  R. 

A.  840.  84  Mich.  800 629,580 

Horton  r.  Smith,  8  Ala.  78,  42  Am.  Deo.  628. .. .  605 
Hosher  v.  Kansas  City,  St.  J.  ft  C.  B.  R.  Co.,  60 

Mo.  808 672 

Hough  V.  Bridgeport,  57  Conn.  aW,  296 661 

V.  City  F,  Ins.  Co.,  29  Conn.  10,  76  Am. 

Dec.  581 629 

V.  Texas  ft  P.  R.  Co.,  100  U.  S.  218,  25  L. 

ed.  612 295 

Houghtonr.  Austin.  47  Cal.  646 849 

Houkv.  Barthold.  78  Ind.  25 621 

Householder  r.  City  of  Kansas,  88  Mo.  488 672 

Houseman  v.  Girard  Mut.  Bldg.  ft  L.  Aaso.,  81 

Pa.  282 :.,.  106 

Houston  0.  Clark,  50  M.  H.  479.  488 765 

V.  Farris,  71  Aki.  570 298 

Hovey  V.  State,  119  Ind.  887 141 

V.  State,  11  L.R.  A.  763, 127  Ind.  588-600...  719 

Howard  r.  DaJy,61  N.Y.8^ 78 

V.  First  Parish  in  North  Bridgewater,  7 

Pick.138 !..  216 

Howard  F.  Ins.  Co.  r.  Bruner,  28  Pa.  80 821 

Howe  V,  Crawford  County  Comis.,  47  Pa.  861. .  768 
V.  Saoford  Fork  ft  Tool  Co.,  44  Fed.  Rep. 

„             S81 815 

Hower  V.  Aultman.  27Keb.  251 112 

Hubbellv.  McCouri,  44  Wis,  584 612 

Huber  v.  Relly,  58  Pa.  112 183 

Hudmon  v.  Du  Boee,  2  L.  R.  A.  475, 85  Ala.  446  80 

Hudson  r.  Evans,  81  Ind.  606 246 

V,  Wabash  W.  H.  Co.,  101  Mo.  18 781 

Hughes  V.  Dundee  Mortg.  ft  T.  InvesL  Co.,  21 

Fed.  Rep.  169 108 

V.  Hodges,  102  N.  C.  286 385 

Hulett  V.  Inlow,  57  Ind.  412,  414,  26  Am.  Rep. 

64 48,44 

Humeston  ft  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  ft  K.  C. 

R.  Co.,74  Iowa,  564 227 

Hunt  r.  Chicago  Horse  ft  Dummy  R.  Co.,  121 

111.^8 898 

V.  Francis,  5  Ind.  303 246 

Hunter  v.  Wright,  12  Allen,  548 427 

Hurt  V.  St.  Louis.  I.  M.  ft  S.  R.  Co.,  94  Mo.  255. .  672 

Hussey  r.  Norfolk  Southern  R.  Co.,  96  N.  C.  84  866 

_       tJ.Smlth,99U.  8.20,  25L.ed.8U 512 

Hutchinson  r.  Lewis,  75  Ind.  55 840 

V.  Western  ft  A.  B.  Co.,  6  Helak.  634 366 


I. 

Ice  V.  Bail,  108  Ind.  42 534 

Illinois  Cent.  R.  Co.  r.  Barron,  72  U.  8.  5  Wall. 

90,  18  L.  ed.  501 286 

V.  Illinois,  146  U.  8.  486,  36  L.  ed.  1087. ..742,  744 

r.  Read.  Win.  484,  87  Am.  Deo.  280 798 

Imiay  v.  Union  Branch  R.  Co.,  26  Conn.  240,  68 

Am.  Dec.  SftS 629 

Improved   Fig  Syrup  Co.  v.  California  Fig 

Synip  Co.,  54  Fed.  Rep.  178,  7  C.  8. 

App. 793 

India  Bagging  Asso.  v.  Kock,  14  La.  Ann.  164. . 

402  4fl3 

Indiana,  R  ft  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Bambart,  iliJ  Ind.  ' 

899 205 

Indian  River  8.  B.  Co.  t>.  East  Coast  Transp. 

Co.,28  Fla.887 238 

Ingalls  r.  Tice,  14  Fed.  Rep.  332 333 

,  Inglis  V.  Trustees  of  Sailor's  Snug  Harbor  of 

N.  Y.,  28  U.  S.  8  Pet.  99.  7X.  ed.  617.  .160,  l«l 

I  InneU  v.  Newman,  4  Bam.  ft  Aid.  419 463 

2 


18 


CiTATTONS. 


Indianapolis  v,  Emmelman,  108  Ind.  680,  66 

Am.  Rep.  06 205 

Indianapolis  &  C.  U.  Co.  r.  McAbren,  12  Ind. 

5&J (KO 

c.  State,87  Ind.  489 768 

Indianapolis,  B.  &  W .  R.  Co.  v.  Fountain  Coun- 
ty Comrs.,  88  Ind.  216 686 

V.  Haitley,  67  lU.  439,  16  Am.  Rep.  624....    6S9 

Intendant  of  Ralei«h  r.  Sorreli,  46  N.  C.  48 474 

Interstate  Commerce  Commission  v.  Baltimore 
&0.  R.C0..145  U.  S. 263,  86  L.  cd.  600,  8 

Inters.  Com.  Rep.  198 a»,278 

Irwin  V.  Davidson.  88  N,  C.  811.. 240 

r.  DIxion,  60  U.  8.  0  How.  10,  18  L.  ed.  26.    740 

tJ.  KUburn,  104  Ind.  113 246 

Isaac  Williams,  Case  of.  1  Tuoker.  Bl.  Com.  pt. 
1,  Append.  486,  cited  in  Murray  v. 
Cbarminff  Betsy,  The,  6  U.  8. 2  Cranoh, 
82,  2  L.  ed.  824,  noU IBO,  1B2 


J. 

Jackson  r.  Eddr,  12  Mo.  209 547 

t>.  Kassealt,  «0  Hun,  281 79 

V.  Ludeling,  88  U.  8. 21  WaU.  616,  22  L.  ed. 

482....:. .: 824 

V.  Norrls,  72  111.  864 898 

t.  Rounsevllle,  6  Met.  127 212 

V.  State,  81  Wis.  m 6W 

V.  Vanderheyden,  17  Johns.  167,  8  Am. 

Dec.  878 788,784 

Jackson  County  Comrs.  v.  State,  106  Ind.  270. .  616 
Jaoksonville  v.  Jacksonville   R.  Co.,  67   IJl. 

540 886,806 

Jacobs,  JBe,  98  N.Y.  88,  SO  Am.  Rep.  686 474 

Jacobus  V.  St.  Paul  &  C.  R.  Co.,  20  Minn.  125-180 

(GtL  110),  18  Am.  Rep.880 88,798 

Jaffrayr.  King,  84  Md.  217, 228 76,78 

James  v.  Alien  County,  44  Ohio  St.  226,  68  Am. 

Rep.  821 77,78 

V.  Emmet  Min.  Co.,  66  Mich.  885 295 

James  River  Ins.  Co.  r.  Merritt,  47  Ala.  387.  .321, 826 

Jeffers  v,  Jeffers,  107  N.  Y.  660 47 

Jeffs  r.  Wood,  2  P.  Wms,  128 178 

Jenal  v.: Green  Island  Draining  Co.,  12 Neb. 

168 499 

Jenkins  V.  Dawes,  115  Mass.  601. 488 

u.  Harrison,  66  Ala.  846 276 

V.  Jackson.  L.  R.  40  Ch.  Div.  71 541 

t?.  Tobln,  81  Ark.  806 94 

Jerome  v.  Ross,  7  Johns.  Ch.  815, 2  L.  ed.  806, 11 

Am.  Dec.  484 288,289 

Jewell  V.Grand  Trunk  Railway,  66  N.H.  84, 96  765 
Jewett  V.  Stockton,  8  Terg.  482, 24  Am.  Dec.  604  646 
Johanson  v.  Boston  ft  M.  R.  Co..  168  Mass.  57, 60  576 
John  A.  Roebling  Sons*  Co.  v.  First  Nat.  Bank 

of  Richmond,  80  Fed.  Rep.  744 288 

Johns  17.  State,  19  Ind.  421,  423.  81  Am.  Dec  408    260 

V.  Stater78  Ind.  882,  41  Am.  Rep.  «7 086 

Johnson  V.  Chicago.  St.  P.  M.  &  O.  R.  Co.,  14  L. 

R.  A.  496.  SO  Wis.  641 248 

v.Knapp.  146  Mass.  70, 160  Mass.  267 540 

U.Mann, 77 Va. 265 764 

C.Moore, 28  Mich.  8 646 

V.  State,  4 Tex.  App.68 490 

V.Stevens,  7  Gush.  431 646 

V.  Weils  County  Comrs.,  107  Ind.  15 627 

Johnson  County  Comrs.,  Re  (Wyo.>  82  Pao. 

Rep.  854 768 

Johnston  v.  Com.,  86  Pa.  64, 27  Am.  Rep.  622. . .    814 

V.  Jones,  86  Ala.  286 275 

V.  Wilson.  2  N.  H.  202, 9  Am.  Dec.  60.... 766, 757 

Joliet  V.  Seward,  86  lU.  402,  29  Am.  Rep.  85 464 

Joliet  ft  C.  R.  Co.  V.  Healy,  94  Dl.  416,  m 47 

Jonee  v.  Chandler,  40  Ind.  680, 501 48^ 

V.  Com.,  75  Pa.  408 760 

V.Dunn,  8  Watts  ft  S.  109 76 

V.  Just,  L  R.8  Q.  B.202 191-188 

V.  Bobbins,  8  Gray,  829, 889, 841 760 

«.  Tracy,  75  Pa.  417 786 

June  V.  Boston  ft  A.  R.  Co.,  153  Mass.  79, 82 577 


Kankakee  Woolen  Mill  Co.  v.  Kampe,  88  Mo. 

App.229 814 

Kansas  City.  Ft.  a  ft  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Stoner,  10  IT. 

8.  App.  209,  51  Fed.  Rep.  648 882 

Kansas  City,  M.  ft  B.  R.  Co.  v.  Jforton  (Ala.)  12 

So.  Rep.  88, 94 863,884 

Kansas  Mut.L.AaBO.v.Hiil,  51  Kan.  686 711 

Karp  V.  Citizens  Nat.  Bank  of  Saginaw,  76 

Mich.   679 786 

Kauifman  V.  Beasley,  54  Tex.  568 865 

22  L.R.A. 


Kausal  v,  Minnesota !  Farmers  Mut.    F.   Ins. 

Asso.,  31  Minn.  17,  47  A m.  Rep.  776 330 

Kavanaugh  v.  Brown,  1  Tex.  483 785 

KeatB  V.  Hugo,  116  Mass.  204,  15  Am.  Rep.  80. . .    546 

Keedy  v.  Long,  6  L.  R.  A.  769,  71  Md.  889. 76-78 

Keeley  v.  Erie  R.  Co.,  47  How.  Pr.  256 81» 

Kehr V.Snyder,  114  Dl.  818,  55  Am.  Rep.866....    904 

Keiper  V.Klein,  51  Ind.  816 546 

Kelly  V.  Donlin,  70  111.  378 .*. 576 

V.  State,  92  Ind,  286 627 

Kendall  o.  Bisbop.  76  Mich.  634 816 

V.  Brown,  74  111.  282 344 

Kentucky  Wagon  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Louisville  ft  N. 

R.  Co.,  60  Am.  ft  Eng.  R.  R.  Cas.  90, 

flute 684 

Kenyon  v.   People,  26  N.  Y.  208,  84  Am.  Dec. 

177 841,842 

Klddv.  Horry,  28  Fed.  Rep.  778 833,834 

Kleffer,  JS2- parte,  40  Fed.  Rep.  899 777 

Kilgour  V.  Miles,  6  Gill  ft  J.  «4 724 

Kiipatrickr.Com.,81Pa.  216 814 

Kimball  v.  Second  Cong.  Parish  in  Rowley,  24 

Plck.347,848 216 

Klmberlin  v.  State,  14  L.  R.  A.  868, 180  Ind.  120.    756^ 

V.  Tow,  133  Md.  696 589 

Kimev.  Brooks,  81 N.  C.  218 299 

Kinder  v.G1Desple,  68  111.  88 63 

Kingv.Birdbrooke,4T.R.245 76 

V.  Hall.  1  T.  R.  320 747 

V.  Hunter,  65  N.  C.  608, 6  Am.  Rep.  764.  .888-884 
V.  Ohio  ft  M.  R.  Co.,  14  Fed.  Rep.  277,280.    295 

v.Hea,56Ind.  17 784,785 

v.Utley,85N.  C.58 606 

Kinneen  v.  wells,  144  Mass.  487, 58  Am.  Rep. 

105 181, 1» 

Kinney  r.  Central  R.  Co.  of  N.  J.,  34  N.  J.  L.  513, 

8Am.Rep.265 798 

Klauder  v.  MoGrath,  35  Pa.  1^  78  Am.  Dec.  828  262 
Knickerbocker  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Trefz,  104  U.  8. 

187,  26  L.  ed.  708 881 

Knowlton  v.  Milwaukee  City  R.  Co.,  68  Wis. 

278 88 

Knox  V.  Spratt,  18  Fla.  817 456,  468 

Knox*s  App.,  26  Conn.  22 04,95 

Knoxville  Nat.  Bank  v.  Clark,  51  Iowa,  264,  88 

Am.  Hep.  129 688 

Koehler  v.  Black  River  Falls  Iron  Co.  67  U.  8. 

2  Black,  715, 17  L.ed.  888 824 

Krauss  Iv.  WalklU  VaUey  R.  Co.,  68  Hun,  482, 

483 781 

Krelgh  V.  Chicago,  86  111.  410 886 

Krulder  v.  Ellison,  47  N.  Y.  86,  7  Am.  Rep. 

402 427,481 

Kucheman  v.  Cleveland,  C.  ft  D,  R.  Co.,  46 

Iowa,  306 628 

Kuehn  v.  Wilson,  13  Wis.  106 514 


L. 

Lackland  v.  North  Missouri  B.  Co.,  81  Mo.  180. .  672 
Ladd  V.  Southern  Cotton  Press  ft  Mfg.  Co.,  58 

Tex.  172 485 

Lafayette,  M.  ft  B.  R.  Co.  v.  Geiger,  84  Ind.  186  418 
Lahr  v.  Metropolitan  Blev.  R.  Co.,  104  N.  Y. 

268 667,568,630 

Lairdv.Plm.7Mees.ftW.  474 85^ 

Lake  Shore  ft  M.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  Bt.  P.  ft 

K.C.R.CO.  100111.21 22T 

v.Chicagoft  W.  LR.  Co.,87I11.506 227 

V.  Cincinnati,    &    ft  C.  R.  Co.,  80  Ohio 

St.  604 122 

V.  anolnnatl,  W.  ft  M.  R.  Co.  116  Ind.  528  227 

V.Miller, 26  Mich. 274 86 

V.  Plnchin,  112  Ind.  602 731 

Lambv.Oeca,28W.Va.6S8 814 

V.  Dav^port,85  U.  8.  18  Wall.  807,21  L. 

ed.  768 511 

V.  LaughUn,26  W,  Va.  300 814 

Lamm  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  ft  O.  R.  Co.,  10  L. 

R.  A.  268,  45  Minn.  71 567,668 

Lamprey  v.  Metoalf,  18  L.  R.  A.  670, 52  Minn.  —  506 
Landon  v.  Humphrey,  8  Conn.  208,  28  Am.  Dec. 

888 844 

Langenberg  v.  DeckerV  Isi'  Ind.'  *47i.".".*."r  ".V .'.*.' .'  401 
Landsberger  v.  Magnetic  Teleg.  Co.,  82  Barb. 

Langulllev.  StatS 4 Tex.*App."n»V."""II"V^  708 

Lansing  V.  Toolan,  87  MIcb.  1K8 831 

Lantzv.  Mafrett,102  Ind.  28 411 

Larmore  v.  Crown  Point  Iron  Co.  101  N.  Y.  881, 

54Am.Bep.  718 205 

Lary  v.  Cleveland,  C.  C.  ft  I.  R.  Co.,  78  Ind.  828, 

41  Am,  Rep,  672 2C5 

Lasher  V.  Gardner,  124  Dl.  441 275 

Latch  V.  Rumner  B.  Co.,  8  Hurlst,  ft  N.  800. . .  mz 


CrrATfONa, 


19 


LawreDoe  v.  Accidental  Ins.  Co.,  L.  R.  7  Q.  B. 

Dtv.216 ( 

r.Hwiley,84  Mteh.  880 786 

Lawreoce  Mfg.  Co.  r.  TeDneesee  Mf ic.  Co.,  138 

U.8.546.84  L- ed.  1008 TW,  TTO 

LawieQoe  EL  Co.  r.  Williams,  35  Obio  St.  1«8. . .  fSSi 

Lawjenl^ftx  Cases,  The,  8  Heisk.  506 708 

Letdbesterr.  Rotb,25[|].  587 547 

League  r.  State,  36  Md.  257 750 

L^cOay.lOfN.  a  478 885 

LesUienr.Gray,fl6N.  C.548 a08 

Leayenvortb  County  Comrs.  o.  Miller,  7  Kan. 

IW.  12  Am.  Bep.  425 868 

LesTitt  V.  Oxford  &  G.  BU  ver  Mln.  Co.,  8  Dcah, 

285  ...  883 

Leer.Bork,16Ill.App.«61 .'.     85 

r.  Mound  station,  118  IlL  812 805 

p.Tebo&N.  R.0O..58MO.178 w  872 

V.  TlUotaon.  24  Wend.  887,  85  Am.  Deo. 

884,  808,  Tiote 760 

Legal  Tender  Cases,  70  C.8.12  Wait  467, 20  L. 

ed.  287 560 

Lehigh  Valley  R.  Co.  v,  Pennsylvania,  145  D.  8. 

182.88 L.ed.  672 571 

Leihig  c.  Steiner,  04  Pa.  466 818 

LeurhtL  Crump,  86  N.C.  280 m 

Ldgfacon  e.  Saivent,  31 N.  H.  110, 64  Am.  Deo. 

828 845 

Letoyv.  Hardin,  185  U.S.  100,  84  L.ed.:i2B 156 

Leloupv.  Mobile,  tl27  C  S.  840,  88  L,  ed.  311, 2 

Inten.  Com.  Bep.  484 778 

L6a]Jet.LorUlard,lL.R.  A. 456,110 N.Y. 510..  866 

Levyr.BlgeIow,7Ind.  App. — 400,411 

Lewi8p.8eifert,U6Pa.«28,647 286 

Libermanv.  State,  26  Neb.  464 888 

Licenae  Tht  Oases,  72  U.  8. 6  WaU.  462,  IB  L.  ed. 

497-601 581,  582,  687 

Life  Aaso.  of  America  v.  Boogher,  8  Mo.  App. 

198  jiHft^  884 

UgdK  V,  Chumii6\'ia»mV'^I"'.'S^^^^^^         804,  8B6 

Liggett  V.  Glenn,  4  U.  8,  App.  488,  51  Ved.  Bep. 

381 882 

LiwUeytJ.  Miller,  67  HI.  244 547 

Lindaay  V.  Freeman,  88  Tex.  250 785 

LiDkaus  V.  Lombard,  20  L.  B.  A.  48, 187  N.  T. 

417  866 

L»bon  V.  Bath;  a  N.'H. WW-'.'-l"-'.!!".'.''."!!  765 

Uttl£p.Blunt,9Pick.488 Ill 

r.PlienlxBBnk,2HUl,425 780 

,       i7.State,0OInd.a38,46Am.Bep.224 401 

LittleBock&Ft.8.  B.Co.o.Gfigle,58Ark.847  286 
Live  Slock  D.  &  B.  Asso.  v.  Crescent  City,  L.  8. 

L.  ft  8.  fl.  Co.,  1  Abb.  ( V,  8.) »»,  88  U. 

8. 16  WaU.  86, 21  L.ed.  804 842 

Livingston's  App..  63  Conn.  74 04, 06,  06 

Lockr.Noyee,9N.H.  480 .7!.  165 

Lockhart  v.  Ucbtentbaler^  Pa.  151 262 

Lockport  ft  B.  R.  Co.,  Ac,  77  N.  Y.  567 287 

Lockwoodv.BBaBect,40  Mioh.  540 646 

Logaii8pQrti!.IiaBose,001nd.l27 625 

Longt.  Walker,  106  N.C.  00 888 

L^iffip.State.lTNeb.SK U2 

I/^rman  v.  Pboenlx  Ins.  Co.,  88  Micb.  65 784 

LoQKhnmv.  Giles,  UON.  C.425 800 

Lriuisiana  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Tweed,  74  U.  &  7 

WalLfi(2,10L.ed.67 640 

LoQisvllleftN.  U.Co.v.Gower,86Tenn.466..  804 

Umisyille  Co4llik  Cow  V.  Warren,  78  Ky.  400 600 

LoojsvlUe,  N.  A.  ft  C.  B.  Co.  v.  Frawley.  UO 

Ind.l8 88 

v.Qrantbam,  104Ind.863 588 

9.8u)mmel,U6Ind.86 41 

LoaisTilie.  17. 0.  ft  T.  B.  Co.  v.  Hfisstssippi,  188 

U.8.587,  a8L.ed.784 116 

LouDdiLGrimwade,  L.  B.8eCh.Div.  606,  618  266 

LouQsberyr.  Snyder,  81  N.Y.  614 648 

I/>vev.PoweU,5  Ala.68 802 

Lorejoy  r.  Bichardson.  88  Me.  886 280 

Lovr.Studabaker,UOIod.  67 684 

Luwdv.Brigtaam.  154  Mass.  107,  lia  114 154 

Locaae.  Brooks.  65  U.  6. 18  WalL  468, 21 L.  ed. 

788 488 

I^ddingtonv.  Miller,  4  Jones  ft  8.1 206 

Lafkinv.Zane,17L.B.A.  251,157Masa.U7...  542 

La8kr.Carlfn,6IU.805 104 

Lather  r.  Winnlsimmet  Co.,  0  Cnsfa.  174 46 

Luttc.Crawfotdsvllle,100  Ind.  466 582 

Lyoch r. Baldwin, 60n].  210 547 

,      V.  Clarke,  leandf.Ch.  657,  7  L.ed.  460....  152 

Lyon  r.  Kneeland,  58  Mich.  570 784 


Hctelde  V.  Grand  Bapids,  47  Mteh.  286,  40 

Mich.  280 866 

tL  Republic  F.  Iim.  Co.,  80  Wis.  562....821,  885 


McCarthy  V.  HaTts,  2)  Fla.  608 40 

McClintock  v.  Pennsylvania  B.  Co.,  21 W.  N. 

C.  133 814 

MoQuer  v.  Manchester  ft  L.  R.  Co.,  13  Gray, 

124,  74  Am.  Dec.  624 286,867 

McClure  r.  La   Plata  County  Comra.  (Colo.) 

84  Pac.  Rcp.768 468 

V.  Philadelphia,  W.  ft  B.  B.  Co.,  34  Md.  582, 

6Am.Bep.  846 26^ 

McConneU  v.  Brillhart,  17  111.  354, 65  Am.  Dec. 

681 275 

t).  Martin,  52  Ind.  484 44 

McCormlck  v.  Johnson  County  Comra.,  66  Ind: 

214 4ll 

v.Hunter,60  Ind.  186 246 

V,  Kansas  City,  St.  J.  ft  C.  B.  R.  Co.,  70 

Mo.  360  J5  Am.  Bep.  481 248 

V.  Tate,  20  IlL  884 60 

MoCreary  v.  Gaines,  56  Tex.  485, 40  Am.  Bep. 

818 :.  70 

McCuUough  Iron  Co.  v.  Carpenter,  67  Md.  554.  7fr 

McDermott  v.  French,  15  N.  J.  Bq.  80 45 

McDonald  9.  BngliBh,  85  Dl.  282 807 

v.  Hovey,llon.  8.610,28L.ed.  200 270 

McDuffee  v,  Portland  ft  B.  B.  Co.,  62  N.  H.  480, 

18  Am.  Bep.  72 120 

MoEachem  t>.  Boston  ft  M.  B.  Co.,  150  Mass. 

515 57S 

McElroy  v.  Nashua  ft  L.  B.  Corp.,  4  Cush.  400, 

60Am.  Dec.  704 288 

McGinnJs  V.  Watson,  41  Pa.  0 : 175 

McKee  r.  Barley,  11  Gratt.  840 644 

Mackey  V.  Vicksburg,  64  Miss.  777 568 

McKinney  t).  Hamilton,  51  Pa.  68 508 

V.  MlJler,  10  Mich.  151 648 

p.  Salem,  77  Ind.  218 586 

M^Lanaban  v.  Universal  Ins.  Co.,  26  U.  8.  1 

Pet.  17U,  183, 7  L.  ed.  08, 104 766 

McLean  0.  Fleming,  06  U.  8. 251. 24  L.  ed.  830. .  798 

McMillan  V.  Ferrefl,  7  W.  Va.  228 288 

MoNaily  v.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.,  187  N.  Y.  880 488 

McNeely  V.  McNeely,  82  N.  C.  188 601 

Maoomber  r.  Nichols,  84  Mich.  212, 22  Am.  Bep. 

522 568 

Macon  V.  Harris,  75  Ga.761 667 

V.  Huir.60Ga.221 8W 

McPherson  v.  Blacker,  146  U.  8. 1-26. 86  L.  ed. 

880-874 560.  661,  554,  680,  561 

Madison  ©.Smith,  88  Ind.  508 526 

Magruder  r.  Gage.  38  Md.  844, 8  Am.  Bep.  177. .  428 
Mahlen  v.  Lake  Shore  ft  M.  8.  B.  Co.,  tf  Micb. 

685 42 

Mallory  v.  Gillett,  21  N.  Y.  412 ".'.'".".V.".'.*".  600 

Manchester  v.  Point  Street  Iron  Works,  IB  B. 

L  865 504 

Manhattan  Gas  Light  Co.  v.  Barker,  7  Bobt. 


Manhattan  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  IiYancisoo,  84  U.  8. 17 

Wall.  872, 21  L.  ed.  696 884,627 

ManviUe  v.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.,  87  Iowa, 

214,18  Am.  Bep.  8 .•. 487 

Manwaring  V.  Powell,  40  Mich.  871 44 

Marblehead  v.  Basex  County  Conurs.,  5  Gray, 

461 ':    221 

Marbury  v,  Madison,  5  CT.  8.  1  Cranch,  127, 2  L. 

ed.  80 720,788 

ICarion  County  Comra.  i'.  Preesley,  81  Ind.  866   525 

Markoe  V.  WalEeman,  107  D1.288 644,646 

Marks  V.  Boblnson,  82  Ala.  TO 80 

Marr  «.  Bank  of  West  Tennessee,  4  Coldw.  471, 

476 814,815 

Marsh  V.  Gold,  2  Pick.  285,  880 766 

Martin  v.  Hunter,  14  U.  8. 1  Wheat.  804,  4  L. 

ed.  07 400,  660 

r.  Martin.  74  Ind.  207 688-601 

V.  Mott.  25  U.  8.  12  Wheat.  10,  31, 6  L.  ed. 

587,541 721 

V.  State,  60  Ala.  36 811 

Maaeachuaetta  General  Hoepltal  v.  State  Mut 

L.  Aaeur.  Co.,  4  Gray,227 110 

Maaaey  c.  Bellsle,  24  N.  C.  170 881 

Master  Stevedores'  Asao.  v.  Walab,  2  Daly,  1 . . .    405 
Matber  v.  Chapman,  40  Conn.  382, 16  Am.  Rep. 

46 48 

MatthewB  v.  Aasoclated  Press  of  State  of  N.  Y., 

188  N.Y.  333 676 

Manger  t.  Dick,  65  How.  Pr.  182 834 

Bfauran  v.  Smltb.  8  B.  I.  102,  223,  5  Am.  Rep. 

664 &,  720 

Mayer  t).  Taylor,  60  Ala.  403 80 

Maynards  V.  ComwelL 8  Mlch.300 738 

Mayo  V.  Jones,  78  N.  C.  4(18 03 

u.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.,  112  N.  C.  843.  .570, 572 

Mead  V.Walker,  17  Wis.  190 612 

Means  V.  Means,  5  Strobb.  L.  180 304 

Meeds  t?.  Carver,  30  N.  C.  286 8» 


30 


Citations. 


Meier  r.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.,  64  Pa.  2)95, 3  Am. 

Rep.  fel 300 

Memphis  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Copeland«  91  Aia.  380..  730 
Mendel  v.  Wheeling,  28  W.Va.  233, 57  Am.  Rep. 

885 563 

Merchants  Nat  Bank  of  Boston  v.  State  Nat. 

Bank  of  Boston,  77  U.  8. 10  WaU.  604, 

19L.ed.  1008 366 

Merkle  v.  New  York,  L.  B.  &  W.  R.  Co.,  49  N. 

J.L.  478 41 

Mershon  v.  National  Ins.  Co.,  34  Iowa,  87 821 

Mesfienger  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.,  87  N.  J.  L. 

581, 18  Am.  Rep.  764 280 

Methodist  Bpsicn pal  Union  Church  v,  Pickett, 

19  N.T.482 281 

Metropolitan  R.  Co.  v.  Jackson,  L.  R.  8  App. 

Ca8.193 877 

Mexican  Cent.  R.  Co.  v,  Plnkney;i49  IT.  8. 194, 

37L.  ed.e99 58 

Meyer  tJ.Teutopoll8, 131  lU.  662 896 

Miohigran  State  Ins.  Co.  v.  jLewis,  80  Mich.  41. . .  822 
Mlddlebrook  v,  Broadbent,  47  N.  Y.  448, 7  Am. 

Rep.  4B7 888 

Middleton  r.  Stone,  111  Pa.  689 854 

Mikesell  r.  Durkee,84  Kan.  509 667 

Milkman  v.  Ordway,  106  Mass.  282 548 

MiUer  V.  Emhree.  88  Ind.  186 525 

r.  Oeonria  R.  &  Bkg.  Co.,  18  L.  R.  A.  SaS, 

88Ga.B63 884 

«.  Hototein.  16  La.  889 662 

V.  Horton,10L.R.A.ll6,152MaS9.540...  128 

v.Klrkpatrick,29Pa.226 800 

V.  Mansfield,  112  Mass.  280 584 

V.  Mutual  Ben.  L.  Ins.  Co.,  81  Iowa,  216,  7 

Am.  Rep.  122. 822 

Millett  V,  People,  117  DL  294,  57  Am.  Rep.  880. .  842 

Mills  r.  Charieton,  29  Wis.  418,  9  Am.  Rep.  678.  386 

V.  Greenville  &  C.  R.  Co.,  18  8.  C.  97. 248 

Milne  V.  Marwood.  15C.  B.  778 515 

MUwaukee  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  v,  KeUogff,  94  U.  &,' 

476,  24  L.  ed.  280 688,640 

Minneapolis  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.,  Re,  36  Minn.  481 ... .  227 
Minnesota  v.  Barber,  186  0.  S.  320,  84  L.  ed.  461, 

8  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  185 777 

Minor  0.  Happersett,  88  U.  8. 21  WaU.  16^,  22  L. 

ed.  m 409 

V.  Mechanics  Bank  of  Alexandria,  28  U. 

8. 1  Pet.  46,  7  L.  ed.  47 616 

Mlnto  «.  Delaney,  7  Or.  887 ^...  742 

Misner  17.  Lifirhthall,  18111.809 80 

Missouri.  K.  &  T.  R.  Co.  v.  Texas  Sc  St.  L.  R.  Co., 

10  Fed.  Rep.  497 228 

Missouri  Pao.  R.  Co.  r.  Vande venter,  8  L.  R.  A. 

129^  Neb.  222 888 

Missouri  R.  Ft.  8.  &  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Morris,  7  Kan. 

210 711 

Mitchel  V.  Reynolds.  1  Smith.  Lead.  Cas.  8th 

Am.ed.H17 490 

Mitchell  V.  Ha2en.4Conn.  406,  10  Am.  Dec.  180  646 

Mix  r.  People,  116  111.  28(^ 896 

Mobile  V.  YuiUe,  8  Ala.  140. 86  Am.  Dec.  441....  Va 

Modde well  v.  Kee ver,  8  Watts  &  fl.  88 281- 

Moebusr.  Becker,  46  N.J.  L.41 877 

Mofflt  V.  State,  40  Ind.  217 516,618 

Mohawk  Bank  v.  Brodenck,  10  Wend.  804 789 

Monongahela  Nav.  Co.  r.  Coons,  6  Watts  Sc  S. 

101,  114 175,744 

V.  United  States,  148  U.  8.  312. 87  L.  ed.  463  744 

Monroe  0.  Bowen,  28  Mich.  523 646 

tJ.  Collins,  17  Ohio  St.  865 181 

Monroe  Councy  Comrs.  v.  Kreugrer,  8R  Ind.  281  586 
Montana  Cent.  R.  Co.  v,  Helena  &  R.  M.  R.  Co. 

6Mont.416 227 

Monument  Nat.  Bank  v.  Globe  Works,  101  Mass. 

57, 8  Am.  Rep.  822 806 

Moore  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Co..  43  Iowa.  886  786 
V.  Fitchburg  R.  Corp.,  4  Gray,  465, 64  Am. 

Dec.  83 886 

tJ.Gldney,  75  N.  0.84 887 

V.  Indianapolis,  120  Ind.  488 58ES,  586 

«.  Littel,  41 N.  y.  86 802 

V.  Parker,  84  N.  C.  123 102 

ij.PhIlllpe,7Meee.&W.588 882 

tJ.  Whitoomb,  48Mo.543 81* 

V.  Willamette  Transp.  &  Locks  Co.,  7  Or. 

857 742 

Moose  V.  Canon,  104  N.  C.  481.  7  L.  R.  A. 548....  631 

More  0.  Bennett,  15  L.  K.  A.  881. 140  111.  89 495 

Morgan  c.  Pope.  7  Cold w.  547 ...  180 

Morgan  County  v.  Allen,  106  U.  8.  518, 20  L.  ed. 

601 815 

Morley  v.  Lake  Shore  k  M.  8.  R.  Co.,  146  U.  8. 

182,  88L.ed.925 467 

Morrill  v.  Morrill,  53  Vt  78,  88  Am.  Rep.  650 

482,  483 

22  L.  R.  A. 


Morris  r.  Harvey,  75  Va.  728 788 

r.  Hoyt,  11  Mich.  9 629 

Morrison  v.  Marquardt,  24  Iowa,  85, 92  Am.  Dec. 

444 546 

r.8eybold,  92  Ind.  802 44 

Morris  Run  Coal  Co.  v.  Barclay  Coal  Co.  69  Pa. 

178,  8  Am.  Rep.  160 4^  4^  495 

Morriseey  v.  Eastern  R.  Co.,  128  Mass.  877, 30 

Am.Rep.686 576 

Morse  Twist  Drill  &  Mach.  Co.  v.  Morse,  106 

Bfaas.  78, 4  Am.  Rep.  518 675,676 

Mortland  «.  State,  68  N.  J.  L.  5«1 555 

Morton  v.  Detroit,  B.  C.  &  A.  R.  Co.,  81  Mich.  428 

298,294 

Mosler's  App.,  56  Pa.  76, 98  Am.  Dec.  788 448 

Mower  v.  Watson,  11  Vt.  586.  84  Am.  Dec.  704..  840 
Moxie  Nerve  Food  Co.  v.  Baumbach,  82  Fed. 

Rep.  212 793 

Mufflerv.  Kansas,  128  U.S.  688, 81  L.ed.  206....  475 
Mullen  V.  Erie  County  Comrs.,  86 Pa.  288, 27  Am. 

Rep.  650 885 

v.Stricker,  lOOhloSt.  185,2Am.  Rep.879    646 

Mulroy  ».  Churchman,  80  Iowa,  717 885 

Mulvey  v,  Rhode  island  Locomotive  Works,  14 

R.  L204 295 

Munn  V.  lUinois,  94U.  8. 118, 24  L.^ed.  77.. 118, 128,  869 
Murch  V.  Concord  R.  Corp.,  29  N.  H.  9, 61  Am. 

.  Dec.  631 ,.    386 

Murdock  v.  Anderson,  67  N.  C.  77,  78 isi,  889 

Murdook*s  Case,  2  Bland,  Ch.  461,  20  Am.  Dec. 

380.  fiotes 898 

Murphy  v.  Boston  &  A.  R.  Co.,  133  Mass.  121. . .  677 
Murray  v.  Bogert,  U  Johns.  818, 7  Am.  Dec.  466  281 
Mutual  Ben.  h,  Ins.  Co.  v.  Daviess,  87  Ky.  541. . 

624,  6?r 

Mutual  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  16  Fed.  Rep. 

309 :.    783 

Myers  V.  GemmeL  10  Barb.  587 548 

V,  Onion  Nat.  Bank,  128  IlL  478 t 546 

Mynning  v.  Detroit,  L.  &  N.  R.  Co.,  64  Mich.  93 

86-39,41,42 


N. 

Nash  V.  Page,  80  Ky.  689-545, 44  Am.^Rep.  490. . .  122 
V.  Spoflord,  10  Met.  193,  48  Am.  Deo.  425. . .    784 

r.  State,  33  Ind.  78 401.412,414 

Nathan  v,  Louisiana,  49  U.  S.  8  How.  78,  12  L. 

ed.  908 401 

National  Bank  of  Gtonesee  v.  Whitney,  103  U. 

S.00,28L.ed.448 887 

National  Benefit  Co.  v.  Union  Hospital  Co.,  11 

L.R.A.4S7,46Minn.2« 482 

National  Pemberton  Bank  v.  Porter,  125  Mass. 

388, 28  Am.  Rep.  285 887 

National  Sav.  Bank  of  D.  C.  v.  Ward,  100  U.  8. 

106, 25  L.  ed.  821 108 

Nave  V.  Nave,  7  Ind.  122 526 

Naylor  V.  Cox,ll4Mo.282 603 

NeUson  v.  Lag<>w,  58  U.  S.  12  How.  96, 18  L.  od. 

909 469 

Nelson  v.  Harrington,  1  L.  R.  A.  719,  7Z  Wis.  601  845 
Neosho  County  Comrs.  o.  Studdart,  13  Kan.  207  414 
Nesbltt  V.  Trumbo,  30  111.  110, 80  Am.  Deo.  200. .  500 
Nevada&M.R.  Co.  r.  DeLissa,108Mo.  125....  672 
Newcastie  &  A.  Twp.  Co.  v.  Bell,  8  Blackf .  567.    526 

NeweU  t\  Blair,  7  Mich.  108 734 

V,  Minneapolis,  L.  &  M.  R.  Co.,  35  Minn.  112, 

50Am.  Rep.  803 568 

9.  Smith,  15  Wis.  102 600 

New  Hope  Delaware  Bridge  Co.  v.  Perry,  11  DL 

476,  52  Am.  Dec.  448 Ill 

New  Jersey  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Baker,  94  U.  a 

610.  24  L.  ed.  288 881 

Newman  v.  Fowler,  87  N.  J.  L.  89 282 

New  Orleans  Cotton  Exchange  v.  Cincinnati, 

N.  O.  &  T.  P.  R.  Co.,  2  Inters.  Com. 

Rep.  289 Kl 

New  South  Meeting  House  In  Boston,  Re^  13 

Allen,407,S07 215 

New  York  &  N.  B.  R.  Co. ».  Waterbury,  55  Conn. 

10 682 

New  York  Cent.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Fraloff,  100 

U.  S.24,31,25L.ed.58l,684 765 

New  Fork  Cent.  R.  Co.,  ile,  66  N.  Y.  407 226 

V.  Lockwood,  84  U.  8. 17  Wall.  867, 21  L. 

ed.  827 T97,  798 

New  York,  L.  K  &  W.  R.  Co.  d.  Haring,  47  N, 

J.  L.  187, 54  Am.  Rep.  123 886 

v.8tetnbrenner,47N.J.L.181 465 

New  York  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Fletcher,  117  U.  8. 619, 

20L.ed.084 831 

Nicholson  V.  Great  Western  R.  Co.,  5  C.  B.  N. 

8.  866 269 


CiTATTONS. 


91 


Nicbolsoii  V.  Hemeley,  SHarr.  A  VcH.  109 788 

NlGodemu»  r.  Nicodemiis,  41  Md.  529 T49 

Nitefi  V.  Muzzy,  88  Mich.  <II,  20  Am.  Rep.  070 857 

Nobler.  Adams. 7 Taunt. 59 649 

Nolan  V.  Brooklyn  City  &  N.  R.  Co.,  87  N.  Y.  68, 

U  Am.  Rep.  345 799 

Korfolk  *  W.  B.  Co.  v.  Irvine,  8i  Va.  558 684 

V.  Wyaor,8KVa.aiO 584 

Xonnan  v.  Heist,  6  Watts  a^  R.  171, 40  Am.  Deo. 

48B  887 

Norrtasfton  "tCwrtKhi'iis'C.  8.'i«C  »  L."  edV«6  76 

XoRtov.MorrilL4DN.B.895.4(IL,4(B 766 

Nortliampton,  Ac  158  Mass.  298 119 

Northern  Gent.  EL  Co.  v.  Hosson,  101  Pa.  1.  47 

Am.  Rep.  680. 294 

Northern  Pac  R.  Co.  v.  Herbert,  116  U.  S.  642, 

546,  29  Led.  756,768 295 

r.  Mares.  128  C.  8.  710.  8t  L.  ed.  286 068 

Noith  Pennsylvania  Co.  v,  Maboney,  67  Pa.  187  262 

Norton  ©.  Oowell,  65  Md.  862 76 

r.  EUaro,  2  Mees.  &  W,  461. Ill 

Norwood  c.  Kirfoy,  70Ala.897 548 

Noye8ti.Day,UVt.884 495 

O. 

Oakley  r.Aspinwall,  8  N.Y.  568 660 

O^Boyle  V.  Shannon.  80  Ind.  169 516.627 

O^Connor  9.  F6Dd  du  Lac,  A.  4t  P.  R.  Co.,  82  Wis. 

586, 88  Am.  Rep.  754 248 

ODea  c. 8tate, 67  Md.fe 584 

Ogden  o.  Saunders,  25  U.  8. 12  Wheat.  218-290, 6 

L.ed.  606-882 409 

r.  Walters,  12  Kan.  282 487 

Ohk>*M.  R.  Co.  V.  People,  121  lU.  488 768 

OflCreek&A.R.Co.c.  CTark,7:!Pa.281 252 

V.  Pennsylvania  Transp.  Co.,  88  Pa.  160. . .  867 

(»tverv.Oihnore.52Fed.  BeD.662 876 

r.  Pitman,  98  Mas.  46, 50 510 

Otney  V.  Conanicut  Land  Co.,  16  R.  1. 507, 5  L. 

R.A.a61 815 

Opinion  of  the  Justices,  10  Gray,  618 69 

117  Mass.  808 663 

y  3J.  H.651,  562 748,  749 

9  Allen.  686 749 

Oregon  Steam  Nav.  Co.  v.  Winsor,  87  U.  8.  20 

Wall.64,22L.ed.8l5 676 

f>nner.Richm(nid,79Va.86 568 

Oithwein  r.  Thomas.  13  N.  K  Rep.  564,  4  L. 

R.  A.C4,127ni.654 44 

O^bom  V.  Bank  of  United  States,  22U.  8.  9 

Wheat.  866, 6  L.ed.  284 410 

V.  Hart,  24  Wis.  80, 1  Am.  Rep.  161 501 

Ofbome  t.  Jackson,  L.  R.  11  Q.  a  Div.  619....  864 
V.  Mobile,  83  U.  a  16  Wall.  47V,  21  L.  ed. 

♦79 778 

Oecaayan  a.  Winchester  Repeating  Arms  Co., 

108  U.  a  281, 26  L.  ed.  589 711 

Ottawa cQirey,  106 U.S.  121. 27 L.ed. 674 845 

ould  V.  Washlnfrton  Hospitai  for  Foondlings, 

95  C.  a.  808, 24  L.  ed.  460 181 

Onerman  p.  Kerr,  17  Iowa,  485 275 

Owen  r.PhflUps,78Tnd.  284 565.587 

OxJade  v.  Northeastern  R.  Co.,  1  C.  B.  K.  8. 

464 266 

P. 

BaciflcPkctor  Co.  r.  Adler,  OOOsl.  110 677 

Pscttic  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  8nowden,  58  Fed. 

Mep.  812 881 

Fackardp.  Marshall,  188  Mass.  801 459 

Pidgett  V.  State,  98  Ind.  396.897 516,525 

Pace  V.Allen.  56  Pa.  888, 98  Am.  Dec.  272 800 

Pftfan  t?.  Medina  County  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.,  20 

Ohlo,6e9,  587 778 

PalcDer  c.  Micbiffan  Cent.  R.  Co.,  17  L.  R.  A.  686, 

98  Mich.  863.  87  Mich.  281,  290 295, 206 

r.  Silvertbom,  32  Pa.  65 660 

v.etebbfns,8Pick.l88,15Am.Dec.204...  876 

r.  Wetmore.  28andf.  816 546 

Paotatf  r.  TiUy  Foster  Iron  Min.  Co..  99  N.  Y. 

80B 296 

Piriihr,  Wheeler,  22  K.Y.  494 867 

Parker  o.  fiBrnard,  185  Maes.  U6, 46  Am.  Rep. 

450 205 

v.  Boston  A-H.  8.  B.  Co.,  109  Mass.  499....  622 
I!.  Metropolitan  R.  Co.,  109  Mass.  506.. ..119, 122 

r.  Parker,  1  Gray,  400.— 275 

r.  Piatt.  74  BL  ife ;--- 691 

F.  Portland  Pub.  Co.,  69  Me.  173, 81  Am. 

Rep.282 204 

r  Roaera,  6  Or.  190 742 

r.lSre,18L.B.A.5tf7,ia3Ind.l78 560 

r.  Taylor,  7  Or.  448 -t- 743 

22LRA. 


Parkhurstv.  Johnson,  50  Mich.  70, 45  Am.  Rep. 

28 206 

r.  Kinsman,6  N.J.Bq.600 888 

Parmater  V.  State,  IQS  Ind.  90, 98 660 

Parvm  V.  Wlmberv.  16  L.  R.  A.  778, 180  Ind.  666   471 

Pasley  r.  Freeman,  8  T.R.  51 615 

Patten  v.  Wirain.  51  Me.  694, 81  Am.  Dec  506..    346 

Pattevson  r.  Crowther,  70  Md.  125 602 

Patton  V.  Montgomery  County  Comrs.,  99  Ind. 

181...? 411 

Paul  II.  Viiylnia,  76  U.  8.  8  WaU.  168, 19  L.  ed. 

85T. 491 

Paulson  V.  Portland,  1 L.  R.  A.  678, 16  Or.  450. . .    7U 

PaulU8  0.Latta,96  Ind.34 248 

Pawson  V.  Watson,  Cowp.  788 515 

Peabody  r.   Boston  School  Committee,   115 

Mas8.a88 68.69 

©.  Minot,24Plck.829 646 

Peabody  Bldg.  A  L.  Asao.  v.  Houseman,  89  Pa. 

261,88  Am.  Rep.  757 108 

Peacock  V. Terry, 9  6a.l37 817 

Pearcev.  Brooks,  L.  R.  1  Bzch.218 255 

Peck  V.  New  York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  CC.,  50  Conn. 

879 464 

Pelk  V.  Chicago  &  N.W.R.  Co.,  94  U.  S.  164,  24 

-        L.ed.97 118,122 

Penfc  r.  Chicago,  R,  I.  &  P.  R.  Co.,  68  Iowa,  746     41 
Pennlman  r.  French,  17  Pick.  404, 28  Am.  Dec. 

809 166 

Pennington  v.  Strelght,54Ind.876 518 

Peunoyer  v.  Neff,  95  U.  8. 714. 24  L.  ed.  565.58, 290, 459 

Pennsylvania  Co.  r.  Allen,  8  Pennyp.  170 814 

c.Rathgeb,82  0hloSt.66 781 

Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Beale,  73  Pa.  604, 18  Am. 

Rep.  758 41 

V.  Miller,  182  U.S.  75, 38  L.  ed.  287 119 

r.  MoKinney.  2  L.  R.  A.  820, 124  Pa.  462. .. .    812 

Pennsylvania  R.  Co's  App.,  116  Pa.  84 682 

Penny©.  Little,  4  Ul.  301 59 

Peoplev.A]bert8on,65N.Y.  50,56 656 

C.Allen.  6  Wend.  486 71 

v.Bi8eeli,19Ili.229.28l.68Am.Dec.501...    720 

«.  Bto8ell,49  Cal.  407 767 

V.  Boston  &  A.  R.  Co..  70  N.  Y.  569.. ..122,  768 

©.Brooks,  16 Cal.  11 720 

©.  Budd,  6  L.  R.  A.  569,  117  N.  Y.  1 122 

9.  Bull,  46  N.  Y.  57-68,  7  Am.  Rep.  802. ..    566 
©.Canaday,  78  N.  C.  196,  21  Am.  Rep. 

466 180,  ft6,18r 

©.Cam  County  Orcuit  Judge,  89  Mich. 

407 788,  784 

©.  Chicago  Gas  Trust  Co.,  8  L.  R.  A.  487, 

iaOIll.288 402,408 

©.  Chicago  &  A,  R.  Co.,  180  HI.  175 768 

©.  Chicago  A  A.  R.  Co.,  67  IlL  118 768 

V.  Cooper,  57  How.  Pr.  416 844 

©.  CuDoingham,  1  Denio,  524,  48  Am.  Dec. 

709 897 

©.De  Fore,  64  Mich.  606...-. 841 

©.  English,  15  L.  R.  A.  181, 180  111.  682 134 

V.  Fairchlld,  67  N.  Y.  884 69 

©.  Fisher,  28  Am.  Dec.  608 494 

©.  Freeman,  wA.t  to  18  Am.  St.  Rep.  122, 

80Cai.  288 ..    141 

©.  Glltaon,  109  N.  Y.  389 342,474 

©.  Hall,  80  N.  Y.  117 68 

V.  Hardy,  8  Utah,  68 756 

©.  Hastings,  29  Cal.  450 849 

©.  HU11ard,29in.  418 67,69 

©.  Hurlbut.  24  Mich.  69,  9  Am.  Rep.  108. .. .    846 

©.  Hu8ti8,a2Hun.  58 842 

©.  Invham   County  Treasurer,  86  Mich. 

416 846 

©.  Kelsey,  84  Cal.  478 849 

©.  Kenney,  06  N.  Y.  294 188 

V.  Lake  County  Dist.  Ct.  6  Colo.  534 843 

V.  La  Salle  County  Suprs.,  100  111.  405 409 

r.  Lennox,  87  Cal.  118 760 

©.Lord,9  MIch.227 766 

©.  McLean,  71  Mich.  309 88 

©.  Mahaney,  13  Mich.  481 719 

©.  New  York  Cent.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.,  74  N.  Y. 

302 688 

©.Noll,  30  Cal.  164 749,750 

©.  North  River  Sugar  Ref .  Co.,  2  L.  R.  A. 
33,  22  Abb.  N.  C.  162,  5  L.  R.  A.  386.  /^ 
Hun.  364,   9  L.  R.  A.  83, 121  N.  Y.  582 

492-494,  496 

©.  Osborne.  7  Colo.  606 757 

©,  Oulton,28Cal.44 753 

r.  Perley,80N.Y.624 139 

©.  Sargent,  44  Cal.  484 349 

©.Squire,  107  N.  Y.  593 763 

©.  State  Board  of  Canvassers,  14  Ij.  R.  A. 

646,129N.Y.  360,876 68 

©.  Stuart.  74  Mich.  411 848 


22 


Citations, 


People  V.  The  Ooveraor,  29  Bflcta.  8S0, 18  Am. 

Rep.  80 719 

r.TiitOD,37  Cal.614,fiS4 75«,787 

V.  Tyrrell.87  CaJ.  476 767 

r.Vaiiderbnt,8BN.Y.287 898 

V.  Van  Home.  18  Wend.  618 '. 754 

v.Walsh,96IlL268,8eAm.Kep.ia5 398 

V.  Wayue  County  Auditors,  6  Miob.  288. . .  606 

r.  Whitman,  10  dal.  88 757 

v.  Woodruff,  82  N.Y.  856 846 

People^s  Ins.  Co.  v.  Spencer,  58  Pa.  868,91  Am. 

Dec.  217 881 

Peoria  M.  &  F.  Ins.  Co.  u  Hall,  12  Hicb.  202. 

218 aas,885 

Pepper  v.  Rowley.  78  lU.  282 647 

Pequiimot  t?.  Detroit,  16  Fed.  Rep.  211 158 

Perkins  v.  Concord  Railroad,  44  N.  H.228....766, 787 

V.  Cummlnga,  2  Ori^,  258 256 

17.  Lyman,  0  Mass.  SS 676 

i\  Perkins,  89  N.H.  168 98 

Perley  V.  Chandler,  6  Mass.  4A6 589 

Perls  tJ.  Saalf  eld  [189212  Ch.  149 677 

Perrinr.  Blake,!  W.Bl.  672,  note  4 601 

tj.  Blake,4  Burr.26r9 808 

Perry  v.Bitf  Rapids,  67  Bfich.  146 606 

u,  Scott,  109  N.  C.  374 .^  881 

Peirear  v.  MasmohusPtts,  72  U.  8. 5  Wall.  47P' 

480, 18  L.  ed.  608.  600 582 

Peters  f.  Bain,  188  17.  8. 670, 88  L.  ed.  606 816 

V.  Staveley,  16  L.  T.  N.  8.275 692 

Peterson  v,  Mulford, 86  N.  J.L. 481 464 

Petrie  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.,  42  N.  J.  L.  449. . .  282 
Pettinglil  V.  Porter,  8  Allen,  1, 6, 7, 86  Am.  Dec 

671 ..:. 540 

Pettis  t%  Johnson,  56  Ind.  188 897 

Petty  tJ.  Mays.  19  Fla.658 450 

Pfau  v.  Reynolds,  68  111.  212 897 

Pflngst  ».Senn,15Ky.  L.Rep.a35 500 

Phelpsv.  Racey,60N.T.  10,10  Am.Rep.  140..  442 
Philadelphia  &  R.  R.  Co.  v.  HummelU  44  Pa. 

875.  84  Am.  Dec.  457 309 

Philadelphia,  W.  &  B.  R.  Co.  v.  Appeal  Tax 

Court  of  Baltimore,  50  Md.  sStTT. 480 

V.  Lehman.  66  Md.  227,  40  Am.  Rep.  415. . .  724 
Philadelphia,  W.  &  B.  R.  Co.  v.  Qui«rley,  62  U. 

8.  21  How.  200, 16  L.  ed.  76 866 

Phillips  V.  Cameron,  48  N.  C.  800 300 

r.  Eyre,L.  H.  1  Q.  B.  225.285 861 

r.PhiUipB.48  111.437 281 

Philllpeon  r.  Gibbon.  L.  R.  6  Cb.  App.  428 688 

Phippe  V.  Western  Maryland  R.  Co.,  66  Md.  819  629 
Pickett  r.  Wlota  School  Dist.  No.  1, 26  Wis.  658. 

8  Am.  Rep.  106 856,867 

Pierce  V.  Fuller,  8  Mass.  228, 2B6, 5  Am.  Deo.  102  670 

V,  Guittard,  68  Cal.  68, 58  Am.  Rep.  1 799 

Pigottv.  Enirle,60  Mich.  221 36 

Pike  v.  Mevoun,  44  Mo.  401 409 

Pilcherr.MoHenry,14Lea,88 180 

Pilgreen  V.  State,  71  Ala.  868 481 

Plttsburir  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Southwest  Pennsylva- 
nia R.  Co.,77Pa.  178 682 

Pittsburfrh  Sb  B.  Pass.  R.  Co.  v.  Pittsburgh,  80 

Pa.  72 414 

Pittsburgh,  Ft.  W.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Biuffham,  29 

Ohio  8t.d60,28  Am.  Rep.  751 206 

PIxleyc.  Bddy.56  Conn.  888 98 

Plank  17.  New  York  Cent,  ft  H.  R.  R.  Co.,  60  N. 

Y.607 296 

Planters  Bank  v.  Merrltt,  7  Hel^k.  177, 198  .  .788, 789 
Planters  Bank  ot  Farmville  v.  Whittle,  78  Va. 

780 823 

PUitter  V.  Elkhart  County  Comrs.,  103  Ind.  860, 

874 616,  626,627 

Plumb  V.  Cattaraugus  County  Mut.  Ins.  Co.,  18 

N.  Y.  882, 72  Am.  Dec.  626 821 

Plummer  v.  Currier,  62  N.  H.  287, 296 786 

c.  Dill,  166  Mass.  426.  430 677 

r.  Yost,  19  L.  R.  A.  110, 144  111.  68 184 

Polk  >\  Farls,  9  Yeiv.  241,  80  Am.  Deo.  400. . .  .180, 638 

Porter  V.  Bradley,  fR.  I.  538 783 

Porter  Twp.  Overseers  v.  Jersey  Shore  Over- 

8eers,82Pa.  275 763 

Potter  V.  National  Bank  of  ChIca|»o,  102  U.  8. 

168,  28  L.  ed.  Ill 831 

V,  Warner,  91  Pa.  362.  86  Am.  Rep.  666. .. .  345 

Pound  tJ.  Roan.  45  Wis.  128 515 

Powell  V.  Pennsylvania,  127  C  8.  678,  82  L.  ed. 

268 160 

r.RawlinM,88  Md.230 240 

Poyer  V.  Dee  Plaines.  123  lU.  Ill 240,501 

Prentiss' Case,  7  Ohio,  pt.  2,  p.  130 646 

Prescott  Nat.  Bank  of  Lowell  v.  Butler,  157 

Mass.548 387 

Preston  r.  Evans,  56  Md.  490 788 

Price  r.Hopkin,  18  Mich.  818.... 4« 

Priest  17.  Cummlngs,  16  Wend.  617,  6^ 162 

23  L.  R.  A. 


Providence  &  W.  R.  Co's  Petition,  17  R.  1. 824.  225 
Providence  Bank  r.  Bliliogs,  29  U.  S.  4  Pet.  514- 

562;.  7  L.  ed.  98MXS6  122 
Prigg  V.  Pennsylvania,  41  U.  8. 16  Pet.  S39, 622, 

10  L.ed.  1061, 1001 550 

Prior  V.  Swartz,  18  L.  R.  A.  668, 62 Conn.  132....  48 

Providence  v.  Union  R.  Co.,  12  R.  1.  473 71 

Pudritzky  v.  Supreme  Lodflre  K.  of  H.,  76  Mich. 

428 331,624,626 

Puitt  V.  Gaston  County  Comrs.,  94  N.  C.  709, 66 

Am.  Rep.  688 473 

PulsfordtJ.  Richards,  17  Beav.  94 615 

Pumpelly  v.  Green  Bay  Sb  M.  Canal  Co.,  80  U.  8. 

13WalL  166,20L.ed.  567 681 

Purdy  ©.  Philips,  11  N.  X-  «8, 1  Duer,  380 619 

Pyeatt  v.  Powell,  10  U.  8.  App.  200, 51  Fed.  Rep. 

561 610 

Pyles  «.  Riverside  Furniture  Co.,  30  W.  Va.  123  814 


Quarlv.  Abbett,102Ind.233,52  Am.  Rep.663..    411 
Quimby  v.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.,  160  Bfass.  365, 5 

L.  R.  A.  846 7P8 

Quincy  v.  Jones,  76  DL  281,  20  Am.  Rep.  243. .805,  396 
Quincy  Min.  Co.  v.  Kitts,  42  Mich.  34,  39 294, 295 


EL 

Raggett  V.  Findlater,  L.  R.  17Eq.  29 79K 

Ragon  V,  Toledo,  A.  A.  &  N.  M.  R.  Co.,  91  Mich. 

379 295,296 

Railroad  Comrs.  v.  Portland  ft  O.  C.  R.  Co.,  63 

Me.268.18Am.Rep.206 763 

Ramsey  v.  People,  17  L.  R.  A.  868,  142  Dl.  380. 

841,342 

Ransome  v.  Eastern  Counties  R.  Co.,  1  C.  B.  N. 

8.437 268 

Ranch  t*.  Lloyd,  31  Pa.  870, 72  Am.  Dec  747....  7^ 

Ray  V.  HUl.  8  Strobh.  L.  808,  49  Am.  Dec.  647.. .  306 

Rayner  o.  State.  52  Md.  388 724 

Readv.  WOiiams,  125N.  Y.560 181 

Reardon  v.  Thompson,  140  Mass.  267 204 

Reed  v.  Home  8av.  Bank,  130  Mass.  443,  30  Am. 

Rep.  468 366 

Iteeves  V.  Howes.  104  Ind.  435 584 

V.  Reeves,  5  Lea,  644,  660 182 

Reichert  v.  Geers.  96  Ind.  76,  49  Am.  Rep.  786. .  585 
fieimer's  App.,  100  Pa.  182,  45  Am.  Rep.  m. .  .896, 306 

Reg.  17.  Chapman,  12  Cox,  a  C.  4 88 

V.  Luton  Roads  Trustees,  1  Q.  B.  860 763 

«.  Rogers,  14  Cox,  C.  C.  S 250 

v.  Rowlands,  5  Cox,  C.  C.  486,  460 494 

Resran  V.  Howe,  121  Mass.  424 154 

Reife  17.  Rundle  [Life  Asso.   of  America  v. 

Rundle],  108  U.  8.  222,  28 L.  ed.  387....  458 
Relief  Fire  Ins.  Co.  of  N.  Y.  v,  Shaw,  04  U.  6. 

574,  24L.ed.291 773 

Rex  17.  Barker,  8  Burr.  ]i966 763 

Reynolds  v.  Accidental  Ins.  Co.,  22  L.  T.  N.  8. 

820 625 

17.  Hlndman,  82  Iowa,  146 781 

1?.  Smathers,  87  N.  C.  24 570 

Rhodes  v.  Dunbar,  57  Pa.  274,  96  Am.  Dec.  221.  590 

17.  Rhode8,88  Tenn.  637 182 

Rice  17.  Coolidge,  121  Mass.  896,  28  Am.  Rep.  279  840 

17.  Gamhart.  34  Wis.  453,  17  Am.  Rep.  448.  333 

17.  Rockefeller,  56  Hun,  516 49S 

Rich  v.  Atwater,  16  Conn.  409 333 

t).  Bowker,  25  Kan.  7 93 

17.  Minneapolis,  37  Minn.  42^) 62M 

Richards  i7.  Clarksburg,  30  W.  Va.  406.  502... 844,  845 
Richardson  17.  Buhl,  6  L.  R.  A.  457,  77  Mich.  632 

492  494,  677 

V.  Cooki  87  Vt." 609,* 88  Am.Doc.' ffl2'. ...'... .  387 

17.  Green,  133  U.S.  80,88  L.ed.  516 816 

Rlohe  17.  Asbury  Railway  Carriage  Iron  Co.,  L. 

R.9Excb.283 806 

V.  Bar  Harbor  Water  Co.,  75  Me.  91 120 

Richmond  v.  Chicago  &  W.  M.  R.  Co.,  87  Mich. 

380 36 

17.  Long,  17  Gratt.  375,  01  Am.  Dec.  461.. .  563 
Richmond  &  D.   R.  Co.  i7.   Orange  County 

Comrs.,  74  N.  C.  506 84,n 

Ricketts  V.  Spraker,  77Ind.a79 585 

Rideout  i7.  Forehand.  100  Mass.  136,  1  Am.  Rep. 

94,  97  Am.  Dec.  82 44S 

17.  Newton.  17N.  H.  71.  78 765 

Rison  17.  Farr,  24  Ark.  161.  87  Am.  Dec.  52 131 

Rives  17.  Frizzle,  43  N.C.  237 601 

Roan  v.  Winn,  98  Mo.  503 815 

Roberts  17.  Yarboro.  41  Tex.  450 80() 

Robinson  r.  Barfleld.  6  N.  C.  419 382,  385,  3t<6 

17.  Crummer,  10  111.  218 548 


Citations. 


Bobinsonv.  Green,  8  Met  160. 161 i..76,  286 

tj.  Kilvert.L.R.41Ch.  Dlv.88,  97 641 

0.  Rohr,raWte.4a6,2  L.R.A.366 889 

Kobeon  v.  Hamilton  rt8»l]  2  Ch.  660, 664, 566.  .164, 156 

Bockford  Ins.  Co.  v.NelBOD,  65111.416 821 

Bodirers  v.  Mutual  Endowment  Aaseflsment 

Aaso.,  17  S.  C.  410 61 

Koger8r.Colt,21N.J.  L.19 619 

t).  Goodwin,  2  Mass.  476 400,668 

r.State,8T^x.  App.401 490 

Boper  0.  Johnson,  L.  R.  8  C.  P.  167 86 

Bopes  c.  Upton,  J25  Mass.  268 676 

Borabeck  d.  Pennsylvania  Co..  58  Oonn.  202...  97 
Boee  V.  Bes  Moinee  Valley  B.  Ck).,  89  Iowa.  246.    798 

Boas  V.  MoKlnney.  2  Rawle,  226 448 

Bouse  V.  Merohants  Nat.  Bank,  6  L.  B.  A.  878, 

46  Ohio  St.  483 814 

Boux  V.  Blodgett  ft  Davis  Lumber  Co.,  18  L.  B. 

A.T&,  85  Mioh.  619 208 

Bowev.St.Paul,M.&M.aCo.,41Minn.884..  248 
Bowley  V.  Empire  Ins.  Co.,  8  Keyes.  557.... 821,  825 
Bozbuvy  V.  Boston  ft  P.  B.  Corp..  6  Cush.  424 .. .  119 
Boyce  v.  GuKffenheim,  106  Afaas.  201,  8  Am. 

Bep.822 641,  648 

Bugffles  r.  Illinois,  108  U.  S.  506,  27  L.  ed.  812.119, 122 
Bundle  v.  Delaware  ft  B.  Canal  Co.,  56  U.  S.  14 

How.  80.  14  L.  ed.  886 744 

Bupe  t?.  Hadley,  118  Ind.  416 246 

Bussell  r.  Allen,  107 U.S.  178, 27  L.ed. 401 181 

r.8weezey,22  Mich.  )«5 646 

Byan  v.  Thomson,  6  Jones  ft  8. 188 206 

V.  Vanlandlnflrham,  7  Ind,.  416,  422 518 


8. 

Sadlerv.  Lanffham,  84  Ala.  8U 500 

Sadowski  v.  Miohifiran  Car  Co.,  84  Mich.  100, 105 

204,  205 

8t  Clair  u.  box,  ib6'U."k''850,'27  L.  ed.  288 68 

St.  James  Church  v.  Arrington,  86  Ala.  546,  76 

Am,Deo.  328 680 

8t.  Louis  D.  Sternberg,  4  Mo.  App.  458 709 

St.  Louis  ft  &  F.  B.  Co.  v,  O'Loughlin,  4  U.  8. 

App.  288,  49  Fed.  Bep.  440 610 

St.  Louis  Transfer  B.  Co.  v.  St.  Louis,  L  M.  ft 

8.  R.  Co.,  100  Mo.  410 287 

St.  Paul  V.  Traeger,  25  Minn.  248,  83  Am.  Bep. 

462....  476 

St,  Paul  ft  N.  P.  B.  Co..  i?e,  87  Minn.  164 236, 227 

St.  Paul  ft  P.  B.  Co.  V.  Schurmeier,  74  U.  8.  7 

Wa]L272,  19L.ed.  74 681 

St.  Paul  Union  Depot  Co.  v,  St.  Paul,  80  Minn. 

850 286 

St.  Vincent  Orphan  Asylum  v,  Troy,  76  N.  Y. 

108,  82  Am.  Bep.  286 806 

Salisbury  C.Andrews,  19  Pick.  250 540 

V.  Hekla  Fire   ina.  Co.  of  Madison,  88 

Minn.  460 773 

Samis  t7.  King.  40  Conn.  298,  800 868 

Sanborn  v.  Neilson.  4  N.  H.  501,  506,  600 765 

Sanders  r.  Stuart,  U  B.  1  C.  P.  Dlv.  326 487 

Sanderson  v.  Berwick-upon-Tweed,  L.  B.  13  Q. 

B.Div.547 641 

Sanger  o.  Upton,  01  U.  a  56,  60,  28  L.  ed.  220, 

222 814,815 

Santa  Clara 'Valley  Min.  ft  Lumber  Co.  v, 

Hayes,  76  Cal.  887 492,  408 

Santissima  Trinidad,  The,  20  U.  S.  7  Wheat. 

288,  5  L.  ed.  454 ISO,  161 

Sarah  r.  State,  28  Ga.  676 760 

Sargent  v.  Usher,  55  N.  H.  287,  20  Am.  Hep. 

208 79 

Satterlee  v,  Matthewson,  27  U.  S.  2  Pet.  880, 

7  L.  ed.  458 882 

Savannah,  F.  ft  W.  B.  Co,  v.  Flannagan,  82 

Qa.  679,  588,  589 817 

Sawtellei?.  State,  66  N.  H.  — 750 

Sawyer  v.  Davis.  136  Mass.  289,  49  Am.  Rep.  27.  188 
V.  Equitable  Aco.  Ins.  Co.,  42  Fed.  Bep.  80  831 
V.  Hoag,  84  U.  H.  17  Wall.  610, 21  L.  edT  731 

814,815 

Saxton  V.  Dodge,  57  Barb.  84 883 

Sayre  V.  Burdlck,  47  Minn.  867... 802 

V,  Louisville  Union  Bene  v.  Asso.,  1  Duv. 

148,  86  Am.  Deo.  613 405 

Schofleld  t).  Chicago,  M.  ft  St.  P.  B.  Co.,  114  U. 

8.615,20L.  ed.224 T31 

V.  Jeonings,  68  Ind.  233 575 

Schoolfleld  v.  Moon,  9  Heisk.  178 788 

Schraer  V.Stefan,  80 Wis. 858 615 

Schwoerer  v.  Boylston  Market  Asso.,  99  Mass. 

285.296 543 

Scott  V.  Keniok,  1  B.  Mon.  63,  35  Am.  Deo.  177.  196 
V.  Sanf ord,  60  U.  S.  19  How.  306, 15  L.  ed. 

691 569,660 

2i  L.  R.  A. 


Scott  v.  Simons,  54  N.H.  426 547 

r.  State,  1  Sneed,  689 646 

ScoviU  V.  Thayer,  105  U.  S.  148, 152, 26  L.  ed.  968, 

978 1 814,883 

Seaman  v.  Netherclfft,  L.  R.  2C.  P.  Div.  68...  840 
Second  Nat.  Bank  of  Baltimore  v.  Western  Nat. 

Bank  of  Baltimore,  51  Md.  128, 84  Am. 

Hep.  300 602 

Seeley  v.  Litohtield,  40  Conn.  188 846 

tj.  Peters,  10  lU.  180 50,61,64 

Selleck  v.  French.  1  Am.  Lead.  Cas.  4th  ed.  507.    610 

Sexton  V.  Amoe,  30  Mioh.  605 734 

Sbackell  v.  Hosier,  2  Blng.  N.  C.  684 254,  265 

ghaddenv.  McBlwee,  86Tenn.  146 840 
bane  v,  Kansas  City,  St.  J.  ft  C.  B.  B.  Co.,  71 

Mo.  287,  36  Am.  Bep,  480 248 

Shanks  v.  Dupont.  28  U.  8.  6  Pet.  2i2,  248, 7  L. 

ed.  666,  668 150,162 

Sharon  B.  Co's  App.  128  Pa.  583 285,226 

Sharp  t%  Evergreen  Tw  p..  67  Mioh.  448 88 

Sharpe  v,  Orme,  61  Ala.  868 808 

Shaver  v.Starrett,  4  Ohio  St.  405 601 

Shaw  V.  Merchants  Nat.  Bank  of  St.  Louis,  101 

U.  8. 667,  25  L.  ed.  808 604 

Sheehy  v.  Kansas  City  Cable  R.  Co.,  90  Mo.  574  672 
ShefDeld  Land,  Iron  ft  Coal  Co.  v.  Neill,  87  Ala. 

168 800 

Sheldon  V.  Mann,  85  Mich.  265 822 

Shelley's  Case,  1  Coke,  04 600,602-606 

Shepardson  v.  Bo wlaod,  28  Wis.  108 646 

Sherley  v.  Billings,  8  Bush,  147,  8  Am.  Bep.  451.  78 
Sherman  v.  Buick,  82  Cal.  242, 01  Am.  Dec.  577.    601 

t?.  Champlain  Transp.  Co.,  81  Vt.  162 888 

Shipley  V.  Bitter,  7  Md.  408,  61  Am.  Dec.  371...    240 

Shipper  V.  Pennsyl vanla  B.  Co.,  47  Pa.  388 270 

Shoemaker  v.  United  States,  U7  U.  S.  288, 806, 

806, 87  L.ed.  170,187 .* 765 

Shoil  r.  German  Coal  Co.,  118  IlL  422,  60  Am. 

Rep.  870 60X 

Shonkv.  Brown,  61  Pa.  887 886 

Shreveport  v.  Levy,  26  La.  Ann.  671,  81  Am. 

Rep.  563 608 

Sutton  Hospital,  10  Coke.  80 808 

Shurtleff  v.  Francis,  118  Mass.  154 154 

Sievers  v.  Woodbum  Svrven  Wheel  Co.,  48  Mich. 

275 788 

Slkes  V,  Hatfield,  13  Gray,  847, 868 767 

Simmons  v.  Atkinson  ft  Lampton  Co.,  60  Miss. 

862 600 

15.  Simmons,  78  Ala.  866 801 

Simpson  V.  Pearson,  81  Ind.  1,  00  Am.  Dec.  677.     44 

Sims  V.  Monroe  County  Comrs.,  89  Ind.  40 

516,618,627 

Singer  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Domestic  Sewing  Mach.  Co., 

40  Ga.  70, 15  Am.  Rep.  674 884 

Singleton  v.  St.  Louis  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.,  66  Mo. 

63, 27  Am.  Rep.  821 820 

Sinnlckson  v.  Johnson,  17  N.  J.  L.  151, 84  Am. 

Dec.  184 586 

Sioux  City  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Sioux  City,  188  U. 

S.96,34L.ed.  898 763 

Skally  r.  Shute,  188  Mass.  887 547 

Slater  V.  Breeze,  38  Mich.  77 646 

«.  Mer8ereau,64N.  Y.138 882 

Slater  Woolen  Co.  v.  Lamb,  143  Mass.  420 367 

Slaughter-House  Cases,  83  U.  8. 16  Wall.  36,  21 

L.ed.  804 777 

Slee  V.  Bloom,  19  Johns.  466, 10  Am.  Dec.  878..  812 
Slemmer's  App.,  58  Pa.  155,  98  Am.  Deo.  848...    833 

Sloanr.MaxwelUSN.J.  Bq.  563 03 

Small  V.  Howard.  128  Maas.  181, 85  Am.  Rep.  863 

344,  846 

V.  RobiMon,*l»  MeVij^Vs^^  70 

Smith  V.  Barrie,66Mich.314,66  Am.Rep.aOl....    664 

V.  Benson,  0  Vt.  141, 31  Am.  Dec.  614 646 

r.  Brlfison.  90  N.  C.  284 605 

t.  Brown,  34  Mich.  455 646 

V,  Clark,  53  N.  J.  L.  197 89 

t?.  Hayward,  7  Ad.  ft  EL  544 76 

V,  Howard,  28  Iowa,  51 840 

V.  Janes,  20  Wend.  192,  82  Am.  Dec.  527..    789 

r.  Lander,  48  Wis.  587 516 

V.  Memphis  ft  L.  R.  Co.,  18  Fed.  Rep.  304. .    286 
V.  Miller,  43  N.  Y.  171, 3  Am.  Rep.  600,  62 

N.  r.  545 789,790 

V,  Myers,  109  Ind.  1,  68  Am.  Rep.  875 413 

V.  New  York,  S.  ft  W.  R.  Co.,  46  N.  J.  L.  7     88 
V.  Oxford  Iron  Co.,  42  N.  J.  L.  467,  86  Am. 

Rep.536 296 

v.  Peninsular  Car  Works,  60  Mich.  501 ... .    295 

r.  People,  47  N.Y.  330 71 

V.  Potter,  46  Mich.  258 293.  294 

r.  Richards,  29  Conn.  232, 244 , 765 

r.  Sheridan,  33  N.  Y.  S.  R.  23 682 

V.  Skeary,  47  Conn.  54 824 

V.  Stevens,  36  Minn.  803 79 


Citations 


Smith  V,  Whitney,  116  U.  8. 167, 28  L.  ed.  601..    848 

Smooto.  Soiiier\ille,  68  Md.  84 767 

Smothers  v.  UaokB,  84  Iowa,  286,  11  Am.  Rep. 

141 :.    345 

Smout  17.  Ilbeiy.  10  Mees.  &W.  10 618 

Smythe  r.  Boswell,  117Ind.ae5 401 

Snoddy  v.  Leavitt.  105  Ind.  357,  868 246,  785 

Snow  V.  Batchelder,  8  Gush.  513,  516,  617 768 

Snyder  v.  Viola  Min.  &  Smelting  Co.,  2  Idaho, 

777 781 

South  Carolina  R.  Go.  v,  Steiner,  44  Oa.  546.  .629.  681 

Southerland  i?.  Stout,  68  N.  C.  446 606 

Southern  Fertilizer  Co.  v.  Reams,  105  N.  C.  288.    571 

Southern  Pao.  R,  Co.t?.  Reed,  41  Oal.  266 628 

South  School  Diet.  v.  Blakeslee,  18  Conn.  2927. . .    661 
Southwestern  Teleg*.  &Telepb.  Co.  v.  Robinson, 
16  L.  R.  A.  545,  2  U.  S.  App.206, 60  Fed. 

Rep.  818 .TT? 640 

South  worth  v.  Packard,  7  Mass.  95 462,464 

Sparhawk  V.  Union  Pass.  R.  Co.,  54  Pa.  401 898 

Sparrow  v.  State  Land  Office  Comrs.,  66  Mich. 

667 862 

Spaulding  t>.  W.  N.  Flvnt  Oranite  Co.  (Mass.) 

84  N.  B.  Rep.  1184 286 

Spear  v.PhUadelpbia,  W.  &  B.  R.  Co.,  119  Pa.  61. 

fy.- 814,862 

Spears  r.  <"httpm«n*4aMlch.  Ml 784 

Speen  P.  Detroit,  ST  Mtch.  Iflfi      848-846 

dpellmAii  V.  N'i>w  (Jrloaosi,  4fV  Fed.  Rep.  8 777 

Spencer  r.  Ea\i\  ao  Vt,  Slfl,  Ta  Am.Dec  808 427 

«.MoBrlJt%HFIft.4(¥i..... 48 

8  perry  t\  Ptroi  vn  1  M I  Mi  nif  (>  >, .  SI  Cal.  258 793 

l^pofforfl  11.  Boston  k  M.  Eaiiroud,  128  Mass.  326   120 

p.  Cojlefn;-  f  Jan,,  li^t 180 

SpmpFite  t?.  SraHK  29  Vt>  451,  70  Am.  Dec,  424. .    286 
Sprlnirfiolflr.CoDaeeiJcut  HiverR,  Co.,4Cu8h. 

68^ ., 628 

V.  Oreen,7Bazt.a01 788 

Sprln^rfleld  &  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Calkins.  90  Mo.  58S. . . .    672 
Squire  v.  Western  17.  Telear.  Co.,  98  Mass.  282, 98 

Am.  Dec.167 487 

Staff,  Re,  68  Wis.  285.  68  Am.  Rep.  285 750 

Stack  V.  Bast  St.  Louis,  86  III.  877,  28  Am.  Rep. 

619 895 

Stafford  Nat  Bank  v.  Palmer,  47  Conn.  443 281 

Stall  r.  Fulton,  80  N.  J.  L.  480 464 

Stalllnirs  t?.  Gully.  48  N.  C.  844 387 

Stanchfleld  v.  Newton,  142  Mass.  110.  116,  and 

note 47 

Stanley  r.  Stanley.  35  8.  C.  94 68 

Stanmlre  r.  PoweU.  86  N.  C.  312 882.385 

r.  Taylor,  48  N.  C.  207 882,888,386,888 

Stanton  v.  Allen,  6  Denio.  484,  48  Am.  Dec.  282. .    495 

r.  Bafirer.  16  Pick.  467 427 

Starke.  Barrett,  15  Oal.  370 644,647,648 

State  V.  Albee,  61 N.  H.  428, 427,  429. 60  Am.  Rep. 

825 750 

r.  Albin,  44Mo.  846 69 

r.  Alder.  68  Miss.  487 849 

r.  American  Cotton  OlltTrust,  40  La.  Ann. 

8  492 

r.  AndeiWDn,'26Fia.'2iib^^^  187 

r.  Anthoine.  40  Me.  485 221 

i\  Askins.®  La,  Ann.  1253 750 

v.  Baker.  38  Wis.  71 181 

r.  Baldwin,  45  Conn.  184 662 

r.  Beackmo,8  Blackf.  246 120 

r.  Bean,  91  N.  C.  664 476 

I?.  Beroenderfer,  96  Ind.  874 766 

V.  Berdetta.  73  Ind.  186,  38  Am.  Rep.  117.896, 897 
V.  Black,  16  L.  R.  A.  769,  54  N.  J.  L.  446.. 182, 137 

r.  Bonnell,  119  Ind.  494 686 

V.  Boucher  (N.  Dak.>  21  L.  R.  A.  689....755,  757 

V.  BrownelL  80Wls.668 612 

r.  Bryson,44  0hlo8t.487 767 

tJ.  Butts,  31  Kan.  687 181 

V.  Champlin,  16  R.  1.463 71 

r.  Cameron.  2  Pinney,  499 612 

V.  Cassidy,  22  Minn.  312.  21  Am.  Rep.  765. .    561 

c.  Chapman,  44  Conn.  595 661 

V.  Chica«ro.  M.  &  N.  R.  Co.,  79  Wis.  268, 12 

L.R.  A.180 768 

I?.  Chicasro.  St.  P.  M.  &  O.  K.  Co.,  3  L.  R. 
A.  288, 2  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  519. 40  Minn. 

287 671 

V.  Cones,  16  Neb.  444 184 

t>.  Constantine,  42  Ohio  St.  437, 51  Am.  Rep. 

883 188 

t.  Corner,  22  Neb.  265 131 

p.  Cunnlngrham,  15  L.  R.  A.  561, 81  Wis.  440 

660,661 

i\  Davis,  46  N.  J.  L.  880 757 

r.  Demaree,  80  Ind.  519 763 

r.  Denny,  4  L.  R.  A.  65, 118  Ind.  449 141 

V.  Donaldson,  41  Minn.  74 859 

c.  Dowd,  19  Conn.  391 748 


State  V.  Duluth(Minn.)  66  N.  W.  Rep.  118 64«^ 

V,  Duval  County  Comrs.,  28  Fla.  488 131 

V.  East  Oranfre,  41  N.  J.  L.  127 763 

V,  Elder,  10  L.  R.  A.  796, 81  Neb.  109 67,  O^ 

t.Blrod,28N.C.  260 89 

t.  Emmons.  88  fm!.  279 584 

r.  Pagan,  42  Corjn.  :i:j  757 

V.  Pearson,  2  Md.:jia..  734 

V.  French,  2  PliuK^y.  181 409 

r.  Gazlay,  5  Ohio.  15 709^ 

v.Gilmanton,9  N.  H  461,14N.H.477....  it 
V.  Goodwill,  6  L.  n .  A .  rS21,  88  W.  Va.  179. .  842 
V.  Gregory.  88  M  m.  vsi.  58  Am.  Rep.  665. . .    709 

r.Hiyi.32N.X  L.  158 59^ 

V.  Harrison,  118  lu*J,  434,  4U 756,  78T 

t.  Harrison,  lie  In-L  300 409,  414 

V,  Hartford  &  K .  H.  Li.  Co.,  29  Conn.  688. .    768 

u.Hemdon,107  N.C.984 680 

t?.  Hubert,  72  Wis.  184 768 

V.  Hoboken,  88N.  J.L.  280 476- 

t>.  Howard,  17  N.  H.  171, 181-186 764 

V.  Howe.  25  Ohio  St.  688, 18  Am.  Rep.  821.    757 

i?.Huflrhe8,22W.Va.744,766 431 

V.  Hyde,  m  Ind.  20 401 

r.  Hyde,  18  L.  R.  A.  79, 129  Ind.  806 517 

V.  Jersey  City,  26  N.  J.  L.  686 844,845. 

o.  Johnson,  105  Ind.  468 518 

V.Johnson,  80  Fla.  498 139 

V.  Joyner,  81 N.  C.  684 475 

V.  Kaufman,  51  Iowa,  678, 38  Am.  Rep.  148    750 

r.Kel8ey,44N.J.  L.  1 65» 

r.  Kennett,  114  Ind.  160 44 

c.  Kirby,24  N.  C.  201 89 

».  Lusk,18Mo.  888 7W 

V.  Madison  Street  tt  Co.,  1  L.  R.  A.  771, 

72  Wis.  612 76a 

V.  Martin    Female  CoUege  (Tenn.)  filed 

Jan.  1888 181 

V.  MUwaukee,  L.  S.  &  W.  R.  Co.,  46  Wis. 

679 :.^. 67* 

V,  Mobile,  5  Port.  (Ala.)  7^9,  80  Am.  Dec. 

664 898 

r.  Moody,  24  Mo.  660 75ft 

r.  Moore,  104  N.  C.  714 474 

V,  Mullica  Twp.,  48  N.  J.  L.447,  448 71 

V.  Murphy,  32  Fla.  138 764 

V.  Nebraska  Distillinff  Co..  20  Neb.  700. .. .  49S 
V.  Newark,  88  N.  J.X  880-888,  40  N.  J.  L. 

668,  297 554,665 

V.  Mobile,  4  L.   R.   A.   lOU  118  Ind.  860 

401,412,41» 

17.  Northeastern   R.  Co.,  9  Rich.  L.  247, 

67  Am.  Dec  651 783 

V.  Overton,  24  N.  J.  L.  486, 61  Am.  Dec. 

671  2n3,26a 

V.  Page,  63  Ind.  212 ' 62» 

c.  Parkinson,  5  Nev.  15 4S» 

V.  Penderfcrass.  106N.C.664 474 

V.  Phioney, -^Me.  880 8» 

V.  Phippe,  18  L.  R.  A.  667,  60  Kan.  608 491 

V.  Pike,  48  N.  H.  399,  405,  407,  6  Am.  Rep. 

688 748,765 

u.  Powell,  100  N.  C.  625 47S 

V.  Rareshide,  82  La.  Ann.  984 757 

V.  Ravine  Road  Sewer  Comrs.,  89  N.  J.  L. 

665 12a 

r.  Reitz.62Tnd.  168 627 

v.Richter,87  Wi8.276 76a 

V.  Ryan,  70  Wis.  683 612 

t7.  Sackett,  38  Minn.  69 760 

v.Seay,64Mo.88,27Am.  Rep.206 767 

r.  Smith,  16  Lea,  686, 670 181 

V.  Somen  ( Neb.)  68  N.  W.  Rep.  146. .. .  844. 846 
V.  Squires,  48  N.  H.  864,  368, 870. .  ..764.  766.  7V7 

V.  State,  31  Tex.  578 480 

r.  Stein.  18  Neb.  528 48 

17.  Swope.  7  Ind.  91 525 

V.  Thomas,  102  Mo.  86 757 

r.  Thompson,  41  Mo.  25 4» 

V.  Tippecanoe  County  Comrs.,  181  Ind.  94 

♦425,  526 

r.  Trenton.  86  N.  J.  L.  79 667 

«.  Tucker.  46  Ind.  366 527 

v.  Tudor.  6  Day.  829.  6  Am.  Dec.  162 667 

r.  VonBaumbach,12Wi8.310 134 

».  Walsen,  17  Colo.  170 463 

V.  Wentworth,  87  N.  H.  198, 218-220 764 

tJ.  White,  38La.  Ann.  1218 760 

v.  Wilson,  17  Wis.  687 768 

17.  Wood  County  Suprs..  41  Wis.  28 768 

V.  Worden.  46  Conn.  349,  33  Am.  Rep.  27. .    760 

State  Bank  r.  Lowe,  22  Neb.  68 79 

State  Investment  Ins.  Co.  v.  London  &  L.  F. 

Ins.  Co.,  91  Mich.  441 822,825 

State  Railroad  Tax  Cases,  92  U.  S.  675, 28  L.  ed. 

668 478 


ClT^TIOMB. 


25^ 


State  Bar.  Abbo.  v.  Kellofirfr,  OS  Mo.  668 813 

Btaton  V.  Norfolk  &  C.  iC  Co.,  17  L.  K.  A.  888, 

mN.C.«78 048,681 

SteaniBv.  Barrett.  1  Pick.  448, 11  Am.  Deo.  288..  676 
SterQl)erffer  v.  Cape  Fear  &  T.  V.  R.  Co..  2  L. 

R.  A.  106, 2  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  426, 20 

S.  C.  510 671 

SteUer  v.  Chicairo  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.,  46  Wis.  487, 

48WjB.6a9 286 

Stevens  v,  fieekman,  1  Johns.  Ch.  818, 1 L.  ed. 

166 241 

«.  Brie  R.  Co.,  21  N.  J.  Bq.  280 222 

V.  NicholB,  15  L.  R.  A.  456, 165  Mass.  472. . .  SH 

V.  Stevens,  160  Mass.  917 154 

Stewart  V.  Hartman,  46  Ind.  831 601 

Stioknoth,  iJe,  7  Nev.  220 886 

Stocking  r.  State,  7  Ind.  826 766 

Stockton  V.  Mechanics  &  L.  Sav.  Bank,  82  N.  J. 

Bq.  168,167 814 

Stookwell  V,  White  Lake  Twp.  Board,  22  Mich. 

841 848 

Stone  0.  Chloaffo  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.,  47  Iowa,  82, 

20  Am.  Rep.  458 262 

V.  IVirmers  Loan  &  T.  Co.,  116  U.  8. 807, 20 

L.ed.  686 118 

r.  Illinois  Cent.  R.  Co.,  116  U.  S.  847, 20  L. 

ed.  650 118 

V.  New  Orleans  it  N.  B.  R.  Co..  116  U.S. 

866,  20  L.  ed.  662      118 

V.Wl8OonBh[i,04n.S.'l8i,24L.ed.lQB 118 

V.  Yasoo  ft  M.  V.  R.  Co.,  62  Miss.  607-680, 

62  Am.  Rep.  106 122 

Storms  V.  Sterens,  104  Ind.  60 620 

Story  V.  New  York  Blev.  R.  Co.,  00  N.  Y.  122, 

48Am.  Rep.  146 687,680,681 

Stout  V,  Grant  County  Comrs.,  107  Ind.  848 400 

Btradilng  v.  Morgan,  1  Plowd.  206, 207 665 

Strattonv.AlJen,16N.J.Bq.288 828 

Strickland  v.  Draugham,  01  N.  C.  108 887 

Stroop  r.  Swarts,  12  Berg,  ft  B.  76 464 

Stuart  V.  Laird,  5  U.  S.  1  Cranch.  200,  2  L.  ed. 

115 400.558 

Stnbhs  V.  Houston,  88  Ala.  655 04 

Stuckey  V.  Keefe,26Pa.d87 607 

Sugg  V.  Thornton,  182  U.  S.  624, 88  L.  ed.  447. . .  58 
Sufiivan  v.  Philadelphia  ft  R.  R.  Co.,  80  Pa.  284, 

72  Am.  Dec.  608 862 

V.  Sullivan,  106  Mass.  478,  8  Am.  Rep.  866  488 
Susquehanna  Canal  v.  Wright,  0  Watts  ft  S.  0, 

42  Am.  Dec.  812 744 

Susquehanna  FertUizer  Co.  v.  White,  66  Md. 

462,  60  Am.  Rep.  186 682 

Sutter  V.  San  Francisco  City  and  County,  86 

CaL  115 647 

Sutton  V.  Askew,  66  N.  C.  172,  8  Am.  Rep.  600. .  884 

Swain  V.  Burnette,  80  CaL  664 276 

Sweeny  v.  Old  Colony  ft  N.  R.  Co.,  10  Allen, 

888, 87  Am.  Dec.  644 676,577 

Sweet  o.  Jenkins.  IR.  1. 147.86  Am.  Deo.  242...  602 
Swift  V.  Staten  Island  Rapid  Transit  R.  Co.,  128 

N.  Y.645,  640 678 

Swobodav.Ward,40Mic{|.420 205 

T. 

Taborv.  Ward,  83 N. C. 201 dOO 

Taff  V.  Hosmer,  14  Mich.  800 06,04, 06 

Talbot  V.  Janson,  8  U.  8.  3  DaU.  188, 186, 1 L.  ed. 

640,541,  note 160,151 

Tangney  v.  J.  B.  Wilson  ft  Co.,  87  Mich.  468, 465 

r!7..204,205 

Tappan  v.  Gray,  0  Paige,  507, 4  L.  ed.  704 754 

Tate  V.  Missouri,  K.  ft  T.  R.  Co.,  64  Mo.  140....  672 

Tatomv.  Wbite,05  N.  C.  458 887 

Taylor  v.Ashton.  11  Mees.  ft  W.415 515 

V.  Bay  City  Street  K  Co..  80  Mich.  77 845 

V,  Blanchard,  8  Allen,  870,  00  Am.  Dec. 

208 676 

V.  Delaware  ft  H.  Canal  Co.,  118  Pa.  162. 

175.  67  Am.  Rep.  446 578 

V.  Mitchell.  57  Pa.  200 40 

r.  Place,  4  R.  L  824, 880-364 86,  720 

v.l>orter,  4  Hill,  140,  40  Am.  Dec  274. .. .  600 

V.  Saurman.  110  Pa,8 677 

Taylor  County  Ct.  r.  Baltimore  ft  O.  R.  Co.,  35 

Fed.  Iiep.161 823 

Tennessee  ft  C.  R.  Co.  o.  Bast  Alabama  R.  Co., 

75  Ala.  616,  51  Am.  Rep.  475 208 

Terre  Haute  V.  Beach,  06  Ind.  144 525 

Terrett  v.  Taylor.  13  U.  8.  0  Cranch,  43. 3  L.  ed. 

660 382 

Texas  Standard  Cotton  Oil  Co.  v.  Adoue,  15  L. 

R.  A.  608,  88  Tex.  860 482 

Thacher  r.  Dartmouth  Bridge  Co.,  18  Pick. 

601 120 

29  L.  R.  A. 


Thatcher  v.  Humble,  67  Ind.  444 240 

Thayer  v.  Payne.  2  Cush.  327, 881 540 

V.  Wellington,  0  Allen,  288,  85  Am.  Dec. 

768...:. 1 164 

Theobold  r.  LoulsvlUe,  N.  O.  ft  T.  R.  Co.,  4  L. 

R.  A.  785,  66  Miss.  270 620.631 

Thiele  V.  McManus,  3  Ind.App.  132 205 

Thomas  v,  Chicago  ft  G.  T.  R.  Co.,  86  Mich.  604  86 

t».  James,  32Ala.  728 240 

«.  McCorkle  (Ind.)  Sept.  26, 1868 580 

V.  Philadelphia  ft  R.  6.  Co..  16  L.  R.  A. 

416, 148  Pa.  180 318,352 

9.  Rose,  16  Conn.  71,41  Am.  Dec.  121 840 

V.  Sprague,  12  Ulch.  120 734 

V.  Scutt,  W  N.  Y.  138 610 

V.  Tbomas,  2  A.  K.  Marsh.  430 606 

V,  West  Jersey  R.  Co.,  101  U.  8.  71, 81,  25 

L.ed.  060,061 866,807 

V.  Thomasson  o.  State,  15  Ind.  440 684 

Thompson  v.  Da  vies,  13  Johns.  112 485. 

V.  Kyner,  66  Pa.  368 88 

Thorn  V.Sweeney,  12  Ne  v.  251 280 

Thornton  v.  Grant,  10  R.  I.  487,  14  Am.  Rep. 

701 604 

Thorogoodo.  Bryan,  8  C.  B.  115 202,465 

Thurston  v.  Blanchard,  22  Pick.  18, 38  Am.  Deo. 

700 840 

Tibbsv.  Brown,  2  Grant.  Cas.  80 462 

Tilden  V.Green,  130  N.  Y.20, 14L.  R.  A.88....  181 

Tinkham  tJ.  Smith,  66  Vt.  187 178 

Toledo,  8.  ft  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Bast  Saginaw  ft  St.  C. 

R.  Co.,  72  Mich.  206 287 

Toledo,  W.  ft  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Black.  88  Dl.  112 204 

V.  Jacksonville,  67  DL  87, 16  Am.  Rep.  611  768^ 

Towanda  Coal  Co.  v.  Heeman,  86  Pa.  418 78 

Trask  v.  Old  Colony  R.  Co.,  166  Mass.  286 286 

Traver  v.  Merrick  County  Comrs.,  14  Neb.  827, 

45Am.  Rep.111 862^ 

Trew  V.  RaUway  Assur.  Co.,  6  Hurlst.  ft  N.  888  625 

Trimble  V.Miller,  24  Tex.  215 785 

V.  Reis,87Pa.  448 608 

Trippv.Torrev,17R.I.8S0 71 

Trishv.  NeweD, 62  01.108 03 

Tiuev.  International  Teleg.  Co.,  60  Me.  0,  U 

Am.  Rep.  156 437 

Truman  V.  McCoUum.  20  Wis.  880 612 

Turnbull  v.  Prentiss  Lumber  Co.,  66  Mioh.  887.  815 

Turner  V.  Cook,  36  ind.  120 04 

T>vin  Lick  Oil  Co.  of  West  Virginia  v.  Mar- 
bury,  01  U.  8.587.28L.  ed.  828 823 

Tyier  V.  People,  8  Mich.  820 240 

V.  Western  U.  Teieg.  Co..  60  Hi.  421,  14 

Am.  Rep.38 487 

Tyson  V.  Britton,6  Tex.224 800 

TiUotsoov.Prichard,00yt.l07 488 

V.  Williams,  64  N.  C.176 240 

v.Wcx)d,  1  HUt.  86 78 

V.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.,  64  Wis.  681.  54 

Am.  Rep.644 437 


CJ. 

Underwood  v,  Lilly,  lOSerg.  ft  R.  80 386 

Union  Ins.  Co.  of  Philadelphia  v.  Smith,  124  U. 

S.406,81L.  ed.4W 623 

Union  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  of  Maine  v.  Wilkinson, 

80  U,  8. 13  Wall.  222. 20  L.  ed.617 331 

Union  Nat.  Bank  of  St.  Louis  v.  Matthews,  06 

U.8.621,26L.ed.l88 367 

Union  Pacific.  D.  ft  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Cooke,  60  Am. 

ft Bng. R. R. Cas.  80.note 634 

Union  Pao.  R.  Co.  v.  Adams,  38  Kan.  427 42 

V.  Hall,  01  U.  8.30. 23  L.  ed.  428 768 

V.  Leavenworth,  N.  ft  8.  R.  Co.  20  Fed. 

Rep.  728 227 

V.  Marston.  30  Neb.  241 338 

Uniontown  V,  Com.,  34  Pa.  286 768 

Union  TransltCo.  v.  Shacklet,  110111.232 2d2 

United  States  v.  Arredondo,  31  U.  8. 6  Pet.  601, 

728,  730,8  L.  ed.  647, 561 720 

V,  Ballln,  144  U.S.  1,36  L.  ed.  821 660 

V.  Dashie).  71  U.  S.  4  Wall.  182, 18  L.  ed.  810  462 

V.  Davls,3Sumn.482 250 

V.  Dickson,  40  U.  S.  15  Pet.  141,  161, 10  L. 

ed.  680, 887 56^800 

V.  Fisher,  6  U.  S.  2  Cranch,  300, 2  L.  ed.  314  244 

V.  Linn,  40  U.  8. 15 Pet.  311. 10 L.  ed.  750....  104 
V.  Prescott,  44  U.S.  3  How. 578,  11  L.  ed. 

784 462 

V.  Thomas,  82  U.  8.  15  Wall.  887,21  L.  ed. 

88 452 

V.  Wilson. 32  U.S. 7 Per.  150,  8  L.ed.  640...  550 
United  States  Mut.  Ace.  Asso.  v.  Newman,  84 

Va.  62 626 


CiTATIONB. 


United  States  Tele^.  Ck>.  v.  QildersleTe,  2!e  Md. 

288,96  Am.  Dec.  519 487 

V.  Wenger,  56  Pa.2a3,93Am.  Deo. 751....  4S7 
Upton  V.  Townend,  17  C.  B.  30, 00,  W,  71.  72. .  .841, 842 

Urmston  v,  Whltelegfg  Bros..  W  L.  T.  N.  8. 456. . .  677 
Urquhart  v.  Oirdengburfir,  91  N.  Y,  67,  48  Am. 

Rep.  655 880 

Utleyt?.  Burns,  70  III.  162 845 


Valentine  V.  Stewart,  15  Cal.  389 711 

Van  Benren  v.  Van  Bergen,  3  Johns.  Cb.  282, 1 

L.ed.  619. 8  Am.  Dec.  511 590 

Van  Duaen  o.  Letellier.  78  Mich.  482 286,  294 

Van  Hoolc  v.  Selma,  70  Ala.  361.  45  Am.  Kep.  85  768 
Vanbome  v.  Dorranoe,  2  U.  S.  2  Dall.  804, 1  L. 

ed.891 120 

Van  Kirk  v.  Pennsylvania  K.  Co.,  76  Pa.  78, 18 

Am.  Rep.  404 262 

Van  Wyck  v,  Alfen,  69  N.  Y.  61, 25  Am.  Rep. 

m\ :.  195 

Venus,  Th^ ,  Vi  V.  8.  tf>  Criin*3h,255, 279, 3  L.  ed. 

5fH-^=WiS;.„  .._. 152 

Verry  v,  ^  u<jn^iKjket  3ehm)i  Committee,  12  R. 

L^7t^ _ 71 

Vert 0. Va*?.  74  Ina.m^.... 584 

Victory  r.  itoker,  67N,  Y.im 205 

Vidal  r.  PtUlndpUihiij.  4^  U.  3.  2  How.  m,  128, 

11  L,  t'd.  ai,^3W 181 

VldeautJ.  <irifnu.:ij  Cul.  :ft*i» 299 

Vinson  v,  >^iiitiwlio,  118  iud.103 582 

Voiflfht  r.  ^v^l(^ht,  141  V,  S.  tl2.  85  L.  ed.  688-...  778 

Vofftv.Dimley,WIli.  4S4 62 


W. 

Wabash,  St.  L.  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Ham,  114  U.  S.  587, 

29  L.ed.285 810 

fj.  Peyton,  106  IlL  584, 46  Am.  Rep.  705,....  286 

V.  Shaoklet,  105  lU.  864, 44  Am.  Rep.  301. . .  262 

V.  Wallace,  110  111.  lU,  114, 19  Am.  Sb  Bug, 

R.  R.  Cas.  889 781 

Wadleiffh  v.  Gllnes,  6  N.  H.  18,  23  Am.  Dec.  706  788 

V.Jordan,  74  Me.  488 178 

Wagner  V.  Garrett,  118  Ind.  114 682 

W3t  r.  Baldwin,  60  Mich.  622 646 

Waldhire  v.  Hannibal  &  St.  J.  R.  Co..  71  Mo. 

618 687 

Wales  V,  Stetson,  2  Mass.  143, 3  Am.  Dec.  89. . . .  882 

Walker  r.Butterick,  106  Mass.  238 854 

«.  Scott,  104  N.C.  481 888 

Wallace  v.  Columbia  &  6.  R.  Co.,  84  S.  C.  66, 87 

S.C.885 248 

Waller  tJ.  Wood,  1011  nd.  138 516-618 

Ward  V.  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  (Tenn.)  8  Am.  & 

BnflT.  R.R.Cas.506 370 

V.Lowndes, 96 N.C. 867, 887 
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Iowa,  670 814 
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Washburn  Colle«re  v.  Shawnee  County  Comrs., 
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ed.  680 601 
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r.  State,  51  N.  J.  L.  189 88 

Weber  v.  State  Harbor  Comrs..  85  (J.  S.  18  WalL 
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Weeden  v.  Richmond,  9  R.  1. 128,  98  Am.  Dec. 

373 66-69 

Weil  t?.  Calhoun,  25  Fed.  Rep.  863 189 
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West  Chicago  Park  Comrs.  v.  McMulien,  10  L. 
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Western  Paving   &  Supply   Co.  v.  Citizens 
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584 414 
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oigp  6S96 

Whitehead  v.'  Kiteon,  IWMass.  484.". 1 888 

White  Mountains  R.  R.  v.  White  Mountains  <N. 

H.)  R.  R.,  50  N.  H.  50 886 
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Wierv.  Davis,  4  Ala. 442 695 
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Dlv.43 625,636 
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Woicott  r.  MeUck,  11 N.  J.  Eq.  204, 66  Am.  Dec 
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^ood U.Davis,  88 III. 811... 975,876 

^     V.  Dummer,  8  Mason,  306,  311 (il4, 815 

Woodbury  v,  Marblebead  Water  Co.,  145  Mass. 

»8 543 

Woodruff  V,  Weutworth,  188  Mass.  800 266 

Wooster  r.  Plymouth.  68  N.  H.  IW,  196 760 

Worcester  v.  I^orwicb  &  W.  R.  Co.,  109  Mass. 

108 119 

Work  V.  Oowhick,  81  HI.  817 278 

Worth  V.  WilmingtoQ  &  W.  R.  Co.,  88  N.  C.  291, 

46Aixi.Bep.679 478 

Worthlngton  v.  StauotOD,  16  W.  Va*  206 646 

Wriirhtv.Defrees,8Ind.898 413 

V.  Grover  &  Baker  Sewing  Maoh.  Co.,  82 

"PtL  80  448 

V.  Lattln,  MYir*a8.".V/.V"// .V^^^^^  548 

r.  Sweet,  10  Neb.  190 576 

r.  Webks,  25  N.  Y.  158 619 


Wyman  V.  Goodrich,  28  Wis.  21 509 

u.  Northern  Pac.  R.  Co..  84  Minn.  210 252 

Wesson  ©.Johnson,  68  N.C.  189 882,384 

Y. 

Yahn  v.  Ottumwa,  60  Iowa,  429 464 

Yoe».McCord,  74 111.33 98 

Youngv.  Jackson,  93  N.C.  144 887 

V.  Thomas,  17  Fla.  169, 85  Am.  Bep.  93 ... .  707 
Younge  v,  Gullbeau,  70  U.  S.  3  Wall.  686, 641, 18 

L.ed.2e8,288 154 

Z. 

Zabriskle  v.  Morris  &  E.  B.  Co.,  38  N.  J.  Eq.  22.    459 
Zleglerr.  Com.,12Pa.228 108,104 


STATUTES  AND  CONSTITUTIONS  CITED,  CONSTRUED,  ETC. 


EngflancL 

StatuUs, 

'29  Car.  n.  chap,  a   Statute  of  frauds 509 

Statute  of  frauds;  wills  ...    873 
6  Geo.  IV.  chap.  129, 1 4.  Combinations  of  work- 
men     494 

1  Vict  chap.  26,  I  15.  Gifts  to  attesting  wit- 
neeses  or  their  hus- 
bands or  wives 488 

15  &  16  Vict.  chap.  76, 1  40.   Parties  to  suits  by 

married  women ...    468 

17  &  18  Vict  chap.  81.    Discrimination  by  car- 

riers     268 

United  States. 

Canstittttion. 

Art  1,92.    Bepresentatiyes 554 

9  4.    Choosing  senators  and  representa- 
tives   554 

8,  par.  4.    Naturalization 150 

10.    Legal  tender 118 

Obligation  of  contracts 382,  466 

2,  9 1,  par.  2.    Presidential  electors 554 

Amend.  15.    Elective  franchise 132 

Statvtes, 

1856,  Feb.  10  ao  Stat  at  L.  604).    Marriage  of 

alien  woman   152 
1865,  March  a   Freedman's  Savings  &  Trust  Co.    456 
1868,  July  27  (15  Stat  at  L.S23).    Bights  of  Amer- 
ican citizens  in 
foreign  states..    150 
1874,  chap.  849.    Freedman's  Savings  &  Trust 

Co 457 

1881,  chap.  64.  Freedman's  Savings  &  Trust  Co.   467 

1887.    Interstate  commerce 289 

1889,  March  1  (25  Stat  at  L.  783).    Establishing 

court  in  In- 
dian terri- 
tory     510 

Treaties. 

15  Stat  at  L.  615.    North  <3krman  Confederacy.    151 

661.    Bavaria 151 

16  Stat,  at  L.  7B5.    Wurttemberg 151 

748.    Hesse 151 

18  Stat  at  L.  69.    Ecuador 151 

Bevised  Statutes. 

9788.  Liability  of  marshal 88 

858.  Witnesses 831 

863.  Depositions 332 

1994.  Marriage  of  alien  woman 162 

Alabama. 

Code. 

91Rl4b    Uniform  operation  of  laws 80 

2589.  Liability  for  negligence  of  fellow  ser- 

vant....     382 

2590,  Emplovers' Liability  Act 362 

8089.    Lien  of  Jl  very-stable  keeper 79 

•22  L.  R.  A. 


Galifomia. 

Civil  Code. 

9  14.    Signature 873 

99L    Trademark 792 

1276.    Execution  of  will 378 

Deerin^s  Code  of  Civil  Procedure. 

99  542-M4.    Attachment  of  credits 290 

Colorado* 

Code  of  Civil  Procedure. 

P. 77,96.   Eminent  domain  law 460^ 

Gonneoticnt. 

Private  acts. 

VoL  10,  p.  510.    Bridgeport  charter 658 

General  Statutes, 

9  794.    Appeal  as  an  action 98 

1094.  Evidence  in  suit  against  estate 98 

1095.  Evidence  in  suit  against  estate 96 

1646.    Bearrest  of  incorngilile  oflTenders 662 

2998.    Junk  shops 688 

8000.    Pawnbrokers 668 

3001.   Pawnbrokers*  books  and  premises 668 

8007.    License  of  Itinerant  doctors 663 

3106.    Inspection  of  premises  of  liquor  deal- 
ers   668 

Florida. 

Constitution^  1868. 

Art  1,911.    Uniform  taws .' 182 

4,927.    Officers 183 

Constitution,  1885. 

Arti  3,  9 18.   Time  when  statute  takes  eflTeot..  48 

920.    Localtaws 182 

21.    Notice  of  local  act 181 

24.  Uniform  local  government 182 

25.  General  incorporation  taw 132 

27.    Officers 133 

88.    Prohibiting  Shortening  of  time 

forappeieU 49 

5,9  34,    Localcourts 132 

6,  9  L    Qualification  of  electors 130 

99  4,  5.    Depriving  felons  of  suffrage 136 

9  6.     Election  by  ballot 137 

8.     Capitation  tax  a  voting  qualifica- 
tion   140 

9,9    5.    Capitation  tax 140 

16,  9  15.    Prohibiting  double  office  holding  181 

Statutes. 

1887,May31.    Jacksonville 126 

188»,Mayl6.    JacksonvUIe 128 

chap.  8884.    Injunction  against  trespass.  287 

1891,  June  10,  chap.  4010,  8  9.    Occupation  tax.  700 

1893^  May  11,  chap.  4130.    Time  for  appeal 48 

May  16,  chap.  4901.    Jacksonville  election  126 
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Reviaed  StatvUf, 

1 164,  dlY.  5.   DeprtTin^  crimiDals  of  suflraire.  186 

178.    Beflristration  law 140 

1280.    Appeals  from  circuit  court 48 

1456.    Time  for  appeal 48 

MeCUUan's  Digest, 

P.  283,  fi  2S.    Liability  of  foreign  oorporatioii 

to  suit 458 

StatuUa, 


170S. 
17B6. 


Landgrant 

Repetulng  act. 


Code, 


9    16.  SavanDafa  river  as  boundary 240 

8878.  Effect  of  presence  of  witoeas  after  an- 
swering Interrogatories 816 

Idaho. 

Code, 

9  8648.    Confidential  communications 881 

Reti9ed  Statutes. 

94426.  Exceptions 729 

4480.  Settlemencofblll  of  exceptions 78il 

4443.  Record- on  appeal 780 

4620.  Papers  on  appeal 780 


Illinois. 

Co9istitution. 

Art2,92.    Due  proccfls  of  law , 

II,  91.   Special  incorporation  laws. 


841 


Statutes, 


1819,  Feb.  4.    Enacting  common  law 68 

1872,  July  1.    Incorporation  law 341 

1874.   Permitting  animals  to  run  at  large 61 

1601,  Apr.  S8.    weekly  payment  of  wages 841 

June  10.    Weighing  coal 842 


Bemsed  Statutes,  1845, 


Chap.  61,  fi  16. 


Fences 

Sevised  Statutes, 


61 


Chap.  8,891,  2.   Fences 

24,  9  62,  d.  7.  Municipal  power  over  street  wd 

28.91.    Enacting  common  law 68 

54,  920.    Fences 64 

Starr  d  Curti^  Annotated  Statutes, 

VoL  1,  p.  815^  9  221.    Encroachment  on  street.    807 
Chap.  60,  9  2,  p.  1192.   Contract  for  lands 

to  be  in  writing.    274 


Indiana* 

Constitution,  1816, 

Art.4,96.    Courts 410 

Constitution, 

Art.  8,91.    Double  ofloe  holding 412 

4,922.    Local  laws 627 

Statutes. 

1807,  Sept.  7,  chap.  24.    Enacting  common  law  66 

1816,Dec.28.    Organizing  court 410 

1875.  March  17.    liiquor  mtfflc 681 

1801,  March  6.    Ballot  act 470 

1806,  March  4,  p.  841.    Increase   of  salary    of 

judge 51? 

Revised  Statutes,  1838, 
P.  166.    Place  for  holding  court 409 

Revised  Statutes,  1881. 

9   418.    Change  of  venue 384 

1817.    Power  of  court 401 

99  1416, 1416.    Benaration  of  oourt-house 401 

9  2007.    Disorderly  place   where  liquors  are 

sold 688 

99  2687, 2688.   Permission  for  animals  to  run  at 

large 518 

22  L.  K.  A. 


4806. 
OT48. 

M78. 

6844. 


Destroying  Joint  tenancy 45- 

Board  of  health 518 

Erection  and  repair  of  public  build- 
ings   409 

Appeal  from  commissioners 519 

Clerk^s  office 409- 

Bum's  Betiised  Statutes, 

Vol.  1,  9 1866.    Jurisdiction  of  circuit  courts..    411 
91482.   Court  expenses 410 

Iowa. 

Statutes, 

1866,  chap.  127.   Private  ways 600- 

Code. 
9  lOSO.    Power  of  corporation  to  contract 814 

Kansas. 

Statutes, 

1872,  chap,  68, 9  L    Bonds  for  improvements. .    862' 
180B,  chap.  100.    Redemption  act 466 

General  Statutes,  1889. 

Pars.  6846, 6847,  6849.    Taxation  of  notes  and 
mortgages 

Louisiana. 

Bemsed  Code, 
Art.  2816.   Bight  of  action  for.  tort 


7U 


Maine. 

Betised  Statutes, 
Chap.  82,  9  67.    Setoff 178 

Maryland* 

Constitution. 

ArtL916.   Contribution  to  taxes 480^ 

9  86.    Religious  liberty 7U 

8,  9  61.    Taxation  ot  personalty 479- 

Code  of  Public  General  Laies, 
Art.  27,  9  247.    Sunday  laws 782 


Massachusetts* 

Constitution, 

Art.  4,  chap.  L    Power  to  pass  laws 122, 44& 

Amend.  11.    Religious  societies 212 

Statutes. 

1881,  March  11,  chap.  81.    Amendment  of  char- 
ters    iir 

1881,  June  28.    Boston  &  Providence  R.  Co 117 

1886,  Apr.  7.  chap.  181.  Taunton  Branch  R.  Co.  IIT 
1847,  chap.  200.  Agricultural  Branch  R.  Co. . . .  117 
1866,  chap.  122.    Character  of  pews 212 

1866,  chap.  126.    Compensation  for  railroad  ser- 

vliJe^ 12* 

1867,  chap.  168.  Boston,  Clinton  &  Fitchburg  R. 

Co.-! UT 

1809,  chap.  384,  9  28.    Restricting  modes  of  tak- 
ing trout 44S. 

1870,  chap.  326,91.    RaHroadtoUs 117 

1871,  chap.  848.    Compensation     for    railroad 

servioe  124 

1872,  chap.  180.    Compensation  "for   'railroad 

service 124 

1878.  chap.  20.     New  Bedford  R.  Co UT 

1874,  chap.  186.    Restricting  modes  of  taking 

trout 44» 

chap.  872.    Railroad  companies 117 

1876,  chap.  221,  §  L    Restricting  modes  of  tak- 
ing trout 442^ 

1870,  chap.  106.    Incorporation  of  Roman  Cath- 

oliochurches 211 

1882,  chap.  80.     Ba8t<m,  Clinton,  Fitchburg  A 

New  Bedford  R.  Co 117 

1884,  chap.  171.    Close  season  for  trout 442 

1887,  chap.  270, 9  2.    Employer's  liability 285 

1892,  chap.  880.    Fares  for  transportation 116 

1888,  chap.  850.    Employer's  liability 28ft 
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Reviged  Statutes. 

Railroad  tolls 

Amendment  of  oharten.. 


CSiap.  39,  9  88. 

44,128. 

Oenerai  Statutes. 
•Chap,  es,  8 112.    Railroad  tolls 


117 

117 


117 


Public  Statutes. 

Clhap.  38,  6  27.    Power  of  church  corporation 

to  destroy  pew 

9S48, 60.     Incorporation    of    Boman 

Catholic  churches 

56,  91.    Ferry  license 

91,  9  20.  Property  in  fish  artiflcally  prop- 
aerated. 

9  51.   Close  season  for  trout 

58.    Kestrlcdng   modes  of  taking 

trout 

105, 9  3.     Amendment  of  charters 

112, 99  2, 180.    Railroad  companies 

981.    Railroad  reports 

101.    Compensation  for  taking  land 

for  railroad 

99  216-218.   Compensation  for  railroad 

119, 9  188.    Insurance  policies..! 

188,918.     Mandamus 

Miehi^aiu 

Constitution. 

Art.  8,  9  26.   Searches  and  seizures 

98s;?  Due  process  of  law 


096 
607 


1881,  No.  149. 
1808,  No.  148. 


FuMic  Acts. 
8tanda^  fire  policy  . 


Sunday  barbering. 
Local  Laws, 
1898,  No.  419.    Detroit  election...... 

BbtoeWs  Statutes. 


097 
848 


«201&. 
2021. 
5078. 
5680. 
5686. 
5700. 
5712. 
7778. 
786a 
7990. 


8780. 


Sunday  law 88 

Exception  to  Sunday  law 008 

Recordingact 646 

Record  as  evidence 646 

Record  as  evidence 646 

Kecurdingact 646 

Recordingact 646 

Absenoeof  seal 646 

Partition 648 

Care  of  attached  property 085 

Garnishment  exemptions 734 

Payment  into  court  of  garnished  mon- 
ey   784 

Assignment  for  creditors 821 


Minnesota* 

Constitution. 
Art.  9,  9  5.   Internal  improvements . 
Statutes. 


Grain  elevators., 
Grain  elevators. 
State  elevators.. 


1885,  chap.  144. 

1893,  chap.  28. 

chap.  30. 

Special  Statutes. 

1889,  chap.  37.    Railroad  in  street 

General  Statutes,  1878. 
Chap.  84,  947.    Railroad  in  street 

General  Statutes. 

Chap.  69.    Married  women's  property. 
73,96.    Witness 
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CHICAGO  &  WEST  MICHIGAN  R.  CO., 
Plff.  in  Err. 

(W  Mich.  307.) 

1«  A  tr&velar  Is  not  fl^alll^  of  eoatrilni- 
tpgy  negHgnnofi  aammttorof  lawatleart 

in  fmittDR  to  anticipate  and  guard  agaliist  the 
ramiins  of  a  train  in  a  dark  niirht  without  any 
headlishu  so  as  to  defeat  a  recovery  for  injuries 
hi  beinir  straolc  by  an  enjrine  runnin^r  backward 
at  a  ralbnoad  croesinff ,  aithouirh  there  was  a  f att- 
ure  to  stop  and  Iteten  before  endeavoring  to  cross 
tiie  track. 

S.  It  Is  not  error  to  «lireGt  the  Jury  as  to 
an  aaswor  to  a  apodal  intorroifatory , 
where  the  evidenoe  is  all  one  way;  and  a  party 
cannot  complain  of  such  direction  because  be 
wants  to  know  whether  the  Jury  are  making  their 
findings  from  the  facts  Jn  accordance  with  the 
evidence. 

8.  Riding  homo  from  a  railroad  atatton 
la  a  poaceaUo  and  qnlot  manner  <m 
8*1>batlK  evening  is  not  such  a  violation  of 
the  statute  against  ^bor,  sport,  games,  etc.,  on 
that  day  as  will  defeat  a  right  to  recover  for  inju- 
ries received  from  a  train  at  a  raflway  crossing. 

ilxma  and  Grant,  JJ.,  dfment  from  prcqMMttion  l.) 

(June  30,  im.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  tor  Van  Buren 
County  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  penond  injuries  alleged  to  have  re- 
mlted  from  defendant's  negligence.    Affirmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinions. 

Met$r9.  Smiley,  Smith  Jh  Stevens,  for 
plaintiff  in  error: 

If  several  of  plaintiff's  witnesses  with  do 
better  opportunities  for  hearing,  and  less  mo- 
tive, than  plaintiff,  all  beard  the  train  passing 
over  the  bridges,  and  if  the  plaintiff  and  her 


three  companions  all  had  good  hearing,  and  if 
they  were  looking  and  listening  for  an  ap- 
proaching train,  as  the  law  requires,  is  not  the 
conclusion  inevitable,  that  plaintiff  would  have 
beard  the  rumbling  of  the  train  as  it  passed 
over  the  bridges  less  than  two  minutes  before 
the  accident? 

See  Brady  v.  Toledo,  A.  A,  d  N.  M,  R.  Co. 
81  Mich.  616;  Matta  v.  Chicago  A  W,  M,  Ji. 
Co.  60  Mich.  109;  Haas  v.  Orand  Rapide  db  1. 
R.  Co.  47  Mich.  406;  Mynning  v.  Detroit,  L.  d 
if.  R.  Co.  64  Mich.  100. 

There  are  several  objects  in  submitting  spe- 
cial questions  of  fact  to  the  jury. 

Suppose  the  jury  in  this  case  had  been  per- 
mitted to  answer  this  fourth  question  and  had 
answered  it  in  the  negative,  or  suppose  they 
had  answered  the  first  question  in  the  negative, 
would  it  not  have  been  clear  that  the  jury 
were  not  regarding  the  evidence  at  all?  And 
had  the  court  any  right  to  deprive  the  defend- 
ant of  this  test? 

8  How.  Stat  g  7606;  Beec/ter  v.  Oalvin,  71 
Mich.  896;  International  Wrecking  d  Tranep. 
Co.  V.  MeMorran,  73  Mich.  472;  Zucker  v.  Kar- 
peles,  88  Mich.  425;  Sheneood  v.  Chicago  A  W. 
M.  R.  Co.  82  Mich.  877;  Harrieon  v.  Detroit,  L. 
A  N.  R.  Co.  7  L.  R.  A.  623,  79  Mich.  409. 

Cavanaugh  went  to  plaintiff's  bouse  on  busi- 
ness at  the  time  of  the  accident.  The  others 
seem  to  have  been  bent  on  pleasure  only,  and 
the  statutes  of  the  state  and  the  authorities 
upon  the  subject  are  to  the  effect  that  one  who 
is  engaging  in  matters  that  are  not  allowed  by 
statute  on  Sunday  cannot  recover  for  injuries 
that  they  may  suffer  while  so  engaged. 

How.  Stat.  §  2015;  Johnson  v.  IraOmrgh,  47 
Vt  28,  19  Am.  Rep.  Ill;  Jones  v.  Andover,  10 
Allen,  18;  Com.  v.  Sampson,  97  Mass.  407; 
McOrath  v.  Merfcin,  112  Mass.  467,  17  Am. 
Rep.  119;  Parker  v.  Latner,  60  Me.  528,  11 
Am.  Rep.  210;  Wag  v.  Foster,  1  Allen,  409. 

In  LtjSce  Shore  db  M.  8.  R.  Co.  v.  Miller,  25 
Mich.  274,  and  in  numerous  other  cases  decided 


XoTt— Tlie  above  case  brings  out  a  new  applica- 
tion of  the  right  to  rely  upon  the  performance  of 
doty  by  a  railroad  company  in  giving  warning  of 
the  approach  of  trains  to  a  crossing,  as  affecting 
cootributory  negligence  of  a  pereon  at  the  croning. 
For  somewhat  similar  applications  of  this  rule,  see 
Lyman  v.  Boston  A  M.  R.  (N.  H.)  U  L.  U.  A.  864; 
Heodrickson  v.  Great  Northern  R.  Go.  (Minn.)  IS 
L.  H.  Aan;aofflewbat  in  confliot  with  which  is  Cin- 
cinnati, hSL  It.  it  C.n.  Co.  V.  Howard  (Ind.)  8  L.  R. 
A.  ML 

Aji  to  reliance  of   traveler  upon  watchman  at 

22  Lu  R.  A. 


crossing,  see  Louisville  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Webb  (Ala.) 
11  L.  R.  A.  674. 

As  to  reliance  upon  open  gates,  see  Bvans  v.  Lake 
Shore  &M.  8.  R.  Co.  (Mich.)  14  L.  R.  A.  288;  Feeney 
V.  Long  Island  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.)  6  L.  R.  A.  544;  Lake 
Shore  &  M.  8.  R.  Co.  v.  Franz  (Pa.)  4  L.  R.  A.  889; 
Greenwood  v.  Philadelphia,  W.  &  B.  R.  Co.  (Pa.)  3 
L.  R.  A.  44. 

As  to  violation  of  Sunday  law  as  a  defense,  see 

also  Louisville,  N.  A.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Buck  (Ind.)  2  L. 

R.  A.  820  and  note;  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.  v. 

Trautwein  (N.  J.)  7  L.  R.  A.  485. 

8  88 


84 


Michigan  Bufbicice  Codrt. 


JUKE^ 


by  this  court,  it  has  been  held  that  a  railroad 
track  is  itself  a  warning  of  danger  to  those 
aboat  to  go  upon  it,  and  that  persons  about  to 
cross  it  are  bound  to  recognize  the  danger,  and 
to  make  use  of  the  sense  of  hearing  as  well  as 
of  sight,  and  if  either  cannot  be  rendered 
ayailable,  the  obligation  to  use  the  other  is  the 
stronger. 

See  Brady  y.  Toledo,  A,  A,  A  N.  M,  R,  Co, 
and  Mynning  v.  Detroit,  L.  d  N,  B,  Co:  supra. 

Although  a  person  who  seeks  damages  in 
this  class  of  cases  swears  that  he  looked  and 
listened  and  did  not  see  or  hear  a  train  that  was 
actuaUy  approaching  and  which  caused  him 
injury,  yet  where  the  facts  and  circumstances 
completely  negative  the  truth  of  what  he  says 
in  that  regara,  this  court  will  not  say  that  it 
w%s  a  question  of  fact  for  the  Jury,  merely  be- 
cause he  swore  to  it,  but  will  pronounce  his 
statements  false  and  direct  a  yerdict  accord- 

MahlenY.  Lake  Shore  dbAf.  8.  B,  Co.  49  Mich. 
589;  French  y.  Detroit,  O.  H.  <fc  M.  B,  Co.  89 
Mich.  537;  Marion  County  Comrs,  v.  Clark,  94 
U.  S.  284,  24  L.  ed.  62;  Bandall  v.  Baltimore 
iSb  0.  B.  Co.  109  U.  8.  482.  27  L.  ed.  1005; 
Metropolitan  R  Co.  v.  Jackson,  8  App.  Cas. 
198. 

Had  the  plaintiff's,  driver  stopped  his  team 
when  he  was  fifty  feet  away  from  the  track, 
he  could  not  have  failed  to  have  seen  or  heard 
the  approaching  train. 

Freeman  v.  Duluth,  S.  8.  d  A.  B.  Co.  8  L. 
R.  A.  594,  74  Mich.  95. 

On  petition  for  rehearing. 

The  court  should  hold,  and  it  is  the  only 
sensible  thinfl:  to  hold,  that  every  person  who 
crosses  a  railroad  track  should  be  held  to  great 
care  and  caution;  and  if  this  rule  is  firmly  held 
and  applied,  there  will  be,  upon  the  whole,  a 
great  saving  of  life  by  the  adjudication. 

StvJUey  V.  London  db  N.  W.  B.  Co.  L.  R.  1 
Exch.  17. 

Defendant's  negligence  cannot  excuse  the 
plaintiflTs  negligence. 

Lake  Shore  <fe  M.  8.  B.  Co.  v.  Miller,  25  Mich. 
274. 

The  only  testimony  which  shows  the  slightr 
est  care  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  was  that 
of  one  of  her  companions,  who  says  that  she 
looked  and '  'apparently  listened . "  Is  this  such 
care  as  the  law  requires?  Or  sufficient  to  shift 
the  burden  of  responsibility  upon  the  defendant 
in  this  case? 

Bom  V.  Baltimore  dt  0.  B.  Co.  54  Fed.  Rep. 
801. 

A  railroad  is  a  place  of  danger  and  warning 
in  itself;  the  duty  to  stop  and  listen,  which 

{)laintifr  did  not  do,  is  supported  by  the  fol- 
owing  cases: 

Lake  Shore  <fe  M.  S.  B.  Co.  v.  Miller,  supra; 
Mynning  v.  Detroit,  L.  d  N.  B.  Co.  64  Mich. 
98;  Brady  v.  Toledo,  A.  A.  A  N.  M.  B.  Co.  81 
Mich.  616;  Orostiek  v.  Detroit,  L.  dt  N.  B  Co. 
90  Mich.  594;  Apsey  v.  Detroit,  L.  db  N.  B.  Co. 
88  Mich.  482;  PtoUa  v.  Michigan  Cent.  B.  Co. 
54  Mich.  278;  Malta  v.  Chicago  db  W.  M.  B. 
Co.  69  Mich.  109;  Haas  v.  Grand  Bapids  db  i. 
R,  Co.  47  Mich.  406;  Quta  v.  Lake  Share  db  M. 
S.  R.  Co.  81  Mich.  294;  LouisviUe.N.  A.  db  C. 
B.  Co.  y.  Stommel,  126  Ind.  85;  Pennsylvania 
^^L.  RA, 


R.  Co.  V.  BeaU,  78  Pa.  504,  18  Am.  Rep.  758; 
Chase  v.  Maine  Cent.  R.  Co.  78  Me.  858;  Mem- 
ming  v.  Western  Pac.  B  Co.4»  Cal.  258;  Heme 
V.  St.  DyuU,  K.  C.  db  N.  R.  Co.  71  Mo.  636; 
Pence  v.  Chicago,  R  L  db  P.  R.  Co.  68  Iowa, 
746;  Merkle  v.  Hew  York,  L.  E.  db  W.  R.  Co.  4^ 
N.  J.  L.  478;  Orippen  v.  New  York  Cent.  R. 
Co.  40  N.  Y.  50;  Horn  v.  Baltimore  dt  0.  R. 
Co,  supra. 

Messrs.  €(eorM  W.  Herrlmju&  and 
Bondenubn  Jk  Adams*  for  defendant  in 
error: 

The  object  of  the  blowing  of  the  whistle  and 
the  ringing  of  the  bell  is  to  warn  people  who 
cross  the  railroad  track  that  a  train  is  approach- 
ing, and  for  this  reason  the  signal  should  be 
made  at  such  a  reasonable  distance  as  would 
fairly  notify  people  who  are  about  to  cross  the 
track  of  the-approach  of  a  train. 

Guggenheim  v.  Lake  Shore  dt  M.  8.  R.  Go.  66- 
Mich.  150;  Cooper  v.  Lake  Shtrre  dbM.S.B  Co. 
Id.  261;  StaaX  v.  Grand  Rounds  db  L  R.  Co.  57 
Mich.  289;  Chicago  db  N.  E.  B  Co.  v.  MUler, 
46  Mich.  582;  Guggenheim  v.  Lake  Shore  dt  M. 
8.  R.  Co.  57  Mich.  488;  Palmer  y.  Detroit,  L.  db 
L.  M.  R.  Co.  56  Mich.  1;  Evans  v.  Lake  Shore 
db  M.  8.  R.  Co.  14  L.  R.  A.  228.  88  Mich.  442; 
Breckertfelder  v.  Lake  Shore  db  M.  8.  R.  Co.  79^ 
Mich.  560;  Carver  v.  Detroit  db  8.  PI.  Road  Co. 
61  Mich.  585;  Detroit  dbM.B  Co.  v.  VanStein- 
burg,  17  Mich.  99;  Mynning  v.  Detroit,  L.  dt  N. 
R.  Co.  67  Mich.  677;  Teipel  v.  Hilsendegen,  44 
Mich.  462;  Billing  v.  Breinig,  45  Mich.  65; 
HarrisY.  Clinton  Twp.  64  Mich.  452;  MareottY^ 
Marquette,  H.  dt  0.  R.  Co.  47  Mich.  1;  Breeee  v. 
Powers,  80  Mich.  172;  Bmix  v.  Padgett  db  Davis 
Lumber  Co.  18  L.  R.  A.  728.  85  Mich.  519; 
Swoboda  v.  Ward,  40  Mich.  420;  Hagan  v.  Chi- 
cago, D.  dt  C.  G.  T.  Junction  B.  Co.  86  Mich. 
615;  Adams  v.  Iron  Cliffs  Co.  78  Mich.  271-,- 
Luke  V.  Wheat  Min.  Co.  71  Mich.  864;  Bieh- 
mondY.  Chicago  dt  W.  M.  B.  Co.  87  Mich.  374; 
Hdhig  v.  Michigan  Cent.  B.  Co.  85  Mich.  859; 
Mc  Williams  v.  Detroit  Cent.  Mills  Co.  81  Mich. 
275;  Dickinson  v.  Port  Huron  dt  N.  W.  B.  Go. 
58  Mich.  47;  Little  v.  Street  B.  Co.  of  Grand 
Bapids,  78  Mich.  205;  Kinney  v.  Folkerts,  84 
Mich.  619;  Piper  v.  Chicago,  M.  dt  St.  P.  B. 
Co.  77  Wis.  247;  Butler  y.  Milwaukee  dt  St.  P. 
B.  Go.  28  Wis.  487;  Bower  v.  Chicago,  M.  db 
St,  P.  B.  Co.  61  Wis.  457:  Ferguson  v.  Wis- 
consin Cent.  B.  Co.  68  Mich.  152;  Winstanley 
V.  Chicago,  M.  db  St.  P.  B.  Co.  72  Wis.  875; 
Duame  v.  Chicago  db  N.  W.  B.  Co.  Id.  523; 
Kellogg  v.  New  York  Cent,  db  H.  B.  B.  Co.  79- 
N.  Y.  72;  Whedock  v.  Boston  db  A.  B.  Co.  105 
Mass.  208;  AUyn  v.  Boston  db  A.  B.  Co.  105 
Mass.  77;  Chaffee  v.  Boston  db  L.  B.  Corp.  104 
Mass.  108;  French  v.  Taunton  Branch  Bail- 
road,  116  Mass.  587. 

The  Judge  was  entirely  correct  in  declining 
to  put  questions  .to  the  jury  which  related  to 
points  not  in  dispute,  or  to  facts  which  were 
in  no  way  conclusive. 

Fowler  v.  Hoffman,  81  Mich.  215;  Pigott  v. 
Engle,  60  Mich.  221;  Crane  v.  Beeder,  28  Mich. 
627,  15  Am.  Rep.  228;  Sheahan  v.  Barry,  27 
Mich.  218;  Frankenberg  v.  First  Nat.  Bank 
of  Decattr,  88  Mich.  46;  Michigan  Paneltng 
Mach.  it  Mfg.  Co.  y.  Parsell,QS  Mich.  475; 
Johnson  Y.  Continental  Ins.  Co.  of  New  York 
City,  89  Mich.  88;  Swift  v.  Plessner,  Id.  178; 
PettiboncY.  Maelem,  45  Mich.  882;  Toulman  v.. 
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Sieain,  47  Micb.  82;   Banner  Tobacco  Co,  v. 
Jenison,  48  Mich.  460. 

A  party  traveling  upon  the  highway  upon 
the  Sabbath,  either  for  exercise  or  pleasure  or 
business,  who  is  injured  by  a  collision  with  a 
railway  train  at  a  crossing,  is  not  barred  from 
recovery  against  the  railroad  eomiMiny  for  its 
negligence  from  the  fact  the  accident  occurred 
on  Sunday. 

PkOadMhia,  W.  dB.  B,  Co.  v.  Philadelphia 
diKJkQ.  Steam  Tow  Boat  Co,  64  U.  8.  28 
How.  209, 16  L.  ed.  488;  Sutton  v.  WauiDatoea, 
29  Wis.  21, 9  Am.  Rep.  684:  Me  Arthur  v.  Green 
Bay  A  M,  Canal  Co.  84  Wis.  189;  Knowlton  v. 
Muwaukee  City  B,  Co,  59  Wis.  278;  Mohneyv. 
Cook,  26  Pa.  842,  67  Am.  Dec.  419;  Woodman 
V.  Hubbard,  25  N.  H.  67,  7  Am.  Dec.  810; 
N<nri9  v.  Utchfidd,  85  N.  H.  271, 69  Am.  Dec. 
'  546;  C(yrey  v.  Bath,  85  N.  H.  580;  SeweU  v. 
W»«ter.  59  N.  H.  586;  MtrriU  v.  Ea/rU,  29  N. 
Y.  115,  86  Am.  Dec.  292;  Carroll  v.  Staten 
Island  B.  Co.  58  N.  T.  184,  17  Am.  Rep.  221; 
Wood  V.  ErieB.  Co,  72  N.  Y.  196,  28 Am.  Rep. 
125;  Platgy.  Cohoee,  89  ]S.  Y.  219.  42  Am. 
Rep.  286;  Landers  v.  Staten  Island  B,  Co,  18 
Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  888;  CarroU  v.  Staten  Idand 
B.  Co,  65  Barb.  82;  Johnson  v.  Missouri  Pae. 
R  Co.  18  Neb.  690;  Jacobs  v.  St.  Paul  d  C 
B.  Co.  20  Minn.  180, 18  Am.  Rep.  860;  Morton 
V.  Gloster,  46  Me.  520;  BigeUno  v.  Beed,  51  Me. 
825;  Hamilton  v.  Coding,  55  Me.  428;  Baker 
V.  Portland,  58  Me.  199,  4  Am.  Rep.  274; 
Louisville,  N.  A.  d  C.  B.  Co,  v.  Frawley,  110 
Ind.  18;  L<misville,  N.  A.  d  C.  B.  Co.  v.  Buck, 
2  L.  R  A.  520, 116  Ind.  566;  Balduin  v.  Bam- 
4^  12  R.  1.892,  84  Am.  Rep.  670;  Philadelphia, 
W.  dB,  B.  Co.  V.  Lehman.  56  Md.  209, 40  Am. 
Rep.  415;  Smith  v.  JVew  York,  S.  d  W.  B.  Co. 
46  N.  J.  L.  7;  Delaware,  L.  d  W.  B.  Co.  v. 
Trautwein,  7  L.  R.  A.  435,  52  N.  J.  L.  169; 
Stewart  v.  Dams,  81  Ark.  518,  25  Am.  Rep. 
576;  Illinois  Cent.  B,  Co.  v.  Dick,  91  Ky.  184; 
Kerwhacker  v.  Cleveland,  C.  d  C.  B.  Co.  8  Ohio 
St.  172, 62  Am.  Dec.  246;  Nodine  v.  Doherty,  46 
Barb.  59,  5  Am.  L.  Reg.  N.  S.  846;  Schmid  v. 
Humphrey,  48  Iowa,  652,  80  Am.  Rep.  414; 
Bird  V.  HoU/rook,  4  Bing.  628;  Sawyer  v.  Oak- 
man,  7  Blatchf .  290;  Bucher  v.  Chesfdre  B.  Co, 
125  U.  8.  555,  81  L.  ed.  795;  Barnes  v.  Ward, 
9  C.  B.  420;  BaUman  v.  Bluck,  18  Q.  B.  870; 
Sharp  V.  Evergreen  Twp.  67  Mich.  448. 

The  trial  court  is  justified  in  taking  the  case 
from  the  Jury  because  of  plaintiff's  contribu- 
tory negligence  onlv  when  the  proof  is  so  clear 
against  the  plaintiff  as  to  warrant  no  other  in- 
ference, and  where  the  whole  evidence  is  sus- 
ceptible of  but  one  opinion.    . 

Detroit  d  M,  B.  Co.  v.  VanSteinhurg,  Teipel 
V.  HUsendegen,  and  Mynning  v.  Detroit,  L.  d 
N.  B.  Co.  supra. 

The  question  of  whether  a  person  is  in  the 
exerdse  of  ordinary  care  need  not  to  be  made 
out  by  direct  evidence;  if  the  occurrence  itself 
and  the  surrounding  circumstances,  after  due 
allowance  for  conflicting  considerations,  were 
capable  of  breeding  an  inference  of  it,  and  a 
jury  might  draw  it  in  the  proper  exercise  of 
their  function,  it  was  sufficient. 

Billings  v.  Breinig,  supra. 

It  is  not  the  province  of  the  court  to  pass 
upon  the  weight  of  the  evidence. 

Carver  v.  Detroit  d  S.  PL  Boad  Co.  61  Mich. 
598. 
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The  taking  of  the  case  from  the  jury  can 
only  be  authorized  upon  the  strongest  case 
made  by  any  of-  the  witnesses. 

Mareott  v.  Marquette,  H.  d  0,  B,  Co.  47 
Mich.  7;  Harris  v.  Clinton  Twp.  64  Mich.  452; 
Little  V.  Street  B.  Co.  of  Grand  Bapids,  78 
Mich.  207;  Breekenfelder  v.  Lake  Shtn-e  d  M, 
S.  R  Co,  79  Mich.  568. 

Negligence  cannot  be  conclusively  estab- 
lished by  a  state  of  facts  upon  which  fair- 
minded  men  may  differ. 

Detroit  d  M,  B.  Co,  v.  Van  Steinbwrg,  17 
Mich.  99:  Swoboda  v.  Ward,  40  Mich.  424; 
Luke  V.  Wheat  Min.  Co.  71  Mich.  864;  Adams 
v.  Iran  Cliffs  Co.  78  Mich.  271;  Brezee  v.  Pow- 
ers, 80  Mich.  182;  Boux  v.  Elodgett  d  Davis 
Lumber  Co.  18  L.  R.  A.  728,  85  Mich.  519; 
Hagan  v.  Chicago,  D.  d  0.  G.  T.  Junction  B.  . 
Co.  86  Mich.  615. 

What  is  required  in  these  cases  is  reasonable 
prudence,  and  a  person  is  only  required  to  take 
such  precautions  as  a  reasonably  prudent  man 
woula  under  all  the  circumstances  take. 

Cooper  V.  Lake  Shore  d  M.  S.  B.  Co.  66  Mich. 
266;  Breckenfelder  v.  Lake  Shore  d  M.  S.  B. 
Go.  79  Mich.  568;  H^big  v.  Mich^an  Cent.  B. 
Co.  85  Mich.  859;  Bichmond  v.  Chicago  d  W. 
M.  B.  Co.  87  Mich.  880. 

Where  a  raUroad  company  omits-  its  duty 
and  a  person  is  injured  thereby,  although  the 
injured  person  may  by  his  own  acts  or  omis> 
sions  induced  by  the  negligence  of  the  com- 
pany, have  been  guilty  of  some  fault  which 
contributed  to  the  injury  complained  of,  such 
fault  ought  not  to  be  permitted  to  avail  the 
company  in  making  defense  against  the  wrong- 
ful .  act  unless  it  was  willful  or  so  gross  as  to 
make  it  equally  inexcusable. 

Klanowski  v.  Grand  Trunk  B.  Co.  57  Mich. 
529;  Chicago  d  N.  E.  B.  Co.  v.  MUler,  46  Mich. 
532;  Dickinson  v.  Port  Huron  d  N.  W.  B.  Co. 
58  Mich.  47;  Bichmond  v.  Chicago  d  W.  M.  B. 
Co.  supra;  Sanborn  v.  Detroit,  B.  C.  d  A.  B. 
Co.  16  L.  R.  A.  119,  91  Mich.  589;  Jones  v. 
East  Tennessee,  V.  d  G.  B,  Co.  128  U.  S.  445, 
82  L.  ed.  480;  Continental  Improv.  Co.  y.'Stead, 
95  U.  8. 167,  24  L.  ed.  407;  Weber  v.  Ifew  York 
Cent,  d  H.  B.  B.  Co.  58  N.  Y.  451;  Voak  v. 
Northern  Cent.  B.  Co.  75  N.  Y.  820;  French 
V.  Taunton  Branch  Railroad,  116  Mass. 
587. 

It  is  not  simply  the  statutory  signals  which 
are  at  all  times  necessarily  sufficient.  Although 
the  statute  does  not  require  head-light  or  other 
sufficient  light  to  be  placed  in  front  of  an  ap- 
proaching train  at  night,  yet  we  know  that  it 
IS  the  custom  of  all  well-regulated  railroad  com- 
panies to  have  such  a  light  upon  their  trains; 
and  a  person  traveling  at  night  has  a  right  to 
expect  that  this  customary  regulation  will  be 
observed. 

SmedU  v.  Brooklyn  d  B.  B,  R  Co,  SS  N.  Y. 
13;  GlennY.  Columbia  d  G.  B.  Co.  21  S.  C.  466; 
Alabama  G.  S.  B.  Co,  v.  Jones,  71  Ala.  487; 
Collins  V.  St,  Paul  d  8.  C.  B.  Co.  80  Minn. 
81;  Bishop,  Non-Cont.  L.  §§  88,  672, 1024;  In- 
dianapolis d  St.  L.  B.  Co,  V.  Galbreath,  63  III. 
486;  Burling  v.  Blinais  Cent,  B.  Co.  85  111.  18; 
Chicago  d  N.  W.  B.  Co,  v.  Tayltyr,  69  HI.  461, 
18  Am.  Rep.  626;  Bailey  v.  New  Haven  d  N. 
Co.  107  Mass.  496;  Robinson  v.  Western  Pac. 
RCo.48  Cal.  409;  Kennedy  v.  Nm-th  Missouri 
R,  Co.  86  Mo.  351;  Hathaway  v.  Toledo,  W.  d 
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W.  B.  Co.  46  Ind.  25;  Beeke  v.  MUtouri  Pac. 
B,  Co,  9  L.  R.  A.  164, 102  Mo.  544 

Where  a  traveler  upon  the  highway  ap- 
proached a  crossing  ana  could  neither  see  nor 
hear  any  indications  of  an  approaching  train, 
be  is  not  charged  with  negligence  for  assuming 
that  there  is  no  train  suflS^iently  near  to  make 
the  crossing  dangerous. 

Kennayde  v.  Pacifie  B.  Co.  45  Mo.  256;  Tabor 
Y.  MisBouri  VaUey  B.  Co.  46  Mo.  858,  2  Am. 
Rep.  517. 

A  defendant  cannot  impute  want  of  vigi- 
lance to  one  injured  b^  his  act  as  negligence 
if  the  very  want  of  vigilance  was  in  conse- 
quence of  an  omission  of  duty  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant. 

Penmylvania  B.  Co.  v.  Ogier,  85  Pa.  60. 

No  duty  necessarily  rests  upon  a  person  to 
stop  his  team,  and  whether  he  should  or  not  is 
generally  a  question  to  be  determined  by  the 
jury. 

Guggenheim  v.  Lake  Shore  <fc  M.  8.  B.  Co. 
66  Mich.  158;  Thamae  v.  Chicago  &  O.  T.  B. 
Co.  86  Mich.  504;  Bichnumd  v.  Chicago  db  W. 
M.  B.  Co.  87  Mich.  380;  Laverenz  v.  Chicago, 
B.  I.  <fe  P.  B.  Co.  56  Iowa,  689;  Davis  v.  New 
York  Cent.  &  H.  B.  B.  Co.  47  N.  Y.  400;  ifa«- 
Hoth  v.  Delaware  cfe  H,  Canal  Co.  64  N.  Y.  531; 
T&rry  v.  Jewett,  78  N.  Y.  838;  Spencer  v.  Illi- 
nois Cent.  B.  Co.  549  Iowa.  55;  Duffy  v.  Chicago 
db  N.  W.  B,  Co.  82  Wis.  269. 

Montsfomery,  (7.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

The  question  of  most  importance  involved 
in  this  case  is  that  of  the  contributory  neg- 
ligence of  the  driver  of  plaintiff's  vehicle 
when  they  approached  the  crossing  where  the 
accident  occurred.  The  scene  of  the  accident 
IS  indicated  by  the  diagram  appended  to  the 
opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Grant.  The  highway 
and  the  railroad  do  not  meet  at  right  angles, 
so  that  in  traveling  from  the  west  towards 
the  railway  track  the  view  would  not  be 
directly  in  the  face  of  an  approaching  train. 
The  night  when  the  injury  occurred  was  very 
dark.  The  evidence  shows  that  when  ap 
proaching  the  crossing  the  horses  were  on  a 
walk.  No  stop  was  made  for  the  purpose  of 
listening,  but  the  driver  and  those  in  the 
vehicle  testified  that  they  looked  for  an  ap- 
proaching train,  but  saw  none,  and  that  they 
listened  and  did  not  hear  any  signal.  The 
engine  w^as  running  backward,  and  the  testi 
mony  is  conflicting  as  to  whether  there  was 
any  light  at  the  rear  end  of  tlie  cab.  The 
question  presented  is  whether  it  was  the  duty 
of  the  driver,  under  the  circumstances,  to 
bring  his  team  to  a  stop  in  order  to  listen  for 
an  approaching  train.  Our  decisions  have 
settlea  the  law  as  follows :  First.  A  railroad 
track  is,  in  and  of  itself,  a  warning  of 
dancer,  calling  upon  one  about  to  cross  to 
use  nis  senses,  and  to  look  and  listen  for  ap- 
I)roaching  trains.  Lake  Shore  d  M.  S.  B.  (Jo. 
v.  Miller,  25  Mich.  274.  Second.  It  is  not 
incumbent  in  all  cases  for  the  driver  to  stop 
his  team,  if  the  track  is  clear,  and  he  can 
safely  rely  on  his  sense  of  siffht.  Guggenheim 
V.  lAtke  Share  A  M.  S.  B.  Co.  66  Mich.  168 ; 
Thmna*  v.  Chicago  db  G.  T.  B.  Co.  86  Mich. 
504 ;  Biehmond  v.  Chicago  db  W.  M.  B.  Co. 
87  Mich.  880.  Third.  As  to  whether,  in  a 
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particular  case,  the  driver  is  justified  in 
relying  upon  his  sense  of  sight  alone,  must, 
we  take  it,  depend  upon  the  circumstances 
of  the  case  presented.  No  case  precisely 
analogous  to  the  one  under  consideration  has 
been  decided  by  this  court.  In  Mynning  v. 
Detroit,  L.  db  N.  B.  Co.,  64  Mich.  93,  it  ap- 
peared that  on  a  dark  and  stormy  night  the 
deceased  was  killed  while  crossing  the  track, 
under  circumstances  which  showed  con- 
clusive! v  the  negligence  of  the  railroad  com- 
pany ;  that  he  was  acquainted  with  the  rail- 
road crossing  at  the  street  in  question  ;  that 
he  walked  at  a  rapid  pace  towards  and  upon 
the  railroad  track,  without  checking  his 
speed,  or  stopping  or  looking  or  listening, 
or  taking  any  precaution  whatever,  to  as- 
certain whether  a  train  was  about  to  pass ; 
that  others  who  were  about  to  cross,  whose 
opportunities  for  observation  were  no  better 
than  those  of  deceased,  saw  and  heard  the 
train.  Mr.  Justice  Champlin,  in  rendering 
the  opinion  of  the  court,  said  :  ""  Ordinary 
care  would  have  required  him  to  at  least  look 
up  and  down  the  track  before  crossing ;  and 
if  the  ni^ht  was  so  dark  as  to  make  it  diffi- 
cult to  distinguish  a  train  approaching,  then 
ordinary  care  would  have  called  upon  him 
to  resort  to  his  sense  of  hearine,  and  to  pause' 
and  listen  before  entering  upon  the  place  of 
danger. "  In  Brady  v.  Toledo,  A.  A.  db  N.  M. 
B.  Co.,  81  Mich.  616,  it  appears  that  the 
driver  of  the  vehicle  was  familiar  with  the 
crossing;  that  the  railroad  track,  for  some 
distance  before  crossing  the  highway,  runs 
through  an  orchard ;  that  the  trees  coming 
near  the  surface  of  the  ground,  together  with 
other  trees  and  bushes  there,  partly  obscured 
the  view  of  persons  going  southward  of  any 
train  going  to  the  southeast.  The  track 
crossed  thehighway  obliquely.  The  track 
extends  from  north  to  south,  and  the  high- 
way runs  in  a  northwesterly  and  south- 
easterly direction.  It  appeared  that  the 
plaintiff,  sitting  on  the  hounds  of  his  wagon 
between  the  two  hind  wheels,  drove  upon  the 
track  without  stopping,  although  he  testified 
that  he  looked  in  both  directions.  The  court 
held  as  matter  of  law  that  he  was  guilty  of 
contributory  negligence.  In  the  opinion  Mr. 
Justice  Long  states:  **The  circumstances 
stated  by  the  plaintiff  showed  conclusively- 
that  he  was  not  using  ordinary  care  in  ap- 
proaching the  crossing.  Here  was  a  crossing 
so  much  obstructed  by  intervening  objects 
that,  according  to  his  testimony,  he  could  not 
see  a  train  coming  from  that  direction — rid- 
ing, as  he  was,  upon  the  hounds  of  his  wag- 
on—until he  was  within  20  or  25  feet  of  the 
crossing,  and  then  only  a  little  distance  up 
the  track,— some  few  rods.  He  was  riding^ 
with  his  back  turned  in  the  direction  from 
which  the  train  was  approaching,  and  he  knew 
that  it  was  about  time  for  its  approach ;  and 
yet  he  drove  along  and  upon  the  track  without 
stopping ;  and  even  when  his  horse  halted  on 
reaching  the  track  he  urged  her  forward  with 
the  lines.  .  .  .  It  was  shown  further  that 
there  was  a  mill  near  the  crossing,  which 
was  in  operation,  and  creating  some  noise 
and  confusion.  Others  standing  near  there 
saw  the  train  approaching,  and  had  heard  the 
sounding  of  the  whistle  at  the  crossing  above. 
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Some  of  them  attempted  to  call  the  attention 
of  the  plaintiff  to  the  train's  approach,  but 
were  unable  to  do  so,  as  he  appeared  to  take 
no  note  of  what  was  passing.  As  the  facts 
are  presented  by  this  record,  it  was  the  duty 
of  the  plaintiff  to  have  stopped  his  team,  and 
to  have  taken  some  precaution  to  ascertain 
if  the  train  was  approaching,  which  he  knew 
was  about  due.  **  And  further,  it  was  said : 
**  A  greater  duty  was  imposed  upon  the  plain- 
tiff In  the  present  case  by  the  fact  that  he 
knew  the  crossing  to  be  a  dangerous  one.  He 
knew  its  condition,  and  that  he  would  be 
unable  to  see  the  train  until  arriving  at  the 
crossing.  Ue  had  no  right  to  close  his  ears, 
and  drive  along  without  stopping,  when  he 
must  have  known  that  the  noise  of  his  wagon 
and  of  the  mill  would  shut  off  the  sound  from 
the  approaching  train. "  In  the  present  case 
there  was  no  obstruction  other  than  the  dark- 
ness, which,  of  course,  would  not  have  pre- 
vented the  plaintiff  and  her  companions  from 
seeing  a  headlight.'  The  sense  of  sight  was 
therefore  as  safe  a  guide  as  in  the  daytime, 
unless  it  be  held  that  travelers  are  guilty  of 
contributory  negligence  as  matter  of  law  in 
not  anticipating  that  trains  will  be  run  in 
the  open  country  without  headlights.  We 
think  the  law  ought  not  to  be  so.  It  is  most 
unusual  and  extraordinary  for  this  to  occur. 
And  we  think  it  should  be  at  least  a  question 
for  the  junr  as  to  whether  a  traveler  is  in 
fault  in  niiling  to  anticipate  and  guard 
against  such  an  unusual  thing  as  the  running 
01  a  train  without  a  headlight.  The  case 
might  be  different  in  a  yard  where  switching 
is  done,  and  where  cars  are  switched  in  the 
night-time  without  the  use  of  a  headlight, 
as  was  the  fact  in  the  Myiming  Case. 

Exception  is  taken  to  the  language  of  the 
court  in  that  portion  of  the  charge  where  it 
is  said:  ''The  blowing  of  the  whistle  and 
the  ringing  of  the  bell  a  mile  away  from  the 
crossing  would,  of  course,  give  no  warning 
to  people  about  to  cross  the  railroad  track. " 
The  court  added  this:  ''The  object  of  it  is 
to  warn  people  about  to  cross  the  railway 
track  that  a  train  is  approaching,  so  that  the 
warning  should  be  given  within  such  a  rea- 
sonable^ distance  as  would  fairly  notify 
people  who  are  about  to  cross  the  track  of  the 
approach  of  the  train.  **  We  think  there  was 
no  error  in  this  part  of  the  charge,  when  read 
in  connection  with  the  whole  charge,  and 
when  it  is  considered  in  the  light  of  the 
request  of  defendant's  counsel  which  had 
been  given  by  the  court  immediately  preced- 
ing, as  follows:  "The  law  requires  of  a 
ranroad  company  that  it  cause  the  whistle 
to  be  blown  not  less  than  forty  rods  from  the 
crossing.  It  is  not  required  to  be  blown 
within  forty  rods  of  the  crossing,  nor  within 
any  other  distance  except  a  reasonable  dis- 
tance. "  The  court  added  to  this :  "  The  law 
does  not  require  the  whistle  to  be  blown 
within  forty  rods,  nor  does  it  specify  the 
exact  distance  at  which  the  whistle  shall  be 
blown  and  the  train  hands  begin  ringing  the 
bell.  That  distance,  however,  should  be  a 
reasonable  one.  It  must  be  more  than  forty 
rods,  but  it  must  be  a  reasonable  distance."^ 
It  must  be  remembered  that  preceding  this 
charge  the  court  had  already  direct^  the 
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jury  that,  if  the  whistle  had  been  sounded 
at  St.  John's  crossing,  and  the  plaintiff  and 
her  party  could  have  heard  iUby  remaining 
quiet  and  listening,  and  they  were  at  such  a 
point  that  it  was  their  duty  to  remain  quiet 
and  listen  at  the  time,  they  would  be  guilty 
of  contributory  negligence  if  they  did  not  hear 
it.  It  is  evident  from  this  that  the  court 
was  calling  the  attention  of  the  jury  merely 
to  what  would  be  a  reasonable  distance  under 
the  statute  which  requires  the  whistle  te  be 
sounded.  We  see  no  error  in  that  part  of  the 
charge. 

Counsel  for  defendant  requested  the  court 
to  charge  as  follows:  "It  does  not  appear 
from  the  testimony  of  the  plaintiff  herself 
that  she  looked  and  listened  for  a  coming 
train  when  the  vehicle  in  which  she  was 
riding  was  approaching  the  track ;  and,  as 
she  was  more  familiar  with  the  locality  than 
her  driver,  and  as  she  has  the  burden  of 
proving  her  personal  freedom  from  contrib- 
utory negligence,  and  as  she  w'as  bound  her- 
self to  look  and  listen  for  a  coming  train, 
she  has  not  shown  her  personal  freedom  from 
contributory  negligence,  and  she  cannot  re- 
cover in  this  action."  The  plaintiff  was 
called  as  a  witness,  and  testified  that  she 
could  remember  nothing  except  going  to 
Hartford  and  starting  homeward.  She  was 
injured  in  her  back,  and  her  limbs  paralyzed 
so  that  she  was  unable  to  walk,  and  a  great 
share  of  the  time  since  the  injury  she^had 
been  entirely  helpless.  The  last  recollection, 
she  testifies,  she  has  was  the  party  leaving 
Hartford  going  towards  home,  and  that  it 
was  a  dark  night.  The  witnesses  called  in 
her  behalf,  who  were  her  companions  in  the 
hug^ry  in  which  she  was  riding,  however, 
testified  that  before  they  reached  the  cross- 
ing, and  at  some  point  which  is  not  very 
definitely  fixed,  the  plaintiff  did  look  and 
was  apparently  listening  to  see  if  she  could 
hear  the  approach  of  a  train.  We  think  there 
was  some  evidence  from  these  witnesses 
proper  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury  upon  the 
question  of  her  due  care  in  approaching  the 
crossing,  and  that  the  jury,  under  the  gen- 
eral charge  of  the  court,  were  fully  and 
fairly  instructed  upon  this  branch  of  the 
case,  and  the  rights  of  the  defendant  fully 
guarded. 

Counsel  for  defendant  requested  the  court 
to  submit  the  following  special  questions  of 
fact  to  be  found  by  the  jury :  (1)  Did  the 
train  in  question  make  a  rumbling  noise  as 
it  passed  over  the  bridges  before  reaching 
the  place  of  the  accident?  (2)  If  the  driver, 
Cavanaugh,  had  been  listening  for  the  com- 
ing train  as  he  drove  towards  the  track,  could 
he  have  heard  the  train  in  question  as  it 
crossed  the  bridges?  (3)  Was  there  any 
noise  which  prevented  plaintiff  and  her  party 
from  hearing  the  approaching  train  when 
they  were  within  100  feet  from  the  track? 
(4)  Was  the  whistle  blown  at  all  after  leav- 
ing Hartford,  and  before  the  place  of  the  ac- 
cident? The  court  submitted  the  first  three 
questions.  To  the  first  the  jury  answered, 
"  Yes ;"  and  to  the  second  and  third  answered. 
**  No. "  The  fourth  question  the  court  refused 
to  submit  to  the  jury,  but  directed  them  to 
answer  "Yes,"  which  they  did.     It  is  con- 


MicfliOAK  Supreme  Coitkt. 


Juke, 


tended  upon  the  part  of  defendant  that  the 
direction  of  the  court  to  answer  **Ye8''  was 
prejudicial  to  the  rights  of  the  defendant, 
for  the  reason  that  it  had  a  right  to  know 
whether  the  lury  were  finding  the  facts  in 
accordance  with  the  evidence,  or  whether  the 
jury  entirely  overlooked  and  ignored  the 
evidence  upon  a  given  point  wlien  it  was  all 
one  way ;  and  whether  the  jury  were  apply- 
ing the  law  as  given  by  the  court  to  the 
facts  as  tney  found  thena.  The  court  was  not 
in  error  in  directine  the  answer  to  this  ques- 
tion, for,  as  is  well  said  by  the  court  in  di- 
recting the  answer,  ''the  testimony  was  all 
one  wav. "  It  was  shown  by  witnesses  both 
for  plaintiff  and  defendant,  and  not  disputed, 
that  the  whistle  was  blown  after  the  train 
left  Hartford  and  before  it  reached  the  cross- 
ing, and  there  was  no  testimony  tending  in 
any  degree  to  contradict  this.  Whether  it 
was  blown  soon  after  the  train  left  Hartford, 
at  St.  John's  .crossing,  or  at  some  other  point 
on  the  road,  is  in  dispute ;  but  the  question 
was  not  directed  to  the  point  as  to  where  it 
was  blown,  but  whether  it  was  blown  at  all 
after  the  train  left  the  village.  These  special 
questions  to  the  jury  aicT intended  for  the 
purpose  of  a  finding  upon  some  particular 
questions  of  fact  in  dispute  on  the  trial. 
Fowler  v.  Hoffman,  81  Mich.  215 ;  Piffott  v. 
Engle,  60  Mich.  221.  There  could  have  been 
but  one  answer  to  the  Question,  and  that  was 
the  affirmative  one,  which  the  court  properly 
directed. 

Defendant  further  requested  the  court  to 
charge  as  follows :  **  It  appears  by  the  testi- 
mony on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  that  at  the 
time  of  the  accident  the  plaintiff  was  engaged 
in  an  unlawful  occupation,  in  that  she  was 
driving  from  the  railroad  station  on  Sunday, 
for  pleasure,  and  not  in  any  work  of  charity 
or  necessity,  and  for  this  reason  the  defena- 
ant  is  not  liable  to  the  plaintiff  for  injuries 
resulting  from  the  negligence  of  its  em- 
ploy^. "  This  question  was  not  presented  by 
the  oral  argument,  but  we  pass  upon  it  be- 
cause it  is  insisted  upon  in  the  brief  of  coun- 
sel. How.  Stat.,  g  2016.  provides:  ''No 
person  shall  keep  open  his  shop,  warehouse, 
or  workhouse,  or  shall  do  any  manner  of 
labor,  business,  or  work,  or  be  present  at 
any  dancing,  or  at  any  public  diversion, 
show,  or  entertainment,  or  take  part  in  any 
sport,  game,  or  play,  on  the  first  day  of  the 
week.  The  foregoing  provision  shall  not 
apply  to  works  of  necessity  and  charity,  nor 
to  the  making  of  mutual  promises  of  mar- 
riage, nor  the  solemnization  of  marriages. 
And  every  person  so  offending  shall  be  pun- 
ished bv  fine  not  exceeding  ten  dollars  for 
each  offense. "  It  cannot  be  said  that  under 
the  testimony  in  this  case  the  plaintiff  was 
engaffed  in  any  unlawful  enterprise,  even 
within  the  terms  of  this  statute,  in  riding 
from  the  railway  station  to  her  home  in  a 
peaceable  and  quiet  manner  on  a  Sabbath 
evening.  If  she  had  been  engaged  in  an  un- 
lawful enterprise  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute,  she  would  be  subject  to  the  penalty 
fixed  by  the  statute.  In  nearly  all  the  states 
it  has  been  held  under  quite  similar  statutes 
that  a  party  traveling  upon  the  highway 
upon  a  Sabbath,  either  from  necessity  or 


pleasure  or  business,  who  is  injured  by  a 
collision  with  a  railway  train  at  a  crossinff. 
is  not  barred  from  recovery  against  the  rail- 
road company  for  its  negligence  from  the  fact 
that  the  injury  occurred  on  Sunday.  Knawl- 
ton  V.  Milwaukee  Oity  R.  Co,  59  Wis.  278 ; 
Ja4iolm9  V.  St,  Paul  <fc  C.  R,  Co.  20  Minn. 
ISO  (Gil.  110),  18  Am.  Rep.  deO ;  Louinilk, 
N,  A.  df  C,  R,  Co.  V.  Frawley,  110  Ind.  18  ; 
»mxth  V.  Neu)  York  8,  A  W.  R,  Co.  46  N. 
J.  L.  7 ;  CarroU  v.  Staten  Island  R.  Go.  58 
N.  T.  184.  17  Am.  Rep.  221.  It  was  said  in 
Sharp  V.  Evergreen  Twp.,  67  Mich.  448 :    "A 

gerson  has  the  ri^rht  to  travel  on  a  public 
ighway  on  Sunday  for  any  lawful  purpose, 
and  the  township  charged  with  the  duty  of 
keeping  such  highway  m  repair  is  liable  for 
injuries  rebel ved  under  such  circumstances, 
the  same  as  if  received  on  a  week  day." 
The  request  was  properly  refused. 
Judgment  is  affirmed  with  coits. 
McGrath*  J,,  concurred  with  Mont- 
gomery. J. 

Hooker.  Ch,  J. ,  concurring  : 

To  permit  the  recovery  of  a  judgment  for 
negligence  against  a  railroad  in  a  case  where 
the  injured  party  drives  upon  a  straight 
track  in  daylight  the  circumstances  should 
be  exceptional.  And,  while  darkness  may 
reasonably  make  the  use  of  the  senses — other 
than  sight — the  more  imperative  when  ap- 
proaching a  track,  the  necessity  and  uniform 
use  of  headlights  may  well  lead  travelers  to 
expect  and  rely  upon  them.  In  the  present 
case  we  must  assume  that  the  engine  and  ca- 
boose made  comparatively  little  noise,  which, 
if  heard,  mifht  naturally  lead  to  the  inference 
that  it  was  distant,  or  upon  another  railroad, 
which  the  absence  of  a  headlight  would  be 
likely  to  confirm.  The  refleetion  from  the 
headlight  upon  the  end  of  the  caboose,  if 
where  it  could  be  seen,  miffht  be  equivalent 
to  a  headlight,  but  from  the  relative  direc- 
tions of  the  railroad  and  highway  we  cannot 
say  that  it  should  have  been  seen,  that  being 
a  proper  Question  for  the  jury.  The  infer- 
ence should  not  be  drawn  that  absence  of 
light  excuses  negligence,  but  under  the  facts 
in  this  case  we  cannot  say  as  matter  of  law 
that  the  plaintiff  did  not  exercise  the  care 
and  catftion  which  the  ordinarily  prudent 
traveler  upon  a  country  highway  would  have 
exercised.  In  my  opinion,  the  circuit  judge 
was  right  in  submitting  this  question  to  the 
jury. 

Lon^f  •/.,  dissenting: 

I  am  unable  to  distinguish  this  case  upon 
principle  from  Mynning  v.  Detroit,  L.  d  A. 
R,  Co,,  64  Mich.  98,  and  from ^od^  v.  Toledo, 
A,  A.  dy.  M,  R,  Co,,  81  Mich.  616,  and  am 
of  the  opinion  that  under  the  circumstances 
shown  the  plaintiff  and  her  party  should  have 
stopped  and  listened  before  entering  upon  the 
track.  In  actions  for  negligent  inluries  the 
burden  of  proof  is  upon  the  plaintiff  to  show 
that  the  defendant  is  entirely  responsible  for 
the  injuries,  and  that  negligence  on  the  part 
of  plaintiff  does  not  contribute  thereto ;  and 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  driver  of  a  team 
is  imputable  to  the  plaintiff  under  well- 
settled  rules  in  this  state.     The  evidence  in 
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this  case  shows  beyond  dispate  that  the  train 
with  which  plaintiff  collided  was  making 
great  noise,  and  the  plaintiff  and  her  party 
could  undoubtedly  haye  heard  its  approach 
if  they  had  stopped.  The  fact  that  ft  was 
80  dark  a  nirht  that  one  could  scarcely  see 
the  length  or  the  team  necessitated  that  the 
plaintiff  should  exercise  more  than  ordinary 
care ;  and,  as  said  in  Mynning  y.  Detnnt,  L. 
d  y,  B,  Co.,  $upra,  if  it  was  difficult  to 
distinguish  an  approaching  train,  then  or- 
dinary care  required  a  resort  to  her  sense  of 
hearing,  and  to  pause  and  listen  before  enter- 
ing upon  this  place  of  danger.  This  it  is  not 
pretended  she  did  do,  and  I  think  the  court 
should  haye   instructed  the  jury  that  the 


plaintiff,  under  such  circumstances,   could 
not  recoyer. 

Ghrmat,  J.,  dissenting : 

I  think  the  court  should  haye  directed  a 
yerdict  in  this  case  for  the  defendant,  on  the 
ground  of  the  plaintiff's  own  negligence. 
She,  and  those  wno  were  with  her  at  the  time 
of  the  accident,  testify  that  the  night  was 
yery  dark ;  so  dark  that  they  had  difficulty 
in  finding  their  team,  which  nad  been  hitched 
to  the  fence  by  the  roadside,  to  await  the 
arriyal  of  the  excursion  train  upon  which 
two  of  the  party  were  to  come.  The  situation 
of  the  railroad  and  of  the  highway  appears 
in  the  following  diagram : 
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The  distance  from  the  depot  to  the  crossing 
along  the  railroad  is  a  little  over  a  mile ; 
from  St.  John's  crossing,  where  it  is  conceded 
that  the  whistle  was  blown,  to  the  crossing 
is  one-half  mile;  from  Anderson's  to  the 
crossing,  in  a  direct  line,  is  over  half  a  mile ; 
from  tfie  depot  to  the  first  bridge  is  about 
three  quarters  of  a  mile.  Plaintiff  and  all 
the  members  of  her  party,  including  the 
driver,  were  entirelv  familiar  with  the  situa- 
tion. They  knew  that  they  were  nearing  this 
crossing,  which,  under  all  the  authorities, 
is  a  warning  of  danger.  Trains  are  liable 
to  approach  at  any  time,  and  at  a  high  rate 
of  speed.  The  care  to  be  exercised  must  be 
measured  by  the  danger  which  is  imminent. 
The  greater  the  danger,  the  greater  must  be 
the  care.  The  question  is  what  care,  under 
the  circumstances,  the  plaintiff  and  those 
with  her  owed  to  themselves  and  to  the  de- 
fendant in  approaching  the  crossing.  The 
claim  of  the  plaintiff   is  that  she  and  her 

f»arty  were  not  obliged  to  stop  their  team  and 
isten,  but  that  the^^  had  performed  their 
whole  duty  when  they  looked  back,  as  they 
were  riding  along,  to  see  if  they  could  see 
signs  of  an  approaching  train,  and  had  lis- 
tened, as  well  as  they  could,  amid  the  noise 
made  by  their  carriage  and  their  two  horses. 
If  this  constitutes  in  law  proper  care  and 
prudence  on  their  part,  then  the  verdict 
should  be  sustained  ;  otherwise  it  should  not. 
The  road  was  gravel,  mixed  with  clav. 
William  Cavanaugh  testified  that  the  wagon 
was  making  a  little  rattling  on  the  stones, 
and  again  that  the  wheels  made  a  little  noise 
running  over  the  pebbles.  Another  of  plain- 
tiff's witnesses,  Mr.  Hilliard,  said  that  it 
was  what  was  called  a  *"  gravel  road, "  covered 
with  a  gravelly  cement;  that  it  packed,  and 
was  as  nard  almost  as  stone.  One  of  the 
party,  Miss  McShannock,  testified  that  the 
wa^on  was  making  no  more  noise  than  an 
ordinary  wagon  would  make.  It  is  apparent 
that  two  horses,  and  a  carriage  containing 
four  passengers,  goinff  over  such  a  rosua, 
would  make  considerable  noise,  even  upon  a 
walk.  It  is  moreover  apparent  that  the  only 
listening  done  was  done  while  they  were  en- 
gaged in  ordinary  conversation.  One  of  the 
party— John  McShannock— -testified :  "  Ques- 
tion. What  did  you  do  in  the  way  of  listen- 
ing to  hear  if  there  was  anything  coming? 
Answer.  Well,  we  all  listened.  Wasn't 
makine:  any  great  amount  of  noise  talking.'' 
Miss  McShannock  testified  that  they  chatted 
and  visited  until  thev  got  within  a  little  way 
of  the  track.  Mr.  McShannock  testified  that 
they  were  engaged  in  ordinary  conversation, 
and  were  sometimes  laughing.  The  only 
evidence  that  plaintiff  looked  or  listened 
comes  from  one  of  the  party,  who  says :  ""  I 
know  she  looked  around, — moved  around  in 
her  seat.  She  was  looking  that  wav.  I  don't 
know  whether  she  did  or  not.  I  supposed 
she  did  from  her  movement. "  She  herself 
testifies  that  she  remembers  nothing  that  oc- 
curred. There  is  no  evidence  in  Uie  record 
that  they  all  at  one  time  ceased  talking  and 
listened.  It  requires  but  little  noise  in  close 
proximity  to  one  to  prevent  hearing  another 
and  greater  noise  at  a  distance,  which  would 
otherwise  be  distinctly  heard.  The  night 
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was  still.  There  was  no  intervening  object 
to  obstruct  the  hearing.  All  the  witnesses 
agree  to  this.  In  dajlight  the  train  would 
have  been  in  plain  sight  of  the  plaintiff  all 
the  way  irom  the  village.  The  little  mound 
or  rise  of  s^round  was  not  above  the  line  of 
vision,  ana  could  therefore  have  formed  no 
obstruction  to  hearing.  If  plaintiff  could 
not  see,  it  became  her  clear  duty  to  stop  and 
listen.  In  Brady  v.  Toledo,  A,  A.  d  If,  M. 
R.  Co.,  81  Mich.  616,  the  plaintiff  was  held 
guilty  of  negligence  in  attempting,  without 
stopping  and  listening,  to  cross  a  railroad 
track  so  obstructed  by  intervening  objects 
that  he  could  not  see  a  train  approaching  from 
one  direction  until  he  was  within  from  20  to 
35  feet  of  the  crossing.  In  that  case  plaintiff 
was  alone,  and,  sittinff  upDn  his  wagon,  was 
approaching  the  crossing  at  a  walk,  and  was 
lookinff  for  a  train,  which  he  knew  was  about 
due.  Ue  testified  that  he  did  not  hear  be- 
cause the  wind  was  blowing  the  sound  from 
him.  He  was  held  guilty  of  contributory 
negligence.  It  was  there  said  :  "A  person 
familiar  with  a  railroad  crossing,  having 
been  frequently  over  it,  and  knowing  its 
location,  when  approaching  the  same  is  under 
the  highest  possible  obligation  to  observe 
such  precautions  as  are  needful  to  avoid  a 
collision  ;  and  failure  so  to  do  is  contributory 
negligence  that  will  prevent  recovery  for 
damages,  if  anv  accrue;*'  citing  Hcuu  v. 
QraTid  Rapids  £  I.  R.  Co.,  47  Mich.  401. 
The  highest  possible  obligation  certainly 
requires  the  exercise  of  every  reasonable  pre- 
caution to  avoid  the  danger.  It  certainly 
makes  no  difference  in  what  manner  one's 
view  of  a  railroad  near  a  crossing  is  ob- 
structed, whether  by  trees,  or  embankments, 
or  b^  intense  darkness.  The  duty  in  the  ono 
case  is  no  other  or  different  tiian  in  the  other. 
If  Brady,  whose  view  was  obstructed  by 
trees,  could  not  recover,  on  account  of  his 
own  negligence  in  not  stopping  and  listen- 
ing, neither  should  plaintiff  in  this  case, 
whose  view  was  obstructed  by  intense  dark- 
ness. If  there  is  any  difference  in  principle 
between  the  two  cases,  I  am  unable  to  cfis- 
cover  it. 

It  is  proven  bevond  controversy  that,  had 
the  plaintiff  and  her  party  stopped  their  team 
and  listened  at  any  point  within  10  rods  of 
this  crossing,  they  would  have  heard  the  ap- 
proaching train,  and  the  distressing  accident 
would  not  have  occurred.  Under  the  evi- 
dence, when  they  were  5  rods  from  the  cross- 
ing, the  train  was  from  15  to  20  rods  there- 
from, and,  of  course,  the  distance  between 
them  and  the  train  was  about  5  rods  less. 
Besides,  it  is  a  matter  of  common  experience 
and  knowledge  that  one  can,  upon  a  still 
night,  with  nothing  to  obstruct  the  hearing, 
or  distract  the  attention,  hear  an  approaching 
train  in  time  to  avoid  collision  at  a  crossing. 
To  hold  otherwise  would  be  "to  fly  in  the 
face"  of  a  fact  known  to  all,  and  to  discredit 
our  own  senses.  What  plaintiff's  witnesses 
heard,  under  circumstances  as  favorable  or 
more  unfavorable,  certainly  plaintiff  must 
be  held  able  to  have  heard  if  she  had  listened. 
One  Fred  F.  Allen  was  driving  over  this 
same  road  on  his  way  home  from  the  depot 
at  the  same  time,  and  heard  the  train  when 
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it  was  20  or  25  rods  distant.  He  also  testified 
that  he  had  beard  the  train  on  still  nights, 
going  over  this  pieoe  of  road,  when  he  was 
a  mile  away.  This  witness  had  his  wife  and 
child  with  him.  One  Orange  Hutchins  was 
living  at  the  Anderson  Place,  marked  upon 
the  diagram.  He  was  20  rods  from  the  train, 
and  after  the  accident  heard  the  Yoices  at  the 
crossing  half  a  mile  distant.  John  Sracken- 
gast  came  to  Hartford  on  the  same  train,  and 
walked  home  on  this  same  road.  When  at 
Anderson's  he  heard  the  train,  and  heard  the 
whistle  on  the  St.  John's  crossing.  Joseph 
De  Vries  lived  close  by  this  crossing,  and 
was  therefore  in  the  same  direction  from  the 
approaching  train  as  was  the  plaiotiff.  He 
heard  the  train  come  over  the  bridges.  R. 
W.  Stickney  also  came  to  Hartford  on  this 
train,  went  into  the  depot  and  remained  a 
while,  and  when  he  came  out  he  heard  the 
train  going  across  the  bridge,  three  quarters 
of  a  mile  distant.  He  was  more  than  twice 
as  far  from  the  first  bridge  as  was  the  plain- 
tiff when  nearing  the  crossing,  and  more  than 
three  times  as  far  from  the  second  bridge. 
Henr^  Thomas  was  approaching  another 
crossmg  when  this  same  train  came  along, 
and  testified  that  he  was  driving  within  10 
or  15  rods  of  the  crossing,  when  his  attention 
was  attracted  by  the  rumbling  noise  of  the 
train.  The  above  were  all  witnesses  for 
the  plaintiff.  For  the  defense  one  August 
Ament,  who  lived  70  rods  north  of  this  cross- 
ing, testified  that  on  a  still  night  he  could 
hear  trains  crossing  these  bridges.  The 
driver,  Cavanaugh,  testified  that  when  about 
four  rods  from  the  crossing  he  started  his 
horses  from  a  walk  into  a  trot,  but  he  thinks 
that  they  came  to  a  walk  when  within  about 
two  rods  of  the  cross! n/2:,  and  the  first  knowl- 
edge he  had  of  an  approaching  train  was 
when  the  horses  stepped  upon  the  plank  of 
the  crossing,  when  he  **  noticed  the  locomo- 
tive loom  up." 

I  think  this  case  is  ruled  by  Brady  v.  To- 
ledo, A.  A.  d  If,  M.  R.  Co,,  Bupra.  It  is 
true  that  in  that  case  Brady  knew  that  a  train 
was  about  due,  but  that  can  make  no  differ 
ence  with  the  rule.  Railroads  have  the  right 
to  run  trains  out  of  schedule  time,  and  are 
constantly  doing  it.  It  i?  the  duty  of  every 
passenger  upon  a  public  highway  to  ap- 
proach these  crossings  with  the  same  care  and 
caution  as  he  would  if  he  had  the  knowledge 
that  a  train  is  due.  When  one  drives,  on  a 
darik  night,  upon  them,  without  stopping  to 
listen,  he  is,  in  my  judgment,  guilty  of 
gross  negligence.  He  not  only  disre/rards 
his  duty  towards  himself,  but  his  legal  duty 
to  those  who  are  traveling  upon  railroads, 
for  he  endangers  not  only  his  own  life,  but 
U]e  lives  of  others.  See  Oroetick  v.  Detroit 
L  d  K  R,  Co.  90  Mich.  594 ;  Apsey  v.  De- 
troU,  L.  d  N.  B.  Go,  88  Mich.  432. 

Railroad  companies  and  travelers  upon  the 

highway  are  alike  bound  to  the  exercise  of 

great  care  in  approaching  these  dangerous 

pisces.    The  former  are  liable  if  they  neglect 

t&e  statntory  signala.     But  this  does  not 

iostJ/r  the  latter  in  assuming  that  they  will 

W  tbeae  signals  without  stopping  to  listen 

when  they  cannot  see.     H  these  signals  were 

giren,  and  the  traveler  should  drive  his  team 


upon  the  crossing;  without  stopping  and 
listening,  he  would  certainly  be  guilty  of 
negligence,  and  liable  in  damages  for  all  the 
injury  which  resulted.  Neglect  of  duty  by 
either  does  not  exf^use  the  negligence  of  the 
other.  When  both  neglect  this  plain  duty, 
both  are  equally  guilty,  and  neither  can  re> 
cover,  because  each,  by  the  exercise  of  proper 
care,  could  have  avoided  the  accident.  The 
rule  as  to  care  must  apply  to  the  citizen  in 
his  individual  as  well  as  in  his  corporate 
capacity.  The  rule  requiring  the  traveler  to 
stop  and  listen  when  he  cannot  see  is  reason- 
able. It  imposes  no  hardship  or  inconveni- 
ence. A  stop  of  a  few  seconds  would,  in 
this  instance,  have  warned  them  of  the  ap- 
proaching train.  Upon  what  principle  of 
reason  or  justice  can  plaintiff  and  her  com- 
panions be  held  excusable  for  not  doing  so? 
They  do  not  say,  nor  is  it  claimed,  that  the;^ 
could  not  have  heard  the  noise  of  the  train  if 
they  had  stopped.  They  only  say  that  they 
believe  that  they  could  have  heard  the  whistle 
and  bell  without  stopping  the  noise  which 
they  themselves  were  making,  and  which 
was  under  their  own  control. 

The  plaintiff  and  her  companions  ask  the 
jury  to  believe  their  opinions  that,  notwith- 
standiug  that  the  noise  made  by  their  horses 
and  carriage  and  their  conversation  was  suf- 
ficient to  drown  the  noise  of  the  train  until 
it  struck  them,  yet  it  was  not  sufficient  to 
drown  the  noise  of  the  whistle  and  bell,  and 
that  they  would  have  heard  them  had  they 
sounded.  And  this,  too,  in  the  face  of  her 
other  witnesses  that  they  heard  the  train  at  a 
much  greater  distance  from  the  track  than 
was  she,  and  that  they  also  saw  the  lights 
upon  it.  If  one  must  use  all  his  senses,  it 
is  his  clear  duty  to  put  himself  in  condition 
to  use  them,  otherwise  he  has  not  complied 
with  the  law,  which  requires  him  not  only 
to  listen,  but  to  listen  attentively.  The  duty 
to  stop  and  listen  is  supported  by  the  follow- 
ing authorities :  LouisttUe^  N.  A,  &  C,  R. 
Co.  V.  Stommel,  126  Ind.  36  ;  Ponrusylvania  R. 
Co.  V.  BeaU,  73  Pa.  504,  13  Am.  Rep.  753 ; 
Mynning  v.  Detroit,  L,  dt  N.  R.  Co.  64  Mich. 
93;  ChoM  V.  Maine  Cent.  R.  Co.  78  Me. 
353;  Flemming  v.  Western  Pac.  R.  Co.  49 
Cal.  253;  Heme  v.  St.  Louis,  K.  C.  &  N.  R. 
Co.  71  Mo.  636 ;  Pence  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  di 
P.  R,  Co.  63  Iowa,  746 ;  Merkle  v.  New  York, 
L.  E.  db  W.  R.  Co.  49  N.  J.  L.  473.  Beach 
on  Contributory  Negligence,  says,  (section 
181 :)  "In  attempting  to  cross  the*  traveler 
must  listen  for  signals,  notice  signs  put  up 
as  warnings,  and  look  attentively  up  and 
down  the  track.  A  multitude  of  decisions 
of  all  the  courts  enforce  this  reasonable  rule. 
It  is  also  so  consonant  with  ris^ht  reason  and 
the  dictates  of  ordinary  prudence,  and  so 
much  in  line  with  the  ordinary  care  which 
the  average  of  mankind  display  in  the  daily 
routine  of  life,  that  it  should  seem  to  lie 
scarcely  dependent  upon  the  authority  of  de* 
cided  cases  in  law  courts.  The  traveler  on 
the  highway  must  even  come  to  a  halt  for 
this  purpose;  but  he  is  not  required  to  get 
out  of  his  wafi^on,  and  go  forward  on  foot  for 
the  purpose  of  looking,  especially  when  such 
a  course  would  not  have  prevented  the  col- 
lision, but  would  rather  have  exposed  the 
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traveler  to  the  ver^  peril  it  was  designed  to 
avoid. "  In  Mpnmng  v.  Detroit,  L,  £  N,  R. 
Co. ,  iupra,  it  is  said  :  **  Ordinary  care  would 
have  required  him  [the  traveler]  to  at  least 
look  up  and  down  the  track  before  crossing ; 
and,  if  the  night  was  so  dark  as  to.  make  it 
<iifficult  to  distinguish  a  train  approaching, 
then  ordinary  care  would  have  called  upon 
him  to  resort  to  his  sense  of  hearing,  ana  to 
pause,  if  need  be,  and  listen,  before  entering 
upon  the  place  of  danger."  In  Union  Pac. 
R  Co.  V.  AdarM,  83  Kan.  427,  plaintiff,  in 
•companv  with  others,  was  riding  along  the 
public  highway,  and  drove  upon  the  track 
without  stopping.  In  that  case,  as  in  this, 
plaintiff  *s  testimony  was  that  she  and  her  com- 
panions did  not  see  the  train.  It  was  there 
«aid :  **  It  is  the  duty  of  the  traveler  upon  a 
hiehwav  about  to  cross  a  railroad  track  to 
make  vigilant  use  of  his  senses  in  order  to  as- 
certain whether  there  is  present  danger  in 
crossing.  .  .  .  It  is  true  that  the  wind 
was  blowing  in  nearly  an  opposite  direction 
from  that  from  which  the  tram  was  coming, 
but  several  of  the  plaintiff  *s  witnesses  heanl 
the  train,  and  we  have  no  doubt  that  if  the 
plaintiff  or  Adams  had  given  heed  and  list- 
ened they  would  have  discovered  its  approach, 
and  could  thus  have  avoided  the  accident." 
In  that  Qase  it  was  proven  that  the  whistle  was 
not  sounded  80  rods  from  the  crossinff,  as  re- 
quired, and  the  negligence  of  the  defendant 
was  regarded  as  proven.  See  also  Chrippen 
V.  New  York  Cent.  B.  Co.  40  N.  Y.  50.  It 
is  said  in  Chaee  v.  Maine  Cent.  R  Co. :  *"  The 
verdict  is  clearly  wrong.  The  rule  is  now 
firmly  established  in  this  state,  as  well  as  in 
•courts  generally,  that  it  is  negligence  per  ee 
for  a  person  to  cross  a  track  without  first 
looking  and  listening  for  a  coming  train. 
If  his  view  is  unobstructed,  he  may  have  no 
•occasion  to  listen,  but,  if  his  view  is  ob- 
atructed,  then  it  is  his  duty  to  listen,  and  to 
listen  carefully.  And  if  one  is  injured  at  a 
crossing  by  a  passing  train  or  engine,  which 
might  nave  been  seen  if  he  haa  looked,  or 
heard  if  he  had  listened,  presumptively  he 
is  guilty  of  contributory  negligence;  and, 


if  the  presumption  is  not  repelled,  a  recovery 
for  the  injury  cannot  be  had.  This  [the  ob- 
struction] would  make  it  his  duty  to  listen, 
and  to  listen  carefully  and  attentively.  To 
do  this,  if  riding  in  a  sleigh,  and  especially 
with  bells  attached,  it  would  become  nee* 
essary  to  stop  his  horse,  for  surely  he  could 
not  listen  carefully  and  attentively  without 
stopping  his  horse,  and  thus  stilling  the 
noise  oi  his  own  team. "  This  was  what  was 
called  a  ^  wrecking  train. "  It  had  been  sent 
out  to  repair  a  fallen  bridge  near  by.  After 
repairing  the  bridee  they  returned  to  Hart- 
ford, late  in  the  day,  to  await  orders.  It 
arrived  at  Hartford  at  about  7  o'clock,  where 
it  waited  for  an  excursion  train  to  pass. 
The  enffine  and  tender  were  built  solid,  and 
the  tender  was  about  10  or  12  feet  shorter 
than  the  ordinary  kind  of  tenders.  The  cab 
projected  out  over  the  tender.  Defendant's 
witnesses  testified  that  a  red  li^ht  was  hang- 
ing from  a  hook  in  the  center  of  the  back  end 
of  the  roof  of  the  cab.  This  is  the  customary 
place  for  hanging  a  lantern  in  running  back- 
ward. There  were  two  white  lights  on  the 
front  of  the  engine,  near  the  pilot,  one  light 
on  each  side  of  the  caboose  towards  the  rear 
end  on  the  comer,  and  one  on  the  rear  and 
near  the  top.  The  engine  was  in  front  of  the 
train  running  backward.  Its  headlight  was 
burning,  and  reflected  against  the  end  of  the 
car  behind  it.  It  was  necessary  to  run  the 
train  in  this  manner,  because  there  was  no 
turntable  between  the  fallen  bridge  and  the 
place  of  the  accident.  It  was  not,  therefore, 
negligence  per  9e  to  run  this  engine  back- 
ward. This  oftentimes  becomes  necessary. 
In  MafUen  v.  Lake  Share  4b  M.  8.  R.  Co.,  49 
Mich.  685,  a  passenger  train  was  running 
without  a  headlight,  and  this  was  excluded 
by  the  court  from  the  consideration  of  the 
jury.  Several  of  the  witnesses  for  the  plain- 
tiff saw  the  lights  upon  the  train  and  in  the 
caboose  where  there  were  several  men.  Judg- 
ment should  be  reversed,  and  a  new  trial 
ordered. 

Rehearing  denied  October  4,  1898. 
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William  H.  THORNBURG  6«  a^. ,  AppU., 
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Daniel  S.  WIGGINS  and  Wife. 
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!•  A  Joint  teiuuiey  Is  an  estate  held  bjr 
two  or  more  perscftns  Jointly*  so  that  dur- 
inff  the  Uves  of  all  tbey  are  equally  entitled  to  the 
enjoyment  of  the  land,  or  ita  equivalent  in  rents 
and  profits;  but  upon  the  death  of  one  his  share 
vesta  in  the  survivor  or  survivors  until  there  be 
but  one  survivor,  when  the  estate  becomes  one  in 


severalty  in  him  and  descends  to  his  hoirs  upon 
his  death. 

8.  HnslMUidaAd  wife  do  not  take  as  ten- 
ants bjr  entirety*  hut  as  Joint  tenants,  under 
aoonveyapoe  to  them  *in  Joint  tenancy.*^ 

8.  AjpAnt  tenant's  interest  in  property 
is  subjeet  to  ezeoaUon. 

(October  19, 1898.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  ludgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Randolph  County  in 
favor  of  plaintiffs  in  an  action  brought  to  en- 


N0TB.-The  nature  of  the  estate  created  by  a  deed 
to  both  husband  and  wife  is  the  subject  of  a  note  to 
Baker  v.  Ste¥rart  (Kan.)  2  L.  R.  A.  484,  and  is  dJs* 
eussed  and  decided  also  in  Mittel  v.  Karl  (IlL)  8  L. 
B.  A.  666;  McLeod  v.  Tarrant  (8.  0.)  tO  L.  R.  A.  846; 
but  the  above  case  shows  the  exception  where  a 
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deed  is  expressly  made  to  the  parties  *Mn  Joint  ten- 
ancy." 

As  to  effect  of  divorce  on  tenancy  by  the  entirety, 
see  Stelz  V.  Schreck  (N.  Y.)  18  L.  R.  A.  8S6,  and  note. 

As  to  tenancy  by  the  entirety  in  a  bond  and  mort. 
gage,  see  Re  Albrecht  (N.  Y.)  18  L.  R.  A.  8S9. 
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join  an  execution  sale  of  certain  real  estate. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Meurs,  Thomptfon,  Maru  ft  Thomp- 
son for  appellants. 

Messrs,  Watson  ft  Watson  and  J.  L* 
Enisle  for  appellees. 

Dailoy*  <^-)  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
-court: 

This  was  an  action  instituted  in  the  court 
below,  in  two  paragraphs,  in  the  first  of 
which  appellees  allege,  in  substance,  that 
on  and  before  December  15,  1884,  one  Lemuel 
Wiggins  was  the  owner  of  a  certain  tract  of 
real  estate,  therein  described,  containing  80 
acres;  that  on  said  day  said  Lemuel  and  his 
wife,  Mary,  executed  and  delivered  to  the 
appellees  a  warranty  deed,  conveying  to  them 
the  fee  simple  of  said  real  estate ;  that  at  the 
time  of  saia  conveyance  the  appellees  were, 
ever  since  have  been,  and  now  are,  husband 
and  wife ;  that  said  deed  conveyed  to  the  ap- 
pellees the  title  to  said  real  estate,  which 
they  took  and  accepted,  ever  since  have  held, 
and  now  hold  by  entireties,  and  not  other- 
wise ;  that  appellees  hold  their  title  to  said 
real  estate  by  said  deed  of  Lemuel  Wiggins, 
and  not  otherwise ;  that  on  the  24th  day  of 
April,  1877,  Isaac  H.  Howard  and  Isaac  N. 
Gaston,  who  were  defendants  below,  recov- 
ered a  judgment  in  the  Randolph  circuit 
court  for  the  sum  of  |40d.70,  and  costs 
against  one  John  T.  Burroughs  and  the  ap- 
pellee Daniel  8.  Wiggins  as  partners  doing 
business  under  the  firm,  name  of  Burroughs 
4&  Wiggins;  that  on  Mav  12,  1886,  said 
Howard  and  Gaston  caused  an  execution  to 
be  issued  on  said  judgment,  and  placed  in 
the  hands  of  the  appellant  Thomburg,  as 
sheriff  of  said  county,  and  directed  him  to 
levv  the  same  on  said  real  estate,  and  that 
said  sheriff  did,  on  the  25th  day  of  May, 
1886,  levy  said  execution  on  said  real  estate, 
or  on  the  one- half  interest  in  value  thereof 
taken  as  the  property  of  said  appellee  Daniel 
8.  Wiggins,  to  satisfy  said  vmt ;  that  pur- 
suant to  the  levv  thereof  said  sheriff  pro- 
ceeded, by  the  direction  of  said  Howard  and 
Gaston,  to  advertise  said  real  estate  for  sale 
under  said  execution  and  levy  to  make  said 
debt,  and  did  on  the  8th  day  of  June  adver- 
tise the  same  for  sale  on  the  8d  day  of  July, 
1886,  and  will  on  said  day  sell  the  same  un- 
less restrained  and  enjoined  from  so  doing 
by  the  court;  that  said  Daniel  8.  Wiggins 
has  no  interest  in  said  premises  sublect  to 
sale  thereon ;  that  the  appellees  hold  uie  title 
thereto  as  tenants  by  entireties,  and  not  other- 
wise ;  that  the  sale  of  said  tract  on  said  exe- 
cution would  cast  a  cloud  on  the  appellees' 
title,  etc.  The  second  paragraph  is  the  same 
as  the  first  in  substantial  averments,  except 
that  in  this  paragraph  the  appellees  set  out 
as  a  part  thereof  a  copy  of  the  deed  under 
which  they  claim  title  to  said  real  estate  as 
such  tenants  by  entireties.  The  granting 
clause  of  the  deed  is  as  follows :  **This  in- 
denture witnesseth  that  Lemuel  Wiggins 
and  Marv  Wiggins,  his  wife,  of  Randolph 
county,  in  the  state  of  Indiana,  convey  and 
warrant  to  Daniel  8.  Wiggins  and  Laura 
Belle  Wiggins,  his  wife,  in  joint  tenancy," 
22L.aA. 


etc.  Appellants  separately  and  severally  de- 
murred to  each  paragraph  of  the  complaint, 
and  their  demurrers  were  overruled  by  the 
court,  to  which  the  appellants  excepted,  and, 
refusing  to  answer  the  complaint,  judgment 
was  rendered  in  favor  of  appellees  on  said 
demurrers.  Appellants  appeal,  assigning  as 
errors  the  overruling  of  said  demurrers,  and 
urge  that  the  appellees  under  the  deed  took 
as  joint  tenants,  and  hence  that  the  husband's 
interest  is  subject  to  levy  and  sale  upon  exe- 
cution. 

A  joint  tenancy  is  an  estate  held  by  two 
or  more  persons  jointly,  so  that  during  the 
lives  of  all  they  are  equally  entitled  to  the 
enjoyment  of  the  land,  or  its  equivalent,  in 
rents  and  profits ;  but  upon  the  death  of  one 
his  share  vests  in  the  survivor  or  survivors 
until  there  be  but  one  survivor,  when  the 
estate  becomes  one  in  severalty  in  him,  and 
descends  to  his  heirs  upon  his  death.  It 
must  alwavs  arise  by  purchase,  and  cannot 
be  created  by  descent.  8uch  estates  may  be 
created  in  fee,  for  life,  or  vears,  or  even  in 
remainder.  But  the  estate  held  by  each  ten- 
ant must  be  alike.  Joint  tenancy  may  be 
destroyed  by  anythinfl[  which  destroys  the 
unity  of  title.  Our  law  aims  to  prevent 
their  creation,  and  they  cannot  arise  except 
by  the  instrument  providing  for  such  ten- 
ancy. Orijfin  V.  Lyruh,  16  iSd.  808.  9  Am. 
4&  Eng.  Encyclop.  Law,  850,  says:  ** Hus- 
band and  wife  are,  at  common  law,  one  per- 
son, so  that  when  realty  or  personalty  vests 
in  them  both  equally,  they 

take  as  one  person :  they  take  but  one  estate 
as  a  corporation  would  take.  In  the  case  of 
realty,  t^ey  are  seised,  not  per  my  et  per  tout, 
as  joint  tenants  are,  but  simply  per  tout; 
both  are  seised  of  the  whole,  and  each  being 
thus  seised  of  the  entirety,  they  are  called 
tenants  by  the  entirety,  and  the  estate  is  an 
estate  by  entireties.  .  .  .  Estates  by  en- 
tireties may  be  created  by  will,  by  instru- 
ment of  gift  or  purchase,  and  even  by  in- 
heritance. Each  tenant  ia  seised  of  the  whole, 
the  estate  is  inseverable — cannot  be  parti- 
tioned ;  neither  husband  nor  wife  can  alone 
affect  the  inheritance,  the  survivor's  right  to 
the  whole.''  This  tenancy  has  been  spoken 
of  as  *Hhat  peculiar  estate  which  arises  upon 
the  conveyance  of  lands  to  two  persons  who 
are  at  the  time  husband  and  wife,  conunonly 
called  ' estates  by  entiretv. '"  As  to  the 
general  features  of  estates  by  entireties  there 
is  little  room  for  controversy,  and  there,  is 
none  between  counsel.  Our  statute  re-enacts 
the  common  law.  Arnold  v.  Arnold,  80  Ind. 
805 ;  Davis  v.  Clark,  26  Ind.  424,  89  Am. 
Dec.  471.  8trictlv  speaking,  estates  by  en- 
tireties are  not  joint  tenancies  (Chandler  v. 
Cheney,  87  Ind.  891 :  Huleit  v.  Inlaw,  57  Ind. 
412,  26  Am.  Rep.  64)  ;  the  husband  and  wife 
being  seised,  not  of  moieties,  but  both  seised 
of  the  entirety  per  tout,  and  not  per  my.  Jones 
V.  Chandler,  40  Ind.  589;  Davis  v.  Clark, 
and  Arnold  v.  Arnold,  supra.  It  has  been 
said  by  this  court  in  some  of  the  earlier  de- 
cisions that  no  particular  words  are  neces- 
sary. A  conveyance  which  would  make  two 
persons  joint  tenants  will  make  a  husband 
and  wife  tenants  of  the  entirety.  It  is  not 
even  necessary  that  they  be  described  as  such. 
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OF  their  marital  illation  referred  to.  Morri- 
Hon  V.  Seyhold,  92  Ind.  802 ;  Hadtock  v.  Gray, 
104  Ind.  596 ;  Dodge  v.  Kiiizy,  101  Ind.  102 ; 
Hidett  V.  IrOmjD,  57  Ind.  414,  26  Am.  Rep. 
64 ;  Chandler  v.  Chmey,  37  Ind.  395.  But 
the  court  has  said  that  the  general  rule  may 
be  defeated  by  the  expression  of  conditions, 
limitations,  and  stipulations  in  the  convey- 
ance which  clearly  indicate  the  creation  of  a 
different  estate.  Hwdlodc  v.  Gray^  mipra; 
Mtoarda  v.  BeaU.  75  Ind.  401.  Haviog  its 
origin  in  the  fiction  or  common-law  unity  of 
husband  and  wife,  the  courts  of  some  states 
have  held  that  married  women's  acts  extend- 
ing their  rights  destroyed  estates  by  entirety, 
but  this  court  holds  otherwise  {Carter  v. 
Smith,  90  Ind.  226,  46  Am.  Rep.  210)  ;  and 
the  greater  weight  of  authority  is  in  its  favor. 
Our  decisions  "hold  that  neither  alone  can 
alienate  such  estate.  Janes  v.  Cfiandler,  and 
Morrison  v.  Seybold,  supra.  There  can  be  no 
partition.  Chandler  v.  Cheney,  37  Ind.  391. 
A  mortgage  executed  by  the  husband  alone 
is  void  {Jorves  v.  Chandler,  40  Ind.  591)  ;  and 
the  same  is  true  of  a  mortgage  executed  by 
both  to  secure  a  debt  of  the  husband  {Dodge 
V.  Kimy,  101  Ind.  105)  ;  and  the  wife  can- 
not validate  it  b^r  agreement  with  the  pur- 
chaser to  indemnify  in  case  of  loss  arising 
on  account  of  it.  State  v.  Kennett,  114  Ind. 
160.  A  judgment  against  one  of  them  is  no 
lien  upon  it.  Barren  Creek  Ditching  Co.  v. 
Beck,  99  Ind.  250 ;  McConneU  v.  Martin,  52 
Ind.  484;  Orthwein  v.  Thomas  (111.)  13  N. 
E.  Rep.  564  [See  also  127  111.  554,  4  L.  H. 
A.  434].  Upon  the  death  of  one,  the  sur- 
vivor takes  the  whole  in  fee.  Arnold  v.  Ar- 
nold, supra.  The  deceased  leaves  no  estate 
to  pay  debts  {Simpson  v.  Pearson,  81  Ind.  1, 
99  Am.  Dec.  577)  ;  and  during  their  joint 
lives  there  can  be  no  sale  of  any  part  on  exe- 
cution against  either.  Carver  v.  Smith, 
supra;  Dodge  v.  Kiney,  101  Ind.  106 ;  Hulett 
V.  Inlow,  57  Ind.  412,  26  Am.  Rep.  64; 
Chandler  v.  Cheney,  Davis  v.  Clark  and  Mc- 
Connell  v.  Martin,  supra;  Cox  v.  Wood,  20 
Ind.  54.  The  statutes  extending  the  rights 
of  married  women  have  no  effect  whatever 
upon  estates  by  entirety.  Carver  v.  Smith, 
90  Ind.  223,  46  Am.  Rep.  210.  Such  estate 
is  in  no  sense  either  the  husband's  or  the 
wife's  separate  property.  The  husband  may 
make  a  valid  conveyance  of  his  interest  to 
his  wife  because  it  is  with  her  consent. 
Enyeart  v.  Kepler,  118  Ind.  34. 

The  rule  that  husband  and  wife  take  by 
entireties  was  enacted  in  this  territory  in 
1807,  nine  years  before  Indiana  was  vested 
with  statehood,  and  has  been  repeated  in  each 
succeeding  revision  of  our  statutes.  It  has 
thus  been  the  law  of  real  property  with  us 
for  eighty-six  years.  Section  2922,  Rev. 
Stat.  1881,  provides  that  "all  conveyances 
and  devises  of  lands,  or  of  any  inteiest  there- 
in, made  to  two  or  more  persons,  except  as 
provided  in  the  next  fol lotting  section,  shall 
be  construed  to  create  estates  in  common,  and 
not  in  joint  tenancy,  unless  it  be  expressed 
therein  that  the  grantees  or  devisees  shall 
hold  the  same  in  joint  tenancy  and  to  the 
survivor  of  them,  or  it  shall  manifestly  ap- 
pear from  the  tenor  of  the  instrument  that  it 
was  intended  to  create  an  estate  in  joint  ten- 
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ancjr."  Section  2928  provides  that  the  pre- 
ceding section  shall  not  apply  to  conveyances 
made  to  husband  and  wife.  Under  a  statute 
of  the  state  of  Michigan,  similar  in  all  its^ 
essential  qualities  to  our  own,  the  court  held 
that,  "where  lands  are  conveyed  in  fee  to 
husband  and  wife,  they  do  not  take  as  ten- 
ants in  common**  {Fisher  v.  Provin,  25  Mich. 
347)  ;  they  take  by  entireties.  Whatever 
would  defeat  the  title  of  one,  would  defeat 
the  title  of  the  other.  Manwaring  v.  Powell, 
40  Mich.  371.  They  hold  neither  as  tenants 
in  common  nor  as  ordinary  joint  tenants. 
The  survivor  takes  the  whole.  During  the 
lives  of  both,  neither  has  an  absolute  inher- 
itable interest ;  neither  can  be  said  to  own  an 
undivided  half,  ^^tna  Ins.  Co.  v.  Resh,  Id. 
241 ;  Allen  v.  AUen,  47  Mich.  74. 

While  the  rule  of  entireties  was  predicated 
upon  a  fiction,  the  legislative  intent  in  this- 
state  has  always  been  to  preserve  this  estate, 
and  has  continued  the  peculiar  statute  for 
this  purpose.  Estates  by  entireties  have  been 
preserved  as  between  husband  and  wife,  al- 
though joint  tenancies  between  unmarried 
persons  have  been  abolished,  so  as  to  pro- 
vide a  mode  by  which  a  safe  and  suitable 
provision  could  be  made  for  married  women. 
Carver  v.  SmitJi,  90  Ind.  227,  46  Am.  Rep. 
210.  "  Where  a  rule  of  property  has  existed 
for  seventy  years  and  is  sustain^  by  a  stron^r 
and  uniform  line  of  judicial  decisions,  there 
is  but  little  room  for  the  court  to  exercise  its 
judgment  on  the  reasons  on  which  the  rule  is 
founded.  .  .  .  Such  a  rule  of  property 
will  be  overruled  only  for  the  most  cogent 
reasons  and  upon  the  strongest  convictions  of 
its  incorrectness.  .  .  .  It  is  evident  that 
the  Legislature  of  1881  did  not  intend  to  re- 
peal the  statutes  establishing  tenancies  by  en- 
tireties. They  simply  intended  to  enlarge  in 
some  particulars  the  separate  power  of  the 
wife,  which  already  existed  under  the  Acts 
of  1852  and  the  years  following.  ...  It 
did  not  abolish  estates  by  entireties  as  be- 
tween husband  and  wife,  but  provided  that 
when  a  joint  deed  was  made  to  husband  and 
wife,  they  should  hold  by  entireties,  and 
not  as  tenants  in  common  or  as  joint  tenants.  '* 
Carvej*  v.  Smith,  supra.  In  Chandler  v. 
Cheney,  87  Ind.  396,  the  court  says:  "It 
was  a  well -settled  rule  at  common  law  that 
the  same  form  of  words  which,  if  the  grantees^ 
were  unmarried,  would  have  constituted 
them  joint  tenants,  will,  tliey  being  husband 
and  wife,  make  them  tenants  by  entirety. 
The  rule  has  been  changed  by  our  statute 
above  quoted. "  The  whole  trend  of  author!  - 
ties,  however,  is  in  the  direction  of  preserv- 
ing such  tenancies,  where  the  grantees  sus- 
tain the  relation  of  husband  and  wife,  unless 
from  the  language  employed  in  the  deed  it 
is  manifest  that  a  different  purpose  was 
intended.  Where  a  contrary  intention  is 
clearly  expressed  in  the  deed,  a  different  rule 
obtains.  **A  husband  and  wife  may  take 
real  estate  as  joint  tenants  or  tenants  in  com- 
ihon,  if  the  instrument  creating  the  title  use- 
apt  jwords  for  the  purpose."  1  Preston,  Es- 
tates, 132;  3  Bl.  Com.,  Sharswood's  note;  4 
Kent,  Com.  *368 ;  1  Bishop,  Married  Women, 
§§  616  et  sea.;  Freem.  Coten.  §  72;  Fladung 
V.  Rose,  58  Md.  l»-24.     "And  in  case  of  de- 
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vise  and  conveyances  to  husband  and  wife 
together,  though  it  has  been  said  that  they 
<;an  take  only  as  tenants  by  entireties,  tlie 
prevailing  rule  is  that,  if  the  instrument  ex- 
pressly so  provides,  they  may  take  as  joint 
tenants  or  tenants  in  common."  Stewart, 
Husb.  &  W.  |§  807-310;  Tledeman,  Real 
Prop.  §  244.  *And  as  bv  common  law  it 
was  competent  to  make  husband  and  wife 
tenant-s  in  common  by  proper  words  in  the 
(Ho- 


deed  or  devise, "  etc.  (Hoffman  v.  Stwers,  28 
Iowa,  310;  Brouyn  v.  Brawn,  133  Ind.  476), 
""so  it  seems  that  husband  and  wife  may  by 
•express  words  be  made  tenants  in  conmion  by 
gift  to  them  during  coverture."  McDermott 
v.  French,  15  N.  J.  Eq.  80.  In  Hadiock  v. 
Gray,  104  Ind.  599,  a  conveyance  had  been 
made  to  Isaac  Gannon  and  Mary  Cannon,  who 
were  husband  and  wife,  during  their  natural 
lives,  and  the  court  says:  **The  language 
employed  in  the  deed  under  examination 
plainly  declares  that  Isaac  and  Mary  Cannon 
are  not  to  take  as  tenants  by  entirety.  The 
result  would  follow  from  the  provision  de- 
stroying the  survivorship,  for  this  is  the 
grand  and  essential  characteristic  of  such  a 
tenancy.  .  .  .  The  whole  force  of  the 
language  employed  is  opposed  to  the  theory 
tliat  the  deed  creates  an  estate  in  fee  in  the 
husband  and  wife. "  The  court  further  says : 
**  It  is  true  that  where  real  property  is  con- 
veyed to  husband  and  wife  jointly,  and  there 
4ire  no  limiting  words  in  the  deea,  they  will 
rake  the  estate  as  tenants  in  entirety.  .  .  . 
But,  while  the  general  rule  is  as  we  have 
stilted  it.  there  may  be  conditions,  limita- 
tions, and  stipulations  in  the  deed  conveying 
the  property  which  will  defeat  the  operation 
of  the  rule.'  The  denial  of  this  proposition 
involves  the  affirmation  of  the  proposition 
that  a  grantor  is  powerless  to  limit  or  define 
the  estate  which  he  grants,  and  this  would 
<:onflict  with  the  fundamental  principle  that 
u  grantor  may  for  himself  determine  what 
estate  he  will  grant.  To  deny  this  right 
would  be  to  deny  to  parties  the  right  to  make 
their  own  contracts.  It  seems  quite  clear, 
upon  principle,  that  a  grantor  and  his  grant- 
t^es  may  limit  and  define  the  estate  granted 


by  the  one  and  accepted  by  the  others,  al- 
though the  grantees  be  husband  and  wife." 
The  court  then  adopts  the  language  of  Wash 
bum  (1  Washb.  Real  Prop.  674)  and  Tiede- 
man,  supra.  In  Edwards  v.  BecUl,  supra,  the 
court  holds  that  when  lands  are  granted  hus- 
band and  wife  as  tenants  in  common  they 
will  hold  by  moieties,  as  other  distinct  and 
individual  persons  would  do.  If,  as  con- 
tended by  appellees,  the  rule  prevail  that 
the  same  words  which,  if  the  grantees  were 
unmarried,  would  have  constituted  'them 
joint  tenants,  will,  they  being  husband  and 
wife,  make  them  tenants  by  entireties,  then 
it  would  result  as  a  logical  conclusion  that 
husband  and  wife  cannot  be  joint  tenants, 
because  by  this  rule,  words,  however  apt  or 
appropriate  to  create  a  joint  tenancy,  would, 
in  a  conveyance  to  husband  and  wife,  result 
in  an  estate  by  entireties;  joint  tenancy 
would  be  superseded  or  put  in  abeyance  by 
the  estate  created  by  law,— tenancy  by  en- 
tirety. The  result  of  such  reasoning  would 
be  to  destroy  the  contractual  power  of  the 
parties  where  this  relationship  between  the 
grantees  is  shown  to  exist.  Any  other  pro- 
cess of  reasoning  would  carry  the  rule  too 
far,  and  we  must  hold  it  modified  to  the  ex- 
tent here  indicated.  Husband  and  wife,  not- 
withstanding tenancies  by  entirety  exist  as 
they  did  under  the  common  law,  may  take 
and  hold  lands  for  life,  in  joint  tenancy  or 
in  common,  if  appropriate  language  be  ex- 
pressed in  the  deed  or  will  creating  it ;  and 
we  know  of  no  more  apt  term  to  create  a 
joint  tenancy  in  the  grantees  in  this  estate 
than  the  expression  **  convey  and  warrant  to 
Daniel  S.  Wiggins  and  Laura  Belle  Wiggins 
in  joint  tenancy."  These  words  appear  in 
the  granting  clause  of  the  deed  conveying 
the  land  in  question,  and  the  estate  accepted 
and  held  by  the  grantees  is  thereby  limited, 
and  they  hold,  not  by  entireties,  but  in  joint 
tenancy.  A  joint  tenant's  interest  in  prop- 
erty is  subject  to  execution.  Preem.  Execu- 
tions, 125. 

Judgment  reversed,  with  instructions  to  the 
circuit  court  to  sustain  the  demurrer  to  the 
paragraph  of  the  complaint. 
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1.  A  sluiceway  between  the  |>arts  of  a* 
bridflpe*  extended  above  and  below  between 
the  fllllDflr*  by  which  flats  have  been  reclaimed. 


throuerh  which  the  tide  ebbs  and  flows,  but  which 
has  no  water  in  it  at  low  tide,.i8  not  a  watercourse 
which  can  be  the  basis  of  riparian  rights. 

3.  Permitting  tide  water  to  flow  for 
more  than  fifteen  years  throniph  a 
slnioeway  made  when  flats  were  ^led  in  by 
leaving  an  opening, above  and  below  a  bridge 
corresponding  to  that  between  its  piers,  does  not 
create  any  adverse  right  in  owners  of  adjoining 


Note.— The  above  case'ls  a  novel  one  on  the  sub- 
ject of  watercourses.  For  another  peculiar  case  on 
the  question  what  constitutes  a  watercourse,  see 
Case  V.  Hoffman  (Wis.)  20  L.  R.  A.  40. 

For  swales  as  watercourses,  see  Wharton  v.  Btev- 
•ens  (Iowa)  15  L.  R.  A.  630,  and  noie,  also  Lambert  v. 
Alcorn  (lU.)  21  L.  R.  A.611. 

For  rights  as  to  flow  of  surface  waters,  see  Gray 
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V.  McWUliams  (Cal.)  21  L.  R.  A.  608«  and  tiote;  Wil- 
litts  V.  Chicago,  B.  &  K.  C.  R.  Co.  (Iowa>  21  L.  R.  A. 
e06. 

For  rights  ki  subterranean  waters,  see  Southern 
Pac.  R.  Co.  V.  Dufour  (Cal.)  19  L.  R.  A.  92,  and  not«. 

For  effect  of  grant  upon  rights  in  percolating 
water,  see  Palno  v.  Chandler  (N.  Y.)  19  L.  R.  A.  99« 
and  note. 
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apUuDds  throiurta  which  the  sluiceway  eztenda  to 
the  continuaDce  of  such  flow,  so  as  to  prevent  an 
owner  from  fillinur  in  the  sluiceway  on  flats  in 
front  of  his  uplands. 

(March  ft,  1898.) 

APPEAL  hj  plaintiffs  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Supenor  Court  for  New  Haven  County 
in  favor  of  defendants  in  an  action  brought 
to  enjoin  defendants  from  filling  up  certain 
sluiceways.    Affirmed, 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Mr.  H.  O.  Newton  for  appellants. 
Messrs.  H.  Stoddard  ana  S.  A.  York» 
Jr.,  for  appellees. 

Andrews,  Ch.  J,,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court : 

All  the  questions  of  law  made  in  this  case 
depend  upon  a  question  of  fact.  In  their 
complaint  the  plaintiffs  say  they  are  tlie 
owners  of  a  piece  of  land  adjoining  a  sluice- 
way running  out  of  and  into  Quinnipiac 
river.  In  the  second  count  the  sluiceway  is 
spoken  of  as  ''a  river  or  watercourse.''  If 
the  sluiceway  so  spoken  of  is  a  "river"  or 
"  a  watercourse, "  so  that  the  owners  adjoin- 
ing it  on  either  side  have  riparian  rights  of 
the  same  kind  and  to  the  same  extent  that 
landowners  upon  the  banks  of  an  inland 
stream  possess  them,  then  the  contention  of 
the  plaintiffs  is  correct,  and  there  is  error  in 
the  judgment  of  the  superior  court;  other- 
wise there  is  no  error.  From  the  finding  it 
appears  that  the  Quinnipiac  river  flows  south- 
erly, and  empties  into  New  Haven  harbor. 
The  lower  part  of  the  river  is  a  part  of  that 
harbor.  That  part  of  the  city  of  New  Haven 
which  lies  on  the  easterly  side  of  the  river 
at  this  point  is  called  ''Fair  Haven. **  On 
the  Fair  Haven  side  tbe  fiats  spread  out  orig- 
inally very  wide  between  the  upland  and  the 
channel  of  the  river.  The  highway  which 
has  always  existed  from  Fair  Haven  to  New 
Haven  is  now  known  as  "Grand  Avenue." 
About  one  hundred  years  ago  a  bridge  was 
built  across  the  Quinnipiac  river  as  a  part 
of  this  highway.  In  building  it  a  causeway 
was  constructed  from  the  upland  on  the  Fair 
Haven  side  over  the^fiats  to  a  point  where  a 
pier  was  placed.  AlK>ut  20  feet  westerly  from 
that  pier  another  pier  was  erected.  Over  the 
space  between  these  two  piers  a  bridge  was 
laid.  From  the  second  pier  the  causeway 
was  continued  westerly  about  100  feet  fur- 
ther, and  constructed  solid  by  filling  in  earth, 
where  a  third  pier  was  built.  From  the 
third  pier  the  bridge  was  carried  across  upon 
a  series  of  piers  to  the  westerly  side  of  the 
river.  The  space  so  left  between  the  first 
and  second  piers  afforded  a  passageway, 
through  which  the  water  passed  and  repassed 
with  the  tides.  At  low  tide  there  was  no 
water  at  that  place.  At  high  tide  the  water 
was  about  six  feet  deep.  The  plaintiffs' 
predecessors  in  title  were  the  owners  of  the 
upland  on  the  north  side  of  the  highway. 
The  predecessors  in  title  of  the  defendants 
owned  the  upland  on  the  south  side  of  the 
highway.  These,  and  other  owners  north 
and  south  of  the  highway,  have  from  time 
to  time  reclaimed  the  fiats  lying  in  front  of 
their  respective  pieces  of  upland.  In  doing 
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so  they  have  conformed  to  the  plan  of  the 
causeway  and  bridge;  that  is  to  say.  they 
have  each  left  an  open  space  in  the  filling, 
for  the  water  to  pass  through,  at  the  same 
place  and  of  the  same  width  as  the  one  left 
in  the  causeway.  The  sluiceway  so  formed 
extends  north  of  the  highway  about  200  feet, 
and  south  of  the  highway  about  125  feet,  ia 
open  at  both  ends  to  the  water  of  the  harbor 
when  the  tide  runs,  and  is  the  **rfver"  or 
"watercourse"  described  in  the  complaint, 
for  the  obstruction  of  which  the  plaintiffs 
seek  to  recover  damages.  The  reclai  med  land 
of  the  plaintiffs,  as  well  as  that  of  the  de- 
fendants, with  the  opening  through  it,  as  is 
above  stated,  had  been  in  substantially  the 
same  condition  that  it  was  in  for  more  than 
fifteen  years  before  this  suit  was  brought. 
The  plaintiffs  asked  the  court  to  hold  that 
the  sluiceway  had  become  a  watercourse,  in 
which  they,  as  riparian  proprietors,  had  all 
the  usual  rights  of  riparianproprietors.  The 
court  did  not  so  decide.  The  only  reason  of 
appeal  which  it  is  necessary  to  consider  i» 
that  **  the  court  erred  in  holding  that  the 
premises  in  question  had  not  become  upland 
and  said  sluiceway  a  watercourse,  ana  that 
the  plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to  the  ordi- 
nary rights  of  a  riparian  owner  in  such  water- 
course.'' All  the  waters  on  the  face  of  the 
earth  may  be  divided  into  tide  waters  and 
inland  waters.  It  is  only  to  the  latter  that 
the  term  "watercourse"  can  be  applied. 
Watercourses  are  commonly  denominated  riv- 
ers, rivulets,  or  brooks,  according  to  their 
magnitude.  It  is  only  upon  watercourses 
that  riparian  rights  exist.  ChanceUor  Wal  • 
worth,  in  Child  v.  Starr,  4  Hill,  875,  said 
that  "a  watercourse  had  ripam,  but  not  lit- 
tus, "  So,  conversely,  it  may  be  said  that  the 
tide  water  has  littora,  but  not  ripas.  Littoral 
are  very  different  from  riparian  rights.  A 
watercourse  consists  of  bed,  banks,  and 
water.  Yet  the  water  need  not  fiow  contin- 
ually ;  there  are  many  watercourses  which 
are  sometimes  dry.  To  maintain  the  right 
to  a  watercourse  it  must  be  made  to  appear 
that  the  water  usually  flows  in  a  certain  di- 
rection, and  by  a  regular  channel,  with 
banks  and  sides.  Angell,  Watercourses,  §  4  ; 
Gould,  Waters,  §  41.  "It  may  be  natural, 
as  where  it  is  made  by  the  natural  flow  of 
the  water  caused  by  the  general  superflcies 
of  the  surrounding  land  from  which  the 
water  is  collected  into  one  channel :  or  it 
may  be  artificial,  as  in  case  of  a  ditch  or 
other  artificial  means  used  to  divert  water 
from  its  natural  channel,  or  to  carry  it  from 
lowlands,  from  which  it  will  not  flow  in  con- 
sequence of  the  natural  formation  of  the  sur- 
face of  the  surrounding  land. "  Earl  v.  De 
Hart,  12  N.  J.  Eq.  2®,  284,  72  Am.  Dec. 
895.  A  watercourse  implies  a  source,  a  cur- 
rent, and  a  place  of  discharge.  "  A  river  or 
stream  begins  at  its  source,  where  it  comes 
to  the  surmce."  Angell,  Watercourses,  g  46. 
"A  watercourse  is  a  stream  of  water  usually 
flowinff  in  a  deflnite  channel,  having  a  be(l 
and  sides  or  banks,  and  usually  discharginr 
itself  into  some  other  stream  or  body  of 
water."  Luther  y.  Winnisimmet  Co.  9  Gush. 
174;  Oillett  v.  Johnson,  80  Conn.  180.  "A 
river  is  a  considerable  stream  of  water,  that 
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has  a  current  of  its  own,  flowing  from  a 
higher  leYel,  which  constitutes  its  source, 
to  Its  mouth,  where  it  debouches. "  The  Gar- 
den City,  26  Fed.  Rep.  766.  ''It  is  the  mov- 
ing of  the  water  from  the  source  to  the  mouth 
that  makes  the  watercourse."  ChdUenor  y. 
Thomas,  Yelv.  148.  **  '  Fans  aqua,  aqua  cur- 
rens,  et  ostium,  est  aquat  eursus.*    The  word 

*  river*    is  derived  from  the  Latin   *rivus,' 

*  Rivus  est  locus  per  longitudinem  depressu>s  quo 
aquadecurrat.'''  Ul pianos  Dig.  ^'DeRivis.'' 
And  it  is  used  constantly  by  the  Latin  au- 
thors in  a  sense  that  implies  a  current  from 
a  source  to  a  mouth.  **  Rivorum  a  jonte  de- 
duction "  Cicero.  **  Omnia flumina  atque  rivos 
qui  ad  mare  pertinebant. "  Caesar.  State  v. 
Oilmanton,  9  N.  H.  461,  14  N.  H.  477.  "It 
is  a  river  or  watercourse  from  the  point  where 
the  water  comes  to  the  surface,  and  begins 
to  flow  in  a  channel,  until  it  mixes  with  the 
sea,  arm  of  the  sea,  lake,  or  other  water.  It 
may  sometimes  be  dry,  but  in  order  to  be 
within  the  above  definition  it  must  appear 
that  the  water  usually  flows  in  a  particular 
direction,  and  has  a  regular  channel,  with 
bed,  banks,  or  sides."  Dudden  v.  Glutton 
Union  Gua/rdians,  1  Hurlst.  &  N.  627; 
Gould,  Waters,  41 ;  Gallup  y.  Tracy,  25  Conn. 
10.  17 ;  atanchfield  v.  Newton,  142  Mass.  110, 
116,  and  note,  "A  large  stream  of  water 
flowing  in  a  channel  on  land  towards  the 
ocean,  a  lake,  or  another  river;  a  stream 
larger  than  a  rivulet  or  brook."  Webster, 
Diet.  "iJitwr."  "A  large  inland  stream  of 
water  flowing  into  the  sea,  a  lake,  or  another 
river ;  a  stream  larger  than  a  brook."  Wor- 
cester, Diet.  ''A  stream  flowing  in  a  chan- 
nel into  another  river,  into  the  ocean,  or  in- 
to a  lake  or  sea."  Stor.  Diet.  "A  larje 
stream  of  water  flowing  through  a  certain 
portion  of  the  earth's  surface,  and  discharg- 
ing itself  into  the  sea,  a  lake,  marsh,  or  an- 
other river."  Imp.  Diet.  "A  considerable 
body  of  water  flowing,  with  a  perceptible 
current,  in  a  certain  definite  course  or  chan- 
nel, and  usually  without  cessation  during 
the  entire  year. "  Century  Diet.  "  A  *  water- 
course, *  as  defined  in  the  law,  means  a  liv- 
ing stream,  with  definite  banks  and  channel, 
not  necessarily  running  all  the  time,  but  fed 
from  more  permanent  sources  than  mere  sur- 
face water."  Jeffers  v.  Jeffers,  107  N.  Y. 
650 ;  JolUt  &  C.  R  Co.  v.  Healy,  94  111.  416, 
421. 

We  have  cited  these  numerous  authorities 
for  the  purpose  of  showing  clearly  that  the 
sluiceway  m  question  was  not  and  is  not  a 
watercourse,  as  that  term  is  known  in  the 
law.  If  it  be  granted  that  the  reclaimed 
land  owned  by  the  plaintiffs  may  be  treated 
as  upland,  it  does  not  follow  that  the  sluice- 
way is  a  river,  or  any  other  kind  of  water- 
course. At  Uie  most  it  is  like  an  inlet  or 
ravine  in  the  land,  into  which  the  water  of 
the  harbor  runs  when  the  tide  rises,  and  out 
of  which  the  water  flows  when  the  tide  falls. 
That  it  is  open  at  both  ends,  so  that  the 
water  may  run  clear  through,— in  one  direc- 
tion when  the  tide  is  rising  and  in  the  other 
direction  when  the  tide  falls,— can  make  no 
difference.  If  by  a  figurative  use  of  speech 
this  sluice  can  be  said  to  have  banks  and  a 
bed,  it  certainly  has  no  water  of  its  own. 
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The  water  of  the  harbor  runs  into  it  and  runs^ 
out  again.  A  man  can  take  as  manv  steps 
on  a  treadmill  as  on  a  highway,  but  he  can- 
not perform  a  journey  on  it.  The  treadmill 
is  not  a  highway.  Water  may  flow  into  this- . 
sluice  and  flow  out  again,  but  it  does  not 
therein  pursue  a  course.  There  is  no  stream 
of  water  passing  through  it  in  the  sense  of  a 
watercourse.  There  is  no  current,  as  the 
word  "current"  is  applied  to  a  stream  of 
water.  It  has  no  source  distinguishable  from 
its  mouth,  and  it  has  no  mouth  distinguish- 
able from  its  source.  It  is  not  a  watercourse. 
In  their  brief  and  in  (heir  oral  argument  the 
plaintiffs  made  their  claim  in  another  form,  — 
that  the  court  erred  in  holding  that  they,  the 
plaintiffs,  had  not  the  rieht  to  have  the 
waters  ebb  and  flow  in  the  sluiceway  as  they 
had  been  accustomed  to  flow.  This  is  only 
claiming  that  the  ordinary  riparian  rights 
which  attach  to  an  inland  stream  of  water 
ought  to  apply  to  the  water  of  the  sluice. 
The  plaintiffs  say  that  the  waters  of  the  har- 
bor have  ebbed  and  flowed  through  the  sluice 
for  more  than  flfteen  years,  and  that  thereby 
they  have  obtained  the  right  to  hkve  the 
waters  continue  to  so  ebb  and  flow  by  ad- 
verse use.  We  are  not  able  to  see  that  any- 
thing has  been  done  or  omitted  by  the  plain- 
tiffs or  by  the  defendants  which  was  adverse 
to  any  right  of  the  other.  The  plaintiffs 
have  done  nothing  which  they  had  not  a  per- 
fect right  to  do.  They  have  done  nothing^ 
to  which  the  defendants  could  have  made 
any  legal  objections.  The  plaintiffs  and 
their  grantors  were  the  owners  of  the  upland 
adjacent  to  the  water.  They  exercised  tJieir 
unquestioned  right  to  reclaim  the  flats  in 
front  of  their  land  by  filling  them  up  in  such 
manner  as  they  chose,  as  far  out  as  the  chan- 
nel of  the  harbor,  or  as  far  as  they  desired 
to  do.  They  did  not  make  the  filling  con- 
tinuous, but  left  a  space  unfilled,  into  which 
the  tide  has  ever  since  caused  the  water  to 
flow.  They  owned  the  land  next  north  of 
the  causeway  built  as  an  approach  to  the 
Grand  avenue  bridge.  In  that  causeway 
there  had  been  left  an  open  space  twenty  feet 
wide.  The  f)laintiffs  put  their  unfllled  space 
so  that  it  connected  with  the  open  space  in 
the  causeway,  and  they  have  at  all  times 
since  made  such  use  of  their  unfilled  space 
as  they  desired,  at  no  time  doing  anything 
of  which  the  defendants,  or  any  other  owner, 
could  make  any  legal  complaint.  The  de- 
fendants and  their  grantors  owned  the  up- 
land bordering  upon  the  tide  water  next  south 
of  the  causeway.  They  too  exercised  their 
right  to  reclaim  the  flats  in  front  of  their 
land  by  filling  them  up  in  such  manner  as 
they  chose,  as  far  out  as  the  channel  of  the 
harbor,  or  as  far  as  they  desired  to  do ;  but 
they  did  not  make  their  filling  solid  and  con- 
tinuous. They  left  an  unfllled  space,  so 
that  it  connected  on  the  south  with  the  open- 
ing in  the  causeway,  and  into  which  the  tides 
have  ever  since  set  the  waters  of  the  adjacent 
river.  They  have  made  such  use  of  their 
open  space  as  they  desired,  at  no  time  doing 
anything  they  had  not  the  most  perfect  right 
to  do,  and  at  no  time  doing  anything  of 
which  the  plaintiffs,  or  any  other  owner, 
could  have  made  legal  complaint.     So  that 
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nothing  has  been  done  at  any  time  by  either 
of  these  parties  which  was  adverse  to  any 
right  of  the  other.  Let  this  be  tested  in  an- 
other way.  Suppose  the  defendants  had 
never  filled  in  their  fiats  further  than  the  east 
side  of  the  sluiceway,  and  that  they  now 
proposed  to  continue  the  filling  further  west, 
as  far  as  the  harbor  line,  and  to  make  the 
filling  solid,  could  the  plaintiffs  cause  them 
to  be  enjoined?  Obviously  not,  for  the  de- 
fendants would  be  doing  only  that  which 


they  had  the  clear  right  to  do.  Prior  v. 
SimHz,  62  Conn.  182,  18  L.  R.  A:  668; 
MatTver  v.  Chapman,  40  Conn.  882,  16  Am. 
Rep.  46.  If  the  plaintiffs  could  not  success- 
fully resist  an  obstruction  to  the  sluice  in 
the  way  supposed,  it  is  certain  that  they  can- 
not lawfully  complain  of  what  the  defend- 
ants are  now  doing. 

There  is  no  error  in  the  judgment  appealed 
from. 

The  other  Judges  concurred. 
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*\.  The  provision  of  the  Act  of  BCay  11« 
1898»  chapter  4t80»  tbat  aU  appeals  in 
chanoery,  whether  from  final  decrees  or  interloo- 
utory  orders,  must  be  taken  within  stx  months 
after  the  entry  of  the  decree  or  order  appealed 
from,  has  no  retroactive  effect,  but  applies  only 
to  decrees  and  orders  entered  after  the  act  be- 
comes operative.  The  act  took  effect  August  1, 
1806,  or  sixty  days  after  the  final  adjournment  of 
the  legislature. 

8.  The  purpose  of  vection  18  of  article 
8  of  the  CJoiuititiitioii*  that  a  statute  shall 
not  take  effect  until  sixty  days  from  the  final  ad- 
journment of  the  leirislature  at  which  it  may  be 
enacted  unless  otherwise  specially  provided  in  the 
act,  was  to  enable  the  people  to  become  ac- 
quamted  with  the  provisions  of  legislatJon,  and 
not  to  require  them  to  govern  their  actions  by 
the  same  before  it  has  become  operative. 

(November  27, 1808.) 

MOTION  for  a  supersedeas  to  a  decree  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Duval  County, 
afllrminff  a  decree  revoking  the  probate  of  the 
last  will  and  testament  of  Mary  Williams, 
deceased,  an  attempt  to  appeal  from  which 
had  previously  been  made.     Motion  granted. 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opin- 
ion. 

Mr.  M.  C.  Jordan  for  the  motion. 

Mesttrs,  Walker  ft  L'En§fle  contra. 

Ranejr*  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court : 

On  the  26th  day  of  May,  18ft2,  a  decree  was 
rendered  in  the  circuit  court  of  Duval  county 
affirming,  on  appeal,  a  decree  which  had 
been  previously  made  by  the  county  judge 
revoking  the  probate  oS  an  alleged  last 
will  and  testament  of  Mary  Williams,  alias 
^f ary  Bennett,  and  from  the  stated  decree  of 
the  circuit  court  the  above-named  Sammis 
entered  an  appeal  in  October  of ^ the  present 
3'ear  to  the  January  term,  1894,  of  this  court, 
and  now  he  moves  for  a  supersedeas  to  the 
decree  appealed  from.  Rev.  Stat.,  §  1280, 
provides  tSiat  appeals  from  the  circuit  court 

^Headnotes  by  Ranxt,  Ch.  J. 


NOTC-Asto  the  time  of  ^'passage"  of  a  statute, 
see  note  to  State  v.  Mounts  (W.  Va.)  15  L.  R.  A.  848. 
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to  the  supreme  court,  in  matters  arising  be- 
fore the  county  judge  and  pertaining  to  his 
probate  jurisdiction,  shall  be  governed  in 
all  respects  by  the  law  and  rules  regulating 
appeals  in  chancery.  Prior  to  the  enactment 
of  chapter  4130,  Laws  of  1898,  approved  May 
11,  1893,  the  period  of  time  allowed  for  tak- 
ing such  appeals  to  this  court  was  two  years 
(Rev.  Stat.  ^  1456),  but  the  mentioned  stat- 
ute of  the  present  vear,  **  An  Act  to  Limit 
the  Time  within  Which  Appeals  in  Chancery 
may  be  Taken,**  provides  that  **all  appeals 
in  chancery,  whether  from  final  decrees  or 
interlocutory  orders,  must  be  taken  within 
six  months  after  the  entry  of  the  final  decree 
or  of  the  entry  of  the  interlocutory  order  or 
decree  appealed  from.  ^  This  act  oecame  of 
force,  unaer  section  18  of  article  3  of  the 
Constitution,  on  August  1,  or  sixty  days 
after  the  final  adjournment  of  the  legislature, 
its  session  of  1893  having  closed  on  the  second 
day  of  June.  It  was  the  purpose  of  the  Re- 
vised Statutes,  §  1280,  that  the  time  for  tak- 
ing appeals  like  the  one  before  us  should 
conform  to  that  prescribed  for  appeals  from 
chancery  decrees  of  the  circuit  court. 

The  purpose  of  section  18  of  article  8  of 
the  Constitution,  tbat  a  statute  shall  not  take 
effect  until  sixty  days  from  the  final  adjourn- 
ment of  the  legislature  at  which  it  may  have 
been  enacted,  unless  it  is  otherwise  specially 
provided  in  the  act,  is,  according  to  what 
we  deem  the  better  view,  to  enable  the  people 
to  become  acquainted  with  its  provisions, 
but  not  to  require  them  to  govern  their  ac- 
tions by  the  law  before  it  becomes  operative. 
It  was  contemplated  that  by  the  lapse  of  the 
sixty  days  the  statutes  of  the  session  of  the 
lesrislature  would  be  published  and  be  acces- 
sible to  the  public,  but  they  are  not  operative 
laws  until  the  stated  period  has  expired,  and 
no  one  can  be  charged  with  notice  of  them 
reasonably  until  it  does  expire,  or,  what  is 
the  same,  until  they  go  into  eflfect.  Price  y. 
Hopkin,  18  Mich.  818.  This  statute,  if  ap- 
pi i cable  to  the  case  at  bar,  took  the  appel- 
lant's right  of  appeal  away  from  him  upon 
its  taking  c£fect,  or  immediately  upon  hia 
being  charged  with  notice  of  its  enactment, 
or,  in  substance,  without  notice.  In  the  case 
of  ordinary  statutes  of  limitation  this  could 
not  be  done  even  before  the  matter  was  reg- 
ulated as  it  is  now  by  our  organic  law ;  on 
the  contrary,  there  had  to  be  reasonable  time 
allowed  for  bringing  action.  Bpeneer  v.  Me^ 
Bride,  14  Pla.  408;  Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  451. 
It  is  now  provided  by  our  constitution  that 
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'**  no  statute  shall  be  passed  lessening  the  time 
i^ithin  which  a  civil  action  may  be  com- 
menced on  any  cause  of  action  existing  at 
the  time  of  its  passage/'  Section  89,  article 
^.  But  this  view  we  take  of  the  le^slation 
•of  the  present  year  relieves  4is  from  deciding 
whether  or  not  statutes  limiting  appeals  are 
within  this  organic  provision.  That  statute 
has,  in  our  judgment,  no  relation  to  decrees 
•entered  prior  to  its  taking  effect,  but  only  to 
those  entered  subsequently  thereto.  Statutes 
will  not  be  given  a  retrospective  effect  unless 
their  terms  show  clearly  that  such  an  effect 
was  intended.  The  appeals  referred  to  are 
those  from  decrees  that  might  be  entered  sub- 
isequently  to  the  act's  taking  effect,  and  the 
language  does  not  justify  the  conclusion  that 
:any  other  than  subsequent  decrees  are  meant. 
Its  laniruage  is  not  such  as  to  justify  the 
•conclusion  that  the  legislature  intended  to 


take  away,  without  notice,  from  parties  sit- 
uated like  the  appellant,  the  right  to  have 
adverse  decrees  reviewed  bv  a  court  which 
has  been  expressly  provided  bv  the  constitu- 
tion with  jurisdiction  for  such  purpose.  It 
does  not  show  that  such  hardships  and  in- 
justice were  intended,  and  it  is  not  reason- 
able to  impute  to  the  law-making  power 
such  a  purpose,  in  the  absence  of  words 
clearly  evincing  that  intent.  MeCarthy  v. 
Havis,  28  Fla.  508 ;  CapeUe  v.  Baker,  8  Houst. 
(Del.)  844;  Endlich,  Interpretation  of  Stat- 
utes, §§  271,  272,  289;  StaU  v.  Tlumptan,  41 
Mo.  25;  White  v.  Blum,  4  Neb.  555;  State 
V.  Stein,  18  Neb.  529;  DewaH  v.  Purdy,  29 
Pa.  118;  Taplor  v.  MiteheU,  57  Pa.  209; 
GaeUm  v.  Merriam,  88  Minn.  271. 

The  motion  will  he  granted  and  the  proper 
order  made. 


SOUTH  CAROLINA  SUPREME  COURT. 


W.  S.  TILLINGHAST,  Appt., 

BOSTON  &  PORT  ROYAL  LUMBER  CO. 

etal. 


James  W.  MOORE,  Appt., 

V. 

S.  C.  FORSAITH  MACHINE  CO.       . 

( 8.C.-, ) 

1.  The  plaee  of  making  the  eontrmct  i> 
pretnmmhky  tbat  of  Its  porlbrmance,  in 

the  absence  of  anythlngr  indloatiofr  the  contrary. 

^*  The  plaee  firom  which  m  telesrram  is 
■ent  to  SAOther  state  Is  the  place  of  the 
contract  made  by  the  message.  In  the  abeenoe 
of  anything  therein  to  the  contrary. 

S.  No  cause  of  actton  on  contract  can 
arise  before  the  contract  is  broken. 

-A*  Service  lln  another  state  upon  a  fbr- 
eli^  corporation  after  an  order  of  pub- 
lication has  been  made  is  insufficient,  where 
there  is  no  attachment,  to  give  Jurisdiction  to 
render  a  personai  Judgment  against  the  corpora* 
tion,  although  It  had'no  property  within  the  state 
which  could  be  reached  by  attachment. 

(November  3, 1808.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiffs  from  judgments  of  the 
Common  Pleas  Circuit  Court  for  Hampton 
'Oounty  dismissing  actions  brought  to  recover 
the  amountalleged  to  bedueon  certain  contracts 
made  with  the  defendants,  which  were  foreign 
corporations,  upon  which  the  summons  had 
been  served  in  accordance  with  the  statutes 


providing  for  substituted  service  of  process. 
Affirmed. 

In  dismissing,  the  complaint  in  the  court  be- 
low, the  Judge  rendered  the  following  opinion: 

''In  the  first  of  the  aforesaid  actions,  the 
complaint  was  dismissed  as  to  the  Boston  & 
Port  Royal  Lumber  CoiApany,  because  it  did 
not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause 
of  action.  .  As  to  the  8.  C.  Forsaith  Machine 
Company,  the  service  of  summons  was  set 
aside,  and  the  complaint  in  each  action  dis- 
missed, on  motion,  because  the  service  of  * 
summons  was  illegal,  and  gave  the  court  no 
jurisdiction.  The  8.  C.  Forsaith  Machine 
Company  is  a  corporation  created  under  the 
laws  of  New  Hampshire.  It  is  a  foreign  cor- 
poration, owning  no  property  in  South  Car- 
olina, and  having  no  agent  resident  here. 
The  summons  in  each  case  was  personally 
served  upon  an  officer  of  the  corporation  in 
the  state  of  New  Hampshire.  The  action  in 
each  case  is  upon  a  money  demand,  and  a 
personal  judgment  is  demanded,  no  writ  of 
attachment  having  issued,  and  there  being 
in  South  Carolina  no  propertjr  to  be  attached. 
The  plaintiffs  claim  jurisdiction  of  our  courts 
over  this  foreign  corporation,  because  the 
cause  of  action  arose  in  the  state.  I  held,  on 
the  hearing  in  open  court,  that  the  service  of 
the  summons  was  nugatory,  and  that  the 
court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  render  a  personal 
judgment  in  either  case,  and  signed  orders 
of  dismissal.  I  promised  to  give  my  reasons 
for  so  doing  more  fully.  The  simple  ques- 
tion is,  Can  a  resident'creditor,  by  open  ac- 
count or  written  contract  to  p%y  money,  bring 
his  action  in  the  common  pleas  in  this  state 


NoTB.— For  an  extensive  note  on  the  validity  of 
personal  Judgments  rendered  upon  constructive 
service  of  process,  see  Moyer  v.  Bucks  (Ind.)  16  L.  R. 
A.  281. 

The  above  case  is  very  important  as  dealing  with 
constructive  service  on  a  foreign  corporation  in 
view  of  statutory  provisions  in  various  states  as- 
suming to  give  Jurisdiction  over  foreign  corpora- 
tions without  any  service  other  than  constructive. 
'These  provisions  are  broad  enougll,  if  they  were 
:22  L.  R  A. 


constitutional,  to  authorise  a^personal  Judgment 
against  a  foreign  corporation  upon  constructive 
service  by  publication  alone,  and  it  seems  some- 
what remarkable  that  their  constitutionality  has 
not  been  heretofore  tested  in  view  of  their  seeming 
conflict  with  the  general  rule  laid  down  in  the  lead- 
ing case  of  Pennoyer  v.  Neff,  96  tJ.  8. 714, 24  L.  ed. 
665,  although  that  case  did  not  relate  specifically  to 
foreign  corporations. 
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agftinst  a  foreign  corporation  having  no  prop* 
erty  here,  by  serving  the  summons  in  the 
foreign  jurisdiction,  and  recover  a  personal 
judgment?  I  hold  that  neither  section  155 
(old'  157)  of  the  Code,  nor  any  amendment 
thereof,  gives  any  such  Jurisdiction  to  our 
courts.  The  cause  of  action  in  each  of  these 
cases,  if  any  exists,  is  the  breach  of  the  con- 
tract, and  this  occurred  where  the  provisor 
resides,  to  wit,  in  New  Hampshire.  This 
takes  it  out  of  our  statute ;  but,  even  if  it 
did  not,  I  would  still  refuse  to  stultify  the 
court  by  rendering  a  personal  judgment' 
against  the  defendant  in  these  cases,  oe^un 
by  services  of  a  summons  in  New  Hampshire. 
Tlie  statute  of  New  York  is  similar  to  ours, 
and,  if  plaintiff's  action  can  be  maintained, 
then  almost  every  corporation  created  under 
the  law  of  other  states  would  be  amenable  to 
the  courts  of  New  York,  as  I  suppose  there 
are  few  of  them  that  do  not  owe  a  debt  by 
bond  or  otherwise  to  the  citizens  of  New 
York.  The  proposition  I  deemed  untenable. 
Such  is,  in  brief,  my  reason  for  signing  the 
orders  of  dismissal.'^ 

The  letter  referred  to  in  the  opinion  of  the 
supreme  court  is  as  follows : 

"Manchester.  N.  H.,  5-5,   '92. 
*'W.  S.  Tillinghast,  Esq.,  Hampton  C.  H., 

S.  C. 

**  Dear  Sir :  In  accordance  with  our  promise 
by  wire,  we  write  you  concerning  the  sub- 
ject of  your  telegram  to  us  on  the  27th,  re- 
porting that  Mr.  Mitchell  has  returned,  and 
given  us  a  statement  of  affairs  at  Almeda. 
We  are  not  clear  from  him  as  to  your  claims, 
nor  is  there  anything  in  your  messa/pe  to  make 
same  clear ;  and  we  ask  you  to  have  the  kind- 
ness to  advise  us  fully  what  you  do  claim 
from  this  company,  and  what  you  claim  from 
the  Boston  &  Port  Royal  Lumber  Company, 
as  we  are  willing  to  pay  anything  that  is  Just 
therein.  But  as  we  understood  a  reference 
was  to  be  made,  as  agreed  upon  by  both  par- 
ties, as  to  what  would  be  proper  in  the 
amount  of  fees,  but  this  does  not  appear  to 
materialize,  will  you  have  the  kindness, 
therefore,  to  give  us  fully  a  statement  of  your 
claims,  and  they  shall  have  prompt  attention 
upon  our  part. 

Yours  respectfully,  W.  E.  Drew,  Agent." 

Mesars.  C.  J.  C.  Hutson,  L,  F.  Yonmans 
and  James  W.  Moore  for  appellants. 

Mewrs.  E.  F.  Warren  ana  C.  P.  Sand- 
ers for  respondents. 

Mclver*  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

These  two  cases  were  oriizrinally  heard  and 
considered  together  by  this  court  during 
November  term,  1892,  and  on  the  2l8t  of 
February,  1898,  this  court  filed  its  opinion 
affirming  the  orders  appealed  from,  as  may 
be  seen  by  reference  to  17  S.  E.  Rep.  81. 
Subsequently,  the  appellants  filed  petitions 
for  rehearing,  which  were  granted  (17  S. 
E.  Rep.  724,  725) ,  and  the  cases  were  reheard 
during  the  present  term  of  this  court.  As 
we  still  think  there  are  some  differences  in 
the  facts  of  the  two  cases,  notwithstanding 
the  opinion  of  counsel  to  the  contrary,  we 
22  L.  R  A. 


are  of  opinion  that  it  will  be  better  to  con- 
sider the  cases  separately. 

In  the  TiUingha»t  Ccue,  it  appears  that  on 
the  7th  of  May,  1892,  the  plaintiff  issued  a 
summons  against  the  two  companies  named 
as  defendants  herein,  calling  on  them  to  an- 
swer the  complaint,  dated— and,  we  suppose 
filed— on  the  same  dav.  In  that  complaint 
the  plaintiff  alleges  that  he  is  an  attorney 
at  law,  practicing  in  the  courts  of  this  state ;, 
that  as  such  he  had  previously  instituted  an 
action  in  the  name  of  one  W.  R.  Smith 
against  the  Boston  &  Port  Royal  Lumber 
dbmpany,  alleging  insolvency  of  said  com- 
pany, waste  of  assets,  and  asking  that  a  re- 
ceiver be  appointed  to  take  charge  of  said 
company's  property  for  the  protection  of  the 
rights  of  creditors  and  shareholders  of  said 
company ;  that  he  applied  for  and  obtained 
an  order  for  the  appointment  of  a  temporary 
receiver,  who  took  charge  of  said  assets; 
that,  prior  to  the  day  agreed  upon  for  the 
hearing  of  the  motion  for  the  appointment 
of  a  permanent  receiver,  all  the  parties  in- 
terested, either  as  shareholders  or  creditors 
of  said  Boston  &  Port  Royal  Lumber  Com- 
pany, met  in  the  city  of  Boston,  and  settled 
their  conflicting  claims  and  interests ;  that 
as  soon  as  the  said  adjustment  was  made,  all 
parties  bein^  desirous  that  the  proceedings, 
for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  should  be 
discontinued,  a  telegram  wan  sent  by  the  S. 
C.  FoTsaith  Machine  Company,  one  of  the 
defendants  in  the  receiver  case,  that  they 
would  be  responsible  for  the  expenses  of  said 
case,  which  expenses  included  plaintiff's  fee 
in  said  case,  which  expenses  were  to  be  as- 
certained by  a  reference ;  that  on  receipt  of 
said  teleg^ram  an  agreement,  in  writing,  was 
entered  into  between  the  plaintiff  herein,  the 
said  W.  R.  Smith,  plaintiff  in  the  receiver 
case,  and  E.  F.  Warren,  Esq. .  attorney  for 
both  of  the  defendants  herein,  a  copy  of 
which  is  exhibited  as  a  part  of  the  com- 
plaint ;  that,  upon  the  delivery  of  said  agree- 
ment to  the  plaintiff  herein,  he  took  an  order 
discontinuing  the  receiver  case,  whereupon 
the  assets  of  the  Boston  &  Port  Royal  Lumber 
Company  were  surrendered  by  the  temporary 
receiver;  that  the  plaintiff  herein,  without 
success,  attempted  to  have  the  reference  con- 
templated bv  said  agreement,  and  finally  ono 
Hiram  Mitchell,  who  came  here  as  agent,  and 
was  the  agent  of  the  S.  C.  Porsaith  Machine 
Company,  refused  to  have  the  reference,  and 
left  the  county,  returning  to  New  Hamp- 
shire ;  that  the  Boston  &  Port  Royal  Lumber 
Company  is  a  foreign  corporation,  created 
under  the  laws  of  the  state  of  Maine,  and 
doing  business  and  owns  real  and  persotial 
property  in  Hampton  county,  S.  C.  ;  that 
the  S.  C.  Forsaith  Machine'  Company  is  a 
foreign  corporation,  created  under  the  laws 
of  the  state  of  New  Hampshire,  and  owning 
an  interest  in  the  stock  or  property  aforesaid 
of  the  Boston  &  Port  Royal  Lumber  Corn- 
pan  v  in  Hampton  county  aforesaid;  that 
plaintiff  is  a  resident  of  South  Carolina,  and 
the  contract  for  the  payment  of  his  fee,  as 
aforesaid,  arose  and  was  made  in  Hampton 
county,  S.  C.  ;  and,  after  other  allegations  as 
to  the  value  of  his  professional  services,  the- 
plaintiff  demtmded  judgment  for  the  same. 
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The  following  is  a  copy  of  the  telegram  re- 
ferred to  in  the  complaint :  "Boston,  Mass., 
April  9,  1892.  To  E.  F.  Warren,  Hampton, 
S.  C.  :  Discontinue  all  suits  against  lumber 
company,  and  get  the  matter  out  of  court, 
and  we  will  be  responsible  for  cost,  to  be 
ascertained  by  reference,  as  the  lumber  com- 
pany will  resume  business.  S.  C.  Forsaith 
Machine  Company.  Manchester,  N.  H.,^— 
and  the  following  is  a  copy  of  the  agreement 
entered  into  after  receipt  of  said  telegram  : 
"The  state  of  South  Carolina,  county  of 
Hampton.  It)  common  pleas.  W,  B.  Smith 
Platntijfy  V.  The  Boston  <fe  Port  Boyal  Lumber 
Co,  Whereas,  all  parties  interested  in  above 
case  have  agreed  to  a  settlement  thereof ;  and 
whereas,  the  S.  C.  Forsaith  Machine  Com- 
pany, of  Manchester,  N.  H.,  has  agreed  to 
pay  W.  8.  Tillinghast,  plaintiff's  attorney, 
his  fee  herein,  (it  being  conceded  by  all  par- 
ties hereto  that  such  fee  is  to  be  paid,  under 
tlie  law,  out  of  the  general  assets  of  the 
Boston  &  Port  Royal  Lumber  Company,) 
such  fee  to  be  ascertained  by  a  reference ; 
and  whereas,  it  is  agreed  that  the  Boston  & 
Port  Royal  Lumber  Company  will  protect 
W.  R.  Smith  in  his  interest  as  the  same  may 
appear :  In  consideration  of  the  foregoing, 
the  above-entitled  cause  is  to  be  withorawn. 
It  is  further  agreed  that  said  reference  to  sb- 
certain  the  amounts  of  said  fees  and  costs  will 

be  held  within  next  week,  before ,  if 

said  fees  and  costs  cannot  be  adjusted  with- 
out such  reference.  [Signed]  W.  S.  Tilling- 
hast, Plaintiff's  Attorney.  E.  F.  Warren, 
Defendant's  Attorney.  W.  R.  Smith."  On 
the  5th  of  July,  1892,  upon  the  usual  affi- 
davit of  the  plaintiff,  an  order  of  publication 
was  granted  by  the  clerk  of  the  court  of  com- 
mon pleas  for  Hampton  county,  S.  C,  re- 
quirini;  publication  to  be  made  in  the  Man- 
chester Daily  Mirror,  a  newspaper  published 
in  the  city  of  Manchester,  state  of  New 
Hampshire,  once  a  week  for  six  successive 
weeks,  and  that  a  copy  of  the  summons  and 
complaint  be  forthwith  deposited  in  the  post- 
office  in  Hampton,  addressed  to  the  S.  O. 
Forsaith  Machine  Company,  Manchester,  N. 
H.  Such  communication  appears  to  have 
been  sent  by  registered  letter  on  the  8th  of 
July,  1892,  but  it  does  not  appear  that  any 
publication  was  ever  made ;  the  plaintiff  rely- 
ing upon  servir^  of  the  defendant  company 
in  New  Hampshire  in  lieu  thereof,  as  ap- 
pears by  the  affidavit  (a  copy  of  which  is  set 
out  in  the  "  case")  of  one  Daniel  T.  Healey, 
sheriff  of  the  county  in  which  the  city  of 
Manchester  is  located,  made  before  one 
Thomas  D.  Luce,  styling  himself  "Clerk 
Supreme  Court, "  of  said  county,  and  certified 
to  by  him  under  his  "hand  and  official  seal," 
though  no  copy  of  such  seal  is  affixed.  It 
may  be  as  well  to  state  here  that  the  action 
was  dismissed  as  to  the  Boston  &  Port  Royal 
Liunber  Company  upon  the  ground  that  the 
complaint  did  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  con- 
stitute a  cause  of  action,  and,  there  being  no 
appeal  from  the  order  entered  to  that  fact,  the 
case  should  now  be  considered  as  an  action 
affainst  the  S.  C.  Forsaith  Machine  Company 
alone.  Upon  the  papers  above  set  forth  and 
referred  to,  a  motion  was  made  before  his 
honor,  Judge  Hudson,  to  set  aside  service  of 
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summons  and  complaint  on  the  said  defend- 
ant, made  at  their  place  of  business  in  the 
city  of  Manchester,  state  of  New  Hampshire, 
and  to  dismiss  the  complaint  of  plaintiff  for 
want  of  jurisdiction,  whereupon  the  follow- 
ing order  was  granted :  "  On  hearing  the 
pleadines  in  above- stated  case,  and  on  mo- 
tion of  Jeff.  Warren,  attorney  for  the  8.  C. 
Forsaith  Company,  defendant,  to  set  aside 
service  of  summons  and  complaint  on  the 
said  defendant  made  at  their  place  of  busi- 
ness in  the  city  of  Manchester,  state  of  New 
Hampshire,  and  to  dismiss  the  complaint  of 
plaintiff  for  want  of  jurisdiction,  counsel 
having  been  heard,  it  appearing  to  the  satis- 
faction of  this  court  that  the  defendant,  S. 
C.  Forsaith  Machine  Company,  are  a  foreign 
corporation,  and  nonresidents  of  this  state ; 
that  they  have  no  property  within  the  limits 
of  this  state,  are  represented  by  no  agent, 
and  have  no  place  of  business  therein ;  that 
the  cause  of  action,  to  wit,  the  breach  of  the 
contract,  did  not  arise  wi|;hin  the  limits  of 
this  state ;  and  that  service  of  summons  and 
complaint  was  made  in  the  city  uf  Man- 
chester, state  of  New  Hampshire,— ordered, 
that  the  complaint  of  plaintiff  be  dismissed, 
this  court  having  no  jurisdiction,  on  the 
grounds  above  set  forth. "  Subsequently,  the 
judge  filed  a  paper  setting  forth  more  fully 
his  reasons,  a  copy  of  which  may  be  found 
in  the  former  report  of  this  case  in  17  8. 
E.  Rep.  31,  38  S.  C— ,  and  which,  there- 
fore, need  not  be  set  out  here.  From  this  or- 
der, plaintiff  appeals  upon  the  three  grounds 
set  out' in  the  record,  which  make,  substan- 
tially, three  questions :  (1)  Was  there  error 
in  holding  that  the  cause  of  action  did  not 
arise  in  this  state?  (2)  Was  there  error  in 
holdine  that  the  breach  of  the  contract  con- 
stituted the  cause  of  action?  (3)  Was  there 
error  in  holding  that,  even  if  the  cause  of  ac- 
tion arose  in  this  state,  the  courts  of  this  state 
could  not  take  jurisdiction  of  an  action  in 
personam,  and  render  a  personal  judgment 
against  a  party  served  with  the  summons 
outside  of  the  limits  of  this  state? 

To.  determine  the  first  question,  two  in- 
quiries present  themselves :  First,  when  was 
the  contract  made?  Second,  where  \^as  it 
to  be  performed?  These  inquiries  involve 
mixed  questions  of  law  and  fact ;  and,  so  far 
as  the  latter  are  concerned,  the  finding  of  the 
circuit  judge  is  conclusive,  in  a  case  of  this 
kind.  Hester  v.  Basin  Fertilizer  Co.  33  S. 
C.  609.  But  the  rule  of  law  is  that,  "  in  the 
absence  of  anything  indicating  the  contrary, 
the  place  of  the  making  of  a  contract  is  pre- 
sumably that  of  ite  performance,  '*  as  was 
said  by  Mr,  Justice  McGowan  in  Curnow  v. 
Phtmix  Ins.  Co.  oj  Hartt<yrd,  37  8.  C.  406, 
quoting  with  approval  from  Bishop,  Cont. 
§  1391 ;  and,  as  was  held  in  Badgers  v.  Mut- 
ual Endowment  Assessment  Assq.,  17  8.  C. 
410,  the  cause  of  action  on  a  contract  arises 
at  the  place  where  it  is  to  be  performed. 
Where,  then,  was  the  contract  made,  upon 
which  the  plaintiff  bases  his  action,  if,  in- 
deed, there  was  any  such  contract?— a  point 
which  is  not  now  before  us,  and  upon  which 
we  do'  not  desire  to  be  regarded  as  even  in- 
timating an^  opinion.  It  does  not  appear 
that  the  plaintiff  ever  before  had  any  pro- 


52 


South  Carolina  Supreme  Goubt. 


Nov., 


fesaional  connection  with  the  S.  C.  Forsaith 
Machine  Company,  and,  if  made  at  all,  it 
roust  be  traceable  to  the  telep;Tam  copied 
above ;  and  that  was  sent  from  Boston,  Mass. 
We  cannot  regard  the  written  agreement  be- 
tween Tillinghast,  Warren,  and  Smith,  set 
out  above,  as  any  evidence  of  any  contract 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant  company  to  pay 
anything.  The  fact  that  Mr.  Warren  was 
attorney  for  that  company  in  a  litigation  then 
pending  could  not  invest  him  with  authority 
to  bind  his  client  to  pay  money,  without 
some  authority  other  than  that  arising  from 
his  professional  relations ;  and,  certainly,  the 
terms  of  the  telegram  conferred  no  authority 
to  enter  into  such  agreement.  Indeed,  the 
terms  of  that  paper  do  not  show  that  Mr. 
Warren  undertook  to  bind  his  client  to  pay 
any  sum  of  money  whatever.  On  the  con- 
trary, the  agreement  contained  nothing  more 
than  a  recital  of  the  fact  that  the  defendant 
compan  V  had  agreed  to  pay  the  fee  of  Mr. 
Tillingnast;  and  whether  that  recital  was 
strictly  correct  or  not  is  not  a  question  now 
to  be  considered.  If,  therefore,  there  was 
any  agreement  on  the  part  of  the  defendant 
company  to  pay  the  plaintiff's  fee,  it  must 
be  found  in  the  telegram  above  referred  to ; 
and,  if  it  contains  any  promise  to  that  effect, 
such  promise  was  not  made  in  this  state,  but 
in  Boston,  and,  under  the  rule  above  referred 
to,  must  be  t^ere  performed,  as  it  is  quite 
clear  that  there  is  nothing  in  the  telegram 
indicating  the  contrary.  Appellant,  in  his 
argument,  seems  to  rely  somewhat  upon  a 
letter  printed  in  the  **  case, "  from  the  a^ent 
of  the  defendant  company  to  Mr.  Tilling- 
hast, as  tending  to  show  that  defendant  ac- 
quiesced in  the  arrangement  for  the  payment 
of  plaintiff's  fee.  But,  as  we  did  not  con- 
sider that  the  terms  of  that  letter  indicated 
any  such  acquiescence',  we  did  not  deem  it 
important  to  set  out  that  letter,  in  makine 
our  statement  of  the  case.  Still,  we  would 
be  glad  to  have  the  letter  incorporated  in  the 
report  of  the  case,  in  deference  to  the  views 
of  its  importance  by  appellant's  counsel. 
But  even  if  that  letter  contained  a  positive 
promise  to  pay  the  fee.  or  a  direct  admis- 
sion of  defendant's  liability,  such  promise, 
whether  express  or  implied,  was  not  made  in 
this  state,  but  in  the  state  of  New  Hamp- 
shire ;  and  hence,  under  the  rule  above  stated, 
the  cause  of  action  could  not  be  regarded  as 
arising  in  this  state,  as  there  is  nothing  in 
the  letter  indicating  that  such  supposed 
promise  was  to  be  perfornied  elsewhere. 

As  to  the  second  question  presented  by  the 
grounds  of  appeal,  we  deem  it  only  necessary 
to  say  that  we  cannot  understand  how  any 
contract  can  give  rise  to  a  cause  of  action 
until  there  has  been  some  breach  of  such 
contract.  The*  mere  fact  that  a  person  has 
entered  into  a  contract  with  another  can  give 
no  cause  of  action,  and  none  can  arise  until 
there  is  some  breach  of  such  contract,  which, 
therefore,  must  be  regarded  as  the  cause  of 
action.  The  contract  may  give  a  party  the 
right  to  demand  its  performance  according 
to  its  terms,  but  there  is  no  delict,  and  no 
cause  of  action,  until  the  other  party  refuses 
or  neglects  to  perform  some  duty  required  of 
him  by  the  terms  of  the  contract.  We  do  not 
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think,  therefore,  that  there  was  anv  error  on 
the  part  of  the  circuit  judge  in  holding  that 
the  breach  of  the  contract  constitutes  the 
cause  of  action. 

The  third  question  presented  by  the 
grounds  of  appeal  is  more  difficult,  and -is 
much  more  important  than  either  of  the  other 
questions.  The  Code  provides,  in  section 
148,  that  ''civil  actions  in  the  courts  of  rec- 
ord of  this  state  shall  be  commenced  by  serv- 
ice of  a  summons,"  and  in  subsequent  sec- 
tions (155  and  156)  proceeds  to  prescribe  how 
such  service  shall  oe  made.  In  section  155 
the  provision  is  that,  if  the  action  be  against 
a  corporation,  it  must  be  by  delivery  of  a 
copy  of  the  summons  to  ce^in  officers  or 
agents  of  the  corporation,  ''but  such  service 
can  be  made  in  respect  to  a  foreign  corpora- 
tion only  when  it  has  property  within  this 
state,  or  the  cause  of  action  arose  therein,  or 
where  such  service  shall  be  made  within  this 
state  personally  upon  the  president,  cashier, 
treasurer,  attorney  or  secretary  thereof, "  f ol  - 
lowed  by  a  special  provision  as  to  certain 
specified  corporations,  which  have  no  appli- 
cation to  the  present  case,  as  the  defenoant 
here  is  not  one  of  the  corporations  specified. 
In  section  156,  provision  is  made  for  the 
service  of  the  summons  by  publication  in 
certain  specified  cases,  the  only  one  of  which, 
applicable  here,  is  couched  in  the  following 
language:  ''Where  the  defendant  is  a  for- 
eign corporation,  has  property  within  the 
state,  or  the  cause  of  action  arose  therein." 
That  section  contains  this  further  provision  : 
"Where  publication  is  ordered,  personal 
service  of  the  summons  out  of  the  state  is 
equivalent  to  publication, "  etc.  Section  158 
provides  that  in  the  case  mentioned  in  section 
156  the  service  of  the  summons  shall  be 
deemed  complete  at  the  expiration  of  the 
time  prescribed  bv  the  order  for  publication. 
Section  159  provides  how  proof  of  the  service 
of  the  summons  shall  be  made,  and  contains 
this  language :  "  When  the  service  is  made 
out  of  the  state,  after  order  of  publication, 
the  affidavit  of  the  person  making  the  serv. 
ice  shall  be  made  before  the  clerk  of  any 
court  of  record  in  the  state  or  district  in 
which  such  service  shall  be  made,  who  shall 
certify  the  same  under  his  official  seal," — 
which  was  afterwards  amended  by  the  Act 
of  1884  (18  Stat,  at  L.  745),  so  as  to  include 
other  officers  besides  such  clerk.  Section  160 
provides  that  "  from  the  time  of  the  service 
of  the  summons  in  a  civil  action,  or  the  al- 
lowance of  a  provisional  remedy,  the  court 
is  deemed  to  have  acquired  jurisdiction." 

It  must  be  admitted  that,  if  we  look  alone 
to  the  provisions  of  the  several  sections  of 
the  code  above  referred  to,  there  is  strong 
ground  for  the  position  taken  by  appellant, 
—that,  if  the  cause  of  action  arose  in  this 
state,  the  court  had  acquired  jurisdiction  of 
the  defendant  corporation,  for  in  view  of  the 
findings  of  Judge  Hudson  that  the  defendant 
was  a  foreign  corporation,  having  no  prop  • 
erty  within  this  state ;  that  it  was  duly  served 
with  a  copy  of  the  summons  id  the  state  of 
New  Hampshire,  after  order  of  publication 
has  been  made, — we  must  take  the  facts  ao 
found,  and  there  is  no  room  for  the  objection, 
taken  in  the  argument,  to  the  proof  of  serv- 
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ice  as  lacking  the  official  seal  of  the  clerk, 
as  no  such  exception  was  taken  below.  So 
that  the  naked  questioh  now  presented  is 
that,  even  aBSuming  that  the  cause  of  action 
in  this  case  arose  in  this  state,  whether  the 
courts  of  this  state  could  acquire  jurisdiction 
of  this  foreign  corporation,  which  had  no 
property  in  this  state,  through  which  it 
might  have  been  reached  by  a  proceeding  in 
reniy  at  least  so  far  as  such  property  was  con- 
cerned, simply  by  personal  service  on  such 
corporation  in  another  state.  This  question, 
as  it  seems  to  us,  has  been  conclusively  set- 
tled in  the  negative  by  the  highest  author! tv 
in  the  case  of  Ptnnoyer  v.  Neff,  95  U.  8.  7l4, 
24  L.  ed.  565.  In  that  case,  NefiF,  being  a 
nonresident  of  the  state  of  Oregon,  but  own- 
ing property  therein,— the  land  in  question, 
— was  sued  on  a  money  demand,  in  which 
action  the  state  court  o'f  Oregon  undertook 
to  acquire  jurisdiction  of  the  person  of  Neff 
by  publication  under  a  statute  of  that  state 
practically  identical  with  our  code  in  this 
respect  and  rendered  judgmenl  against  him 
for  the  amount  of  such  demand,  and  under 
the  execution  issued  to  enforce  such  judg- 
ment the  land  was  sold  by  the  sheriff,  and 
bought  by  Pennoyer.  Subsequently,  an  ac- 
tion was  brought  by  Neff  against  Fennoyer 
to  recover  possession  of  the  land  in  the 
circuit  court  of  the  United  States  for  the 
district  of  Oregon,  and  carried  thence  by 
writ  of  error  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States.  The  case  turned  upon  the 
validity  of  the  sale  by  the  sheriff,  or,  rather, 
the  validity  of  the  judgment  under  which 
such  sale  was  made ;  and  the  court  held  that 
the  state  court  of  Oregon  could  not  acquire 
jurisdiction  of  the  person  of  a  nonresident 
defendant  in  a  personal  action  simply  by 
service  by  publication,  and  hence  that  the 
judgment  was  a  nullity.  As  is  said  by  Mr. 
Justice  Field  in  delivering  the  opinion  of 
the  court,  one  of  the  well-established  prin- 
ciples of  public  law  respecting  the  juris- 
diction of  an  independent  state  over  persons 
and  property  is  ''that  no  state  can  exercise 
direct  jurisdiction  and  authority  over  persons 
or  property  without  its  territory.  Story, 
Confl.  L.  chap.  2;  Wheat.  International 
Law,  pt.  2,  chap.  2.  The  several  states  are 
of  equal  dignity  and  authority,  and  the  in- 
dependence of  one  implies  the  exclusion  of 
power  from  all  others ;  and  so  it  is  laid  down 
by  jurrists,  as  an  elementary  principle,  that 
the  laws  of  one  state  have  no  operation  out- 
side of  its  territory,  except  so  far  as  is  al- 
lowed by  comity,  and  that  no  tribunal  estab- 
lished by  it  can  extend  its  process  beyond 
that  territory,  so  as  to  subject  either  persons 
or  property  to  its  decisions."  This  doctrine 
does  not  deny  or  interfere  with  the  right  of 
a  state  to  acquire  jurisdiction  over  the  prop- 
erty of  a  nonresident,  located  or  found  within 
such  state,  by  a  proceeding  in  rem, — for  ex- 
ample, by  attachment,  or  some  proceeding  in 
the  nature  of  a  proceeding  in  rem  provided 
for  by  the  laws  of'  such  state ;  but  under  such 
a  proceeding  no  personal  judgment  can  be 
rendered  against  the  nonresident,  and  the 
judgment  can  only  affect  him  so  far  as  his 
property  found  in  the  state  is  concerned.  See 
StarOey  v.  Stanley,  85  S.  C.  94.  The  same 
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doctrine  had  been  previously  laid  down  in 
Oalpin  V.  Page,  85  U.  S.  18  Wall.  867,  368, 
21  L.  ed.  968,  where  it  is  said :  ''Even  tlie 
court  of  king's  bench  in  England,  though 
acourt  of  general  jurisdiction,  never  imagined 
that  it  could  serve  process  in  Scotland,^  Ire- 
land, or  the  colonies,  to  compel  an  appear- 
ance, or  justify  a  judgment  against  persons 
residing  therein  at  the  time  of  the  commence- 
ment of  the  suit. "  The  case  of  Pennoyer  v. 
Neff  has  not  only  been  recognized  and  fol- 
lowed in  numerous  subsequent  cases,  but,  so 
far  as  we  are  informed,  has  never  been  ques- 
tioned by  any  tribunal.  Even  the  learned 
judge  {Mr,  Justice  Hunt)  who  dissented  in 
that  case  did  not  question  the  doctrine  for 
which  we  have  cited  the  case,  but  based  his 
dissent  upon  the  sole  ground  that,  inasmuch 
as  Neff  owned  land  wiUiin  the  state  of  Oregon 
at  the  time  the  action  was  commenced  in 
which  the  judnnent  in  question  was  re- 
covered, it  could  be  subjected  to  such  judg- 
ment, even  though  no  proceeding  by  attach- 
ment had  been  instituted.  It  is  true  that  in 
that  case  the  defendant  was  a  natural  person, 
and  not,  as  here,  a  corporation,  and  t^at  the 
service  there  was  by  publication,  and  not,  as 
here,  by  personal  service  outside  of  the  limits 
of  the  state.  But  neither  of  these  circum- 
stances can  make  any  substantial  difference 
between  that  case  and  this,  for  in  the  case 
of  8t.  Clair  v.  Cax,  106  U.  S.  350,  37  L.  ed. 
223,  the  doctrine  of  Pennoyer  v.  Nejf  was  ap- 

f»lied  to  a  case  of  a  foreign  corporation,  and 
t  is  there  said :  **  The  doctrine  of  that  case 
applies,  in  all  its  force,  to  personal  judg- 
ments of  state  courts  against  foreign  corpora- 
tions." And  we  are  unable  to  discover  any 
reason  why  it  should  be  otherwise.  See  also 
MeHcan  Gent.  R.  Co.  v.  Pinkney,  149  U.  S. 
194,  37  L.  ed.  699,  where  the  same  doctrine 
was  applied  in  the  case  of  a  foreign  corpora- 
tion. 

The  other  point  of  difference  amounts  to 
nothing,  for  the  statute  of  Oreson,  like  our 
statute,  expressly  declares,  ^  Where  publi- 
cation is  ordered  personal  service  of  the  sum- 
mons out  of  the  state  is  equivalent  to  pub- 
lication and  deposit  in  the  postofflce, "  thus 
putting  the  two  modes  of  service  precisely 
upon  the  same  footing.  Besides,  in  the  case 
of  Sugoy.  Thornton,  132  U.  S.  524,  33  L.  ed. 
447,  where  the  doctrine  of  Pennoyer  v.  JV'tfjf* 
was  applied,  the  case  shows  that  the  party 
who  objected  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Texas 
court  on  the  ground  that  there  had  been  no 
legal  service  upon  him  was  actually  served 
in  Wyoming  territory.  It  is  apparent  from 
what  is  said  in  other  cases  that  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  recognizes  no  dif- 
ference in  the  two  modes  of  service,  so  far  as 
the  question  we  are  considering  is  concerned, 
for  in  Qrover  d  Backer  Sewing  Mach,  Co.  v. 
Eftddiffe,  137  U.  S.  294,  295,  84  L.  ed.  672,  it 
is  said,  upon  the  authority  of  P<J7in<?y^  v.  I^eff, 
and  other  cases  there  cited,  "^that  a  personal 
judgment  is  without  validity,  if  rendered  by 
a  state  court  in  an  action  upon  a  money  de- 
mand against  a  nonresident  of  the  state,  upon 
whom  no  personal  service  of  process,  within 
the  state,  was  made,  and  who  did  not  appear. " 
And  in  Wilson  v.  Seligman,  144  U.  S.  44,  45, 
36  L.  ed.  839,  the  following  passages  from  the 
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opinioQ  in  Pennoyer  v.  Nejf  are  quoted  with 
approval :  **  Every  state  possesses  exclasive 
jurisdiction  and  sovereignty  over  persons  and 
property  within  its  territory.  ...  No 
state  can  exercise  direct  jurisdiction  and  au- 
thority over  persons  or  property  without  its 
territory.  .  .  .  It  is  in  virtue  of  the 
state's  jurisdiction  over  the  propertjf  of  the 
nonresidents  situated  within  its  limits,  that 
its  tribunals  can  inquire  into  that  nonresi- 
dent's obligations  to  its  own  citizens,  and 
the  inquiry  can  then  be  carried  only  to  the 
extent  necessary  to  control  the  disposition 
of  the  property.  .  .  .  Where  the  entire 
object  of  the  action  is  to  determine  the  per- 
sonal rights  and  obligations  of  the  defend- 
ants, that  is,  where  the  suit  is  merely  in 
pei'8onam,  constructive  service  in  this  form 
upon  a  nonresident  is  ineffectual  for  any 
purpose.  Process  from  the  tribunals  of  one 
state  cannot  run  into  another  state,  and  sum- 
mon parties  there  domiciled  to  leave  its  ter- 
ritory, and  respond  to  proceedin^rs  against 
them.  .  .  .  Process  sent  to  him  out  of 
the  state,  and  process  published  within  it, 
are  equally  unavailing  in  proceedings  to 
establish  his  personal  liability.  ...  A 
judgment  which  can  be  treated  in  any  state 
of  this  Union  as  contrary  to  the  first  prin- 
ciples of  justice  and  as  an  absolute  nuility, 
because  rendered  without  any  jurisdiction  of 
the  tribunal  over  the  party, '  is  not  entitled 
to  any  respect  in  the  state  where  rendered. 
.  .  .  To  give  such  proceedings  any  valid- 
iiy,  tiiere  must  be  a  tribunal  competent  by 
its  constitution,  that  is,  by  the  law  of  its 
creation,  to  pass  upon  the  subject-matter  of 
the  suit ;  ana  if  that  involves  merely  a  de- 
termination of  the  personal  validity  of  the 
defendant,  he  must  be  brought  within  its 
jurisdiction  by  service  of  process  within  the 
state,  or  his  voluntarv  appearance.  ^ 

These  being  the  well-settled  principles  ap- 
plicable to  a  case  like  the  one  now  under 
consideration,  established  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States,  —a  tribunal  which 
is  invested  ^ith  final  jurisdiction  in  con- 
troversies between  citizens  of  different  states, 
— ^it  seems  to  us  that  we  are  bound,  if  practi- 
cable, to  put  such  a  construction  upon  the 
provisions  of  our  code,  above  referred  to,  as 
will  brinff  it  into  conformity  with  such  prin 
ciples.  This,  we  think,  can  be  done  by  con 
struing  the  above-mentioned  provisions  of 
our  code  as  applying  only  to  cases  in  which 
a  warrant  of  attachment  has  been  issued,  or 
to  some  other  proceeding  in  rem,  or  in  the 
nature  of  a  proceeding  in  rem,  and  not  to 
cases  of  mere  personal  actions,  in  which  onl  v 
a  personal  juagment  can  be  obtained,  for  it 
must  be  remembered  that  an  action  cannot 
now,  as  formerly,  be  commenced  by  a  writ 
of  foreign  attachment,  but  that  now,  under 
the  code,  an  attachment  is  merely  a  provis- 
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ional  remedy  in  aid  of  an  action ;  and  hence, 
to  make  it  available,  an  action  must  be  com- 
menced in  regular  form,  and  judgment 
therein  must  be  recovered  before  the  attach- 
ment can  yield  the  fruits  which  it  is  de- 
signed to  produce.  We  are  therefore  com- 
pelled to  construe  the  provisions  of  the  code, 
above  referred  to.  providing  for  the  mode  of 
making  a  nonresident  a  party  to  an  action, 
as  applying  only  to  such  actions  as  may  be 
regarded  as  proceedings  in  rem,  and  not  ap- 
plving  to  merely  personal  actions,  in  which 
only  a  personal  judgment  is  sought  or  can 
be  obtained.  This  being  a  purely  personal 
action,  in  which  no  warrant  of  attachment 
has  been  or  could  be  obtained,  inasmuch  as 
the  defendant  has  no  property  within  this 
state,  we  think  that  the  court  never  acquired 
jurisdiction  of  the  defendant  corporation,  by 
service  of  the  summons  out  of  the  state,  and 
hence  there  was  no  error  on  the  part  of  the 
circuit  judge  in  dismissing  the  complaint 
for  want  of  jurisdiction. 

The  second  case  mentioned  in  the  title  of 
this  opinion — that  of  Mr.  Moore— differs  in 
at  least  one  very  material  respect  from  the 
case  just  considered.  Here  the  undisputed 
evidence  is  that  the  contract  which  consti- 
tutes the  basis  of  plaintiff's  action  was  made 
in  this  state  by  a  duly  authorized  agent  of 
the  defendant  corporation,  and  subsequently 
ratified  by  the  general  agent  of  said  corpora- 
tion; and,  as  tJ^ere  is  nothing  even  tending 
to  show  that  such  contract  was  to  be  per- 
formed elsewhere,  it  must,  under  the  rule  an- 
nounced in  TiUingheteVe  Case,  be  regarded  as 
a  contract  made  and  to  be  perform^  in  this 
state,  and  hence  that  the  cause  of  action  arose 
in  this  state.  If  this  were  all,  then  a  dif- 
ferent conclusion  from  that  reached  in  the 
case  first  considered  would  follow.  But, 
under  the  views  which  we  have  taken  of  the 
third  question  presented  by  the  appeal  of 
Mr.  Tillinghast,  we  are  compelled  to  con- 
clude that  the  court  never  acquired  juris- 
diction of  the  defendant  corporation  by  a 
simple  service  of  the  summons  in  the  state 
of  New  Hampshire,  for  in  this  case,  as  in 
the  former,  there  was  no  warrant  of  attach- 
ment obtained,  and  none  could  have  been, 
by  reason  of  the  undisputed  fact  that  defend- 
ant, though  a  foreign  corporation,  had  no 
property  within  the  limits  of  this  state. 
There  was  therefore  no  error  on  the  part  of 
the  circuit  judge  in  dismissing  the  com- 
plaint in  this  case  for  want  of  jurisdiction. 
For  the  reasons  hereinbefore  stated,  we  must 
adhere  to  the  judgment  rendered  at  the  former 
hearing. 

Th£  judgment  of  this  court  ie  thai  tits  jvdg- 
m^ent  of  the  Circuit  Court  in  each  of  the  ea^e^ 
stated  in  the  title  of  this  opinion  be  reaffirmed. 

McGowanand  Pope»  <//.,  concur. 


1898. 


BxjLPiT  V.  Matthews. 
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T.  J.  MATTHEWS. 

a46  III.  345.) 

1.  The  owners  of  domestic  Siiiiinalg  are 
liable  at  eommon  law  for  damages 
eommitted  by  them  in  trespasstng^with- 

out  regard  to  the  nei^llgeDoe  of  the  owner  in  per* 
mittlnfiT  them  to  escape,  or  to  the  fact  of  enoloe- 
ure,  or  lack  of  enclosure,  of  premises  on  which 
they  are  trespassinijr. 
S.  The  eommon-law  rule  as  to  the  duty 
of  the  owners  of  domestic  animals  to 
keep  them  ftom.  trespassing  exists  in 
niinoiSt  under  the  Act  of  1874,  except  in  dis- 
tricts where  a  vote  taken  under  the  statute  has 
established  the  contrary  rule,  althousrh  for  a  long 


period  of  time  the  common-law  rule  was  rejected 
in  that  state  as  inapplicable  to  its  conditions. 
8»   It  Is  a  matter  of  eommon  knowledge 

that  in  1874,  and  long  prior  to  that  date,  vacant 
land  in  Illinois  was  comparatively  little,  and  to 
be  found,  not  upon  the  prairies  as  a  rule,  but  in 
poorer  and  timber  portions  of  the  stat«. 

(Batiey,  Oh.  J.,  dissents.) 

(June  19, 189S.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Appellate  Court,  Third  District,  affirm- 
ing a  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Chris- 
tian County,  which  in  turn  affirmed  a  judg- 
ment of  a  justice  of  the  peace  in  favor  of  plain- 
tiff in  an  action  brought  to  recover  damages 
alleged  to  have  been  caused  to  plaintiff's  crops 
by  cattle  belonging  to  defendant.     Affirmed. 


SOTE.— As  to  lidbUUyof  owner  for  trespass  of 
eattie. 

General  UabilUyfor  trespassing  stock. 

The  common-law  doctrine  that  the  owner  of 
stock  is  liable  in  damages  for  trespasses  by  them, 
4ind  that  it  is  his  duty  to  restrain  them  rather  than 
the  duty  of  the  owner  of  land  to  fence  against 
other  persons*  stock,  has  been  much  changed  by 
statutes,  and  in  some  of  the  states  has  been  denied 
as  not  applicable  to  the  wants  of  the  people  in  a 
new  country.  But  the  tendency  of  legislation  in 
such  states  is  to  restore  the  common-law  liability. 

The  common  rule  is  that  the  owner  of  domestic 
animals  must  keep  them  on  his  own  land,  or  else 
he  will  be  liable  for  damages  from  their  trespasses. 
Tabev  v.  Cruthers,  50  Hun,  619,  8S  K.  Y.  S.  R.  331; 
Barto  V.  Stephan,  19  N.  T.  Week.  Dig.  164. 

In  an  action  for  Injuries  to  stock  by  a  railroad 
train  it  was  said  that  the  common  law  requiring 
the  owner  of  domestic  animals  to  keep  them  on 
his  premises  does  not  apply  to  the  Black  Hills 
country.  Sprague  v.  Fremont,  E  &  M.  Y.  R.  Co. 
6  Dak.  86. 

Where  plalnttfls,  who  controlled  about  860,000 
acres  and  grazed  about  9Sl,0ii0  acres  with  cattle,  at- 
tenilt>ted  to  enjoin  the  owners  of  sheep  from  allow- 
ing them  to  graze  on  the  same,  thus  appropiiating 
to  themselves  all  the  use  of  the  public  land,  it  was 
held  that  the  owner  of  cattle  is  not  liable  for  tres- 
pass on  the  unenclosed  lands  of  another.  Buford  t. 
HoutK,  188  U.  S.  880, 88 1.,  ed.  618. 

In  an  action  for  injuries  to  stock  from  a  railroad 
train,  it  was  said  that  the  common-law  doctrine, 
requiring  the  owner  of  livestock  to  keep  them  on 
his  premises,  does  not  apply  in  Florida.  Savannah, 
F.  A  W.  R.  Co.  V.  Oeiger,  21  Fla.  660, 68  Am.  Rep.  607. 

In  Colorado  the  owner  of  crops  cannot  recover 
for  damages  from  trespassing  cattle  unless  the 
crops  are  protected  by  a  sufficient  fence.  Nuck- 
olls V.  Ghiut,  12  Colo.  861;  Morris  v.  Fraker,  5  Colo. 
425! 

In  Nevada  damages  from  trespassing  cattle  can- 
not be  recovered  where  the  field  is  not  inclosed  by 
the  fence  prescribed  by  statute,  as  the  rule  of  com- 
mon law  is  repugnant  to  the  law  of  Nevada.  Chase 
V.  Chase.  15  Nev.  260. 

An  action  of  trespass  for  damage  from  cattle 
and  sheep  pasturing  on  unenclosed  wild  prairie 
land  in  Nebraska  cannot  be  maintained,  as  the 
common  law  was  not  applicable  to  that  state  at  the 
time  of  framing  its  constitution  nor  is  it  now.  De- 
laney  v.  Errlckson.  10  Neb.  492. 

But  Neb.  Comp.  Stat.,  art.  3,  chap.  2,  providing 
a  remedy  for  trespass  by  livestock  by  impounding, 
is  cumulative  and  does  not  exclude  the  remedy  by 
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an  action  for  damages,  as  the  injured  party  may 
waive  his  lien.    Keith  v.  Tilf  ord,  12  Neb.  271. 

In  North  Carolina,  in  an  action  of  replevin,  it 
was  said  that  the  owner  of  stock  is  not  required  to 
restrain  them,  and  is  not  responsible  for  their  tres- 
passes upon  lands  of  others.  Burgwyn  v.  Whit- 
field, 81 N.  C.  261. 

The  same  doctrine  was  declared  also  in  an  action 
for  injuries  to  cattle  from  railroads.  Laws  v. 
North  Carolina  R.  Co.  62  N.  C.  468. 

And  another  case  decides  that  a  planter  not  hav- 
ing his  land  protected  cannot  recover  for  trespass 
from  stock.  Jones  v.  Wltherspoon,  62  N.  C.  565, 
78  Am.  Dec.  268. 

In  Missouri  in  order  to  create  a  liability  for  tres- 
passing cattle,  the  owner  of  the  land  must  have  his 
ground  enclosed  by  a  lawful  fence  as  the  common- 
law  liability  has  been  changed  by  statute.  Heald 
V.  Grier,  12  Mo.  App.  666;  Fenton  v.  Montgomery, 
19Mo.App.166;  Storms  v.  White,  28  Mo.  App.  81; 
Moore  v.  White,  46  Mo.  206.     . 

In  Ohio  it  is  said  that  the  doctrine  of  common- 
law  liability  for  trespass  by  stock  may  be  suitable 
to  an  old  and  highly  cultivated  country,  where  all 
the  lands,  except  the  public  highways  and  com- 
mons, are  under  enclosure,  but  that  it  has  no  suit- 
able and  proper  application  in  Ohio.  Kerwhacker 
V.  Cleveland,  C.  *  C.  R.  Co.  8  Ohio  St.  172. 62  Am. 
Dec.  246;  aeveland,  C.  &  C.  R.  Co.  v.  EUiott,  4  Ohio 
St.  474. 

In  an  action  for  damages  to  stock  from  a  railroad 
train  it  was  said  that  the  rule  of  the  common  law 
requiring  the  owner  of  cattle  to  restrain  them  un- 
der pain  of  their  being  trespassers  if  found  on  un- 
enclosed lands  of  another  has  been  held  to  be  the 
law  in  Wisconsin  though  it  is  generally  disregarded 
by  common  consent  in  the  newly  settled  parts  of 
the  state.    MoCall  v.  Chamberlain,  18  Wis.  640. 

Where  no  regulation  of  stock  or  fence  has  been 
made  under  Wisconsin  Act  of  February,  1841,  al- 
lowing the  towns  to  regulate  the  same,  the  com- 
mon-law liability  applies  and  the  owner  of  a  dosfe 
may  recover  for  trespasses  by  animals,  although 
not  inclosed  by  a  sufficient  fence.  Stone  v.  Donald- 
son, 1  Finney,  888. 

In  Arkansas,  where  stock  was  {killed  by  a  train, 
it  was  said  that  the  common-law  doctrine  that  the 
owner  of  cattle  permitted  to  go  at  large  and  enter 
another^s  land  is  a  trespasser,  has  never  been  rec- 
ognized in  that  state.  Little  Rock  ft  Ft.  S.  R.  Co . 
V.  FInley,  87  Ark.  662. 

In  Illinois  the  common  law  in  regard  to  owners 
of  stock  being  required  to  restrain  them  from  tres- 
paMing  was  formerly  held  not  to  be  In  force,  and 
that  the  owner  of  land  to  maintain  an  action  for 


56 


Illxkoib  Supreme  Couet. 


June. 


It  appeared  that  defendant  kept  the  cattle  in 
a  pasture  enclosed  hy  a  good  and  sufficient 
fence.  That  persons  in  the  neigborhood  used 
a  way  across  the  pasture  to  go  to  the  village  of 
Edinburgh  That  on  the  day  on  which  the  cat- 
tle escaped  there  was  a  show  jn  the  village,  and 
during  the  night  the  gate  to  the  pasture  ap- 
peared to  have  been  left  open  by  some  one 
passins  through  it,  and  the  cattle  escaped  and 
strayed  onto  plaintiff's  Adds,  which  were  un- 
fenced,  and  inflicted  the  damage  complained 
of. 

Further  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Meatrs,  John  O.  Drennan  .and  J.  C 
HcBride*  for  appellant : 

It  was  decided  in  the  case  of  8edey  v. 
Peters,  10  111.  142,  followed  by  a  long  lino 
of  decisions,  that  the  common  law  of  Eng- 
land, requiring  every  man  to  keep  his  stock 
on  his  own  premises,  at  his  peril,  was  not 
the  law  of  this  state,  and  that  stock  should 


be  permitted  to  run  at  large,  and  that  own- 
ers of  land  should  fence  against  stock,  and 
laws  prescribing  the  sufficiency  of  fences- 
were  enacted  (111.  He  v.  Stat.  chap.  54),  and 
this  has  been  the  law  of  this  state  for  many 
years  and  acted  upon  by  the  people.  It  was- 
decided  in  BeeHey  v.  Peters,  10  III.  146,  tliat 
section  20  of  chapter  54,  then  numbered  15, 
applied  to  outside  fences  as  well  as  others, 
and  was  not  limited  in  its  application,  and 
says  "it  necessarily  follows  that,  unless  the 
fence  be  good  and  sufficient,  no  action  lies, " 
etc.  To  dispense  with  this  law  as  declared 
by  the  supreme  court  would  require  an  act 
of  the  legislature,  and  only  so  much  of  this- 
rule  here  announced  would  become  extinct 
as  would  t>e  expressly  and  in  terms  annulled 
by  the  legislature. 

In  1874  an  Act  was  passed  entitled  *"  An  Act 
to  Revise  the  Law  in  Relation  to  Permitting 
Animals  to  Run  at  Large, "  which  provided 


the  trespass  of  cattle  upon  his  oloee,  must,  under 
the  UlinoJB  statutes,  have  it  cturrounded  by  a  i<ood 
and  sufficient  fence.  Seeley  v.  Peters,  10  111.  180; 
OU  V.  Rowley,  ae  111.  460;  Stoner  v.  Shugpart,  45  111. 
76 :  Mlsner  v.  LiffhtbaU,  18  Ili.  600. 

But  TIL  Rev.  Stat  1874  changes  this  rule  to  the  ex- 
tent  that  It  prohibits  the  running  at  large  of  cattle 
in  the  absence  of  a  vote  of  the  people  of  the  county 
allowing  them  to  do  so. 

And  as  shown  in  the  main  case  the  present  Illi- 
nois statutes  restore  the  common-law  liability. 

The  owner  of  cattle  is  liable  for  the  damages 
caused  by  them  to  his  neighbor,  under  III.  Rev. 
Stat.,  chap.  8,  fi  1,  which  practically  re-enacts  the 
common  law  in  such  counties  as  it  is  in  force. 
Birket  V.  Williams,  80  lU.  App.  451. 

Where  a  township  has  adopted  a  herd  law  pro- 
hibiting stock  to  run  at  large  at  mgnt,  to  that  ex- 
tent it  repeals  the  doctrine  announced  in  Seeley  v. 
Peters,  10  HI.  180,  and  renders  th^  owner  of  the 
stock  liable  for  trespass,  although  the  township 
law  is  In  the  nature  of  a  penalty.  Wescgate  v. 
Carr,48I11.4fi0. 

_  A  party  who  permits  his  stock  to  run  at  large  in 
violation  of  Illinois  Act  of  January  18,  1872,  is  lia- 
ble in  trespass  for  damages  by  them  to  c»>ps. 
Fredrick  v.  White,  78  111.  600. 

In  Alabama  in  an  action  for  damages  to  stock 
from  a  defective  bridge  it  was  said  that  no  geoeral 
statute  existed  requiring  cattle  or  dumb  animals 
to  be  kept  within  an  enclosure  as  the  general  rule 
is  to  fence  stock  out,  not  io.  Lee  County  v.  Yar- 
brough,86Ala.500. 

In  Alabama  the  owner  of  land  must  protect  him- 
self against  cattle  by  fence,  except  where  local 
laws  dispense  with  this  requirement.  Wilhite  v. 
Speakman,  79  Ala.  100. 

But  the  Alabama  Act  of  February  10,  1867,  giv- 
ing an  action  for  damages  against  any  one  who 
permits  his  cattle  to  trespass  within  a  tract  sur- 
rounded by  a  lawful  fence  and  making  a  boundary 
line  a  lawful  fence  in  certain  counties,  restores 
the  common-law  liability  in  such  counties.  Joiner 
V.  Winston,  68  Ala.  U8. 

Another  Alabama  case  holds  that  the  owner  of 
hogs  is  liable  for  trespass  committed  by  them  on 
another's  crop,  although  the  0¥nier  of  the  hogs 
had  no  notice  of  their  propensity  to  rove.  Gres- 
ham  V.  Taylor,  61  Ala.  606. 

Where  a  fence  is  not  a  lawful  fence  under  the 
statute,  in  an  action  for  injuries  to  the  trespassing 
stock  the  .defendant  cannot  recoup  damages  to  his 
crops.    Woodward  v.  Purdy,  20  Ala.  379. 

This  action  was  for  trespass  by  the  defendant  In 
carrying  away  the  hinges  of  the  gates,  digging  up 
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fruit  trees,  and  taking  away  other  things.  The  en- 
try of  the  hogs  must  have  been  caused  by  this 
trespass  but  the  facts  do  not  appear. 

In  California  premises  must  be  protected  by  a 
fence  prescribed  by  statute  in  order  to  permit  an 
action  for  trespass  of  cattle  thereon.  Oomerford 
V.  Dupuy,  17  Cal.  808. 

In  California  in  an  action  against  a  railroad 
company  for  killing  a  horse  it  was  held  that  the 
common-law  liability  for  damages  by  trespassing' 
stock  does  not  prevail  in  that  state.  Waters  v. 
Moss,  12  Cal.  585. 78  Am.  Deo.  661. 

In  California  the  owner  ot  sheep  which  stray  in- 
to an  unenclosed  field  without  his  knowledge,  is 
not  liable  for  an  injury  done  by  them,  although 
Cal.  Stat.  1861,  p.  528,  amended  March  28,  I869.  pro- 
vides  that  it  shall  be  unlawful  to  herd  sheep  on  an- 
other's land.    Logan  v.  Gedney,  88  Gal.  570. 

See  subhead  "Driving  cattle  on  land  of  another,^' 
infra. 

But  an  owner  of  land  is  not  required  to  fence  it 
against  cattle  of  another,  in  Santa  Clara  county^ 
under  the  CaUfomia  Act  of  1868,  amended  Marcn, 
1872.    Hahn  V.  Garratt,  69  Cal.  146. 

And  the  right  given  by  statute  in  certain  coun- 
ties to  proceed  against  trespassing  cattle  does  not 
affect-  the  right  to  sue  their  owner  for  damages. 
Triscony  v.  Brandenstein,  66  CaL  614. 

An  action  for  trespass  by  animals  that  is  not 
brought  under  the  California  Act  of  1874  in  certain 
counties  may  be  brought  in  three  years  from  the 
date  of  trespass.  Heilbron  v.  Heinlen,  70  Gal. 
482. 

Where  a  complaint  is  either  a  declaration  in  tres- 
paas  or  it  alleges  *'an  expired  promise  to  pay  the 
amount  of  damages  done  after  the  injury  wais  con- 
summated," an  instruction  that  the  law  implies  a 
promise  by  the  owner  of  the  stock  to  pay  all  dam- 
ages done  is  error,  there  being  po  count  for  grain 
sold  and  delivered  or  for  pasturage.  Van  Valken- 
burg  V.  McCauley,  58  Cal.  706.  • 

The  common-law  remedy  for  trespass  by  cattle  Is 
not  excluded  by  the  other  remedy  of  distress  and 
sale  under  the  New  York  statutes.  Golden  v. 
Bldred,  16  Johns.  220. 

And  the  owner  of  cattle  is  liable  for  their  trespass 
where  there  is  no  regulation  of  the  town  as  to 
fences  or  cattle  at  large.  Wells  v.  Howell ,  19  Johns. 
885. 

The  owner  of  sheep  is  liable  for  their  breaking 
through  a  fence  and  depasturing  a  meadow,  not- 
withstanding a  town  by-law  allowing  them  to  run 
at  large  on  a  common,  unless  it  is  shown  that  the 
plain tiff^s  fence  was  insufficient  or  did  not  conform 
to  the  regulation  of  the  town  prescribing  the  kind 
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a  penalty  against  those  who  should  suffer 
their  animals  of  the  species  of  horse,  mule, 
etc.,  to  run  at  lai-ge. 

Rev.  Stat.  chap.  8,  |  1. 

This  statute  applied  only  to  those  who 
suffered  or  permitted  duch  animals  to  run  at 
laree,  and  hiod  no  application  to  such  ani- 
mals escaping  against  the  will  of  the  owner 
and  without  his  fault  or  nefflieence,  as  in 
this  case  at  bar,  and  set  forth  m  the  said  prop- 
ositions of  law  submitted  to  the  court. 

Kinder  v.  OiUespie,  63  111.  88 ;  CoUinsmlU 
V.  Scardand,  68  111.  321 ;  Fredrick  v.  White, 
78  111.  590;  Weide  v.  Thiel,  9  111.  App.  226. 

JHfewre.  Rieks  ^  CreighUnkp  for  appel- 
lee: 

By  the  common  law  every  man  was  bound 
to  keep  his  cattle  on  his  own  land  or  respond 
in  dama>;:es  for  their  trespass,  and  it  was  one 
of  the  rules  that  no  man  was  bound  to  fence 
his  close,  but  every  man  is  bound  to  keep 
his  cattle  in  his  own  field  at  his  peril. 


McCk/rmidc  v.  Tate,  20  111.  884. 

The  owner  (says  Blackstone,  8d  vol.  211) 
is  answerable  for  the  trespass  of  his  stock  as- 
of  himself. 

JBtarr  &  Curtis,  Stat.,  chap.  8,  §  1,  entitled 
^  Animals  Running  at  Large*'  provides :  **'  that 
whoever,  being  the  owner  or  having  posses- 
sion of  any  domestic  animal  of  the  species 
of  horse,  mule,  ass,  cattle,  sheep,  goat,  or 
swine,  shall  suffer  the  same  to  run  at  large 
except  when  autiioilzed  as  hereinafter  pro- 
vided, shall  be  fined  not  less  than  $8 'nor 
more  than  $10  for  each  offense." 

The  above  statute  restores  the  common  law. 

Lee  V.  Burk,  15  111.  App.  651 ;  Birket  v. 
Williame,  80111.  App.  451 ;  WestgaU  v.  Carr,. 
48  111.  450. 

SlM»pe,  c7.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  propositions  submitted  to*be  held  by 
the  trial  court  as  the  law,  and  refused  to  be- 


of  fence  if  any  such  regulation  was  made.  White 
V.  Scott,  4  Barb.  66. 

The  owner  of  cattle  is  Jiable  for  damages  caused 
by  them  where  they  are  in  a  pasture  of  another  and, 
by  reason  of  an  insufficient  fence  which  such  party 
was  bound  to  repair,  they  trespass  on  adjoining 
iand.  The  statute  imposing  certain  liability  on  ad- 
joining owners  does  not  take  away  the  common-law 
liability  of  the  owners  of  cattle.  Stafford  v.  In- 
gersol,  3  Hill,  88. 

But  in  an  action  for  damages  from  trespassing 
hogs,  the  plaintiff  cannot  in  the  same  action  re- 
cover for  feed  furnished  the  bogs  while  they  were 
kept  by  him  in  his  pen.  North  v.  McDonald,  47 
Barb.  608. 

If  the  owner  of  the  land  fails  to  use  ordinary  care 
to  protect  his  crops  and  drive  out  trespassing  stock, 
he  cannot  recover  for  subsequent  damage.  Wood- 
mansce  v.  Kiimicutt,  2Q  N.  Y.  Week.  Dig.  S12. 

In  Vermont  owners  of  cattle  are  required  to  con- 
fine their  cattle  on  their  own  lands,  notwithstand- 
ing the  Vermont  statutes  in  respect  to  fences 
between  unoccupied  land,  and  are  liable  for  tres- 
passes by  them.    Keenan  v.  Cavaoaugh,  44  Vt  268. 

And  the  plaintiff  in  trespass  need  not  show  that 
he  has  a  legal  fence,  where  the  defendant,  whose 
cattle  have  trespassed,  does  not  claim  that  it  Is  de- 
fective.   Horenberger  v.  Houghton,  40  Vt.  150. 

The  Pennsylvania  Act  of  1700,  providing  that  the 
owner  of  cattle  is  liable  for  damage  done  in  en- 
closure that  is  fenced  according  to  law,  implies 
that  there  is  no  liability  unless  such  fence  is  used., 
Gregg  v.  Gregg.  55  Pa.  227. 

The  Pennsylvania  Act  of  1700,  in  regard  to  the 
fence  law  was  repealed  by  Pennsylvania  Act  of 
April  4, 1880,  which  repeal  left  the  rights  of  land- 
owners and  cattlemen  as  at  common  law,  and  the 
owner  of  cattle  must  fence  them  in,  and  is  liable 
for  damages  to  his  neighbor's  crops  by  his  cattle. 
Barber  v.  Mensch,  157  Pa.  300;  Arthurs  v.  Chatfleld, 

9  Pa.  Co.  Ct  Bep.  84, 21  Pittsb.  L.  J.  14 .  S.  58;  Thump- 
son  V.  Kyler,  9  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  Bep.  205,  8  Lane.  L.  Bev. 
245. 

And  in  Warren  county,  Pennsylvania,  the  owner 
of  cleared  land  is  not  bound  to  protect  the  same 
against  cattle  of  others.    Greenlee  v.  Eisenbrowui 

10  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  Bep.  48a 

And  the  owner  of  property  that  is  damaged  by 
trespassing  animals  may  maintain  an  action  of 
trespass  Qte.  cL  fr,  against  their  owner.  Ziegler  v. 
Hons,  6  Kulp,  874, 1  Pa.  Dist.  Bep.  009, 11  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
Rep.  160. 

The  Pennsylvania  Act  of  1705  prohibits  swine 
from  running  at  large  without  rings  in  their  noses 
^  L.  R.  A. 


sufficient  to  prevent  turning  up  the  ground  and 
yokes  on  their  necks  extending  at  least  six  inches- 
from  the  angular  point  or  comer.  Stewart  v.  Ben^ 
ntnger,  188  Pa.  487. 

And  the  act  authorizing  the  holding  of  trespass- 
ing cattle  does  not  prevent  a  recovery  for  damages 
done  by  swine  running  at  large.  Bobison  v.  Fet- 
terman  (Pa.)  May  14, 1888. 

In  the  absence  of  statute  a  party  is  not  required 
to  fence  his  lands  before  he  can  maintain  an  action 
of  damages  for  trespass  by  cattle  thereon.  French 
V.  Cresswell,  18  Or.  418. 

In  this  case  the  local  law  of  Umatilla  county  re- 
quired no  fence  against  sheep,  and  the  dictum  in 
Campbell  v.  Bridweli,  5  Or.  811,  that  the  common 
law  had  been  changed  by  statute  is  explained  by 
saying  that  the  court  did  not  Intend  to  hold  that  in 
the  absence  of  the  statute  a  party  would  be  obliged 
to  fence  his  land  before  he  could  maintain  an  ac- 
tion for  damages  from  trespass  by  cattle  thereon; 
and  it  is  held  in  this  case  that  the  common  law  pre- 
vails where  not  changed  by  statute. 

The  fence  laws  of  Oregon  requiring  fields  and  en- 
closures to  be  protected  with  certain  kinds  of  fence 
do  not  apply  to  ditches,  and  the  owner  of  sheep  is- 
liable  for  injuries  by  them  to  unfenced  ditches,  in 
the  absence  ot  proof  that  the  sheep  were  purposely 
or  negligently  driven  thereon.  Bileu  v.  Paisley.  4 
L.  B.  A.  840, 18  Or.  47. 

8ee  subhead,  infra^  ^'Driving  cattle  on  land.^^ 

The  common-law  rule  requiring  the  owner  of 
cattle  to  restrain  them  does  not  apply  in  Iowa. 
One  who  sues  for  injury  to  his  crops  by  cattle  must 
show  that  he  had  a  lawful  fence.  Frezier  v.  Nort- 
inus,  84  Iowa,  82;  Wagner  v.  Bissell,  3  Iowa,  306. 

The  Iowa  Code,  I  918,  providing  that  the  owner 
of  the  beast  Is  liable  for  damages  except  where  the 
injured  party  failed  in  his  duty  to  keep  up  pcurti- 
tion  fences,  applies  to  partition  fences  only,  and  as 
to  outside  fences  the  common  law  is  not  in  force^ 
Wagner  v.  Bissell,  mipra. 

But  under  Iowa  Laws  1870,  chap.  20,  providing 
that  the  owner  ot  stock  trespassing  on  the  lands  of 
another  shall  pay  the  damages,  the  liability  at- 
taches without  regard  to  whether  the  land  is 
fenced  or  not.  Hallock  v.  Hughes.  42  Iowa,  516;. 
Little  v.  McGulre,  88  Iowa,  580, 43  Iowa,  447. 

But  the  owner  of  crops  being  Injured  must  exer- 
else  ordinary  care  and  cannot  recover  for  such 
damage  as  he  might  have  thus  prevented,  as  where 
the  gaps  were  small  and  the  cattle  were  known  to- 
be  trespassing  and  could  easily  have  been  driven 
out.    Little  v.  McGuire,  9upra. 

When  cattle  broke  through  where  defendant's- 
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held,  fairly  present  the  question  'v^hether  the 
owners  of  domestic  animals  in  this  state  are 
required  by  law  to  keep  them  under  control, 
thai  no  damage  is  done  by  them  to  the  prop- 
erty  of  another,  at  their  peri'l.  The  circuit 
court,  in  effect,  held  that  it  was  not  neces- 
sary to  fence  against  stock,  but  that  the 
•owner  thereof  is  liable  in  damages  if  they 
trespass  upon  the  lands  of  others,  whether 
such  land  is  enclosed  or  not,  and  irrespect- 
ive of  the  reason  or  excuse  for  the  animals 
being  at  large. 

By  the  common  law  every  owner  of  cattle 
was  bound  to  keep  them  from  tres{)asslng 
upon  the  close  of  another,  at  his  peril,  and 
was  answerable  for  their  trespasses,  as  for 
his  own.  3  Bl.  Com.  211 ;  2  Waterman, 
Trespass,  §  858;  Cooley,  Torts,  837.  By 
section  1,  chap.  28, 'Rev.  Stat.,  of  this  state, 
*'the  common  law  of  flngland,  so  far  as  the 
same  is  applicable,  and  of  a  general  nature, 


and  all  statutes  or  acts  of  the  British  parlia- 
ment made  in  aid  of,  and  to  suppl  v  the  de- 
fects of,  the  common  law,  prior  to  the  fourth 
year  of  James  the  First,  [with  certain  speci- 
fied exceptions,  ]  and  which  are  of  a  general 
nature,  and  not  local  to  that  kingdom,  shall 
be  the  rule  of  decision,  and  shall  be  consid- 
ered as  in.  full  force,  until  repealed  by  leg- 
islative authority."  This  statute,  without 
the  exceptions,  was  passed  bv  the  general 
convention  of  the  colony  of  Virginia  May, 
1776  (9  Hen.  Stat.  127),  and  in  its  present 
form  was  carried  into  the  legislature  of  the 
Indiana  territory  by  the  Ajct  of  September 
7,  1807  (Laws  1807,  chap.  24),  was  in  force 
in  the  territory  of  Illinois  (1  Pope's  Laws, 
111.  T.  p.  34),  and  was  re-enacted  by  the  first 
state  legislature  by  Act  of  February  4,  1819 
(Laws  1819,  p.  3),  and  has  been  retained,  in 
the  same  form,  in  each  succeeding  revision 
of  the  statute.     The  questic/n  whether  the 


fence  was  unlawful  and  througrh  T^aiotUT^s  fence 
where  it  was  lawful,  the  fact  that  other  parts  of 
plaintiff's  fence  were  not  lawful,  wfll  not  bar  a  re- 
covery In  Iowa,  as  Code«  1 1448,  provides  that  the 
owner  of  animals  and  the  owner  of  land  are  both 
liable  where  animals  escape  Into  the  injured  en- 
closure in  consequence  of  the  negligence  of  the  ad- 
joining owner  to  maintain  his  part  of  the  partition 
fence.    Noble  v.  Chase,  60  Iowa,  fSlM. 

In  an  action  for  an  assault,  it  is  said  that  the 
Iowa  Kev.,  §  1561,  and  section  16i8,  provide  two  dis- 
tinct remedies  for  trespassing  animals,  one  by  ap. 
pralsement  and  one  by  action.  Quinton  v.  Van 
Tuyl,  W  Iowa,  664. 

Where  there  is  no  order  permitting  stock  to  run  at 
large,  under  Ind.  Kev.  Stat.  1881,  §  4836,  the  owner 
of  such  stock  is  liable  for  treapa^  by  them  without 
regard  to  a  lawful  fence.  Atkinson  v.  Mott,  lOS 
Ind.  431. 

The  owner  of  cattle  is  liable  for  their  trespasses 
unless  they  escape  through  defects  in  the  fence 
that  the  injured  party  is  bound  to  keep  in  repair. 
Page  V.  HollingBworth,  7  Ind.  817. 

Owners  of  cattle  at  common  law  were  liable 
for  their  trespasses,  but  are  not  liable  where  the 
statute  reqmres  the  owner  of  lands  to  fence 
against  catae.  Myers  v.  Dodd,  9  Ind.  290,  68  Am. 
Dec.  624. 

Under  the  Indiana  Act  of  March  12, 1877,  amend- 
ing section  2  of  Ind.  Kev.  Stat.  1876,  p.  496,  no  ac- 
tion for  trespass  of  animals  can  be  maintained  un- 
less they  broke  through  a  lawful  fence.  Clark  v. 
Stipp,  75  Ind.  114. 

In  the  absence  of  an  order  of  the  board  of  county 
commissioners  permitting  cattle  to  run  at  large 
under  Ind.  Rev.  Stat.  1881,  S  2687,  every  owner  is 
required  to  fence  in  his  own  stock,  and  is  not 
bound  to  fence  out  other  stock,  and  the  owner  of 
cattle  is  liable  for  any  trespass  by  them  without  re- 
gard to  quality  of  fence  or  whether  the  cattle  are 
breachy.    Stone  v.  Kopka,  100  Ind.  458. 

If  the  defendant  was  bound  to  maintain  the  part 
of  the  fence  through  which  his  cattle  entered  he 
was  liable  without  regard  to  whether  the  cattle 
were  breachy  or  not  If  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to 
maintain  the  fence  the  defendant  was  liable  unless 
he  showed  that  the  plaintiff  had  failed  in  his  duty. 
The  rule  of  liability  is  taed  by  the  stotute.  Potter 
V.  Danforth,  1  Alb.  L.  J.  266. 

In  an  aoUon  for  injuries  to  cattle  from  railroad 
trains  it  was  said  that  the  common  law  requiring 
every  man  to  keep  his  cattle  upon  his  own  land  is 
in  force  in  Minnesota.  Locke  v.  First  Div.  St.  Paul 
A  P.  R.  Co.  16  Minn.  360. 

Exemplary  damages  for  trespass  by  animals  oan- 
^2  L.  R.  A. 


not  be  recovered,  even  where  the  defendant  rescues 
them  when  plaintiff  is  holding  the  stock  for  the 
trespass.    Sherman  v.  Kllpatriok,  68  Mich.  810. 

No  action  will  lie  in  Kansas  for  injuries  by  tres- 
passing cattle  unleas  the  ground  is  enclosed  with 
such  a  fence  as  is  required  by  Taylor's  Kan.  Stat., 
chap  40,  defining  a  legal  enclosure.  Barling  v. 
Rodgers,  7  Kan.  682. 

This  is  true  even  if  the  owner  of  the  stock  was 
negligent  unless  his  want  of  care  was  wiUful, 
wanton,  or  malicious.  Larkin  v.  Taylor,  6  Kan.  434. 

But  where  cattle  break  through  a  lawful  fence 
and  do  injury,  the  owner  of  the  land  may  recover 
damages  or  hold  the  cattle  for  damages,  as  pro- 
vided in  Taylor's  Kan.  Gen.  Stat.,  par.  8098,  us  this 
remedy  is  cumulative.  Prather  v.  Reeve,  28  Kan. 
627. 

In  a  township  in  Kansaa,  where  the  hog  law  is  the 
same  as  the  common  law,  it  is  no  defense  to  an  ac- 
tion for  damages  to  a  crop  that  it  was  not  enclosed 
by  a  legal  fence.    Wells  v.  fieal.  9  Kan.  607. 

In  Kansas  to  recover  for  damages  from  swine, 
the  aggrieved  party  must  show  that  the  fields  were 
in  a  towuBhip  where  the  hog  law  was  in  force. 
Scott  V.  Lingren,  21  Kan.  184. 

The  owner  of  stock  is  not  liable  for  damages 
committed  by  such  stock,  where  he  turns  them 
into  his  own  field,  and  they  wander  out  from  there 
to  an  unenclosed  field  not  used  by  him,  and  break 
into  the  premises  of  another  through  a  fence  that 
is  n^t  sufficient  as  required  by  statutes  of  ir^nmiy. 
Fillmore  v.  Booth,  29  Kan.  184. 

The  owner  of  stock  in  Gkorgia  is  liable  for  dam- 
ages to  land  or  crops  injured  by  them  except  in 
those  counties  where  the  herd  law  does  not  prevail, 
and  where  provision  is  made  for  impounding  cattle 
this  is  only  cumulative  and  is  not  the  exclusive 
remedy.    Bonner  v.  De  Loacn,  78  Ga.  6a 

Where  a  river  Is  the  dividing  Une  so  that  a  fence 
cannot  be  well  kept  up  or  maintained  on  the  divid- 
ing line,  the  owner  of  cattle  must  prevent  them 
from  going  on  his  neighbor's  land,  as  this  Is  not 
provided  for  by  statute.  Bissel  v.  Southworth,  1 
Root,  269. 

Where  cattle  are  rightfully  on  commons  thrown 
open  by  the  towns  under  the  statute,  the  owner  of 
cattle  Is  not  liable  for  trespass  by  them  where 
there  is  no  fence.  Holladay  v.  Marah,  8  Wend.  14^ 
20  Am.  Dec.  678. 

In  order  to  recover  damages  done  by  horses  and 
cattle  if  the  party  intends  to  recover  under  the 
fence  statute  he  must  show  that  his  fence  was  law- 
ful, that  the  horse  got  over  and  did  damage,  and 
that  the  appraisers  were  chosen.  Brlttin  v.  Van 
Camp,  8  N.  J.  L.  240. 
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rule  of  the  common  law  mentioned  was  in 
force  in  this  state  first  came  before  this  court 
at  its  December  term,  1848,  in  Seeley  v. 
Peters,  10  111.  180 ;  and  it  was  there  held,  by 
■«  divided  court,  never  to  have  been  in  force. 
It  was  held,  following  the  construction 
placed  upon  the  statute  adopting  the  com- 
mon law  in  Boyer  v.  8u>€et,  4  111.  121,  and 
Penny  v.  Little,  Id.  301,  that  the  common 
law  was  adopted  and  in  force  **  only  in  cases 
where  that  law  is  applicable  to  the  habits 
and  condition  of  your  society,  and  in  har- 
mony with  the  genius,  spirit,  and  objects  of 
your  institutions.  ^  After  showing  the  then 
unsettled  condition  of  the  vast  prairies  of 
the  state,  the  scarcity  of  timber  to  fence  them, 
and  their  capability  to  sustain  thousands  of 
•cattle  upon  the  natural  grasses,  the  court  said, 
^  However  well  adapted  the  rule  of  the  com- 
mon law  may  be  to  a  densely  populated 
•country,  like  JBngland,  it  is  surely  but  illy 


adapted  to  a  new  country,  like  ours,''  and 
after  showing  the  universal  habit  at  that  time 
of  enclosing  fieldis  devoted  to  agriculture, 
and  permitting  stock  to  run  at  large,  further 
says,  "We  should  feel  inclined  to  hold,  in- 
dependent of  any  stAtuce  upon  the  subject, 
on  account  of  the  inapplicability  of  the  com- 
mon-law rule  to  the  condition  and  circum- 
stances of  our  people,  that  it  does  not  and 
never  has  prevailed  in  Illinois."  But  the 
court,  in  that  case,  distinctly  placed  its  de- 
cision upon  the  ground  that  the  legislature, 
by  the  enactment  of  various  statutes  relating 
to  fences  and  enclosures,  expressly  recognized 
the  right  of  owners  of  domestic  animals  to 
permit  them  to  run  at  large,  and  had,  as  then 
held,  required  the  proprietors  of  fields  to 
surround  them  with  a  good  and  sufficient 
fence  before  they  could  maintain  &a  action 
for  the  trespass  of  stock  therein.  It  f ol  lowed, 
necessarily,  from  the  construction  given  these 


In  an  action  for  damages  to  stock  from  railroad 
trains  it  was  said  that  in  Mississippi  the  owner  of 
cattle  is  not  liable  for  damaffe  done  by  tliem  to  his 
neighbor,  whose  premises  are  not  enciosed  by  a 
lawful  fence.  Vicksbur?  &  J.  El.  Co.  v.  Patton,  31 
Miss.  166,  06  Am.  Dec.  662. 

A  person  cultivating:  land  in  common  with 
others,  is  liable  for  trespass  of  cattle  of  a  stran- 
ger, which  he  permits  to  mingle  with  his  own 
and  trespass,  although  he  had  enclosed  his  land 
on  three  sides  leaving  only  that  next  to  his  neigh- 
bor open,  under  Miss.  Code  1880,  1 984,  providing 
for  liability  for  trespasses  of  cattle  breaking 
through  a  lawful  fence  or  running  at  large  in  a 
common  enclosure  within  which  more  than  one 
person  is  cultivating  land,  without  the  consent  of 
all  such  persons.  Montgomery  v.  Handy,  62  Miss. 
16. 

Where  cattle  that  are  used  in  maldng  a  road 
stray  on  unenclosed  land  against  the  will  of  their 
owner,  it  is  not  a  trespass.  Cool  v.  Crommet,  13 
Me.2S0. 

See  also  subhead  *'From  the  highway." 

From  the  highway. 

The  owner  of  stock  which  trespass  on  land  from 
the  highway  must  show  that  they  were  lawfully  on 
the  road  before  he  will  be  excused  for  their  tres- 
pass.   Dovaston  v.  Payne,  2  H.  Bl.  687. 

And  the  occupant  of  land  cannot  reco^«r  for 
damages  from  cattle  entering  his  land  from  the 
highway  through  his  defective  fence  where  stock 
is  on  the  highway,  under  N.  T.  1  Rev.  Stat.,  340, 841, 
§  6,  subsec.  11,  authorizing  towns  to.determine  the 
time  and  manner  when  stock  shall  be  permitted  to 
go  at  large  on  the  highways.  Griffin  v.  Martin,  7 
Barb.  297. 

If  A.  has  a  close  next  the  highway,  and  beasts 
come  out  of  the  highway  into  the  close  of  A.  and 
thence  they  go  into  a  close  of  B.  adjoining,  and 
which  B.  ought  to  fence,  then  in  default  of  en- 
closure, etc.,  it  is  a  good  plea  against  A.  but  not 
against  B.  or  another  stranger.  Harvey  v.  Gulson, 
Noy,  107, 86  Hen.  VI.,  barre,  166. 

In  an  action  for  holding  cattle  it  was  said  that  if 
cattle  are  passing  along  the  highway  and  enter 
through  an  insufficient  fence  the  owner  of  the  cat- 
tle must  remove  them  in  a  reasonable  time.  Good- 
wvn  V.  Cheveley,  4  Hurlst.  &  N.  681. 

The  owner  of  cattle  driving  them  along  the  high- 
way is  not  liable  for  their  escape  to  adjoining 
lands,  when  he  drives  them  back  as  quickly  as 
possible.    Kightmire  v.  Shepard,  86  N.  Y.  S.  R.  768. 

New  York  Laws  1867,  chap.  814, 1 2,  to  prevent  an- 


imals  being  at  large  on  the  highway,  and  giving  a 
remedy  for  cattle  trespassing,  do  not  apply  to  stock 
of  an  adjoining  owner  crossing  a  division  fence. 
Jones  V.  Sheldon,  60  N.  Y.  477. 

A  landowner  failing  to  keep  a  division  fence  in 
repair  is  not  liable  for  trespasses  to  his  neighbor 
from  cattle  unlawfully  on  the  highway  that  cross 
such  fence.  Pool  v.  Alger,  11  Gray,  480,  71  Am. 
Dec.  726. 

But  the  owner  of  cattle^cannot  excuse  the  tres- 
pass by  his  stock  through  insufficient  fences,  where 
he  has  unlawfully  turned  them  into  the  hii^hway 
to  graze.  Stackpole  v.  Healy,  16  Mass.  83,  8  Am. 
Dec.  121. 

So  the  owner  of  swine  is  liable  for  their  trespass 
in  breaking  through  a  defective  fence  from  the 
highway.    Harrison  v.  Brown,  5  Wis.  27. 

The  owner  of  a  close  being  only  bound  under  the 
New  Hampshire  statute  to  fence  against  creatures 
rightfully  on  the  adjoining  land,  one  whose  horse, 
which  had  been  turned  loose  to  graze,  entered  from 
the  highway  the  field  of  another  through  a  defect- 
ive fence,  is  liable  for  the  trespass  unless  the  high- 
way is  on  the  defendant's  land,  or  unless  it  was 
plaintifTs  duty  to  repair  the  fence.  Avery  v.  Max- 
well, 4  N.  H.  86. 

In  an  action  of  replevin  for  cattle  held  for  tres- 
pass it  was  said  that  the  general  rule  of  law  is  that 
every  man  is  bound  to  keep  his  cattle  upon  his 
own  land  at  his  peril;  excepting  (1)  he  may  drive 
them  along  the  highway;  (2)  he  will  not  be  liable 
to  the  adjoining  neighbor  if  his  cattle  escape  over 
a  fence  that  such  neighbor  was  bound  to  repair, 
but  he  will  be  liable  to  a  third  party  whose  field  lies 
beyond  If  they  trespass  there;  and  (3)  the  New 
Hampshire  Statute  of  February  8, 1791,  tei  construed 
to  require  the  owners  of  closes  to  fence  them 
against  all  creatures  lawfully  on  the  highway. 
Mills  V.  Stark,  4  N.  H.  612, 17  Am.  Dec.  444. 

The  owner  of  adjoining  land  not  maintaining  his 
part  of  the  division  fence  which  he  was  bound  to 
do,  is  not  liable  for  trespasses  over  the  same  of 
cattle  of  third  parties  coming  on  his  land  from  the 
highway  and  crossing  that  fence,  notwithstanding 
N.  H.  Rev.  Stat.,  chap.  186,  §  DS,  providing  for  dam- 
ages for  failure  to  maintain  a  partition  fence  that 
a  party  is  bound  to  keep  in  repair.  Lawrence  v. 
Combs,  87  K.  H.  881, 72  Am.  Dec  882. 

Cattle  are  not  lawfully  on  unfenoed  land  which 
they  enter  from  a  highway  on  which  they  were 
lawfully  at  large,  by  passing  through  adjoining 
land  where  the  Maine  statute  provides  merely  that 
if  beasts  are  lawfully  on  adjoining  lands  and  escape 
therefrom  in  consequence  of  the  negligence  of  the 
injured  party  to  maintain  his  part  of  a  partition 
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Statutes,  that  the  common-law  rule  was  not 
in  force.  In  the  subsequent  cases  of  Misner 
V.  LighthaU,  18  111.  609;  Chicago  db  M.  R 
Go,  V.  Patchin,  16  111.  198,  61  Am.  Dec.  66; 
MeCurmick  v.  Tate,  20  111.  884;  and  other 
cases,  —the  question  was  more  or  less  directly 
presented,  and  the  holding  in  Seeley  v.  Peters 
considered  and  approved.  The  question  was 
again  directly  presented  in  Headen  v.  Ruet, 
3tt  111.  186  (determined  at  the  December  term, 
1866,  of  this  court) .  The  court  there  recog- 
nising that  the  conditions  which  led  the 
court  to  hold,  in  1848,  the  principle  of  the 
common  law  inapplicable,  because  of  the 
physical  and  social  conditions  and  habits  of 
the  people,  no  longer  existed,  the  decision 
was  plaiced  upon  the  ground  that  the  law,  as 
declared  in  Seeley  v.  Peters,  had  been  so  long 
acquiesced  in  by  the  people,  and  the  rule 
recognized  by  the  legislature  in  the  passage 
of  various  acts  consistent  with  the  holding 


in  that  case,  that  it  belonged  to  the  legisla- 
tive department  of  government,  more  prop- 
erly than  the  judiciary,  to  change  it.  And 
after  reviewing  various  of  such  acts  it  was 
said :  **  This  legislation  established  the  fact 
that  the  general  assemblv  and  the  people  of 
the  state  understand  the  law  to  require  own- 
ers of  land  to  fence  against  the  depredations 
of  stock,  and  that  ail  persons  have  a  rieht  to 
permit  their  stock  to  run  at  large  on  the  nigh- 
ways  and  commons,  .except  so  far  as  they  are 
prohibited  by  legislative  enactment.  .  .  . 
The  conclusion  from  these  enactments  seems 
irresistible  that  the  people  have  accepted  tbe- 
rule  in  Seeley  v.  Peters  as  the  law,  and  have 
manifested  no  disposition  to  disturb  it,  ex- 
cept in  particular  localities."  A  review  of 
the  legislation  referred  to,  or  the  enactments 
subsequently,  prior  to  the  Act  of  1872,  and 
relating  to  fences  and  enclosures,  and  regu- 
lating the  right  of  stock  to  run  at  large  in 


fence,  the  owner  of  the  beaetB  shall  not  be  liable. 
Lord  V.  Wormwood,  29  Me.  2St,  60  Am.  Dec.  686.  See 
also  Cool  Y.  Crommet.  13  Me.  260;  Hartford  v.  Bra- 
dy, infra. 

Driving  cattle  on  land  of  another, 

Geoerally  the  owner  of  stock  Is  liable  for  dam- 
ages done  by  them  when  he  herds  or  drives  them 
OD  the  land  of  another  affalnst  the  will  of  the  owner 
of  the  land. 

**A  man  is  answerable  for  not  only  his  own  tres- 
pass but  that  of  his  cattle  also;  for,  if  by  his  negll- 
jrent  keeping  they  'stray  upon  the  land  of  another 
(and  much  more  if  he  permits,  or  drives  them  on), 
and  they  there  tread  down  his  neighbor's  herbage, 
and  spoil  his  oom  or  his  trees,  this  Is  a  trespass  for 
which  the  owner  must  answer  in  damages."  8  Bl. 
Com.  809. 

Trespass  may  be  maintained  by  one  whose  land 
is  not  enclosed  against  a  party  herding  stock  there- 
on after  being  forbidden.  Bedden  v.  dark,  76  111. 
888. 

Where  by  the  custom  in  Colorado  sheep  are  not 
required  to  be  fenoed  against  but  are  herded,  one 
whose  crops  are  injured  by  the  negligence  of  the 
herder  of  sheep  may  recover  damages.  Willard  v. 
Mathesus,  7  Colo.  76. 

The  owner  of  cattle  which  -are  driven  on  unen- 
closed land  against  the  will  of  the  owner  of  land  is 
liable  in  trespass,  notwithstanding  the  Iowa  law  in 
regard  to  stock  being  allowed  to  run  on  unenclosed 
land.    Harrison  v.  Adamson,  76  Iowa,  887. 

A  party  may  recover  damages  for  herding  cattle 
on  his  land  without  his  consent,  although  the 
whole  tract  may  not  be  improved.  Otis  v.  Morgan, 
61  Iowa,  718. 

So  a  party  is  liable  for  depasturing  land  with  his 
cattle  after  a  license  to  allow  them  to  pasture  had 
been  withdrawn.   Stone  v.  Wait,  50  Vt.  668. 

In  an  action  to  restrain  a  party  from  turning  in 
bis  cattle  it  was  said  that  the  common-law  rule  as 
to  liability  for  damage  done  by  stock  on  the  land 
of  another  does  not  apply  in  Texas,  but  If  a  man 
enclose  his  land  his  enclosure  must  be  respected 
even  If  there  is  not  a  statutory  fence.  Davis  v. 
Davis,  70  Tex.  IXS,   See  also  Pace  v.  Potter,  infra. 

In  an  action  for  damages  by  cattle  to  growing 
crops,  It  is  no  defense  that  they  were  not  enclosed 
by  a  legal  fence,  where  the  owners  of  the  cattle 
drove  them  on  the  premises,  and  were  guilty  of  a 
wanton  and  willful  want  of  care.  Powers  v.  Kindt, 
18  Kan.  74. 

One  who  drives  his  cattle  through  a  breach  In 
the  fence,  upon  another's  land,  where  the  fence 
has  been.thrown  down  without  the  owner's  fault, 
*^L.R.A. 


Is  liable  for  damages  done  by  the  cattle.  Brbes  v. 
Wehmeyer,  69  Iowa,  86. 

Where  a  party  turns  cattle  in  an  enclosure  by 
permission  of  another  believing  that  the  latter 
owns  all  the  land  enclosed,  he  will  be  liable  for 
damages  to  the  crops  of  a  third  party  owning  land 
enclosed  therein.    Daniels  v.  Aholtz.  81  IlL  440. 

If  a  man  drive  his  cattle  over  a  fence  into  the 
field  of  another  he  is  liable  In  trespasB.  Adams  v. 
McKinney,  Add.  Rep.  256. 

If  cattle  on  unfenoed  land  go  across  it  to  the  un- 
fenoed  land  of  another  the  owner  of  tfae  cattle  can 
drive  them  back  again  over  the  same  premises. 
The  rule  of  law  in  Iowa  is  that  cattle  may  go  upon 
unfenced  land  of  others.  Camp  v.  Flaherty,  28 
Iowa,  62a 

The  owner  of  cattle  is  not  liable  for  damages 
committed  by  them  where  they  were  driven  on 
plaintiff's  premises  by  a  third  party  without  the 
knowledge  or  consent  of  the  owner.  Hartford  v. 
Brady,  114  Mass.  466, 19  Am.  Rep.  afTT. 

In  this  case  the  cattle  were  being  driven  along 
the  highway  and  entering  the  land  of  one  party 
were  driven  by  him  on  the  land  of  another. 

See  subhead,  "From  the  highway,"  suipra. 

If  sheep  strayed  on  unenclosed  land,  or  were 
driven  there  for  pasturage  and  not  maliciously,  the 
owner  of  them  is  not  liable  for  damages,  in  Mon- 
tana, as  Mont.  Comp.  Stat.,  5th  div.,  6  1119,  subject- 
ing owners  of  anlmiaJs  to  liability  for  damage  by 
breaking  through  a  lawful  fence,  negatives  the  li- 
ability of  the  owner  for  their  being  at  large.  Fant 
V.  Lyman,  9  Mont.  61.  See  also  Logan  v.  Gedney,. 
88  Cal.  679;  Bileu  v.  Paisley,  4  L.  R.  A.  840, 18  Or.  47. 

Lack  of  diviffUm  fences. 

The  general  rule  is  that  each  adjoining  owner  is 
liable  to  the  other  for  damages  by  his  stock,  where 
there  is  no  division  or  apportionment  of  a  partition 
fence  by  assignment,  prescription,  agreement,  or 
statute. 

Parsons,  Ch,  J.,  in  Bust  v.  Low,  6  Mass.  94^  makes 
the  following  deductions  which  have  been  largely 
quoted,  commended,  and  followed: 

**1.  One  Is  not  obliged  to  fence  against  adjoining 
landowners  except  by  prescription. 

**2.  Where  he  is  so  compelled  he  need  not  fence 
against  cattle  of  other  than  adjoining  neighbor. 

'*8.  A  man  Is  obliged  to  keep  his  cattle  at  home 
though  not  bound  to  fence  against  his  neighbor. 

'4.  The  obligation  of  Joining  tenants  rests  on 
statutes. 

"6.  An  assignment  pursuant  to  statute  imposes 
the  same  duty  as  prescription. 

**6.  Where  there  Is  no  prescription  or  agreement 


1898. 


BuLPiT  y,  Matthkws. 
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•certain  municipalities  and  political  subdi- 
visions of  the  state,  will  be  unnecessary.  It 
will  be  found  that  they  recognize  the  law  to 
l>e  as  held  in  the  cases  mentioned,  and  that 
acts  of  the  legislature  authorizing  the  re- 
straining of  domestic  animals  from  running 
at  large  in  such  municipalities  and  subdi- 
visions formed  exceptions  to  the  general  rule 
and  policy  of  the  state. 

But  by  the  statute  now  in  force  (Rev. 
^tat  chap.  8),  passed  in  1874,  which  is,  in 
-cfPect.  sections  1  and  2  of  the  Act  of  1872, 
(rewritten,)  a  radical  change  was  made.  Of 
the  causes  producing  the  rapid  development 
•of  the  state,  nothing  need  be  said ;  but  it  is 
a  matter  of  common  knowledge  that  at  the 
time  of  the  passage  of  the  present  statute, 
and  long  prior  to  that  date,  if  there  was  va- 
•cant  land  upon  which  cattle  at  large  might 
graze,  it  was  not,  as  a  rule,  to  be  found  upon 
Xhe  prairies,  but  in  the  poorer  and  timbered 


portions  of  the  state,  and  there  in  only  com- 
paratively small,  and  constantly  decreasing, 
quantities.  The  conditions  and  circum- 
stances of  the  country  and  people  had  radi- 
cally changed  since  the  decision  of  the  8edey 
V.  Peters  case,  and  the  reasons  for  rejecting 
the  rule  of  the  common  law,  so  far  as  its  ex- 
clusion was  based  upon  the  physical  condi- 
tion of  the  state,  and  the  neeas  and  habits  of 
the  people,  had  ceased  to  exist.  It  cannot  be 
doubted  that  it  was  in  view  of  these  changed 
conditions,  and,  it  may  be  presumed,  in  view 
of  tlie  holding  in  Beaden  v.  Rust^  that  the 
legislation  of  1874  upon  the  subject  was 
enacted.  Section  1  of  the  Act  of  1874  im- 
poses a  penalty  upon  any  person  suffering  or 
permitting  domestic  animals  to  run  at  lar^e 
within  the  state,  except  when  authorized  as 
in  that  act  provided.  Section  2  provides  for 
submitting  the  question  of  permitting  ani- 
mals to  run  at  large  to  a  vote  of  the  enters 


the  statute  only  requires  Ithe  tenant  to  fence 
against  oatUe  rightfully  on  adjoining  land.^* 

He  ocwrrects  a  dtatlon  whloh  Is  often  misquoted 
and  says  Jeok.  4,  Gent.  Oa.  6,  from  Fits.  Abr.  Bar. 
108,  as  to  86  Hen.  VI..  gives  the  correct  translation: 
**If  A.  has  green  acre  adjoining  his  own  oloee  black 
acre  whloh  A.  ought  to  fence  against.  If  B*8  cattle 
go  from  bis  black  acre  to  A*s  white  acre,  and  then 
to  A*s  green  acre,  this  Is  no  trespass  because  A.  did 
not  fence  bis  white  acre  against  B*8  black  acre.** 

'*If  A.  be  bound  to  enclose  against  B.  and  B. 
against  0.  and  beasts  escape  out  of  CTs  land  Into  B*B 
land,  and  heooe  into  the  land  of  A.,  In  this  case  A. 
^haU  not  have  trespass  against  C.  But  If  A.  be 
bound  to  enclose  against  B.  and  B*8  beast  escape 
into  A*8  land,  and  thence  Into  the  land  of  one  D.  a 
stfanger,  then  D.  shall  have  trespass  and  B.  be  put 
to  a  (n«Hadaud«nda  against  A.**  F.  N.B.li».  Vln. 
Abr.  title  Fence. 

**If  A.  has  land  on  one  side  of  a  very  large  field,  and 
ought  to  fence  against  It;  and  B.  has  land  on  the 
other  side,  and  ought  to  fence  against  it;  If  the 
beasts  of  A.  enter  Into  the  field,  and  thence  Into  the 
close  of  B.  and  for  default  of  the  fence  of  B.  yet  B. 
may  have  trespass  against  A.  and  so  vice  v^na,'*'' 
Br.  Curia  Claud,  pi.  2;  Vln.  Abr.  title  Ftnct. 

Where  A.  B.  and  C.  adjoin  each  other  in  that  or« 
der,  A.  can  recover  in  trespass  for  damages  from 
C*8  sheep,  and  A.  is  not  bound  to  fence  against 
them,  and  not  being  an  adjoining  proprietor  to  C. 
the  statutes  In  regard  to  fences  do  not  apply. 
Wilder  V.  Wilder,  88  Vt  678. 

In  an  action  of  replevin  for  holding  cattle  it  was 
said  that  each  adjoining  owner  is  liable  for  dam- 
ages from  his  cattle  on  lands  of  the'  other,  where 
neither  is  under  obligation  to  fence.  Churchill  v. 
Evans,  1  Taunt.  629. 

Each  adjoining  land  proprietor  is  bound  to  keep 
his  cattle  on  his  own  land  at  bis  peril,  where  there 
has  been  no  statutory  assignment  of  a  partition 
fence  between  the  parties.  Myers  v.  Dodd,  9  lud. 
290, 68  Am.  Dec.  624;  Bradbury  v.  Gilford,  68  Me.  99. 

The  adjoining  proprietors  are  remitted  to  their 
common-law  rights  and  obligations  to  keep  their 
-cattle,  on  their  own  land  where  there  never  was  any 
division  fence  located  by  viewers  or  by  agreement, 
and  the  failure  of  one  party  to  fence  Is  no  defense 
In  an  action  for  damages  from  cattle  of  adjoining 
owner.   Angell  v.  HUl,  45  N.  Y.  8.  R.  88. 

Where  there  Is  no  prescription,  agreement,  stat- 
ute, or  assignment,  of  division  fence  no  tenant  is 
bound  to  fence  against  an  adjoining  close;  but  in 
such  case,  there  being  no  fence,  each  owner  is 
bound  at  his  peril  to  keep  his  cattle  on  his  own 
close.  Thayer  v.  Arnold,  4  Met.  589;  Gk)OCh  v. 
^  L.  R.  A. 


Stephenson,  13  Me.  871;  Eastman  v.  Rice,  14  Me.  419; 
rattle  V.  Lathrop,  6  Me.  866;  Knox  v.  Tucker,  48 
Me.  873,  77  Am.  Dea  fSA. 

In  Maine  If  there  Is  no  obligatory  division  fence 
t)etween  adjolnlnflr  landowners,  each  must  keep  bis 
cattle  on  his  own  land.  Sturtevant  v.  MerriU,  88 
Me.  62. 

The  rule  of  the  common  law  prevails  where  stock 
enters  from  adjoining  fields  and  the  fence  Is  not  a 
division  f  en«e  under  the  statute,  and  the  owner  of 
hogs  is  liable  In  damages  In  such  a  case  for  not  re- 
straining them  on  his  own  land.  McBrlde  v.  Ljmd, 
66  111.  411. 

Where  wheat  has  been  sown  In  a  field  and  not 
separated  by  a  fence  from  the  remainder  of  the 
field,  the  owner  of  the  wheat  may  recover  for  dam- 
'ages  thereto  by  cattle  kept  by  another  on  the 
other  part  of  the  farm,  as  adjoining  owners  are 
equally  bound  to  maintain  a  partition  fence,  and 
where  neither  does  the  common-law  rule  of  liabil- 
ity applies.   Stephenson  v.  Elliott,  2  Ind.  App.  288b 

In  replevin  for  holding  cattle  It  was  said  that  the 
Michigan  Act  March  17, 1847,  providing  for  no  dam- 
ages from  beasts  unless  they  are  prohibited  by  the 
township  from  being  at  large  except  where  the 
land  Is  enclosed  with  a  lawful  fence,  applies  only 
to  exterior  fences  and  an  adjoining  landowner  Is 
liable  to  the  other  for  trespass  from  his  cattle 
where  there  Is  no  partition  fence.  Johnson  v. 
Wing,  8  MIcb.  168. 

Where  no  division  Is  made  of  a  partition  fence  as 
Is  contemplated  by  statute,  and  the  part  and  share 
of  each  remains  undefined,  the  common  law  pre- 
vails, and  the  owner  of  cattle  Is  liable  for  their 
trespass  on  the  land  of  the  other.  Coxe  v.  Bobbins, 
9N.J.  L.477. 

The  owner  of  stock  willfully  allowing  it  to  run 
at  large  in  a  field  enclosed  In  common  with  that  of 
an  adjoining  proprietor.  Is  liable  to  him  in  damages 
for  Injuries  to  his  crops,  and  It  Is  no  defense  that 
the  outside  fence  was  not  a  lawful  fence.  Broad- 
well  v.  Wilcox,  22  Iowa,  668, 92  Am.  Dec.  404. 

Where  land  is  enclosed  In  common,  by  agree- 
ment, this  releases  each  party  from  obligation  to 
buUd  a  partition  fence,  and  each  is  liable  to  the 
other  for  damages  from  his  cattle.  Winters  v. 
Jacobs,  29  Iowa,  115;  Montgomery  v.  Handy,  68 
Miss.  48;  MUligan  v.  Wehinger,  68  Pa.  285. 

Where  two  owners  of  adjoining  lands  fence  their 
land  in  common,  but  have  no  partition  fence,  the 
owner  of  each  tract  Is  liable  for  trespasses  commit- 
ted by  his  cattle  on  the  otber*s  land.  Baker  v.  Bob- 
bins, 9  Kan.  808;  Markin  v.  Priddy,  40  Kan.  684, 
overruUng  Markin  v.  Priddy,  89  Kan.  462;  O'BUey 
V.  IMss.  41  Mo.  App.  184. 
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of  the  county.  Section  8  relates  to  the  form 
of  the  ballot,  manner  of  voting,  and  canvaas- 
inff  and  return  of  the  votes.  Section  4  pro- 
vides :  **  If  a  majority  of  all  votes  cast  in  the 
county  at  such  election  shall  be  for  domestic 
animals,  or  any  species  thereof,  running  at 
large,  it  shall  be  lawful  in  such  county,  for 
domestic  animals,  or  such  species  thereof,  to 
run  at  large :  provided,  that  if  at  any  such 
election  the  vote  in  any  precinct  in  counties 
not  under  township  organization,  or  in  any 
town  in  counties  under  township  organiza- 
tion, or  in  any  incorporated  city,  village, 
or  town  in  any  county,  shall  be  against  do- 
mestic animals,  or  any  species  thereof,  run- 
ing  at  large,  it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  such 
animals  to  run  at  large  in  such  precinct  or 
town,  or  incorporated  city,  village,  or  town." 
Section  5  provides  that,  in  any  county 
wherein  animals  are  allowed  to  run  at  lar^e 
pursuant  to  a  vote  theretofore  had,  on  peti- 


tion, etc.,  being  filed  with  the  county  clerk^ 
a  vote  may  be  taken  in  any  incorporated  city 
or  village,  precinct  or  town,  under  the  act, 
and,  if  a  majority  of  the  votes  cast  shall  be 
against  animals  runnine  at  large,  then  it 
shall  not  be  lawful  for  uiem  to  run  at  large 
in  such  city,  village,  precinct,  or  town. 
Section  6  provides  that  the  act  shall  not  be 
construed  so  as  to  prohibit  the  running  at 
large  of  domestic  animals  in  any  countv, 
precinct,  or  town,  incorporated  city  or  vil- 
lage, ^  where  the  same  is  allowed  pursuant 
to  any  election  held  by  virtue  of  any  law  in 
force  at  the  time  this  act  shall  take  effect. " 
Vogt  V.  Dunley,  97  111.  424. 

Construing  these  provisions  together,  it  is 
manifest,  we  think,  that  the  legislature  in- 
tended that  only  as  the  result  of  an  election 
at  which  the  question  had  been  submitted 
under  the  provisions  of  this,  or  some  prior 
statute  authorizing  it,  can  domestic  animals 


The  oommoa  law  still  prevails  in  Missouri  as  to 
suob  fenoBB  when  not  chanired  by  presoription  or 
aflrreement,  SDd  t^e  owner  of  stock  is  liable  for 
trespasses  by  the  same  on  :his  adjoiningr  neijrbbor. 
0*Riiey  v.  Diss,  supra. 

Bnt  in  Texas  where  unenclosed  land  of  adjoining 
owners  is  enclosed  by  a  general  enclosure  of  sur- 
rounding owners,  one  of  snob  adjoining  owners  is 
not  liable  to  tbe  other  for  trespass  of  his  cattle  on 
account  of  not  having  a  division  f enoa.  Tbe  rule 
of  common  law  requiring  the  owner  of  cattle  to 
oonllne  them  on  his  land  does  not  prevail  in  Texas. 
Pace  V.  Potter,  85  Tex.  478.  See  Davis  v.  Davis,  70 
Tex.  128. 

And  where  adjoining  lands  which  have  once  be- 
longed to  different  persons,  one  of  whom  was 
bound  to  repair  the  fences  between  the  two,  after- 
wards become  the  property  of  tbe  same  person,  the 
pre-existing  obligation  to  repair  the  fences  is  de- 
stroyed by  the  unity  of  ownership.  Boyle  v.  Tam- 
lyn«  0  Bam.  &  C.  889. 

Removal  of  diviHon  fence, 

A  person  who  sows  a  crop  after  the  fence  protect' 
Ing  the  land  has  been  removed  cannot  recover  for 
damsges  to  his  crop  by  cattle.  (It  does  not  appear 
whose  fence  was  removed  by  the  defendant,  but  it 
was  a  division  fence,  and  It  does  not  appear  whose 
cattle  damaged  the  crop.)  Hassa  v.  Junger,  15 
Wis.  698. 

Where  there  is  an  inner  and  outer  fence  in  a  field 
a  party  who  has  not  the  exclusive  right  therein 
cannot  remove  the  inner  fence  and  expose  bis 
crops  without  suffering  the  consequences  of  fAe 
damages.  Buckmaster  v.  Cool,  Vt  III.  78.  See 
McGormick  v.  Tate,  infra, 

A  partition  fence  cannot  be  removed  until  the 
parties  interested  in  its  remaining  are  notified. 
Mc€k>rmiok  v.  Tate,  20  111.  384. 

This  case  approves  Buckmaster  v.  Cool,  supra, 
which  seems  to  oppose  Seeley  v.  Peters,  10  lU.  180, 
but  Buckmaster  v.  Cool  limits  and  qualifies  the 
other  to  stock  on  the  highway  and  commons  and 
leaves  the  common  law  applicable  to  inside  fences. 

A  party  wrongfully  removing  a  division  fence  is 
liable  to  the  adjoining  owner  for  damages  done  by 
cattle  in  consequence  thereof.  Deimel  v.  Obert,  20 
IlL  App.6fi7. 

A  party  removing  a  partition  fence  without  giv- 
ing the  three  months*  notice  required  by  statute  is 
liable  for  damages  sustained  thereby  to  the  crops. 
Richardson  v.  M^Dougall,  11  Wend.  46. 

No  recovery  can  be  had  in  trespass  gu.  cL  fr.  for 
damages  to  crops  by  cattle,  caused  by  the  removal 
of  a  fence,  without  showing  how  it  was  erected  or 
22  L.  R.  A. 


that  defendant's  cattle  trespassed.  Kichardson  v. 
M11bum,UMd.840. 

Damages  for  loss  of  crop  may  be  recovered  in  an 
action  of  trespass  o<€t  armis  for  removing  a  fence. 
Hardin  v.  Kennedy,  2  HcCord,  L.  277. 

If  one  proprietor  of  a  line  fence  take  down  a 
portion  and  notify  tbe  other  to  remove  his  cattle 
which  he  neglects  to  do,  but  shortly  afterwards  re- 
moves the  remainder  of  the  fence,  he  is  liable  for 
a  subsequent  trespass  by  his  cattle  on  the  other's 
land.    Van  Slyck  v.  Snell,  6  Lans.  209. 

Where  the  defendant  built  his  fence  near  the 
line  on  his  own  land  and  removed  part  of  a  Une 
fence  leaving  a  gap  in  plaintiff's  field,  it  was  the 
duty  of  the  plaintiff  to  protect  his  crops  in  a  rea- 
sonable time  otherwise  the  defendant  would  not 
be  liable.    Smith  v.  Johnson,  76  Pa.  191. 

Defects  in  partUion  fence. 

An  action  either  of  case  or  trespass  lies  if  the 
cattle  of  an  adjoining  owner  trespassed  on  the 
other,  where  it  was  the  duty  of  the  owner  of  the 
cattle  to  fence.    Star  v.  Rookesby,  1  Salk.  885. 

This  liability  exists  although  the  trespass  is  due 
to  a  breach  in  the  fence  made  In  the  night-time  by 
some  party  unknown.  Kron  v.  KlrkendalL,  1  Alb. 
L.  J.  288. 

Where  horses  break  through  defendant's  portion 
of  a  division  fence  which  Is  defective,  a  recovery 
may  be  had  although  plaintiff's  part  of  such  fence 
is  also  defective.    Osbum  v.  Adams,  70  III.  291. 

A  person  Is  not  liable  for  cattle  not  under  his 
control  passing  through  his  land  on  to  that  of  an- 
other.    Cook  v.  Morea,  88  Ind.  497. 

The  Michigan  Laws,  1881,  p.  291,  providing  that 
damages  shall  not  be  recovered  for  trespass  by  a 
beast  where  the  partition  fences  are  lawful,  does 
not  apply  unless  the  adjoining  proprietor  improves 
his  land,  nor  unless  a  portion  of  the  division  fence 
has  been  assigned  to  him  to  keep  it  In  repair.  The 
mere  fact  of  an  insufficient  fence  between  adjoin^ 
Ing  premises  will  not  bar  a  recovery  as  one  ad- 
joining owner  is  not  bound  to  keep  up  tbe  fence 
unless  apportioned.  Ayleswortb  v.  Herrington,  17 
Mich.  417. 

The  owner  of  land  who  fails  to  perform  his  duty 
in  keepmg  up  his  share  of  a  division  fence,  cannot 
recover  in  trespass  for  damages  done  by  trespass- 
ing animals  resulting  therefrom!  Webber  v.  Glos- 
son,  85  Me.  26:  D'Arcy  v.  Miller,  88 1)1.  102.  29  Am. 
Rep.  11:  Rangier  v.  McCreight,  27«Pa.  96;  Phelps  v. 
Cousins,  29  Ohio  St.  186;  Northcott  v.  Smith,  4  Ohio 
C.  Ct.  Rep.  665;  Shepherd  v.  Hees,  12  Johns.  488; 
Roach  V.  Lawrence,  66  Wis.  478;  Keenan  v.  Gava- 
naugh,  44  Vt.  268;  Studwell  v.  Ritoh,  14  Conn.  292; 
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lawfully  be  at  large  within  this  state.  Prior 
to  the  passage  of  this  law.  as  we  have  seen, 
the  territory  in  which  they  were  prohibited 
from  running  at  large  was  an  exception  out 
of  the  general  rule.  By  this  statute  that  rule 
was  abrogated,  and  the  general  rule  of  law 
established  that  animals  could  not  lawfully 
be  at  large  within  the  state  except  within 
such  political  subdivisions  as  the  people,  by 
an  affirmative  vote,  had  formally  expressed 
their  desire  that  such  animals  should  be  per- 
mitted to  run  at  large.  All  other  running 
at  large  of  stock  upon  the  highways  or  com- 
mons, or  upon  the  land  of  others  than  the 
owner,  without  license,  is  made  unlawful. 
Undoubtedly,  as  suggested,  in  proceeding 
under  the  first  section  of  the  act,-  it  will  be 
necessary  to  show  that  the  stock  was  at  large 
by  the  permission  or  through  the  fault  of  the 
owner.  To  impose  the  penalty  therein  pre- 
scribed, some  guilty  intention  to  violate  the 


law,  or  willful  neglect  of  the  duty  imposed, 
must  be  shown.  Com  v.  Hall,  31  111.  632; 
Kinder  v.  GiUetvpie,  68  111.  88.  But  this  does 
not  afFect  the  question  being  considered. 
The  stock  at  large,  with  or  without  the 
knowledge  or  consent  of  the  owner,  is  unlaw- 
fully and  wrongfully  at  large,  unless,  by  an 
affirmative  vote,  the  county,  city  or  village, 
precinct  or  town,  has  been  excepted  out  of 
the  general  rule  and  policy  of  the  state.  It 
is  thus  seen  that  every  reason  assigned  in 
former  decisions  for  the  exclusion  of  the 
common-law  rule  has  ceased  to  £xist.  The 
effect  of  the  Act  of  1874  was  to  remove  ev^ry 
impediment  found  by  the  court  to  exist  in 
Beaden  v.  Busty  supray  to  the  adopting  of 
the  common-law  rule  in  this  state.  If  the 
principle  of  the  common  law  requiring  the 
owner  of  cattle  to  keep  them  on  his  own  land 
at  his  peril,  which  is  based  upon  that  other 
principle  lying  at  the  foundation  of  the  right 


York  V.  Davis,  11  N.  H.  841;  Cowlee  v.  Balaer,  47 
Barb.  M2;  Br:  TrttpoM,  pi.  129,  oitiofr  19 Hen.  V[.  88. 

If  hto  part  of  a  partition  feooeis  out  of  repair  the 
injured  party  must  show  that  this  was  not  the  prox- 
imate oause  of  the  trespass.  Phelps  v.  Cousins, 
and  Northoott  v.  Smith,  supra. 

Under  N.  Y.  Laws  1888,  p.  268,  providinsr  that  if 
any  person  liable  to  contribute  to  a  division  fence 
shall  neglect  to  make  bis  portion,  he  shall  not  re- 
cover damages  incurred,  means  incurred  by  his 
negliffence  and  the  owner  of  land  damaged  from 
stock  coming  across  a  boundary  fence  must  show 
that  they  entered  where  defendant  was  bound  to 
repair,  in  order  to  recover.  Deyo  v.  Stewart,  4 
Denio,  101. 

Where  an  owner  of  land' failed  to  keep  up  his 
share  of  the  division  fence  under  a  parol  agree- 
ment  which  took  the  place  of  statutory  require- 
ment  as  to  both  maintaining  the  fence,  his  tenant 
could  not  recover  from  the  adjoining  proprietor 
for  damages  caused  by  his  cattle  in  breaking, 
through  that  part  of  the  fence  which  the  landlord 
was  required  to  maintain.  Baynes  v.  Chastain,  68 
Ind.  878. 

If  cattle  cross  a  fence  where  it  is  the  plalntilTs 
duty  to  keep  it  In  repair,  the  defendant  is  jnot  li- 
able for  damages  done  by  such  cattle,  unless  the 
fence  is  such  as  good  husbandmen  generally 
keep,  since  under  Indiana  1  Rev.  Stat.  1876,  p.  496, 
a  lawful  partition  fence  should  be  such  as  to  en- 
close and  restrain  sheep,  unless  by  mutual  consent 
they  agree  to  build  one  to  restrain  horses,  mules, 
or  cattle,  and  under  Indiana  Stat,  1  Oavin  &  Hord, 
p.  343,  each  shall  maintain  equally  partition  fences 
unless  otherwise  specially  agreed.  Hlnshaw  v. 
Gilpin,  64  Ind.  116. 

A  person  turning  his  cattle  in  his  field  when  the 
division  fence  of  an  adjoining  owner  is  insufficient, 
is  not  liable  for  damages  under  Vermont  Rev. 
Laws,  •  8184,  providing  that  a  person  bound  to 
support  his  part  of  a  division  fence  is  liable  for 
damages  to  the  adjoining  owner  for  escape  of 
stock.    Bddy V.Kinney, 60 Vt. 564. 

In  an  action  of  replevin  for  cattle  held  by  the 
owner  of  land,  it  was'  said  that  the  entry  through 
a  partition  fence  which  it  was  the  duty  of  the  own- 
er of  the  land  to  repair  would  not  Justify  holding 
the  cattle.   Akers  v.  George,  61 I1L  376. 

The  fact  that  stock  was  prohibited  from  running 
at  large  in  a  county  will  not  relieve  the  landowner 
from  bis  duty  to  maintain  a  partition  fence  under 
Iowa  Code,  •  1606,  and  1 1448,  providing  that  where 
any  one  is  injured  by  any  domestic  animal  he 
may  recover  his  damages,  but  if  they  were  law- 
fully on  adjoining  land  and  escaped  by  negligence 
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of  the  party  injured  in  failing  to  repair  his  fence, 
he  cannot  recover.    DulTees  v.  Judd,  48  Iowa,  266« 

Under  Ky.  Hy.  Sup.  272,  regulating  division 
fences,  an  adjoining  owner  cannot'  recover  for 
damages  from  the  cattle  of  the  other  unless  the 
fence  through  which  stock  entered  was  a  lawful 
one  or  was  a  division  fence  between  the!partie8. 
Wills  V.  Walters,  5  Bush,  861. 

But  where  a  cow  escaped  through  an  insufficient 
division  fence  and  a  gate  was  left  open  by  the  de- 
fendant by  reason  whereof  she  strayed  on  the  rail- 
road track  and  was  killed,  both  parties  being  alike 
bound  to  keep  up  the  division  fence,  the  defend- 
ant could  not  plead  the  plaintlff^s  failure  to  repair 
as  contributory  negligence.  Pltuier  v.  Shinnick, 
41  Wis.  676. 

The  occupier  of  land  owning  cattle,  and  not  the 
owner  of  the  land,  is  liable  for  the  damages  caused 
by  his  cattle  trespassing  over  a  partition  fence 
which  is  not  divided  as  to  having  it  kept  up  and 
maintained.  But  if  the  owner  of  the  land  has  the 
custody  and  care  of  cattle  belonging  to  another  he 
will  be  liable.    Tewksbury  v.  Bucklln,  7  N.  H.  518. 

An  action  on  the  case  for  not  repairing  fences, 
whereby  another  is  damaged,  can  only  be  main- 
tained against  the  occupier  and  not  against  the 
landlord  who  is  not  in  possession.  Cheetham  v. 
Hampeon,  4  T.  R.  318. 

lAaMHUy  for  tretpam  of  stock  of  third  party. 

It  seems  that  the  owners  of  stock  are  only  liable 
for  the  trespass  of  their  own  cattle,  and  are  not 
liable  for  the  trespass  of  stock  owned  by  a  third 
party  unless  such  stock  is  held  in  common  and  con- 
trolled in  common  or  held  by  another  as  agister; 
which  see,  under  subhead— **As  between  owner  and 
keeper.** 

A  Joint  action  for  trespass  from  stock  cannot  be 
maintained  against  several  owners  of  such  stock. 
Cogswell  v.  Murphy,  46  Iowa,  44. 

But  where  animals  owned  Jointly  by  two  persons 
trespass  on  the  land  of  another  the  defendants  are 
prima  facie  Jointly  liable.  Sickles  v.  Gtould,  61 
How.  Pr.  22. 

And  where  cattle  were  **kept**  upon  a  farm  and 
three  persons  owned  and  ^'cultivated"  the  farm  in 
'^'common"  and  each  owned  certain  of  the  trespass- 
ing cattle,  they  may  be  sued  Jointly  in  an  action 
for  trespass  committed  by  them  in  common.  Jack 
V.  Hudnall,  25  Ohio  St.  256, 18  Ata.  Rep.  296. 

The  obligation  of  an  adjacent  owner  for  damages 
from  stock  does  not  apply  to  stock  that  does  not 
belong  to  him  passing  through  his  farm.  In  such  a 
case  the  owner  of  the  stock  is  liable.  Little  v.  Mc^ 
Guire,  48  Iowa,  447. 
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to  0088688  and  enjoy  property  in  civilized 
society,  ''that  each  shall  so  use  his  own  as 
not  to  inflict  injnry  npon  another,"  was  in 
-conflict  with  the  legislation  of  the  state,  or 
opposed  to  its  legislative  policy  prior  to  the 
Act  of  1874,  it  cannot  be  said  to  be  in  con- 
flict with,  or  opposed  to,  the  policy  of  that 
law  which  makes  the  running  at  large  of 
stock  unlawful,— the  rule  and  policy  of  the 
state.  The  principle  of  the  common  law  is 
in  harmony  with  existing  statutes,  and,  as  we 
have  seen,  applicable  to  the  habits,  circum- 
stances, and,  conditions  of  the  people.  It  is 
fairlj^  to  be' presumed  that  this  legislation 
was  induced  by  the  changed  condition  of  the 
•circumstances.  The  court  had,  just  previous 
to  the  passage  of  the  present  law,  which  is 
sections  1  and  2  of  the  Act  of  1872,  (re- 
written,) while  recognizing  this  change  in 
the  physical  conditions  of  the  state  and  the 
habits  of  its  people,  declined  to  recede  from. 


the  doctrine  of  Seeley  v.  Peters,  because  of 
the  legislative  pol  icy  of  the  state.  And  find  - 
ing,  as  we  do,  that  the  legislature,  bv  the 
act,  removes  the  impediment  found  in  Headen 
V.  Ru9t  to  exist  to  the  adopting  of  the  com- 
mon-law principle,  it  is  to  be  presumed  that 
the  purpose  was  to  render  the  principle  ap- 
plicable. We  are  of  opinion  that  the  effect 
has  been  that,  by  virtue  of  the  statute  adopt- 
ing the  common  law,  this  principle  has  be- 
come the  rule  of  decision  in  this  state.  That 
this  was  the  intention  of  the  legislature,  is, 
we  think,  further  evinced  by  the  contempo- 
raneous legislation.  At  the  "same  session 
of  the  legislature  section  20,  chap.  54, 
(** Fences,^)  was  passed  in  lieu  of  section 
15,  chap.  51,  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  1845. 
After  re-enacting,  in  substance,  the  original 
section,  providing,  for  the  recovery  of  dam- 
ages done  by  domestic  animals  breaking  into 
enclosures,  the  fence  being  good  and  suflB- 


An  aotiOD  lies  a^nst  one  party  alone  where  his 
•cattlen^BpasB  with  cattle  of  others.  Brady  v.  BaiU 
14  Ind.  817. 

Where  the  damaireB  to  crops  are  caused  by  sev- 
•eral  lots  of  cattle  and  the  amount  done  by  those  of 
separate  owners  cannot  be  distingnished,  the  dam- 
ages may  be  apportioned.  Powers  v.  Kindt,  18 
Kan.  74. 

Each  owner  of  cattle  is  only  liable  for  the  dam- 
4i9e  done  by  his,  where  cattle  of  several  parties 
trespass  together.  Partenheimer  v.  Van  Order,  20 
Barb.  479. 

Damagres  from  cattle  of  a  third  party  after  the 
original  entry  and  trespass  by  cattle  of  another, 
•cannot  be  recovered  in  an  action  against  the  lat- 
ter, for  the  destruction  of  fences,  grain,  and  herb- 
Hfre.  Berry  v.  San  Francisco  &  N.  P.  R.  Qo.  60  CaL 
435. 

The  owner  of  battle  is  not  liable  in  trespass,  for 
■damages  made  by  cattle  of  others  entering  through 
the  breach  made  by  his  cattle,  unless  under  his 
■control.    Durham  v.  Goodwin,  54  lit  400. 

Trespass  is  not  the  proper  remedy  for  damages  to 
•crops  by  cattle  of  third  parties  where  such  damage 
occurred  through  failure  of  the  defendant  to  put 
up  a  fence.    Crawford  v.  Qughes,  8  J.  J.  Marsh.  4BS. 

A9  bettoeen  owner  and  keeper. 

It  seems  that  at  common  law  the  owner  of  cattle 
was  not  liable  for  trespass  by  them  while  the  cattle 
were  in  the  hands  of  an  agister.  It  is  believed  that 
the  cases  holding  contra  arose  from  a  mistake  in 
the  translation  of  the  earliest  oases.  The  prepon- 
derance of  authority  now  seems  to  be  that  the 
owner  is  notiiable  when  the  stock  is  in  the  hands 
of  the  agister  but  that  the  agister  is  liable. 

In  Rossell  V.  Ck>ttom,  81  Pa.  fiSS,  it  is  held  that  an 
owner  of  cattle  is  not  liable  for  trespass  committed 
by  them  while  in  charge  of  an  agister,  and  it  is  said 
that  neither  Dawtry  v.  Huggins,  Clayton,  88,  Trials 
per  Pals,  801,  nor  Bateman*8  Case,  referred  to  in 
Dawtry  v.  Uuggins,  holds  that  either  the  owner  or 
agister  is  liable. 

As  Dawtry  v.  Huggins  is  recognized  as  the  lead- 
ing case  and  is  cited  so  frequently  and  has  been 
so  often  incorrectly  translated  the  following  re- 
view of  that  case  taken  from  Rossell  v.  Cottom, 
auprck,  wiU  be  of  value: 

'*  It  is  said  in  1  Esp.  N.  P.  887,  title,  Tregpass,  that 
*  he  who  has  the  care,  custody,  or  possession  of  the 
oattle  who  do  the  damage,  is  liable  to  this  action;^ 
and  adds, '  as  if  agisted  cattle  break  into  another^s 
land,  the  agister  is  liable  to  the  damages.  So  if 
the  hogs  of  A.  were  put  into  the  yard  of  B.  and 
they  break  into  C*s  land,  action  lies  against  B.  even 
22  L.  R.  A. 


though  A's  servant  watches  them,  and  so  the  own- 
er had  a  special  possession;^  Dawtry  v.  Huggins, 
Clayton,  88,  Trials  per  Pais,  20L  In  9  Rolie,  Abr. 
548,  it  is  laid  down  in  one  case,  that  if  the  beasts  of 
A.  agisted  by  B.  trespass  on  the  close  of  C.  it  is  in 
the  election  of  C.  to  bring  trespass  against  A.  or  B. 
This  is  cited  in  Bacon's  Abridgment,  486  (Bouvier, 
ed.),  and  is  immediately  succeeded  by  a  reference 
to  the  case  in  Clayton  as  follows:  *  But  it  is  laid 
down  in  another  case,  that  an  action  in  such  case 
lies  only  against  the  agister  of  the  beast.^  Bate- 
man's  Case,  Clayton,  88.  This  is  an  error  on  the 
part  of  the  author;  Bateman's  Case,  Is  not  report- 
ed in  Clayton,  it  is  referred  to  in  the  case  of  Dawtry 
V.  Hqggins.  The  principle,  however,  is  correctly 
stated.  But  in  Saunder's  on  Pleading  &  Evidence, 
Bateman's  Case,  Clajrton,  88,  is  cited  for  authority, 
that  either  A.  or  B.  the  owner  or  agister,  may  be 
sued  in  trespass.  This  is  also  an  error,  both  as  to 
the  principle  and  name  of  the  case.  Dawtry  v. 
flufinrins  is  the  case  reported  in  Clayton,  88,  and  is 
as  follows:  *  It  was  ruled  upon  an  evidence  if  A. 
hath  the  custody  of  the  goods  of  B.  as  here  it  was 
hoggs  put  into  the  defendant's  yard;  if  tbese  do  a 
trespasse  to  the  land  of  C.  adjoyning,  A.  shall  be 
punished  in  trespasse,  and  thb  though  the  owner's 
servant  did  wait  upon  them;  and  here  it  was  proved 
the  servant  of  A.  did  also  wait  on  them  and  serve 
them,  therefore  they  were  in  his  speciall  possession; 
and  the  like  matter  was  relied  on  ia  the  case  of 
Stephen  Bateman  of  Wakefield,  for  agist  oattle.  if 
they  doe  commit  trespasse,  the  owner  of  the  soli 
where,  etc.,  shall  answer  for  that  trespasse.'  York 
Assizes,  1661.  This  case  is  accurately  cited  in  1  Bsp. 
'N.  P.  supra.  Neither  Dawtry  v.  Buggins  uor 
Bateman's  Case  supports  the  doctrine  that  either 
the  owner  or  agister  of  cattle  may,  at  the  election  of 
the  injured  party,  be  sued  for  the  trespass  of  agist- 
ed cattle.  They  are  iauthority  to  the  contrary.  The 
case  in  Rolle,  Abr.  646,  refers  to  the  Year  Book,  7 
Hen.  IV.,  which  does  not  sustain  it,  being  but  a 
question  of  pleadhig— whether  a  stranger  to  an 
award  could  plead  it.  There  was  no  Judgment  in 
the  case." 

An  owner  of  cattle  is  not  liable  in  trespcus  for 
damages  to  crops  by  them  whUe  in  the  hands  of  an 
agister  unless  he  selected  a  reckless  and  irresponsi- 
ble agister.  Ward  v.  Brown,  64  IlL  807, 16  Am.  Bep. 
561;  Ozbum  v.  Adams,  70 IIL  201. 

And  the  owner  of  cattle  is  not  liable  to  a  third 
party  for  trespass  by  the  cattle,  where  they  are  in 
the  possession  of  a  tenant  under  a  lease  for  years. 
Atwater  v.  Lowe,  88  Hun,  160. 

The  owner  of  stock  who  hires  his  stock  to  past- 
ure in  the  field  of  another  is  not  liable  for  their 
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cient,  there  was  added :  ''This  section  sliall 
DOt  he  construed  to  require  such  fence  in  or- 
der to  maintain  an  action  for  injuries  done 
by  animals  running  at  large  contrary  to  law. " 
And  section  21  of  the  same  chapter  was  also 
added,  which  provides  that  if  any  such  ani> 
mal  shall  break  into  an  enclosure,  etc.,  ''or 
shall  be  wrongfully  upon  the  premises  of  an- 
other, "*  the  owner  or  occupant  of  such  prem- 
ises may  take  and  keep  such  animal  until  dam- 
ages, with  reasonable  charges  for  keeping, 
4ire  paid,  etc.  The  provisions  clearly  con- 
template that  animals  may  be  running  at 
large  contrary  to  law,  and  wrongfully  up^ 
the  land  of  another  irrespective  of  whether 
enclosed  or  not.  In  the  case  of  L»  v.  Burk, 
15  m.  Add.  051,  it  was  held,  as  early  as 
1884,  that' the  effect  of  the  Act  of  1874  was 
the  practical  re-enactment  of  the  common 
law  principle  and  that  since  the  passage  of 
that  act  any  locality  where  domestic  anunals 
are  not  permitted  by  a  vote  taken  under  the 


statute  to  run  at  large,  "every  man  must 
keep  his  cattle  from  his  neighbor's  premises, 
or  respond  in  damages  for  injuries  committed 
by  them."  The  same  rule  is  announced  in 
BiThtt  V.  WiUiaiM,  80  111.  App.  451.  Nei- 
ther of  these  cases  came  to  this  court,  and  the 
conclusion  there  reached  would  seem  to  have 
been  acquiesced  in  by  the  bar  and  people  of 
the  state.  The  question  is  for  the  nrst  time 
presented  to  this  court,  since  the  passage  of 
the  present  laws  relating  to  domestic  ani- 
mals: and  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  com- 
mon-law rule  has,  since  the  passage  of  that 
act,  been  in  force  in  this  state,  and  that  the 
courts  below  have  therefore  decided  cor- 
recti  V. 

Other  errors  are  assigned,  but,  in  view  of 
the  holding,  they  become  wholly  unimpor- 
tant, and  need  not  be  considered. 

The  judgment  of  the  Appellate  Coui't  mil  be 
afflrmed, 

Bidlesr*  Ch,  «/., dissents. 


over  a  division  fenoe  that  the  party  in 
•ebarse  of  the  stock  is  bound  to  Iceep  in  repair. 
Osbam  v.  Adams,  mxprcu 

Tbe  penon  in  control  of  cattle  is  liable  for  dam- 
48V8  caused  by  their  trespassinsr.  Kennett  v.  Dur- 
«m,»N.  H.  MO. 

A  penoD  havin^r  control  of  cattle  on  a  leaaed 
farm  is  liable  for  damages  caused  by  their  treepofises 
juid  the  fence  statutes  of  Vermont  do  not  relieve 
the  owner  of  cattle  from  restraining  them.  Moul- 
ton  V.  Moore,  66  Vt.  TOO. 

A  person  having  tbe  care  and  custody  of  cattle 
is  deemed  the  ^owner**  under  tlie  Connecticut 
Statute,  218,  providing  that  all  damage  done  by 
cattle,  horses,  sbeep  or  swine,  when  the  fence  is 
aifflcient,  shall  be  paid  by  the  owners  of  them. 
^Diith  V.  Jaques,  6  Conn.  630.    . 

The  owner  in  charge  of  cattle  is  liable  for  dam- 
ages done  by  them  on  another's  land,  as  where  a 
cow  was  turned  out  of  the  pasture  by  a  stranger 
sod  driven  in  the  direction  of  plaintiff's  close  and 
beiv  left  strayed  upon  IL  Noyes  v.  Colby,  80  N. 
H.II3L 

Bat  some  deciatons  hold  that  the  owner  Is  liable 
tot  trespass  by  his  cattle  even  if  they  are  m  the 
<ootrol  of  a  third  person.  Thus  in  Massachusetts 
rte  owner  of  land  who  is  damaged  by  cattle  may 
look  to  either  the  owner  of  the  cattle  or  the  agister 
Juiiog  tlieir  custody  for  damages— and  this  is  not 
aJtered  by  Mase.  Bev.  Stat.,  chap.  118,1 4,  providing 
for  iJunsges  from  trespassing  cattle  except  from 


failure  of  injured  party  to  keep  up  his  part  of  the 
division  fence.  Sheridan  v.  Bean,  8  Met.  284,  41 
Am.  Dec.  b07. 

So  in  New  Hamphsire  the  owner  of  sheep  Is  liable 
for  damages  caused  by  them  where  they  strayed 
from  his  pasture  in  the  care  of  his  tenant,  ^he  an  • 
cient  rule  that  the  injured  party  may,  at  his  elec- 
tion, maintain  trespass  against  the  owner  or  his 
bailee,  is  not  so  dearly  devoid  of  modern  reason 
as  to  require  a  decision  that  it  has  ceased  to  exist." 
Blaisdell  v.  Stone.  SO  N.  H.  607. 

And  m  Maine  either  the  agister  or  general  owner 
of  cattle  is  liable  in  trespass  for  damages  done  by 
tbe  cattle  under  bis  charge.  Weymouth  v.  Oile,  72 
Me.  446. 

In  Miflsouri  also  It  Is  held  that  the  common-law 
liability  of  an  agister  for  damages  done  by  cattle 
in  his  charge  is  not  repealed  by  Mo.  Rev.  StaU, 
fi  6068,  making  the  owner  liable  for  damages  where 
cattle  break  through  a  lawful  fence.  Reddlok  v. 
Newbum,  76  Mo.  428.  See  also  Hartford  v.  Brady, 
tl4  Mass.  466, 19  Am.  Rep. 877. 

Matters  in  regard  to  ''sufficiency  of  'fence  or  de- 
scription of  fence"  are  not  Included  in  this  note 
but  are  treated  In  a  note  to  Clarendon  Land  Invest. 
ft  Agency  Co.  v.  McClelland,  post,  — . 

This  note  Is  not  in  tended  to  Include  certain  other 
matters  somewhat  similar  such  as  the  Herd  law. 
Impounding  cattle,  ''Holding  cattle  taken  damage 
feasant."  "Vicious  animals,"  and  ''Diseased  ani- 
mals." I.  T. 
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STATE  of  Rhode  Island 
r. 
Town  Council  of    SOUTH   KINGSTOWN. 
..K.  I.- 


i. 


.) 


1.  Tbejuiisdietionof  aeonrttoeompel 
town  oflleen  to  emU  »  new  election  for 

•  member  of  tbe  general  assembly,  as  required  by 
statute,  is  not  defeated  by  the  fact  that  each 


house  Is  the  judge  of  the  elections  and  qualiUea- 
tions  of  its  members,  and  that  the  ordering  of  a 
new  election  may  involve  the  question  of  the 
validity  of  a  prior  election. 

2*  Mandamus  ig  peculiarly  the  proper 
remedy  to  compel  a  town  council  to  call  a  new 
election,  as  required  by  statute,  where  a  prior 
election  Is  inoperative. 

8.  Tbe  supreme  court  of  Rhode  Island 
holds  it  a  matter  of  common  knowl- 


XoTK.— Tlie  power  of  a  court  to  decide  as  to  the  |  aflimuitlvely,  thereby  reversing  on  rehearing  and 
i^alfdity  of  an  electioD  and  order  a  new  one,  when  I  against  the  dissent  of  one  Judge  the  flrsf  d(>cision 
tkis  question  involves  tbe  title  to  a  seat  in  the  leg- 1  of  the  court. 
Bismre.  it  will  be  seen*  la  decided  in  the  above  case  ' 
n  L.  R.  A.  •"> 
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edg^that  there  are  many  Seventh  Day  Baptists, 
so  caUccU  living  in  Hopkinton,  who  observe  Sat- 
urday as  their  Sabbath. 

4.  An  express  repeal  of  all  acte  ineon- 
•fstent  therewith  contained  in  a  statute  amend- 
ing a  general  law  so  as  to.createan  exception  for 
a  particular  town  does  not  repeal  a  prior  special 
statute,  which  in  elfect  excepted  another  town 
from  such  general  law. 

5*  A  statute  proTldlnfl^  for  a  new  elec- 
tion within  ten  days  in  a  town  divided  into  vot- 
ing districts,  does  not  violate  the  Rhode  Island 
constitution,  providing  for  a  reopening  of  the 
poles  in  case  there  is  no  election,  as  this  applies 
only  to  towns  which  are  not  divided  into  districts. 

6*  The  requirement  of  a  new  election 
within  ten  daysv  in  Pub.  Stat.,  chap.  7L0.  §  18, 
does  not  limit  the  power,  but  is  intended  to  in- 
sure its  timely  exercise,  and  must  be  regarded, 
not  as  mandatory,  but  merely  directory,  where 
the  time  named  has  elapsed  without  an  election. 

(SttneM,  J.,  di89enU  from  proposition  L) 

(April  22, 1888.) 

PETITION  by  the  attorney-general  for  a 
writ  of  mandamus  to  compel  defendants 
to  order  a  new  election  to  choose  a  senator  and 
representatives  to  the  general  assembly  of  the 
state,  for  the  reason  that  an  election  held  on 
the  first  Wednesday  in  April,  1893,  had 
failed  of  result,  and  that  a  subsequent  elec- 
tion ordered  by  the  council  in  pursuance  of 
the  statutory  requirements  had  also  failed  of 
result,  after  which  the  defendants  had  refused 
to  order  another  election,  as  they  were  re- 
quired to  do  by  the  statutes.  Judgment  far 
petitioner.  , 

Heard  before  Matteson,  Gh.  J. ,  and  Stiness 
and  Douglas,  JJ. 

Messrs.  Arthur  L.  Brown  and  Charles 
E<  €K>rman  for  petitioner. 

Mr.  Benjamin  M.  Bosworth  for  re- 
spondents. 

Per  Curiajn: 

The  court  is  of  the  opinion  that  it  has  no 
jurisdiction  to  grant  the  writ  prayed  for, 
since  Const.,  artT  4,  ^  6,  provides  that  **each 
house  [of  the  general  assembly]  shall  be  the 
judge  of  the  elections  and  qualifications  of 
Its  members. "  Should  the  court  by  its  writ 
require  the  town  council  to  fix  a  day  for  a 
new  election  beyond  the  ten  days  specified 
in  Pub.  Laws  R.  I.,  chap.  710, §  18,  of  March 
22,  1888,  thereby  impliedly  holding  that  a 
new  election  so  held  would  be  lei^al  and 
binding,  and  an  election  of  senator  and  rep- 
resentative should  then  be  made,  the  senate 
and  house  of  representatives,  being,  under 
the  provisions  of  the  constitution  quoted, 
judges  of  the  elections  and  qualifications  of 
their  respective  members,  might  nevertheless 
determine  that  such  election  was  void,  and 
thereby  render  the  action  of  the  court  nuea- 
tory.  The  court  is  therefore  of  the  opinion 
that  it  is  for  the  general  assembly  to  provide 
a  remedy  for  the  failure  of  the  town  council 
to  call  an  election  for  senator  and  represen- 
tative within  the  period  limited,  and  not  for 
the  court.  Weeden  v.  Richmofidy  9  R.  I.  128, 
131,  98  Am.  Dec.  873. 
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A  rehearing  was  subsequently  granted  after 
which  on  May  3,  1893,  Dous^lasv  </.,  on  be- 
half of  the  court,  deliverecT  the  following 
opinion : 

The  question  of  jurisdiction  lies  at  the 
threshold  of  this  proceeding,  and  requires 
careful  consideration.  The  constitution  se- 
cures to  the  electors  of  the  several  towns 
the  right  to  choose  annually  their  senators 
and  representatives  in  the  general  assembly. 
When  the  attempt  to  elect  at  the  annual  elec- 
tion meeting  is  unsuccessful,  the  constitu- 
tion, where  its  provisions  are  appl  icable,  or 
the  statutes  where  it  is  silent,  provide  for 
aSjoumments  of  the  election  within  certain 
limits.  It  is  alleged  that  the  statute  relat- 
ing to  South  Kingstown  provides  for  succes- 
sive elections  until  a  result  is  reached.  The 
town  council  refuse  to  call  a  new  election, 
and  the  first  ground  taken  in  opposition  to 
this  application  is  that,  if  it  is  their  duty 
to  call  such  election,  this  court  has  no  ju- 
risdiction to  ascertain  and  enforce  that  duty. 
This  contention  is  based  upon  the  fact  that 
each  house  of  the  general  assembly  is  the 
judge  of  the  elections  and  qualifications  of 
Its  members;  and  it  is  argued  that,  as  the 
legality  or  illegality  of  t£e  holding  of  the- 
election  itself  may  lie  a  controlling  issue  in 
deciding  upon  the  status  of  a  person  claim- 
ing to  be  elected,  and  so  become  an  issue 
which  the  house  in  which  he  claims  member- 
ship can  alone  decide,  this  court  is  precluded 
from  any  examination  or  decision  of  that 
question.  It  seems  to  us  that  this  reason- 
ing is  fallacious,  and  involves  assumptions^ 
which  are  subversive  of  the  established  dis- 
tinctions between  the  several  branches  of  the 
government.  In  the  first  place,  it  assumes 
that  the  decision  of  either  house  in  the  gen- 
eral assembly,  acting  under  this  power,  has 
the  effect  of  declaring  the  law.  This  is 
clearly  not  so,  for  the  senate  may  seat  a  sen- 
ator, and  the  house  of  representatives  may 
refuse  to  seat  a  meml>er-elect  to  that  house, 
both  coming  with  similar  credentials  from 
the  same  election ;  and  the  senate  may  specify 
as  the  ground  of  their  action  that  the  election* 
was  lawfully  held,  and  the  house  may  ius- 
tify  their  action  on  the  ground  that  the  elec- 
tion was  not  lawfully  held.  Under  the  con- 
stitution, the  action  of  each  house  with 
respect  to  the  person  claiming  to  be  elected 
is  valid  and  final ;  but  none  of  Uie  steps  by 
which  that  action  was  reached,  and  none  of 
the  reasons  assigned  by  either  house,  though 
they  were  sprei^  by  resolution  upon  its  rec- 
ords, would  have  any  force  as  declaring  the 
law  beyond  the  case  then  decided.  Neither 
house  of  the  legislature,  by  itself,  can  either 
make  or  authoritatively  interpret  the  law  as. 
a  rule  for  others.  The  making  of  the  law 
under  the  constitution  requires  the  concur- 
rent vote  of  both  houses ;  and  the  declaration 
or  authoritative  interoretation  of  the  law,  so 
as  to  form  a  precedent  for  subsequent  cases, 
is  for  the  cour&.  ^'To  declare  what  the  law 
is  or  has  been  is  a  judicial  power ;  to  declare- 
what  it  shall  be  is  legislative."  Cooley, 
Const.  Lim.  113.  The  late  Chitf  Justice 
Ames,  in  Taylor  v.  Places  4  R.  I.  824,  says 
(page  361)  :  **  Neither  the  convention  which, 
framed  the  constitution,  nor  its  members^ 
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nor  the  members  of  the  ireDeral  assembly, 
nor  even  the  general  assembly  itself,  can  au- 
thoritatively expound  the  constitution :  but 
only  the  courts.  Maxwell,  J.,  in  State  v; 
Elder,  31  Neb.  169,  10  L.  R.  A.  796,  says: 
"^But  it  is  said  that  the  legislature  is  a  co- 
ordinate branch  ol  the  government,  and  that 
it  is  entitled  to  coustrue  the  constitution  and 
statutes  for  itself,  and  therefore  is  not  gov- 
erned by  the  construction  placed  upon  it  by 
tbe  supreme  court.  That  it  is  a  very  im- 
portant co-ordinate  branch  of  the  government 
is  true,  and  the  supreme  court  has  never,  ex- 
cept when  its  action  was  invoked  in  some 
of  the  modes  pointed  out  by  law,  soueht  to 
construe  statutes  or  constitutional  provisions 
for  the  legislature.  It  is  the  province  of  the 
legislature,  however,  to  pass  laws,  and  of 
the  courts  to  construe  the  constitution  and 
laws.  .  .  .  It  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to 
carefully  investigate  every  case  brought  be- 
fore it,  and,  after  due  consideration,  place 
what  is  believed  to  be  a  correct  construction 
upon  the  language  of  anv  of  the  provisions 
of  the  constitution  or  of  the  statutes  and  such 
construction  binds  every  department  of  the 
government,  including  the  legislature,  and 
every  person  within  the  state.  The  construc- 
tion given  bv  the  supreme  court  becomes  the 
standard  to  be  applied  in  all  cases.  *'  And 
again  (81  Neb.  191,  10  L.  R.  A.  808)  :  "The 
legislature  is  a  lawful  body,  elected  and  or- 
ganised* in  pursuance  of  the  constitution  and 
laws  for  a  lawful  purpose ;  and  while,  with- 
in the  limits  and  restrictions  of  the  constitu- 
tion, it  may  pass  any  measure  it  may  deem 
proper,  yet  moral Iv  it  is  bound  by  the  same 
considerations  of  raimess  and  justice  which 
control  the  courts,  and  it  is  its  duty  to  dis- 
pose of  election  contests  in  this  manner.  -' 

It  is  doubtless  in  the  power  of  either  house 
of  a  future  legislature,  in  its  action  upon 
election  cases,  to  disregard  equally  the  stat- 
utes and  the  deciaions  of  the  courts ;  but  we 
see  no  reason  in  the  fact  that  this  power  exists 
why  the  legislature  should  refrain  from  mak- 
ing laws  or  the  courts  from  interpreting 
them.  Neither  of  the  co-ordinate  branches 
of  the  government  can  anticipate  error  in  the 
other,  or  assume  that  any  other  will  act  un- 
lawfully ;  particularly  when  the  constitution 
has  afforded  to  the  executive  and  legislative 
departments  means  of  ascertaining  Ihe  law 
when  it  is  doubted  and  has  not  been  declared 
bv  previous  judicial  decisions.  Const.  R. 
I.  art.  10,  §  3.  Again,  it  does  not  follow 
from  the  fact  that  one  tribunal  is  the  ulti- 
mate judge  of  a  question  when  it  arises  in 
reference  to  a  matter  proper  for  its  decision 
that  another  tribunal  may  not  entertain  the 
same  question  independently  when  called 
upon  to  decide  its  own  action,  or  to  compel 
tile  action  of  parties  lawfully  in  its  jurisdic- 
tion ;  and  the  recurrence  of  uie  same  question 
in  both  fora  does  not  exclude  from  the  ju- 
risdiction of  either  tribunal  a  case  normally 
vithin  it.  Such  coses  are  provided  for  and 
kotidpated  in  the  constitution  and  in  the 
statutes.  For  example,  the  constitution  pro- 
WdcB  (art.  11,  g  8)  as  follows:  **The  gov- 
«rBor  and  aii  other  executive  and  judicial 
oSem  shall  be  liable  to  impeachment  but 
judpoeat  in  anch  cases  ahall  not  extend,  fur- 


ther  than  to  removal  fjrom  office.  The  per- 
son convicted  shall  nevertheless  be  liable  to 
indictment  and  punishment  according  to 
law. "  In  such  proceedings,  whether  in  the 
assembly  or  in  the  court,  questions  of  con- 
struction of  the  law  of  the  case  must  arise. 
The  senate,  acting  as  a  court  to  try  the  im- 
peachment, may  construe  the  law,  and  act 
m  that  proceeding  upon  such  construction. 
Ths  court  trying  the  indictment  may  con- 
strue the  same  law,  and  its  construction  ma^ 
determine  tbe  result  of  the  trial.  Each  tri- 
bunal acts  independently  of  the  other  in  its 
own  sphere,  although  in  arriving  at  their 
several  conclusions  both  may  traverse  in  part 
the  same  ground.  The  statutes  also  provide 
(R.  I.  Pub.  Stat.  chap.  238,  §S  4.  5)  that 
for  officiating  as  moderator,  waraen,  or  clerk, 
or  for  allowing  his  name  to  be  used  as  a 
candidate  for  any  legislative  office  at  an  il- 
legal election  a  person  shall  be  punished  bv 
fine  and  imprisonment,  and  such  cases  shall 
be  tried  by  the  supreme  court.  In  such  a 
case  the  person  elected  may  be  rejected  by 
the  house,  and  so  the  legislative  body  may 
disapprove  the  election;  and  the  court,  in 
trying  the  officer  or  candidate,  may  rule  the 
election  legal.  Shall  the  court  refuse  to  ac- 
quit a  person  charged  with  crime  because 
one  house  of  the  general  assembly  has  con- 
strued the  law  differently  from  its  meaning 
as  ascertained  by  the  court?  If  we  allow, 
therefore,  to  the  senate  in  impeachment  cases 
and  to  either  house  in  election  cases  the 
fullest  judicial  power'which  the  constitution 
can  be  supposed  to  give  them,  these  powers 
cannot  be  interpreted  to  interfere  with  the 
independent  power  of  the  court  in  cases  prop- 
erly before  it,  or  to  bind  its  action  as  prec- 
edents; and  still  less  can  such  powers  in 
the  legislature  be  held  to  limit  the  powers 
or  duties  of  the  court  when  its  action  must 
precede  the  consideration  of  the  question 
elsewhere.  The  holding  of  an  election  which 
the  law  requires  is  a  necessair  prerequisite 
to  bring[ing  before  the  house  the  question  of 
the  seating  of  the  claimant  of  the  office.  To 
refuse  to  order  the  election  is  to  decide  the 

?luestion  in  advance,  and  preclude  the  house 
rom  passing  upon  it  at  all.  To  order  the 
election  is  one  step  towards  bringing  the  final 
Question  of  the  seating  of  the  claimant  before 
the  ultimate  tribunal  which  has  the  power 
to  decide  it.  If  the  people  who  have  the 
right  to  elect  are  not  secured  in  it  by  the 
action  of  the  court,  they  will  have  lost  it 
irretrievably.  The  cases,  PieopU  v.  HiUiard, 
29  111.  418,  and  StaU  v.  Elder,  quoted  above, 
are  very  persuasive  upon  this  point. 

Passing,  then,  the  objection  that  the  con- 
struction of  the  law  may  arise  hereafter  in 
another  tribunal,  the  question  is  whether  the 
case  alleged  is  a  proper  one  for  the  issue  of 
a  writ  of  mandamus.  One  office  of  mandamus 
is  to  enforce  obedience  to  statute  law.  In 
general,  it  lies  to  compel  all  officers  to  per- 
form ministerial  duties,  as  well  as  to  com- 
pel subordinate  courts  to  perform  judicial 
duties ;  but  not  to  compel  the  exercise  of  dis- 
cretion in  any  particular  way.  It  is  not  con- 
tended that  the  duty  of  the  town  council  in 
this  matter  is  other  than  ministerial.  Man- 
damus is  peculiarly  the  proper  remedy  when 
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other  specific  remedies  are  wantlnfi^.  The 
remedy  which  a  legislature  can  provide  is  to 
make  a  law  applicable  to  the  case.  WheD 
the  law  is  made,  it  is  for  the  court  to  enforce 
it.  or  to  punish  for  disobedience  of  it.  In 
either  function  it  must  construe  the  statute 
/.  e,  declare  what  it  means.  In  the  present 
case,  if  the  law  already  made  imposes  a  pres- 
ent duty,  no  further  legislation  would  make 
it  more  imperative,  ^y  legislative  act  de- 
signed as  a  remedy  must  impose  ministerial 
duties  upon  individuals.  The  court  must 
aj^ain  be  resorted  to,  to  compel  such  indi- 
viduals to  perform  those  duties.  So  that  in 
the  last  analysis  this  remedy  by  mandamus 
is  the  only  specific  and  efficient  one,  and  if 
it  is  not  afforded  there  are  no  other  means 
which  can  give  to  the  electors  the  opportu- 
nity to  exercise  such  rights  as  the  law  gives 
ihem.  If  the  law  has  not  provided  for  this 
case,  then  the  sole  remedy  is  with  the  legis- 
lature :  but,  if  the  legislature  has  already  ex- 
pressed its  will  in  the  form  of  law,  the  sole 
specific  remedy  is  in  the  court.  It  seems  in- 
cumbent, therefore,  upon  the  court  to  ex- 
amine the  statute,  and  see  if  it  gives  the 
right  to  the  electors  which  is  claimed.— not 
the  right  to  have  any  particular  person  seated 
us  a  member  of  the  legislature,  but  the  right 
by  lawful  methods  to  express  their  choice  of 
candidates  for  that  office.  It  was  suggested 
at  the  hearing  that  if  the  right  were  given 
by  the  statute  in  words  which  could  not  be 
misunderstood,  mandamus  would  lie;  but 
that,  where  the  statute  is  not  so  plain  as  to 
exclude  all  debate  as  to  its  meaning,  the 
court  ought  to  refrain  from  construing:  it. 
We  think  this  argument  is  self -destructive. 
The  reading  of  any  sentence  in  a  living  lan- 
guage requires  some  exercise  of  judgment 
and  a  choice  of  interpretations.  It  is  hardly 
possible  to  write  an  English  sentence  in 
which  words  will  not  occur  which  have  dif- 
ferent meanings,  and  from  these  meanings 
the  reader  must  select  the  one  consistent  with 
the  subiect  and  the  context.  If  the  court  find 
a  meaning  in  the  statute,  that,  to  them  and 
MS  controlling  their  action,  is  the  meaning 
of  the  statute,  and  the  command  of  the  law 
until  it  is  repealed  or  amended.  If  the  stat- 
ute.' which  is  to  be  the  rule  of  action  of  min- 
isterial officers  in  important  public  duties 
presents  difficulties  of  interpretation,  it  is 
all  the  more  desirable  that  its  meaning  should 
be  ascertained  and  more  plainly  declared  by 
the  court.  These  considerations  lead  us  to 
reconsider  the  rescript  which  express  the  first 
impression  of  the  court  upon  this  branch  of 
the  case,  and  the  petition  will  stand  for  ar- 
^ijumcDt  upon  the  other  questions  involved. 

Stiness,  '/.,  dissenting: 

I  am  unable  to  sc^e  that  the  court  has  ju- 
risdiction of  a  petition  like  this.  I  do  not 
doubt  the  authority  of  the  court  to  issue  a 
mandamus,  which  involves  only  a  plain 
ministerial  duty ;  for  in  such  case  the  court 
exercises  an  executive,  rather  than  a  judicial, 
function.  But  here  tlic  controlling  question 
is  whether,  if  an  election  is  called  as  prayed, 
tile  persons  chosen  at  such  election  will  be 
legally  elected  ;  for,  unless  this  is  so,  clearly 
we  have  no  right  to  command  the  calling  of 
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an  election.  The  gist  of  the  matter,  then, 
is  the  legality  of  the  election,  and  this  re- 
quires the  exercise  of  a  purelv  judicial  func- 
tion, namely,  the  construction  of  chapters 
710  and  928  of  the  Public  Laws.  While  this 
dutv,  in  ordinary  cases,  is  one  which  pertains 
exclusively  to  the  court,  a  difficulty  in  this 
case,  to  my  mind,  arises  from  the  fact  that 
article  4,  g  6,  of  the  Constitution  says: 
**Each  house  shall  be  the  judge  of  the  elec- 
tions and  qualifications  of  its  members. "  In 
People  V.  HaU,  80  N.  Y.  117,  Folger,  •/.. 
says:  "It  is  conceded  by  the  text- writers 
that  each  of  these  houses  has  the  sole  power 
to  judge  thereof,  exclusive  of  everv  other 
tribunal,  ^ — citing  numerous  anthorities ;  and 
the  opinion  holds  that  a  gift  of  judicial 
power  to  one  co-ordinate  body  should  be  con- 
strued as  reserving  the  particular  power  thus 
bestowed  from  the  general  conferment  of 
judicial  power,  by  the  same  instrument, 
upon  another  co-ordinate  body.  The  judi- 
cial power  thus  reserved  is  general  in  Its 
terms,  and  embraces  questions  of  law  as  well 
as  of  fact.  Pedbody  v.  Boston  School  Oom- 
mittee,  115  Mass.  383 ;  People  v.  StaU  Board 
of  Canvassers,  129  N.  Y.  860,  875,  14  L.  R. 
A.  646. 

If  this  court  decides  that  a  member  of  the 
legislature  may  be  legally  elected,  under 
our  construction  of  the  law,  at  the  meeting 
we  arc  asked  to  order,  the  house  to  which  he 
is  so  elected  may  decide  differently,  and  our 
order  for  an  election  will  be  rendered  futile. 
Of  course,  the  court,  merely  on  account  of 
such  difference,  should  not  be  deterr^  from 
performing  a  plain  duty,  for  even  the  two 
houses  of  the  assembly  may  differ  between 
themselves  as  to  the  validity  of  the  same 
election ;  but  the  possibility  of  such  differ- 
ence, with  the  ultimate  and  controlling 
power  given  to  another  body,  seems  to  me  to 
afford  an  appropriate  test  of  the  question  of 
the  jurisdiction  of  this  court.  The  form  of 
the  proceeding  is  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court ;  but  we  must  look  to  the  substance 
of  the  proceeding,  rather  than  to  the  form, 
and  the  substantial  thing  to  be  decided  i» 
the  legality  of  the  election.  It  is  urged, 
however,  that  we  do  not  decide  the  legality 
of  the  election,  but  simply  declare  the  mean- 
ing of  the  law  and  require  a  ministerial  duty 
to  be  performed  accord i ngl y .  This  seems  to 
me  to  beg  the  whole  question.  It  amounts 
to  our  holding  that  we  have  jurisdiction  be- 
cause we  take  it,  or  to  administering  the  law 
as  plain  because  we  say  it  is  plain,  when  in 
fact  wc  have  gone  outside  of  the  terms  of  the 
law,  and  put  a  judicial  construction  upon 
it,  which  must  of  necessity  declare  in  ad- 
vance the  legality  of  the  election ;  while  th«* 
other  tribunal,  to  whom  the  constitution  ha.s 
exclusively  confided  this  class  of  cases,  may 
decide  exactly  the  reverse.  We  are  not  asked 
to  order  a  duty  which  is  apparent  upon  an 
inspection  of  the  law,  but  a  duty  which  can 
only  be  arrive<i  at  by  a  judicial  interpreta- 
tion of  the  law.  When  the  law  says  a  thing 
shall  be  done  in  a  certain  w^ay,  the  court 
may  say  to  the  inferior  officer,  "Do  it."  It 
is  a  straining  of  terms  to  say  that  this  is  an 
exercise  of  judicial  functions.  And  this  was 
all  that  was  done  in  People  v.    Hilliard,  29 
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111.  413.  and  SiaU  v.  Elder,  81  Neb.  ie9.  10 
L.  R.  A.  796,  cited  by  the  petitioner,  where 
a  certificate  was  ordered  to  be  ffiven  in  one 
caae,  and  returns  to  be  opened  in  the  other, 
in  order  that  the  disputed  question  might  be 
put  before  the  house.  The  cases  invol\^  no 
prejudgment  of  the  controversies.  But  here 
we  must  prejudge  the  validity  of  the  election 
in  order  to  be  warranted  in  commanding  it. 
And  this,  too,  when  we  cannot  enforce  that 
judgment,  nor  make  it  binding  upon  any- 
lx)dy  but  the  persons  to  whom  our  command 
is  issued. 

The  supreme  oourt  of  Pennsylvania,  in 
Be  OonUiUd  Election  of  Me2ieiU,  111  Pa.  285. 
refused  to  entertain  a  writ  of  certiorari  to  re- 
view the  conclusion  of  the  court  of  common 
pleas  in  a  contested  election  for  senator,  re- 
marking :  *^  Were  we  to  assume  jurisdiction 
to  review  this  advisory  action  of  the  common 
pleas,  whether  we  agreed  or  disagreed  with 
It,  our  conclusion  would  be  of  no  binding 
obligation  on  the  house. "  So  in  Peabody  v. 
Botton School  Gonimiitee,  mipra.  Gray,  Ch.  J., 
in  speaking  of  a  similar  clause  of  the  Con- 
stitution of  Massachusetts,  said  :  "The  only 
form  in  which  the  justices  of  this  court  can 
properly  express  anv  opinion  upon  that  sub- 
ject is  under  that  clause  of  the'  constitution 
which  authorized  each  branch  of  the  legisla- 
ture, as  well  as  the  governor  and  council,  to 
require  it  upon  important  questions  of  law 
ami  upon  solemn  occasions. "  In  Mauran  v. 
Smith,  8  R.  I.  192.  5  Am.  Rep.  564,  this 
court  refused  to  issue  a  mandamus  to  the 
govenwr  of  the  state,  and  Durfee,  J. ,  said : 
"One  reason  which  has  been  suggested  for 
refusing  the  writ  is  that,  if  granted,  it  would 
tend  to  provoke  a  conflict  between  the  judi- 
cial and  executive  branches  of  the  govern- 
ment.—a  conflict  in  which  the  judiciary 
would  prove  the  weaker  party.  Of  course, 
in  a  case  where  the  jurisdiction  is  clear,  such 
a  consideration  could  have  no  weight;  but 
wb»e  the  jurisdiction  is  problematical,  the 
consideration  affords  a  presumption  which 
it  would  be  unwise  to  disres^ard.  For,  as 
Blackstone  has  remarked,  'all  jurisdiction 
implies  superiority  of  power.  Authority  to 
try  would  be  vain  and  idle  without  an  au- 
thoritv  to  redress ;  and  the  sentence  of  a  court 
would  be  contemptible,  unless  that  court  had 
power  to  command  the  execution  of  it. '  1 
Sharswood's  Bl.  Com.  242. '^  It  is  no  answer 
to  this  reasoning  to  say  that  the  court  can 
enforce  its  mandamus,  when  the  fundamental 
question  on  which  that  mandamus  must  de- 
paid  is  the  legality  of  the  election.  In  the 
same  line  w^as  We^ien  v.  Richmond,  9  R.  I. 
128,  98  Am.  Dec.  373,  where  the  court  re- 
foaed  to  express  an  opinion,  under  the  assent 
of  both  sides,  upon  the  ground  that  it  had  no 
jurisdiction  to  enforce  it.  The  mandamus, 
of  course,  could  have  been  enforced ;  but, 
the  decision  of  the  real  question  involved 
having  been  committed  to  the  town  council, 
the  court  would  have  no  right  to  enforce  it, 
and  consequently  lacked  jurisdiction  of  the 
wlwle  matter.  The  case,  in  this  respect, 
seems  to  me  to  be  identical  in  principle  with 
ite  case  at  bar.  The  most  urgent  and  plan- 
sible  reason  in  favor  of  the  jurisdiction  of 
fiw  conrt  is  upon  the  consideration  of  conse- 
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quences.  It  is  urged  that  town  councils,  by 
refusing  to  call  a  meeting  through  ignorance 
or  fraud,  mav  deprive  electors  of  tlieir  right 
to  elect.  This  may  be  so.  But  it  is  a  signif- 
icant fact  that  in  the  numerous  cases  with 
which  the  reports  of  all  the  states  abound  in 
regard  to  calling  elections  not  one  can  be 
found  where  a  court  has  interfered  by  man- 
damus to  order  an  election  for  senators'  or  rep* 
resentatives.  This  shows  one  of  two  things : 
either  this  class  of  cases  has  not  been  consid- 
ered to  be  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court,  or  else  ofiicial  fidelity  to  an  express 
law  has  thus  far  been  adeouate  to  secure  the 
rights  of  the  people.  If  it  be  the  former, 
the  inference  is  almost  conclusive  against 
jurisdiction  ;  if  it  be  the  latter,  the  evil  con- 
sequences which  have  been  conjectured  fade 
away,  and  we  may  safely  say  that  the  ma- 
chinery of  the  law,  which  has  gone  on  with- 
out a  break  down  to  the  quadrieentennial  of 
the  landing  of  Columbus,  docs  not  require 
the  aid  of  the  court  by  extraordinary  remedy, 
and  it  may  well  be  trusted  for  the  future. 
The  safeguard  of  the  public  is  to  be  found 
in  the  general  loyalty  and  honesty  of  its  own 
oflicials,  and,  in  exceptional  cases,  in  the 
penalties  provided  for  a  breach  of  duty.  As 
said  in  People  v.  Fairchild,  67  N.  Y.  334,— 
a  petition  for  mandamus  against  the  attorney- 
general :  "The  attorney- general  may  have 
erred  in  judgment,  and  for  this  there  is  no 
remedy.  If  he  had  acted  corruptly,  or  from 
unworthy  motives,  and  the  legal  rights  of 
the  relator  have  been  prejudiced,  this  is  not 
an  appropriate  remedy."  And  in  Stak  v. 
AUnn,  44  Mo.  346:  "There  is  force  in  the 
observation  of  the  petitioner's  counsel  that, 
if  the  registration  officers  refuse  to  perform 
their  duty,  injustice  may  be  done*  and  a 
party  may  be  deprived  of  what  he  is  fairly 
entitled  to.  But  that  would  not  justify  a 
court  in  j?iving  validity  to  a  palpably  illegal 
act,  though  the  illegality  occurred  in  conse- 
quence of  the  negligence,  willful  default, 
or  even  corruption,  of  oflicers  whose  duty  it 
was  to  perform  a  given  function  or  execute 
a  trust. "  In  the  Opinion  of  the  Juatices,  10 
Gray,  613,  it  is  said  :  "If  it  shall  be  asked 
what  shall  be  done  if  one  of  these  apportion- 
ments and  returns  shall  be  discovered  to  be 
erroneous,  one  answ^er  is  that  the  constitution 
has  provided  no  power  competent  to  inquire 
into  and  correct  any  such  error.  .  .  .  All 
public  officers  who  are  charged  with  the  per- 
lormance  of  public  duties,  and  who  may  be 
guilty  of  fraudulent,  willful  and  corrupt 
conduct  in  the  discharge  of  them,  are  liable 
to  prosecution  and  punishmcutUherefor,  by 
impeachment  or  indictment;  but  even  pun- 
ishment for  their  misdeeds  may  not  neces- 
sarily correct  them,  though  it  may  aflford  an 
additional  security  to  the  public  against  their 
perpetration. "  It  may  also  be  said  tliat,  un- 
less the  court  sets  the  machinery  in  motion, 
the  question  cannot  be  brought  before  the 
house  for  decision.  But  even  this,  to  my 
mind,  does  not  show  that  the  court  has  juris- 
diction. It  is  not  the  province  of  the  court 
to  compel  the  making  of  a  moot  case  for  an- 
other tribunal,  nor  to  supply,  in  an  exigency, 
a  rem^y  which  the  law  has  not  provided. 
The  law  may  be  so  framed  as  to  enable  the 
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court  to  enforce  its  plain  terms,  but  the  court 
cannot  take  this  power  to  itself  by  ^oing 
outside  of  the  constitutional  limit  to  put  a 
construction  upon  the  law,  and  then  ad- 
ministering it  as  if  it  needed  no  construction. 
Hence  the  court  was  correct  in  its  original 
rescript  that  we  had  no  Jurisdiction,  and 
that  the  remedy  must  be  provided  by  law  for 
tiie  future ;  this  instance  being  casus  omissus. 
These  considerations  result  in  the  follow- 
ing propositions:  The  grant  of  judicial 
powers  over  elections,  in  the  constitution,  to 
the  two  houses  of  the  assembly,  is  full,  em- 
bracing law  and  fact,  and  is  exclusive  of  all 
other  jurisdiction.  The  process  of  the  court 
may  be  involved  in  the  execution  of  those 
requirements  which  are  apparent  on  the  face 
of  the  law,  but  not  Qf  such  as  can  only  be 
ascertained  by  a  resort  to  interpretation  of 
the  law;  because  this  is  strictly  a  judicial 
power  which  is  conferred  upon  the  house, 
and  thus  reserved  from  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court.  When  the  main  question  to  be 
determined  is  the  legality  of  an  election,  to 
which  the  issuing  of  process  by  the  court  is 
simply  incidental,  the  court  invades  the  ju- 
risdiction conferred  upon  another  body  in 
prejudging  the  question;  and  this  is  made 
apparent  by  the  fact  that  the  court  has  no 
authority  to  enforce  it  in  real  judgment,  the 
ultimate  power  being  given  to  the  other 
body.  Jurisdiction  to  try  and  determine  and 
power  to  enforce  ^o  together.  Honesty  of 
purpose  and  penalties  for  default,  instead  of 
the  process  of  the  court,  are  the  sufficient 
trust  of  the  public,  as  shown  by  the  fact  that 
the  court  has  never  been  called  upon  to  act 
in  such  a  case  before.  For  these  reasons  I 
am  of  the  opinion  that  the  court  has  no  ju- 
risdiction to  pass  upon  the  substantial  Ques- 
tion which  is  raised  in  this  case. 

After  argument  on  the  demurrer  on  May 
12,  1898,  Rogers,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of.  the  court : 

The  writ  of  mandamus  prayed  for  is  to 
compel  the  town  council  of  South  Kingstown 
to  order  a  new  elegtion  of  senator  and  repre- 
sentative, under  the  provisions  of  R.  I.  rub. 
Laws,  chap.  710,  §  18,  of  March  22,  1888. 
That  chapter  was  passed  at  the  January  ses- 
sion, 1888,  and  is  entitled  **  An  Act  to  Incor- 
porate the  District  of  Narra^nsett,  in  South 
Kingstown,  R.  !.*'  As  its  title  indicates,  it 
is  a  special  statute,  being  applicable  to  the 
single  town  of  South  Kingstown,  and  at  the 
time  of  its  passage  R.  I.  Pub.  Stat. ,  chap.  10. 
§  18,*  was  in  force,  providing,  inter  alia, 
that  in  case  of  there  bein^  no  election  of 
senator  and  representatives  in  towns  divided 
into  voting  districts,  district  meetings  held 
therein  for  the  election  of  senator  and  repre- 


sentatives shall,  at  the  time  of  closing  of  the 
polls,  therein  prescribed  b3''  law,  stand  ad- 
journed to  the  third  day  next  from  and  after 
the  day  so  appointed,  unless  the  third  day  fall 
on  Sunday  or  a  holiday,  and  iti  that  event  to 
the  Monday,  or  the  day  following  said  holi- 
day, with  like  adjournment  therefrom,  but 
no  adjournment  or  adjournments  shall  exceed 
seven  days  from  the 'first  meeting.  Chapter 
710,  §  18.  provides  that,  if  no  election  shall 
have  been  made  of  sen£ltor  and  representative 
in  the  general  assembly,  or  of  either  of  them, 
in  South  Kingstown,  upon  the  day  appointed 
b^  law  for  any  election,  the  said  town  coun- 
cil shall  order  a  new  election  to  be  held  not 
more  than  ten  days  from  the  first  election, 
and  so  on  until  the  election  shall  be  com- 
pleted. Chapter  710,  8.18,xthen  excepted 
South  Kimrstown  by  special  statute  from  the 
operation  of  R.  I.  Pub.  Stat.,  chap.  10,  §  18, 
and  applied  a  different  provision  of  law  to 
that  town:  April  80,  1800,  the  general  as- 
sembly, by  chapter  885  of  the  Public  Laws, 
divided  the  town  of  Hopkinton  into  voting 
districts,  and  in  the  following  March,  before 
a  single  general  election  had  been  held  it 
amended  R.  I.  Pub.  Stat.,  chap.  10,  ^  18, 
by  R.  I.  Pub.  Laws,  chap.  928,  of  March  26, 
1891,  for  the  especial  benefit  of  Hopkinton, 
by  simply  inserting  therein  the  words: 
"Provided,  however,  that  in  Hopkinton  there 
shall  be  no  election  held  on  Sieiturday,  and 
if  the  third  day  fall  on  Saturdav  the  meet- 
ing shall  stand  adjourned  to  the  Monday  fol  - 
lowing,  being  five  davs  from  and  after  the 
day  so  appointed. "  Chapter  928,  §  2,  was 
as  follows:  "All  acts  or  parts  of  acts  in- 
consistent herewith  are  hereby  repealed^  and 
this  act  shall  take  effect  from  and  after  its 
passage. ''  It  is  contended  in  behalf  of  the 
town  council  of  South  Kingstown  that  chap- 
ter 923.  §  2,  repealed  chapter  710,  §  18,  be- 
cause the  latter  is  inconsistent  with  the 
former.  It  is  a  matter  of  common  knowledge 
that  there  are  many  Seventh  Day  Baptists, 
so  called,  living  in  Hopkinton,  who  observe 
Saturday  as  their  Sabbath  ;  and,  as  the  elec- 
tion for  general  officers  and  for  senator  and 
representatives  falls  by  statute  on  the  first 
Wednesday  in  April,  a  three-days  adjourn- 
ment therefrom  would  invariably  fall  on 
Saturday,  a  day  on  which  the  Seventh  Day 
Baptists,  from  principle,  perform  no  secular 
duties.  Doubtless,  when  chapter  885  was 
passed,  dividing  Hopkinton  into  voting  dis- 
tricts, the  three-day  provision  of  chapter  10 
escaped  attention,  and  was  not  thought  of 
until  the  next  general  election  was  approach- 
ing, when  chapter  928  was  passed  for  its 
benefit  to  remedy  the  difficulty.  Does  chap- 
ter 928  repeal  section  18  of  chapter  710?  We 
think  not.     The  general  rule  of  interprets - 


*That  seotioQ  in  full  Is  as  foUows: 

'*In  cities  other  tiian  the  oity  of  Providenoe,  and  in 
towns  divided  into  voting  distrlctB,  ward  and  dis- 
trict meetings  held  therein  respectively  for  the  elec- 
tion of  senator  and  representatives,  and  of  members 
of  the  town  council,  or  of  any  one  or  more  of  them, 
shall,  at  the  time  of  closing  the  polls  therein  pre- 
BcribiBd  by  law,  stand  adjoumea  to  the  third  day 
next  from  and  after  the  day  so  appointed,  unless 
the  said  third  day  shall  fall  on  Sunday  or  on  a  holi- 
day, and  in  that  event,  to  the  Monday,  or  the 
day  foUowingr  said  holiday,  with  like  adjournment 
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therefrom,  but  no  adjournment  or  adjournments 
shall  exceed  seven  days  from  the  first  meeting. 

Pub.  Laws  R.  I.,  chap.  710,  fi  17,  March  2S,  18&,  in- 
corporating the  district  of  Narragansett,  in  South 
KinffstowD,  R.  I.,  provides:  'The  town  oounofi  of 
South  Kingstown  shall  proceed  within  two  days 
next  after  the  election  to  count  the  ballots  In  the 
same  manner  as  is  prescribed  in  section  Uof  chap- 
ter 10  of  the  Public  Statutes  for  the  counting  of 
ballots  by  the  moderators  and  clerks  of  town  and 
ward  meetings  and  shall  forthwith  declare  the  re- 
sult." 
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tion  of  statutes  is  that  a  general  statute  shall 
not  repeal  a  special  statute  unless  the  pur- 
pose so  to  do  is  clearly  manifest.  Providence 
V.  Union  B.  Co,  13  R.  I.  478;  Verry  v. 
Woonaoeket  School  Committee,  Id.  578;  State 
V.  Champlin,  16  R.  I.  458 ;  Tripp  v.  Torrey, 
17  R.  I.  359.  In  the  words  of  Chancellor 
Kent:  *^It  is  an  established  rule  in  the  ex- 
position of  statutes  that  the  intention  of  the 
language  is  to  be  deduced  from  a  view  of 
the  whole  and  of  every  part  of  a  statute, 
taken  and  compared  together.  The  real  in- 
tention, when  accurately  ascertained,  will  al- 
ways prevail  over  the  literal  sense  of  terms. 
.  .  .  The  great  object  of  the  maxims  of 
interpretation  is  to  discover  the  true  inten- 
tion of  the  law."  1  Kent,  Com.  461,  468. 
To  the  same  purport  is  the  language  of  Chief 
Justice  Durfee  in  Dawley  v.  liew  S/iorefiam 
Probate  Ct,,  16  R.  I.  696,  viz.  :  "We  like 
always,  in  construing  a  statute,  to  take  the 
words  literally,  asauming  that  the  general 
assembly  have  chosen  such  as  readily  express 
their  intent.  This  cannot  always  be  done, 
for  it  sometimes  happens  that  words  have 
been  used  that,  taken  literal Iv,  are  incon- 
sistent with  the  predominating  purpose. 
The  cases  are  numerous  in  which  the  literal 
meaning  of  words  and  phrases  has  been  re- 
strained or  extended  bv  construction  to  suit 
the  legislative  intent.'*  In  New  Jersey  the 
rule  is  laid  down  by  Mr,  Justice  Magie  in 
State  V.  JduUiea  Twp,,  48  N.  J.  L.  447,  448, 
in  this  wise  (omitting  the  names  of  numer- 
ous cases  cited)  :  **It  has  been  well  settled 
in  this  state  that  a  general  law  on  a  subject- 
matter,  which  has  bieen  provided  for  in  cer- 
tain localities  bv  special  law,  will  not,  al- 
though it  contain  a  general  repeal  of  acts 
inconsistent  with  it,  annul  or  alter  the  spe- 
cial provisions  in  those  localities  [citing 
<»se8j  ;  but  if  the  general  law  expressly  re- 
peals the  special  laws,  or  shows  by  implica- 
tion a  manifest  intent  to  supersede  their  pro- 
visions, the  latter  must  yield''  (citing  cases) . 
See  also  Oumey  v.  Walsham,  16  R.  I.  698; 
Dodffe  V.  WaUham,  16  R.  I.  704;  Smith  v. 
liople,  47  N.  Y.  880.  Is  not  the  intention 
of  the  general  assembly  in  the  statutes  re- 
ferred to  perfectly  clear  to  every  careful 
reader  thereof?  By  chapter  710,  §  18,  it 
meant  to  apply  a  different  rule  to  South 
Kingstown  from  the  one  then  applicable  to 
other  towns.  By  chapter  928  it  meant  to 
make  still  anotlier  exception  to  chapter  10. 
§  18,  in  favor  of  Hopkinton,  and  to  that  end 
it  simply  amended  said  last- mentioned  sec- 
tion ;  the  very  first  words  of  chapter  928  be- 
ing, "Section  18  of  chapter  10  of  the  Public 
Statutes  is  so  amended  as  to  read  as  follows  f 
and  then  succeeds  section  18  as  amended,  and 
in  the  next  section  is  the  repealing  clause 
above  referred  to.  What  effect  has  the  re- 
pealing clause?  Clearly,  it  would  seem  that 
the  old  statute  is  repeated  to  show  the  con- 
text or  proper  position  of  the  amendatory 
words  as  to  Hopkinton,  and  for  no  other  pur- 

rse.     Repeating  the  words  of  chapter  10, 
18,  in  chapter  923,  gave  them  no  greater 
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force  than  they  had  before,  unless,  indeed, 
to  render  them  applicable  to  an  exceptional 
case  like  South  Kingstown;  but,  inasmuch 
as  by  a  special  statute,  viz.  chapter  710, 
South  Kingstown  had  been  taken  out  of  the 
operation  of  chapter  10,  §  18,  and  the  mani- 
fest purpose  of  chapter  928  was  to  remedy  a 
defect  as  to  Hopkinton,  can  there  be  any  rea- 
sonable doubt  that,  if  the  general  assembly 
had  intended  to  withdraw  the  exception  as 
to  South  Kingstown,  it  would,  in  the  re- 
pealing clause  of  chapter  928,  have  said, 
"Section  18  of  chapter  710,  and  all  acts  and 
parts  of  acts  inconsistent  herewith,  are  here* 
by  repealed?"  In  our  opinion,  the  repealing 
clause  of  chapter  928  was  intended  to  apply 
only  to  the  amendatory  provision  of  chapter 
10,  g  18,  relating  to  the  town  of  Hopkinton. 

It  may  be  urged  that,  unless  chapter  928, 
§  2,  operated  as  a  repeal  of  chapter  710, 
§  18,  no  effect  could  be  given  to  the  repeal- 
ing clause  of  said  chapter  928,  since  the  first 
section  of  that  chapter  acted  as  a  repeal  by 
substitution  of  said  chapter  10,  §  18,  and 
fully  covered  the  provision  as  to  Hopkinton. 
The  force  of  this  argument,  to  our  minds,  is 
neutralized  by  the  fact  that  chapter  885,  to 
the  subject-matter  of  which  chapter  928  so 
manifestly  relates,  had  been  so  recently 
enacted,  and  also  by  the  fact  that  ;the  two 
chapters  are  in  pari  materia.  Applying  the 
rule  laid  down  in  State  v.  MuUica  Tkop., 
above  referred  to,  although  the  general  re- 
peal clause  of  chapter  928  would  be  broad 
enough  to  include  chapter  710,  §  18,  if  in- 
tended to  apply  thereto,  we  fail  m  the  case 
at  bar  to  find  a  general  law  expressly  repeal- 
ing the  special  law,  or  showing  by  impli- 
cation a  manifest  intent  to  supersede  its  pro- 
visions. Otherwise  than  as  applicable  to  the 
amendatory  clause  relating  to  Hopkinton,  we 
think  the  repealing  clause  of  chapter  928  is 
to  be  regarded  as  merely  redundant. 

Having  determined  that  section  18  of  chap- 
ter 710  is  not  repealed  bv  chapter  928,  the 
next  question  to  be  considered  is  whether  sec- 
tion 18  of  chapter  710  is  constitutional.  We 
see  no  reason  for  deviating  from  the  con- 
clusion arrived  at  in  Be  Narragansett  Eleetuyti, 
16  R.  I.  761,  and  we  are  therefore  of  the  opin- 
ion that  section  18  of  chapter  710  is  consti- 
tutional. 

Another  question  is  whether  ten  days  hav- 
insT  elapsed  since  the  last  election  for  senator 
ancl  representative  in  South  Kingstown,  a 
new  election  can  take  place,  under  chapter 
710,  ^  18.  We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the 
provision  as  to  time  in  said  last-mentioned 
section  is  not  mandatory,  but  is  merely  di- 
rectory. People  V.  AUen,  6  Wend.  486 ;  In  ife 
Census  Superintendent,  5  R.  I.  614.  The  con- 
cluding words  of  the  judges  in  Be  Census 
Superintendent,  it  seems  to  us,  are  equallv 
applicable  to  this  case,  viz.:  "We  think 
that  here,  without  doubt,  the  put  pose  was  not 
to  limit  the  power,  but  to  insure  its  timely 
exercise." 

Demurrer  overruled. 


72 


Kentucky  Supreme  Coubt. 
KENTUCKY  SUPREME  COURT. 


Oct., 


Alexander  SMITH,  by  Next  Friend,  Appt, 

V. 

LOUISVILLE  &  NASHVILLE  R.  CO. 
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1.  The  wronffftil  aet  of  a  brakeman  in 
klcldiif^  a  boy  off  ft*om  a  train  in  rapid 
motion  for  failure  to  pay  hia  fare  is  within  the 
scope  of  his  employment,  so  as  to  render  the 
railroad  company  liable  for  the  act,  where  the 
brakeman*8  duties  included  the  assistance  of 
the  conductor  in  collecting  fares  and  ejecting 
persons  who  had  no  rlirht  to  ride;  but  if  he  kicked 
the  boy  merely  for  the  purpose  of  injuring  him 
and  not  with  the  purpose  of  ejecting  him  from 
the  train,  the  employer  would  not  be  liable. 

8.  The  allegation  of  an  answer  that 
plaintiff  volnntarlly  Bwnng^  himeelf  off 
the  train*  from  which  he  alleires  he  was  kicked, 
is  not  such  an  affirmative  averment  as  requires  a 
reply. 

8.  The  nae  of  the  term  ''willfta**  in 
charginf^  a  railroad  company  with  li- 
ability for  the  wronflTf  ul  and  neirllgent  act  of  a 
brakeman,  where  the  latter  is  not  charfred  with 
oommlttinif  the  act  willfully,  does  not  show  that 
the  act  is  beyond  the  scope  of  his  employment. 

(October  10, 1806.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  for  Franklin 
County  in  favor  of  defendant  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  damages  for  personal  in- 
juries alleged  to  have  resulted  from  defend- 
ant's negligence.   Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs,  James  Andrew  Scott  and  Rnftis 
K.  Dinkle  for  appellant. 

Mr.  John  W.  Rodman  for  appellee. 

HaselriffS^,  </.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  plaintiff,  a  minor,  suing  by  his  next 
friend,  alleged  that  while  he  was  riding  on 
the  defendant's  car  from  Collins*  Station  to 
the  cit^  of  Frankfort,  and  while  the  car  was 
in  rapid  motion,  **the  defendant  willfully, 
negligentlv',  and  carelessly,  by  one  of  its 
agents  and  servants,  to  wit,  a  brakeman, 
kicked  and  threw''  him  off  of  its  train,  there- 
by breaking  his  arm  and  causing  him  other 
serious  injury.  The  defendant  denied  these 
averments,  and  for  a  further  defense  alleged 
that  the  olaintlff  secretly  got  on  the  rear  end 
of  one  of  its  trains  for  the  purpose  of  obtain- 
ing a  free  ride  to  Frankfort,  and  while  so 
riding  was  discovered  by  its  agent  and  serv- 
ant, and  thereupon  voluntarily  jumped  off 
the  car  when  in  rapid  motion,  and  whatever 
injury  he  receive  was  caused  by  his  own  act. 
The  plaintiff,  who  was  seventeen  years  of 
age,  and  whose  home  was  in  Frankfort,  tes- 


tified that  he  had  been  working  at  Collins' 
Station,  some  two  miles  west  of  the  city, 
and,  becoming  sick,  had  jo^otten  on  the  tniin 
for  the  purpose  of  stealing  a  ride  home. 
That  he  was  sitting  on  the  platform,  witli 
his  feet  on  the  steps,  and  was  discovered  by 
the  brakeman,  who  demanded  his  fare,  and, 
upon  his  not  having  either  a  ticket  or  an\' 
money,  he  was  tola  that  he  must  get  off. 
He  replied  that  he  would  if  the  train  would 
stop.  The  brakeman  then  said,  "*!  thought 
I  told  ^ou  to  ^et  off  of  here, "  and  at  the  same 
time  kicked  him  upon  the  hip,  which  broke 
loose  his  hold  on  the  railing,  and  he  fell 
headlong  on  the  ground,  becoming  uncon- 
scious. The  brakeman  testified  that  when 
he  discovered  the  plaintiff,  and  ascertained 
that  he  had  neither  a  ticket  nor  money,  he 
told  him  that  he  must  eet  off  when  the  train 
got  to  the  bridge,  and  mat  before  ha  finished 
the  sentence  the  plaintiff  answered  that  he 
would  get  off  now,  and  swung  himself  off  in 
the  cut,  etc.  He  also  testifi^,  over  the  ob- 
jection of  the  plaintiff,  that  '*he  had  no  au- 
thority from  the  conductor,  or  in  any  way,  to 
put  persons  off  the  train, ''  and  that  it  was  not 
his  auty  to  do  so,  but  that  it  was  his  duty 
to  look  after  the  comfort  of  the  passengers, 
and  to  assist  them  in  getting?  on  and  off  at 
stations,  and,  in  the  absence  of  the  conductor, 
to  take  up  tickets  and  collect  fares  for  the 
convenience  of  the  conductor  when  he  was 
engaged  in  other  parts  of  the  train;  that  if 
the  plaintiff  had  paid  him  he  would  have 
handed  it  to  the  conductor,  etc.  The  con- 
ductor testified  that  the  brakeman  had  no 
authority  to  put  any  one  off  for  nonpayment 
of  fare,  and  he  gave  him  no  such  instruction. 
"It  is  Bis  duty,^'  testified  the  conductor,  "to 
look  after  the  safety  and  comfort  of  passen- 
gers, to  assist  them  on  and  off  the  train,  and 
to  assist  me  in  ejecting:  an  unruly  passensrer 
or  one  who  has  no  right  to  ride,  and,  when 
I  am  otherwise  engaged,  to  collect  tickets 
and  fare,  and  give  them  to  me,"  etc.  Upon 
this  state  of  case  the  court  told  the  jury  that 
if  they  believed  from  the  evidence  ''that  it 
was  a  part  of  the  duty  of  the  brakeman,  un- 
der his  employment  as  brakeman,  to  eject  or 
put  off  of  the  train  persons  who  failed- or  re- 
fused to  pay  their  fare,  and  they  shall  further 
believe  that  the  brakeman  kicked  plaintiff 
off  the  cars  while  in  motion,  or  usea  unnec- 
essary force  in  putting  him  off  the  car,  they 
should  find  for  the  plaintiff  such  damages  as 
he  sustained  tliereby  not  exceeding  $10, 000  ;** 
but  that  if  they  believed  from  the  evidence 
"that  the  plaintiff  jumped  off  the  train,  and 
was  not  kicked  off  by  the  defendant's  em- 
ployg,  they  should  find  for  the  defendant.'* 
and,  lastly,  that  if  they  believed  from  the 
evidence  "  that  the  brakeman  was  not  charged 
or  required,  as  part  of  his  duty  under  liis 


Note.— The  above  very  dearly  and  satisfactorily 
deflne^he  liability  of  a  railroad  company  for  a  tort 
of  its  brakeman  in  driviniar  oflT  a  trespasser.  It 
states  the  rule  in  a  way  to  command  assent  al- 
though it  seems  to  be  somewhat  stronger  against 
the  company  than  either  Planz  v.  Boston  &  A.  U.  Co. 
22L.R.A. 


(Mass.)  17  L.  K.  A.  886,  or  Farber  v.  Missouri  Pac. 
R.  Co.  <Mo.)  ao  L.  K.  A.  860,  both  of  which  are  quite 
similar  in  their  facts  to  the  present  case. 

For  a  note  covering  the  liability  of  masters  for 
assaults  by  servants,  see  Davis  v.  Houghtelin  (Neb.  v 
U  L.  R.  A.  787. 
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employment  as  brakeman,  to  pat  peirsons  off 
the  train  who  had  failed  to  pay  their  fare, 
they  should  find  for  the  defendant."  The 
jurY  found  for  the  defendant,  and  did  so  pos- 
sibly because,  without  regard  to  the  question 
of  whether  the  brakeman  kicked  the  plaintiff 
off  the  train,  the  proof  submitted  to  them 
was  conclusive  that  the  brakeman  had  not 
been  instructed  to  put  persons  off  the  train, 
and  that  such  service  was  no  part  of  his  duty. 
We  are  of  opinion  that  the  only  question 
under  the  pleadings  and  the  proof,  which 
should  have  been  submitted  to  the  jury,  was 
whether  the  brakeman  kicked  the  plaintiff 
from  the  train.  It  was  admitted  that  the 
brakeman  was  an  employ^  of  the  defendant, 
and  that  the  train  was  in  rapid  motion 
when  the  plaintiff  got  off  or  was  kicked  off. 
Whether  or  not  what  the  brakeman  did  was 
in  the  scope  of  his  authority  or  in  the  line 
of  his  employment  was  a  question  of  law,  or 
of  mixed  law  and  fact,  to  be  determined  bv 
the  court  alone  from  the  proof,  if,  indeed, 
that  were  required,  and  from  common  ob- 
servation and  experience,  from  knowledge  of 
the  nature  of  the  business,  and  the  daily 
practices  which  obtain  in  its  exercise.  Now, 
we  know  it  to  be  held  universallv  that  the 
conductor,  using  no  unnecessary  force,  may 
remove  from  the  car  persons  who  refuse  to 
pav  their  fare,  or  are  drunk,  riotous,  or  un- 
ruly. It  is  an  authority  conceded  to  him,— 
indeed,  a  duty  required  of  him. —and  we 
would  refuse  to  hear  a  railroad  company's 
effort  to  plead  or  prove  that  it  gave  no  such 
authority  to  its  conductors,  or  did  not  charge 
them  with  such  duties ;  and  such,  we  believe, 
should  be  the  rule  with  respect  to  brakemen. 
Even  from  the  proof  in  this  case,  if  we  were 
to  be  so  confinea,  we  learn  that  he  was  to  as- 
sist in  the  ejection  of  persons  who  had  not 
the  right  to  ride,  and,  upon  the  conductor's 
being  engaged  in  another  part  of  the  train, 
he  was  to  collect  fares,  and  necessarily  to  en- 
force the  regulations  of  the  company  to  what- 
ever extent  the  conductor  might  himself  en- 
force them.  We  are  so  fully  in  accord  with 
the  view  of  the  subject  taken  by  the  court  in 
Hoffman  v.  New  York  Cent,  db  H,  R.  R.  Co. 
that  we  quote  its  language :  "  It  is  conceded 
that  authority  in  a  conductor  to  remove  a 
trespasser  in  a  lawful  manner,  whether  con- 
ferred by  the  rules  or  not,  is  implied,  and 
is  in(fident  to  his  position.  We  think  the 
same  concession  must  be  made  in  respect  to 
the  authority  of  a  brakeman  who  finds  a  tres- 
passer on  the  platform  of  a  car.  His  duties 
do  not  primarily  pertain  to  the  protection  of 
the  cars  against  intruders ;  but  he  is  a  serv- 
ant of  the^company  on  the  train  concerned  in 
its  management,  and  fully  cognizant  of  the 
obvious  fact  that  intruders  who  jumo  upon 
the  trains  for  a  ride  without  intention  of  be- 
coming passengers  are  wrongfully  there. 
Suppose  a  train  was  standing  still,  and  a 
trespasser  was  put  off  by  force  by  a  brake- 
man,  using  no  unnecessary  violence,  would 
it  not  be  a  good  defense  to  an  action  against 
him  for  the  assault  that  he  was  brakeman, 
and  did  the  act  complained  of  in  that  capac- 
ity, although  without  express  authority? 
The  implied  authority  in  such  a  case  is  an 
inference  from  the  nature  of  the  business, 
22  L.  R.  A. 


and  its  actual  daily  exercise,  according  to 
common  observation  and  experience.  But, 
assuming  authority  in  the  conductor  or  brake- 
.man  to  remove  a  trespasser  in  a  lawful  man- 
ner, the  question  remains  whether,  when  a 
conductor  or  brakeman,  without  warning  or 
notice  of  auv  kind,  kicks  a  boy  of  eight 
years  from  tne  platform  of  a  car  while  the 
train  is  running  at  a  speed  of  ten  miles  an 
hour,  he  can  be  said  to  be  acting  within  the 
scope  of  his  employment,  so  as  to  make  the 
company  liable  for  the  act.  Assuming  the 
case  made  by.  the  plaintiff  the  act  was  fla- 
unt, reckless,  and  illegal.  But  the  point 
is.  Was  the  act  within  the  scope  of  the  em- 
ployment and  authority?  ...  In  this 
case  the  authority  to  remove  the  plaintiff 
from  the  car  was  vested  in  the  defendant's 
servants.  The  wrong  consisted  in  the  time 
and  mode  of  exercising  it."  And  the  com- 
pany was  held  responsible.  87  N.  T.  2o, 
41  Am.  Rep.  387.  In  this  case  the  brakeman 
sought  to  collect  the  fare  fr6m  the  defendant, 
not  for  himself,  but  for  the  company.  Upon 
his  failure  to  pay,  he  sought  to  eject  him 
from  the  car,  not  to  accomplish  his  own  ends, 
but  to  subserve  the  interests  of  the  company. 
The  company,  it  is  true,  owed  the  plaintiff 
no  duty  arising  out  of  a  contract  to  carry 
him  or  to  protect  him  ;  nevertheless  it  might 
not  violate  the  common  instincts  of  human- 
ity, or  treat  the  plaintiff  brutally,  in  its 
process  of  ejecting  him  from  the  car.  Un- 
doubtedly, where  the  object  of  the  servant— 
the  end  sought  to  be  reached  by  him — is  the 
intentional  or  malicious  infliction  of  an  in- 
jury upon  the  person  of  the  trespasser,  the 
company  is  not  liable  for  his  act,  and  the 
e3(istence  of  malice  or  intentional  and  will- 
ful design  is  a  question  of  fact  to  be  ascer- 
tained from  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case. 
If  the  end  sought  by  the  employes  was  the 
infliction  of  an  inj\:ry,— if  tne  purpose  he 
had  in  view,  when  he  kicked  the  plaintiff 
off  the  train,  if  he  did  kick  him  off,  was  to 
injure  him. — then  the  company  is  not  liable, 
because  the  act  would  be  malicious  and 
willful.  But  if  the  end  sought  was  the 
ejection  of  the  intruder,  — if  his  purpose  was 
devoid  of  evil  design  and  merely  to  protect 
the  interest  of  his  employer.— then,  however 
careless  or  reckless  the  means  employed,  the 
company  is  liable.  The  case  cited  by  coun- 
sel lor  the  appellee,  and  said  to  be  directly 
in  point,  illustrates  the  distinction.  The 
plaintiff,  a  boy  and  a  trespasser,  was  driven 
off  the  train  by  a  brakeman,  who  threw  coal 
at  him  so  as  to  cut  and  blind  him,  and  cause 
him  to  slip  and  fall  on  the  track,  whereby 
he  was  injured.  The  company  was  held  not 
to  be  liable.  Toioanda  Coal  Co.  v.  Heeman, 
86  Pa.  418.  So,  this  court,  in  the  case  of 
Winnegarv.  Central  Pom.  R  Co.,S5  Ky.  547, 
said :  ^If  one  driving  the  cars  for  the  cor- 
poration should  leave  the  car  and  beat  or 
abuse  one  on  the  sidewalk,  the  company 
would  not  be  responsible."  The  principle 
involved  and  stated  by  this  court  in  Sherley 
V.  Billings,  8  Bush,  147,  8  Am.  Rep.  451,  in 
this  language,  that  *'if  the  servant  goes  be- 
yond the  scope  of  his  employment  he  is  as 
much  a  stranger  to  his  master  as  to  any  third 
person,  and  his  acts  can  in  no  sense  be  re- 
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Mabtland  Court  of  Affbals. 
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p;arded  as  the  acts  of  his  master/  is  easy  of 
Announcement,  but  sometimes  difficult  of 
application.  In  all  cases  where  unnecessary 
force  is  used  it  may  be  said  that  the  servant 
acted  without  authority,  express  or  implied. 
It  can  truthfully  be  claimed  in  all  cases,' and 
by  all  companies,  that  the  authority  of  their 
servants  is  limited  to  the  exercise  only  of 
force  sufficient  to  eject  a  trespasser  or  pas- 
senger in  a  lawful  manner.  Nevertheless, 
the  company  is  liable  if  the  servant  in  the 
•exercise  of  his  authority,  within  the  general 
scope  of  his  employment  and. in  the  line  of 
his  duty,  use  unnecessary  force,  or  use  it 
under  circumstances  or  at  a  time  when  the 
consequences  ordinarily  would  be  seriously 
injurious  to  the  person  ejected.  In  this  case 
it  does  not  matter  that  the  act  of  ejection  is 
•charged  in  the  petition  as  having  been  done 
willful ly  as  well  as  negligently  and  care- 
lessly. The  willfulness  is  charged  against 
the  defendant  company,  and  for  this  reason 
it  cannot  be  said  that  the  use  of  the  term 
**  willful"  in  itself  shows  the  act  to  have  been 
malicious  on  the  servant's  part,  and  there- 
fore beyond  the  scope  of  his  authority.  The 
servant  is  not  charged  with  committing  the 


act  willfully,  but  the  company  is  charged 
to  have  willfully  done  it  by  its  agent  and 
servant. 

The  allegation  of  the  answer  that  the  plain- 
tiff voluntarily  swung  hiniself  off  the  train 
is  not  such  an  affirmative  averment  as  re- 
quired a  reply.  The  simple  issue  was  pre- 
sented whether  or  not  the  brakeman  kicked 
him  off.  The  statement  that  he  swung  him- 
self off  is  merely  in  emphasis  of  the  denial 
that  he  was  kicked  off.  It  is  mere  surplus- 
age, and  at  any  rate  is  in  direct  conflict  with 
the  averment  of  the  petition  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  kicked  off,  and  is  in  substance  a  de- 
nial of  that  averment.  We  are  of  opinion 
that  the  only  issues  to  be  submitted  to  the 
jury  in  this  case  are  whether  or  not  the  brake- 
man  kicked  the  plaintiff  off  of  the  car,  as 
testified  to  by  the  plaintiff,  and  whether  he 
did  so  with  or  without  malice  or  evil  de- 
sign, as  indicated  above ;  and  upon  the  de- 
termination of  these  issues  depends  the  ques- 
tion of  the  company's  responsibility  for  the 
plaintiff's  injury. 

Judgment  revevKd^  with  directions  to  pro 
ceed  as  indicated  by  this  opinion. 


MARYLAND  COURT  OP  APPEALS. 


Cljarles  B.  OLMSTEAD,  Appt, 

V. 

Henry  BACH  &  SON. 

1.   AooBtraettohireaperMOBfarayeiu* 

for  a  certain  sum  per  week,  payable  weekly,  is 
entire  and  indivisible. 
8.  One  dUmlMOil  from  aerfice  in  breach 
of  a  eoBtraet  to  emplogr  him  for  one 
year  at  a  certain  turn  per  week,  payable  weekly, 
can  maintain  but  one  action  for  the  breach,  and 
will  not  be  permitted  to  maintain  a  separate  ac- 
tion for  each  weekly  installment  as  it  falls  due. 

3.  An  employe  wronfl^ftillj'  dicmleeed 
from  service  in  breach  of  the  contract 
of  hiring  cannot  maintain  an  action  for  un- 
earned wages  as  such,  althouffh  be  holds  himself 
In  readiness  to  perform  bis  part  of  the  contract, 

f  but  his  action  must  be  for  breach  of  the  contract. 

4.  A  Mktisfled  Judflpnent  in  an  action  hy 
a  diecharged  employe  working  under  a 
contract  for  a  year  at  a  certain  sum  per  week 
payable  weekly,  against  the  employer,  based  on 
the  contract,  is  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  action 
thereon,  although  the  recovery  was  for  only  one 
week's  salary. 

iPoifc,  J.,  dinents.) 
(October  ft.  ISOB.)* 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Baltimore  City  Court  in  favor  of  de- 
fendants in  an  action  brought  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  breach  of  contract  of  employment. 
^jfftnMd, 

Note.— The  above  case  which  as  first  reported  in 
18  L.  R.  A.  68,  seemed  somewhat  inconsistent  with 
that  of  Keedy  v.  Long  (Md.)  5  L.  R.  A.  759,  is  now 
reversed  on  rehearing. 
22  L.  R.  A. 


The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs,  Charles  Marshall  and  Williajn 
L.  Hodipe  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  Thomas  M.  Tianahaw  and  Frank 
Oosnell*  for  appellees: 

The  contract  under  consideration  is  an  "en- 
tire contract,"  and  in  the  dismissal  of  the  ap- 
Eellant  by  the  appellees  there  was  but  one 
reach,  and,  therefore,  there  can  be  but  one 
cause  of  action,  and  the  recovery  before  the 
magistrate,  and  the  satisfaction  of  that  judg- 
ment, is  a  bar  to  the  present  action. 

Duaan  v.  Anderson,  86  Md.  585, 11  Am.  Rep. 
509;  McCuUough  Iron  Co.  v.  Carpenter,  67  Md. 
564;  Eeedy  v.  long,  ^  L.  R.  A.  759,  71  Md.  885: 
Keedy  v.  Crane,  71  Md.  S95;  Classman  v.  La- 
coste,  28  Eng.  L.  &  £q.  140;  James  v.  AUen 
County,  44  Ohio  St.  226, 58  Am.  Rep.  831 ;  Booge 
V.  Pacific  RaUroad,  88  Mo.  212,  82  Am.  Dec. 
169. 

In  Keedy  V.  Long,  and  Keedy  v.  Crane,  supra, 
the  doctrine  of  ''constructive  service"  for  the 
first  time  was  urged  upon  this  court,  and  coun- 
sel for  Miss  Long  and  Miss  Crane  relied  upon 
the  cases  of  Armfield  v.  Nash,  81  Miss.  861; 
Colburn  v.  Woodworth,  81  Barb.  881;  Thompson 
V.  Wood,  1  Hilt.  97.  and  Fowler  v.  Armour,  24 
Ala.  199,  in  support  thereof,  but  this  court 
considered  the  doctrine  utterly  indefensible  and 
untenable  Judge  McSherry  delivering  the  opin- 
ion, that  "it  was  formerly  determined  in  £aij^- 
land,  and  followed  in  some  cases  in  this  coun- 
try, that  in  such  a  case  the  servant  holding 
himself  in  readiness  to  perform  his  contract. 


*A  deolsioQ  was  reached  In  this  case  and  an  oplri. 
ion  handed  down  by  Judoe  Page  on  November  18, 
180S,  in  which  the  Judgment  of  the  lower  court  waa 
reversed.  18L.  R.A.08.  A  petition  for  a  rehearlnB* 
was  subseouently  filed  which  resulted  in  the  opin. 
ion  given  herewith. 
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«ad  being  able  and  willing  t6  do  so,  was  entitled 
to  recover  his  wages  for  the  whole  term,  upon 
the  ground  of  constructive  service.  This  doc- 
trine had  its  origin  in  a  decision  by  Lord  Ellen- 
borough  at  nui  priuSf  in  QandeU  v.  Pontigny, 
4  Campb.  875,  1  8tark.  198.  It  was  followed 
in  other  cases,  then  doubted,  a^ain  adopted, 
but  finally  repudiated  altogether  m  Eldertan  v. 
Emmem,  6  C.  B.  160;  Goodman  v.  Pocoek,  16 
Q.  B.  576. 

The  cases  in  New  York  have  been  expressly 
overrul^  by  the  court  of  appeals  of  that  state 
in  Howard  v.  DcUy,  61  N.  Y.  873. 19  Am.  Rep. 
285;  and  the  remaining  cases  in  Mississippi  and 
Alabama  were  repudiated  and  disapproved  by 
that  court  in  that  case,  and  by  the  supreme 
court  of  Ohio  in  James  v.  AUen  County,  supra; 
and  by  the  court  of  appeals  of  Illinois  in  dones 
V.  DunUm,  7  111.  App.  580. 

McSherrjr*  (7. ,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  declaration  in  this  case  alleges  that 
the  plaintiff  and  defendants  entered  into  a 
written  contract  under  seal,  whereby  the  lat- 
ter agreed  to  pay  to  the  former  a  salary  of 
|50  per  week,  pajrable  weekly,  as  compen- 
sation for  the  services  of  the  plaintiff  as  cut- 
ter in  the  business  of  the  defendants,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  agreed,  in  consideration  of 
said  salary,  to  devote  his  time  and  attention 
to  the  business  of  the  defendants,  as  is  usual 
in  conducting  a  merchant  tailoring  business. 
The  agreement  further  provided  that  the  con- 
tract should  continue  in  full  force  for  one 
year  from  February  1,  1892,  to  February  1, 
1893.  The  declaration  also  avers  that  the 
plaintiff  entered  into  the  service  of  the  de- 
fendants under  the  above  contract,  and  per- 
formed his  duty  thereunder  until  April  5, 
1892,  when  the  defendants  refused  to  permit 
him  to  perform  his  part  of  said  contract,  or 
to  pay  him  the  salary  to  which  he  was  en 
titled  thereunder,  after  April  9,  1892.  It 
funher  alleges  that  the  plaintiff  has  always 
been  ready  and  willing  to  perform  his  part 
of  the  contract,  and  to  render  the  services 
which  he  agreed  thereby  to  perform,  and  has 
always  held  himself  in  readiness  and  offered 
to  perform  said  services  according  to  said 
contract,  but  that  the  defendants  have  refused 
to  permit  him  to  perform  the  contract  on  his 
part,  and  have  refused,  and  still  do  refuse,  to 
pay  him  the  salary  of  |50  a  week,  as  therein 
provided,  since  April  »,  1892.  It  concludes 
with  a  claim  by  the  plaintiff  "that  there  is 
due  and  unpaid  to  him  of  the  amount  payable 
to  him  under  said  contract  the  sum  of  $250, 
being  the  amount  of  said  weekly  salary  stip- 
ulate to  be  paid  by  said  contract  to  the  25th 
of  May,  1892." 

Among  the  defenses  relied  on  the  defend- 
ants pleaded  that  on  April  5,  1892,  they  dis- 
missed the  plaintiff  from  their  service,  and 
at  the  same  time  paid  him  all  wages  or  salarj 
due  to  him  under  the  contract  down  to  April 
9,  the  end  of  the  week  terminating  four  days 
After  his  dismissal ;  that  nine  days  after  said 
dismissal  the  plaintiff  brought  suit  against 
the  defendants  before  a  justice  of  the  peace 
upon  the  identical  contract  and  cause  of  ac- 
tion sued  on  in  the  case  at  bar,  and  that  t&ere- 
«f  ter  the  plaintiff  recovered  judgment  in  that 
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suit  for  the  sum  of  |50  and  costs,  whiclf  judg- 
ment was  fully  paid  and  satisfied  by  the  de- 
fendants before  the  pending  action  was 
brought.  To  this  plea  the  plaintiff  replied 
that  after  the  pretended  dismissal  of  him  by 
the  defendants  he,  notwithstanding  the  dis- 
missal, presented  and  offered  himself  to  the 
defendants  as  ready  and  willing  to  perform 
his  part  of  the  contract  set  forth  in  the  dec- 
laration, and  did  in  fact  continuously  so 
offer  to  perform  the  same,  and  that  the  suit 
mentioned  in  said  plea  was  a  suit  for  his 
salary  for  one  week  under  said  contract.  This 
replication  was  demurred  to.  The  Baltimore 
city  court  sustained  the  demurrer,  and  entered 
judgment  thereon  for  the  defendants.  The 
plaintiff  thereupon  took  this  appeal  from 
that  judgment. 

It  is  apparent  from  this  outline  of  the 
pleadings   that   the   wages   or  salary   now 
souffht  to  be  recovered,  as  well  as  those  sued 
for  before  the  magistrate,  were  not  wages  or 
salary  which  had  been  actually  earned,  but 
were  wages  or  salary  for  work  and  labor  that 
the  plaintiff  was  ready  and  willing,  but  had 
not  been  allowed,  to  perform.    That  the  con- 
tract declared  on  was  broken  by  the  defend- 
ants when  they  dismissed  the  plaintiff  is 
conceded,  or,  at  least,  is  not  denied,  by  the 
pleadings.     For  that  breach  the  plaintiff  was 
clearly  entitled  to  recover.    But  to  what  ex- 
tent, and  how  often?    The  answer  to  these 
inquiries  involves  at  the  very  outset  an  ex- 
amination of  the  scope  of  the  agreement  set 
foi-th  in  the  declaration,  as  to  whether  it  is  an 
entire  or  divisible  one;  because,  if  it  be  en- 
tire and  indivisible,  and  there  has  been  but 
a  single  breach,  but  one  action  can  be  brought 
therefor.    The  contract  is  one  of  hiring.    Un- 
der it  the  plaintiff  was  employed  as  a  cut- 
ter at  $50  per  week,  payable  weekly,  and  it 
was  expressly  provided  that  this  employment . 
and  this  weekly  payment  of  wages  should 
continue  for  one  year.     The  duration  of  the 
employment  was  as  much  an  integral  part  of 
the  agreement  as  the  stipulation  relating  to 
the  amount  of  the  compensation  and  the  stated 
periods  for  its  payment.     It  was  not  a  hir- 
ing by  the  week,  payable  weekly,  because  it 
was  explicitly  declared  that  it  should  con- 
tinue for  a  year.    It  was  not  fifty-two  sepa- 
rate, independent  contracts,  but  one  indivisi- 
ble agreement,  covering  the  period  of  a  year, 
and  making  provision  for  tne  weekly  pay- 
ment of  waives.    The  consideration  for  the 
plaintiff's  undertaking  was  the  defendants' 
affreement  to  pay  him  $50  a  week  and  to  em- 
ploy him  as  a  cutter  for  one  year.     The  latter 
was  as  much  a  part  of  the  consideration  prom- 
ised him  for  entering  the  service  of  the  de- 
fendants as  the  former,  for  it  would  be  wholly 
unreasonable  to  assume,  as  any  other  con- 
struction must,  that  it  was  the  intention  of 
the  parties  that  the  hiring  should  be  for  a 
week,  determinable  by  notice,  or  else  merely 
a  hiring  at  will,  as  it  undoubtedlv  would 
have  b^n  had  there  been  no  stipulation  as 
to  its  duration.    McOuUough  Iron  Co,  v.  Car- 
penter,  67  Md.   554.     The  good  sense  and 
reasonableness  of  the  particular  case  must  al- 
ways guide  and  govern  courts  in  determin- 
ing whether  a  contract  is  divisible  or  entire. 
Dttffan  V.  Anderson,  36  Md.  585,  11  Am.  Rep. 
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509;  dom%yt,  Dunn,  8  Watts  &  8.  109;  lUMn- 
ton  V.  Qreen^  8  Met.  159.  Whether  a  contract 
muBt  be  sued  on  as  an  entirety  or  is  divisible 
and  can  become  the  foundation  of  separate 
suits  for  the  infraction  of  independent  stip- 
ulations depends  on  its  terms ;  and,  in  order 
to  arrive  at  a  correct  construction,  due  re- 
gard must  be  had  to  the  intention  of  the  con- 
tractinj?  parties  as  revealed  by  the  language 
which  they  have  employed,  and  the  subject- 
matter  to  which  it  has  reference.  Broumd  v. 
Rayner,  68  Md.  47 ;  Brewster  v.  Frazier,  32 
Md.  308 ;  Brantly,  Cont.  216/  Obviously  the 
appellant  expected  and  contracted  for  con- 
tinuous employment  for  a  year,  and  not  for 
a  weekly  or  still  more  precarious  hiring  at 
will,  and  the  appellees  contemplated  secur- 
ing a  permanent  cutter  in  their  tailoring 
business.  Certainty  in  the  duration  of  the 
employment,  as  well  as  exemption  from  the 
annoyance  incident  to  frequent  changes  in 
such  an  employ,  were  manifestly  within  the 
contemplation  of  both  of  the  parties  to  the 
contract  when  it  was  entered  into,  and  with 
these  considerations  before  them  it  seems  to 
us  clear  that  the  appellant  never  supposed 
himself  only  hired  by  the  week  or  at  will, 
and  equally  clear  that  the  appellees  never 
understood  that  their  employ6  was  at  liberty 
to  terminate  the  engagement  upon  a  week's 
notice.  The  hiring  was  for  a  year  and  the 
wages  were  payable  in  weekly  installments 
of  $50  each.  The  subsidiary  provision  as  to 
the  payment  of  the  wages  each  week  does  not 
split  up  the  contract  into  as  many  agreements 
as  there  were  payments  or  periods  named  for 
payments  to  be  made  {Norrington  v.  Wright, 
115  U.  S.  188,  29  L.  ed.  866)  ;  nor  is  it  in- 
consistent  with  a  yearly  hiring  {Norton  v. 
Cknodl,  65  Md.  862 ;  Fawceit  v.  Catth,  5  Bam. 
&  Ad.  908)  ;  for,  as  said  by  Lord  Kenyon  in 
King  v.  Birdbrooke,  4  T.  R.  245 :  **  Whether 
the  wages  be  to  be  paid  by  the  week  or  the 
year  can  make  no  alteration  in  the  duration 
of  the  service  if  the  contract  were  for  a  year.  ** 
The  contract  is,  then,  an  entire,  and  not  a 
divisible,  one.  It  does  not  consist  of  distinct 
and  independent  subjects  which  admit  of  be- 
ing separately  executed  and  closed.  A  dis- 
missal during  the  year  was  consequentlv  a 
breach  of  the  contract  as  an  entirety,  and  fur- 
nished the  party  not  in  default  with  a  good 
cause  of  action.  The  contract  being  entire, 
and  having  created  the  relation  of  master  and 
servant,  and  the  latter  having  been,  as  averred 
in  the  pleadings,  dismissed  before  the  expira- 
tion of  the  term  for  which  he  had  been  en- 
gaged, what  redress  was  open  to  him?  Ob- 
viously but  one  remedy  for  the  re<3overy  of 
the  whole  damage  sustained  by  him.  In 
Keedy  v.  Long,  71  Md.  889,  5  L.  R.  A.  759, 
this  court  said  :  *^  A  servant  wrongfully  dis- 
cJiarged  has  only  two  remedies  open  to  him 
at  law,  either  of  which  he  may  pursue  im- 
mediately on  his  discharge.  Fir&t,  he  may 
treat  the  contract  as  continuing,  and  bring 
a  special  action  against  the  master  for  break- 
ing it  by  discharffinfi^  him,  and  this  remedy 
he  may  pursue  whetner  his  wages  are  paid 
up  to  the  time  of  his  discharge  or  not;  or, 
secondly,  if  his  wages  are  not  paid  up  to 
the  time  of  his  discliarge,  he  may  treat  the 
contract  of  hirii)g  as  rescinded,  and  sue  his 
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master  on  a  quantum  meniit  for  the  services 
he  has  actually  rendered.  These  two  alter- 
native remedies  are  the  only  ones  open  to 
him.  Mayne,  Damages,  159.  Upon  a  quan- 
tum meruit  he  can  only  recover  for  the  serv- 
ices actually  rendered.  ArcJiard  v.  Homor. 
8  Car.  &  P.  849;  Smith  v.  Hayward,  7  Ad. 
&  El.  544.  In  an  action  for  damages  for  a 
breach  of  the  contract  he  will  be  entitled  to 
recover  the  actual  damages  he  has  sustainetl. 
in  addition  to  the  wages  earned ;  and  in  case 
he  has  by  diligence  been  unable  to  secui-e 
other  employment  during  the  entire  t«rm. 
he  can  recover  the  entire  wages,  less  the 
amount  he  has  actually  earned  during  the 
interim,  or  the  amount  he  mi^ht  have  earned 
by  the  exercise  of  proper  diligence  in  seek- 
ing for  employment  in  the  same  or  similar 
business.  Wood,  Mast.  &  S.  249;  Mayne. 
Damages,  158 ;  ElderUm  v.  Emmens,  6  C.  W. 
160;  Goodman  v.  Poeoek,  15  Q.  B.  576." 
Jaffray  v.  King,  84  Md.  217.  In  the  case  at 
bar  the  pleadings  show  that  all  wages  earned 
by  the  appellant  had  been  paid  to  him  in 
full  up  to  the  end  of  the  week  during  which 
he  was  dismissed.  When  he  brought  suit 
before  the  justice  of  the  peace  he  had  earned 
no  wages  which  had  not  been  paid  him,  for 
he  had  rendered  no  services  after  his  dis- 
missal. He  was,  therefore,  at  that  time  in 
no  position  to  sue  upon  a  quantum  meruit  for 
the  value  of  services  actually  performed,  and 
he  could  only  recover  in  that  suit  damages 
for  a  breach  of  the  entire  contract,  unless  the 
contract  was  divisible  into  flfty-two  inde- 
pendent agreements,  each  capable  of  being 
separately  executed  and  closed.  His  wages 
having  been  paid  in  full  up  to  che  time  of 
his  dismissal,  he  had  no  option  as  to  reme- 
dies which  he  might  pursue.  He  was  con- 
flned  to  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  dam- 
ages which  he  had  sustained  by  a  breach  of 
the  contract,  because  successive  actions,  in- 
stituted for  the  recovery  of  fractions  of  the 
same  aggregate  damages,  cannot  be  sup- 
ported. His  suit  before  the  magistrate  was. 
whatever  it  purported  to  be,  a  suit  for  the 
breach  of  the  contract  of  hiring.  It  could 
have  been  for  nothing  else,  except  for  serv- 
ices never  rendered,  tne  value  of  which  was- 
measured  by  the  price  agreed  to  be  paid  for 
them  when'actually  performed.  There  was. 
but  one  dismissal  and  but  one  breach,  and 
the  plaintiff  could  not  split  up  his  cause  of 
action,  recovering  a  part  of  his  damages  in 
one  suit  and  the  remainder  after waras  in 
other  suits  for  that  single  breach.  It  is  ai> 
ancient  and  familiar  rule  of  law  that  onir 
one  action  can  be  maintained  for  the  breacli 
of  an  entire  contract,  and  the  jud^ient  ob- 
tained by  the  plaintiff  in  one  suit  mav  bo 
pleaded  in  bar  of  any  second  proceedinfir. 
Sedgw.  Damages,  224;  Dugan  v.  Andevott. 
86  3id.  584,  11  Am.  Rep.  509.  It  was  the 
appellant's  plain  duty  to  include  all  that 
belonged  to  that  cause  of  action — ^that  one 
breach — in  the  first  suit,  so  that  one  proceed- 
ing and  one  recovery  should  settle  the  right  s^ 
of  the  parties.  It  would  be  at  his  own  risk 
and  peril  if  he  negligently  or  ignorantly 
omitted  a  part  of  what  might  properly  have 
been  embraced  in  the  cause  of  action  in  the 
first  suit.     Or,  as  expressed  by  Lord  Camp  - 
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l)ell  in  Clottgman  v.  Laeoste,  28  £ng.  L.  &  Eq. 
140,  ^if  the  contract  is  entirely  broken,  and 
the  relation  of  employer  and  employed  put  an 
end  to,  I  a^ree  that  the  party  suing  ought  to 
allege  in  his  declaration  the  whole  gravamen 
thftt  he  suffers  by  such  breach  of  contract, 
and  that  he  may  recover  therein  all  the  dam- 
ages that  may  ensue  to  him  in  consequence. " 
Again,  as  clearly  put  bv  the  supreme  court 
•<yt  Ohio  in  James  v.  AlUn  County^  44  Ohio 
St.  326,  58  Am.  Rep.  821 :  "^  As  a  result  of  Uie 
authorities,  as  well  as  upon  principle,  we 
are  satisfied  that  in  such  a  contract  as  the  ode 
in  the  case  at  bar,  where  the  employe  is 
wrongfully  dismissed,  but  all  wages  actually 
earned  up  to  that  time  are  paid,  Uie  only  ac- 
tion the  employe  has.  whether  he  brings  it  at 
once  or  waits  until  the  entire  period  of  time 
has  expired,  is  an  action  for  damages  for  the 
breach  of  contract ;  and  the  measure  of  dam- 
ages will  be  the  loss  or  injury  occasioned 
bv  that  breach,  and  one  recovery  upon  such 
claim,  whether  the  damages  be  denominated 
'loss  of  wages*  or  'damages  for  breach, '  is  a 
bar  to  a  future  recovery.  ^  Wood,  Mast.  &  S. 
•246. 

It  is  to  be  observed  that  the  case  at  bar  is 
distinguishable  from  a  class  of  cases  alluded 
to  in  CUmman  v.  Laeofte,  9upra,  where,  there 
having  been  no  dismissal  of  the  servant,  the 
onlv  breach  of  the  contract  consisted  in  the 
faifore  of  the  master  to  pay,  when  due,  the 
wages  or  installments  of  wages  actually 
^roed.  In  those  instances,  the  contract  not 
having  been  broken  by  the  dismissal  of  the 
servant,  and  he  not  having  been  prevented 
from  performing  his  work,  and  the  relation 
of  master  and  servant  still  continuing,  an 
action  on  the  contract  amid  be  maintained 
to  recover  the  salary  or  wages  due  for  a  past 
Slated  period.  Keedy  v.  Long,  71  Md.  8»2,  5 
L.  R.  A.  759.  But  a  dismissal  of  the  servant, 
<^r,  differently  stating  the  same  thing,  a  re- 
fusal to  allow  him  to  continue  to  work,  while 
not  a  rescission  of  the  contract,  is  a  breach  of 
it  that  will  authorize  a  recovery  of  damages 
for  the  whole  injury  which  the  servant  may 
have  sustained.  And  such  a  suit  may  be  in- 
-stituted  though  the  time  for  the  completion 
of  The  service  has  not  elapsed.  Keedyv.  Long, 
•'ipra.  This  conclusion  does  not  involve  an 
application  or  adoption  of  the  principle  laid 
*lown  in  HodtgUr  v.  Be  La  Tour,  20  Eng.  L. 
^  Eq.  157. 

The  law  of  the  case  just  cited  relates  to 
f-ascs  where  there  is  a  precontract  for  future 
**?rvices,  or  the  performance  of  some  act  or 
'luty  at  a  future  period,  and  where  perform- 
•ince  cannot  be  commenced,  and  was  not  by 
the  contract  contemplated,  until  that  period 
arrives,  and  where  the  promisor,  prior  to  that 
time,  announces  his  Intention  not  to  abide 
V  the  contract.  But  that  is  not  this  case, 
^bere  performance  had  been  commenced,  Ad 
the  plaintiff  was  prevented  by  the  defend- 
Mtfi  from  further  executing  it. 

Bat  it  is  insisted  the  pending  suit  is  not 

r'>rda2Dages  for  disaiissing  the  plaintiff,  but 

'h^  it  is  an  action  on  the  contract  to  recover 

i       'he  phintiff*8  salarr  for  the  five  weeks  fol- 

/        omng  the  one  for  wh ich  a  recovery  had  been 

'       ffl4  before  the  justice   of   the  peace.     And 

'k  right  to  recover  this  salary  as  salary, 


and  not  as  damages  for  a  breach  of  the  con- 
tract, is  based  upon  the  plaintiff's  readiness 
and  willingness  to  perform  his  work,  and 
not  upon  his  actual  performance  of  It ;  in 
other  words,  he  seeks  to  recover  installments 
of  salary  for  work  which  he  never  performed, 
and  to  recover  them  merely  because  he  was 
willing  to  perform  it,  but  was  prevented 
from  doing  so.  As  thus  presented,  under  a 
contract  that  is  indivisible,  and  which  cov- 
ers a  hiring  for  a  whole  year  at  a  salary 
payable  in  weekly  installments,  it  is  a  claim 
to  recover  for  constructive  services.  Had 
the  action  been  indelntcUus  assumpnt,  it  is 
conceded  the  doctrine  of  constructive  service 
would  be  involved,  but,  as  the  suit  is  on  an 
express  contract  prescribing  the  amount  of 
each  installment  of  the  compensation,  it  is 
urged  that  the  defendants  are  liable  for  the 
stipulated  price  of  the  services  the  plaintiff 
agreed  to  perform,  but  never  did  perform, 
and  that  they  are  liable,  because  the  plain- 
tiff was  not  permitted  to  perform  them, 
though  ready  and  willing  to  oo  so.  In  both 
indebitatus  assumpsit  and  in  an  action  on  an 
express  contract  to  recover  wages  for  services 
which  have  not  been  performed,  a  recovery 
is  sought  for  the  amount  that  the  plaintiff 
would  have  been  entitled  to  recover  had  the 
services  in  fact  been  rendered ;  and  such  re- 
cover V  is  sought,  not  because  the  services 
have  been  rendered,  but  because  the  plaintiff 
was  ready  and  willing  to  render  them,  and 
the  defendant  prevented  him.  In  both  in- 
stances, therefore,  the  readiness  of  the  plain- 
tiff to  perform  and  the  refusal  of  the  defend- 
ant to  allow  a  performance,  constitute,  when 
unearned  wages  are  sued  for,  the  ground  of 
the  actions,  though  the  forms  and  the  alle- 

fations  of  the  pleadings  are  widely  different, 
hat  which  is  sought  to  be  recovered  in  both 
cases  is  the  same  thing,  viz.  wages  as  wages, 
though  in  the  one  case  it  is  under  the  alle- 
gation of  work  and  labor  done,  which  al- 
legation is  attempted  to  be  supported  by  the 
proof  of  a  readiness  and  willingness  to  per- 
form ;  and  in  the  other  it  is  under  an  alle- 
fation  of  a  refusal  to  allow  that  work  to  be 
one  which  the  plaintiff  had  agreed  to  do, 
and  continued  readv  and  willing  to  do. 
Salary  as  salary,  definitely  fixed  and  agreed 
to,  and  not  a  sum  of  money  as  unliauidated 
damages  for  a  broken  contract  of  hiring,  is 
what  18  sued  for  under  the  declanition  in  the 
case  at  bar.  It  is  a  suit  to  recover  wages, 
though  no  services  have  lK>en  rendered  at  all, 
and,  if  maintainable  in  that  form,  would  pre- 
clude the  defendants  from  showing  by  evi- 
dence that  the  plaintiff  could  have  secured 
other  similar  employment  during  the  time 
covered  by  the  contract;  because,  if  wages, 
distinctively  as  wages,  can  be  recovered 
under  such  conditions,  instead  of  damages 
for  a  wrongful  discharge  or  dismissal,  tlley 
must  be  recovered  as  specific,  ascertained 
debts,  the  amount  of  which  is  fixed  by  the 
contract,  and  is  in  no  way  subject  to  abate- 
ment by  circumstances  which  would  reduce 
the  damages  in  a  suit  founded  on  a  refusal 
by  the  defendant  to  allow  the  plaintiff  to 

Eerform  his  part  of  an  indivisible  contract  of 
iring.     In  other  words,  if  under  such  a  con- 
tract the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover  wages 
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as  wages  upon  a  mere  offer  to  perform,  he 
must  be  entitled  to  recover  just  precisely  the 
wages  named  in  the  contract,  even  though  he 
might  have  obtained  other  work  of  the  same 
kind,  at  the  same  price,  during  the  period 
for  which  he  claims  his  wages  under  the 
contract.  This  would  be  recovering  for  con- 
structive services.  That  doctrine  has  hfeen 
altogether  repudiated,  both  in  England  and 
in  this  countrv.  Keedy  v.  Long,  71  Md.  889, 
5  L.  R.  A.  759.  "  The  doctrine  of  construct- 
ive service  has,  in  England,  where  it  had  its 
origin,  been  repudiated,  and  the  law  there 
established  that  a  servant  wrongfully  dis- 
charged has  not  an  action  for  wages,  unless 
something  is  due  for  past  services  actually 
rendered ;  and  as  to  any  other  claim  on  the 
contract  it  is  for  the  breach  of  it,  and  for 
his  damages  resulting  therefrom,  being  the 
ordinary  action  for  damages,  and  not  the 
conunon-law  action  of  indelntatus  astumpnt,'" 
James  v.  AUen  Go^mtp,  supra;  Howard  v. 
Daly,  61  N.  Y.  362,— where  Oandell  v.  Pon- 
tigny,  4  Campb.  875;  Thompson  v.  Wood,  1 
Hilt.  96,  and  the  cases  in  Alabama,  Missis- 
sippi, and  Wisconsin  are  distinctly  disaf- 
firmed, and  the  doctrine  of  constructive  serv- 
ice declared  to  be  "^  so  opposed  to  principle, 
so  clearly  hostile  to  the  great  mass  of  authori- 
ties, .  .  .  that"  it  could  not  be  accepted. 
We  hold,  then,  that  the  contract  declared  on  is 
entire  and  indivisible ;  that  for  the  breach  of 
it  by  the  defendants  in  discharging  the  plain- 
tiff before  the  expiration  of  tne  year,  or  in 
refusing  to  allow  him  to  work,  a  right  of 
action    arose,    not    for  unearned   wages  or 


salary,  as  such,  but  for  damages  for  a  breach 
of  the  contract,  the  measure  of  which  dam-        i 
ages  would  be  the  stipulated  salary  for  the        I 
stipulated  period  of  one  year,  less  the  amount 
the  plaintiff  actually  earned,  or  might,    by 
due  and  reasonable  ailigence,   have  earned', 
after  his  dismissal  {Jaffray  v.  King,  84  Md. 
228)  ;  that,  as  there  was  but  one  breach,  but        i 
one  action  could   be   maintained   therefor; 
that,  having  recovered  before  the  magistrate 
in  a  suit  founded  on  that  breach, — for  be 
could  have  lawfully  recovered  upon  no  other 
tlieory,— he  is  barred,  upon  the  satisfaction 
of  that  Judgment,  from  again  suing  on  the 
same  contract,   because  he  could   have   re- 
covered in  one  action  all  the  damages  he 
sustained,  including  that  for  which  he  now 
sues ;  and  that,    if  the  pending  action    be 
treated  as  a  suit  to  recover  for  install menta 
of  salary  under  the  contract,    no   services 
having  been  rendered  by  him,  it  must  fail, 
because  the  services  were  never  rendered, 
but  were  constructive.    The  plaintiff  elected 
to  sue  before  a  justice  of  the  peace  for  a  por- 
tion of  the  amount  he  might  have  reoovereft 
had  he  claimed  more  and  sued  in  a  different 
forum,  and  he  must  abide  the  result  of  that 
election.     He  is  not  at  liberty  to  split   up 
his  cause  of  action  into  fragments,  and  suc- 
cessively sue  for  each,  when  there  has  been 
but  one  breach  of  an  entire  and  indivisible 
contract.    As  we  agree  with  the  court  be- 
low, its  judgment  will  be  affirmed. 
Judgmmt  t^fflrmed  with  costs  in  both  courts, 

Paflre.  </.,  dissents. 
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B.  F.  CHAPMAN,  AppL, 
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A  stiktnte  iriTinff  liTery-st&ble  keepers  a 
lien  for  the  keeping  of  tiH— ft'^T  placed  in 
their  charge,  withoutthe  knowledge  or  consent 
of  the  morttfaffee,  does  not  make  such  lien  su- 
perior to  that  of  a  prior  duly  recordedlmortgaire 
on  the  animals,  even  thoufrb  the  law  day  has 
paased  and  the  anhnals  are  still  in  the  mortgacror^s 
possession. 

(July  27, 1808.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Montj^omery  County 
in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to 
recover  the  money  which  defendant  .had  re- 
ceived for  the  sale  of  certain  mules  upon 
which  plaintiff  held  a  mortgage  and  which 
had  been  placed  in  possession  of  a  liveryman 
to  be  cared  for,  who  claimed  a  lien  superior 
to  plaintiff's  mortgage.  Aflhtned. 
Appellee  held  a  mortgage  executed  on  the 

NoTB.-^n  the  disputed  question  of  priority  be- 
tween agister^  liens  and  chattel  mortgages,  see,  in 
connection  with  the  present  case,  that  of  ^Wright 
V.  Sherman  (8.  Dak.)  17  L.  R.  A  TVS,  and  note. 
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81st  day  of  August,  1888,  by  one  R.  J. 
Chambers,  on  certain  mules  to  secure  a  debt 
duo  by  Chambers  to  appellee.  This  mort- 
gage was  duly  recordea  in  the  proper  offi.ce. 
Subsequently,  and  while  the  mortgage  re- 
mainea  unpaid  but  after  it  had  become  due. 
Chambers  put  the  mules  in  the  livery  stable 
of  John  H.  Clisby  to  be  kept  and  feS.  For 
this  service  Chambers  became  indebted  to 
Clisby  in  the  sum  of  $300,  for  the  satisfac- 
tion of  which  Clisby  claimed  a  lien  on  the 
mules.  The  mortgagor  and  Clisby  entered 
into  an  agreement  that  the  mules  should  be 
sold  by  defendant  and  the  proceeds  held  by 
him  for  the  benetlt  of  whichever  party  should 
be  entitled  to  them.  After  the  sale,  the  bank 
brought  this  action  to  recover  the  proceeds. 

Further  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  A.  A.  Wtley»  for  appellant: 

Animals  must  be  preserved  and  their  pres> 
ervation  really  inures  to  the  benefit  of  tbe 
mdrtgagee;  the  lien  is  a  statutory  creation  and 
a  mortgage,  executed  while  the  statute  is  of 
force,  is  taken  in  subordination  thereof,  and  is 
subject  to  such  statute  as  a  general  rule  of  law. 
The  mortgagee  takes  his  mortgage  with  full 
knowledge  of,  and  subject  to,  the  statutory  lien 
of  the  liveryman  as  he  would  to  a  common-law 
lien. 

Hammond  v.  Danielson,  126  Mass.  294;  CW- 
quitt  V.  Kirhman,  47  Ga.  555;  Smith  v.  Stevens,. 
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86  Minn.  808;  Case  y.  Allen,  21  Kan.  217,  80 
Am.  Rep.  425;  Code,  ^  8089. 

In  Johnson  v.  Hill,  3  Stark.  172,  it  appeared 
that  one  who  had  obtained  wrongful  possession 
of  a  horse,  took  it  to  a  livery-stable  keeper,  and 
left  it;  and  it  was  held  that  a  lien  existed  in 
favor  of  the  latter  a^inst  the  owner. 

In  WiUiame  v.  AUmp,  10  C.  B.  N.  S.  416,  a 
shipwright,  who  had  done  repairs  on  a  vessel 
at  the  instance  of  the  mortsai^or,  was  ji^ven  a 
lien  paramount  to  that  of  the  prior  mortage; 
and  the  same  conclusion  was  reached  in  me 
case  of  8eott  v.  Delahunt,  5  Lans.  872. 

8ee  also  Herman,  Chat.  Mortg.  809;  Brown 
V.  Holmes,  18  Kan.  492;  The  81.  Joseph,  1 
Brown,  Adm.  202;  The  Granite  State,  1 
Sprague,  277;  Donnell  v.  The  StfitHight,  108 
Mass.  227-<288;  Jones,  Chat.  Mortg.  §§478^75. 

The  act  is  constitutional. 

Smith  V.  Stevens,  supra;  Laird  v.  Moon  an, 
82  Minn.  858. 

The  statute  (section  8089  of  the  Code)  gave 
Chambers  as  mortgagor  or  bailor  the  right  to 
put  a  lien  on  the  mules  in  (Question  in  oraer  to 
preserve  them. 

Colquitt  V.  Kirkman,  47  Ga.  558. 

Messrs.  Tompkins  ft  Troy*  for  appellee: 

The  law  fives  to  the  livery-stable  keeper  a 
lien  on  stock  kept  and  fed  by  him,  but  it  no- 
where provides  that  it  shall  be  superior  to  the 
liens  created  before  his,  of  which  he  had  notice, 
actual  or  constructive. 

Code  1886,  gS  8069-8090;  BisseU  v.  Bsarce, 
28  N.  T.  252;  ^ones.  Liens.  §  691. 

To  give  it  such  construction  would  make  the 
act  unconstitutional.  The  legislature  would 
have  no  authority  to  pass  a  law  authorizing  the 
divestiture  of  a  title  without  the  consent  of  the 
partv  whose  title  was  divested;  or  without  giv- 
ing him  a  day  in  court. 

Wimberly  v.  Mayberry,  14  L.  R.  A.  805,  94 
Ala.  240. 

Haralson*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court; 

The  only  question  presented  bv  this  record 
is,  Has  the  statutory  lien  of  a  livery-stable 
keeper,  given  by  section  8089  of  the  Code, 
for  the  keeping  and  feeding  of  stock,  prec- 
edence over  a  mortgage  on  the  animals  pre- 
viously given  by  uieir  owner,  the  law  day 
of  the  mortgage  having  passed  and  the  ani- 
mals remaining  in  the  possession  of  the  mort- 
gagor? That  section  reads:  ''Any  keeper, 
owner,  or  proprietor  of  a  livery  stable  shall 
have  a.  lien  on  all  stock  kept  and  fed  by  him, 
for  the  payment  of  his  charges  for  keeping 
and  feeding  such  stock,  and  he  shall  have 
the  right  to  retain  the  stock,  or  so  much 
thereof  as  may  be  necessary,  for  the  payment 
of  such  charges."  This  question  is  an  un- 
decided one  in  this  state,  and  there  is  a  con- 
flict in  the  authorities  on  it.  Mr.  Jones,  in 
his  work  on  Liens,  with  these  conflicting 
authorities  before  him,  says:  **A  chattel 
mortgage  upon  a  horse  is  superior  to  a  sub- 
sequent lien  of  a  livery-stable  keeper,  where 
the  horse  is  placed  in  the  stable  by  the  mort- 
gagor after  the  making  of  the  mortgage, 
without  the  knowledge  of  the  mortgagee,'' 
and,  as  reasons  leading  to  this  conclusion, 
he  adds:  ^It  is  not  to  be  supposed  that  a 
statute  giving  a  lien  for  the  keeping  of  ani- 
22L.RA. 


mals  was  intended  to  violate  fundamental 
rights  of  property,  by  enabling  the  posse43sor 
to  create  a  lien  without  the  consent  of  the 
mortgagee,  when  the  person  in  possession 
could  confer  no  rights,  as  ajcainst  the  mort- 
gagee, by  a  sale  of  the  animals.  The  keeper 
of  animals  intrusted  to  him  by  the  mortgagor 
undoubtedly  acquires  a  lien  against  the  mort- 
gagor, but  it  is  a  lien  only  upon  such  in- 
terest in  them  as  the  mortgagor  had  at  the- 
time,  and  not  a  lien  as  aeainst  the  mortfiragee, 
between  whom  and  the  deeper  of  the  animals 
there  is  no  privity  of  contract.  The  mort- 
gagor, though  in  possession,  is  in  no  sense 
the  mortgagee's  agent  nor  does  he  sustain  to 
the  mortgagee  any  relations  which  authorize 
him  to  contract  any  liability  on  his  behalf. 
The  statute  cannot  be  construed  to  authorize 
the  mortgagor  to  subject  the  mortgagee's  in- 
terest to  a  lien,  without  his  knowledge  or 
consent,  as  security  for  a  liability  of  the 
mortgagor,  unless  such  a  construction  clearly 
appears,  from  the  language  of  the  statute,  to 
be  unavoidable.  ^  In  support  of  these  views 
he  cites  Jackeon  v.  KasseaU,  30  Hun,  281 ;. 
Bissdl  V.  Pearee,  28  N.  Y.  252 ;  Charles  v. 
Neigelsen,  15  111.  App.  17 ;  Sargent  v.  Usher, 
55  N.  H.  287,  20  Am.  Rep.  208 ;  State  Bank 
V.  Lowe,  22  Neb.  68;  East&r  v.  Qoyne,  51 
Ark.  222;  McCreary  v.  Qaines,  55  Tex.  485, 
40  Am.  Rep.  818 ;  SmaU  v.  Boidnson,  69  Me. 
425,  81  Am.  Rep.  299 ;  Jones.  Chat.  Mortg. 
§  474. 

The  contrary  construction,  sustained  by 
respectable  authority,  proceeds  upon  the  idea 
that  the  animals  must  be  preserved,  and  that 
their  preservation  inures  to  the  benefit  of  the 
mortgagee ;  that  the  lien  is  of  statutory  crea- 
tion, purely,  and  a  mortgage  executed  while 
the  statute *is  of  force  is  taken  in  subordina- 
tion thereof,  and  is  subject  to  such  statute, 
as  a  general  rule*  of  law ;  that  a  mortgagee, 
when  he  takes  a  mortease,  takes  it,  in  legal 
contemplation,  with  full  knowledge  of,  and 
subject  to,  the  rights  of  a  person  who  may 
keep  the  propertv  at  the  request  of  the  mort- 
gagor or  other  lawful  possessor,  under  the 
statutory  lien,  as  he  would  do,  to  a  com- 
mon-law lien.  Hammond  v.  Danielson,  126 
Mass.  294 ;  Colquitt  v.  Kirkman,  47  Ga.  555 ; 
Smith  V.  Stevens,  86  Minn.  808 ;  Case  v.  All&n, 
21  Kan.  217-220,  80  Am.  Rep.  425 ;  WiUiams 
V.  AUsup,  10  C.  B.  N,  8.  417 ;  The  Granite 
State,  1  Sprague,  277. 

It  is  for  us  to  determine  which  of  these 
conflicting  views  is  more  consonant  with 
reason,  and  the  policy  of  our  own  statutes. 
Thus  aided,  we  may  the  more  readily  arrive 
at  the  intention  of  the  legislature  in  the 
creation  of  this  statutory  lien.  Our  registra- 
tion laws  proceed  upon  the  idea  that  no  one 
with  notice  of  a  mortgage  on  personal  prop- 
erty has  the  right  to  deal  with  it,  in  any 
wise,  to  the  prejudice  of  the  mortgagee,  and 
that,  with  knowledge  or  notice  of  the  exist- 
ence of  the  mortgage,  he  can  acquire  no 
rights  in  or  title  to  the  property  mortgaged 
which  are  not  in  subordination  to  those  of 
the  mortgagor ;  and  we  can  perceive  no  rea- 
son, in  the  absence  of  a  provision  of  the  stat- 
ute to  that  effect,  to  exempt  a  livenr-stable 
keeper,  more  than  any  other  person,  from  the 
force  and  effect  of  our  registration  laws.    It 


80 


MiKNBBOTA  Supreme  Coubt. 


Feb., 


is  DOt  for  us  to  give  these  statutes  any  such 
construction  unless  we  are  constrained  to  do 
so  by  the  manifest  intention  of  the  legisla- 
ture. These  laws  are  of  universal  and  un- 
varying application  to  all  persons  and  classes 
not  speciaUy  exempted  bv  statute.  Code, 
§  1814.  Accordingly,  we  have  held  that  the 
due  registration  of  a  mortage  on  personal 
property  is  constructive  notice  to  those  who 
deal  with  the  property,  as  binding  on  them 
as  actual  notice  would  be  {Hudman  v.  Du 
Bone,  85  Ala.  446,  2  L.  R.  A.  475;  ffeflin  v. 
J^lay,  78  Ala.  180 ;  Mayer  v.  Tayior,  69  Ala. 
408),  and  that  a  factor  or  commission  mer- 
chant, for  instance,  receiving  and  selling 
cotton  for  a  mortgaj^or,  without  actual  notice 
of  the  mortgage,  is  liable  in  trover  to  the 
mortgagee,  if  the  mortgage  has  been  prop- 
erly recorded  in  the  county  in  which  the 
cotton  was  raised  {Marks  y.  JSobinson,  82  Ala. 
70 ;  Hudmon  v.  Du  Bose,  supra) . 
It  will  hardly  be  contended  that  if  the 


mortgagor,  when  he  took  the  animals  mort- 
ea^ed  to  the  livery-stable  keeper,  had  noti- 
Sea  him  that  the  plaintiff  held  a  mortea^ 
on  them  to  secure  a  debt  which  he  owed  it, 
the  stable  keeper  would  have  been  justified 
and  protected,  under  our  statute  and  decis- 
ions, in  taking  them  into  his  charge  and 
keeping,  to  the  prejudice  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  yet  the  registration  of  plaintiff's  mort- 
gage was  as  effective  as  actual  knowledge  of 
plaintiff's  rights  and  interests  in  the  prem- 
ises. The  legislature,  in  the  creation  of  this 
lien,  did  it,  we  must  presume,  with  reference 
to  our  registration  statutes,  and  the  general 
policy  of  our  law  for  the  protection  of  mort- 
gagees of  personal  property.  In  the  adop- 
tion of  the  statute,  it  gave  no  preference  or 
priority  of  lien  over  prior  mort^ges  or  in- 
cumbrances. The  court  below  did  not  err  in 
giving  the  general  charge  for  the  plaintiff, 
and  in  refusing  a  like  cliarge  for  defendant. 
Affirmed. 
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^Where  a  contract  is  executory*  one 
party  has  the  power  to  stop  p^rform- 

)  on  the  otber  side  by  an  explicit  direction 


*UeadDOte8  by  Colums,  J. 


to  that  effect,  subjecting  himself  to  such  danuures 
RB  will  oompenBate  the  other  party  for  heing 
stopped  in  the  performance  of  his  part  at  that 
stage  in  the  execution  of  the  compact.  The  par- 
ty thus  forbidden  to  proceed  cannot  afterwards 
go  on,  complete  the  contract,  and  recover  the 
contract  price,  as  such;  bis  only  remedy  being 
for  damages  for  breach  of  contract. 

ON  BEHBABDrO. 

1.   The  contract  refidrred  to  in  the  ori|ir- 
inal  opinion  constraed*  and  Iteld,  to  creat  e 


Noils.— 1«  a  subscription  contract  joint  or  severaJf 
In  case  of  an  ordinary  subscription  contract, 
where  the.  undertakinir  is  to  p&y  the  amount  set 
opposite  the  respective  signatures  of  the  parties 
for  some  benevolent  or  other  enterprise  the  gen- 
eral practice  has  been  to  regard  the  contract  of 
each  subscriber  as  separate  from  that  of  others,  so 
as  to  sustain  an  action  against  each  subscriber  in- 
dividually. Most  of  the  cases  upon  the  subject 
have  been  brought  and  decided,  however,  with  no 
attempt  to  raise  the  question  of  whether  or  not 
tbpy  were  properly  brought,— at  least  so  far  as  the 
reports  of  the  cases  themselves  are  concerned.  The 
following  are  examples  of  that  class  of  cases,  and 
although  it  is  not  meant  to  be  exhaustive,  suiBcient 
of  them  have  been  collected  to  show  the  universal- 
ity of  the  practice:  Randolph  County  Comrs.  v. 
Jones,  1  TIL  108;  McClure  v.  Wilson,  43111.  856;  Trus- 
tees of  M.  E.  Church  v.  Garvey,  58  111.  401;  Snell  v. 
Trustees  of  M.  B.  Church,  58  111.  290;  Beech  v.  First 
M.  E.  Church,  96  111.  177;  McDonald  v.  Gray,  11  Iowa, 
."jOK,  79  Am.  Dec.  609;  Carr  v.  Bartlett,  72  Me.  120; 
Haskell  v.  Oak,  75  Me.  519;  Trustees  of  Farmington 
Academy  v.  Allen,  14  Mass.  172,  7  Am.  Dec.  201; 
Bridgewater  Academy  v.  Gilbert,  2  Pick.  570, 18  Am, 
Dec.  457;  Bryant  v.  Good  now,  5  Pick.  228;  Thomp- 
son v.  Page,  1  Met.  665:  Mirick  v.  French,  2  Gray. 
420:  Springfield  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Sleeper,  121  Mass. 
29;  Underwood  v.  Waldron,  12  Mich.  78;  Workman 
V.  Campbell,  46  Mo.  805;  Conn  v.  McCoUough,  12  Mo. 
App.  856:  James  v.  Clough,  25  Mo.  App.  147;  Swain 
V.  Hill,  80  Mo.  App.  486;  McAuley  v.  Blllenger,  20 
Johns.  89:  Stewart  v.  Trustees  of  Hamilton  College, 
2  Denio,  408:  Trustees  of  Hamilton  College  v.  Stew- 
art, 1  K.  Y.  582;  Reformed  Prot.  Dutch  Church  of 
Westfield  v.  Brown,  29  Barb.  885;  RichmondvUle 
Union  Sem.  &  Female  Collegiate  Inst.  v.  Brownell, 
^*J  L.  R.  A. 


87  Barb.  586;  Van  Rensselaer  v.  Aikin,  44  Barb.  647; 
Barnes  v.  Perine,  12  N.  Y.  18,  affirming  15  Barb.  240, 
9  Barb.  202;  Presbyterian  Soc.  of  Knoxboro  v. 
Beach,  74  N.  Y.  72;  Twenty-thlrd  Street  Baptist 
Church  V.  Cornwell,  6  L.  R.  A.  807, 117  N.  Y.  601 
Sperry  v.  Johnson,  11  Ohio,  452;  Caul  v.  Gibson,  3 
Pa.  416:  Chambers  v.  Calhoun,  18  Pa.  18, 56  Am.  Dec 
588;  Hopkins  v.  Upshur,  20  Tex.  89,  70  Am.  Dec. 875; 
Cooper  V.  McCrimmin,  83  Tex.  888, 7  Am.  Rep.  288; 
Buchel  V.  Lott  (Tex.)  Jan.  18. 1800;  State  Treasurer 
V.  CroM,  9  Vt.  289,  81  Am.  Dec.  6JW;  King  v.  liwaco 
R.  &  Nav.  Co.  1  Wash.  127. 

And  it  is  Immaterial  that  there  are  two  contract- 
ing parties,  a  promisee  as  well  as  a  promisor.  Wil- 
liams V.  Rogan,  50  Tex.  488. 

The  language  of  most  of  the  contracts  is  such 
that  no  question  as  to  their  being  several  or  Joint 
could  arise.  For  instance,  in  a  contract  of  sub- 
scription to  maintain  a  minister  the  language  was, 
**We,  whose  names  are  here  underwritten,  promise, 
covenant,  and  pledge  each  one  for  himself  individ- 
ually and  severally  that  we  will  pay  or  cause  to  be 
paid  such  sums  as  are  respectively  annexed  to  our 
names,'^  and  a  separate  action  against  a  single 
subscriber  was  maintained.  First  Reli^ous  Soc.  in 
Whitestown  v.  Stone,  7  Johns.  118. 

The  same  result  has  f  oUowed  in  most  instances 
where  a  question  has  been  raised  as  to  the  proper 
form  of  the  action.  With  few  exceptions  the  ac- 
tion against  the  individual  has  been  held  proper. 

The  subscription  paper  should  be  regarded  as  tbe 
separate  promise  of  each  subscriber  to  pay  tbe 
money  set  opposite  his  name  when  the  contract  is 
complied  with,  which  becomes  a  binding  individ- 
ual contract  when  it  is  accepted  and  the  contract 
complied  with.  Wayne  &]  Ontario  Collegiate  Inpt. 
V.Smith, 86  Barb. 576. 


t802. 


Gibbons  v.  Bbnte. 


81 


a  several  llabUity  on  tbe  part  of  each  subiorfber 
to  the  amouDt  of  his  subscription  only. 

8.  Held,  farther,  that  in  other  respects  the  inter- 
ests of  the  subscribers  were  Joint,  and  that  all 
must  unite  in  {order  to  repudiate  and  renounce 
tbe  contract. 

.3.  Held^  also,  that  the  trial  court  erred  in  not 
submitting  to  the  jury  the  question  as  to  fraudu- 
lent representation  and  concealment  made  in  or- 
der to  obtain  the  defendant's  signature  to  the  in- 
strument. 

(February  28,1862.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  an  order  of  tbe 
District  Court  for  Steams  County  refusing 
to  grant  a  new  trial  after  judgment  in  favor  oi 
plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  upon 
an  alleged  contract  subscribing  money  for  the 
erection  of  a  certain  building.    B&versed, 

The  contract  in  this  case  was  composed  of 
three  printed  sheets,  marked  respectively  a,  b, 
•c,  with  the  necessary  blanks  for  descriptions, 
amounts,  and  signatures.  Each  paper  con- 
tained an  underU&ing  on  the  part  of  Davis  & 
Rankin,  tbe  parties  of  the  first  part,  to  erect  a 
certain  building,  which  differed  from  the  build- 
ing described  In  each  of  the  other  contracts, 
and  as  appears  from  a  clause  in  the  contract, 
subsequently  set  out  the  particular  specifica- 
tions which  should  become  binding^  would 
depend  on  the  amount  subscribed.  The  ma- 
terial portion  of  the  contract  was  as  follows: 

"We  Davis  &  Rankin,  partv  of  the  first  part, 
with  tbe  undersigned  subscribers  hereto,  party 
of  the  second  part,  agree  to  build,  erect,  com- 


plete, and  equip  for  said  party  of  the  second 
part  a  combined  butter  and  cheese  factory"  at 
or  near  a  certain  place,  with  certain  dimensions 
and  equipments,  tbe  specifications  for  which 
were  more  particularly  described  on  the  back 
of  the  contract.  The  parties  of  the  second 
part  hereby  agree  to  furnish  suitable  lands  for 
said  building,  together  with  sufllcient  water  on 
said  lot  for  the  use  of  the  business,  and  thejr 
shall  be  credited  therefor  as  a  payment  on  this 

contract  the  sum  of  $ .    And  it  is  further 

understood  that  in  case  tbe  said  second  party 
shall  fail  to  furnish  said  land  and  water  within 
ten  days  after  tbe  execution  of  this  contract, 
then  the  said  Davis  &  Rankin,  at  their  option, 
may  furnish  said  land  and  water. 

* 'Davis  &  Rankin  further  agree  to  provide 
and  keep  hired,  at  the  expense  of  the  stock- 
holders, an  experienced,  butter  and  cheese 
maker  for  one  year,  if  desired. 

''Said  Davis  &  Rankin  agree  to  erect  said 
butter  and  cheese  factory  as  set  forth  by  the 

above  specifications  for  $ payable  in 

cash. 

'^  We,  the  subscribers  hereto,  agree  to  pay  the 
aboye  amount  for  said  butter  and  cheese  fac- 
tory, when  completed.  Said  building  to  be 
completed  within  ninety  days  or  thereabout 
"       ■      ■  (I-         


after  the  above  amount  ( 


-)  is  subscribed. 


All  subscriptions  to  this  contract  to  bear  in- 
terest at  the  rate  of  eight  per  cent  per  annum 
from  date  of  completion  until  paid. 

"As  soon  as  the  above  amount  of  | is 

subscribed,  or  in  a  reasonable  time  hereafter, 
the  said  subscribers  agree  to  incorporate  under 
the  laws  of  the  state,  as  therein  provided,  fixing 


Each  signature  to  a  subscription  paper  in  aid  of 
a  railroad  constitutes  a  separate  contract,  and  if 
one  subscriber  adds  to  his  signature  a  certain  con- 
ditlou  an  action  will  lie  asalnst  him  upon  comply- 
inff  with  that  condition  although  others  added 
other  conditions  which  have  not  been  complied 
with.    Miller  v.  Preston.  4  N.  M.  814. 

Tbe  action  will  lie  against  one  alone.  Gtoorge  v. 
Harris,  4  N.  H.  688, 17  Am.  Dec  44A. 

A  separate  action  may  be  maintained  by  each 
subscriber  to  recover  back  the  amount  paid  under 
a  subscription  paper  reading,  *'We.  the  subscribers, 
do  most  cheerfully  agree  to  pay  the  sums  written 
against  our  names,*^  although  a  Joint  receipt  was 
given  for  payment  made  in  satisfaction  of  the  sub- 
scription; the  subscriptions  being  several,  the  char- 
acter of  the  transaction  was  not  changed  by  the 
form  of  the  receipt.    Carter  v.  Carter,  14  Pick.  4JS4. 

Under  a  contract  *Hhat  we  do  promise  and  agree 
that  we  will  Indemnify  and  save  harmless  tbe  com- 
mittee** for  the  money  borrowed  to  complete  the 
building  *1n  the  proportion  to  the  number  of 
shares  for  which  we  have  respecti  vely  Bubsorlbed,^« 
the  subscription  paper  reading  "We  do  hereby 
promise  and  agree  to  take  the  number  of  shares 
set  against  our  respective  names  and  to  pay  the 
amounttherefnr,^' the  subscribers  are  not  copart- 
ners but  merely  shareholders  in  certain  propor- 
tions, and  a  separate  action  at  law  could  be  main- 
tained against  each.  The  number  could  have  no 
effect  on  the  amount  to  be  paid  by  each,  and  there 
would  be  no  right  of  contribution.  HaU  v.  Thayer, 
12  Met.  180. 

The  following  covenant  was  held  to  be  several: 
^We,  the  subscribers,  hereby  mutually  bind  our- 
selves to  each  other  jointly  and  severally  to  pay, 
each  according  to  his  relative  respective  interest 
and  proportion  in  said  land,  all  costs  and  charges 
and  expenses  which  shaU  or  may  be  incurred"  in 
22  L.  a  A. 


certain  actions,  which  were  to  be  brought  to  re- 
cover their  possession.  Ludlow  v.  McCrea,  1  Wend. 
2S8. 

A  contract,  "We  promise  to  pay  tbe  following 
subscriptions,"  wUl  be  held  to  bind  each  for  only 
the  amount  set  opposite  his  name,  although  there 
are  no  words  in  the  contract  limiting  it  to  that 
amount.    Landwerien  v.  Wheeler,  106  Ind.  628. 

An  agreement  to  pay  the  sum  ^iinnexed  to  thebr 
names"  is  several.    Moss  v.  Wilson,  40  Cal.  160. 

A  contract  that  ''we  promise  to  pay  the  sum  an- 
nexed to  each  of  our  names"  is  several.  Robert- 
son v.  March,  4  lU.  198. 

A  contract,  "We  agree  to  pay  the  sum  set  to  our 
respective  names,"  will  sustain  a  separate  action. 
Watkins  v.  Eames,  9  Cush.  687. 

A  contract  for  the  purpose  of  building  a  meet- 
ing-house which  provides,  "We  promise  to  pay  the 
sum  annexed  to  our  individual  names,  the  meet- 
ing-house being  finished  will  be  the  property  of 
the  subscribers  In  proportion  to  the  amount  in- 
vested by  each  individual,"  makes  the  subscribers 
tenants  in  common  and  not  partners,  within  the 
Jurisdiction  of  equity  to  settle  partnership  alfahrs. 
Woodward  v.  Cowing,  41  Me.  9,66  Am.  Dec.  2U. 

But  in  Darnell  v.  Lyon,  85  Tex.  466,  it  is  intimated 
that  if  the  contract  was  simply,  ^*We  hereby  prom- 
ise and  agree,"  the  undertaking  would  be  Joint;  al- 
though it  is  decided  that  the  insertion  of  a  pro- 
vision that  "each  subscriber  shall  be  liable  for  only 
the  amount  set  opposite  his  name  makes  the  obli- 
gation several. 

And  in  Gait  v.  Swain,  9  Gratt,  688, 60  Am.  Deo. 
SlI,  a  bill  against  the  subscribers  Jointly  was 
brought  on  a  subscription  contract  for  the  build- 
ing of  a  church. 

Stock  stdweriptfofw. 

There  seems  to  be  no  question  but  that  subscrip- 
tions to  the  stock  of  corporations  are  separate  al- 
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the  aggregate  amount  of  stock  at  Dot  less  than 

$ ,  to  be  divided  into  shares  of  $100  each. 

Said  share  or  shares  as  above  stated  to  be  issued 
to  the  subscribers  hereto  in  proportion  to  their 
paid  up  interest  herein. 

"It  is  further  distinctly  understood  by  and 
between  the  parties  hereto  that  if  the  subscrip- 
tions hereto  shall  amount  to  more  than  $ 

and  less  than  $ the  foregoing  agreement, 

designated  "Contract  A/'  shall  constitute  the 
agreement  between  the  parties.  If  the  sub- 
scriptions hereto  shall  amount  to  more  -than 
P and  less  than  | then  the  forego- 
ing agreement  designated  as  "Contract  B," 
shall  constitute  the  agreement  between  the 
parties;  and  if  the  subscription  hereto  shall 

amount  to  over  $ then   the  foregoing 

agreement  designated  as  "Contract  C"  shall 
constitute  the  agreement  between  the  parties 
hereto. 

"For  the  faithful  and  full  performance  of 
our  respective  parts  of  the  above  contract,  we 
bind  ourselves,  our  heirs,  executors,  adminis- 
trators, and  assigns. 

"Executed  and  dated  this  —  day  of , 

18—." 

Messrs,  T.  T.  OfsthiiB*  D.  C.  VaA 
Camp»  Nelson  ft  Treat  and  Jenkins  ft 
Treat*  for  appellant: 

The  element  of  mutual  assent,  both  in  law 
and  in  morals,  lies  at  the  foundation  of  all 
contracts,  and  where  this  is  wanting  there  is  no 
binding  obligation. 

2  Kent,  Com.  477;  Dtleyv.  ThnaXdnan,  »4U. 
8.  29,  34  L.  ed.  54;  First  Nat,  Bank  of  Quiney 


V.  Hath  101  U.  8. 49.  25  L.  ed.  825;  Hamlin  v. 
Wistar,  81  Minn.  418;  Cutts^r.  Outld,  57 N.  Y. 
229;  1  Benjamin,  Sales,  §  50;  PhiUips  v.  £is- 
tolti,  2  Barn.  &  C.  511. 

Where  the  party  intentionally  or  by  design 
misrepresents  a  material  fact,  or  produces  a 
false  impression,  in  order  to  mislead  another, 
or  to  entrap  or  cheat  him,  or  to  obtain  an  undue 
advantage  of  him,— in  every  such  case  there  is 
a  positive  fraud  in  the  truest  sense  of  the  terms. 
There  is  an  evil  act  with  an  evil  intent — dolum 
malum  ad  circumteniendum.  And  the  misrep- 
resentation may  be  as  well  by  deeds  or  acts,  as 
by  words;  by  artifices  to  mislead  as  well  as  by 
positive  assertions. 

1  Story,  £q.  Jur.  §  192;  1  Benjamin,  Sales, 
§640. 

As  against  an  illiterate  person  who  is  unable 
to  read  the  contract  and  has  no  knowledge  of 
its  language  or  contents,  a  representation  as  to 
its  meaning  and  effect  is  a  representation  of  a 
fact,  on  which  he  has  a  right  to  rely,  and 
against  which  he  is  entitled  to  relief,  if  injured. 

Miller  V,  Sawbridge,  29  Minn.  442;  ikhuylkiU 
County  V.  Copley,  67  Pa.  886,  5  Am.  Rep.  441; 
Jackson  v.  Bayner,  12  Johns.  469;  Calkins  v. 
State,  18  Wis.  889;  CummingsY.  Thompson,  18 
Minn.  256;  Maxfield  v.  Schwartz,  10  L.  R,  A. 
606,  45  Minn.  150;  Albitz  v.  Minneapolis  it  P. 
R.  Co,  40  Minn.  476;  Datis  v.  Snider,  70  Ala. 
815. 

Nor  is  it  true,  under  all  circumstances,  that 
a  misrepresentation  of  the  law  is  beyond  belief. 

GrisvDold  v.  Hazard,  141  XJ.  S.  260,  86  L.  ed. 
678. 

In  such  a  case  as  between  the  original  parties. 


tbouffb  all  the  sifimatures  are  to  one  paper.  The 
wordiQflr  of  the  oontract  to  doubtless  usually  suoh 
as  to  make  them  several,  but  even  when  the  lan- 
erua^  has  been  doubtful  the  uniform  oonstruotlon 
has  been  that  eaoh  was  separate. 

Each  Bubsoription  to  the  stock  of  a  proposed  oor- 
poration,  **We  do  hereby  a^ree  with  said  corpora- 
tion to  take  the  number  of  shares  respectively 
placed  against  our  names/*  constitutes  an  inde- 
pendent undertaking,  in  nofway  affected  by  the 
terms  of  other  subscriptions.  Connecticut  &  P. 
Bivers  R.  Co.  v.  Bailey,  U  Tt.  i66,  68  Am.  Dec.  181. 

A  contract,  **We  promise  to  pay  $26  for  each 
share  of  stuck  opposite  each  of  our  names,"  while 
in  form  Joint  is  to  be  treated  as  several,  and  each 
stockholder  is  liable  separately  for  the  amount  op- 
posite his  own  name.  Price  v.  Grand  Bapids  &  I. 
B.  Co.  18  Ind.  187. 

A  contract,  *'We  do  hereby  subscribe  for  the 
numtier  of  shares  set  to  our  respective  names  and 
hereby  promise  that  we  wiU  paj'  for  the  same  at  the 
rate  of  '$10  for  each  share  by  us  subscribed,"  will 
maintain  a  separate  action  against  each  subscriber. 
Ives  V.  SterliDff,  6  Met.  310. 

Subscriptions  to  corporate  stock  are  separate 
contracts.    Whittlesey  v.  Frantz,  74  N.  Y.  460. 

One  signing  a  subscription  paper  to  the  capital 
stock  of  a  railroad  company,  in  which  each  sub- 
scriber severally  aerrees  to  take  the  number  of 
shares  set  opposite  his  name— in  his  own  name  for 
a  certain  number  of  shares  and  a^rain  as  executor 
for  a  certain  number  of  shares  may  be  sued  upon 
eaoh  subscription,  and  the  pendency  of  one  suit  is 
no  bar  to  the  other.  Erie  &  N.  Y.  City  B.  Co.  v. 
Patrick,  2  Abb.  App.  Dec.  72, 2  Keyes,  266. 

Contracts  in  which  there  is  a  promisee. 

In  some  few  cases  a  distinction  has  been  made  be- 
tween the  simple  subscription  contracts  in  which 
L.  R  A. 


there  is  no  promisee  and  which  do  not  become  bind- 
ing until  aeted  on, and  those  in  which  the  promise 
by  the  subscribers  is  met  by  a  promise  or  under- 
taking on  the  other  side  so  that  the  oontract  is 
binding  as  soon  as  it  is  complete.  This  distinction 
does  not,  however,  appear  to  have  found  much 
favor,  for  the  general  practice  has  been  to  construe 
both  classes  of  contracts  by  the  same  rules. 

A  contract  by  the  owner  of  properiy  to  sell  it  for 
a  certain  price,  to  be  divided  'into'shares  of  a  cer- 
tain amount,  to  parties  who  subscribe  for  such 
shares,  each  subscriber  agreeing  severally  for  him- 
self and  not  Jointly,  was  construed  by  the  supreme 
court  of  New  York  to  be  a  separate  oontract  on 
the  part/>f  each  subscriber,  so  that  a  separate  ac- 
tion could  be  maintained  against  him  on  his  sub- 
scription; but  that  the  interests  in  the  property 
were  jointly  holden,  so  that  the  contract  was  not 
complete  until  all  the  shares  were  subscribed  for. 
The  latter  holding  was,  however,  reversed  by  the 
court  of  errors,  and  it  was  held  that  the  action 
would  lie,  although  some  of  the  shares  yrere  not 
subscribed  for.  Sandford  v.  HaJsey,  2  Denio,  256; 
Sandford  v.  Handy,  26  Wend.  476. 

In  Frosty.  Williams  (S.  Dak.)  Jan.  21,  1808.  the 
party  of  the  first  part  in  consideration  of  the  sum 
of  $800,  to  be  paid  by  the  second  parties,  agrreed  to 
buUd  and  run  a  cheese  factory,  and  the  <M>ntTact 
provided,  "We,"  the  parties  of  the  second  part, 
"guarantee  the  above  named  sum  of  money ,^'  and 
the  contract  was  signed  by  a  number  of  persons, 
with  a  certain  sum  set  opposite  each  name.  The 
court  held  it  to  be  a  several  and  not  a  joint  contract, 
placing  some  reliance  on  the  fact  that  the  fkustory, 
when  completed,  was  not  to  be  the  proper^  of  the 
second  parties. 

Most  of  the  cases  of  this  class  have  arisen  out  of 
this  Davis  and  Bankin  contract.  And'it  has  been 
held  that— 
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or  those  standing  in  their  shoes,  the  party  to 
whom  the  misrepresentation  of  the  instrument 
is  made  has  a  rifht  to  rely  on  the  same  and  is 
not  ^uihy  of  negligence  or  want  of  care  in  not 
seekiig  other  information. 

Maxfidd  V.  JSchwartz,  ntpra;  Aultman  v. 
OUm,  84  Minn.  453. 

And  even  where  the  party  can  read  he  has  a 
right  to  rely  on  the  representation,  and  it  is  not 
Decessarily  negligence  to  omit  to  read  or  exam- 
ine the  instrument. 

Albany  City  Sav.  Imt.  v.  Burdiek,  87  N.  Y. 
40:  Mead  v.  Bunn,  82  K  Y.  275. 

To  constitute  a  fraudulent  misrepresenta- 
tion, it  is  not  necessary  that  statements  should 
be  made  in  terms  expressly  affirming  the  exist- 
ence of  some  untrue  fact. 

Bigelow,  Ft.  p.  6;  Lee  v.  Jonet.  17  C.  B.  N. 
S.  482;  Aibitz  v.  Minneapolis  A  P.  R,  Co. 
mpra;  Mizner  v.  Kussdl,  29  Mich.  229. 

The  fraudulent  representations  which  may 
be  questioned  are  not  necessarily  limited  to  the 
contents  or  effect  of  the  instrument,  hut  may 
relate  wholly  to  the  consideration  or  induce- 
ment for  the  same. 

EUau  V.  Mow^s  Hill  Male  d  Female  Col- 
legiate Inst.  77  Ind.  72;  Albite  v.  Minneapolis  d 
P.  S.  Co.  and  Cumtningsy.  Thompson,  supra. 

It  is  not  necessary  that  the  false  representa- 
tions should  have  been  the  sole  motive;  it  is 
enough  if  they  had  a  material  influence  upon 
pitmtiif  although  combined  with  other  mo- 
tives. 

Moline-MiWurn.  Co,  v.  Franklin,  87  Minn. 
187. 

When  it  appears  that  the  representations  are 
material  and  lalse,  the  burden  will  be  thrown 
upon  the  party  making  them  to  show  that  they 
were  not  relied  on  by  the  other  partv. 

Ftskbaek  V.  Miller,  15  Nev.  428;  Kerr,  Fraud 
&  Mistake.  76;  HMrook  v.  Burt,  22  Pick.  546. 


Messrs.  D.WUeox  and  Tajrlor.  Calhoun 

ft  Rhodes^  for  respondent: 

A  party  cannot  sign  an  instrument  without 
reading  it  or  asking  that  it  be  read,  and  there- 
by be  relieved  from  liability  on  the  instrument 
so  signed  for  the  reason  that  be  did  not  know 
all  its  contents. 

McCall  V.  Btishnell,  41  Minn.  37;  Parlin  v. 
Small,  68  Me.  289;  Broten  v.  Blunt,  72  Me. 
415;  Martin  v.  Berens,  67  Pa.  459;  Cannon  v. 
Jackson.  40  Ark.  417;  Cummings  v.  Boars,  36 
Minn.  850;  Barteau  v.  Barteau,  45  Minn.  132. 

The  complaint  shows  a  right  of  action  in 
plaintiff.  If  there  are  other  provisions  that 
change  this  right,  defendant  should  set  them 
forth  in  his  answer  as  a  defense. 

Jones  V.  Evfing,  22  Minn.  157. 

The  manifest  purpose  was  that  each  such 
subscriber  should  thus  pay  the  amount  of  his 
particular  subscription,  and  not  that  he  should 
become  liable  jointly  with  all  the  other  sub- 
scribers for  the  aggregate  amount  of  all  the 
subscriptions.  In  other  words,  the  amount 
which  each  subscriber  thus  afrreed  to  pay  was 
limited  to  the  amount  which  he  thus  sub- 
scribed ;  otherwise  a  few  responsible  subscribers 
might  be  made  liable  for  numerous  irresponsi- 
ble subscribers.  The  interest  of  the  respective 
subscribers  in  the  contract  was  roanifestlv  in- 
tended to  be  separate,  and  hence  the  liability 
thereby  created  was  severable. 

Qil^Mms  V.  Orinsel,  79  Wis.  365;  Landwerlen 
V.   Wheeler,  106  Ind.  528. 

The  contract  was  not  repudiated  by  one 
party  so  as  to  prevent  performance  by  the  other. 
In  tbe  case  at  bar  the  party  supposed  to  have 
repudiated  the  contract  consisted  of  sixty -seven 
persons,  and  only  twenty-seven  or  twenty-eight 
united  in  the  repudiation. 

When  several  are  joint  obligors  or  parties, 
the  only  theory  on  which  the  act  of  one  can  be 


A  subscription  contract  for  tbe  erection  of  a 
butter  aod  cheese  factory  which  reads,  **We.  the 
fubacrRjefs  bereto,  airree  to  pay  tbe  above 
tooaDtt'*  namloff  the  whole  contract  price,  is  not 
t  joint  contract  which  will  render  each  liable  for 
thevbole  amount  and  permit  all  to  be  sued  jointly, 
if  each  subBcrlber  place  after  his  name  the  number 
of  shares  he  will  take  and  the  amount  to  be  paid 
therefor.  Davis  A  R.  Bldfir.  &  Utg.  Co.  v.  Barber, 
UFed.Bep.l4& 

The  contract  baa  also  been  held  to  be  several  In 
Davis  T.  Belford,  70  Ifich.  1£0;  Gibbons  v.  arimsel, 
7BWii.aK. 

fiiit  in  DavlB  v.  Shafer,  60  Fed.  Bep.  764,  the  con- 
tract VIS  held  be  a  joint  one,  although  the  addition 
toaftgnatare  ot  the  words,  ^*only  responsible  for 
tbiee  ifaaies,"  Umited  the  responsibility  of  that 
fifoet  to  the  anaount  so  stated. 

SoDariB  v.  Bronson,  16  L.  R.  A.  666, 2  N.  Dak.80Q, 
bolds  the  canteact  to  be  Joint,  and  in  discussiiur  the 
nirfator  onemibscriber  to  withdraw  from  his  con- 
tract, the  court  distln^uisbefl  the  case  from  those 
of  ToliaitarF  subscription,  on  the  ground  that  In 
the  latter  cases  the  consideration  for  each  sub- 
Rriptton  was  tbe  promise  of  the  other  subscribers, 
vidie  in  this  case  the  consideration  was  the  prom- 
he  of  the  ottier  contractlnff  party. 

£f€ct  ef  agreements  amonn  subscribers  and  their 
relaHon  to  each  other. 

The  Caet  that  the  subeorlption  contract  contains 
B  agreemeDt  bjr  the  subflcrfbers  among  themselves 


to  incorporate,  and  that  the  stock  to  which  a  sub- 
scriber is  entitled  has  been  taken  and  paid  for  by 
a  third  person,  will  not  relieve  the  subscriber  from 
his  liability  to  pay  his  subscription.  Davis  v.  John- 
son, 48  Mo.  App.  940. 

One  subscriber  to  a  creamery  contract  will  be 
bound  by  the  action  of  his  associates  for  the  com- 
mon benefit,  if  he  never  objects  to  them  until 
caUed  upon  to  pay  his  subscription.  Gibbons  v. 
BUis,  88  Wis.  434. 

If  the  airreement  is  between  tbe  subscribers  to 
contribute  money  for  the  erection  of  a  building 
for  business  purposes,  it  may  constitute  them 
partners,  and  one  subscriber  may  be  sued  for  his 
subscription  by  the  other  siirners.  White  v.  Scott, 
S»  Kan.  476. 

Where,  in  a  ooutract  of  subscription  by  several, 
there  is  no  agreement  between  the  various  sub- 
scribers to  pay  or  gruarantee  the  payment  of  each 
others  subscriptions,  and  afterwards  one  subscriber 
fails  to  advance  the  amount  which  he  has  agreed  to 
loan,  another  subscriber  who  has  paid  his  subscrip- 
tion cannot,  upon  obtaining-  jud^rment  against  the 
k>orrow6r,  thereafter  compel  the  delinquent  prom- 
isor as  garnishee  in  attachment  to  pay  his  sub- 
scription.   Nellis  V.  Coleman,  98  Pa.  466. 

An  oifer  to  subscribe  money  to  a  corporation 
provided  it  will  do  a  certain  thlner  may  be  with- 
drawn by  each  subscriber  at  any  time  before  it  is 
accepted.  Hence  the  death  of  a  subscriber  before 
acceptance  will  revoke  the  subscription.  Wallace 
V.  Townsend,  43  Ohio  St.  687,  54  Am.  Rep.  829. 
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held  to  bind  or  affect  the  others  is  that  of 
agency.  By  associating  themselves  together 
each  clothes  each  of  the  others  with  the  power 
to  act  for  him  and  bind  him  by  such  acts. 
The  case  of  Davin  v.  Branson,  16  L  R.  A.  655, 
2  N.  Dak.  800,  assumes  that  any  one  can  act 
for  the  whole  to  the  extent  of  repudiating  the 
contract  and  that  all  are  bound  by  and  respon- 
sible for  such  repudiation.  With  all  due 
deference  to  that  court  we  must  insist  that  both 
principle  and  authority  fall  far  short  of  sus- 
taining that  position. 

WiUaughby  v.  Iri^h,  86  Minn.  68,  59  Am. 
Rep.  297;  Van  Keuren  v.  ParmeUe,  8  N.  Y. 
528,  51  Am.  Dec.  822;  BeU  v.  Marruon,  26  U. 
8.  1  Pet.  851.  7  L.  ed.  174;  Thompson  v.  Bow- 
rtian,  78  U.  S.  6  Wall.  816,  Id  L.  ed.  786;  Letois 
y.  Woodworth,  2  N.  Y.  512,  51  Am.  Dec.  819; 
Sfioemaker  v.  Benedict,  11  N.  Y.  176,  62  Am. 
Dec.  95;   Wallie  v.  BandaU,  81  N.  Y.  164. 

Each  Joint  debtor  is  bound  only  by  his  own 
acts  unless  an  agency  exists. 

MerriU  v.  JSeott,  3  Hun,  669;  Yming  v.  Black, 
11  U.  8.  7  Cranch,  565,  8  L.  ed.  440;  Thomp- 
eon  y.  Bieharde,  14  Mich.  172. 

If  seyeral  men  enter  into  a  valid  contract,  it 
cannot  be  fundamentally  altered  but  by  unan- 
imous consent 

Mou>rey  v.  Indianapolie  A  C.  B.  Co,  4  Biss. 
86;  Central  B.  Co,  v.  CoUine,  40  Ga.  617. 
^  Each  has  contracted  with  the  others  to  ac- 
complish the  common  purpose,  and  can  com- 
pel the  performance  of  the  contract  to  the 
extent  necessary  to  protect  himself  from  any 
other  or  different  liability  than  that  which  he 
voluntarily  assumed. 

Conet  -V.  Harris,  1  Turn.  &  R.  496;  2  Mora- 
wetz,  Priv.  Corp.  §§  641-646,  and  cases  cited: 
Lindley,  Partn.  bk.  8,  chap.  2,  §  8;  Von 
Schmidt  v.  Huntington,  1  Cal.  55;  Livingston 
y.  Lpneh,  4  Johns.  Ch.  678,  1  L.  ed.  941;  Jen- 
ningt^  App.  <Pa.)  2  L.  R.  A.  48;  Zdbriskie  v. 
Hackensdek  df  N.  7.  B,  Co.  18  N.  J.  Eq.  184, 
90  Am.  Dec.  617;  Clarke  v.  Omaha  <h8,  TP.  JR. 
Co,  5  Neb.  846;  Ervin  v.  Oregon  B,  <h  Nav,  Co. 
27  Fed.  Rep.  681 ;  Hartford  d  N,  H  B.  Co,  v. 
CrosweU,  5  HiU,  888. 40  Am.  Dec  854;  Breieer 
Boston  Theatre  Proprs.  104  Mass.  878:  Ferguson 
v.  Meredith,  68  U.  8. 1  Wall.  25, 17  L.  ed.  604; 
Irvine  v.  Forbes,  11  Barb.  589;  Henrp  v.  Deit- 
rich,  84  Pa.  298. 

In  the  government  of  the  majority  there  is  a 
distinction  between  public  and  private  bodies. 
(Story.  Partn.  182,)  In  the  latter  the  power  of 
the  majoriiy  is  strictly  limited  to  acts  that 
come  within  the  object  for  which  the  associa- 
tion was  formed,  and  thev  can  exercise  no 
power  not  contemplated  in  the  inception  of  the 
contract.  They  cannot  change,  abrogate,  or 
extend  the  terms  of  it.  When  a  diversity  of 
opinion  exists  as  to  the  conduct  and  manage- 
ment of  the  business,  or  other  purpose  for  which 
the  parties  have  combined,  tne  opinion  of  the 
majority  must  govern,  provided  the  minority 
have  been  consulted. 

Minnit  v.  Whinery,  5  Bro.  P.  C.  489;  Lhyd 
v.  Looting,  6  Ves.  Jr.  777;  Const  v.  Harris, 
supra;  Kirk  v.  Hodgson,  8  Johns.  Ch.  400,  1 
L.  ed.  662;  8  Kent.  Com.  5th  ed.  45  and  note; 
Fisher  V.  Murray,  1  E.  D.  Smith,  841;  West- 
ern Stage  Co,  v.  WaUcer,  2  Iowa,  504,  66  Am. 
Dec.  789;  Minneapolis  Threshing  Maeh,  Co,  v. 
Uards,  8  L.  R.  A.  796,  40  Minn.  110. 

L.R.A. 


It  seems  to  us  that  any  one  examining  this 
contract  must  conclude  that  the  intention  of  the 
parties  was  to  limit  the  liability  of  each  sub- 
scriber to  the  amount  set  opposite  his  name, 
and  not  to  impose  upon  him  the  liabilities  of  a 
joint  obligor. 

Davis  V.  Bdford,  70  Mich.  120;  Frost  v. 
WiUiams  (8.  Dak.)  Jan.  21, 1892. 

Collins*  J,,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  contract  out  of  which  this  litigation 
arises  was  an  executory  one,  entered  into  by 
Davis  &  Rankin,  of  the  first  part,  (bv  plain- 
tiff, who  was  then  their  airent,  and  has  suc- 
ceeded to  their  rights  under  the  contract  by 
assignment,)  and  defendant,  with  some  sixty 
other  persons,  as  parties  of  the  second  part. 
In  it  the  parties  of  the  first  part  agreed  to 
erect  and  complete  a  butter  and  cheese  fac- 
tory for  those  of  the  second  part  within 
ninety  davs  after  the  amount  of  the  contract 
price  had  been  obtained  by  subscription, — 
the  scheme  being  to  secure  subscribers  to  the 
stock  of  a  corporation  in  shares  of  $100  each ; 
and  the  parties  of  the  second  part  agreed  to 
pay  the  contract  price  in  three  installments, 
commencing  upon  the  completion.  The^e- 
fendant  sumcribed  for  one  share,  and  is  sued 
for  the  sum  of  $100. 

Without  stopping  to  consider  other  points 
referred  to  by  counsel  for  appellant,  we  pro- 
ceed to  an  examination  of  one  which  goes 
directly  to  respondent's  right  to  maintain  an 
action  for  any  part  of  the  contract  price,  as 
such,  although  the  factory  has  been  com- 
pleted in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the 
contract.  It  was  undisputed  that  soon  after 
it  was  entered  into,  but  before  Davis  & 
Rankin  had  commenced  to  perform,  a  meeting 
of  those  who  had  signed  as  parties  of  the 
second  part  was  held.  The  plaintiff  attended 
and  participated.  At  this  meeting  a  large 
majority  of  those  present— -defendant  bein^ 
of  the  number— voted  and  determined  that 
they  would  ffo  no  further  in  the  enterprise, 
and  that  the  factory  should  not  be  bui  1 1.  The 
plaintiff  was  then  and  there  notified  not  to 
erect  the  factory,  and  to  proceed  no  further 
under  the  contract.  He  responded  in  some- 
what vigorous  language,  and  declared  that 
the  factory  should  be  erected  inside  of  two 
weeks.  As  agent  of  Davis  &  Rankin,  he  then 
proceeded  to  erect  and  equip  the  plant.  De- 
fendant and  others  refused  to  accept  it  when 
completed,  or  to  pay.  The  question  is  as  to 
the  power  of  the  parties  of  the  second  part  to 
repudiate  and  arbitrarily  break  their  con- 
tract, by  refusing  to  perform,  and  by  re- 
nouncing all  liabilitv  under  it,  and  thereby 
prevent  Davis  &  Rankin  from  reoovering  the 
full  contract  price,  should  they  disregatd  Uie 
breach  and  fully  perform  on  their  part. 
There  seems  to  be  no  room  for  doubt  upon 
this  subject.  While  a  contract  is  executory 
a  party  has  the  power  to  stop  performance  on 
the  other  side  by  an  explicit  direction  to  that 
effect,  subjecting  himself  to  such  damages  as 
will  compensate  the  other  party  for  being^ 
stopped  in  the  performance  on  his  part  at  that 
stage  in  the  execution  of  the  contract.  The 
party  thus  forbidden  cannot  afterwards  ffo  on. 
and  thereby  increase  the  damages,  and  thea 
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Koover  such  damages  of  the  other  party. 
Danfarth  v.  Walker,  87  Vt.  289 ;  Clark  v. 
Marnglia,  1  Denio.  817,  68  Am.  Dec.  670 ; 
Butler  V.  Butler.  77  N.  Y.  472.  88  Am.  Rep. 
648 ;  OoUtTis  v.  Delaporte,  115  Mass.  159.  The 
question  is  very  fullv  considered  in  the  re- 
cent case  of  Davi$  V.  Sransoriy  2  N.  Dak.  800, 
16  L.  R.  A.  655,  in  which  cases  other  than 
those  above  noted  are  referred  to. 

The  le^al  right,  on  general  principles,  of 
either  party,  to  violate,  abandon,  or  renounce 
his  contract,  on  the  usual  terms  of  compensa- 
tion to  the  other  for  the  damages  which  the 
law  reoognisces  and  allows,— subject  to  the 
iurisdiction  of  equity  to  decree  specific  per- 
formance in  proper  cases— is  universally  rec- 
ognized and  acted  upon.  Among  the  many 
authorities  which  might  be  cited  on  this,  see 
Bishop,  Cont.  par.  887 ;  Leake,  'Cont.  868, 
1044 ;  1  Sutherland,  Damages,  118 ;  2  Suther- 
land, Damages,  198,  526;  Hinckley  v.  PitU- 
burgh  Bessemer  Steel  Co.  121  U.  S.  264,  80  L. 
ed.  967 ;  American  L.  Ins,  Co.  v.  McAden, 
109  Pa.  899;  Frost  v.  Knight,  L.  R.  7  Exch. 
112;  Roper  v.  Johnson,  L.  R.  8  C.  P.  167; 
Laird  v.  Pirn,  7  Mees.  &  W.  474 ;  Hochster  v. 
De  La  Tour,  2  El.  &  Bl.  678. 

From  an  examination  of  the  adjudged  cases 
just  cited,  it  will  be  seen  that  ordinarily  the 
party  who  is  willing  to  abide  by  an  execu- 
tory contract  may  treat  it  as  subsisting  up  to 
the  time  when  performance  should  com- 
mence, for  the  purpose  of  insisting  th^t  the 
other  party,  who  has  previously  repudiated 
it,  shall  then  and  finally  determine  whether 
he  will  comply  with  its  terms,  or  persist  in 
his  resolution  not  to  perform  upon  his  part. 
Rut  the  party  who  has  not  broken  his  com- 
pact is  not  allowed  to  treat  it  as  in  force,  for 
the  purpose  of  performing  in  direct  opposi- 
tion to  the  refusal  of  the  other  to  abide  bv  its 
terms,  and  then  enforce  the  payment  of  the 
contract  price.  One  reason  for  this  is  found 
in  the  general  rule  that  a  person  who  has  been 
injured  by  a  breach  of  contract  must  put  forth 
reasonable  exertion  to  render  the  injury  as 
MfhX,  as  possible.  He  cannot  negligently  or 
willfully  allow  the  damages  to  be  unneces- 
sarily enhanced ;  or,  if  he  docs,  the  increased 
loss  falls  upon  him. 

Order  rewrsed. 

€HliHI>n,  Oil.  «/.,  absent,  (sick,)  took  no 
part. 

A  rearpument  was  subsequently  granted 
after  which  on  December  8,  1892.  Collins. 
7.,  delivered  on  behalf  of  the  court  the  fol- 
lowing opinion : 

On  the  presentation  of  this  case  at  the  Oc- 
tober term,  1891,  appellant's  counsel  filed 
their  brief,  and  made  a  short  oral  argument. 
Counsel  for  respondent  were  not  present,  sub- 
mitting wholly  on  brief.  After  its  service 
on  the  latter,  there  had  been  interpolated 
in  appellant's  brief  the  point  that  as  he, 
with  some  twenty-eight  other  subscribers,  re- 
nounced the  contract  before  Davis  &  Rankin 
had  commenced  the  erection  of  the  factory 
buflding,  their  assignee  could  not  recover 
upon  the  contract,  but  was  relegated  to  an 
action  for  damages,  caused  bv  the  breach 
thereof.  The  decision  which  followed  was 
squarely  placed  upon  that  ground.  Later, 
22L.R.A. 


by  petition  for  reargument,  it  appeared  that 
through  an  oversight  the  attention  of  respond- 
ent's counsel  had  not  been  called  to  the  point, 
or  to  the  fact  that  it  had  been  injected  into 
appellant's  brief,  and,  as  a  consequence,  no 
reierence  had  been  made  to  it  by  them.  For 
this  reason  a  reargument  was  ordered. 

In  the  original  opinion  the  true  character 
of  the  contract  signed  by  defendant  and  sixty- 
seven  other  persons  as  the  parties  of  the  sec- 
ond part  was  not  considered.  The  respond- 
ent's counsel,  in  order  to  maintain  their 
action,  had  to  contend  that  it  was  several,  to 
the  extent  of  the  obligation  to  pay,  at  least, 
and,  without  deciding  the  point,  we  assumed 
that  they  were  right.'al though  it  was  stren- 
uously urged  by  "counsel  for  appellant  that 
his  liability  was  joint,  and  hence  an  action 
against  a  sinsrle  subscriber  could  not  be 
maintained.  We  are  now  obliged  to  consider 
and  determine  the  real  nature  of  the  contract, 
in  order  to  dispose  of  a  very  troublesome 
question  arising  on  reargument,  namely,  the 
right  of  one  or  more  of  these  who,  as  sub- 
scribers, became  the  parties  of  the  second 
part,  to  repudiate  and  renounce  the  contract, 
without  regard  to  the  wishes  or  acts  of  his 
or  t^eir  associates.  Contracts,  in  substance 
the  same  as  the  one  before  us,  were  construed 
in  Davis  &  R.  Bldg.  d>  lAfg.  Co.  v.  Barher,  51 
Fed.  Rep.  148 ;  Batiis  v.  BeLford,  70  Mich. 
120;  QiMwM  V.  Orinsel,  79  Wis.  865;  and 
FYost  V.  WiUiams  (8.  Dak,)  50  N.  W.  Rep. 
964,— as  creatine  a  several  liability  on  the 
part  of  each  subscriber  to  the  amount  set 
down  by  him  opposite  his  name,  on  which 
he  might  be  sued  severally;  while  in  Davis 
V.  Shajer,  50  Fed.  Rep.  764,  an  opposite  con- 
clusion was  reached,  it  being  held  that  the 
subscribers  to  such  an  agreement  became 
jointly  and  severally  obligated  to  pay  the  en- 
tire amount  of  the  subscriptions.  In  none  of 
these  cases  was  the  (question  now  before  us  in- 
volved, but  in  Davis  v.  Bronson,  2  N.  Dak. 
300,  16  L.  R.  A.  655,  cited  in  our  former 
opinion,  it  was  raised  on  reargument,  and 
disposed  of  adversely  to  the  respondent's 
views :  but  of  that  hereafter.  Nor  was  there 
anything  to  suggest  in  either  of  the  cases 
first  referred  to,  wherein  the  obligation  to 
pay  was  declared  several,  and  not  joint,  that 
the  contract  of  the  subscribers  might  be  pro- 
nounced several  in  one  particular,—  for  in- 
stance, as  to  the  liability  to  pay,— and  joint 
in  all  other  features.  After  a  careful  con- 
sideration of  the  authorities  heretofore  cited, 
and  others  which  have  a  bearing,  we  are  con- 
vinced that  the  better  reasoning  and  the  cor- 
rect conclusion  is  with  those  in  which  it  has 
been  held  that  the  contract  imposed  nothing 
more  than  a  several  liability  upon  the  sub- 
scribers, each  agreeing  to  pay  the  amount  of 
his  subscription  and  nothing  more.  This  has 
been  the  practical  construction  of  the  contract 
by  the  party  of  the  first  part,  and,  we  think, 
the  only  one  which  can  be  sustained  under  the 
ordinary  rules  for  construing  written  instru- 
ments. Having  determined  that  the  ob- 
ligation to  pav  was  several,  each  subscriber 
being  responsible  to  the  amount  of  his  sub- 
scription only,  we  reach  the  principal  ques- 
tion before  mentioned,  which  is,  putting  it 
in  another  form,  Can  each  of  the  subscribers. 
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after  all  of  the  subscriptions  have  been  ob- 
tained, but  the  contract  itself  is  executory, 
be  regarded  as  a  separate  contractor,  possess- 
ing the  power  to  repudiate  and  renounce  for 
himself  alone  and  independently  of  the  other 
signers,  or  must  the  sixty-eight  persons  who 
have  executed  it  as  the  party  of  the  second 
part  be  treated  as  a  single  person,  and  re- 
quired to  act  as  a  unit,  if  any  or  all  desire  to 
repudiate  and  renounce?  The  question  is  an 
exceedingly  difficult  one  to  answer  satis- 
factorily. "It  must  be  conceded  that,  if  one 
or  any  number  less  than  the  entire  body  of 
the  subscribers  may  repudiate  and  renounce, 
the  parties  of  the  first  part  must  consequently 
be  absolved  from  their  obligation  to  construct 
and  equip  the  factory  ;  they  must  necessarily 
be  released  from  a  duty  to  proceed,  and  also 
from  all  liability  arising  out  of  nonperform- 
ance to  those  who  may  be  styled  the  ^  persist- 
ent subscribers.''  It  could  not  be  held  that 
the  parties  of  the  first  part  are  under  an  ob- 
ligation to  the  subscribers  last  mentioned  to 
complete  the  work,  for,  if  they  were,  it 
would  be  incumbent  upon  them  to  fulfill  a 
contract  without  the  right  to  recover  the  con- 
tract price,  and  with  full  knowledge  that 
from  the  repudiating  and  defaulting  sub- 
scribers they  could  only  recover,  as  for  a 
breach  of  the  contract,  the  damages,  to  be 
measured  as  of  the  time  of  the  repudiation  or 
renouncement.  It  can  then  be  safely  asserted 
that  if  one,  or  any  number  less  than  all,  of 
the  subscribers  may  lawfully  repudiate  or 
renounce  the  contract,  each  for  himself,  no 
duty  to  proceed  and  no  liability  in  case  of  a 
failure  so  to  do  rests  upon  the  other  parties. 
In  Davis  v.  BroTtsoriy  supra,  this  view  was 
taken,  undoubtedly,  and  it  would  seem  also 
that  the  contract  was  therein  regarded  as 
joint  in  all  respects ;  and  because  the  persist- 
ent subscribers  had  no  cause  of  action  for  a 
breach  of  contract,  and  because  all  were  re- 
garded as  responsible  in  damages  to  the  par- 
ties of  the  first  part  for  the  default  or  breach 
of  one,  it  was  held  that  one  could  absolutely 
terminate  the  contract  as  to  all  by  repudiation 
or  renouncement.  We  might  be  prepared  to 
coincide  in  the  view  that  no  action  for  dam- 
ages would  lie  against  the  other  parties  if  one 
of  these  subscribers  could  thus  end  the  con- 
tract, but  we  cannot  concur  in  the  statement 
that  each  and  all  of  the  subscribers  are  lia- 
ble, as  for  breach  of  the  contract,  if  one 
chooses  to  repudiate  or  renounce.  Upon  prin- 
ciple, we  do  not  think  this  statement  can  be 
sustained,  even  if  we  had  followed  Davis  v. 
S/iaJer,  supra,  and  held  the  contract  joint  and 
several  in  all  respects.  The  logic  of  the  rea- 
soning in  Davis  v.  Branson  is  that  any  one 
of  the  subscribers  to  a  contract  of  this  kind 
can  act  for  all  to  the  extent  of  repudiating 
it,  and  that  all  are  bound  by  and  responsible 
for  his  acts.  Anv  one  is  the  agent  of  all,  and 
by  associating  themselves  tof^ether  as  pro- 
moters of  the  enterprise  their  interest  is  such 
that  each  is  clothed  with  authority  to  act  for 
and  bi nd  each  of  the  others.  Every  subscriber 
has  become  the  agent  of  his  associates,  for  it 
is  only  upon  the  principle  of  agency  that 
even  joint  obligors  or  parties  can  be  held  to 
have  authority  to  act  for  or  bind  each  other. 
If  this  be  the  law,  and  repudiation  by  one 
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repudiated  for  all,  because  of  the  joint  in- 
terest which  exists  between  the  parties,  we 
fail  to  see  whv  this  joint  interest  is  not  suffi- 
cient to  permit  one  to  change  and  alter  the 
contract  in  behalf  of  all,  or  to  rescind  it  al- 
together. Of  course,  such  a  position  would 
be  wholly  untenable. 

If  this  was  a  several  contract  in  all   re- 
spects, one  of  the  subscribers,  as  an  independ- 
ent contractor,  could  not  be  denied  a  right 
to  repudiate  it  for  himself,  leaving  the  par- 
ties of  the  first  part  under  obligations  to  ful- 
fill as  to  the  balance  of   the  signers.     This 
duty  to  fulfill  would  continue  so  long  as  one 
of  the  subscribers  remained  faithful.     From 
him  the  amount  of  his  subscription  could  be 
collected,  and  from  the  defaulters  damages, 
to  be  measured,  as  before  stated,  as  of  the  day 
of  the  repudiation.     Nothing  could  be  more 
unjust,  and  the  contract  ought  not  to  be  so 
construed,  unless  it  be  demanded  by  the  lan- 
guage thereof.     There  is  nothing  in  the  fact 
that  the  obligation  to  pay  has  been  made 
several  which  indicates  that  in  all  other  par- 
ticulars the  obligation  of  each  subscriber  is 
separate  and  distinct ;  nor  can  we  gather  from 
any  part  of  the  contract  that  there  was  any 
intent,  except  in  the  manner  of  payment,  to 
make  the  obi  i jiration  a  several  one.     Certainl}* 
the  subscribers  did  not  so  understand  it,  for 
the  repudiation  and  renouncement  relied  up- 
on by  defendant  were  by  means  of  a  motion 
made  and  carried  at  a  meeting  held  by  them, 
a  majority  of  all  being  present,  but  less  than 
a  majority  of  all  voting  in  favor  of   thu 
motion.  We  are  therefore  of  the  opinion  that, 
while  the  obligation  to  pay  was  several  and 
independent,  the  subscribers  jointly  shared 
the  burden,  and  were  united  in  interest  in  al  1 
other  respects.     Taken  as  a  whole,  the  instru- 
ment was  of  a  very  peculiar  character,    and 
evidently,  until  a  stock  company  was  formed, 
(and  it  was  agreed  that  this  should  be  done 
when  the  full  amount  of   the  subscriptions 
had  been  obtained,)  it  was  not  intend^  that 
even  a  majority  should  go  vera  or  control.     It 
follows  that  unanimous  consent  would  have 
to  be  secured  before  the  contract  could  be  re- 
pudiated and  renounced.     But,  if  the  obliga- 
tion to  pay  had  been  joint,  instead  of  several, 
thus  making  the  contract  joint  in  all   par- 
ticulars, it  IS  difficult  to  see  by  what  au- 
thority one  or  more  of  the  subscribers  could 
repudiate  for  all ;  the  inevitable  result  being^ 
to  change  the  relations  existing  between  the 
contracting  parties.     There  is  nothing  in  the 
relation  oi   joint  debtors   from  which    au- 
thority or  agency  to  alter  or  extend  a  liability 
can  be  inferred.     With  simple  joint  con- 
tractors, neither  is  the  agent  of  the  other,  and 
their  individual  liability  is  not  to  be   ex- 
tended beyond  their  own  act«  and  coutract-s. 
Non  can  an  agency  or  authority  be  interred 
because  of  the  ioint  relations  or  united    in- 
terests assumed  by  the  signers  concerning 
other  matters  of  the  contract ;   for  Instance, 
the  agreement  to  form  a  stock  company    for 
the  management  of  the  factory  when  the  sub- 
scription   should    be    complete.     The    con- 
clusion heretofore  reached  in  respect  to   the 
effect  of  the  action  at  the  meeting  was    er- 
roneous, but  this  fact  will  not  change    the 
result.    A  new  trial  must  be  had,  because  the 
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court  below  failed  to  submit  to  the  Jury  the 
question  presented  by  the  testimony  as  to 
fraudulent  representation  and  concealment, 
made  when  the  defendant  signed  the  con* 
tTHCi,  by  plaintiff,  who  was  then  actine  as 
agent  for  Davis  &  Rankin.  The  defendant 
was  a  foreigner,  and  unable  to  read  the  Eng- 
lish language.  The  plaintiff  went  to  his 
house  with  the  contract  fully  completed,  and 
already  signed  by  others.  It  was  in  trip- 
licate form,  containing  conditions  that  have 
caused  the  courts  considerable  trouble,  as 
witness  the  cases  heretofore  referred  to  in 
which  these  contracts  have  demanded  inter- 
pretation. It  is  conceded  that  the  defendant 
couid  not  and  did  not  read  the  skillfully 


drawn  document,  nor  was  it  read  to  him.  The 
plaintiff  pretended  to  explain  its  terms,  and 
the  testimony  tends  to  show  that  material 
facts  were  misrepresented  and  false  impres- 
sions produced,  in  order  to  secure  his  sig- 
nature. It  is  true  that  the  effect  of  his  testi- 
mony as  to  what  actually  occurred,  what  was 
said  and  done  when  the  plaintiff  prevailed 
upon  him  to  sign,  was  somewhat  weakened 
by  admissions,  the  result  of  a  skillful  cross- 
examination,  no  doubt,  but  there  was  still  an 
issue  between  the  parties  on  this  question, 
which  should  have  gone  to  the  ]ury. 

We  adhere  to  the  conclusion  that  a  Tieto  trial 
must  be  had. 
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1.  A  warrmnt  in  the  hiwda  of  a  mar»bal 
or  aberUr  will  not  Jtulfiy  »  deputy, 

who  does  act  have  poooooBion  of  It  in  nuUdn^  an 
arrest,  where  the  statutes  require  the  warrant  to 
be  exhibited  on  request  to  the  person  arrested. 

2.  UnbiUty  for  an  nnlnwftil  arrest  and 
detention  does  not  ezlet  merely  because 
the  offloer  who  made  it  did  not  have  a  warrant 
therefor  in  his  possesBloo,  if  such  warrant  had 
been  iasoed  and  no  hurt  resulted  to  the  accused 
beoanse  of  the  fact  that  the  offloer  did  not  have 
the  warrant. 

(October  as,  laoa) 

ERROR  to  the  Court  of  Civil  Appeals  for 
the  Second  Supreme  Judicial  District  to 
review  a  Judgment  affirming  a  Judgment  of 
the  District  Court  for  Palo  Pinto  County  in 
favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  s'ction  brought  to  re- 
cover damages  for  alleged  false  imprisonment. 
Rfrermd. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  A.  T.  Watts  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr.  B«  G»  Bidwell,  for  defendant  in  er- 
ror: 

A  warrant  for  the  arrest  of  appellee  being  in 
Pallas,  Texas,  did  not  authorize  his  arrest  in 
Psk)  Pinto  Ck>unty,  Texas,  by  deputies  who 
did  not  have  the  warrant  with  them  when  the 
arrest  was  made,  and  the  fact  that  he  was  told 
that  such  a  warrant  had  been  issued  will  not 
defeat  his  action  for  an  illegal  arrest. 

Tex.  Code  Crim.  Proc.  arts.  236, 281;  John- 
'iou  V.  8iaU,  5  Tex.  App.  48;  Alford  v.  State, 
^  Tex.  App.  545 ;  PraU  v.  Brtnon,  80  Tex. 
*><;  Harris  v.  LaaiwOU,  N.  0.  A  T.  R.  Co.  86 
Fed.  Rep.  116;  1  Am.  &  Eng.  Encyclop.  Law, 
740,  note  1;   Samereille  v.  RiehardB,  87  Mich. 


209;  Qriffln  y.  Coleman,  4  Hurlst.  &  N.  265; 
Brushaber  v.  Stegemann,  22  Mich.  266;  PikeY. 
Hanson,  9  N.  H.  491;  Cooley,  Torts,  169,  title 
False  Imprisonment;  Bath  y.  Metealf,  146 
Mass.  274. 

If  the  officer  had  authority  to  arrest  Arnold 
without  a  warrant,  it  was  then  clearly  his  duty 
to  take  him  before  the  nearest  justice  of  the 
peace  or  other  officer  named  m  the  United 
States  statutes.  This  was  not  done,  but  Ar- 
nold was  denied  the  riffht  to  ffive  bail  at  home, 
and  was  carried  to  Diulas  and  there  placed  in 
jail  as  a  common  felon.  If  the  original  arrest 
was  wrongful  those  who  made  it  are  answer- 
able to  Arnold  for  his  subsequent  detention. 

Bath  V.  Metealf,  supra. 

It  cannot  be  contended  that  Arnold  cannot 
now  recover  for  a  wrongful  arrest  because  he 
did  not  resist  the  officers. 

Ha^^ris  y.  Louisville,  N.  0.  A  T.  R.  Co., 
and  Cooley.  Torts,  supra. 

This  is  a  suit  for  false  imprisonment,  which 
is  very  different  from  one  for  malicious  prose- 
cuti6n. 

Neall  v.  Hart,  115  Pa.  847;  Byam  y.  Collins, 
2  L.  R.  A.  129,  111  N.Y.  148;  (Mterv.  Ixnoer, 
85  Ind.  286,  9  Am.  Rep  785. 

PlaintifiF  sues  for  actual  damages  alone;  pain 
and  mental  anxiety  and  suffering  are  such. 

Stuart  V.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  66  Tex.  580, 
59  Am.  Rep.  628;  Beckwith  v.  Bean,  98  U.  S. 
266,  25  L.  ed.  124. 

That  Cabell  acted  in  good  faith  in  making 
an  affidavit  for  a  warrant  cannot  prejudice  the 
rights  of  Arnold.  There  is  no  mitigation  of 
actual  damages. 

Ross  V.  Leffgett,  61  Mich.  445;  1  Suther 
land.  Damages,  227;  Leiois  v.  Leuns,  9  Ind. 
105;  Beckwith  v.  Bean,  supra. 

Stayton*  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

W.  L.  Cabell,  as  United  States  marshal, 
held  a  valid  warrant  authorizing  the  arrest 


NoTB.— llie  above  decision  points  out  a  very 
notable  distinction  in  denjingr  civil  liability  f of  an 
armt  without  exiiibitlnff  the  warrant  therefor 
vbidi  had  in  fact  been  issued  while  admitting  the 
iUegalitj  of  such  arrest. 
^LuR  A. 


For  riflrht  to  resist  illegal  arrest,  see  rwte  to  State 
V.  Hunter  (N.  C.)  8  L.  R.  A.  529. 

For  note  on  right  to  enter  dwellings  to  make  ar> 
rest,  see  Delaf  orte  v.  State  (N.  J.)  16  L.  B.  A.  600. 
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of  H.  D.  Arnold,  on  a  charge  of  felony,  un- 
der the  laws  of  the  United  States.  That 
warrant  was  issued  by  a  commissioner  at 
Dallas,  and  delivered  to  Cabell,  who  re- 
mained in  Dallas,  and  retained  the  warrant, 
but,  by  telegram,  directed  one  of  his  deputies 
to  ffo  to  Palo  Pinto  county,  and  arrest  Arnold 
ana  others  named  in  the  warrant.  The  dep- 
uty and  a  special  dei>uty  made  the  arrest  in 
Palo  Pinto  county  without  any  warrant  be- 
ing in  their  possession,  authorizinff  the  ar- 
rest, and  conveyed  Aniold  from  Uie  place 
where  arrested  to  Dallas,  and  there  delivered 
him  to  the  marshal.  Aniold  was  confined  in 
jail  one  night,  and  then  brought  before  the 
commissioner,  by  whom  he  was  admitted  to 
bail  until  final  examination,  upon  which, 
after  considerable  delav,  he  was  discharged. 
This  action  was  brought  against  Cabell  and 
the  sureties  on  his  official  bond  to  recover 
damages  for  false  imprisonment,  based  on  the 
proposition  that  the  arrest  and  detention  un- 
til Arnold  was  placed  under  the  control  of 
the  marshal  were  illegal,  because  the  depu- 
ties had  not  the  writ  in  their  possession  at 
the  time  the  arrest  was  made,  nor  during  the 
journey  to  Dallas.  The  jury  were  instructed 
that  the  arrest  and  detention  by  the  deputies 
without  havipg  the  warrant  in  their  posses- 
sion were  illegal,  and  that  Arnold  was  en- 
titled to  recover  for  the  arrest  and  detention 
until  he  was  delivered  to  the  marshal,  at 
Dallas;  and,  under  this  instruction,  verdict 
and  judgment  went  in  his  favor.  On  appeal 
the  same  ruling?  was  made  bv  the  court  of 
civil  appeals,  and  from  that  oecision  writ  of 
error  is  now  prosecuted. 

The  arrest  add  detention  all  occurred  with- 
in the  district  within  which  Cabell  was  mar- 
shal, and  the  material  facts  transpiring  at 
the  time  are  thus  stated  by  Amola :  "^  Sisk 
Tone  of  the  deputies]  then  told  me  that  they 
wanted  me  to  ffo  to  Dallas,  Tex.  ;  that  Gen. 
Cabell  had  telegraphed  him  to  arrest  me. 
They  then  told  me  that  they^  would  have  to 
carry  me.  I  asked  them  if  they  had  any 
papers  for  my  arrest.  Sisk  said  he  had  none. 
They  did  not  show  me  any.  but  Sisk  said 
there  were  some  at  Dallas  for  me.  Gcrrin 
[the  other  deputy]  said,  later  on,  that,  if  or- 
dered by  Cabell,  he  would  arrest  one  as  quick 
without  a  warrant  as  with  one.  I  told  them 
I  had  to  go  by  home.  They  carried  me  by 
home,  and  I  got  my  clothes.  I  did  not  re- 
sist arrest.  They  carried  me  to  Weatherford, 
and  carried  me  to  Dallas."  No  facts  are 
shown  which  would  have  justified  the  arrest 
of  Arnold  without  the  issuance  of  a  warrant, 
and  we  have  the  question  whether,  when  a 
lawful  warrant  has  been  issued,  and  placed 
in  the  hands  of  a  marshal  or  sheriff,  his  dep- 
uty may  make  an  arrest  without  having  the 
warrant  in  his  possession  at  the  time,  with- 
out subjecting  his  principal  to  liability  in 
a  civil  action  Drought  by  the  person  arrested. 
The  determination  of  this  question  must  de- 
pend upon  the  laws  in  force  in  this  state, 
prescribing  the  powers  and  duties  of  sheriffs 
and  their  deputies.     U.  S.  Rev.  Stot.  §  788. 

The  sufficiency  of  the  warrant  that  went 
into  the  hands  of  the  marshal  is  not  ques- 
tioned, and  the  statutes  bearing  od  the  ques- 
tion of  its  proper  execution  provide  that  all 
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reasonable  means  are  permitted  to  be  used  to 
effect  it;  that  no  greater  force  shall  be  used 
than  is  necessary  to  secure  the  arrest  and  de- 
tention Of  the  accused  ;  and  that  **  in  execut- 
ing a  warrant  of  arrest  it  shall  always  be 
made  known  to  the  person  accused  under 
what  authority  the  arrest  is  made,  and  if  re- 
quested the  warrant  siiall  be  exhibited  to 
him."  Code  Crim.  Proc.  arts.  255,  257. 
When  the  Code  of  Criminal  Procedure  fails 
to  provide  a  rule  of  procedure  in  any  partic- 
ular state  of  case  which  may  arise,  the  rules 
of  the  common  law  must  be  applied,  and 
govern.     Code  Crim.  Proc.  art.  27. 

It  will  not  be  questioned  that  the  deputies 
had  the  same  authority  to  arrest  as  would 
have  had  the  marshal,  under  the  same  cir- 
cumstances. It  has  been  held  in  England, 
and  in  some  of  the  courts  of  this  country, 
that  a  person  may  use  necessary  force  to  re- 
sist arrest,  in  a  case  in  which  a  warrant  is 
necessary  to  authorize  it,  unless  the  officer, 
at  the  place  and  time  he  attempts  to  make 
the  arrest,  has  the  warrant  in  his  possession, 
and  that  such  violence  towards  the  officer 
will  not  constitute  a  battery,  or  other  like 
offense,  and,  further,  that  the  absence  of  the 
warrant  may  affect  the  RT&de  of  offense  com- 
mitted by  violent  resistance  resulting?  in  tbe- 
death  of  the  offit«r.  OcUliard  v.  LaxUm^  9- 
Cox,  C.  C.  127 ;  Codd  v.  Cdbe,  L.  R.  1  Exch. 
Div.  852;  Reg.  v.  Chapman,  12  Cox,  C.  C. 
4 ;  PwpU  V.  McLean,  71  Mich.  809 ;  Webb  v. 
StaU,  51  N.  J.  L.  189. 

In  those  cases,  warrants  existed  which 
would  have  authorized  an  arrest.  In  crimes- 
such  as  assault,  battery,  or  homicide,  tlie 
animus  with  which  the  act  is  done  becomes 
an  element  of  the  offense :  and  it  may  very 
properly  be  held,  where  the  arrest  of  a  per- 
son is  attempted  without  warrant,  in  a  case 
in  which  warrant  is  necessary,  that  resistance 
was  under  the  belief  that  the  act  was  an  un- 
authorized interference  with  right  to  personal 
liberty,  which  every  person  has  the  right  to 
resist  by  the  use  of  such  force  as  is  necessary. 
In  such  cases  the  existence  of  the  writ,  if  not 
present,  ought  not  to  deprive  the  person  re- 
sisting arrest  of  the  right  to  act  and  base  his 
belief  upon  the  facts  as  they  then  appeared 
to  him,  and  to  have  his  intent,  .upon  being 
charged  with  crime,  determined  thereby' 
The  cases  referred  to,  in  general  terms,  de- 
clare arrest  illegal,  in  cases  in  which  warrant 
is  necessary,  unless  the  warrant  be  in  the 
possession  of  the  officer  at  time  and  place  of 
arrest;  but  they  were  all  criminal  cases,  in 
which  the  animus  of  the  party  resisting  was 
a  vital  question.  It  ought  not  to  be  denied 
that  the  law  contemplates  that  the  warrant 
directing  the  arrest  of  a  person  charged  with 
crime  will  be  in  the  possession  of  the  officer 
when  he  makes  an  arrest  under  it,  for  he  is 
required  to  exhibit  it,  if  called  upon  to  do 
so ;  and  this  is  based  on  a  wise  public  policy, 
one  purpose  of  which  is  that  the  officer  may 
have  to  exhibit  such  evidence  of  his  autbor- 
\ij  to  make  the  arrest  as  will  be  deemed  suf- 
ficient to  take  from  the  person  whose  arrest 
is  commanded  all  right  to  (question  the  au- 
thority of  the  officer.  Does  it,  however,  f ol  • 
low  from  this  that  the  absence  of  the  warrant 
at  the  time  and  place  of  arrest,  if  in  fact  a. 
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yalid  warrant  was  in  possession  of  the  ofl9cer 
commanding  him  to  make  the  arrest  will 
entitle  the  person  arrested  to  maintain  a  civil 
action  as  for  trespass  or  false  imprisonment? 
The  correct  answer  to  this  must  aepend  upon 
a  determination  of  the  facts  which  confer 
authority  on  an  officer  to  arrest  a  person 
charged  with  crime,  for,  if  the  authority 
existe,  an  irregular  exercise  of  it  cannot  give 
cause  for  civil  action,  unless  that  irregular- 
ity or  mode  of  execution  be  of  a  character  to 
work  loss  or  deprivation  of  freedom  of  action 
to  the  person  arrested,  which  would  not  have 
followed  arrest  in  every  respect  regular. 
Wlien  it  is  said  that  arrest  may  be  made 
without  warrant,  it  is  meant  that  the  issuance 
of  warrant  is  unnecessary ;  but,  as  no  facts 
are  shown  to  have  ei^isted  that  would  have 
authorized  the  arrest  of  Arnold  without  war- 
rant, it  is  unnecessary  to  inquire  when  such 
arrests  may  be  made. 

The  first  fact  necessary  to  confer  authority 
on  a  sheriff,  or  officer  of  like  powers,  in  a 
case  in  which  warrant  is  necessary,  is  the 
existence  of  a  warrant,  issued  by  some  mag- 
istrate or  court  having  power  under  the  law 
to  issue  it,  commanding  him  to  make  the 
arrest.  If  the  warrant  be  issued  by  such 
magistrate  or  tribunal,  and  be  in  the  form 
I»cscribed  by  law,  so  far  as  the  officer  is  con- 
cerned to  whom  it  is  directed,  it  must  be 
treated  as  conclusive  evidence  that  the  ore* 
liminary  facts  were  shown  which  authorized 
it  to  issue.  The  next  step  is  the  delivery  of 
the  warrant  to  the  person  who  is  commanded 
to  execute  it,  and,  when  so  delivered,  the 
officer's  obligation,  and  dutv  to  obey  its 
command,  become  fixed,  and  it  is  clear  that 
authority  to  do  the  act  commanded  must  co- 
exist with  the  obligation  or  duty.  These 
are  the  essentials  which  confer  on  a  sheriff, 
or  like  officer,  the  authority  to  arrest  on  war- 
lant,  and  so  long  as  they  continue  operative 
the  authority  must  exist.  The  manner  and 
circumstances  of  execution  relate  not  to  the 
authority,  unless  expressly  or  by  necessary 
intendment  nutde  to;  and,  if  the  law  pre- 
scribes the  modes  of  execution,  this  is  either 
to  secure  the  execution  of  the  process,  or  to 
|nard  the  person  whose  arrest  is  commanded 
nom  unnecessary  annoyance  or  oppression, 
sod  a  departure  in  this  respect  ought  not  to 
affect  the  question  of  authority.  But  if  legal 
injury  results  to  the  person  arrested,  through 
departure  from  the  procedure  prescribed,  this 
would  give  ground  for  civil  action ;  but  no 
legal  injury  could  result  if  the  officer,  act- 
iog  within  the  territory  to  which  his  duties 
p^tain,  uses  no  more  force  in  executing  a 
▼slid  warrant  than  is  necessary,  and  in  other 
respects  obevs  tihe  writ.  If  an  officer  uses 
more  force  than  is  necessary  to  arrest  and  de- 
tain, be  becomes  civilly  liable,  in  so  far  as 
voaJd  any  other  wrongdoer;  and  if  he  re- 
vises to  exhibit  the  warrant,  when  called 
opon  to  do  so,  or  to  make  known  under  what 
aotfaority  he  assumes  the  right  to  arrest,  he 
may  theieby  forfeit  the  right  he  would  otlier- 
wise  have  to  compensation  for  hurt  received 
br  force,  and  in  resiating  arrest.  State  v. 
Pkinnev,  i2  Me.  990.  If  a  person  arrested 
sboald  ask  a  coart  to  discharge  him  on  the 

32LR.A. 


ground  that  more  force  was  used  than  neces- 
sary to  arrest  and  detain  him,  on  the  ground 
that  he  was  not  informed  at  time  of  arrest  of 
tho  authority  under  which  the  officer  was 
acting,  or  that  the  warrant  was  not  exhibited 
to  him  on  demand,  no  court  would  discharge 
him,  if  it  appeared  that  the  arrest  was  maide 
under  a  valia  warrant  delivered  to  an  officer 
authorized  to  execute  it,  who,  in  person  or 
by  deputy,  had  made  the  arrest.  This  would 
follow  because  the  arrest  and  detention  would 
be  under  the  authority  of  law,  and  therefore 
legal.  "If  the  officer  expressly  declare  that 
he  arrests  under  an  illegal  precept  and  on 
that  only,  yet  he  is  not  guilty  of  false  im- 
prisonment, if  he  had  at  the  time  a  legal 
one ;  for  the  lawfulness  of  the  arrest  does  not 
depend  on  what  he  says,  but  what  he  has. 
State  V.  Kirbj/y  24  N.  C.  201 ;  State  v.  Elrod. 
28  N.  C.  250.  Undoubtedly,  if  the  jailer  had 
discharged  the  plaintiff,  the  sheriff  would 
have  been  liable  for  an  escape  on  Jones'  ex- 
ecution ;  for  the  jailer  is  the  sheriff's  deputy, 
and  bound  to  take  notice  of  the  wriis  in  the 
hands  of  his  superior,  and  a  detention  by  the 
jailer  is  justified,  if  one  by  the  sheriff  him- 
self would  have  been,  by  the  same  process.  '*' 
Meeds  v.  Carver,  80  N.  C.  298.  The  same 
rule  as  to  legality  of  arrest  was  asserted  by 
Lord  Holt  in  Qrentille  v.  CoUege  of  PhyM- 
eiana,  12  Mod.  886. 

In  the  case  before  us,  it  is  not  shown  that 
any  act  was  done  in  arresting  and  detaining 
the  plaintiff  that  would  not  have  been  strictly 
lawful  had  the  warrant  been  in  the  posses- 
sion of  the  deputies  at  time  and  place  of  ar- 
rest, nor  does  it  appear  that  plaintiff  suffered 
any  loss,  indignity,  inconvenience,  or  dep- 
rivation of  freedom  which  he  would  not 
have  suffered,  had  the  warrant  then  been  in 
their  hands,  and  every  step  in  the  procedure 
contemplated  by  the  statute  strictly  fol- 
lowed ;  under  such  circumstances  we  are  of 
opinion  that  the  charge  of  the  court,  to  the 
effect  that  the  warrant  did  not  justify  the 
arrest  unless  it  was  in  possession  of  the  dep- 
uties at  time  and  place  of  arrest,  was  errone- 
ous. Authority  to  make  the  arrest  existing, 
the  manner  in  which  that  power  was  exer- 
cised ought  not  to  be  held  ground  for  civil 
action,  unless  therefrom  hurt  resulted  to 
plaintiff,  which  would  not  necessarily  have 
followed,  had  the  exact  procedure  contem- 
plated by  the  statute  been  pursued.  Only 
one  case  has  been  found  in  which  the  rulings 
made  in  this  case  were  sustained  in  a  civil 
action  based  on  like  facts.  Such  seems  to- 
have  been  the  ruling  of  the  court  of  errors 
and  appeals  of  New  Jersey  in  the  case  of 
SmWi  V.  Clark,  58  N.  J.  L.  197 ;  but  the  au- 
thorities cited  in  that  case  all  had  application 
to  the  question  that  arises  in  a  criminal  cnse. 
where  a  person  is  charged  with  assault,  as- 
sault and  battery,  or  homicide  growing  out 
of  force  in  resisting  arrest,  which  are  not 
believed  to  be  applicable  to  this  case. 

For  the  errors  in  the  charge  of  the  court. 
ihehidgmente  of  tlie  Distriet  Court  and  Court 
of  Civil  Appeals  will  be  reversed,  and  the  causf" 
remanded. 

It  is  so  ordered. 
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CONNECTICUT  SUPREME   COURT  OP  ERRORS. 


Re  James  8.  BARBER'S  ESTATE. 
Conn ) 

1.  It  is  reversible  error  to  instmet  the 
jnrjr  in  »  proceedlni^  toestablisha  will 

that  if  from  the  wbole  evldenoe  **it  is  left  uncer- 
tain whether  or  not  the  testator  was  of  sound 
mind,  then  it  Is  left  uncertain  whether  a  person 
of  HOund  miad«  within  the  meaning  of  our  stat- 
ute, has  made  the  will,  and  the  will  should  npt 
be  sustained,'*  although  preceded  by  an  inti- 
mation that  the  proponent  has  the  burden  of 
establishing  the  will  by  only  a  fair  preponder- 
ance of  evidence  and  followed  by  a  statement 
that  to  defeat  the  will  because  of  insane  delusions 
they  should  be  established  by  a  **fair  preponder- 
ance of  evidence." 

4B«  Although  the  burden  is  on  the  pro- 
ponents of  »  will  to  establish  the  san- 
ity of  the  testator*  yet,  after  favorable  tes- 
timony by  the  attesting  witnesses,  to  defeat  the 
will  the  testimony  of  contestants  must  so  tBX 
overcome  that  of  proponents  as  to  neutralize  the 
effect  of  the  legal  presumption  of  sanity. 

3.  To  instruct  the  jury  that  the  burden 
is  on  the  proponents  of  a  will  to  estab- 
lish the  testator's  sanity  and  that  they  must  fail 
if  at  the  close  of  the  evidence  the  '^scales  stand 
evenly  balanced"  without  lostructing  as  to  the 
legal  presumption  of  sanity,  is  reversible  error. 

•4.  The  Ikct  that  many  persons  after 
conversing  with  a  testator  and  ob- 
serving his  conduct  believed  him  to  be 
insane  is  not  a  proper  one  upon  which  to  base 
a  hypothetical  question  to  an  expert  as  to  his 
capacity  to  form  an  opinion  regarding  testator^s 
sanity,— at  least  if  the  conversations  aad  descrip- 
tions of  conduct  are  not  stated;  nor  is  the  fact 
that  persons  who  observed  his  conduct  advised 
his  wife  that  it  was  unsafe  for  her  to  remain 
alone  with  him. 

4(.  In  a  hypothetical  question  to  an  ex- 
pert as  to  his  capacity  to  form  an 
opinion  rei^ardinir  the  sanity  of  a  tes- 
tator attacked  because  of  an  insane  delusion  as 
to  the  illegitimacy  of  his  children,  which  is  based 
on  their  being  disinherited,  the  true  value  of  the 
estate  and  the  amount  given  the  children  should 
be  stated,  and  not  the  Inventory  valij^ADd  the 
counsers  statement  that  the  child ren^share  was 
'Mnconsiderablo"  and  amounted  to  '^practical  dis- 
inheritance." 

^«  After  enumerating^  a  great  number 
of  ikcts  as  the  basis  for  a  hypothetS^al 
question  to  an  expert  it  is  improper  to  incor- 
porate the  entire  testimony  of  a  witness  without 
stating  It  to  be  considered  *in  connection  with" 
the  other  facts  and  propositions  named. 

7*  A  hypothetical  question  to  an  expert 
witness  testifying^  to  a  person's  mental 
condition  about  which  he  has  no  personal 
knowledge  is  Improper,  if  it  fails  to  present  facts, 
which  It  includes,  in  their  Just  and  true  relation 
and  causes  them  to  appear  In  one  that  Is  untrue 
and  unjust. 

8.  An  appeal  from,  a  probate  decree 
approTingf  or  disapprovingian  alleged 


will  is  not  an  ''action  by  or  against  the 
representatives  of  a  deceased  person"  within  the 
meaning  of  Cton.  Stat^  S 1004,  making  memoranda 
in  his  books  evidence  of  the  fftots  therein  stated 
in  such  actions. 
0.  A  large  number  of  letters  alleged  to 
have  called  forth  letters*  copies  of 
which  in  a  testator's  letter  book  have 
been  admitted  on  the  questibn  of  bis  mental 
capacity  should  not  be  laid  in  a  mass  before  the 
Jury  unread,  for  them  to  examine  or  not  as  they 
should  feel  Inclined;  but  absence  of  proof  of  au- 
thenticity, that  they  were  received  in  due  oourae 
of  mail,  or  of  any  offer  to  produce  their  authors 
for  examination,  is  not  ground  for  rejecting 
them  if  they  were  found  among  testator^s  papers 
with  his  memoranda  on  them. 

(October  2&,  1886.) 

APPEAL  by  proponents  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Superior  Court  for  Hartford  County 
setting  aside  a  will  which  had  been  admitted 
to  probate  by  the  Probate  Court  for  the  Dis- 
trict of  East  Windsor.     Reversed, 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  W.  C.  ft  W.  S.  Case*  for  appel- 
lants: 

In  actions  by  or  against  the  representatives 
of  deceased  persons,  the  entries,  memoranda, 
and  declarations  of  the  deceased  relevant  to 
the  matter  in  issue  may  be  received  as  evi- 
dence. 

Gen.  Stat.  §  1094. 

This  is  an  action/ 

It  is  an  action  by  or  against  the  representa- 
tives of  deceased  persons. 

Fixley  v.  Ekidp,  56  Conn.  388. 

The  expert  must  know  from  the  question  it- 
self just  what  the  evidence  truly  shows,  «.  e., 
upon  the  assumptions  of  the  questioner,  or  his 
answer  is  valueless. 

Those  interested  in  his  answer  must  know 
from  the  question  itself  what  the  expert  is  be- 
lieving to  be  the  state  of  facts,  in  other  words, 
what  the  evidence  truly  shows,  or  the  answer 
is  valueless. 

Garpeiiter  v.  Blake,  2  Lans.  306;  Reynolds  v. 
Robinson,  64  N.  Y.  595;  Seymour  v,  FeUotcs,  77 
N.  Y.  178;  Guiterman  v.  Liverpool,  N,  T.  <fc  P. 
8.  8.  Co,  88  N.  Y.  858;  CowUy  v.  PtopU,  83  N. 
Y.  470, 88  Am.  Rep.  464;  Dilleber  v.  Home  L. 
Ins,  Co,  87  N.  Y.  83. 

In  order  properly  to  form  an  opinion,  the 
witness  should  have  had  full  information  as  to 
the  ascertained  or  supposed  state  of  facts  upon 
which  his  opinion  is  based.  He  cx)uld  not  be 
called  upon  to  determine  the  truth  of  the  facts 
sworn  to  before  giving  such  opinion.  It  is 
not  his  province  to  draw  inferences  from  the 
evidence  of  other  witnesses,  or  to  take  in  such 
facts  as  he  can  recollect,  and  thus  form  an 
opinion. 

Guiterman  v.  Liverpool,  N,  T.  <fe  P,  8,  8,  Co. 
supra. 

What  is  ''testamentary  capacity"  in  this 
state? 

The  court  in  Dunham's  App,,  27  Conn.  207, 


Note.— The  subject  of  burden  of  1  proof  as  to  a 
testator^s  oompetency  which  Is  very  fully  oonsld- 
•ered  In  the  above  case  Is  exhaustively  annotated 
with  the  case  of  Preotis  v.  Bates  (Mich.)  17  L.  R.  A. 
«2  L.  R  A. 


494,  which  is  somewhat  out  of  harmony  with  the 
weiirht  of  authority  shown  by  that  note  andreln- 
forced  in  the  main  by  the  case  above. 
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sajs:  "The  proper  inquiry  in  such  cases  is, 
Has  the  testator  mind  enough  to  know  and  ap- 
preciate his  relations  to  the  natural  objects  of 
his  bounty,  and  the  character  and  effect  of  the 
dispositions  of  his  will?  If  he  has,  then  he 
has  a  sound  and  disposing  mind  and  memory, 
although  his  mind  may  not  he  entirely  unim- 

In  ik.  Leger's  App.,  34  Conn.  449,  91  Am. 
Dec.  739,  the  court  said:  "It  was  not  neces- 
saiy  that  the  testator  should  have  been  capable 
of  transacting  business  generally,  but  that  he 
had  sufficient  capacity  to  make  a  will  if  he 
understood  the  business  in  which  he  was  en- 
gaged and  the  elements  of  it,  namely,  if  he 
recollected  and  understood,  or  in  other  words, 
comprehended,  the  nature  and  condition  of  his 
property,  the  persons  who  were  or  should  be 
the  oatural  objects  of  his  bounty,  and  his  rela- 
tion to  them,  Uie  manner  in  which  he  wished 
to  distribute  it  among  or  withhold  it  from 
them,  and  the  scope  and  bearing  of  tlie  pro- 
visions of  the  will  he  was  making." 

The  rule  is  thus  stated  in  Richmond^ 9  App., 
59  Conn.  245:  "The  law  merely  requires  that 
the  testator  should  be  possessed  of  sufficient  in- 
telligence and  memory  to  fairly  and  rationallpr 
know  and  comprehend  the  effect  of  what  he  is 
doing,  and  the  nature  and  conditions  of  his 
property,  to  understand  who  are  or  should  be 
the  natural  objects  of  his  bounty,  and  his  re- 
lations to  them,  the  manner  in  which  he  wishes 
to  distribute  it  among  or  withhold  it  from 
them,  and  the  scope  and  bearing  of  the  pro- 
TisioDs  of  the  will  he  is  making." 

In  GoTntUtek  y.  Eadlyme  Bed.  Soc.,  8  Conn. 
261, 20  Am.  Dec.  100,  the  court  says:  "Those 
who  claim  under  the  will  must  take  upon 
themselves  the  burden  of  proof;  and  they 
must  not  only  prove  that  the  will  was  formally 
executed,  but  that  the  testator  was  of  sound 
and  disposing  mind.  And  where  there  is  ne- 
cessity for  any  proof  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tiff he  ought  to  begin." 

In  Knoae's  App.,  26  Conn.  22,  the  court  states 
that  without  some  evidence  of  capacity  the  law 
did  not  presume  it,  as  in  the  ordinary  case  of 
a  party  who  executes  a  deed  or  other  contract. 

Without  what  evidence  of  capacity  ?  With- 
out a  preponderance  of  evidence  on  the  whole 
case?  Clearly  not,  or  the  court  would  have 
so  stated — nor  would  it  have  recognized  a  pre- 
sumption of  the  law  unless  such  presumption 
exists. 

There  is  but  one  thinff  that  this  phrase  can 
meim,  and  that  is,  that  ue  proponents  must  at 
the  outset  introduce  their  *  'statutory  evidence" 
upon  the  statutory  requirements,  and  this  hav- 
ing been  done,  the  presumption  of  law  is  es- 
tabUsbed,  and  the  burden  of  proof  shifts  to 
those  who  assail  the  will. 

DenUon's  App.  29  Conn.  408;  Field* 8 
App.  36  Conn.  277;  Dale's  App.  57  Conn.  182; 
LieingUan's  App,  6»  Conn.  74. 

In  one  sense  there  is  no  limit  to  the  latitude 
which  the  law  gives  a  testator  in  the  disposi- 
tion of  his  property.  He  may  dispose  of  it  by 
wHl,  and  the  law  concerns  itself  no  farther 
than  this.  It  is  not  therefore  from  the  pro- 
tons of  the  will  itself  that  the  question  of 
<apaeity  is  or  can  be  determined,  however  ap- 
parently unjust  or  absurd  they  may  appear, 
but  it  is  from  a  consideration  of  the  testator's 
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reasons  and  motives  taken  in  connection 
with  them,  for  it  must  be  remembered  that 
testamentary  capacity  is  evidenced  as  well  by 
withholding  as  it  is  by  giving. 

St.  Lepers  App.  supra. 

Mr.  John  Lu  Hanter  also  for  appellants. 

Messrs.  Clutrles  H.  Briscoe*  Arthur  F. 
EgrerldBton,  and  Willi»m  J.  HeConTille, 

foi*  ftp  tlfll  P€*S  * 

In  Ca^  v.  People,  83  N.  Y.  470,  88  Am. 
Rep.  464,  the  court  said:  'The  claim  is  that 
a  hypothetical  question  mav  not  be  put  to  an 
expert  unless  it  states  the  facts  as  they  exist. 
It  is  manifest,  if  this  is  the  rule,  that  in  a  trial 
where  there  is  a  dispute  as  to  the  facts,  which 
can  be  settled  only  by  the  jury,  there  would  be 
no  room  for  a  hypothetical  question.  The 
very  meaning  of  toe  word  is  that  it  supposes, 
assumes  something  for  the  time  being.  Each 
side,  in  an  issue  or  fact,  has  its  theory  of  what 
is  the  true  state  of  the  facts,  and  assumes  that 
it  can  prove  it  to  be  so,  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  jury;  and  so  assuming,  shapes  hypothetical 
questions  to  experts  accordingly.  And  such  is 
the  correct  practice." 

It  is  only  required  that  the  testimony  should 
tend  to  establish  every  supposed  fact  embraced 
in  the  question. 

Rogers,  Expert  Testimony,  p.  40,  and  cases 
cited. 

Such  a  question  is  not  improper  because  it 
includes  part  of  the  facts  in  evidence. 

Stearns  v.  Field,  90  N.  Y.  640;  Filer  v.  New 
Tark  Cent.  B.  Co.  49  N.  Y.  42.  10  Am.  Rep. 
827;  Hartnett  v.  Qarvey,  66  N.  Y.  641;  Rogers, 
Expert  Testimonv,  p.  40;  Mercer  v.  Vose,  67 
N.  Y.  56;  Woodiury  v.  Obear,  7  Gray.  471; 
1  Rice,  £v.  pp.  849,  850,  and  cases  cited;  Bora- 
hack  V.  Pennsylvania  Co.  58  Conn.  292. 

When  the  memoranda  and  the  diaries  were 
permitted  to  go  to  the  jury  as  evidence  on  the 
ouestion  of  sanity,  they  went  to  the  iury  for 
the  only  purpose  for  which  they  could  go,  the 
issue  of  sanity  being  the  only  issue  to  which 
tbo  evidence  m  the  cause  is  directed. 

St  Tiger's  App.  84  Conn.  447,  91  Am.  Dec. 
735;  Licingslon*8  App.  68  Conn.  68. 

The  written  memoranda  of  the  testator  stand 
upon  the  same  footing  with  his  oral  declara- 
tions, and  may  be  introduced  in  eyidence  for 
the  same  reasons  and  for  none  other  than  his 
oral  declarations. 

Shailer  v.  Bumstead,  99  Mass.  112;  Lane  v. 
Moore,  151  Mass.  87;  Woodward  v.  Sullivan^ 
152  Mass.  470;  Bobinson  v.  Adams,  62  Me.  418, 
16  Am.  Rep.  473;  Comstock  v.  Hadlyme  Eccl. 
Soc.  8  Conn.  254,  20  Am.  Dec.  100;  Canada's 
App.  47  Conn.  463;  Dale's  App.  57  Conn.  143. 

The  case  at  bar  is  not  an  action  within  the 
meaning  of  this  statute. 

Such  memoranda  are  only  admissible  when 
the  action  is  in  some  way  to  affect  the  quantity 
of  the  estate. 

Lockwood  V.  Loekwood,  56  Conn.  106;  Pixley 
V.  Eddy,  Id.  886. 

In  the  charge  as  to  burden  of  proof  the  court 
is  sustained  by  Comstock  v.  Hadlyme  Eccl.  Soc. 
supra;  Knoxs  App.  26  Conn.  20;  Canada's 
App.  47  Conn.  450;  DaUs  App.  57  Conn. 
127;  Bichmond^s  App.  59  Conn,  226;  Living- 
ston's App.  63  Conn.  68;  Blaney  v.  Sargent, 
1  Mass.  885;  Croicninshield  v.  Crownin- 
shield,  2  Gray,  524;  Baxter  v.  Abbott,  7  Gray, 
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71;  Baldwin  ▼.  Parker,  09  Mass.  79,  96  Am, 
Rep.  697;  Barker  v.  Oomine,  110  Mass.  477: 
Oerruh  y.  I^aeon,  22  Me.  488,  89  Am.  Dec. 
589;  CHOetf  ▼.  CiUey,  84  Me.  162;  Bobinson  v. 
Adamsi  62  Me.  369,  16  Am.  Rep.  478;  Wil- 
Hams  V.  Bobinean,  42  Vt.  658, 1  Am.  Rep.  359; 
Delafield  v.  Parish,  25  N.  Y.  9. 

Tbe  question  was  whether  the  testator  was 
of  sound  or  unsound  mind,  and  tbe  burden 
was  upon  the  proponents  of  the  will  to  show 
that  he  was  of  a  sound  mind.  The  form  of 
insanity  had  nothinirtodo  with  this  burden. 

Cometoek  v.  Hadlyme  Eccl,  8oc.  supra. 

Setting  aside  cases  of  dementia  and  loss  of 
mind  or  intellect,  the  true  test  of  insanity  is 
mental  delusion. 

Biggs  v.  American  Tract  8oo,  95  N.  Y.  511; 
American  Seamen* s  Friend  8oe.  v.  Hopper,  88 
N.  Y.  624. 

Where  the  mental  disorder  is  a  delusion  upon 
one  or  a  few  particular  subjects,  the  test^mooy 
of  persons  with  whom  he  has  not  had  odbasion 
to  speak  on  those  subjects  is  of  no  weight. 

American  Seamen's  Friend  Soe.  v.  Hopper^ 
38  N.  Y.  621;  Hammond,  Med.  Jur.  pp.  87,  76. 

F0iin»  </.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

An  appeal  having  been  taken  to  the  superior 
court  from  an  order  and  decree  of  the  court 
of  probate  for  the  district  of  East  Windsor, 
proving  and  approving  an  instrument  pur- 
porting to  be  the  last  will  and  testament  of 
one  James  8.  Barber,  disposing  of  a  consider- 
able estate,  on  the  trial  to  the  jury  the  valid- 
ity of  said  instrument  was  contested,  mainly 
on  the  ground  that  the  alleged  testator  was 
not  of  sound  and  disposing  nfind  and  memory 
at  the  time  of  its  execution.  The  jury  re- 
turned a  verdict  setting  aside  said  will, 
which  was  accepted  by  tne  court,  and  judg- 
ment rendered  thereon.  From  that  judgment 
an  appeal  was  taken  to  this  court,  and  several 
reasons  assigned. 

We  will  consider  first,  as  of  the  greatest 
general  importance,  the  exceptions  to  the 
charge  to  the  jury.  Upon  the  trial  the  pro- 
ponents and  present  appellants,  having  in- 
troduced the  alleged  will,  also  introduced 
the  evidence  of  the  two  surviving  witnesses 
to  the  will,  tending  to  prove,  and  which  they 
claimed  did  prove,  its  due  execution,  and 
that  the  testator  was  of  sound  and  disposing 
mind  and  memory  at  that  time.  They  then 
rested,  and  the  contestants  went  forward  and 
introduced  evidence  to  show  the  want  of  ca- 
pacity, mainly,  as  was  claimed,  because  of 
the  existence  of  an  insane  delusion  existing 
in  the  mind  of  said  Barber  in  reference  to  the 
paternity  of  his  children.  This  was  met  by 
evidence  offered  by  the  proponents  in  rebut- 
tal. The  court,  in  the  course  of  its  some- 
what lengthy  charge  to  the  jury,  made  several 
n\ore  or  less  direct  references  to  the  subject 
of  the  burden  of  proof  upon  the  question  of 
capacity.  We  will  quote  such  portions  of 
these  references  as  seem  in  any  way  material. 
Early  in  the  charge,  the  court,  having  ex- 
plained what  constitutes  testamentary  capac- 
ity, said:  "If,  ffentlemen,  you  are  satisfied 
by  a  fair  preponderance  of  the  evidence  that 
the  testator  had  this  kind  of  mental  capacity, 
understanding,  and  strength  at  the  time  of 
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making  this  will,  it  will  be' your  duty  t'> 
find  that  he  was  of  sound  mind,  and,  upon 
this  issue,  render  a  verdict  for  the  proponents 
in  favor  of  the  will.  If,  on  tlie  other  hand, 
you  are  not  satisfied  by  a  fair  preponderance 
of  evidence  that  the  testator,  at  the  time  of 
executing  tlris  will,  had  the  kind  of  mental 
strength  and  capacity  which  I  have  been  de- 
scribing to  you,  it  will  be  your  duty  to  find 
that  he  was  not  of  sound  mind,  and  your 
verdict  should  be  for  the  contestants,  and 
against  the  will.  Gksntlemen,  the  burden  of 
proof  as  to  the  soundness  of  mind  of  the  tes- 
tator lies,  in  every  case,  on  the  parties  rely- 
ing on  the  will,  and  they  must' satisfy  you 
that  it  is  the  will  of  a  capable  testator ;  and 
when  the  whole  matter  is  before  vou,  on  evi- 
dence given  on  both  sides,  if  the  evidence 
does  not,  by  a  fair  preponderance  of  it,  sat- 
isfy you  that  the  will  is  the  will  of  a  com- 
petent Jiestator,  you  ought  not  to  afllrm  by 
your  verdict  that  it  is.  In  other  words,  if, 
when  the  whole  matter  is  before  you,  on  tlie- 
evidence  given  on  both  sides,  it  is  left  un- 
certain whether  or  not  the  testator  was  of 
sound  mind,  then  it  is  left  uncertain  whether 
a  person  of  sound  mind,  within  the  meaning 
of  our  statute,  has  made  the  will,  and  the 
will  should  not  be  sustained.  In  the  course 
of  the  trial,  gentlemen,  the  balance  of  evi- 
dence may  fluctuate  from  one  side  to  the 
other,  but  the  burden  of  proof  remains  where 
it  was  at  the  outset,— upon  the  advocates  of 
the  will ;  and  unless,  at  the  close  of  the  trial, 
the  balance  is  with  the  advocates  of  the  will, 
unless  the  beam  of  the  scale  tips  down  on 
the  side  of  the  advocates  of  the  will,  they 
must  fail.  It  is  not  sufllcient  thai  the  scales 
stand  evenly  balanced.  There  must  be  a  fair 
preponderance  in  the  proponents'  favor  to 
justify  a  verdict  sustaining  a  will.  As  I 
have  before  said  to  you,  no  person,  unless  of 
the  age  of  eighteen  years  and  of  sound  mind, 
can  dispose  of  his  or  her  property  by  will  : 
hence,  when  the  advocates  or  proponents  of 
the  will  present  the  instrument,  they  must 
satisfy  you  by  a  fair  preponderance  of  tlie 
evidence  that  the  deceased,  at  the  time  lu^ 
executed  the  will,  belonged  to  the  class  of 
persons  who  by  law  can  make  wills. **  To- 
wards the  close  of  the  charge,  the  court  8ai<l : 
"In  the  case  at  bar  the  burden  of  proof  ia. 
upon  the  executor  to  show  that  James  S. 
Barber  was,  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of 
his  alleged  will,  of  a  sound  and  disposing 
mind ;  and  if,  upon  the  whole  evidence,  you 
are  uncertain  whether  James  8.  Barber,  at 
the  time  of  the  execution  of  said  alleged  wil ), 
was  of  sound  mind  or  not,  then  it  is  left  un- 
certain whether,  under  the  statute,  he  was 
capable  of  making  a  will,  and  it  is  your 
duty  to  render  a  verdict  for  the  contestants. 
And  I  will  furtlier  add,  to  render  a  will  in. 
valid,  because  of  unsoundness  of  mind  of  the 
testator,  it  is  not  necessary  to  show  that,  at 
the  time  of  making  the  supposed  will,  he 
was  demented  or  an  imbecile,  and  wholly 
deprived  of  sense.  It  is  sufficient  if  you  are 
satisfied  by  a  fair  preponderance  of  the  evi- 
dence  that  he  was  affected  with  an  inaane 
delusion  or  delusions,  and  that  the  provisions 
in  his  will  were  the  product  of  such  insane - 
delusion  or  delusions.''    The  proponents,  iiK 
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their  reasons  of  appeal,  complain  that  this 
^charge  of  the  court,  and  especially  the  mat- 
ter contained  in  the  last  quotation,  (as  well 
as  in  several  other  portions  of  the  charge, 
which  we  have  deemed  it  unnecessary  to 
quote,)  was  confusing  and  contradictory. 
Confining  our  comments  to  the  language 
'q acted,  we  are  constrained  to  say  that  It 
appears  to  us  that  there  is  some  apparent 
foundation  for  this  criticism.  Taking  the 
language  used,  strictly  and  without  qualifl- 
<atioD,  there  would  seem  to  be  three  conflict- 
ing rules,  each  distinctly  stated :  first,  that 
the  burden  of  proving  that  the  will  was  the 
same  act  of  the  testator,  by  a  fair  prepon- 
derance of  evidence,  lies  **  in  every  case,  '^and 
remains  throughout  the  trial,  upon  the  pro- 
ponents of  the  instrument ;  second,  that  the 
burden  on  the  proponents  is  not  that  of  proof 
by  a  fair  preponderance  of  evidence,  but  by 
such  evidence  as  brings  certainty  upon  the 
point  to  the  minds  of  the  triers ;  tnird,  in 
order  to  defeat  the  probate  of  a  will,  on  the 
gronnd  of  its  bein^  the  product  of  an  insane 
delusion  or  delusions,  the  Jury  should  be 
satisfied,  by  a  fair  preponderance  of  evidence, 
of  the  existence  and  ^ect  of  such  delusicms. 

If  the  last  of  these  rules  had  stood  alone, 
and  had  been  so  stated  that  the  jury  mi^ht 
be  presumed  to  have  understood  it,  and  that 
it  was  their  duty  to  be  guided  by  it,  the 
proponents'  ground  of  complaint  against  the 
^charge,  which  we  are  at  present  considering, 
eould  be  dismissed.  But,  talcing  the  Ian- 
guase  which  we  have  quoted  as  a  whole, 
(and  there  is  nothing  elsewhere  in  the  charge 
which  in  any  manner  explains  or  modifies 
it,)  it  is  not  only  possible  to  see  how  the 
Jury  may  have  been  misled,  but  it  is  impos- 
sible to  see  how  it  could  have  been  otherwise. 
The  statement  twice  made  in  different  por- 
tions of  the  cliarge — that  **  if,  when  the  whole 
matter  is  before  yon,  on  the  evidence  given 
<a  both  sides,  it  is.  left  uncertain  whether  or 
not  the  testator  was  of  sound  mind,  then  it 
is  left  uncertain  whether  a  person  of  sound 
mind,  within  the  meaning  of  our  statute,  has 
made  the  will,  and  the  will  should  not  be 
sustained" — would,  as  it  appears  to  us,  be 
likely  to  impress  the  Jury,  and  remain  in 
their  minds,  as  the  salient  feature  of  the 
diarge.  Such  a  principle,  if  correct,  would 
have  the  advantage  of  being  most  easy  to 
understand  and  to  apply.  The  trouble  is 
that  it  is  manifestly  incorrect,  none  the  less 
because  it  appears  to  be  a  quotation  from  the 
language  of  the  supreme  court  of  Massachu- 
setts in  the  case  of  OrowninMM  v.'  Orownin- 
^idd,  2  Gray,  524,  534,  and  so  much  so  that 
it  would  be  injustice  to  the  learned  judge  to 
believe  that  he  intended  it  to  be  understood 
or  believed  that  it  would  be  understood  by 
the  Jury  literally,  strictly,  and  without 
qualification,  as  by  the  word  "equally"  be- 
fore "uncertain,"  or  by  the  other  language 
which  immediately  preceded  and  that  which 
immediately  followed  it.  As  it  seems  to  us, 
nevertheless,  that  it  must  have  been,  on  this 
ground,  therefore,  it  must  be  held  (as  further 
claimed  by  the  proponents)  that  the  charge 
of  the  court  was   erroneous. 

But  a  question  of  more  general  interest  and 
importance  remains  to  be  considered,  in  ref- 


erence  to  the  portion  of  the  charge  stating  as 
the  rule  that  the  burden  of  proof  as  to  capac- 
ity, by  a  fair  preponderance  of  evidence,  re- 
mains in  every  case,  and  throughbut,  upon 
the  proponents  of  the  will.  The  inquiry  is 
whether  this  is  a  correct  statement  of  the  law 
and  practice  in  this  state,  or,  rather,  what 
the  correct  rule  and  principle  is.  In  consid 
ering  this  question,  an  examination  at  length 
of  the  decisions  in  other  jurisdictions  would 
be  of  little  practical  utility,  for  the  slightest 
inspection  will  disclose  an  irreconcilable 
conflict  of  views  and  opinions  upon  the  sub- 
ject. Thus,  in  2  Greenleaf  on  Evidence,  15th 
ed.  g  689,  it  is  said  in  the  text :  ''In  regard 
to  insanity  or  want  of  sufficient  soundness  of 
mind,  we  have  heretofore  seen  that  though 
in  the  probate  of  a  will,  as  the  real  issue  is 
whether  there  is  a  valid  will  or  not,  the  ex- 
ecutor is.  considered  as  holding  the  affirma- 
tive, and  therefore  ma^  seem  bound  affirma- 
tively to  prove  the  sanity  of  the  testator,  yet 
we  have  also  seen  that  the  law  itself  pre- 
sumes every  man  to  be  of  sane  mind  until 
the  contrary  is  shown.  The  burden  of  prov- 
ing unsoundness  or  imbecility  of  mind  in 
the  testator  is  therefore  on  the  party  impeach- 
ing the  will  for  this  cause."  While,  in  a 
note  to  the  same  section,  authorities  are  first 
Kiven  in  support  of  the  doctrine  stated  in  the 
text,  then  it  is  said  :  **  It  is  not  so  held  uni- 
versally, and  the  better  rule  is  that  the  bur- 
den of  proof,  both  of  the  execution  and  the 
capacity  of  the  testator,  is  upon  him  who 
attempts  to  set  up  the  will. "  Authorities  in 
support  of  that  statement  are  then  given,  and 
the  note  then  ends  with  these  words :  **  In- 
deed, the  question  of  the  burden  of  proof  in 
a  plea  of  insanity  is  one  which  is  variously 
decided," — ^a  statement  which,  satisfactory 
or  not,  is  doubtless  correct.  We  shall  there- 
fore, so  far  as  a  consideration  of  the  authori- 
ties elsewhere  is  concerned,  content  ourselves 
with  saying  that  while  in  some  of  the  states 
the  burden  of  proving  want  of  capacitv  is 
held,  as  stated  in  the  text  of  Greenleaf,  to 
be,  throughout,  upon  the  contestants  of  a 
will,  in  others,  and  perhaps  most,  either  by 
virtue  of  statutes  or  in  accordance  with  the 
decisions  of  the  courts  of  last  resort,  affirma- 
tive proof  of  sanity  is  reauired  from  the 
proponents ;  but  that  generally  speaking,  in 
such  jurisdictions,  notwithstanding  such  re- 

auireraent  of  affirmative  proof  of  capacity, 
le  general  presumption  of  sanity  is  held  to 
continue,  and  that,  if  the  evidence  is  balanced 
and  so  doubtful,  such  presumption  should 
prevail.  (TH»h  v.  ^'etc€lh  62  111.  196;  Car- 
penter V.  Calvert,  83  111.  62 ;  Delafield  v.  Par- 
ish, 25  N.  Y.  9 ;  Hawkins  v.  Grimes,  18  B. 
Mon.  257 ;)  or,  as  it  is  held,  that,  on  formal 
proof  of  capacity  by  the  attesting  witnesses, 
the  burden  of  the  proponents  has  been  dis- 
charged, and  thereafter  rests  upon  the  party 
allejtlng  incapacity.  Sloan  v.  MaxweU,  8  X. 
J.  Eq.  568 ;  foe  v.  McC<yrd,  74  111.  38 ;  Mayo 
V.  Jones,  78  N.  C.  402 ;  77umpson  v.  Kyfier, 
65  Pa.  868;  Egbert  v.  Egbert,  78  Pa.  826; 
Rich  V.  BoiDker,  25  Kan.  7;  Cole^s  WiU,  49 
Wis.  179. 

Important  cases,  illustrative  of  these  views, 
are  Perkins  v.  Perkins,  89  N.  H.  168,  and 
Taff  V.  Hbsmer,  14  Mich.  809.    In  the  former 
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case  the  court  said :  "  That  every  man  is  pre- 
sumed to  be  sane  is  abundantly  proved  by 
the  authorities.  We  think  that  although  the 
subscribing  witnesses,  if  they  can  be  pro- 
duced, must  be  examined  in  relation  to  the 
soundness  of  the  testator's  mind,  yet  the 
party  propounding  a  will  for  probate  is  un- 
der no  general  duty  to  offer  any  evidence  of 
the  testator's  sanity,  but  may  safely  rely 
upon  the  presumption  of  the  law  that  all 
men  are  sane,  until  some  evidence  to  the  con- 
trary is  offered.''  And  it  was  further  said 
that  though  the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the 
party  who  asserts  the  validity  of  the  will, 
and  this  burden  remains  upon  him  until  the 
close  of  the  trial,  he  need  introduce  no  proof 
upon  this  point  until  something  appears  to 
the  contrary.  In  Taff  v.  H(mner,.  supra, 
Cooley,  tA,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  said  :  '*  The  partv  assuming  the  bur- 
den of  establishing  a  will  has  not  supposed 
fiimself  bound  in  his  opening,  to  go  lurlher 
than  to  give  evidence  by  Uie  subscribing 
witnesses  of  these  facts,  which  would  make 
out,  prima  facie,  a  valid  testamentary  in- 
strument, and  has  left  all  further  evidence 
on  the  subject  of  mental  capacity  to  be 
brought  in  by  way  of  answer  to  that  adduced 
by  the  contestant.  The' evidence  at  the  open- 
ing has  usually  been  of  a  formal  character, 
and  the  proponent  has  confined  himself  to 
inquiries  of  a  general  nature  respecting  the 
signing  and  attestation,  and  whether  at  the 
time  the  party  appeared  to  understand  the 
business  in  which  he  was  engaged.  To  prove 
that  the  decedent  was  not  insane  is  to  prove 
that  an  exceptional  state  of  facts  did  not 
exist ;  in  other  words,  it  is  to  prove  a  nega- 
tive, and,  on  general  principles,  very  slight 
evidence  only  should  be  demanded  of  the 
party  called  upon  to  prove  such  a  state  of 
facts."  See  also  Banker  v.  Banker,  88  N. 
Y.  409 ;  Dean  v.  Dean,  27  Vt.  746 ;  7\imer 
V.  Cook,  86  Ind.  129;  Herbert  v.  Berrier,  81 
Ind.  1 ;  Jenkins  v.  Tobin,  81  Ark.  806 ;  and 
Stubbs  V.  Boustort,  88  Ala.  555. 

The  above  language  of  Judge  Cooley  states 
very  correctly,  we  think,  the  existing  prac- 
tice in  this  state,  except,  perhaps,  as  to  the 
form  of  the  inquiry  put  to  attesting  wit- 
nesses concerning  the  capacity  of  the  tiestator ; 
and  the  views  expressed  as  to  the  character 
of  evidence  of  the  nonexistence  of  insanity, 
pertinent  as  they  are.  would  be  even  more  so 
when,  as  in  the  case  before  us,  the  issue  raised 
was  mainly  as  to  the  existence  in  the  mind 
of  the  alleged  testator  of  an  insane  delusion 
on  one  point  only,  consistent  with  general 
capacity  to  do  business  and  to  manage  suc- 
cessfully a  large  estate,  concerning  which 
delusion  the  court,  in  its  charge,  at  the  re- 
quest of  the  contestants,  said  to  the  jury: 
''^When  the  mental  disorder  is  a  delusion 
upon  one  or  a  few  particular  subjects,  the 
testimony  of  persons  with  whom  he  has  not 
had  occasion  to  speak  on  those  subjects  is  of 
not  so  much  weight  as  that  of  those  with 
whom  he  had  occasion  to  speak  on  those  sub- 
jects, "—a  statement  the  correctness  of  which, 
in  point  of  law,  counsel  for  the  contestants, 
in  their  brief,  justify,  by  saying  that  the 
court  could  have  gone  further,  and  charged 
the  jury,  In  the  language  of  Chitf  Justice 


Denio,  in  American  Seamen^s  Friend  Soc.  v. 
Hopper,  88  N.  Y.  631,  that,  under  such  cir- 
cumstances, ^'the  testimony  of  persons  with 
whom  he  has  not  had  occasion  to  speak  on 
those  subjects  is  of  no  weight."  It  ought, 
we  think,  to  be  manifest  that,  if  this  be  cor- 
rect, the  position  of  the  proponents  of  a  will 
attacked  on  the  ground  of  an  insane  delusion 
on  one  or  a  few  particular  subjects,  existing 
in  the  mind  of  the  claimed  testator,  com- 

E  el  led  to  bear  throughout,  and  unrelieved 
y  any  presumption  of  sanity,  (even,  as  it 
would  seem,  by  a  presumption  that,  if  the 
decedent  were  sane  on  subjects  generally,  he 
was  80  as  to  all,  until  the  contrary  appeared, ) 
the  burden  of  proving  the  nonexistence  of 
any  form,  general  or  special,  of  incapacity, 
which  could  have  affected  the  provisions  oi? 
the  instrument,  (a  burden  which  thou  eh 
negative  in  its  nature,  could  only  be  dis- 
charged by  positive  evidence, —the  evidence 
of  those  who  had  talked  with  the  testator  on 
subjects  which  the  proponents  of  the  will 
may  claim  never  entered  into  his  thoughts 
at  all,)  if  this,  we  say,  be  a  correct  state- 
ment of  the  law,  the  position  of  the  propo- 
nents of  a  will  must  be  difficult  in  the  ex- 
treme. 

But  it  is  time  that  we  came  to  an  examina- 
tion of  the  Connecticut  decisions,  and  the 
rule  to  be  deduced  from  them.  In  Gomstoek 
V.  Hadlyme  Bed.  Soc,,  8  Conn.  254,  it  was 
held  that,  on  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  a 
court  of  probate  establishing  a  will,  the  bur- 
den of  proof  as  to  the  capacity  of  the  testator- 
rests  upon  the  party  claiming  under  such 
will,  who  is  therefore  entitled  to  go  forward 
on  the  trial.  This  decision  was  approved 
and  affirmed  in  Knox's  App. ,  26  Conn.  22,  and 
followed  in  Dale's  App.,  67  Conn.  182,  and 
Livingston's  App,,  68  Conn.  74.  It  is  the- 
settled  and  undoubted  law  of  this  state.  But 
this  statement  does  not  decide ;  it  is  only 
preliminary  to  the  real  question  before  us: 
What  is  the  nature,  character,  and  extent  of 
that  burden?  What  does  it  demand  of  the 
proponents  ?  It  requires,  in  the  first  instance, 
that  one  or  more  of  the  subscribing  witnesses, 
if  alive  and  within  reach  of  the  process  of 
the  court,  should  be  called  and  examined, 
in  reference  both  to  execution  and  capacity. 
It  is  the  right  of  the  party  contesting  the 
validity  of  the  will  to  require  that  all  the 
attesting  witnesses  so  within  reach  of  process 
should  be  called,  but  such  right  is  waived 
where  no  demand  is  made  therefor  before  the 
final  closing  of  the  evidence  in  the  case. 
Field's  App.,  86  Conn.  277.  The  testimony 
thus  adduced  is  by  practice  confined  to  the 
appearance,  conduct,  and  surroundings  of 
the  testator  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of 
the  will,  and  the  opinions  of  the  witnesses, 
based  thereon.  If  such  opinions  are  favor- 
able to  the  sanity  of  the  testator,  then,  hav- 
ing thus  introduced  the  subscribing  wit- 
nesses to  these  points  **by  the  practice  in 
this  state,  the  proponents  rest,  and  the  con- 
testants go  forward  with  their  evidence,  and' 
the  proponents  then  rebut. "  Dale's  App.  and 
Livingston's  App,  supra. 

Waiving,  for  the  present,  the  question  as 
to  what  would  be  the  case,  if  none  of  the 
subscribing  witnesses  could  be  procured,  or 


189a. 


Be  Barbeb's  Estate. 


95- 


if  those  called  expressed  opiDlons  unfavor- 
able to  the  capacity  of  the  decedent,  and  as- 
saming  the  due  testimony  of  such  witnesses 
to  capacity »  as  well  as  execution,  what,  then, 
becomes  of  the  burden  of  proof,  now  that 
the  prima  facie  case  haa  been  made  out,  and 
the  proponents  have  rested?  In  the  case  of 
Qmutock  ▼.  Hadlyme  Ecd.  8oe. ,  supra.  Brooks 
V.  Barrett,  7  Pick.  94,  Was  referred  to  as  au- 
thority. That  case  was  indeed  practically 
oremiled  in  Massachusetts  by  Orowninshield 
T.  Grouminsfiidd,  2  Gray,  524.  But,  not- 
withstanding that  fact,  some  years  after  the 
later  decision,  our  court,  in  Ktwx's  App., 
supra,  again  referred  with  approval  to  Brooks 
V.  Barrett,  saying  that  it  was  there  held 
"^that,  where  a  will  is  opposed  on  the  ground 
of  the  testator's  insanity  when  it  was  exe- 
cuted, those  who  insist  on  its  probate  have 
the  burden  of  proof  in  the  first  instance,  and, 
after  they  have  proved  the  sanity  of  the  tes* 
tator  by  the  subscribing  witnesses,  the  bur- 
den will  be  shifted  on  the  other  party  to 
prove  insanity."  And  the  court  also  cite 
aUqf  V.  aUey,  34  Me.  162,  and  Oerrish  v. 
Sason,  aa  Me.  438,  39  Am.  Dec.  589,  to  the 
same  effect.  That  this,  in  effect,  however 
best  expressed,  is  the  law  of  Connecticut, 
has*  we  think,  been  the  general  understand- 
ing of  the  profession  ever  sinco  Knox*s  App, 
As  an  illustration,  it  may  be  observed  that 
in  Bate's  App.,  supra,  counsel  for  the  contest- 
ants of  Mrs.  Munson's  will  (not  the  pro- 
ponents) requested  the  court  (see  page  130, 
hi  Conn.^)  to  charge  the  jury  that  **in  ordi- 
narv  cases,  if  the  attesting  witnesses  to  a 
will  all  agree  in  the  opinion  that  the  will 
was  duly  made  and  executed,  it  throws  the 
burden  of  proving  ai&rmativelv  the  exercise 
of  undue  influence  or  want  of  testamentary 
capacity  on  the  heirs  who  may  contest  the 
will,"  claiming,  however,  that  the  case  then 
OD  trial  was  exceptional.  The  trial  court, 
although  not  charging  in  the  language  re- 
quested, apparently  had  the  same  view,  and 
expressed  it  hy  twice  using  the  language 

?iU0ted  by  this  court  in  Knox*s  App.,  supra, 
ram  Brooks  ▼.  Barrett,  supra,— thsX  the  bur- 
den of  proof  was  upon  the  proponents  "^  in 
the  first  instance, "  and  the  charge  was  ap* 
proved  by  this  court.  And  the  same  view 
appears  to  be  clearly  held  in  Livingston's 
App.,  68  Conn.  75.  Opposed  to  this  form  of 
expression,  however,  as  to  the  shifting  of 
the  burden  of  proof  during  the  trial  of  a 
case,  are  the  dicta,  in  this  state  and  else- 
where, that  the  burden  of  proof  never  shifts ; 
that  it  remains  on  a  party  whose  dutv  it 
primarily  is  to  prove  a  fact  in  support  of  his 
case,  and  does  not  change  in  any  aspect  of 
bis  cause ;  that  while  the  weiji^ht  of  evidence 
may  shift  from  side  to  side,  in  the  progress 
of  a  trial,  according  to  the  nature  and  strength 
of  the  proofs  ofifer^l  in  support  or  denial  of 
the  main  fact  to  be  established,  the  burden 
continues  where  it  was  at  the  outset.  The 
term  ** burden  of  proofs  is,  after  all,  and  no 
matter  how  important  it  has  become  through 
osiveisal  adoption  and  use,  a  mere  form  or 
figure  of  speech.  Accordinglv,  as  one  view 
or  another  of  its  significance  has  been  held, 
one  style  or  the  other  of  these  seemingly  in- 
consistent expressions  has  been  used  to  denote 
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entirely  consistent  meanings.  What  we  are 
now  concerned  to  do  is  to  discover,  if  we  can, 
and  to  express  as  clearly  as  we  can,  the  true- 
underlying  principle  and  rule ;  that  is  to  say, 
the  law  of  tnis  jurisdiction  in  relation  to  the 
matter  in  question. 

Assuming,  then,  as  the  better  form  of  state- 
ment, in  accordance  with  modern  phrase- 
ology, that  the  burden  of  proof  does  not  shift, 
and  that  such  burden  is  placed  primarily,  in 
reference  to  sanity,  on  the  proponents  of  a 
will,  what  duty  is  thereby  imposed?  The 
statute  provides  that  all  persons  of  a  certain 
age  and  of  sound  mind  may  make  wills.  It 
is  therefore  incumbent  on  the  proponents  to 
prove  that  the  alleged  testator  was  of  sound 
mind.  But  the  law  presumes  every  person 
to  be  so  until  the  contrary  is  shown,  and  this 
presumption  is  of  probative  force  in  favoc  of 
the  proponents  of  the  will.  It  would  be 
sufficient,  in  the  first  instance,  were  it  not 
that,  for  reasons  clearly  indicated  in  the 
opinions  in  Knox's  App,,  and  Field's  App., 
supra,  the  practice  has  grown  up  and  become 
law  of  requiring  the  presence  in  court  of 
such  of  the  attesting  witnesses  as  are  wi thin- 
reach  of  the  process  of  the  court,  and  evi- 
dence from  some  or  all  of  them  in  reference 
to  cajjacity.  They  are  the  persons  who  the 
law,  in  its  wisdom,  has  provided  should  be 
placed  about  the  testator  at  the  time  nnd 
place  of  the  execution  of  the  will,  in  order 
that  they  may  have  means  and  opportunity 
of  judging  of  his  capacity,  and  may  protect 
both  the  testator  and  the  heirs.  It  is  for  this 
reason,  as  this  court  explicitiv  said  in  Field's 
App.,  supra,  that  the  heirs  have  a  right  to 
insist  that  the  triers  shall  have  the  benefit  of 
the  observation  and  opinions  of  all  the  wit- 
nesses, if  practicable,  and  that  the  party  seek- 
ing to  establish  the  will  shall,  unless  the  re- 
quirement is  waived,  put  them  on  the  st^ind. 
The  making  of  a  will,  said  this  court  in 
Knox's  App.,  ^  is  of  so  much  importance,  and 
it  is  so  often,  not  to  say,  so  trencrally,  done- 
under  circumstances  of  great  bodily  debility, 
likely  to  produce  more  or  less  mental  de- 
rangement, that  the  statute  has  very  properly 
required  three  witnesses. "  Having  required 
them,  it  is  as  natural  to  hold  that  they 
should  be  called,  or  their  absence  legally 
accounted  for.  Failure  to  do  this  would  raise 
a  natural  inference  against  the  validity  of 
the  will,  which  would  properly  go  very  far 
to  overcome  the  presumption  of  law  in  its 
favor.  86,  also,  it  may  be  said,  that  if,  when 
called,  they  fail,  by  their  evidence,  to  sup- 
port the  capacity  of  the  testator,  so  far  as  the 
lacts  related  by  them,  as  existing  at  the  time, 
and  their  opinions  based  on  those  facts  are 
concerned,  it  may  well  be  claimed  that  thev 
disprove  the  presumption  of  sanity  and  ne^- 
cessitate  the  production  of  other  evidence  of 
capacity  before  the  proponents  can  rest  as 
having  established  and  made  out  a  prima 
facie  case.  But  when  the  evidence  of  the 
attesting  witnesses  has  been  produced,  and 
is  in  favor  of  the  proponents,  and  they  have- 
thereupon  rested,  what  has  been  made  out? 
What  is  embraced  in  the  prima  facie  case 
thus  presented?  Two  things,  certainly,  as 
it  seems  to  us,— that  the  testator  generally 
was  of  sound  and  disposing  mind  and  mem-^ 
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ory,  as  established  by  the  presumption  of 
saaity ;  and  that  there  was  nothing  in  the 
surrounding  circumstances,  at  the  time  of  the 
execution  of  the  instrument,  suspicious  in  its 
character,  or  calculated  to  affect  or  weaken 
such  presumption.  In  other  words,  the  tes- 
tator was  to  be  presumed  sane  until  the  con- 
trary appeared,  and  the  contrary  did  not 
■tippear  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the 
instrument  and  to  those  who  witnessed  it. 
This  would  be  the  necessary  force  of  the  eyi- 
-deuce.  It  would,  perhaps,  be  all  its  force  if 
the  witnesses  called  in  were  strangers  to  the 
testator,  and  had  no  other  opportunity  than 
the  brief  act  of  signing  afforded  to  jud^e  of 
his  condition  or  state  of  mind.  It  might, 
however,  have  an  additional  weight  if  the 
acquaintance  or  means  of  observation  were 
.greater  or  more  extended.  Whatever  weight 
It  had,  the  proponents  would  be  entitled  to 
upon  the  whole  case,  but  the  essential  ele- 
ments of  the  prima  facie  case  would  be  as 
we  have  indicated.  Now,  the  proponents 
having  presented  their  prima  facie  case,  and 
rested,  the  contestants,  as  was  said  in  IkUe*$ 
App.,  supra,  would  go  forward  with  their 
•evidence,  and  the  proponents  then  rebut. 
When  the  case  was  closed  upon  the  evidence, 
what  would  be  the  situation  of  the  parties? 
The  burden  of  proof  as  to  the  capacity  would 
remain  upon  the  proponents.  In  their  favor, 
in  the  discharge  of  that  burden,  would  be  the 
presumption  of  sanity,  valid  until  overcome 
by  opposing  proof.  Against  it  would  be  the 
<;vidence  offered  as  to  mcapacity  by  the  con- 
testants. If  it  was  evidence  as  to  general 
incapacity,  covering,  perhaps,  as  this  court 
said  in  Dale's  App,,  57  Conn.  148,  "long 
spaces  of  time  in  either  direction,"  it  would 
have  been  met  with  more  or  less  success  by 
counter  evidence  of  the  same  character :  if  of 
delusions  on  one  or  more  particular  subjects, 
-consistent  with  the  general  appearance  of 
sanity  and  capacity,  it  would  have  been  met, 
■as  such  evidence  alone  could  be  met,  either 
bv  disproving  or  discrediting  the  instances 
-claimed,  or  by  rendering  their  existence  or 
influence  upon  the  provisions  of  the  will  im- 
probable, by  other  instances,  circumstances, 
SLud  conduct  of  an  inconsistent  character.  In 
short,  as  was  so  clearly  stated  in  the  citation 
made  from  the  opinion  of  Judge  Cooley  in 
Taff  V.  Hosmer,  14  Mich.  809,  the  evidence 
of  the  contestants  would  be  offensive  and 
affirmative  in  its  character,  and  that  of  the 
proponents  defensive  and  negative,  and  on 
the  whole  case  the  question  would  be  whether 
the  evidence  of  the  contestants  sufficiently 
preponderated  over  the  rebuttal  and  special 
^evidence  of  the  proponents,  including  the 
■evidence  of  thei  attesting  witnesses,  to  over- 
come the  presumption  of  sanity,  which  con- 
stituted the  proponents'  prima  facie  case.  In 
other  words,  leaving  the  presumption  of  san- 
ity out  of  the  case,  was  there  more  evidence 
of  insanity  than  of  sanity,  so  that,  putting 
it  again  into  the  case,  there  would  still  m 
as  much?  Then,  and  then  only,  would  the 
scales  of  justice,  to  which  the  court  below, 
in  the  case  before  us,  referred,  be  so  adjusted, 
according  to  law,  that  it  would  be  correct  to 
say:  *" Unless,  at  the  close  of  the  trial,  the 
balance  is  with  the  advocates  of  the  will, 
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they  must  fail.  It  is  not  sufficient  that  the 
scales  stand  evenly  balanced."  This  con- 
sideration of  the  presumption  of  sanity  in 
favor  of  the  proponents'  case  the  court  below, 
while  holdinflT  them  to  a  strict  discharge  of 
the  burden  of  proof,  failed  in  any  form  to 
recognize,  and  therefore,  in  this  particular 
also,  we  must  hold  that  there  was  error  in  the 
charge. 

In  addition  to  the  reasons  of  appeal  based 
upon  the  charge  of  the  court  to  the  jury, 
there  are  other  reasons  which  remain  to  be 
considered.  It  is  claimed  that  the  court  erred 
in  admitting  a  hypothetical  question  ad- 
dressed to  Dr.  Stearns,  an  expert  witness  for 
the  contestants,  against  the  proponents'  ob- 
jection. The  hypothetical  question  is  con- 
tained in  the  record,  covering  three  printed 
pages.  Fortunately,  we  deem  it  unnecessary 
to  quote  it  at  length.  It  is  only  requisite  to 
refer  to  some  of  the  matters  contained  in  it 
which  appear  to  us  improper  elements  to  en- 
ter into  such  a  question.  Among  the  matters 
which  the  witness  was  asked  to  assume  to  be 
true  were  that  many  different  persons,  after 
conversing  with  th^  testator  and  observing 
his  conduct,  believed  him  to  be  insane.  We 
do  not  think  such  a  belief  of  many  others, 
presumably  not  experts,  and  opposed,  as  it 
doubtless  was,  by  the  contrary  belief  of  many 
others,  constituted  a  legitimate  element  of 
the  basis  of  the  opinion  of  the  witness.  By 
deciding  upon  that  ground,  he  would  not 
only  assume  the  function  of  the  triers,  but 
would  go  further,  since  they  could  only  con- 
sider such  opinions  in  connection  with  the 
facts  on  which  they  were  based ;  while  the 
witness  had  in  reference  to  such  opinions  nc> 
facts,  except  that  the  many  persons  formed 
such  opinions  after  conversing  with  the  tes- 
tator and  observing  his  conduct.  But  there 
was  no  statement  of  the  conversation  or  de- 
scription of  the  conduct.  Of  course,  we  do 
not  mean  to  intimate  that,  if  these  had  been 
added,  the  fault  would  thereby  have  been 
obviated. 

Again,  another  assumption' was  that  **  neigh- 
bors and  friends,  who  observed  his  conduct, 
advised  his  wife  that  it  was  unsafe  for  her  to 
remain  there  alone,  and  that  she  had  better 
send  for  her  father  to  come  and  stay  with 
her;  and  she  did  so,  and  he  remained  over 
night,"  which  is  perhaps  more  clearly  im- 
proper in  such  a  question,  if  anything  can 
be,  than  the  other. 

Again,  ''that  he  afterwards  made  a  will, 
leaving  his  daughter,  whom  he  named  bv 
name,  such  an  inconsiderable  amount  of  his 
property,  although  his  estate  was  inventoried 
after  his  death  at  more  than  |100,000,  as  to 
practically  disinherit  her,  and  making  like 
provision  in  his  will  for  his  after-born  child- 
ren, which  practically  disinherited  them." 
In  reference  to  this  last  quotation,  if  what 
the  contestants  stated  in  the  argument  before 
us  is  correct, — that  the  clear  estate  of  the 
testator  would  not  amount  to  more  than  half 
its  inventory  value, — the  statement  of  that, 
rather  than  the  true  value,  was  the  substitu- 
tion of  an  immaterial  for  a  more  material 
element,  and  it  is  to  be  noticed  that  the 
amount  left  to  the  child,  and  also  the  pro- 
vision for  after-born  children,  is  not  stated. 
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but  the  omission  is  supplied  by  the  assump- 
tion and  inference  of  the  counsel  propounding 
the  question  that  they  were  ^inconsider- 
able,'' and  amounted  to  ''practical  disinherit- 
nnce,"— very  indefinite  expressions,  calcu- 
lated to  produce  very  definite  impressions. 

And,  finally,  after  three  pa^es  of  state- 
ments, assumed  facts,  and  inferences,  the 
question  concl udes  thus :  "^  That  the  jury  find 
Uie  evidence  of  the  physician  Dr.  Whiton, 
which  you  have  heard,  to  be  true."  Wit- 
ness: "I  heard  that  part  of  it."  "Assum- 
ing that  the  testimony  of  Dr.  Whiton,  in 
-connection  with  those  t>ther  propositions  and 
facts  I  have  named,  were  true,  and  that  the 
jury  find  them  to  be  true,  can  you  'form  an 
opinion  whether  the  testator  was  of  sound  and 
•disposing  mind  at  the  time  of  makinji:  his 
will?"  Now,  what  the  evidence  of  Dr. 
Whiton  was  does  not  appear.  Whether  it 
would  have  been  admissible  to  have  asked 
Dr.  Stearns  simply  if  he  had  heard  the  tes- 
timony of  Dr.  Whiton,  and  if  so,  then,  as- 
suming it  to  be  true,  what  was  his  opinion, 
we  need  not  consider,  except  to  say  that  if 
Dr.  Whiton  testified  as  an  ex'pert  or  as  to 
matters  of  oi>inion,  so  that  the  question  called 
€or  an  opinion  from  Dr.  Stearns,  based  on 
the  opinion  of  Dr.  Whiton,  it  clearly  would 
not  be.  But,  supposing  the  evidence  of  Dr. 
Whiton  had  been  in  regard  to  facts,  as  dis- 
tinguished from  opinions,  even  then,  al- 
though the  cases  in  other  states  are  in  con- 
siderable confiict,  we  think  the  weight  of 
authority  is  that  the  assumed  facts  must  be 
includedf  in  the  question.  Our  own  court, 
indeed,  seems  to  sanction  the  idea  of  some 
•discretion  in  the  matter  on  the  part  of  the 
presiding  judge,  in  Boraback  v.  Pennffulvania 
Go.,  58  Conn.  292,  but  the  lancruage  used 
•clearly  denotes  that  such  discretfon  is  lim- 
ited, and  must  be  sparingly  employed.  The 
•court  said :  **  But,  as  there  may  be  cases  in 
which  no  harm  could  be  done  by  permitting 
questions  which  are  to  be  answered  by  the 
opinion  of  the  witness  to  be  asked  without 
such  enunciation,  we  think  it  may  fairly  be 
]cft  to  the  discretion  of  the  pijesiding  judge 
to  prescribe  the  form  in  which  such  questions 
must  be  asked  whenever  it  is  necessary  to  do 
so."  But  where,  as  in  the  question  before 
us,  a  very  ffieat  number  of  particulars  are 
'* enunciated,'*  many  more  than  any  witness 
of  normal  capacity  could  be  presumed  to 
remember  and  keep  distinctly  in  mind,  the 
putting  into  such  a  question,  bodily,  the 
evidence  of  another  witness,  to  be  considered 
"in  connection  with  those  other  facts  and 
propositions  named, "  is  clearly  objectionable 
on  its  face,  and  receives  no  justification  or 
excuse  from  any  possible  **  necessity. "  It  is 
impossible  for  those  interested  in  the  answer 
to  know  the  result  of  the  mental  process  by 
which  the  witness  made  the  required  connec- 
tion, what  portions  of  the  evidence  of  Dr. 
Whiton  he  thus  used,  and  in  what  way  and 
to  wliat  extent  it  contributed  to  the  result 
reached, — the  answer  j^iven. 

It  is  also  a  complaipt  of  the  proponents 
that  the  question,  as  a  whole,  was  objection- 
able and  misleading,  because  it  **  states  the 
existence  of  certain  conditions,  and  the  hap- 
pening of  diverse  incidents,  (all  for  the  pur- 
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pose  of  determining  the  sanity  of  a  man  at  a 

given  moment,)  wi*thout  any  statement  as  to 
leir  relation  to  one  another,  in  point  of 
time  or  otherwise :  that  is  to  say,  without 
assuming  any  period  of  time  for  the  happen- 
ing of  such  incidents,  and  without  giving 
the  witness  any  rifht  to  assume  such  a  fact, 
leaving  him  to  believe  that  he  may  base  his 
opinion  on  their  having  happened  contempo- 
raneously or  in  close  continuous  succession." 
There  is  certainly  some  apparent  ground  for 
this  criticism  also,  though  the  record  does 
not  enable  us  to  determine  how  nearly  the 
belief  of  the  witness  as  to  the  ''close  connec- 
tion" would  accord  with  the  evidence  on 
which  the  contestants  claimed  to  base  their 
hypothetical  question  ;  and  we  think  that  all 
we  are  rec^ulred  to  say  in  reference  to  this 
objection  is  that  in  this  particular,  as  in  all 
others,  a  question  to  an  expert  witness,  tes- 
tifying as  to  a  person's  mental  condition, 
about  which  he  has  no  personal  knowledge, 
should  contain  sudi  assumptions  of  facts,  and 
such  only,  as  counsel  may  fairly  claim  that 
the  evidence  in  the  case  tends  to  justify,  and 
that,  while  such  a  question  may  not  be  im- 
proper because  it  included  only  a  part  of  the 
facts  in  evidence,  it  would  be  so  if,  by  reason 
of  omission,  it  manifestly  failed  to  present 
facts  which  it  did  include  in  their  just  and 
true  relation,  and  caused  them  to  appear  in 
one  that  was  untrue  and  unjust. 

It  was  claimed  by  the  contestants  that,  even 
if  the  question  was  objectionable,  this  reason 
of  appeal  of  the  proponents  could  not  be 
supported  ;  and  this  on  three  grounds :  First. 
That  the  objection  taken  was  in  these  words : 
"  I  desire  to  object  to  the  question,  upon  the 
ground  that  it  does  not  state  truly  what  the 
evidence  in  the  case  shows."  That  this  was 
saying  jnerely  that  the  Question  did  not  state 
the  facts  as  tney  existed,  which  was  not  re- 
quired by  the  rule ;  citing  Cowley  v.  People, 
88  N.  Y.  470,  38  Am.  Rep.  464.  Second. 
That,  the  court  having  permitted  the  witness, 
against  the  proponents'  objection,  to  answer 
the  question,  the  record  does  not  show  that 
any  exception  was  taken  to  the  ruling  of  the 
court.  Third.  That  the  answering  the  ques- 
tion, as  framed,  could  have  done  the  pro- 
ponents no  harm.  That  it  was  one  thing  to 
inquire  of  the  doctor  as  to  the  sufficiency  of 
the  data  for  an  opinion,  and  quite  another  to 
ask  him  for  his  opinion  as  to  the  testator's 
actual  mental  condition  at  a  given  time. 
Upon  the  facts  and  propositions  contained  in 
the  question,  it  seems  to  us  that  it  was  the 
duty  of  the  proponents  to  have  pointed  out  in 
a  more  specific  manner,  to  the  court,  the 
particulars  in  which  the  proposed  hypotheti- 
cal question  was  objectionaole ;  and,  under 
the  circumstances,  we  do  not  think  the  court 
committed  an  error  by  admitting  the  Question 
for  which  a  new  trial  should  be  allowed. 
But,  as  such  new  trial  must  be  granted  for 
reasons  Isefore  given,  we  have  stated  our 
views,  for  the  guidance  of  the  parties  upon 
such  trial,  and  iot  the  information  of  all  who 
may  be  interested  or  concerned  in  the  ques- 
tion. 

As  explaining  the  basis  of  the  three  re- 
maining reasons  of  appeal,  we  quote  the  fol- 
lowing from  the  record:    "The  proponents 
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offered  in  evidence,  for  the  purpose  of  show- 
ing the  mental  capacitv  of  the  testator,  the 
diaries  of  the  deceased  from  1885  to  1891,  in- 
clusive,, which  were  admitted  and  read  in 
detail  to  the  jury,  consuming  several  days  in 
such  reading.  Afterwards,  during  the  trial, 
they  further  offered  the  entries  in  said  diaries 
as  memoranda  and  declarations  of  the  testator, 
for  the  purpose  of  proving  such  entries  to  be 
true  in  fact.  Upon  objection  of  contestants' 
counsel,  the  court  limited  the  diaries  and 
'  entries  therein  to  the  purpose  for  which  they 
were  originally  introduced  and  admitted,  and 
proponents  excepted.  During  the  trial,  pro- 
ponents offered  a  letter  book  of  the  deceased, 
containing  what  were  claimed  to  be  copies 
of  letters  written  by  the  deceased  to  various 
persons ;  and  such  letter  book  was  read  entire 
to  the  jury,  occupying  two  or  three  days  in 
reading  it,  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the 
mental  soundness  of  the  testator.  After  the 
book  had  been  offered  in  evidence  and  read 
to  the  jury,  the  proponents  offered  in  evidence 
a  large  bundle  of  letters,  claimed  by  them 
to  have  been  found  by  Mr.  Barber's  executor, 
among  his  effects,  after  his  death,  and  to  have 
been  written  to  Mr.  Barber  by  one  or  more 
correspondents,  and  which,  as  claimed  by 
proponents'  counsel,  were  either  answers  to 
the  letters,  copies  of  which  appeared  in  the 
letter  book,  or  suggested  the  writing  of  the 
letters  therein  contained.  Counsel  for  the 
proponents  stated  at  the  time  of  offering  such 
bundle  of  letters  that  he  did  not  propose  to 
read  them,  but  merely  to  put  them  in  with- 
out any  proof  of  the  authenticity  of  the  let- 
ters, or  their  having  been  received  by  the 
testator  in  the  regular  course  of  business,  or 
presenting  the  authors  of  said  letters  in  court 
for  examination.  Upon  the  envelopes  con- 
taining the  letters,  and  upon  the  outside  of 
the  letters  not  inclosed  in  the  envelopes,  were 
pencil  memoranda,  purporting  to  have  been 
placed  there  by  Mr.  Barber,  and  which  were 
identified  as  in  his  hand -writing,  and  pur- 
porting to  be  memoranda  of  the  dates  or  the 
letters.  To  the  admission  of  said  letters, 
under  the  offer  of  the  proponents,  the  con- 
testants' counsel  objected.  The  court  there- 
upon allowed  the  memoranda  upon  the  out- 
side of  the  envelopes  and  letters  made  thereon 
by  Mr.  Barber  to  go  to  the  jury,  but  ruled 
out  the  contents  of  the  letters  themselves. 
Contestants  excepted  to  the  ruling  of  the 
court."  '*The  contestants  introduced  one 
Parker,  who  testified  that  the  testator  was, 
in  his  opinion,  of  unsound  mind,  and,  among 
other  thinffs.  testified  to  a  business  transac- 
tion with  Mr.  Barber,  in  which  Mr.  Parker 
sold  the  testator. a  quantity  of  tobacco  steins, 
which  the  testator  refused  to  pay  for,  for  the 
reason  that  the  wind  had  blown  the  tobacco 
stems  off  the  land  on  which  they  had  been 
placed  for  fertilizing,  and  they  therefore 
had  done  him  no  gocS.  To  contradict  Mr. 
Parker,  the  proponents  offered  a  receipt  for 
tobacoo  stems,  signed  by  Mr.  Parker,  and 
found  among  Mr.  Barber's  effects,  and  also 
offered  an  account  book  purporting  to  have 
been  kept  by  the  testator,  containing  an  entry 
of  cash,  purporting  to  have  been  paid  to  Mr. 
Parker  for  tobacco  stems.  Mr.  Parker,  hav- 
ing been  called  as  a  witness  by  the  propo- 
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nents,  and  shown  the  receipt,  denied  that  the 
receipt  was  for  the  stems  which  he  had  al- 
ready testified  to  as  having  been  sold  by  him 
to  Mr.  Barber,  but  related  to  another  and  en- 
tirely different  transaction  which  had  taken 
place  at  an  entirely  different  time,  the  item 
in  the  account  book  corresponding  with  the 
item  in  Uie  receipt.  The  receipt  was  ad- 
mitted in  evidence  for  what  it  was  worth, 
but  counsel  for  the  contestants  objected  to  the 
introduction  of  the  account  book  for  the  pur- 
pose for  which  it  was  offered,  to  wit,  to  con- 
tradict Mr.  Parker,  and  show  that  the  account 
of  the  tobacco  stems  was  in  fact  paid.  The 
court  sustained  the  objection,  and  the  pro- 
ponents excepted  to  the  ruling." 

That,  as  a  matter  of  common  law  and  un- 
affected by  statute,  the  ruling^  of  the  court  in 
reference  to  the  diaries,  admitting  them  for 
the  purpose  of  showing  the  mental  capacity 
of  the  testator,  but  not  for  the  purpose  of 
proving  the  entries  to  be  true  in  fact,  was 
correct,  there  can,  we  think,  be  no  question 
whatever.     The  American  cases  on  this  sub- 
ject are  almost  numberless,  and,  so  far  as  we 
are  aware,  in 'entire  accord  in  afi^rmance  of 
this  view.     A  large  collection  of  such  cases- 
may  be  found  in  a  note  on  page  156,  11  Am. 
&  Eng.  Encyclop.  Law.    But  we  need  go  no- 
further  for  authority  on  this  point  than  our 
own  case  of  Comstock  v.  Hadlyfiie  Ecd,  8oe.  8 
Conn.  254,  20  Am.  Dec.  100.     The  real  con- 
tention of  the  proponents,  however,  appears 
to  be,  that  such  entries  are  now  admissible 
in  this  state  as  evidence  of  the  truth  of  rele- 
vant matters  therein  contained,  by  virtue  of 
the  statute,    (Gen.   Stat,   g    1094,)   on    the 
ground  that  an  appeal  from  a  probate  decree, 
approving  or  disapproving  an  alleged  will, 
is  ^'an  action  by  or  against  the  representa- 
tives of  a  deceased  person,"  within  the  mean- 
ing of  that  statute ;  and  the  case  of  Pvdey  v. 
Eddy,  56  Conn.  888,  is  cited  as  authority  to 
that  effect.     In  that  case  this  court  held  that 
a  distributee  of  the  property  of  a  deceased 
person  is  his  "representative,"   within  the 
meaning  of  section  1094,  and  without  the  aid 
of  section  10fi|^,  in  a  suit  involving  title  to 
property.     But  we  fail  to  see  how  this  case 
redects  any  light  upon  the  present  question. 
In  the  present  case  there  can  be  no  doubt  that 
the  proponents  of  the  will  are  ** representa- 
tives" 'of  the  deceased.     The  inquiry  turns 
upon  whether  such  an  appeal  is  an  '^action'* 
by  or  against  such  representatives,  within  the 
meaning  of  that  provision.    That  such  appeal 
is  an  "* action,"  within  the  intent  of  some 
statutory  provisions,  (Oen.  Stat.  §  794,)  is 
certain.     **  But  this  is  not  an  ordinary  case, 
and  has  never  been  treated  as  such  in  this 
state,  but  as  a  statutory  and  special  proceed- 
ing."    LitingHan's  Appeal,  9upra,     In  ref- 
erence, then,  to  such  a  proceeding,  was  it  the 
intention  of  the  legislature,  by  the  provisions 
of  the  statute  in  question,  to  change  the  ex- 
isting common  law  in  regard  to  uie  entries 
and  "memoranda   of   alleged   testators?      It 
seems  to  us  not,  and  th&t  the  case  of  Bis9eU 
V.  Beckwith,  82  Conn.  609,  and  the  opinion 
of  this  court  by  Baldwin,  «/.,  in  the  recent 
and  still  unreported  case  of  Rowland  v.  Bail- 
road  Co.,  abundantly  show — First,  that  the 
statute  should  be  "  construed  according  to  the 
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apparent  intention  of  the  legislature,  to  be 
gathered  from  the  entire  language  used,  in 
connection  with  the  subject  and  purpose  of 
the  lav ;"  and  second,  that  such  construction 
will  not  bring  such  appeal  as  the  present 
within  its  purview.  There  was  no  error, 
therefore,  in  the  ruling  of  the  court  below 
on  this  point. 

Whether  anv  distinction  is  to  be  drawn 
between  the  diary  entries  and  the  entry  in 
the  account  book  of  cash  purporting  to  have 
been  paid  to  Mr.  Parker  for  tobacco  stems, 
it  is  not  necessary  to  decide ;  for,  even  erant- 
log  such  entry  to  have  been  admissible,  its 
exclusion  could  have  produced  no  possible 
injury  to  the  proponents.  The  receipt  ad- 
mitted, signed  by  Mr.  Parker,  corresponded 
with  the  item  in  the  account  book,  and  fur- 
nished the  best  and  fully  conclusive  evidence 
of  payment,  which  payment  was  not  denied  ; 
the  claim  of  Mr.  Parker  being  that  it  was  a 
different  transaction  from  the  one  concerning 
which  he  had  previously  testified.  On  this 
point,  corroborating  evidence  of  the  admitted 
fact  of  payment  would  have  been  of  no  ma- 
teriality. 

So  far  as  the  letters  are  concerned,  the  only 
e^rception,  as  shown  by  the  record,  was  taken, 
not  by  the  proponents,  but  by  the  contestants. 
But  even  ii  we  were  to  assume,  as  we  have 
DO  rieht  to  do,  but  as  was  most  earnestly  as- 
sertea  by  the  proponents,  that  an  exception 
was  also  taken  by  them,  we  think  the  propo- 


sition to  lay  these  letters  in  as  a  mass,  un- 
read, for  the  Jury  '*to  examine  or  not,  as 
they  should  feel  inclined,"  was  improper. 
Billings'  App.,  49  Conn.  456,  459.  We  ought, 
however,  perhaps,  to  add,  in  view  of  what 
may  probably  arise  upon  another  trial  of  this 
case, 'that  if  (as  the  record  affords  us  some 
warrant  for  believing)  the  court  refused  to 
admit  these  letters  because  unaccompanied 
with  proof  of  authenticity  or  that  they  were 
received  in  the  regular  course  of  business, 
and  because  their  authors  were  not  produced 
for  examination,  such  grounds  of  refusal, 
upon  the  facts  stated,  do  not  seem  to  us  valid. 
Tlie  findinc  of  the  letters  among  the  papers 
of  Mr.  Baroer,  by  his  executor,  with  pencil 
memoranda  upon  them  of  the  dates,  in  Mr. 
Barber's  hand- writing,  would  appear  to  be 
sufficient  evidence,  prima  facie,  that  they 
were  what  they  purported  to  be ;  especially 
where  the  question  was  not  as  to  the  truth  of 
any  matters  stated  therein,  or  as  to  the  au- 
thenticity of  the  letters,  but  as  to  the  evi- 
dence of  capacity  which  the  testator's  replies 
afforded,  which  could  best  be  apprehended 
by  knowing  the  contents  of  the  writings 
themselves,  which  the  testator's  letters  pur- 
ported to  answer. 

There  was  error  in  the  charge  of  the  court 
to  the  Jury,  as  hereinbefore  indicated,  and 
for  this  reason  a  new  trial  is  oranted. 

The  other  Judges  concurred. 


KANSAS  SUPREME  COURT. 


Rmnie  E.  MALLORY,  Plff,  in  Err., 

V, 

D.  M.  FERGUSON. 

(fiO  Kan.  68S.) 

*1.  It  to  no  pmart  of  the  oiBcifcl  duty  of  a 
eteflK  of  the  distriet  court  to 

*Headnotes  hy  Allsr,  J. 


of  the  reoords  in  bis  offloe  for  Judff- 
menti,  liens,  or  suits  pending,  affecting  the  title 
to  real  property,  and  certify  to  the  result  of  suob 
searoh. 
8.  Whore  »  elerfc  of  the  dietrlet  eourt, 
who  in  neither  a  Inwyer  nor  en^gmg^d 
in  the  bneineae  of  inking'  nhetmete* 
signs  n  eertiflente  appended  to  an  abstract 
of  the  title  to  certain  real  estate,  as  foUows:  "  I 
further  certify  that  there  are  no  Judgments,  me- 


Non.>-XAi2>tttt|f  of  oMcers  for  defects  in  abstract  of 
tUte, 

A  derk'of  a  court  is  liable  to  the  party  employ- 
biff  hfm  for  omiasions  or  mistakes  in  an  abstract 
farniBhed  by  him  where  he  agrees  to  furnish  an  ab- 
itmet  am  the  party  procurln^^  the  same  is  dam- 
iffcd  by  reaaon  of  suob  omissions  or  mistakes.  But 
he  fi  ttBhle  only  to  sach  party,  and  in  case  the  dam- 
sgm  aooraed  from  the  imperfect  abstract. 

A  prottionotary  and  his  sureties  in  Pennsylvania 
are  iisMe  for  damages  incurred  through  a  mistake 
Id  the  oertUlcate  fumialied  to  the  purchaser  of  land 
by  the  prothonotary  as  to  Judgments*  as  it  is  part 
ffl  hii  duty,  incident  to  his  oflloe  as  keeper  of  the 
icGOfd,  the  fee  bill  giving  him  compensation  for 
netrdiM  and  oertilleates:  and  he  is  the  only  person 
Uiat  the  common  law  of  the  state  recognises  for 
tint  purpuae,  and  the  omiasion  of  his  seal  will  not 
mievehissafetiee.    Ziegler  v.  Com.  12  Pa.  287. 

So  a  recorder  of  deeds  and  his  sureties  on  liis  of- 
leis)  bond  are  Uable  to  the  party  employing  him  for 
t  eertMcate  by  him  that  there  are  no  mortgages 
■saian  tt>perty  for  which  be  charged  and  received 
t  fee  allowed  by  tew,  if  there  was  a  mortgage  on 
raeord  by  which  the  party  procuring  the  search 
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was  damaged.  McOaraher  v.  Com.  6  Watts  ft  S.  21, 
ao  Am.  Dec.  100. 

But  a  recorder  of  deeds  and  his  sureties  in  Penn- 
sylvania are  liable  on  a  false  certificate  of  search 
only  to  the  party  taking  the  certificate  and  not  to 
a  future  purchaser.    Com.  v.  Harmer;  S  Phila.  90. 

The  fact  that  the  borrower  kuew  of  the  existence 
of  the  omitted  liens,  and  acted  as  the  agent  of  the 
leaner  in  ordering  the  recorder  to  make  the  certifi- 
cate, will  not  relieve  the  recorder;  in  Pennsylvania 
from  liability  to  a  party  loaning  money  for  errors 
and  omissions  in  a  certificate  of  search.  Houseman 
V.  Ghrard  Hut.  fildg.  ft  L.  Asso.  81  Pa.  2S8,  2  W.  N. 
C.  078,  88  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  108. 

So  a  recorder  of  deeds  is  liable  to  a  building  asso- 
ciation for  omitting  from  his  certificate  of  title 
mention  of  a  mortgage  on  the  representation  of 
the  party  applying  for  the  abstract  to  be  used  by 
the  building  association  that  the  mortgages  should 
be  satisfied,  where  the  solicitor  of  the  association 
allowed  the  applicant  for  the  loan  to  procure  the 
searches.  Peabody  BIdg.  ft  L.  Amo.  v.  Houseman, 
80  Pa.  281, 88  Am.  Rep.  787. 

The  court  determines  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
recorder  as  the  law  gives  him  a  fee  for  the  oertif- 
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chanlcs^  liens,  or  foreign  executions  on  file  or 
ot  record  In  this  county,  or  any  attachments  or 
other  suits  pendtngr  in  said  county,  against  said 
wlthin-describcA  lands  nor  against  any  of  the 
grantors  or  grantees  herein,  nor  against  any  other 
person  through  whom  title  herein  is  derived,  ex- 
cept  .  D.  M.  Ferguson,  Clerk  District  Court, ' 

Miami  Co.,  Kansas.  Dated  this  8th  day  of  April, 
1886.  LSeal.]"— and  receives  therefor  twenty-flve 
cents,  which  is  the  fee  allowed  by  law  for  a  cer- 
tificate alone,  it  will  not  be  presumed,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  evidence,  that  such  clerk  agreed  to  make 
a  careful  search,  and  correctly  certify  as  to  the 


condition  of  the  title  to  such  land,  but  the  bur- 
den of  showing  an  express  agreement  to  do  so 
rests  on  the  plaintifT;  and  such  clerk  will  not  be 
held  liable  for  any  mere  errors  of  Judgment,  or 
want  of  skill,  in  determining  the.legal  effect  of  a 
suit  pending  in  the  court  of  which  he  is  clerk.  A 
party  relsring  on  the  certificate  of  such  clerk,  in 
the  absence  of  such  agreement,  must  himself  bear 
whatever  loss  ensues  from  want  of  skill  or  hon- 
est errors  of  Judgment  on  the  part  of  such  clerk. 
8*  Whatever  lUkbUitgriflinetirred  in  any 
rk  Is   to  the  persoti  for 
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whom  the  certificate  is  made,  and  not  to  his  gmn  . 


icate  and  the  condition  of  his  bond  was  ^^shall  and 
does  well  and  truly  and  faithfully,  in  all  things,  ex- 
ecute and  perform  the  duties  of  the  said  oflloe.''* 

Where  the  borrower  of  money  furnished  a  certl- 
dcate  of  search  and  the  agent  of  the  lender,  being 
dissatisfled  with  it,  went  to  the  prothonotary  and 
asked  for  a  renewed  search,  and  he  reafBrmed  Its 
correctness,  he  is  liable  on  his  bond  to  the  party 
loaning  money  for  damages  caused  by  Judgments 
omitted  from  the  abstract.  Siewers  v.  Com.  87  Pa. 
15. 

Under  Pennsylvania  Act  187S,  I  1  (Pub.  Laws, 
1140)  the  recorder  of  deeds,  prothonotaries,  clerks 
of  courts,  and  other  oflioers  in  the  city  of  Phila- 
delphia whose  duty  or  custom  it  is  or  hereafter 
may  be  to  make  and  certify  searches,  shall  be  lia- 
ble on  their  bond  to  any  person  claiming  under  the 
party  for  whom  the  abstract  was  furnished  for  five 
years  from  the  time  of  certificate  of  search. 

The  recorder  and  sureties  are  not  liable  for  omit- 
ting a  mortgage  from  his  certificate  of  search  if 
the  mortgagor's  name  Is  not  correctly  given  in  the 
order  for  the  search.  Com.  v.  Owen,  8  W.  N.  C. 
:»0. 

A  register  of  deeds  is  liable  to  the  party  employ- 
ing him  in  damages  for  negligence  in  omitting 
from  an  abstract  mention  of  an  Incumbrance, 
which  omission  caused  expense  to  the  plaintiff  in 
perfecting  the  UUe.    Smith  v.  Holmes,  64  Mich.  104. 

This  is  on  the  ground  that  he  entered  into  a  con- 
tract to  examine  the  records  and  report  as  to  what 
mortgages  were  on  the  land  and  the  law  implied  an 
undertaking  from  him  that  he  possessed  the  re- 
quired knowledge  and  skill:  and  that  he  would  use 
due  and  ordinary  care  and  if  the  plaintiff  was  dam- 
aged by  failure  she  could  recover. 

A  recorder  in  Illinois  is  not  bound  to  examine 
and  give  information  whether  land  is  incumbered 
as  it  would  frequently  involve  a  question  as  to  the 
legal  effect  of  the  conveyances  of  record,  but  he  is 
bound  to  search  and  give  information  of  the  fact 
whether  there  are  deeds,  mortgages,  or  writings 
concerning  the  land.  He  is  allowed  for  every 
search  of  record  twelve  and  one  half  cents,  under 
Gales'  111.  Stat  ,200,  and  the  fees  and  perquisites  of 
office  are  sufficient  considerations  to  charge  the 
surety  on  his  bond  for  breach  of  duty  in  giving  in- 
correct information  as  to  instruments  on  record. 
Luskv.  airlin.5Ill.aO&. 

This  supports  the  main  case  as  to  the  province  of 
an  oflicer  in  respect  to  the  legal  effect  of  the  con- 
veyances of  record:  but  it  seems  that  the  statutory 
fee  for  search  implies  a  duty  to  search.  This  stat- 
utory provrision  Is  wanting  in  Kansas. 

In  an  action  against  the  clerk  of  the  district  court 
for  damages  for  certificate  of  title,  a  demurrer  to 
the  petition  should  be  sustained  where  it  shows 
that  the  plaintiff  was  not  damag^  but  had  title  be- 
fore an  alleged  mechanics*  lien  was  filed,  which  it 
was  claimed  was  omitted  from  the  abstract.  United 
States  Wind  Bngine  A  P.  Co.  v.  Linville,  48  Kan. 
456. 

A  petition  agaldst  aclerk  In  the  office  of  record- 
er, and  deputy  recorder  of  a  county  for  damages 
in  making  an  erroneous  abstract  of  title  which 
22  L.  R.  A. 


plaintiff  desired  to  purchase,  and  which  abstract 
was  incorrect,  and  plaintiff  was  required  to  pay  off 
an  undisclosed  Judgment,  is  bad  on  demurrer  for 
failing  to  allege  that  plaintiff  purchased  the  prop- 
erty.   Batty  V.  Font,  64  Ind.  482. 

There  is  no  statute  making  it  the  duty  of  the  re- 
corder in  Indiana  to  search  the  records  and  certify 
to  the  condition  of  titles.  **If,  for  a  conslderatiOD, 
he  undertakes  to  search  the  record  and  certify  to 
titles,  and  whether  certain  real  estate  is  incum- 
bered or  not,  be  would  be  liable  upon  such  under- 
taking Just  as  would  any  other  person;  he  would 
be  liable  to  the  party  who  employed  him,  but  not  to 
such  as  might  simply  see  and  rely  upon  such  cer- 
tificate.*' Mechanics  Bldg.  Asso.  v.  Whitacre,  OS 
Ind.647. 

Under  N.  Y.  Sess.  Laws  1858,  p.  266,  providing  that 
the  county  clerk  shall  cause  search  to  be  made  in 
his  ofllce  and  shall  be  liable  for  all  damages  from 
errors,  inaccuracies,  or  mistakes  in  his  return,  a 
county  clerk  who  was  employed  by  plaintiff  to 
make  an  atistract  so  that  plaintiff  could  procure  a 
loan  on  land  he  already  owned,  but  who  omitted  a 
Judgment  against  a  prior  owner  which  afterwards 
cost  plaintiff  9400  to  settle.  Is  not  liable  m  dam- 
ages since  the  loss  did  not  occur  from  the  error  in 
the  abstract.    Kimball  v.  Connolly,  88  How.  Pr.  247. 

The  defendant  is  liable  for  negligence  where  be 
was  employed  by  an  intended  purchaser,  to  make  a 
search  for  taxes  and  assessment  and  gave  the  plain- 
tiff two  returns  one  being  a  search  for  taxes  cer- 
tified to  by  him.  and  the  other  a  search  for 
assessments  certified  by  some  other  party  not  em- 
ployed by  plaintiff  and  which  omitted  an  asseas- 
ment  which  had  to  be  paid  after  the  purchase,  and 
the  purchase  was  made  i-elying  on  these  oertlfioate«. 
Morange  v.  Mix,  44  N.  Y.  815. 

It  does  not  appear  whether  the  party  employed 
to  search  was  an  oflicer  or  not.  If  the  defendant 
intended  that  plaintiff  should  relron  thecertlflcate 
made  by  the  other  party  he  Is  liable  for  the  negli- 
gence of  such  other  party  as  though  he  had  made 
it  himself. 

A  register  of  deeds  who  gave  a  false  certificate 
that  a  title  was  unincumbered,  when  he  knew 
there  was  an  attachment  thereon,  was  guilty'  of 
misconduct  in  office  and  eould  be  removed  from 
ofllce,  although  it  was' not  part  of  his  official  duty 
to  certify  as  to  titles.  State  v.  Leach.  00  Me.  68, 11 
Am.  Bep.  172. 

In  connection  with  the  main  case  it  should  be 
noticed,  that  under  Taylor's  Kan.  Stat.,  1147,  an  ab- 
stracter of  tities  must  give  good  bond  in  the  sum 
of  $6,000.  and  shall  be  liable  thereon  to  any  per- 
son for  whom  he  may  compile  an  abstract  for 
any  damage  for  incompleteness  or  errors,  that  the 
filing  of  the  bond  is  a  guaranty  of  good  faith.  Thi« 
shows  that  the  business  is  regarded  by  the  legisla- 
ture of  that  state  as  distinct  from  the  duties  of  the 
clerk. 

In  this  note  the  liability  of  attorneys  and  other 
private  abstracters  for  opinion  or  certificate  of 
title  or  abstracts  furnished  by  them  is  omitted. 

I.  T. 
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tee:  and,  before  the  plaintiff  can  recover,  he 
must  show  that  he  employed  the  defendant  to 
perforin  the  service. 

4*  The  defendju&t  in  thii  case  made*  on 
an  abstraet  of  title,  the  eertiflcate 
above  mentioned,  and  received  tvrenty-five  cents 
therefor.  There  was  a  suit  pending,  affectinjr 
the  title  to  the  lands  described  in  the  abstract, 
which  was  prosecuted  to  Judgment,  and  resulted 
in  io^  to  the  plaintiff.  The  defendant  was  not  a 
lawyer,  nor  an  abstractor,  nor  did  he  claim  to 
have  any  skill  in  maklngr  searches  of  records,  but 
erroneously  supposed  it  was  his  duty  to  make 
such  certtfloate.  There  is  no  claim  that  he  acted 
in  bad  faith  or  corruptly,  but,  under  the  findings 
of  the  court,  appears  to  have  used  such  care  and 
Judgment  as  he  was  ordinarily  capable  of  ezer- 

.  cislxig.  Held,  that  the  defendant  is  not  liable  in 
this  action. 

(February  11, 1888.) 

ERROR  to  the  District  Conrt  for  Miam« 
County  to  review,  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
defendant  in  an  action  broui^ht  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  losses  sustained  by  reason  of  defects 
in  the  abstract  of  title  to  certain  land,  which 
was  certified  by  defendant  and  upon  which 
plain tifl^  relied  in  purchasing  the  property.  Af- 
firmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  John  C.  Sheridan,  for  plaintiff  in 
error: 

Having  engaged  in  the  business  of  examin- 
ing titles  and  furnishing  abstracts  thereof,  for 
which  he  receives  compensation,  the  defendant 
impliedly  represents  himself  to  the  public  as 
one  competent  to  conduct  it,  and  that  he  will 
at  least  use  ordinary  care  and  diligence  in  the 
discharge  of  it. 

1  Am.  &  Kng.  Encyclop.  Law.  48;  Martin- 
dale,  Abstracts  of  Title,  §  181;  Story,  Bailm. 
481;  Whart.  Neg.  749;  Dundee  Mortg.  db  T,  hi- 
tiest  Go,  v.  Huffhes,  20  Fed.  Rep.  89;  Olark  v. 
MarshaU,  84  Mo.  489;  Chaae  v.  Heaney,  70  HI. 
268;  BankiuY,  Schaeffer,  4  Mo.  App.  108; 
GUman  v.  Hotey,  26  Mo.  280;  8tott  v.  Earn- 
Hon,  73  Ind.  17;  1  Lawson,  Rights,  Rem.  & 
Pr.  128. 

In  some  of  the  states  it  is  the  practice  for  the 
examiner  after  having  ascertained  the  chain  of 
title  by  inspection  of  the  records,  to  direct 
written  requisitions  to  the  clerks  of  the  vari- 
ous oflSces  for  searches  for  incumbrances  or 
liens  of  record  that  may  affect  the  property. 
In  large  cities  this  method  is  rendered  neces- 
sary, or  at  least  convenient,  in  order  to  avoid 
the  throng  of  applicants  which  would  other- 
wise crowd  the  ofiSces,  and  also  to  prevent  sub- 
jection of  the  records  to  the  carelessness  or 
fraudulent  designs  of  the  searchers.  The  lia- 
bility of  all  such  oificers  is  either  fixed  by  stat- 
ute, or  is  established  under  the  general  law  of 
negligence.  They  are  also  liable  for  the  acts 
or  omissions  of  those  whom  they  delegate  to  do 
the  work. 

Martindal'e,  Abstracts  of  Title,  188;  Gerard, 
Titles  of  Real  Estate,  757;  Kimball  y.  OonnoUy, 
38  How.  Pr.  247;  Ch(ue  v.  Heaney,  supra; 
Sbearm.  &  Redf.  Neg.  ^  288;  2^ler  v.  Com. 
12  Pa.  227.  See  also  15  Cent.  L.  J.  482;  Balti- 
7nore  dbP.  R.  Co.  v.  Jones,  95  U.  8.  489,  24  L. 
ed.  506;  16  Am.  &  Eng.  Encyclop.  Law,  889; 
Link  V.  Carlin,  5  Til  895. 
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An  abstracter  who  furnishes  an  abstract  to 
a  vendor  is  liable  to  a  vendee  who  relied  on  it 
in  purchase  of  the  property  at  the  time. 

DickU  V.  NashviUe  Abstraet  Go.  89  Tenn.  431. 
See  also  Donaldson  v.  Hdldane,  7  Clark  &  F. 
762;  PagsY.  Trutch,  8  Chicago  Leg.  News,  885; 
Pe<ibody  Bldg.  db  L,  Asso,  v.  Houseman,  89  Pa. 
261,  88  Am.  Rep.  757;  16  Am.  &  Eng. 
Encvclop.  Law,  418,  419. 

Sir.  Selwjrn  Doa£^las»  for  defendant  in 
error:  • 

There  was  certainly  no  contract,  and  no 
privity  of  contract  between  defendant  in  error 
and  Mr.  Mallory  or  Mrs.  Mallory.  Without 
such  contract  and  privity  of  contract, there  can 
be  no  liability. 

Dundee  Mortg.  A  T.  Invest.  Co.  v.  Hughes,  20 
Fed.  Rep.  89,  18  Cent.  L.  J.  470;  Houseman 
V.  Oirard  Mut.  Bldg.  d  L.  Asso.  81  Pa.  256; 
Eoberts  v.  Leon  Loan  it  A.  Go.  dS  Iowa,  76; 
National  Sav.  Bank  of  D.  Cv.  Ward,  100  U.  8. 
195, 25  L.  ed.  621.  See  also  Chase  v.  Heaney.lO 
111.  268;  Warvelle,  Abstracts  of  Title,  pp.  7,  8, 
60.66. 

The  clerk  of  the  district  court  ought  not  to 
be  held  liable,  if  liable  at  all,  to  any  one  but 
bis  employer.  Chandler. 

Walker  v.  Stevens,  79  lU.  198;  Bead  v.  Pat- 
terson, 11  Lea,  480;  Collins  v.  Griffin,  Barnes, 
87. 

The  liability  of  abstracters  of  title  in  the 
peilormance  of  their  work  is  the  same,  in  de- 
gree, as  that  of  attorneys  at  law. 

An  attorney  is  responsible  for  ordinary  care, 
skill,  and  reasonable  diligence;  such  skill  and 
prudence  only  as  is  usually  exercised  bv  law- 
yers of  average  capacity  and  ability,  and  he  is 
liable  only  for  gross  neglect. 

Weeks,  Attorneys  at  Law,  §§  284,298;  Pitt 
V.  Yalden,  4  Burr.  2060;  (TBarr  v.  Alexander, 
87  Ga.  195;  Gilbert  v.  WiUiams,  8  Mass.  51,  5 
Am.  Dec.  77;  Caverly  v.  M'Oa>en,  128  Mass. 
574;  Chase  v.  Heaney,  supra;  Morrill  v.  Gra- 
ham, 27  Tex.  646;  Sggleston  v.  Boardman,  87 
Mich.  14. 

He  will  be  presumed  to  have  discharged  his 
dutv  to  his  client,  with  ordinary  care  and  skill, 
until  the  contrary  is  made  to  appear. 

Bomnan  v.  TaUman,  27  How.  Pr.  212;  Pen- 
nington V.  TeU,  11  Ark.  212,52  Am.  Dec.  262 
Weeks,  Attorneys  at  Law,  S  288.  See  also 
Almond  y.  Nugent,  84  Iowa,  800,  11  Am.  Rep 
147;  Bitchey  v.  West,  28 111.885;  Barnes  v.  Means, 
82  in.  879,  25  Am.  Rep.  828;  aHara  v.  Wells, 
14  Neb.  408;  Smothers  v.  BanksMlo^a,  286, 
11  Am.  Rep.  141;  SmaU  v.  Howard,  128  Mass 
181,  85  Am.  Rep.  868;  Geiselman  v.  Scott,  25 
Ohio  St.  66;  Graham  v.  Gautier,  21  Tex.  Ill 
Branner  v.  Stormont,  9  Kan.  51. 


J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  action  is  brought  by  the  plaintiff  to 
recover  from  the  defendant  damages  which 
she  claims  to  have  sustained  by  reason  of  the 
defendant  having  certified  on  the  abstract 
title  to  a  certain  lot  in  Paola,  as  follows :  ^  I 
hereby  certify  that  there  are  no  judgments, 
mechanics*  liens,  foreign  executions,  or  suits 
pending  on  the  records  of  this  court  against 
any  of  the  above-named  grantors  or  grantees 
af^cting  the  title  of  the  above-described  real 
estate,  except  as  above  stated.    Dated  this  8th 
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day  of  April,  1885.  D.  M.  Ferguson,  Clerk 
of  the  Uistrict  Court  Miami  Co.,  Eas.'* 
PlaiDtiff  alleges,  in  substance,  that,  relying 
upon  this  certificate,  she  purchased  the  prop- 
erty described  in  the  abstract,  and  paid  there- 
for, in  cash,  the  sum  of  $5,000:  that,  in 
truth  and  in  fact,  there  was  a  suit  then  pend- 
ing in  said  district  court  wherein  one  Sutton 
S.  Clover  was  plaintiflf,  and  William  O.  Oak- 
man,  Hattie  K  Oakman,  and  others  were  de- 
fendants, in  which  said  Clover  claimed  to 
owD  an  equitable  interest  in  said  lands,  and 
sought  to  recover  the  same.  Plainti ff  further 
alleges  that  said  suit  last  mentioned  was  tried 
in  said  district  court,  and  that  said  Clover 
was  by  said  court  adjudged  to  be  the  owner 
of  the  undivided  one  fourth  of  said  property ; 
that  plaintiff  was  compelled  to  pay  $1,000  to 
buy  m  the  interests  or  said  Clover,  and  that 
she  paid  attorney  fees  and  expenses  in  defend- 
ing said  action  to  the  amount  of  $885 ;  that 
she  had  demanded  payment  from  the  defend- 
ant, and  that  he  refused.  The  defendant  ad- 
mits that  he  was  clerk  of  the  district  court, 
and  that  he  signed  the  certificate  set  up  in  the 
petition.  The  defendant  denied  that  he  was 
engaged  in  the  business  of  makine  abstracts. 
The  defendant  alleges  that  said  abstract  was 
made  by  one  C.  W.  Chandler,  who  was  en- 
gaged in  the  business  of  making  abstracts  of 
title,  and  that  said  defendant  sismed  the  same 
as  an  accommodation  to  the  said  Chandler. 
He  alleges  that,  before  signing  the  certificate, 
he  made  a  diligent,  thorough,  and  careful  ex- 
amination of  the  records  in  his  office,  and,  as 
a  result  of  said  search  and  examination,  was 
satisfied  of  the  truth  of  said  certificate.  He 
alleges  that  he  examined  all  the  records  and 
papers  in  said  suit  of  CUner  v.  Oakman,  and 
was  convinced  that  the  title  to  said  real  estate 
was  not  involved  in  said  suit  of  Glceer  v.  Oak- 
man.  The  defendant  also  alleges  that  the 
party  for  whom  said  abstract  was  made  was 
unknown  to  him  at  the  time  he  signed  said 
certificate,  and  that  he  signed  it  for  the  sole 
advantage  and  profit  of  said  C.  W.  Chandler. 
The  unoisputea  evidence  shows  that  the  de- 
fendant was  paid  twenty- five  cents  for  this 
certificate.  It  also  shows  that  the  title  to  the 
land  mentioned  in  the  abstract  was  in  dispute 
in  said  suit  of  Clawr  v.  Oakman ;  that  Clover 
obtained  judgment  for  a  one-fourth  interest 
therein ;  that  the  plaintiff  bought  in  said  in- 
terest, and  paid  $1,000  for  it;  and  that  she 
paid  attornevs'  fees  amounting  to  $810  in  de- 
fending against  the  claim  of  iaid  Clover  in 
that  action,  she  having  been  made  party  de- 
fendant to  the  action  subsequent  to  the  pur- 
chase from  Oakman  and  wife  of  the  property 
described  in  the  abstract.  This  case  was  tried 
before  the  court  without  a  jury,  and  a  general 
finding  made  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  and 
judgment  rendered  against  the  plaintiff  for 
costs. 

There  is  no  showing  that  Mrs.  Mai  lory,  the 
plaintiff,  or  her  husband,  C.  H.  Mallory, 
whom  the  evidence  shows  was  her  general 
agent  in  making  the  purchase  of  the  prop- 
erty, had  any  conversation  directly  with  the 
defendant.  The  evidence  does  show  that 
Mallorr  employed  said  C.  W.  Chandler  to 
make  the  abstract.  It  al  so  shows  that  Mai  lory 
paid  to  Chandler  fifty  cents,  in  addition  to 
^  L.  R.  A. 


Chandler's  own  charges,  for  the  certificates 
of  the  clerk  of  the  district  court  and  the  treas- 
urer. The  defendant  claims  that  his  under- 
standing of  the  matter  was  that  the  abstract 
was  made  for  Oakman,  and  upon  this  questioa 
the  testimony  is  not  entirely  clear.  On  cross- 
examination  C.  H.  Mallory  was  asked  this 
question :  **  Question.  You  may  state  if  you 
recognize  that  paper  you  examine  there, 
(handing  witness  paper,)  and  didn't  you  an- 
swer, in  reply  to  that  question,  this :  *That 
is  the  abstract  that  Mr.  Oakman  presented  to 
us,  made  by  Mr.  Chandler?'  Antwer,  Well, 
that  was  part  of  the  papers ;  yes,  sir. "  C.  W. 
Chandler,  on  cross-examination,  testified  as 
follows :  "  O.  What  did  Mr.  Mallory  say  to 
you  about  what  he  wanted  that  abstract  of 
title  for?  A.  When  he  first  came  to  the  ofilce 
he  said  he  wanted  it  for  Mr.  Oakman, — that 
is,  Mr.  Oakman  wanted  the  abstract — and  he 
spoke  to  us  for  it.  0.  You  told  him  you 
would  not  make  the  abstract  for  Mr.  Oakman 
unless  Mr.  Mallory  would  pay  for  it?  A. 
Yes,  sir.  Q.  Then  he  told  you  to  go  on  and 
make  it,  and  he  would  pay  for  it?  A,  Yes, 
sir ;  he  said  he  would  see  it  was  paid  for.  Q. 
Then  you  went  on  and  made  it?  A,  I  did.** 
The  defendant  testified,  among  other  tilings : 
^  Q.  Did  Mr.  Mallory  ever  say  anything  to 
you  in  connection  with  the  matter?  A.  I 
don't  recollect  Mr.  Mallory  saying  anything. 
Q.  Did  he  ever  have  anything  to  say  to  you 
on  the  subject?  A,  No,  sir.  Q.  You  sav  you 
signed  this  certificate  at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Chandler?  A,  Yes,  sir;  C.  W.  Chandler.  I 
examined  the  record  for  Mr.  Chandler,  at  his 
request.  Q.  What  was  Mr.  Chandler's  busi- 
ness at  that  time?  A.  He  was  in  the  loan 
business  and  the  abstract  business.  Q.  Be- 
fore you  signed  that  certificate  at  that  time, 
you  may  state  whether  you  made  a  careful  ex- 
amination of  the  recoras.  A,  I  did  make  a 
careful  examination  of  the  records.  Q.  And 
you  may  state  what,  if  any,  conclusion  you 
came  to  with  reference  to  anything  in  that 
suit  affecting  the  title  to  that  property, — the 
property  alleged  to  be  described  in  that  so- 
called  abstract  of  title.  A.  My  opinion,  ac- 
cording to  the  best  of  my  judgment,  was  that 
it  did  not  affect  the  title.  Of  course,  it  was 
a  compl  icated  case.  It  was  my  understanding 
I  was  simply  to  exercise  my  judgment,  as 
best  I  could. "  And  again :  ^  O.  Was  there 
any  talk  in  your  office,  at  the  time  this  cer- 
tificate was  certified  to,  as  to  who  was  the 
owner  of  this  property,  or  as  to  whom  this 
abstract  was  for?  ^1. 1  understood  Mr.  Chand- 
ler to  say  he  was  making  it  for  Mr.  Oakman, 
through  Mr.  Mallory,  at  the  request  of  Mr. 
Mallory ;  that  Mr.  Mallory  was  going  to  pur- 
chase the  property.  Q.  There  was  something 
said  about  Bir.  Mallory  in  connection  with 
it?  ^.  In  tne  talk  that  Mr.  Mallory  was  go- 
ing to  purchase." 

The  evidence  shows  that  the  defendant  fre- 
quently made,  similar  certificates  on  ab- 
stracts, for  which  he  charged  and  received  the 
uniform  fee  of  twenty-five  cents.  He  testi- 
fies, however,  that  he  frequently  made  such 
certificates  without  receiving  any  fee  there- 
for. There  is  no  pretence  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff  that  the  defendant  was  either  an  at- 
torney at  law,  or  engaged  in  the  business  of 
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making  abstracts  of  title,  except  so  far  as 
«ach  certificates  relate  to  an  abstract.  There 
was  no  special  contract  or  agreement  with 
reference  to  this  particular  certificate,  but  it 
was  made  by  the  defendant,  as  he  claims, 
with  the  understanding  on  his  part  that  it 
was  his  official  duty  to  make  such  certificates, 
and  that  the  law  allowed  him  a  fee  of  twenty- 
£▼6  cents  therefor.  It  is  important  to  de- 
termine— ^First,  whether  there  was  any  un- 
dertaking on  the  part  of  the  defendant  to 
perform  any  services  whatever  for  the  plain- 
tiff in  this  case ;  second,  if  there  was  such 
undertaking,  what  services  did  the  plaintiff 
undertake  to  perform?  There  having  been  a 
general  finding  bv  the  trial  court  in  favor  of 
ue  defendant,  all  doubts  as  to  the  weight  of 
tlie  evidence  must  be  resolved  in  his  favor. 

We  are  not  prepared  to  say  that  the  uncon- 
tradicted evidence  shows  that  the  defendant 
was  employed  by  Mrs.  Mallory,  through  her 
agent,  to  make  this  certificate;  and, If  we 
were  forced  to  decide  this  case  on  this  point 
alone,  we  should  have  to  hold  that  the  gen- 
eral finding  of  the  trial  court  in  favor  oi  the 
defendant  included  a  finding  that  the  defend- 
ant was  not  employed  by  the  plaintiff  to 
make  the  certificate.  We  do  not,  however, 
rest  our  decision  on  this  point  alone,  but  will 
consider  the  second  proposition  also.  If  the 
making  of  the  certificate  on  the  abstract  was 
not  done  under  an  employment  from  the 
plaintiff,  can  she  recover  in  this  case?  We 
think  the  great  weight  of  authority  is  to  the 
effect  that  the  party  making  the  examination 
and  certificate  is  liable  only  to  his  employ- 
er, and  never  to  a  stranger  or  third  party. 
Bh^  v.  Dundee  Martg,  it  T.  Invest.  'Go,  21 
Fed.  Rep.  169.  In  the  case  of  Haueeman  v. 
Giiwd  Mut.  Bldg.  A  Z.  Aw>.  81  Pa.  202, 
JVr.  JfuUce  Sharswood,  in  delivering  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  says :  ''It  was  decided 
by  the  present  chief  justice  at  niH  priue,  in 
the  case  of  Com.  v.  Harmer,  6  Phi  la.  90,  that 
this  liability  is  to  the  party  who  asks  and 
pays  for  the  search,  ano  does  not  extend  to 
his  assignee  or  alienee.  **  The  decision  in  the 
case  of  Fieadodp  Eidg.  A  L.  Aew,  v.  Home- 
1M1I,  89  Pa.  261,  88  Am.  Rep.  757,  seems  to 
be  somewhat  in  oonfiict  with  the  doctrine  as 
stated  \yfJuttiee  Sharswood  in  the  case  above 
cited.  We  think  that  the  rule  as  stated  is 
sostained  both  by  the  weight  of  reason  and 
anthority,  — ^that  there  must  be  privity  of  con- 
tract to  create  liability.  In  the  case  of  Na- 
twnal  Bar.  Bank  of  D.  C.  v.  Ward,  100  U. 
S.  195,  25  L.  ed.  621,  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States  holds :  **  Where  A. ,  an  at- 
torney at  law  employed  and  paid  solely  by 
B.  to  examine  ana  report  on  the  title  of  the 
latter  to  a  certain  lot  of  ground,  gave,  over 
his  signature,  this  certificate,  *B's  title  to  the 
lot  [(Mscribing  it]  is  good,  and  the  property 
nnineumbered, '  C.,  with  whom  A.  had  no 
contzact  or  communication,  relied  upon  this 
certificate  as  true,  and  loaned  money  to  B., 
upon  the  latter  executing,  by  way  of  security 
therefor,  a  deed  of  trust  for  the  lot;  B.,  be- 
fore employing  A.,  had  transferred  the  lot  in 
fee  by  a  duly  recorded  conveyance,—  a  fact 
▼hi<£  A.,  on  examining  th«  records,  could 
have  ascertained,  had  he  exercised  a  reason- 
^le  degree  of  care ;  the  money  loaned  was 
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not  paid,  and  B.  is  insolvent, —held :  First, 
that  there  being  neither  fraud,  collusion,  nor 
falsehood  by  A. ,  nor  [privity  of  contract  be- 
tween him  and  C.,  he  is  not  liable  to  the  lat- 
ter for  any  loss  sustained  by  reason  of  the 
certificate  ;  second,  that  usage  cannot  make  a 
contract  where  none  was  nuule  by  the  par- 
ties." 

We  think  that  the  judgment  of  the  district 
court  might  be  upheld  on  the  ground  that 
there  was  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the 
employment  of  the  defendant  was  made  in 
behalf  of  a  person  other  than  the  plaintiff. 
We  shall  proceed,  however,  with  the  con- 
sideration of  the  more  important  question  in- 
volved in  the  case, — whether,  conceding  the 
existence  of  such  employment  by  the  plain- 
tiff, the  nature  of  the  employment  renders  the 
defendant  liable  in  this  action.  The  defend- 
ant was  clerk  of  the  district  court  of  Miami 
county,  Kan.  He  testifies  that  in  making 
this  certificate  he  supposed  he  was  merely 
performing  a  duty  imposed  on  him  by  law. 
It  is  nowhere  made  the  duty  of  the  clerk  of 
the  district  court  to  search  the  records  in  his 
office  for  judgments,  liens,  and  suits  pend- 
ing, nor  does  the  statute  provide  any  fee  for 
any  such  service.  It  is  not  contended  in  this 
case  that  there  was  any  special  contract  or 
agreement  between  the  parties  as  to  the  par- 
ticular service  he  was  to  perform ;  but  it  is 
contended  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  that  the 
defendant  was  in  the  habit  of  making  such 
certificates  for  pay,— for  the  uniform  fee  of 
twenty- five  cents.— and  that  because  of  such 
practice  he  was  liable  for  any  error  in  such 
certificate.  The  law  does  allow  the  clerk  of 
the  district  court  a  fee  of  twenty -five  cents 
for  his  certificate  and  seal.  Can  it  be  said 
that  because  the  defendant  was  in  the  habit 
of  making  certificates  of  the  character  of  this 
one,  and  charging  therefor  the  sum  of  twentj- 
five  cents,  he  is  liable  for  any  error  or  mis- 
statement contained  therein?  Ordinarily  the 
certificate  of  the  clerk  of  the  district  court  is 
attached  to  copies  of  records  or  to  other  writ- 
ten instruments,  for  which,  if  made  by  the 
clerk  himself,  he  is  also  entitled  to  payment. 
If  the  defendant  had  been  called  upon  to  make 
a  full  transcript  of  all  the  records  in  the  case 
of  Clover  v.  (kUanan,  over  his  certificate  of 
the  correctness  thereof,  and  had  he  made  what 
purported  to  be  such  transcript,  to  the  cor- 
rectness of  which  he  appended  his  certificate, 
we  do  not  doubt  that  he  would  have  been 
liable  for  any  error  or  omission  in  the  tran- 
script, through  which  the  party  receiving  and 
Saying  therefor  was  injured.  In  this  case, 
owever,  the  clerk  certifies,  not  to  the  cor- 
rectness of  a  transcript  which  he  has  made, 
but  to  the  legal  effect  of  the  whole  volume 
of  all  the  records  in  his  office  on  the  title  to 
this  land. 

Authorities  are  cited  by  counsel  for  the 
plaintiff  in  error,  which,  he  contends,  hold 
the  defendant  liable.  These  authorities  must 
De  considered  with  reference  to  the  statutes 
which  were  construed  by  the  courts  in  mak- 
ing their  decisions.  In  the  case  of  Zugler  v. 
Com.,  the  court  says:  ''In  Pennsylvania  ii 
has  ever  been  a  portion  of  the  duty  of  the 
prothonotary  to  make  searches.  It  Is  an  in- 
cident of  his  office  as  a  keeper  of  the  records 
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of  the  county.  The  fee  bill  gives  him  com- 
pensation for  his  services  and  for  his  certifi- 
cates." 12  Pa.  238.  In  the  case  of  Lu8k  v. 
Cctrlin,  5  111.  «^5,  which  was  an  action  on  the 
official  bond  of  the  recorder  of  deeds,  for  fail- 
ing to  note  a  mortgage  in  his  certificate  of 
search,  the  court  savs :  **  It  is  contended  that 
it  is  not  a  duty  of  the  recorder  to  examine 
and  give  information  whether  land  is  in- 
cumbered, as  it  would  frequently  involve  a 
question  as  to  the  legal  effect  of  the  convey- 
ance of  record .  In  th is  sense  of  examination, 
he  is  not  bound  to  make  it,  but  we  are  of  the 
opinion  that  he  is  bound  to  search  and  give 
information  of  the  fact  whether  there  are 
deeds,  mortgages,  or  writings  concerning  the 
land,  and  refer  the  party  to  them,  so  he  may 
be  enabled  to  judge  for  himself,  and  take 
counsel  as  to  the  manner  in  which  the  title 
is  affected  or  the  estate  incumbered  b^  them. 
The  search  should  be  diligent,  and  his  infor- 
mation true,  as  for  it  he  is  entitled  to  com- 
pensation. ^  The  court  refers  to  various  pro- 
visions of  the  statutes  of  Illinois  relating  to 
the  duty  of  the  recorder,  and  says:  "The 
whole  scope  and  spirit  of  these  provisions 
seem  to  me  to  point  out  this  service  as  an  of- 
ficial duty  of  the  recorder ;  and  I  think  the 
fees,  perquisites,  and  emoluments  of  his  of- 
fice a  good,  continuing,  and  valuable  consid- 
eration to  charge  the  surety  in  the  bond,  with- 
in the  principle  laid  down  in  the  case  of 
Unitsd  States  v.  Linn,  40  U.  S.  15  Pet.  311, 
10  L.  ed.  750. 

In  New  York  and  other  states  it  is  made 
the  duty  of  certain  ofilcials  having  the  cus- 
tody of  public  records  to  make  searches,  and 
certify  the  result  thereof,  and  it  is  held  that 
the  officer  is  liable  for  any  error  or  misstate- 
ment in  such  certificate.  We  have  not  been 
able,  however,  to  find  any  case — nor  has 
counsel  called  our  attention  to  any — where 
the  officer  has  been  held  liable  on  a  certificate 
which  the  law  did  not  require  him  to  make, 
and  where  he  received  no  compensation  for 
making  the  search.  In  Warvelle  on  Ab- 
stracts, (page  66,)  the  author  says:  "It  is 
frequently  the  custom  of  the  examiner  to  ap- 
pend to  an  abstract  of  this  character  certifi- 
cates of  the  officers  having  the  custody  of  rec- 
ords examined,  yet  in  the  majority  of  cases 
the  said  certificates  do  not  materially  enhance 
the  value  of  the  examination  as  evidence, 
and,  unless  forming  a  part  of  their  official 
duty,  create  no  responsibility  on  the  part  of 
the  certifying  officer."  This  case  is  in  itself 
a  strong  illustration  of  the  hardship  of  a  rule 
which  should  hold  the  clerk  of  the  district 
court  liable  for  any  error  in  such  a  certificate 
for  the  sum  of  twenty-five  cents,  which  he 
would  be  entitled  to  have  for  making  any 
formal  certificate  whatever.  Under  the  plain- 
tiff's theory  of  this  case,  he  would  be  held 
bound  to  examine  every  record  in  his  office 
which  in  any  wise  affected  tlie  title  to  these 
lands,  and  to  state,  over  his  signature,  cor- 
rectly, the  legal  effect  of  everv  record  which 
in  any  manner  affected  the  title.  There  is 
nothing  in  this  case  tending  to  show  that  the 
defendant  was  called  on  to  make  any  tran- 
scripts of  any  records  in  h is  possession.  Had 
22L.R.A. 


the  plaintiff  obtained  a  transcript  of  the 
pleaaings  in  the  Oakman  Case,  in  the  exer- 
cise of  ordinary  business  prudence  she  would 
have  submitted  such  transcripts  to  a  coun- 
selor learned  in  the  law,  for  his  opinion  aa 
to  their  effect  on  the  title  to  this  property, 
and  as  to  the  risks  she  would  incur  by  pur- 
chasing the  property  pending  such  litigation. 
•  Many  authorities  are  cited  by  counsel  as  to 
the  liability  of  attorneys,  physicians,  and 
other  persons  who  fail  to  use  care  and  skill 
In  their  employment. 

These  authorities  cast  but  little  light  on 
this  case.  The  general  doctrine,  we  think, 
is  correctly  stated  in  Story,  Bailm.  g  485 : 
"Where  the  particular  business  or  employ- 
ment requires  skill,  if  the  bailee  is  known 
not  to  possess  it,  or  he  does  not  exercise  the 
particular  art  or  employment  to  which  it  be- 
longs, and  he  makes  no  pretension  to  skill  in 
it,  then,  if  the  bailor,  with  full  notice, 
trusts  him  with  the  undertaking,  the  bailee 
is  bound  only  for  a  reasonable  exercise  of  the 
skill  which  he  possesses,  or  of  the  judgment 
which  he  can  employ ;  and,  if  any  loss  en- 
sues from  his  want  of  due  skill,  he  is  not 
chargeable."  There  is  no  evidence  in  thia 
case  tending  to  show  that  the  defendant  held 
himself  out  to  the  public  as  skilled  in  the 
examination  of  public  records,  or  in  deter- 
mining their  legal  effect.  He  himself  testi- 
fies that  he  used  such  care  and  judgment  as 
he  possessed,  and  that  it  was  his  opinion  that 
the  title  to  the  property  described  in  Uie  ab- 
stract was  not  affected  by  the  Clover  suit. 
If  the  plaintiff  employed  the  defendant  at  all 
to  pass  his  opinion  or  to  certify  as  to  the 
effect  of  the  records  in  that  case,  she  cer- 
tainly employed  him  for  a  very  meager  con- 
sideration. We  are  not  prepared  to  say  that 
any  consideration  whatever  was  paid  in  thia 
case  for  a  search.  The  defendant  did  not 
claim  to  be  a  lawyer,  nor  was  there  any  evi- 
dence  that  he  claimed  to  have  skill.  We 
think  the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  the 
benefit  of  any  higher  order  of  judgment  than 
the  defendant  in  fact  possessed^  and  that  in 
relyinff  on  such  a  certificate,  so  obtained,  if 
loss  occurs,  she  must  herself  bear  it,  under 
all  the  circumstances,  as  they  are  shown  by 
the  record  in  this  case.  Certainly  there  is  a 
wide  difference  between  the  liability  of  a 
lawyer,  or  other  person  claiming  to  have  es- 
pecial qualifications  for  determining  ques- 
tions affecting  the  title  to  land,  and  that  of  a 
layman,  who  neither  has  nor  professes  to  have 
any.  We  conclude,  then,  that  the  defendant 
is  not  liable  for  any  error  in  judgment  as  to 
the  condition  of  the  title  to  the  land  described 
in  the  abstract,  even  though  such  error  be  a 
gross  one;  and  it  may  well  be  doubted 
whether  he  would  be  liable,  where  he  re- 
ceives merely  the  fee  allowed  by.  law  for  a 
certificate,  unless  guilty  of  fraud  or  willful 
misstatement. 

We  think  tfie  judgment  of  the  trial  eourt  was 
right,  and  it  wiU  b€  affirmed. 

All  the  Justices  concur. 

Rehearing  denied. 


1808. 


CiABSNDOH  Land.  iNVBflTMEirr  So  Aqbnct  Co.  v.  McClelland  Bbo& 


105. 


TEXAS  SUPREME  COURT. 


CLARENDON  LAND,   INVESTMENT  & 
AGENCY  CO.,  Limited,  JHff.  in  Err., 

V. 

McClelland  bros. 


(. 


-Tex.. 


.) 


The  exeepttonally  mmmXl  wiam  of  ymm^ 
eattla*  iuoh  as  oalres  and  yearliugs,  on  aooouat 
of  whioh  tbegr  an  able  to  paaB  tbroaffh  or  under 
baited  wirefenoe.  will  not  excuse  tbe  owner  of 
tbe  fence  for  its  insufficiency,  where  the  statutes 
■Sow  cattle  to  run  at  large,  so  as  to  irive  him  a 
right  of  action  for  their  trespass,  although  when 
tbe  fence  was  built  all  cattle  in  the  neighborhood 
were  of  a  larger  kind,  against  which  the  fence 
was  sufficient. 

(October  19,  IMB.) 

Error  to  the  court  of  Civil  Appeals  for  the 
Second  Supreme  Judicial  DistricI  to  re- 
view a  judgment  affirming  a  judgment  of  the 
District  Court  for  Donley  County  in  favor  of 
plafaittffs  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  for 
iojories  alleged  to  have  been  inflicted  upon 
pUiDtifls  by  def^idant's  negligence  in  pennit- 
tiDg  cattle  to  break  into  plaintiffs  enclosure. 


Tbe  facts  are  stated  in  tbe  opinion. 

Mmr9,  HAtliM^k  4k  Pe»ooek  and  W.  R. 
Butler*  for  plaintiff  in  error: 

Tbe  allegation  of  the  scienter  is  a  material 
and  a  necessary  allegation  and  must  be  proved. 


Appellee's  original  petition  fails  to  allege 
any  knowledge  on  the  part  of  appellant  thai 
the  cattle  were  infected  with  disease  or  were 
liable  to  communicate  disease  to  appellee's  cat- 
tle at  the  time  they  were  placed  in  appellant's 
pasture. 

Oibbs  V.  Cayksndaa,  89  Hun,  140;  Oaoke  v. 
Waring,  2  Hurlst.  &  C.  381;  Fi^i^r  v.  Clark, 
41  Barb.  829;  Weeks,  Ehimnum  Absque  In- 
juria. S  118,  p.  287,  noU  J;  Bite  v.  Bian€(fard, 
46  III.  9;  FuUz  v.  Wy^,  25  Ind.  824;  Kert- 
9chaeke  v.  Ludwig,  28  Wis.  480;  Worndey  v. 
Oregg,  65  111.  251:  Lyke  v.  Van  Leuven,  4 
Denio,  127;  Tifft  v.  Tifft,  Id.  175;  Sedgw. 
Damages,  6th  ed.  722,  728;  1  Thomp.  Keg. 
186,  189,  205.  206;  Cooley,  Torts,  848,  and 
cases  cited  in  note  S,  Id.  844,  and  note  102; 
Congress  db  E.  Spring  Co,  v.  Edgar,  99  U.  8. 
645,  25  L.  ed.  487;  Mom  v.  Pardridge,  9  HI. 
App.  490;  Twigg  v.  Byland,  62  Md.  880,  50 
Am.  Rep.  220,  24  Am.  L.  Reg.  N.  S.  191; 
Whittaker's  Smith,  Neg.  pp.  lOi,  102. 

Simply  turning  one's  cattle,  having  an  in- 
fectious disease,  mto  his  own  pasture  adjoin- 
ing the  pasture  of  another  occupied  by  cattle, 
is  not  unlawful,  nor  such  an  act  or  wrong  or 
negligence  as  will  give  to  the  owner  of  the  ad- 
joining premises  a  cause  of  action  for  damages 
sustained  in  consequence  of  the  disease  being 
communicated  to  his  cattl^. 

Fi9heT  V.  Clark,  mpra;  MilU  v.  New  York 
A  H.  R.  Co.  2  Robt.  m.  41  N.  Y.  619;  Walker 
V.  Herron,  22  Tex.  55;  Scott  v.  Grover,  56  Vt. 


Mots.— 8i|0l6len6]/  of  feneea. 
in  QontraL 

Where  the  oommon-law  liability  (requiring  the 
ovner  of  stock  to  restrain  them  at  home)  has 
been  sopeneded  lyy  statute  defining  the  fence  tbat 
the  owner  of  the  crops  must  have  to  protect  hlm- 
felf,  and  thua  creating  an  entirely  different  reUi- 
tkmfrom  that  at  common-law,  the  statutory  re- 
qoiieDients  as  to  the  fence  being  **  lawful  *^  must 
be  gtrlotly  pursued  in  order  that  the  owner  of  stock 
may  be  liable  for  their  intrusion. 

A  good  and  sulBcient  fence  required  where  cat- 
tle are  allowed  to  run  at  large  is  one  that  wiU  turn 
bogs  tbat  are  not  breaohy.  Headen  v.  Rust,  80  ni. 
m;  Misner  y.  lighthall,  18  111.  600. 

If  a  fence  around  a  pasture  is  reasonably  secure 
it  is  suffldent  to  reUeve  tbe  owner  from  liability  for 
daaiafes caused  by  the  escape  of  a  bull,  especially 
if  oansed  by  the  aggrieved  party.  Weide  v.  Thiel, 
9111.  App.  2S3. 

Tbe  question  as  to  whether  a  fence  around  a  lot 
VIS  sufficient  to  confine  a  .vicious  young  stallion,  is 
one  ror  the  jury,  where  the  fence  was  such  as  was 
cGDunon  among  farmers  and  usually  considered 
safe.   Mcnvttlne  T.«IiantB,lUO  Pa.  68S,  46  Am.  Rep. 

In  an  action  for  damages  from  cattle  breakinfr 
into  an  enclosure  it  is  immaterial  wbether  any 
feooes  other  than  the  outside  ones  were  sufficient. 
CMeaMB  T.  Masters,  28  Ind.  310. 

If  cattle  feedinir  on  the  commons  trespass  upon 
to  enclosare,  the  owner  thereof  can.  only  maintain 
Mi  action  therefor  by  showing  that  his  fence  is  a 
ttitatory  one,  but  if  oatUe  of  another  break  over  a 
lood  and  safiksient  legal  fence  into  one  field,  and 
froin  tbeoee  Into  another  field  of  the  same  owner 
ieparated  ftom  tbe  first  by  an  insufficient  fence, 
neb  owner  may   maintain  trespass  for  damage 


done  in  the  last  field.  Herold  v.  Meyers,  80  Iowa, 
878.. 

But  the  owner  of  sheep  is  not  liable  for  trespass 
by  them  where  they  pass  through  an  insufficient 
fence  which  the  adjoining  owner  was  bound  to  re- 
pair/and  then  into  a  lot  owned  by  the  same  party 
which  is  enclosed  by  a  sufficient  fence.  Page  v. 
Olcott.  18  N.  H.  800. 

Where  cattle  were  held  for  trespassing  and  the 
owner  sued  in  replevin  and  proved  that  the  fence 
of  the  defendant  was  not  a  '*lawf  ul  fence^*  as  re- 
quired by  Indiana,  1  Gavm  ft  Herd  Stat,  848,  an  of- 
fer to  prove  that  it  was  such  as  was  kept  in  that 
locality  where  fences  were  taken  in  during  the 
winter,  to  avoid  the  spring  freshets,  was  properly 
refused.   Blizzard  v.  Walker,  88  Ind.  487. 

In  an  action  of  damages  for  trespass  of  cattle  tbe 
plaintiff  need  only  show  that  bis  fence  was  a  lawful 
fence  at  the  place  of  breach.  Crane  v.  Ellis,  81  Iowa, 
510;  Rice  v.  Nagle,  14  Kan.  486. 

But  it  was  held  in  Miasoiui,  to  the  contrary,  that, 
in  order  to  recover  for  damages  flrom  trespassing 
animals  under  Mo.  Rev.  Stat.,  M  8661-8668,  the  field 
must  be  enclosed  by  a  hedge  or  fence  of  specified 
dimensions  and  structure,  and  no  recovery  can  be 
bad  if  it  is  not  lawful  even  though  it  may  be  where 
the  animals  entered.  Btovall  v.  Bmerson,  80  Mo. 
App.  882. 

So  under  the  Tennessee  Act  of  1807.  chap.  8,  pro- 
vidtog  tliat  a  fence  must  be  at  least  five  feet  high,  a 
plaintiff  cannot  recover  for  damages  from  trespass- 
ing cattle  if  bis  fence  is  not  that  high  although  the 
cattle  entered  over  a  place  that  was  five  feet  in 
height.    Polk  V.  Lane,  4  Terg.  as. 

This  is  on  the  ground  that  the  stock  may  have 
been  previously  tempted  by  the  low  place  in  the 
fence  and  thus  acquired  bad  habits. 

To  recover  in  Iowa  for  trespass  from  cattle  tbe 
plaintiff  must  show  "that  his  fence  is  such  as  would 
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499,  48  Am.  Rep.  814;  Q%bb»  v.  CaykendaU, 
9upra. 

When  cattle  are  coDfined  in  one's  own  past- 
ure, and  they  are  such  as  are  liable  to  infect 
cattle  in  an  adioining  pasture,  if  permitted  to 
mix  and  mingle  with  them,  and  this  fact  is 
known  to  a  person  who  carelessly  leaves  his 
gates  open  or  fences  down,  or  who  has  an  in- 
sufficient fence  and  permits  such  cattle  to  enter 
bis  pasture  and«  communicate  to  his  cattle  an 
infectious  disease,  the  owner  thereof  cannot 
recover  any  damages  for  loss  or  injury  occa- 
sioned thereby. 

Walker  v.  nerron,  supra. 

The  appellant,  in  pursuance  of  its  lawful 
bu^ess,  placed  its  cattle  upon  its  own  prem- 
ises, and  if  said  cattle  were  such  as  might  com- 
municate disease  to  other  stock  in  the  adjoin- 
ing pasture  and  appellant  was  ignorant  of  that 
fact,  it  would  not  be  liable  in  damages  in  case 
disease  was  communicated  by  them  to  appel- 
lee's cattle  in  an  adjoining  pasture. 

Gooke  V.  Warifig,  2  Hurlst.  &  G.  88d,  82  L. 
J.  Ezch.  262. 

If  an  injury  ia  caused  by  a  person  to  the 
property  of  another  in  a  place  where  such 
party  has  a  right  to  be,  the  party  complaining 
of  such  injury  must  show  that  he  luis  used 
due  diligence  to  protect  his  property  against 
auch  injury. 

TiUett  V.  Ward,  L.  R.  10  Q.  B.  Div.  17,  22 
Am.  L.  Reg.  N.  8.  246  and  riate;  Oriffin  v. 
Martin,  7  Barb.  297;  White  v.  8oott,  4  Barb. 
66;  1  Thomp.  Neg.  81. 

Plaintiff  cannot  recover  in  this  case  even  if 
defendant  had  known  when  it  placed  the  cat- 


tle in  its  pasture,  in  Donley  county,  that  the 
same,  were  liable  to  communicate  disease  to 
plaintiff's  cattle,  unless  the  evidence  shows  that 
defendant  was  ^ilty  of  culpable  n^ligence 
and  willfulness  m  the  care  and  custody,  man- 
agement and  handling  of  their  cattle,  and  as  a 
result  of  such  culpability  and  willfulness 
plaintiff's  cattle  contracted  the  disease  and  died 
therefrom. 

WaXker  v.  Herron.  eupra;  Wolf  v.  5*.  Louie 
Independent  Water  Go.  10  Gal.  644;  Shearm.  & 
Redf.  Neg.  |^§  6,  12;  Hoffman  v.  l\iolufnne 
Water  Oo.  10  Gal.  418;  1  Hillard,  Torts,  67; 
Sedgw.  Damages,  7th  ed.  862,  note. 

Ifit  appears  from  the  evidence  that  plaintiffs 
were  guilty  of  culpable  negligence,  or  that 
their  negligence  contributed  to  ttie  injurv  they 
suffered,  whatever  may  be  the  degree  of  theu* 
negligence  notwithstanding  the  defendant  mar 
have  been  guilty  of  negligence  yet  plaintiffs 
cannot  recover. 

Walker  v.  Herron,  22  Tex.  69;  Tdfer  ▼. 
Northern  R,  Co.  SON.  J.  L.  188, 8  Am.  L.  R^. 
N.  8.  666;  Wilkineonyr.  Fairrie,  82 N.  J.  Exch. 
78,  2  Am.  L.  Reg.  N.  8.  242;  Zoebisefi  v.  Tar- 
beU,  10  Allen,  886,  87  Am.  Dec.  660,  6  Am.  L. 
Reg.  N.  8. 672;  Watere  v.  Wing,  69  Pa.  211, 8 
Am.  L.  Reg.  N.  8.  768;  Fenne^hania  Canal 
Co.  V.  BenUey,  66  Pa.  80,  10  Am.  L.  Beg.  N 
8.  746;  Jaeobe  v.  Duke,  1  £.  D.  8mith.  271 
8  Am.  L.  Reg.  448;  O'Brien  v.  Pkiiaddj^ia 
W.  d  B.  B.  Co.  8  Phila.  76,  6  Am.  L.  ^BUi% 
861;  Wroer  v.  Cameron,  4  Rich.  L.  228,  66  Am, 
Dec.  670,  and  note;  2  8edgw.  Damages,  7th  ed, 
847-^9,  note  1,  849,  860,  noU  A.,  and  868;  1 
8edgw.    Damages,    pp.    164,    166,   nots    A; 


turn  ordinaiy  cattle.**  Heath  v.  Ooltenback,  5  Iowa, 
480. 

Landowners  in  Gonneotiout  are  not  obiiged  to 
fence  acalnst  unruly  cattle,  and  evidence  that  a 
horBe  Jumped  out  of  an  enclosure  over  a  lawful 
fence  to  evidence  that  be  was  unruly  and  could  not 
be  restrained  by  an  ordinary  fence  **  ordinary 
fences,**  mentioned  in  Conn.  Qea,  Stat.,  title  21,  fl  12, 
does  not  mean  lawful  fences  but  such  fences  as  are 
common  and  sufficient  to  restrain  orderly  cattle. 
Hine  V.  Wooding,  tf  Conu.  128. 

A  good,  strong,  substantial  fence  built  of  stone 
sufficient  to  turn  stock,  forming  a  perfect  enclos- 
ure, to  a  lawful  fence  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute,  although  it  to  not  spedflcally  described 
therein.    Meade  v.  Watson,  07  Gal.  691. 

The  ^'suitable'*  fence  required  of  a  railroad  com- 
pany by  Mass.  Gen.  Stat.,  chap,  sa,  •  48,  need  not 
necessarily  be  such  as  are  required  of  landownen 
under  Oen.  Stat.,  chap.  26,  •  1,  and  described  as  *Me- 
gal  and  sufficient.**  Bames  v.  Salem  ft  L.  R.  Co.  06 
Mass.  600,  96  Am.  Dec  676. 

As  the  custom  in  Colorado  to  for  sheep  always  to 
be  herded,  a  farmer  to  not  required  to  fence  against 
sheep  there.    Willard  v.  Mathesus,  7  Colo.  76. 

The  owners  of  lands  having  a  fence  sufficient  to 
exclude  ordinary  stock  may  recover  for  damages 
to  crops  notwithstanding  the  fence  is  not  a  legal 
fence  under  the  statute.  FInley  v.  Bradley  (Tex. 
Civ.  App.)  March'2, 1806. 

To  constitute  a  lawful  partition  fence  It  must  be 
such  as  will  turn  stock.  Miner  v.  Bennett,  46  Iowa, 
685. 

Indiana  Rev.  Stat.,  202,  as  to  sufficiency  of  fences 
does  not  apply  to  partition  fences,  but  applies  only 
to  outside  fences.  Myers  v.  Dodd,  9  Ind.  20O,  66 
Am.  Dec.  624;  Cook  v.  Morea,  88  Ind.  407;  Brady  v. 
Ball,  14  Ind.  817. 

To  support  an  action  based  on  the  statute  for 
22  L.  R.  A. 


double  damages  for  failing  to  maintain  a  division 
fence,  the  plaintiff  must  show  that  the  fence  when 
divided  was  a  lawful  statutory  fence,  under  Mo. 
Rev.  Stat.  1879,  H  6066,  6061;  Mackler  v.  Cramer,  48 
Mo.  App.  878,  82  Mo.  App.  542. 

VHiere  the  fence  enclosing  A*s  land  to  built  on  the 
land  of  B,  and  B*s  cattle  trespass  on  A*s  land,  a  re- 
covery may  be  had  if  the  fence  was  of  the  required 
statutory  character  and  dimensions  and  was  treated 
as  a  partition  fence.    Moore  v.  White,  45  Mo.  2001 

DescHptlon  of  fenu  required. 

In  Pennsylvania  it  was  held  that  with  such  a  fenoe 
as  farmers  of  practical  knowledge  and  experienoe 
consider  sufficient  to  protect  crops,  although  not 
made  of  logs,  or  raito  or  poets,  or  boards,  and  not 
*^f  our  and  one  half  ieet  high  and  well-staked  and 
ridered,**  an  action  may  be  maintained  for  injury 
from  cattle.    Race  v.  Snyder,  10  Phila.  688. 

But  the  oases  generally  hold  that  an  owner  of 
land  cannot  maintain  an  action  for  damages  caused 
by  cattle  breaking  over-  a  fence  that  to  less  than 
the  height  required  by  law,  although  it  to  a  good 
ordinary  fence.    Bunyan  v.  Patterson,  87  N.  a  848. 

Damages  for  injury  to  growing  crops  oannot  be 
maintained  unless  the  fence  enclosing  the  same  is 
such  as  the  Alabama  Code  (Rev.  Code,  •!  1288, 1888) 
requires.  Pruitt  v.  Ellington,  69  Ala.  454.  Theoourt 
refused  to  instruct  that  the  fence  must  be  five  feet 
high  and  for  tbto  error  the  case  was  reversed. 

Where  a  fence  to  not  four  and  a  half  feet  high  as 
required  by  Missouri  Wagner*s  Stat.,  chap.  71«  p. 
706,  no  recovery  can  be  had  for  trespassing  stook. 
Mann  v.  Williamson,  70  Mo.  661. 

Under  Taylor*sKan,  Gen.  Stat,  par.  8061,  provid- 
ing that  a  lawful  fence  must  be  at  least  four  feet 
high,  an  instruction  that  a  fence  averagtqjg  four 
feet,  or  about  four  feet  high,  would  be  snfldent 
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Butfi  V.  Brainard,  1  Cow.  78.  18  Am.  Dec. 
513. 

If  it  appeani  from  the  evidence  that  both 
plaintiff  and  defendant  were  Diligent  and  that 
thereby  injury  ensued  to  plamtiff  thott^  it 
cannot  he  known  whether  the  iniury  was 
cansed  at  onetime  or  another  or  at  what  place, 
or  in  what  particular  manner  it  was  occa- 
doned,  plaintiff  cannot  recover,  or  if  the  fault 
was  mutual  thev  cannot  recover. 

Walker  v.  Bmron,  22  Tex.  61;  2  Greenl.  Kv. 
13lh  ed^g  685a  and  cases  cited;  Reevet  v.  Dela- 
ieare,  L.  AW.  R.  Co,  80  Pa.  454.  72  Am.  Dec. 
713,  6  Am.  L.  Reg.  565;  BrtnoneU  v.  Flagler, 
5  HOI.  28S,  and  cases  cited. 

Unless  plaintiffs'  premises  were  enclosed  hy 
a  lawful  fence,  or  such  a  one  as  the  law  re- 
ouires,  the  defendant  would  not  be  liable  in 
damages  if  its  cattle  trespassed  therein. 

Davis  V.  Bari;  70  Tex.  126;  Knight  v. 
Abert,  6  Pa.  472,  47  Am.  Dec.  478;  Gregg  v. 
Gregg,  56  Pa.  227. 

The  common  law  of  England  in  regard  to 
the  keeping  of  cattle  on  one's  own  premises  is 
&ot  the  law  in  this  state. 

Morris  v.  Fraker,  5  Colo.  425;  Logan  v. 
(redn^,  88  Cal.  581;  iMe^  v.  Ptiers,  10  111. 
141;  Tonawanda  B.  Co.y.  Manger,  5  Denio.  255, 
49  Am.  Dec.  250,  and  cases  cited;  Maeon  A 
W.  R.  Co.  V.  Lester,  80  Ga.  914;  Kerwhaeker 
V.  Cletdand,  C.  A  C.  R.  Co.  8  Ohio  St.  182, 62 
Am.  Dec.  246. 

The  entry  of  one  man's  stock  upon  the 
lands  of  another  is  not  a  trespass,  unless  such 
lands  are  enclosed  at  the  time  by  a  lawful 
feoce. 


Hoskins  v.  Hulin,  2  Tex.  Ct.  App.  Civ.  Cas. 
§  160;  Woodvford  v.  OHffith,  Id.  §  860;  Cook 
V.  tiorstman.ld.  §  771;  Mudgett  v.  WiUiams, 
2  Tex.  Law  Rev.  887. 

Messrs.  Brownlaf  Ms  Madden*  for  de- 
fendants in  error: 

It  Sa  not  necessary  to  allege  or  prove  scienter 
in  this  case. 

Daffis  V.  Davis,  70  Tex.  128;  1  Thomp.  Neg. 
206.  209:  6  Wait,  Act  &  Def.  72;  1  Suth- 
erland, Damages,  24;  Chunot  v.  Larson^  48 
Wis.  586,  28  Am.  Rep.  567. 

Davis  V.  Davis,  70  Tex.  124,  decides  the  rights 
of  the  plaintiffs  in  the  case  at  bar. 

See  also  Walker  v.  Herron,  22  Tex.  55. 

The  object  of  the  Act  of  April  18,  1879,  was 
merelv  to  prescribe  such  a  fence  as  would  en- 
able landowners  to  enforce  certain  remedies 
against  the  owners  of  trespassing  animals,  and 
not  to  prohibit  any  other  kind  of  fence. 

WorthingUm  v.  Wade,  82  Tex.  28. 

The  court  of  appeals  in  the  case  of  Ohio 
Wool  Growing  Co,  v.  Bogel,  8  Tex.  Ct.  App. 
Civ.  Cas.  §  278,  held  that  an  action  would  lie 
asainst  defendant  for  entering  upon  the  plain- 
ivtPh  unenclosed  lands  with  5,000  sheep  and 
herding  same  upon  such  land  over  the  pro- 
tests of  the  plaintiff. 

Oaiaes*  «/. ,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  suit  was  brought  in  the  district  court 
of  Donley  county  by  the  defendants  in  error 
to  recover  of  plaintiff  in  error  damages  for 
an  alleged  trespass  of  the  latter *s  cattle  upon 
the  pasture  of  the  former.     It  was  claimed 


for  a  lawful  f enee,  is  erroneous.  Pmther  v.  Beeve, 
SKaii.«7. 

Coder  the  North  Oarolina  Act  of  1777,  chap.  2S,  a 
siUBoient  fenoe  is  one  live  feet  hifh. .  Nelson  v. 
Stewart,  6  N.C.  286. 

Wbere  the  electors  required  a  fence  to  be  6K 
ineiies  hl^h  and  composed  of  good  material  under 
2«ew  r  ork  1  Bev.  StatJMO,  I  fi,  subsec  U^uthorlzlnff 
the  electors  of  a  town  to  determine  the  time  and 
msnoer  in  which  stock  shall  be  permitted  to  go  at 
larte  In  the  highways,  a  party  having  a  fence  less 
ihan  that  required  cannot  recover  for  trespaesee 
from  stock.  Hardenburgh  v.  Lookwood,  26 
Birh.9. 

Cnder  Oregon  Mis.  Laws,  title  1,  chap.  1&,  provld. 
log  that  fields  shall  be  enclosed  with  a  fence  soffl. 
ciMttly  dose,  and  four  and  one-half  feet  high,  and 
that  the  owner  of  stock  trespassing  over  the  same 
ii  liable  in  damages,  a  complaint  is  defective  if  it 
fails  to  allege  that  the  Held  of  plaintilf  was  so 
feaoed.    Oampbell  v.  Bridwell,  6  Or.  811. 

Under  the  Illinois  fence  law  the  fl  ve-feet  require- 
oent  applies  only  to  partition  fences,  others  need 
ooly  be  high  enough  to  turn  ordinary  livestock: 
*Dd  where  pkalntHTs  fence  is  good  and  suiflcient  re- 
sardiaaB  of  height  to  turn  ordinary  stock  he  may 
recover  for  damages  to  his  crops.  Scott  v.  Buck, 
« DLSM:  8oott  v.  Wlrshing,MIlL  102. 

ruder  North  Carolina  1  Rev.  Stat.,  chap.  4S,  pro- 
Tiding  that  a  planter  must  make  a  fenoe  Ave  feet 
Idffh  around  his  ground  under  cultivation  unless 
there  Is  a  watercourse  that  may  be  *^deemed  suffl- 
cieot"  instead  of  a  fence,  no  fence,  stream  or  water- 
comae  that  will  not  keep  out  stock  can  he  '^deemed 
eoSelent.'^    State  v.  Ijunb,  80  N.  C.  229. 

A  fanoe  leas  In  height  than  four  feet  six  inches 
«  reqofred  by  Iowa  Bev.  •  1544,  providing  for 
•ucfa  ocho-  construction  or  fenoe  as  may  be  of  equal 
■treogth  and  secortty,  is  a  lawful  fence  if  italfords 
32LR.A. 


equal  strength  and  security.  PhiUips  v.  Oystee,  82 
Iowa,  257. 

In  an  instruction  that  the  Jury  should  And 
"^whether  pUiintiir*s  fence  was  a  lawful  fence,  four 
and  a  half  feet  high,  with  spaces  sufficiently  close: 
was  the  fence  four  and  a  half  feet  high,  and  such 
as  is  generally,  m  this  country,  recognised  as  a 
good  fenoe?  This  is  a  matter  entirely  in  your 
discretion.^-'the  word  ^^discretion"  does  not  refer 
to  the  statutory  definition  of  a  fence  but  implies 
judgment,  and  in  this  sense  applies  well  enough  to 
those  qualities  of  a  fence  which  are  in  their  nature 
undefined,  as  when  the  statute  describes  it  as  of 
strong  materials  put  up  in  a  good  and  substantial 
manner,  with  sufficiently  small  spaces.  McManus 
V.  Flnan,  4  Iowa,  288. 

It  is  no  defense  that  a  fence  is  not  the  statutory 
height,  when  the  defendant  negligently  left  the 
fenoe  down  so  that  cattle  entered  and  trespassed. 
Crawford  v.  Maxwell,  8  Humph.  478. 

Where  an  order  requiring  a  partition  fence  to  be 
built  did  not  fix  its  height,  and  it  was  built  suffi- 
cient to  answer  the  purpose,  a  recovery  may  be 
had  for  contribution,  although  not  of  the  height 
which  had  been  decided  upon  by  the  voters  of  the 
,  town  for  all  fences.    Ketchum  v.  Stolp,  15  III.  841. 

Where  parties  have  kept  up  a  hog-tight  fence 
between  each  other  for  sixteen  years  and  one  par- 
ty replaces  it  when  it  becomes  worn  out,  by  build- 
ing a  lawful  fence  which  is  not  hog  tight,  he  can 
recover  for  damages  to  his  crops  from  the  hogs  of 
the  other.  Panther  v.  Trauman  (Iowa)  Oct.  7, 
1888. 

The  Tenneasee  Code,  •  1882,  providing  that  ''every 
planter*^  shall  keep  about  his  cleared  land  a  fence 
five  feet  high,  and  hog  tight  three  feet  high,  does 
not  apply  to  lots  in  cities  or  towns.  Staub  v.  Fantz, 
11  Heisk.  786. 

The  partition  fence  in  a  borough  in  Pennsylvania 
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in  the  petition  that  the  plaintiffs*  cattle  had 
died  by  reason  of  a  disease  communicated  'to 
them  by  those  of  the  defendant.  There  was 
a  judgment  for  the  plaintiffs,  which,  upon 
appeal  by  the  defendant,  was  affirmed  in  the 
court  of  civil  appeals.  It  was  shown  upon 
the  trial  that  the  plaintiffs  were  the  owners 
of  a  pasture  embracing  2,000  acres,  which 
was^enclosed  by  a  wire  fence,  and  upon  which 
they  held  about  100  head  of  cattle.  This 
pasture  was  entirely  surrounded  by  a  much 
larger  one,  which  was  owned  by  ike  defend- 
ant corporation,  and  which  was  also  enclosed 
by  a  fence  of  the  same  general  character. 
The  fence  of  plaintiffs,  as  they  testified,  was 
constructed  of  "posts  about  80  feet  apart, 
with  four  barbed  wires,  and  three  or  four 
stays  between  each  post."  In  1889  the  de- 
fendant company  placed  in  its  pasture  a  large 
number  of  ifast  Texas  cattle,  which  were  less 
in  size  than  the  cattle  of  the  Panhandle  sec- 
tion. Some  of  these  cattle  passed  through 
the  plaintiffs'  fence,  and  into  their  pasture, 
and  there  was  evidence  sufficient  to  justify  a 
finding  that  they  communicated  a  disease  to 
some  of  plaintiffs'  cattle,  from  which  ibey 
died.  The  fence  appears  to  have  been  passed 
through  bv  the  young  cattle,  presumably  the 
calves  and  yearlings.  One  of  the  plaintiffs 
testified  that  ''they  [meaning  the  cattle] 
would  crawl  through  the  fence. "  The  other 
also  testified  as  follows :  *" They  were  small, 
and  just  walked  through  our  fence.'' 

The  court  charged  the  jury  as  follows: 
**  Every  entry  of  one's  own  cattle  upon  the 
lands  or  premises  of  another  is  a  trespass, 
and  the  owner  of  such  cattle  will  be  liable 
for  any  damages  sustained  by  the  owner  of 
such  premises,  if  any,  provided  such  lands 
or  premises  were  at  the  time  of  such  entry 
enclosed  by  a  fence  sufficient  to  exclude  there- 
from such  cattle  or  animals  as  were  accus- 


tomed to  be  used  in  the  country  or  the  range 
around  and  about  such  enclosed  premises,  and 
provided,  further,  that  such  trespass  is  ef- 
fected by  a  forcible  entry  through  such  fence 
or  enclosure. "  This  diarge  was  assigned  as 
error,  upon  the  appeal  to  the  court  of  civil 
appeals,  and  the  assignment  is  insisted  upon 
in  this  court.  Neither  the  courts  nor  the 
legislature  of  this  state  have  ever  recognized 
the  rule  of  the  common  law  of  England  which 
requires  every  man  to  restrain  his  cattle  either 
by  tethering  or  by  enclosure.  Davis  y.  Davis, 
70  Tex.  123.  Hence,  if  the  cattle  of  one  per- 
son wander  upon  the  unenclosed  lands  of 
another,  or  upon  his  lands  imperfectly  en- 
closed, they  are  not  trespassers,  and  the  owner 
is  not  liable  for  any  damage  that  the^  may 
inflict.  It  follows  that  one  who  desires  to 
secure  his  lands  against  the  encroachments  of 
livestock  running  at  large,  either  upon  the 
open  range  or  in  an  adjoining  field  or  past- 
ure, must  throw  around  it  an  enclosure  sui- 
ficient  to  prevent  the  entry  of  all  ordinary 
animals  of  the  class  intended  to  be  excluded*. 
If  he  does  not,  the  owner  of  animals  that 
may  encroach  upon  it  will  not  be  held  liable 
for  any  damage  that  may  result  from  suclk 
encroachment.  This  is  the  necessary  result: 
of  the  rieht  of  the  owners  of  domestic  ani- 
mals to  permit  them  to  run  at  large  as  recog- 
nized by  the  laws  of  this  state.  Since  he 
does  not  owe  the  duty  of  confining  his  cattle, 
he  is  guilty  of  no  negligence,  and  he  does^ 
no  wrong  by  allowing  them  to  go  unconfined, 
and  is  not  responsible  for  their  acts  if,  by 
reason  of  an  insecure  fence,  they  inflict  dam- 
age upon  the  lands  of  a  neighbor;  in  other 
words,  their  encroachment  upon  another's 
land  is  not  a  trespass.  If.  however,  he  drives 
his  cattle  upon  Uie  enclosed  land  of  another, 
however  imperfectly  enclosed,  he  is  guilty 
of  a  trespass,  for  which  he  is  liable  to  answer 


aeed  not  be  a  tight  board  fence  If  it  Is  substantial. 
TreRo  V.  Pierce,  119  Pa.  189. 

UDder  Missouri  Bev.  Stat.  1845  (Indosure  Act,  p* 
675).  one  cannot  Justify  Idllincr  trespassing  hogs 
unless  his  fence  is  of  statutory  dimension,  and  an 
Instruction  tbat  *Mf  the  defendants  fence  owing  to 
high  water  would  not  keep  out  tbe  plaintiff's  pigs 
whether  the  fence  was  legal  or  not  they  will  find 
for  the  defendant,"  is  error.  Early  v.  Fleming,  16 
Mo.  154. 

Tbe  hog  law  In  Missouri,  Sess.  Acts  1885,  p.  168* 
required  In  such  counties  wbere  swine  were  pro- 
*  hiblted  from  running  at  large  that  the  fence  sbould 
be  built  of  poets  and  boards  with  posts  set  firmly  in 
the  ground  not  more  than  eight  feet  apart,  and 
boards  substantially  one  incb  thick  and  six  inches 
wide  securely  fastened  thereto  and  the  upper  board 
being  at  least  four  and  one  half  feet  high  and  the 
two  remaining  boards  placed  at  proper  distances 
below  to  resist  horses,  cattle,  and  like  stock.  Crum- 
ley v.  Kanras  aty,  C.  ft  8.  R.  Ck>.  8S  Mo.  App.  605. 

Where  hogs  are  not  permitted  to  run  at  large  in 
Kansas  in  certain  townships,  a  railroad  company 
is  only  required  to  construct  a  fence  prescribed  by 
the  statute,  the  bottom  rail,  board  or  plank  of 
which  is  not  more  than  two  feet  from  the  ground. 
Leavenworth,  T.  &  8.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Forbes,  37  Kan. 
460. 

A  railroad  company  is  not  required  to  build  a 
hog-tight  fence  in  Kansas.  Atchison,  T.  &  8.  F.  R. 
Co.  V.  Tatee,  fSl  Kan.  618. 

Indiana  Act,  March  9, 1891,  made  the  word  **cat- 
22  L.  R.  A. 


tie**  applicable  to  "hogs"  where,  under  Ind.  Rev. 
Stat.  1881, 1  4848,  a  lawful  partition  fence  was  such 
as  would  restrain  sheep  unless  it  was  agreed  to 
build  a  fence  to  restrain  horses,  mules,  or  cattle. 
Endere  v.  McDonald,  5  Ind.  App.  297. 

A  defect  in  a  common  fence  through  which  hogs 
entered  an  enclosure  from  the  outside,  where  the 
field  is  cultivated  by  several  under  a  common 
fence,  wiU  not  authorize  the  punishment  of  the 
owner  of  the  stock  for  knowingly  permitting  them 
to  go  at  large.  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  enclos- 
ing fence  should  be  a  statutory  fence  though  it 
should  be  substantial.  In  this  case  the  owner  of 
the  crops  was  responsible  for  the  condition  of  the 
fence.    Cole  v.  State,  78  Ala.  216. 

A  person  may  recover  contribution  for  buUdiofr 
a  hedge  on  a  boundary  line  under  Iowa  Acts  1S76, 
chap.  106,  §  2,  although  there  were  short  distances 
on  the  line  where  the  hedge  would  not  grow.  Mc- 
Keever  v.  Jenks,  69  Iowa,  800. 

A  party  ia  not  obliged  to  construct  a  fence  which 
can  resist  a  storm  that  unroofed  houses.  Norlini? 
v.  Alice,  31  N.  Y.  8.  R.  412. 

The  Iowa  Revision,  6  1544,  providing  for  a  lawful 
fence  ''or  other  construction  or  fence"  '*of  equal 
strength  and  security  to  the  enclosuro"  applies  to 
a  bluff,  hedge,  trench,  wall,  trestle,  or  the  like. 
Hllliard  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  87  Iowa,  44S. 

Under  N.  C.  Code,  §  1062,  providing  a  penalty  f  or 
injuring  a  fence  surrounding  or  about  a  yard^ 
field,  or  pasture,  poets  nine  feet  apart,  on  whicK 
near  the  tops  wero  nailed  slats  placed  alongside  of 
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in  damages.  Dams  v.  Davis,  supra.  Tested 
l)y  the  rule  we  have  announced,  the  charge 
under  consideration  cannot  be  sustained. 
Abstractly  considered,  it  admits  of  a  holding 
that  if  only  sheep  ''were  accustomed  to  be 
used  in  the  country  or  in  the  ran^e  around 
and  about  the  enclosed  premises,^  and  the 
owner  of  the  land  had  a  fence  sufficient  to 
-exclude  such  animals,  one  who  should  brinff 
in  neat  cattle,  and  leave  them  unconflned 
upon  adjacent  lands,  would  be  held  to  re- 
spond in  damages  for  any  loss  that  might 
•ensue  by  reason  of  their  encroaching  upon 
the  enclosed  premises.  It  is  clear  that  such 
is  not  the  law.  It  is  but  lust,  however,  to 
the  learned  judge  who  tried  the  case,  to  say 
that  it  is  apparent  from  the  entire  charge,  in 
the  light  of  the  testimony,  that  he  did  not 
intend  to  lay  down  so  broad  a  doctrine.  He 
referred  solely  to  neat  cattle.  Bat  the  pos- 
sible construction  we  have  suggested  serves 
to  illustrate  what  we  conceive  to  be  an  error 
in  the  instruction,  when  applied,  as  doubt- 
less intended,  to  the  latter  class  of  animals 
only.  We  do  not  hold  that  for  no  breach  of 
his  fence,  and  invasion  of  his*pasture  by  do- 
mestic animals,  could  a  landowner  recover 
under  our  laws.  It  may  be  admitted  that, 
if  his  enclosure  be  sufficient  to  exclude  all 
oattle  of  an  ordinary  disposition,  he  would 
have  the  right  to  recover  for  the  trespass  of 
such  as  were  peculiarly  vicious  and  prone  to 
break  fences.  The  owner  of  a  dog  may,  as  a 
general  rule,  permit  him  with  impunity  to 
run  at  large ;  but  if  he  know  him  to  be  vi- 
-cious,  and  does  not  restrain  him,  he  is  liable 
for  any  injury  he  may  inflict  upon  person  or 
property ;  and  it  would  seem  that  the  same 
principle  should  apply  to  the  owner  of  any 
domestic  animal  known  to  him  as  being  ac- 
•customed  to  break  through  an  ordinarily  good 
and  sufficient  fence.     But  upon  what  prin- 


ciple are  we  to  draw  a  distinction  between 
small  cattle  and  large?  If  the  fact  that  all 
the  cattle  in  the  neighborhood  of  his  pasture 
were  of  large  breeds  when  his  fence  was  con- 
structed would  relieve  the  owner  of  the  ne- 
cessity of  making  his  fence  sufficiently  close 
to  keep  out  small  cattle  that  might  be  brought 
into  the  country,  why  should  he  be  not  re- 
lieved of  the  necessity  of  .fencing  against 
hogs,  provided  there  were  no  hogs  within 
reach  when  he  made  his  enclosure?  The 
owner  of  the  little  ^dogies,'*  (as  the  witness 
calls  them,)  such  as  crawled  or  walked  so 
freely  under  the  wires  of  plaintiflfs*  fence, 
had  precisely  the  same  right  to  permit  them 
to  go  at  large  as  his  neighbors  had  who 
owned  Herefords  or  Shorthorns ;  and  it  could 
make  no  difference  who  came  first  with  his 
cattle  in  the  neighborhood.  It  is  equally 
unimportant  whether  others  in  the  same  sec- 
tion or  neighborhood  kept  the  same  kind  of 
cattle  or  not.  It  is  the  ri^ht  of  every  owner 
of  domestic  animals  in  this  state,  not  known 
to  be  diseased,  vicious,  or  "breachy,"  to  al- 
low them  to  run  at  large,  and  this  without 
reference  to  the  size  or  class  of  such  animals 
kept  by  others  in  the  same  neighborhood. 
For  these  reasons  we  think  there  was  error  in 
the  charge  complained  of,  for  which  the 
judgment  must  be  reversed. 

Vre  are  of  the  opinion  tiiat  the  Act  of 
March  26,  1879,  (3  Sayles'  Civ.  Stat.  art. 
4609a,)  applies  only  to  counties  and  subdi- 
visions of  counties  in  which  the  provisions 
of  chapter  4  of  title  98  of  the  Revised  Stat- 
utes have  been  put  in  force  by  an  election. 
So.  also,  title  48,  in  relation  to  fences,  ap- 
plies only  to  lands  in  cultivation,  and  not 
to  pasture  lands.  They  have  no  bearing  upoi^ 
this  case,  except  in  so  far  as  they  evince  a 
recognition  by  the  legislature  of  the  general 
rule  that  owners  of  domestic  animals  have 


■a  road,  but  whioh  did  not  connect  with  any  fence, 
18  not  such  a  fence  as  is  protected.  State  y.  Rob- 
erta, Id  N.  C.  744. 

Cfyniracts. 

Holdlnfr  cattle  under  Mias.  Ck>de,  6 1982,  provid- 
ing for  taklnir  cattle  damage  feasant,  can  only  be 
Jufitifled  where  there  is  a  lawful  fence,  and  cannot 
be  maintained  because  such  party  violates  his 
agreement  to  keep  his  part  of  a  division  fence  in 
repair.    Dent  v.  Ross,  62  Miss.  188. 

The  kind  of  a  partition  fence  to  be  maintained 
by  the  adjoining  owners,  may  be  modified  by  agree- 
ment.   Bruner  v.  Palmer,  106  Ind.  807. 

Where  A  and  B  exchanged  lands  and  A  agreed 
to  make  the  fences  and  maintain  them,  and  B^s 
•cattle  break  through  Into  A^s  ground,  the  agree- 
ment to  no  bar  to  trespass  by  A,  though  the  agree- 
ment is  by  deed;  but  hto  remedy  is  by  an  action  of 
<MBe  on  the  promise  if  without  deed,  or  on  cove- 
nant, if  by  deed.  Mich.  41  &  42  Ellz.  B.  R.:  Nowel 
V.  Bmith,  Cro.  Ellz.  709. 

Where  adjoining  proprietors  are  required  by 
statute  each  to  keep  up  the  whole  of  a  partition 
fence,  and  they  agree  that  each  shall  keep  up  one 
half,  an  action  of  trespass  will  not  lie  for  failure 
but  the  remedy  to  for  breach  of  contract  Moore 
v.  Levert,  24  Ala.  810. 

Where  under  the  statutes  of  Alabama  (Clay  Dig. 
241 1  each  adjoining  proprietor  to  bound  to  keep  the 
entire  division  fence  in  repair,  neither  can  main- 
tain an  action  of  trespass  against  the  other  for 
damages  consequent  upon  an  insufflcient  fence, 
SS  L.  R.  A. 


and  if  each  contracts  to  keep  up  half  and  fails,  an 
action  of  trespaas  cannot  be  maintained.  Walker 
V.  Watrous,  8.  Ala.  488,  42  Am.  Dec.  648. 

But  when  parties  contract  to  keep  a  divtolon 
fence  in  repair  and  to  arbitrate  damages,  on  the 
failure  of  one  party  to  recognize  the  contract,  an 
action  lies  for  trespass  of  stock.  Berry  v.  Garter, 
19  Kan.  18B. 

A  petition  for  damages  from  trespassing  stock, 
for  failure  of  contract  to  keep  fence  in  repair  may 
be  flrood  at  common  law  although  it  fails  to  state  a 
good  cause  of  action  under  the  statute.  Kneale  v. 
Price,  2i  Mo.  App.  296. 

Where  the  lessee  for  five  years  agreed  to  plant 
and  grow  a  good  and  substantial  hedge  by  the  close 
of  his  term,  thte  does  not  mean  a  hedge  that  would 
turn  stock  but  only  that  he  would  plant  and  faith- 
fully cultivate  the  same.  .Gilchrist  v.  Gilchrist,  78 
IU.281. 

Under  a  contract  to  maintain  a  hedge  ''until  the 
same  shall  be  sufficient  to  turn  ordinary  stock  and 
such  as  is  contemplated  by  the  laws  of  Kansas  re- 
lating to  hedge  fences,*^  **ordinary  stock*^  means 
such  as  to  permitted  by  law  to  run  at  large.  Usher 
V.  Hiatt,  21  Kan.  548. 

Thto  note  to  confined  to  one  subject  of  ''sufficiency 
of  fences'^  and  does  not  touch  the  kindred  questions 
as  to  duty  to  maintain  fences  either  for  divtolon 
fences,  outside  fences,  or  railroad  fences. 

As  to  the  duty  to  fence  against  cattle  of  others, 
see  noitt  to  Bulplt  v.  Bfatthews,  antt^  55. 
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the  right  in  this  state  to  permit  them  to  run 
at  large. 

In  order  to  obviate  any  misconception  of 
the  scope  of  this  opinion,  we  call  attention 
to  the  radical  distinction  between  this  case 
and  thai  of  Davis  v.  Davis,  supra.  In  that 
case  the  defendant  drove  his  cattle  upon  the 
plaintiffs*  enclosed  land.  That  made  him  a 
willful  trespasser.  In  this  the  defendant 
corporation  merely  put  its  cattle  u|)on  its 
own  pasture,  and  they  passed  the  plaintiffs' 
fence  of  their  own  volition.    If  the  agents 


of  the  defendant  corporation  knew  that  their 
cattle  could  pass  through  the  plaintiffs'  en- 
closure, and  that  they  were  likely  to  com- 
municate disease  to  the  latter's  cattle,  it  was 
negligence  on  its  part  not  to  confine  them, 
and  for  the  consequences  of  that  negligence 
it  would  be  liable. 

The  judgments  of  the  District  Court  and  of 
the  Court  of  Civil  Appeals  are  reversed,  and 
the  cause  remanded. 

Rehearing  denied. 


NEBRASKA  SUPREME  COURT. 


Leonard  K.  SCROGGIN,  Plff.   in  Err,, 

V. 

John  w.  McClelland. 

(^.*   .Neb.i.^.y.) 

*1.  The  stetate  of  limltatioiis  bei^s  to 
nm  in  Ikvor  of  the  drawer  of  a  cheek  at 

*Headnotee  by  Ibvinx,  C. 


the  latest  after  the  lapse  of  a  reasonable  time 
from  the  presentment  of  the  cheok. 
8.  The  eonrts  of  this  state  will  not  take 
Jndieial  notice  of  the  laws  of  other  states^ 
and  in  the  abeeooe  of  proof  such  laws  will  be  pre* 
sumed  to  be  the  8ame;a8  our  own. 

(September  20, 1806. ) 

ERROR  to  the  District  Court  for  Nuckolls 
County  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of 


NOTE.— Statute  of  limitation  as  applieabU  to  hank 
cheeks. 

So  far  as  we  can  find,  the  above  case  stands  alone 
in  declaring  that  the  statute  of  limitations  begins 
to  run  on  a  check  at  the  expiration  of  a  reasonable 
time  for  presentment,  although  surprisingly  few 
cases  which  have  In  any  way  decided  the  point  are 
discoverable. 

Indeed  Grant  on  Banking,  §  58,  published  in  1867« 
said:  *' Whether  the  plea  of  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions would  be  a  good  answer  to  an  action  by  the 
payee  against  the  drawer  has  never  been  decided, 
but  It  seems  that  such  defense,  in  case  of  a  cheok, 
presented  more  than  six  years  after  delivery  to  the 
payee,  might  perhaps  be  taken  under  the  plea  of 
the  statute.'*  But  since  that  time  a  few  cases  have 
been  decided. 

In  First  Nat.  Bank  of  Newton  v.  Needham,  29 
Iowa,  )M9,  It  is  said  that  a  check  is  not  due  within 
the  meaning  of  the  statute  of  limitations  or  for 
other  purposes  until  demand  of  payment,  but  this 
was  by  way  of  argument  only  as  the  statute  of 
limitations  was  not  involved  in  the  case. 

Again  in  Cowing  v.  Altman,  n  N.  T.  48S,  27  Am. 
Hep.  70,  it  is  said  that  the  statute  of  limitations  on 
a  check  runs  from  demand  of  payment,  but  this 
was  entirely  obiter  and  made  in  discussing  the 
question  of  the  dishonor  of  the  check. 

So  In  Bull  V.  First  Nat.  Bank  of  Kasson,  128  U.  8. 
10ft,  81 L.  ed.  97,  in  deciding  that  a  bank  check  was 
not  overdue  so  as  to  subject  it  to  equities,  it  was 
said,  quoting  from  Merchants  Nat.  Bank  of  Boston 
V.  State  Nat.  Bank  of  Boston,  77  U.  8. 10  WaU.  604, 
19  L.  ed.  1006,  *^tbat  it  is  not  due  until  payment  is 
demanded,  and  the  statute  of  limitations  runs  only 
from  that  time."  But  Id  neither  of  these  cases  was 
the  statute  of  limitations  involved. 

But  in  Re  Boyse,  L.  R.  88  Ch.  Dlv.  612,  86  L.  J.  Ch. 
18S,  it  is  dlreotiy  decided  that  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions does  not  run  upon  a  check  until  presentment 
as  there  is  no  liability  on  the  part  of  the  drawer 
until  that  time. 

On  the  other  band,  where  a  check  was  remitted 
by  mall  in  March,  1878,  the  drawer  expecting  to 
negotiate  a  loan  to  meetlit  and  then  to  Inform  the 
holder,  but  as  he  died  shortly'afterwards  the  cheok 
never  was  presented  and  would  not  have  been  paid 
if  presented,  it  was  held  that  the  statute  of  Jllmita- 
tions  tegun  to  run  when  a  letter  was  received  stat- 
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ing  that  the  loan  would  not  be  completed.    Re 
Bethell,  L.  R.  84  Ch.  Dlv.  661,  fi6  L.  J.  Ch.  884. 

The  court  makes  a  distinction  between  those 
cases  where  time  runs  from  presentment  on  the 
ground  that  here  there  was  no  obligation  to  pre- 
sent the  check.  The  Act,  46  ft  46  Vict.  chap.  81.  al« 
though  not  governing  this  case,  is  accepted  as 
declaratory  of  the  prior  law— providing  that  pre- 
sentment must  be  in  a  reasonable  time  but  present- 
ment may  be  dispensed  with  where  the  drawee  is 
not  bound  as  between  himself  and  drawer  to  ac- 
cept or  pay  the  bill,  and  the  drawer  has  no  reason 
to  believe  the  biU  wiU  be  paid. 

The  same  distinction  is  supported,  but  not  point- 
ed out,  in  Brush  v.  Barrett,  82  N.  Y.  400, 87  Am. 
Bep.  560,  affirmed.  Brush  v.  Barrett,  16  Hun,  400, 
which  decides  that  where  the  drawer  of  a  cheok  ha9 
no  funds  in  bank  to  meet  the  same,  the  statute  of 
limitations  runs  from  the  date  of  the  check,  even 
if  the  check  was  not  presented,  as  such  a  check  is 
due  immediately  and  suit  may  be  maintained 
against  the  drawer  without  deooand  of  the  bank. 
Six  years  will  defeat  the  action  in  New  York. 

In  Culver  v.Marks,  7  L.  R.  A.  489, 122  Ind.  664,  the 
doctrine  is  recognised  that  the  payee  may  at  once 
bring  suit  on  a  cheok  if  the  drawer  has  no  f  und8 
on  deposit  to  meet  the  check.  But  the  case  is 
peculiarly  unsatisfactory  on  the  question  of  limita- 
tions, merely  holding  that  the  check  is  not  barred 
by  the  statute,  although  the  facts  were  that  it  was 
drawn  in  1860  or  1870  and  claim  filed  thereon  in  1885 . 
against  the  estate  of  the  maker  who  died  in  1884. 
We  understand  that  the  statute  applicable  to 
checks  made  the  limitation  period  ten  years  with 
eighteen  months  addition  in  case  of  the  debtor's 
death,  so  that  it  is  not  easy  to  see  the  ground  of  the 
dectoion.  The  doctrine  recognized  in  the  case  that 
the  payee  might  sue  at  once  if  no  funds  were  on 
deposit,  would  seem  to  set  the  statute  In  motioD 
from  that  date,  and  if  so  the  checks  would  seem  to 
have  been  barred.  But  there  was  in  the  case  the 
additional  facts  of  the  maker*s  promise  to  pay  the 
check  without  presentment  and  the  payee'e 
promise  not  to  present  it.  What  effect  these  tacts 
may  have  on  the  question  of  limitations  Is  not 
stated,  but  they  are  discussed  only  as  excusing  pre- 
sentment. How  these  facts  can  be  regarded  as 
taking  the  case  out  of  the  rule  that  makes  the  cheok 
due  at  onoe  if  funds  are  not  ready  to  meet  It  and 
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plaintiff  in  an  action  upon  a  check.    Eevened. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  commissioner's 
opinion. 

Messrs.  John  M.  Rama*  Bobert  By»ii« 
and  S.  A.  Searle  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

Mr,  H.  W.  Short  for  defendant  in  error. 

Irrine.  (7.,  filed  the  following  opinion: 
The  defendant  in  error  sued  the  plaintiff  in 
error  in  the  district  court  of  Nuckolls  county 
upon  a  check  drawn  by  plaintiff  in  error  to 
the  order  of  defendant  in  error  for  $746.22, 
upon  Scroggin  &  Son,  bankers,  Mt.  Pulaski, 
If].,  and  dated  November  10,  1882.  He  al- 
leged presentment  and  dishonor  of  the  check 
November  14,  1888.  The  suit  was  begun 
February  20,  1889.  The  plaintiff  in  error  in 
answer  pleaded— First,  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions ;  second,  that  the  check  was  presented 
and  paid  at  or  about  the  day  of  its  date ;  third, 
matter  claimed  to  operate  in  estoppel,  which 
it  will  not  be  necessary  here  to  notice.  The 
reply  amounts  to  a  general  denial.  The  case 
was  tried  to  the  court,  a  jury  being  waived, 
and  there  was  a  general  finding  and  judgment 
for  the  defendant  in  error. 

One  of  the  errors  assigned,  and  the  only  one 
which  we  shall  notice,  is  that  the  court  erred 
in  not  finding  that  the  action  was  barred  by 
the  statute  of  limitations.     This  assignment 


raises  the  question  as  to  when  the  statute  be- 
gins to  run  upon  a  bank  check  in  an  action 
against  the  drawer  of  the  check.  A  check  is 
in  some  respects  analogous  to  a  bill  of  ex- 
change, or  a  note  payable  on  demand.  On 
notes  payable  on  demand  the  statute  of  lim- 
itations has  been  held  to  run  from  the  date 
of  the  note.  Little  v.  Blunt,  9  Pick.  488 ; 
Wenrnan  v.  Mohawk  Ins.  Co.  18  Wend.  267. 
Where  a  drawer  of  a  check  had  no  funds  to 
meet  it,  it  was  held  that  the  statute  begun  ta 
run  from  the  date  of  the  check.  Brush  v. 
Ba/n*ett,  82  N.  Y.  400,  37  Am.  Rep.  569.  It 
is  true  that  the  last  case  was  decided  upon  the 
theory  that,  inasmuch  as  the  drawer  had  no 
funds  in  the  bank  to  meet  the  check,  present- 
ment immediately  would  have  been  unavail- 
ing, and  a  cause  of  action,  therefore,  arose  in 
favor  of  the  payee  as  soon  as  the  check  waa 
given.  We  can  see,  too,  that  there  is  a  dis- 
tinction between  a  note  payable  on  demand 
and  a  check,  as  an  action  lies  at  once  against 
the  maker  of  a  demand  note  without  actual 
prior  demand.  Norton  v.  Ellaniy  2  Mees.  & 
W.  461 ;  Burnham  v.  Allen,  1  Gray,  496 ;  New 
Hope  Delatoare  Bridge  Co.  v.  Perry,  11  111. 
467,  52  Am.  Dec.  448.  Nevertheless  a  check 
is  not  .designed  for  circulation,  but  for  imme- 
diate presentment.  First  Nat.  Bank  of  Wy- 
more  v.  Miller  (Neb.)  55  N.  W.  Rep.  1064. 


make  a  demand  neoesaary  on  the  maker  before  a 
right  of  action  aoorued,  we  do  not  dearly  see  as 
they  would  seem  to  be  merely  a  waiver  of  pre- 
sentment  which  waa  In  this  case  already  waived  by 
lack  of  funds  on  depoelt  makinir  the  check  dae  at 
once.  It  is  likely,  however,  that  some  facts  of  im- 
portance are  not  stated  in  the  opinion.  The  finding 
shows  that  interest  was  allowed  from  1878,  and  if 
there  was  some  fact  which  made  that  the  date  from 
which  the  statute  would  begin  to  run  the  decision 
would  be  perfectly  clear. 

In  Rogers  v.  Durant,  140  U.  8. 268, 86  L.  ed.  481,  it 
was  held  that  a  bank  check  is  a  bill  of  exchange 
within  the  terms  of  Hi.  Stat.  1870, 8d  ed.  p.  480,  H 17, 
18,  prescribing  the  term  of  Ave  years  after  the  cause 
of  action  accrues,  and  not  thereafter,  as  the  time 
within  which  an  action  thereon  must  be  com- 
menced. 

In  this  case  It  does  not  appear  whether  the  cause 
of  action  accrued  from  the  date  of  the  instrument 
or  demand,  but  the  question  was  whether  a  check 
was  controlled  by  the  statute  of  limitations  as  to 
bills  of  exchange. 

Where  the  original  check  by  a  New  Orleans  bank 
on  a  Pennsylvania  bank  was  lost,  but  a  duplicate 
was  protested  for  nonpayment  eight  years  after 
date,  it  is  held  that  ^'checks  of  this  kind  are  used 
for  purposes  of  immediate  circulation;  but  the  law 
is  well  settled  that  they  must  be  presented  for  pay- 
ment within  a  reasonable  time,"  and  that  the  action 
was  also  barred  under  La.  Civ.  Code,  I  88(0,  in  live 
years  from  the  time  when  the  check  was  payable. 
Harman  v.  Claibome,  1  La.  Ann.  842. 

Where  plaintiff  loaned  the  defendant  money  and 
gave  his  check  for  the  amount,  which  check  was 
not  paid  by  the  plaintiff^s  bankers  until  several  dasrs 
after,  but  defendant  had  obtained  credit  for  the 
same  at  his  bank,  the  statute  of  limitation  in  an 
action  by  plaintiff  against  the  defendant  for  that 
amount,  only  ran  from  the  time  of  the  payment  of 
the  check  by  plaintiff^s  bankers,  and  not  from  the 
date  of  the  check.    Garden  v.  Bruce,  L.  K.  8  C.  P. 

aoo. 

This  is  not  a  case  based  on  the  check  but  on  the 
receipt  of  the  money. 
22  L.  R.  A. 


Although  mere  laches  in  presentation  of  a  check 
is  not  within  the  subject  of  this  note,  it  wiU  be 
noticed  that  in  cases  of  Uiches  it  is  often  said  that 
no  delay  less  than  the  statutory  period  will  be  a 
bar  unless  by  insolvency  or  other  change  of  cir- 
cumstances the  situation  of  the  parties  has  been 
changed. 

In  First  Nat.  Bank  of  Tamaqua  v.  Shoemaker,  117 
Pa.  94,  an  amendment  to  change  a  suit  by  the  payee 
on  a  check  to  one  by  the  drawer  for  the  pajree^s  use 
was  denied  after  the  statute  had  run  against  the 
drawer  although  the  suit  was  begun  by  the  payee 
before  the  statute  had  run. 

Where  a  bank  check  or  bill  of  exchange  was 
dated  March  8, 188K,  protested  188S,  presentment  to 
drawers  for  payment  excused  by  condition  of  coun- 
try from  war.  Judgment  in  1809  was  given  against 
the  drawer  on  the  ground  that  a  holder  of  a  check 
need  not  present  the  same  after  insolvency  of  the 
drawee.  The  statute  of  limitation  does  not  appear 
to  have  been  pleaded.  Jackson  Ins.  Co.  v.  Bturges, 
12Heisk.889. 

Certified  cheek. 

The  holder  of  a  check  marked  *'good*^  stands  in 
the  same  position  towards  the  bank  as  the  original 
depositor,  and  the  statute  of  limitation  in  favor  of 
the  bank  does  not  run  until  payment  has  been  act- 
ually demanded  at  the  banking  house  and  refused. 
Girard  Bank  v.  Bank  of  Pennsylvania  Twp.  30  Pa. 
OK,  80  Am.  Dec.  607. 

In  this  case  the  bank  had  acknowledged  that 
money  was  on  deposit  by  paying  a  duplicate  check 
and  taking  a  bond  of  Indemnity  against  this  check 
outstanding,  which  was  construed  to  suspend  the 
statute.  The  check  had  been  mislaid  and  suit  was 
sustained  although  denmnd  was  made  more  than 
seven  years  from  date. 

The  same  doctrine  that  a  certified  check  cannot 
be  dishonored  by  lapse  of  time  alone  is  declared  in 
Tripp  V.  Curtenius,  36  Mich.  494,  U  Am.  Bep.  8B0,  al- 
though the  case  there  actually  presented  was  in  re- 
spect to  a  certificate  of  deposit.  I.  T. 
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The  time  within  which  preseDtment  must  be 
made  is  quite  limited.  Oitlinarily,  when  the 
■payee  or  a  check  and  the  bank  upon  which 
it  IS  drawn  are  in  the  same  town,  a  check 
must  be  presented  before  the  close  of  banking 
hours  the  day  after  it  is  received  (see  cases 
-cited  in  noU  to  Holmes  v.  Briggs,  17  Am. 
St.  Rep.  804)  ;  otherwise  it  should  be  for- 
warded for  presentment  the  day  after  it  is 
received  by  the  pavee,  and  presented  the  day 
after  it  is  received  by  the  agent  for  collection. 
Special  circumstances  may  excuse  a  greater 
delay,  but  no  excuse  is  pleaded  or  proved  for 
the  delay  in  this  case.  We  think  that  the 
statute  should  be  deemed  to  have  begun  to 
run  at  the  latest  upon  the  expiration  of  a  rea- 
sonable time  for  presenting  the  check,  and 
that  a  delay  for  over  six  years  would  com- 
plete the  bar  of  the  statute  beyond  all  ques- 
tion. 

It  is  claimed  by  defendant  in  error  that 
•delay  in  presentine  the  check  does  not  release 
the  drawer  unless  he  has  been  injured.  This 
is  the  rule  where  suit  is  brought  within  the 
period  of  limitation,  but  the  statute  in  all 
-cases  bars  relief.  The  statute  runs  in  favor 
of  the  drawer  as  well  as  others. 


It  is  also  claimed  that  the  drawer  has  during 
the  whole  period  resided  in  Illinois,  and  that 
the  statutory  period  there  is  ten  years.  This 
may  be  true,  but  it  is  neither  pleaded  nor 
proved.  The  court  cannot  take  judicial 
notice  of  the  law  of  another  state,  but,  in  the 
absence  of  proof,  it  will  be  presumed  to  be 
like  that  of  our  own.  Lord  v.  State,  17  Neb. 
536;  Bailey  v.  State  (Neb.)  55  N.  W.  Rep. 
241.  Presuming  the  law  of  Illinois  to  be  the 
same  as  our  own,  the  action  had  been  barred 
by  the  laws  of  that  state  at  the  time  it  was 
commenced  here,  and  was  therefore  barred 
here.  Code  Civ.  Proc.  §  18 ;  ffoteer  v.  Ault- 
man,  27  Neb.  251.  Aside  from  the  fail- 
ure of  proof  upon  this  point,  the  pleadings 
entirely  failed  to  present  the  issue.  Upon 
the  face  of  the  petition  the  action  was  barred, 
and  a  demurrer  would  have  lain.  -« 

Eetersed  and  remanded. 

Kymot  C,  concurs. 


^  ,  C ,  having  been  of  counsel  in  the 
case,  took  no  part  in  its  consideration  or  de- 
cision. 
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BOSTON  &  ALBANY  R.  CO. 
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1.  The  attomejr^fpeneral  ean  properly 
iBstttate  proeeediiifl^  under  Stat.  189BS, 
ohap.  889,  to  require  a  railroad  oompan3r  to  issue 
mileaflpe  tiokets  and  receive  those  of  other  oom- 
peoies  sinoe  it  is  not  a  prooeedin^  in  equity,  but 
rather  a  petition  for  a  writ  of  mandamus  fn  a 
matter  oonoerning  the  public. 

H,  Astetnte  requiring  railroad  com- 
panies to  issue  mileage  tickets  and  to 
reoeiTe  thoseof  other  roads  in  payment 
of  lkre«  without  provldinir  any  fund  for  their 
redemption,  or  making-  them  a  lien  on  any  tangi- 
ble property,  or  patting  any  limit  on  the  number 
of  them  which  may  be  issued,  or  the  time  within 
which  they  must  be  used,  is  unconstitutional,  as 
an  appropriation  of  indlTidual  property  to  public 
use  without  the  owner^s  consent,  and  without 
legal  provision  for  a  reasonable  compensation 
therefor. 

(November  a,  180a) 

REPORT  bv  the  Supreme  Judicial  Court 
for  Suffolk  County  for  the  opinion  of  the 
full  court  of  petitions  by  the  attorney-general 


NOTS.— The  great  practical  importance  of  the 
above  case  and  the  dtfflculty  of  the  questions  In- 
volved render  it  of  unusual  interest.  The  ques- 
tions are  so  fully  disouased  in  the  opinions  of  the 
judges  that  no  attempt  to  annotate  them  will  be 
made. 
«2  L.  R.  A. 


against  the  defendant  railroad  companies  to 
compel  them  to  comply  with  the  Statute  of 
1802,  chap.  889,  requiring  them  to  issue  mile- 
age tickets  and  to  receive  thoee  of  other  roads 
in  payment  of  fare.    DUmissed. 

The  following  shows  the  form  of  the  peti- 
tion: 

"Albert  E.  Pillsbury,  attorney- general,  in 
behalf  of  the  commonwealth,  informs  the 
court  that  the  Old  Colony  Railroad  Company 
is  a  railroad  corporation  established  under  the 
laws  of  the  commonwealth,  and  operating  a 
railroad  therein ;  and  that  it  is  required  oy 
a  law  of  the  commonwealth,  being  chapter 
889  of  the  Acts  of  the  year  1892,  to  provide 
and  have  on  sale  for  twenty  dollars,  and  to 
sell  to  all  persons  applying  therefor,  mileage 
tiokets  for  passenger  transportation  represent- 
ing one  thousand  miles :  and  to  redeem  all 
such  tickets,  or  any  part  thereof,  upon  pres- 
entation by  any  other  railroad  corporation ; 
and  to  accept  and  receive  from  all  persons  for 
fare  and  passage  over  its  own  lines  all  such 
tickets  issued  by  any  other  railroad  corpora- 
tion operating  within  the  commonwealtn,  as 
therein  prescribed.  The  defendant,  though 
dulv  demanded,  willfully  and  wrongfully 
neglects  and  refuses  to  comply  in  any  par- 
ticular with  the  requirements  of  the  law  as 
herein  above  set  forth,  which  willful  and 
wrongful  neglect  and  refusal  has  continued 
from  the  taking  effect  of  the  law  until  the 
present  time,  and  declares  its  purpose  and  de- 
termination not  to  comply  therewith ;  which 
conduct  is  a  violation  of  the  law,  and  of  the 
public  right  thereunder,  for  which  there  is 
no  adeouate  remedy  except  by  this  proceed- 
ing. Wherefore  the  informant  prays  that  the 
defendant  be  required  and  compelled,  by  writ 
of  mandamus  or  other  appropriate  process,  to 
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provide  and  sell  such  mileage  tickets  to  all 
persons  applying  therefor,  and  to  redeem  all 
sQch  tickets,  or  any  part  thereof,  on  presenta- 
tion by  any  other  railroad  corporation,  and 
to  accept  and  receive  from  all  persons  for  fare 
and  passage  upon  all  its  own  lines  all  such 
tickets  issued  by  any  other  railroad  corpora- 
tion operating  within  the  commonwealth, 
and  in  all  particulars  to  comply  with  the  re- 
quirements of  Uie  law  as  therein  set  forth, 
and  for  such  other  orders  in  the  premises  as 
justice  may  require." 

Mr.  A.  E.  PUlsbary,  Atty-Oen.,  for  peti- 
tioner: 

This  statute  is  constitutional,  either  (1)  as 
a  regulation  of  the  public  business  in  which  the 
defendants  are  engaged  under  a  public  fran- 
chise, by  virtue  of  Fub.  Stat.,  chap.  112,  §  180, 
or  in  the  exercise  of  the  general  powers  of  the 
legislature;  or  (3)  as  a  oondition  imposed  upon 
the  farther  exercise  of  the  franchise,  which  is 
subject  to  amendment  or  repeal  at  the  will  of 
the  legislature  under  the  reservation  of  Pub. 
Stat.,  chap.  105,  §  3,  originally  Stat.  1880, 
chap.  81;  or  (8)  as  an  amendment  of  the  char- 
ter under  this  reserved  power. 

The  power  of  the  legislature  to  regulate  rail- 
road tariffs  within  reasonable  limits  Is  settled. 

Pub.  Stat.  chap.  112,  §  180;  Bo$t<m  d  W.  B. 
Corp.  V.  Western  R,  Corp,  14  Gray,  253;  Parker 
V.  Metropolitan  R.  Co.  109  Mass.  506.  See  also 
ateago  d  JV.  W.  R,  Co.  v.  Fuller,  84  U.  8. 
17  Wall.  560.  21  L.  ed.  710:  Munn  v.  lUinois, 
94  D.  S.  118,  24  L.  ed.  77  et  eeq.;  Stone  v. 
Farmem  Loan  A  T.  Co,  116  U.  S.  807,  29  L. 
ed.  636.  and  cases  cited;  Dow  v.  Beidelman, 
125  U.  8.  680,  690,  31  L.  ed.  841,  844;  Chicam 
<t  G.  T.  R.  Co.  V.  WbUman,  148  U.  S.  889,  86 
L.  ed.  176,  and  cases  cited:  Budd  v.  N'ew  Fork, 
143  U.  S.  517,  86  L.  ed.  247;  Cooley,  Const. 
Lim.  6th  ed.  786,  note  S;  People  v.  Boeton  d 
A.  R.  Co.  70  N.  Y.  569. 

The  only  limitation  upon  this  power  is  that 
it  ?haU  not  Require  service  without  regard,  or 
amount  to  the  taking  or  destruction  of  proper- 
ty without  compensation. 

(ieargia  R.  &  Bkg.  Co.  v.  Smith,  128  U.  8. 
174.  82  L.  ed.  377.  and  cases  cited. 

It  is  possible  that  the  operation  of  the  act 
miy  require  the  defendant  to  transport  a  pas- 
"^enger  on  presentation  of  a  ticket  which  the 
corporation  issuing  it  will  not  redeem  on  de- 
mand. This,  however,  is  not  to  be  assumed, 
and  the  constitutionality  of  the  statute  is  not 
neceasarily  to  be  tested  by  the  most  extreme 
case  which  can  possibly  arise  under  it. 

Om.  V.  Flaisted,  2  L.  R.  A.  142,  148  Mass. 

The  court  will  presume  that  the  legislature 
made  proper  inquiry  into  the  circumstances, 
and  that  the  act  is  capable  of  operating  with- 
out any  such  consequences;  and  this  presump- 
tioo  stands  unless  and  until  the  contrary  ap- 
peals. 

See /few  V.  Beidelman,  supra;  Cooley,  Const 
Urn.  6th  ed.  220. 

Tlieact  provides  a  sufficient  compensation 
for  the  defendant  for  all  transportation  which 
h  performs  on  tickets  of  other  roads.  The 
^tate  need  not  put  the  money  into  the  de- 
/eodaofs  hands.     Kven  in  the  taking  of  prop- 


erty  by  eminent  domain,  the  legislature  need 
not  go  so  far  as  that. 

Fttehlmrg  B.  Cfe.  v.  Grand  Junction  B.  dB, 
Co.  4  Allen,  198;  Metropolitan  B.  Co.  v. 
Ouiney  R.  Co.  12  Allen,  262;  Boston  d  W.  B. 
Corp.  V.  Western  B.  Corp.  supra;  Lexington  d 
W.  C.  B.  Co.  V.  FitcMmrg  B.  Co.  14  Gray,  266; 
Worcester  v.  Norwich  d  W.  B.  Co.  109  Mass. 
108;  Metropolitan  B.  Co.  v.  Highland  Street  B. 
Co.  118  Mass.  290;  Worcester  d  JV.  B.  Go.  v. 
Bailroad  Comrs.  Id.  561,  568;  Cambridge  B. 
Co.  V.  CharUs  Biver  Street  B.  Co.  189  Mass. 
454. 

There  is  no  interference  with  the  defendants' 
right  to  acquire,  possess,  and  protect  property. 
This  act  does  not  amount  to  a  taking  or  de- 
struction of  the  defendants'  property.  And 
even  as  to  this,  the  legislature  has  a  larger 
power  over  this  artificial  creature  of  its  own 
than  over  the  private  citizen. 

Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  646,  647,  and  cases  cited 
in  noU;  Callender  v.  Marsh,  1  Pick.  418,  480; 
Fitchburg  B.  Co.  v.  Grand  Junction  B.  d  D. 
Co.  supra;  Com.  v.  Fkistern  B.  Co.  108  Mass. 
254,  4  Am.  Rep.  555;  Cambridge  v.  Bailroad 
Comrs.  153  Mass.  161,  and  cases  cited. 

There  is  no  constitutional  or  other  legal  ob- 
jection against  '*class  legislation."  The  leg- 
islature is  constantlv  legislating  for  and  upon 
classes,  and  rightfully. 

Minneapolis  d  St.  L.  B.  Co.  v.  Beekwith,  129 
U.  8.  26,  82  L.  ed.  585^  and  cases  cited;  Hewitt 
V.  Charier,  16  Pick.  858;  Davis  v.  StaU,  8  Lea, 
876;  Missouri  Pac.  B.  Co.  v.  Mackey,  88  Kan. 
298;  McAunieh  v.  Missisfiippi  d  M.  B.  Co.  20 
Iowa,  338.  348;  Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  479,  480. 

The  legislature  is  not  re<^uircd  to  deal  with 
all  railroad  corporations  alike,  and  they  can- 
not complain  of  legislative  discrimination 
among  them. 

Be  Northampton,  158  Mass.  299,  and  cases 
cited;  Chicago,  B.  d  Q.  B.  Co.  v.  Iowa,  94  U. 
S.  155,  24  L.  ed.  94;  Dow  v.  Beiddman,  125 
U.  S.  680.  691,  81  L.  ed.  841.  844;  State  v.  /n- 
diana  d  L  S.  B.  Co.  18  L.  R.  A.  502.  188 
Ind.  69. 

If  the  act  is  to  be  regarded  as  an  amendment 
of  the  defendants'  charters,  it  is  within  the 
power  of  the  legislature,  without  the  consent 
or  other  action  of  the  stockholders.  And  if  it 
is,  in  any  view,  within  the  power  of  the  legis- 
lature, it  does  not  depend  upon  the  consent  of 
the  stockholders.  Their  consent  would  be  of 
no  more  effect,  if  of  any,  than  the  consent 
of  the  corporation,  and  this  is  unnecessary. 
Worcester  v.  Norunc/i  d  W.  B.  Co.  supra. 
.  This  statute  is  not  in  conflict  with  the  legal 
tender  clause  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States.  This  act  does  not  attempt,  and  has  no 
effect  to  establish  a  legal  tender  currency. 

2  Story,  Const.  §^  1854-1872;  5  Madison 
Papers,  Constitutional  Debates,  pp.  131,  881, 
484,  561;  1  Elliott,  Constitutional  Debates,  pp. 
270, 271 ;  Ogden  v.  Saunders,  25  U.  8. 12  Wheat 
214,  266,  6  L.  ed.  606,  624;  Briscoe  v.  Bank  of 
Kentucky,  86  U.  8.  11  Pet.  811,  9  L.  ed.  780; 
Darrington  v  Branch  Bank  of  Alabama,  54  U. 
8.  13  How.  12,  14  L.  ed.  80;  Virginia  Coupon 
Cases,  114  U.  8.  270, 283,  29  L.  ed.  185,  190. 

The  statute  does  not  impair  or  affect  the  ob- 
ligation of  contracts.    The  only  contract  to  be 
affected,   if  any,  is  the  defendant's  charter; 
8 


114 


MA8SACHD8BTT8  STTFREKB  JUDICIAL  CoURT. 


Nov., 


and  it  is  settled  that  such  legislation  is  not 
within  this  constitutional  prohibition. 

Fitehburg  H.  Co.  v.  Grand  Junction  R,  A  D, 
Co.  and  Com.  v.  Eattem  R.  Co.  supra;  Tom- 
Unsm  V.  Jewup,  82  U.  S.  15  Wall.  454.  21  L. 
ed.  204;  Rugg^^  '▼•  Ittinois,  108  U.  S.  526,  27 
L.  ed.  812;  Sjmng  Valley  Water  Works  v. 
SchotUer,  110  U.  S.  847,  28  L.  ed.  173;  Stone  V. 
Farmers  Loan  &  71  Co.  116  U.  S.  807. 825, 331, 
29  L.  ed.  686. 642,  644;  Blake  v.  Winona  &  Si. 
P.  R.  Co.  19  Minn.  418, 18  Am.  Rep.  845;  Sioux 
City  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Sioux  City,  138  U.  8.  98, 
84  L.  ed.  898;  Louisviile  Water  Co.  v.  Clark, 
148  U.  8.  14,  86  L.  ed.  58,  ftnd  cases  cited. 

The  act  is  not,  in  intention,  operation,  or 
effect,  a  regulation  of  interstate  commerce. 

Stone  V.  Farmers  Loan  dk  T.  Co.  supra; 
l^aJbash,  St.  L.  d  P.  R  Co.  v.  lUinois,  118  U, 
8.  557,  80  L.  ed.  244;  Dow  v.  Beidelman,  125 
U.  8.  689,  81  L.  ed.  848;  Hardy  v.  Atchison, 
T.  <fc  S.  F.  R.  Co.  82  Kan.  698;  Stanley  v. 
WahasK  St.  L.  d  P.  R.  Co.  8  L.  R.  A.  549,  8 
Inters.  Com.  Rep.  176,  100  Mo.  485;  Budd  v. 
New  York,  148  U.  8.  517, 546, 36  L.  ed.  247, 266; 
Com.  V.  Housatonic  R.  Co.  148  Mass.  264;  Chi- 
cago it  N.  W.  R.  Co.  V.  Fuller,  84  U.  8.  17 
Wall.  560,  21  L.  ed.  710;  Munn  v.  Illinois,  94 
U.  8.  118,  24  L.  ed.  77  et  seq.;  Louisville,  N. 
0.  &  T.  R.  Co.  V.  Mississippi,  188  U.  8.  587. 
591,  88  L.  ed.  784,  785;  Interstate  Commerce 
Act,  §  1,  24  U.  8.  8tat.  at  L.  chap.  104,  p.  879. 

If  the  regulation  of  local  rates,  etc.,  does 
affect  interstate  transportation,  this  does  not 
necessarily  amount  to  the  regulation  of  inter- 
state commerce,  in  the  constitutional  sense. 
8tate  legislation  may  affect  interstate  com- 
merce in  various  ways  without  amounting  to 
unconstitutional  regulation  of  commerce. 

Sherlock  v.  Ailing,  98  U.  8.  99.  108,  28  L. 
ed.  819,  820;  RoMns  v.  Shelby  County  Tax. 
Dist.  120  U.  8.  489,  492,  498.  80  L.  ed.  694-696; 
Cruteher  v.  Kentucky,  141  U.  8.  61,  85  L.  ed. 
664,  and  cases  cited. 

The  act  does  not  work  a  deprivation  of 
property  without  due  process  of  law. 

Munn  V.  Illinois,  supra;  Davidson  v.  New 
OrUans,  96  U.  8.  97.  104,  24  L.  ed.  616,  619; 
Stone  V.  Farmers  Loan  &  T.  Co.  supra;  Dow 
V.  Beiddman,  125  U.  8.  680.  81  L.  ed.  841; 
Minneapolis  d  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Beckwith,  129 
TJ.  8.  26,  82  L.  ed.  685,  and  cases  cited;  Budd 
V.  New  York,  supra. 

The  legislature  having  power  over  the  rates, 
it  does  not  matter  whetner  a  change  of  rates 
within  the  power  reduces  the  rates  or  the  earn- 


ings or  not. 
Chic 


icago  d  O.  T.  R.  Co.  v.  WeUman,  148  U. 
8.  389,  848,  86  L.  ed.  176,  179. 

There  is  no  provision  of  the  Old  Colony 
Company's  charter,  or  of  the  general  laws, 
which  stands  in  the  way  of  this  requirement, 
or  confines  the  legislature  to  any  particular 
method  of  revising  or  altering  its  rates.  The 
whole  subject  is  wiihin  the  legislative  control, 
under  the  reserved  power  to  alter  and  amend 
charters. 

Parker  v.  Metropolitan  R.  Co.  109  Mass.  506, 
and  cases  cited  at  p.  508;  Georgia  R.  d  Bkg. 
Co.  V.  Sfnith,  128  U.  8.  174, 182,  82  L.  ed.  377, 
881. 

All  its  charters  were  granted  after  the  pass- 
ing of  8tat.  1880,  chap.  81  (March  11,  1881), 
reserving  to  the  legislature  a  power  to  amend, 
22  L.  R.  A. 


alter,  or  repeal  at  pleasure  all  acts  of  incorpo- 
ration which  should  be  afterwards  passed,  as 
if  each  contained  an  express  provision  to  that 

Roxburyv.  Boston  d  P.  R.  Corp.  6  Cush.  424. 
See  also  Com.  v.  Eastern  R.  Co.  108  Mass. 
257;  Metropolitan  R.  Co.  v.  BiglOand  Street  R. 
Co.  118  Mass.  298;  H(^oke  Water  Power  Co. 
V.  Lyman,  82  U.  8.  15  Wall.  500. 21  L.  ed.  133; 
Sinking  Fund  Cases,  99  U.  8.  720,  25  L.  ed. 
601;  Louisville  Water  Co.  v.  Clark,  148  U.  8. 
18,  36  L.  ed.  58;  Union  Pass.  R.  Co.  v.  Phila- 
delphia, 101  U.  8.  539,  25  L.  ed.  914;  Close  v. 
QUnwood  Cemetery,  107  U.  8. 476, 27  L.  ed.  412. 

The  act  fixes  the  rate;  and  it  seems  that  in 
such  a  case  the  reasonableness  of  the  rate  is  not 
a  judicial  question  and  is  not  open  to  revision 
by  the  court. 

Budd  V.  New  York,  supra. 

Mr.  J.  H.  Benton,  Jr.,  for  defendant  the 
Old  Colony  R.  Co.: 

This  act  contains  no  provision  giving  the 
court  equity  jurisdiction  to  enforce  its  pro- 
visions, as  is  usually  the  case  in  statutes  re- 
quiring action  by  railroad  corporations. 

8ee  Pub.  Stat.  chap.  112,  g§  186,  162;  Laws 
1890,  chap.  428.  §  8. 

This  act  assumes: 

1.  To  reduce  the  fares  and  tolls  of  the  re- 
spondent for  passenger  transportation  and  its 
earnings  therefrom  "contrary  to  the  provisions 
of  its  charter." 

2.  To  reduce  the  fares  and  tolls  of  the  re- 
spoodent  for  passenger  service  and  its  earnings 
therefrom,  and  to  fix  an  arbitrary  rate  at  which 
it  shall  perform  such  service  and  also  to  exclude 
any  inquiry  in  the  courts,  i.  e.  by  due  process 
of  law  as  to  whether  such  rate  is  reasonable 
compensation  for  the  service  required  to  be 
performed. 

8.  To  require  the  respondent  to  perform  such 
service  at  the  rate  fixed  by  the  act  and  to  re- 
ceive in  payment  of  the  debts  thereby  incurred 
by  the  persons  served,  the  contracts  of  other 
companies  to  perform  similar  service  upon  their 
lines,  i.  e.  to  perform  such  service  not  for 
money  but  upon  the  credit  of  all  other  com> 
panics  in  the  commonwealth  whether  respon- 
sible or  irresponsible. 

4.  To  substantially  affect  the  rates  for  and 
the  conduct  of  interstate  transportation  on  the 
respondent's  road  which  is  a  connecting  and 
continuous  line  of  interstate  transportation  and 
travel. 

5.  To  require  the  respondent  and  such  other 
railroad  companies  operating  in  the  state  as  the 
railroad  commissioners  may  not  exclude  or  ex- 
empt from  the  provision  of  the  act  and  no 
others  to  obey  it. 

The  act  impairs  the  obligation  of  the  con- 
tract as  to  fares  and  tolls  contained  in  the 
charters  of  the  respondents,  and  is  therefore  in 
conflict  with  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States. 

The  legislature  put  into  the  charter  a  specific 

e revision  that  it  would  not  reduce  the  tolls  be- 
>w  a  certain  point  and  in  a  certain  manner. 
What  was  that  but  an  agreement  by  the  leg- 
islature that  notwithstandmg  the  existence  of 
the  seneral  power  to  alter,  amend,  or  rep^,  it 
would  exercise  that  power  in  respect  to  the 
right  or  franchise  to  take  tolls  only  in  a  certain 
way,  and  within  a  certain  limit? 
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"It  did  not  mean  that  the  legislature  will  not 
aher  or  reduce  the  tolls  so  as  to  produce  less 
tbsD  ten  per  cent  per  annum  upon  the  cost  of 
making  the  road,  unless  it  shall  hereafter 
choose  to  do  so." 

DetTtfit  y.  Iktroit  dt  K  PI.  Road  Co.  48  Mich. 
140. 

The  franchise  to  take  tolls  has  always  been 
treated  as  property  in  this  commonwealth. 

InffaOi  V.  E^ker,  18  Allen,  449;  Ea»t  BasUm 
Freight  R.  Co.  v.  Hubbard,  10  Allen,  459,  ncte. 
8ee  also  People  v.  O^Brien,  %  L.  R.  A.  255,  111 
N.  Y.  1;  Sixth  Ave.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Kerr.  72  N.  Y. 
330;  People  v.  Shirtemnt,  9  N.  Y.  263,  59  Am. 
Dec.  588;  New  York  v.  Second  Aw.  B.  Co.  82 
N.  Y.  281;  People  v.  Brooklyn,  F.  d  C.  1.  R 
Oo.  89  N.  Y.  75;  Neic  Orleans,  S.  F.  &  L.  R. 
Co.  T.  Ddamore,  114  U.  S.  501,  29  L.  ed.  244; 
Mempkie  d  L.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Berry,  112  U.  S. 
609,  619,  28  L.  ed.  887,  841;  Mumma  ▼.  Poto- 
mac Oo.  9^  V .  8.  S  Pet.  281,  8  L.  ed.  946; 
Fletcher  ▼.  P^xk,  10  U.  S.  6  Cranch,  87,  185,  3 
L  «i.  162.  177;  Conway  v.  TayUn-,  66  U.  8.  1 
Black,  608,  682,  17  L.  ed.  191,  202;  Sinking 
Fund  Com,  99  U.  S.  700,  748,  25  L.  ed.  496. 
512;  Iktroit  v.  Detroit  db  H.  PI.  Road  Co.  48 
Mich.  140. 

In  Boiion  A  L.  R.  Corp.  v.  Salem  it  L.  R. 
Co.,  2  Gray,  1,  the  provision  in  the  charter  of 
the  plaintiff  corporation  that  the  legislature 
would  not  for  twenty  years  authorize  another 
railroad  between  Boston  and  Lowell  was  held 
by  this  court  to  be  property. 

Why  is  not  the  provision  of  the  respondent 
that  its  tolls  shall  not  be  reduced  below  ten  per 
(%nt  as  much  property? 

That  this  provision  of  the  charters  and  the 
geoeral  law  was  understood  to  secure  to  rail- 
road corporations  the  power  of  regulating  their 
own  tolls,  subject  only  to  the  condition  ex- 
pressed in  the  charter,  that  the  lefi;i8lature 
mi^t  reduce  and  regulate  them  within  the 
limits  of  a  10  per  cent  income,  appears  from 
V^mont  dt  M.  R  Co.  v.  Fitchburg  R.  Co.  9 
Cosh.  869. 

See  also  F'itehburg  R.  Co.  v.  Cage,  12  Gray, 

The  question  is  simply  whether  the  legisla- 
ture, nnder  a  prior  reserved  ri^ht  to  amend, 
can  take  away  from  the  corporation  that  which 
by  the  subsequent  grant  it  expressly  agreed  it 
woald  not 

No  case  has  ever  held  the  afBrmative. 

See  RxBbury  v.  Bo^n  db  P.  R.  Corp.  6  Cush. 
424:  Com.  v.  Ester  Co.  18  Gray,  289;  Fiteh- 
^rg  R,  Co.  ▼.  Grand  Junction  R.  db  D.  Co.  ^ 
Allen,  198;  Com.  v.  Eastern  R.  Co.  108  Mass. 
254;  Inland  Fisheries  Oomrs.  v.  Holyoke  Water 
Bneer  Co.  104  Mass.  446,  6  Am.  Rep.  247; 
W^wwfer  T.  Norwich  db  W.  R.  Co.  109  Mass. 
108;  Parker  v.  Metropolitan  R  Co.  109  Mass. 
'%6;  Metropolitan  R  Co.  v.  Highland  Street  R. 
Co.  118  Mass.  290;  Thornton  v.  Marginal 
Freight  R  Co.  128  Mass.  82. 

As  by  the  acts  of  the  corporation  under  the 
charter  the  contract  of  the  commonwealth  that 
it  would  not  revise  or  reduce  tolls  except  as  in 
the  charter  specifically  provided  had  become 
executed,  the  right  of  the  corporation  to  take 
toll  as  in  the  charter  provided  had  become 
nsled,  and  it-oould  not  be  and  was  not  intend- 
ed to  be  taken  away  by  the  Act  of  1874,  which 
did  not  aasome  to  repeal  the  charter  or  to  make 


compensation  for  taking  away  the  grant  of 
tolls  therein  contained. 

Watuppa  Resertfoir  Co.  v.  Fall  Rioer,  1  L. 
R.  A.  466, 147  Mass.  548. 

There  is  no  difference  between  an  act  which 
applies  to  all  persons  except  those  who  mav  be 
excluded  from  its  operation,  and  an  act  which 
applies  only  to  such  persons  as  may  be  included 
within  its  operation.  In  either  case  the  act  is 
not,  when  it  leaves  the  legislature,  a  completed 
act  as  to  all  persons  to  whom  it  applies,  which 
is  necessary  to  make  it  a  valid  exercise  of  the 
legislative  power. 

Er  parte  Wall,  48  Cal.  279, 17  Am.  Rep.  425. 

This  act  is  special  as  much  as  an  act  applica- 
ble only  to  the  respondent  corporation  alone, 
or  to  it,  and  to  a  portion  of  the  other  railroad 
corporations. 

The  act  is  in  violation  of  the  14th  Amend- 
ment of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States 
and  also  of  the  constitution  of  the  common- 
wealth. 

It  assumes  to  deprive  the  respondent  of  its 
property  without  compensation  and  without 
due  process  of  law. 

If  the  rate  fixed  Inr  the  legislature  is  not  a 
reasonable  rate,  or  ii  the  question  whether  it  is 
a  reasonable  rate  cannot  under  the  act  of  the 
legislature  be  inquired  into,  the  act  violates 
these  provisions  of  the  constitution. 

An  act  which  deprives  a  carrier  of  a  reason- 
able rate  of  compensation  for  service  per- 
formed takes  its  property  as  much  as  one 
which  deprives  it  of  its  real  estate. 

Chicago,  M.  db  St.  P.  R  Co.  v.  Minnesota, 
184  U.  8.  418,  88  L.  ed.  970;  Chicago  d-  G.  T. 
R.  Co.  V.  Wdlman,  148  U.  B.  389, 86  L.  ed.  176; 
Stone  V.  Farmers  Loan  db  T.  Co.  116  U.  S.  807, 
29  L.  ed.  686. 

If,  therefore,  the  Act  of  1892  excludes  in- 
quiry as  to  whether  the  rate  fixed  by  it  for 
passenger  transportation  is  a  reduction  of  the 
rates  fixed  by  the  directors  and  of  the  earnings 
of  the  respondent  therefrom,  i.  e.,  an  inquiry 
as  to  whether  the  rate  fixed  by  it  is  a  reason- 
able rate,  the  act  is  plainlv  invalid. 

Mercantile  Trust  Co.  v.  Texas  db  P.  R.  Co.  51 
Fed.  Rep.  529. 

The  act  is  not  valid  in  this  aspect  as  an  exer- 
cise of  the  reserved  power  to  alter,  amend,  or 
repeal  the  respondents'  charter. 

The  reserved  i)owerto  amend  charters  does 
not  authorize  any  act  which  deprives  the  com- 
pany of  its  property. 

Detroit  v.  Detroit  db  H.  PI:  Road  Co.  43  Mich. 
140. 

The  right  to  own  and  operate  a  railroad 
necessarily  implies  the  ri^ht  to  charge  a  rea- 
sonable compensation  for  its  use  or  for  services 
performed  by  its  use.  No  special  grant  of  that 
ri^ht  is  necessary.  8uch  a  right  would  be  im- 
plied from  the  rest  of  the  charter  if  it  was  not 
specifically  given. 

Railroad  Commission  Cases,  116  U.  S.  307, 
329,  29  L.  ed.  636,  643. 

The  act  is  invalid  as  a  regulation  of  inter- 
state commerce. 

HaU  V.  De  Cuir,  95  U.  8.  485.  24  L.  ed.  547; 
Wabash,  St.  L.  dbP.  R.  Co.  v.  lUinois,  118U.  S. 
557,  30  L.  ed.  244;  Louisville,  N.  G.  db  T.  R. 
Co.  V.  Mississippi,  188  U.  8.  587.  88  L.  ed.  784. 

There  is  no  case  where  a  state  statute,  the 
requirements  of  which  substantially  affect  the 
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rates  upon  and  the  conduct  of  interstate  trans- 
portation over  the  same  line,  has  been  sustained. 

Smit/i  V.  Alabama,  124  U.  S.  465,  81  L.  ed. 
508;  Nashville,  C.  &St.  L.  B.  Co.  v.  Alabama, 
128  U.  S.  96,  82  L.  ed.  852;  Fieklen  v.  Shelbif 
County  Tax.  D%9t.  145  U.  S.  1,  86  L.  ed.  601. 

The  act  is  in  violation  of  the  provision  of 
the  United  States  constitution  that  '*no  state 
shall  make  anything  but  gold  and  silver  coin 
a  tender  in  payment  of  debts." 

It  makes  the  obligation  of  one  carrier  a  tend- 
er to  another  in  pavment  of  the  debt  due  to 
it  from  a  passenger  for  transportation. 

The  performance  of  transportation  by  a  car- 
rier creates  a  debt  from  the  person  transported 
to  the  carrier,  and  it  is  not  competent  for  the 
legislature  to  provide  that  that  debt  can  be  dis- 
charged by  the  tender  of  the  obligation  of  an- 
other earner  to  perform  similar  service. 

The  legislature  has  just  as  much  power  to 
require  that  the  cars  and  engines  of  the  rail- 
road itself  shall  be  absolutely  given  for  a  prom- 
ise or  obligation  to  pav,  as  it  has  to  require  that 
the  use  of  them,  or  the  service  performed  by 
such  use  shall  be  given  for  such  a  promise  or 
obligation. 

It  is  only  the  use  of  the  cars  and  engines 
which  makes  them  valuable.  The  right  to  use 
and  to  receive  compensation  for  use  of  any- 
thing is  all  that  really  makes  it  property. 

Wunehamer  v.  People,  18  N.  Y.  878;  2  Aus- 
tin, Jurisprudence.  3d  ed.  817,  818;  Eaton  v. 
Boston,  C.  &  M,  B.  51  N.  H.  504.  12  Am. 
Rep.  147;  Thompson  v.  Androscoggin  Biver 
Imp.  Co,  54  N.  H,  545. 

The  act  is  invalid  as  an  absolute  delegation 
of  legislative  i)ower  to  the  railroad  commis- 
sioners. 

Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  6th  ed.  p.  187,  and  ci- 
tations. 

'*It  may  be  that  what  the  Legislature  of  1879 
proposed  to  accomplish  would  in  itself  work 
no  hardship  to  respondent,  and  would  be  highly 
desirable  to  the  city,  but  the  principle  violated 
is  the  fundamental  principle  that  underlies  all 
property,  and  the  first  successful  inroad  upon 
it  that  obtains  judicial  sanction  may  be  a  prece- 
dent that  shall  let  in  innumerable  evils.  Courts 
must  look  beyond  the  particular  case  to  the 
governing  principle,  and  be  governed  by  that 
regardless  of  temporary  and  special  inconven- 
iences." 

Detroit  v.  Detroit  d-  ff.  Ft.  Boad  Co.  48  Mich. 
140,  149. 

Field«  C/i.  «/.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Tlie  brief  for  the  Old  Colony  Railroad  Com- 
pany  raises  the  questions  whether  the  at- 
torney-general has  anv  right  to  bring  the  in- 
formations, and  whether  the  court  has  any 
jurisdiction  over  the  proceedings.  It  is  saiH 
that  Stat.  1892,  chap.  889,  does  not  five  the 
court  equity  jurisdiction  to  enforce  its  pro- 
visions, but  we  do  not  regard  these  informa- 
tions as  informations  in  equity.  They  are 
rather  petitions  for  a  writ  of  mandamus.  Sec 
Pub.  Stat.  chap.  186,  §  18.  It  concerns  the 
public,  or  an  indefinite  portion  of  the  public, 
whether  railroad  corporations  not  exempted 
or  excluded  by  the  railroad  commissioners 
shall  obejr  Stat.  1892,  chap.  889,  and  there- 
fore we  think  that  the  attorney -general  as  rep- 
22  L.  R.  A. 


resenting  the  public  can  properly  institute 
these  proceedings.  Atty-Gen.  v.  'Boston,  128 
Mass.  460. 

At  the  hearing  of  the  petition  against  the 
Old  Colony  Railroad  Company  the  presiding 
justice  excluded  evidence  against  its  objec- 
tion **  tending  to  prove  the  allegation  of  fnct 
in  the  third,  seventh,  and  eighth  paragraphs 
of  its  answer.  ^  These  paragraphs  are  as  fol- 
lows: •'Third.  The  rail ro^s  thus  operated 
by  it  [the  defendant]  are  in  the  states  of  Mas- 
sachusetts and  Rhode  Island,  and  form  con- 
necting* and  continuous  lines  of  interstate 
transportation  and  travel,  and  the  regulation 
of  the  rates  for  and  the  conduct  of  passenger 
transportation  thereon  in  this  state  substan- 
tially affect  the  rates  for  and  the  conduct 
of  said  interstate  transportation  thereon."* 
"Seventh.  It  sajrs  that  there  are  railroad  cor- 
porations operating  railroads  in  the  common- 
wealth that  are  not  pecuniarily  responsible 
for  the  redemption  and  payment  oi  tickets 
which  may  be  issued  by  them  under  chapter 
889  of  the  Acts  of  the  year  1892.  Eighth. 
It  says  that  chapter  889  of  the  Acts  of  the 
year  1892,  referred  to  in  said  information,  is 
a  reduction  of  its  fares  and  tolls  for  passenger 
transportation  established  by  its  directors, 
and  of  its  earnings  therefrom,'  contrary  to  the 
provisions  of  its  charter,  and  is  not  a  revision 
or  alteration  of  its  fares  and  tolls  in  the  man- 
ner prescribed  thereby,  or  by  the  general  law 
relating  to  railroad  corporations.^ 

Stat.  1892,  chap.  889,  can,  we  think,  be 
construed  as  relating  only  to  fares  for  the 
transportation  of  passengers  from  one  point  to 
another  within  the  commonwealth ;  and  if, 
under  the  existing  regulations  of  the  railroad 
company,  there  may  be  some  difficulty  in  ap- 
plying the  law  when  a  passenger  intends  to 
proceed  from  or  to  a  point-  within  the  com- 
monwealth to  or  from  a  point  outside  of  the 
commonwealth,  we  do  not  see  that  this  dif- 
ficulty is  inherent  in  the  subject,  or  that  by 
proper  regulations  the  fares  of  passengers  for 
transportation  within  the  commonwealth  can- 
not be  paid  for  by  mileage  tickets,  although 
the  passengers  are  traveling  to  or  from  a  place 
beyond  the  limits  of  the  commonwealth.  It 
is  no  sufficient  objection  to  the  statute  that 
it  may  incidentally  affect  commerce  between 
the  states,  if  it  does  not  attempt  to  regulate 
such  commerce.  See  Louisville,  iV.  0.  ift  T. 
B,  Co.  V.  Mississippi,  188  U.  S.  587,  88  L.  ed. 
784. 

The  averments  of  the  seventh  paragraph 
relate  to  a  possibility,  rather  than  a  fact,  be- 
cause it  is  not  alleged  that  any  railroad  cor- 
porations which  are  not  pecuniarily  respon- 
sible have  issued  any  mileage  tickets  under 
Stat.  1892,  chap.  889,  or  that  all  such  cor- 
porations have  not  been  excluded  from  the 
provisions  of  the  statute  by  the  railroad  com- 
missioners. It  is.  in  effect,  an  argument  by 
way  of  an  example  of  what  might  happen  if 
one'  railroad  company  is  requir^  to  transport 
passengers  on  the  credit  of  another.  The 
constitutionality  of  the  statute  cannot  depend 
upon  the  solvency  or  insolvency  of  any  par- 
ticular railroad  company  at  any  particular 
time. 

The  averments  of  the  eighth  paragraph  are 
not  to  the  effect  that  Stat.  1892,  chap*.  389, 


1893. 
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will,  if  carried  into  effect,  operate  to  reduce 
the  fares  for  passenger  transportation  below 
what  is  reasonable,  but  only  that  the  statute 
will  cause  a  reduction  contrary  to  the  pro- 
visions of  the  charter  of  the  defendant.  The 
Old  Colony  Railroad  Company  is  a  corpora- 
tion in  this  commonwealth  and  in  the  state 
of  Rhode  Island,  formed  by  the  union  of 
various  railroad  corporations  chartered  by 
this  commonwealth  or  by  the  state  of  Rhode 
Island,  Snd  is  also  the  lessee  of  the  Boston  & 
Providence  Railroad  Corporation  and  of  other 
railroad  corporations.  The  earliest  charter 
of  any  of  the  railroads  leased  is  that  of  the 
Boston  &  Providence  Railroad  Corporation, 
which  was  approved  June  22,  18^1.  The 
earliest  charter  of  any  of  the  railroads  which 
make  up  this  defendant  corporation  is  that  of 
the  Taunton  Branch  Railroad  Corporation, 
which  was  approved  April  7,  1885,  being 
Stat.  1885,  chap.  181.  The  fourth  section  of 
this  last-named  statute  contains  the  provision 
""that  the  legislature  shall  not  at  any  time  so 
reduce  the  tolls  and  their  profits  as  to  produce 
less  than  10  per  cent  per  annum  upon  the 
capital  stock  paid  as  aforesaid  without  the 
consent  of  said  corporation."  The  charters 
of  other  railroads  which  have  been  united  to 
form  the  Old  Colony  Railroad  Company  con- 
tain similar  provisions.  These  charters  also 
grant  to  the  corporations  the  right  to  take 
tolls  at  such  rates  as  may  be  established  by 
the  directors.  Similar  provisions  were  en- 
acted in  the  Revised  Statutes  (Rev.  Stat. 
chap.  89,  g  88),  and  in  the  General  Statutes, 
Gen.  Stat.  chap.  68,  §  112.  Stat.  1870, 
chap.  825,  §  1,  repealed  Gen.  Stat.  chap.  68, 
§  112,  and  provided  as  follows:  **  Any  rail- 
road corporation  may  establish  for  its  sole 
benefit,  fares,  tolls,  and  charges,  upon  all 
passengers  and  property,  conveyed  or  trans- 
ported on  its  railroad,  at  such  rates  as  may 
be  determined  by  the  directors  thereof,  nnd 
may  from  time  to  time  by  its  directors  regu- 
late the  use  of  its  road  :  provided,  that  such 
rates  of  fares,  tolls  and  char^res,  and  regula- 
tions shall  at  all  times  be  subject  to  revision 
and  alteration  by  the  legislature,  or  such 
oflScers  or  persons  as  the  legislature  may  ap- 
point for  the  purpose,  anything  in  the  charter 
of  any  such  railroad  corporation  to  the  con- 
trary notwithstanding."  Stat.  1874,  chap. 
872,  §4,  is  as  follows:  ** Railroad  corpora- 
tions heretofore  established  in  this  coiiimon- 
wealth,  whether  by  special  act  or  in  con- 
formity with  the  provisions  of  the  general 
law  passed  in  the  year  one  thousand  eight 
hundred  and  seventy- two  shall  have  the 
powers  and  privileges  and  be  subject  to  the 
duties,  liabilities,  restrictions.and  other  pro- 
visions contained  in  this  act ;  which,  so  far  as 
inconsistent  with  charters  granted  since  the 
eleventh  dav  of  March,  one  thousand  eight 
hundred  and  thirty-one  shall  be  deemed  and 
taken  to  be  in  alteration  and  amendment 
thereof :  provided,  that  nothing  herein  con- 
tained shall  be  construed  to  impair  the  va- 
lidity of  any  special  power  heretofore  con- 
ferred by  charter  or  other  special  act  upon  any 
particular  railroad  corporation  which  has 
already  exercised  such  power  or  to  prevent  the 
continued  exercise  thereof,  conformably,  so 
far  as  may  be,  to  the  provisions  of  tliis  act ; 
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nor  shall  anythinj;  herein  contained  affect  any 
act  done  or  any  right  accruing,  accrued  or  es- 
tablished, or  any  proceedings,  doings,  or  acts 
ratified  or  confirmed,  or  any  suit  or  proceed- 
ing had  or  commenced  in  any  case  before  the 
act  takes  effect,"  etc.  Section  179  of  this 
Statute  is  as  follows:  "Any  railroad  cor- 
poration may  establish  for  its  sole  benefit 
fares,  tolls,  and  charges  upon  all  passengers 
and  property,  conveyed  or  transported  on  its 
railroad,  at  such  rates  as  may  be  determined 
by  the  directors  thereof,  and  may  from  time 
to  time  by  its  directors  regulate  the  use  of  its 
road  :  provided,  that  such  rates  of  fares,  tolls, 
and  charges,  and  regulations,  shall  at  all 
times  be  subject  to  revision  and  alteration  by 
the  legislature,  or  such  ofiftcers  or  persons  as 
the  legislature  may  appoint  for  the  purpose, 
anything  in  the  charter  of  any  such  railroad 
to  the  contrary  notwithstanding. "  These  pro- 
visions were  re -enacted  in  Pub.  Stat.,  chap. 
112,  §g  2,  180.  All  the  charters  involved  in 
these  proceedings  were  granted  subsequently 
to  the  passage  of  Stat.  1881,  chap.  81.  ap- 
proved March  11,  1881,  which  provided  "that 
the  acts  of  incorporation  which  shall  be 
passed  after  the  passage  of  this  act  shall  at  all 
times  hereafter  be  liable  to  be  amended,  al- 
tered or  repealed  at  the  pleasure  of  the  legis- 
lature, ana  in  the  same  manner  as  if  an  ex- 
press provision  to  that  effect  were  therein 
contained,  unless  there  shall  have  been  in- 
serted in  such  act  of  incorporation  an  express 
limitation  as  to  the  duration  of  the  same." 
Rev.  Stat.  chap.  44,  §  28 ;  Pub.  Stat.  chap. 
105,  f  8. 

It  IS  evident  that  the  legislature,  in  the 
year  1870,  and  since,  has  attempted  to  repeal 
the  special  provisions  of  the  early  charters  of 
railroads  wnich  purported  to  limit  its  right 
to  reduce  fares  or  tolls  below  10  per  cent  of 
the  cost  of  the  roads.  An  examination  of  the 
statutes  will  show  that  since  the  year  1870 
the  Old  Colony  Railroad  Company  has  ac- 
cepted the  benefit  of  legislation  "subject  to 
all  general  laws  which  now  are  or  hereafter 
may  be  in  force  relating  to  railroad  corpora- 
tions. "  One  instance  mentioned  in  the  brief 
of  this  company  is  the  union  of  the  com- 
pany with  the  Boston,  Clinton,  Fitchburg  & 
New  Bedford  Railroad  Company,  pursuant  to 
Stat.  1882,  chap.  80.  The  Boston,  Clinton, 
Fitchburg  &  New  Bedford  Railroad  Company 
was  formed  bv  the  union  of  the  other  rail- 
roads. The  Agricultural  Branch  Railroad 
Company  was  incorporated  by  Stat.  1847, 
chap.  269,  and  was  subject "  to  all  the  duties, 
liabilities,  and  restrictions  set  forth  in  the 
forty- fourth  chapter  of  the  Revised  Statutes, 
and  in  that  part  of  the  thirty-ninth  chapter  of 
the  Revised  Statutes  relating  to  railroad  cor- 
porations, and  in  the  public  statutes  which 
have  been  or  may  be  passed,  relating  to  rail- 
road corporations."  The  name  of  this  rail- 
road company  was  by  chapter  158,  Stat. 
1867,  changed  to  the  Boston,  Clinton  &  Fitch- 
burg Railroad  Company.  The  New  Bedford 
Railroad  Company  was  incorporated  by  Stat. 
1878,  chap.  20,  "subject  to  all  the  restric- 
tions, duties,  and  liabilities  set  forth  in  all 
the  general  laws  which  now  are,  or  hereafter 
may  be,  in  force  relating  to  railroad  corpora^ 
tions ;"  and  this  company,  after  it  had  pur- 


118 


Maebachusbtts  Soprkue  Judicial  Coubt. 


Nov. 


chased  or  united  with  the  Taunton  Branch 
Railroad  Compan}',  was  authorized  to  unite 
**  with  the  corporation  that  naay  be  formed  by 
the  union  of  the  Mansfield  &  Framin^ham 
Railroad  Company  with  the  Boston,  Clinton 
<fc  Fitchburg  Railroad  Company."    None  of 
these  charters  contains  any  provision  that  the 
tolls  ^ould  not  be  reduced  oy  the  legislature 
below  10  per  cent  of  the  cost  of  the  roads,  or 
any  provisions  on  the  subject.     It  may  at 
some  time   deserve  consideration   whether, 
when  a  railroad  voluntarily  unites  with  other 
railroads,  and  there  are  special  provisions 
concerning  tolls  in  some  of  the  charters  and 
none  in  others,  and  the  union  is  effected  under 
a  statute  which  provides  that  the  corporation 
thus  formed  shall  be  subject  to  all  general 
laws  which  now  are  or  hereafter  may  be  in 
force  relating  to  railroad  corporations,  these 
special  provisions  continue  in  forc«,  and  are 
applicable  to  the  consolidated  corporation. 
In  view  of  the  many  changes  in  the  charters 
of  nearly  all  the  railroad  corporations  of  the 
commonwealth -occurring  since  1870,  which 
have  been  accepted  by  the  corporations,  it 
may  well  raise  a  doubt  whether  these  cor- 
porations hiave  not  consented  to  be  subject  to 
any  laws  which  the  legislature  under  its  gen- 
eral powers  may  constitutionally  enact  con- 
cerning fares  or  tolls.     But  whether  these 
special  provisions  can  be  regarded  as  still  in 
force,  and,  if  so,  whether  they  could  be  re- 
pealed by  the  legislature  without  the  consent 
of  the  corporation,  under  the  power  reserved 
to  amend,  alter,  or  repeal  the  charters,  we 
have  not  found  it  necessiary  to  determine  in 
the  present  cases.     It  is  argued  by  both  de- 
fendants that  the  statute  is  in  violation  of  the 
g revision  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
tates,  article  1,  §  10,  that  "* no  state  shall 
.     .     .    make  anything  but  eold  and  silver 
coin  a  tender  in  payment  of  debts.  **    The 
meaning  of  the  statute  is,  we  think,  that  the 
delivery  of  a  mileage  ticket  shall  discharge 
the  passenger  from  liability  to  the  railroad 
for  his  transportation,  but  that  the  railroad 
issuing  the  ticket  shall  be  liable  to  pay  to  the 
railroad  transporting  him,  in  lawful  money, 
the  statutory  price  of  the  ticket  or  part  of  a 
ticket  wlflch  the  passenger  has  surrendered. 
The  intention  is  that  the  railroad  performing 
the  service  shall  ultimately  be  paid  the  stat- 
utory fare  in  lawful  money,   not  that  the 
ticket  of  itself  shall  be  a  legal  tender.     If 
the  legislature  cannot  constitutionally  re- 
quire a  railroad  company  to  transport  a  pas- 
senger unless  the  fare  is  paid  in  aavance,  we 
have  no  doubt  that  the  delivery  of  a  mileage 
ticket  issued  by  another  corporation  is  not  of 
itself  a  payment  of  the  fare.    We  assume, 
however,    in  favor  of  the  commonwealth, 
without  deciding  or  expressing  any  opinion 
upon  it.  that  it  Is  not  absolutely  necessary 
that  the  fare  of  a  passenger  on  a  railroad  be 
paid  in  advance  in  money. 

There  remain  to  be  considered  the  objec- 
tions of  both  defendants  that  the  statute  estab- 
lishes  a  uniform  rate  per  mile  and  requires 
one  railroad  company  to  transport  a  passenger 
upon  the  credit  of  another ;  that  the  conditions 
affecting  the  transportation  imposed  by  the 
road  which  issues  the  tickets  must  be  per- 
formed by  any  other  road  to  which  the  ticket 
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is  presented  unless  the  road  is  exempted  or  ex- 
cluded from  the  provisions  of  the  statute ;  and 
that  authority  is  given  to  the  railroad  com- 
missioners to  exempt  or  exclude  from  the  pro- 
visions of  the  statute  any  railroad  if,  in  weiv 
judgment,  the  public  welfare  or  the  financial 
condition  of  the  road  requires  or  demands  it. 
The  legislature  has  prescribed  the  rate  of  fare 
per  mile,  but  has  not  undertaken  to  prescribe 
m  other  respects  the  form  of  contract  which 
each  railroad  may  make  for  the  transftortation 
of  passengers.  It  has  not  adopted  a  standard 
form  of  contract,  as  it  has  done,  for  example, 
with  reference  to  fire  insurance  policies. 
Pub.  Stat.  chap.  119,  §  189.  One  company 
may  permit  no  baggage  of  any  kind  to  be  car- 
ried with  the  passenger  on  a  mileage  ticket, 
and  another  eompany  may  permit  personal 
baggage  or  any  baggage  to  an  amount  not  ex- 
ceeding 100  or  1,000  pounds  in  weight;  and 
according  to  the  terms  of  the  first  section  of 
the  statute  one  railroad  must,  on  the  presen- 
tation of  a  mileage  ticket  issued  by  another, 
perform  the  conditions  of  the  contract  as  is- 
sued by  the  other.  The  power  of  the  legis- 
lature of  a  state  to  prescribe  the  charge  or  the 
maximum  charge  to  be  made  for  the  use  of 
property  "affected  with  the  public  interest" 
was  first  elaborately  considered  by  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  the  United  States  in  what  are 
called  the  "  Qranger  Cases. "  Munn  v.  lUinou. 
94  U.  S.  113.  24  L.  ed.  77 ;  Chicago,  B,  cfe  (J. 
E,  Co.  V.  Iowa,  94  U.  S.  156,  24  L.  ed.  94 ; 
Peik  V.  Chicago  <fc  K  W.  B.  Go.  94  U.  8.  164. 
24  L.  ed.  97 ;  Chicago,  M.  <Sb  8t.  P.  B.  Go.  v. 
Ackley,  94  U.  S.  179,  24  L.  ed.  99 ;  Winona  db 
St.  P.  B.  Co.  V.  Blake,  94  U.  8.  180,  24  L. 
ed.  99 ;  Stone  v.  Wisconsin,  94  U.  S.  181,  24 
L.  ed.  102.  Whatever  difference  of  opinion 
there  may  have  been  among  the  justices  of 
that  court  concerning  the  tests  which  deter- 
mine whether  property  is  affected  with  a 
public  interest,  there  is  no  doubt  that  the 

E roper ty  of  railroad  corporations  which  have 
een  invested  by  the  legislature  with  the 
right  of  eminent  domain,   and  are  common 
carriers  of  persons  or  merchandise,  is  prop- 
erty "devoted  to  a  public  use."    Sec  Chicoffo 
db  Q.  T.  B.  Co.  V.  Wellman,  148  U.    8.  889, 
86  L.  ed.  176,  and  Budd  v.  New  York,  148  U. 
S.  517,  86  L.  ed.   247.     The  justices  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  perhaps 
differ  in  opinion  whether  there  can  be  any 
judicial  interference  with  the  rates  for  rail- 
road transportation  established  by  the  legis- 
lature of  a  state  on  the  ground  that  they  are 
not  reasonable,  but  they  agree  that  the  prop- 
erty of  railroads  is  property  devoted  to   a 
public  use,  and  that  the  legislature  may  es- 
tablish rates,  or  reasonable  rates,  unless  there 
is  an  express  provision  in  the  charter  which 
forbids  it.    See  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  B,  Co. 
V.  Minnesota,  134  U.  S.  418,   88  L.  ed.  ©70, 
and  Budd  v.  New  York,  supra.     In  the  rail- 
road commission  cases  {Stone  v.  Farmers  Loan 
4  T.  Co.  116  U.  S.  807,  29  L.  ed.  686 ;  Stone 
V.  niinois  Cent.  B.  Go.  116  U.  S.  847,  29  L. 
ed.  650 ;  Stone  v.  New  Orleans  d  N.  E.  B.  Co. 
116  U.  S.  866,  29  L.  ed.  652),  a  majority  of 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  de- 
cided that  a  grant  to  a  railroad  company  in 
its  charter  of  the  right  to  fix  and  regulate  the 
tolls  and  charges,  substantially  such  as  are 
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contained  in  the  charters  of  the  defendants  in 
the  present  cases,  does  not  deprive  a  state  of 
its  power  to  regalate  rates.  The  court  says : 
"It  is  now  settled  in  this  court  that  a  state 
has  power  to  limit  the  amount  of  charges  by 
nilroad  companies  for  the  transportation  of 
peratms  and  property  within  its  own  juris- 
diction, unless  restrained  by  some  contract  in 
Uie  charter,  or  unless  what  is  done  amounts 
to  a  regulation  of  foreign  or  interstate  com- 
merce.^ The  court  held  that  a  general  power 
given  to  the  corporation  to  establish  rates  is 
not  such  a  contract  as  restrained  the  legis- 
lature from  establishing  what  it  deemed  rea- 
sonable rates.  See  Pmnsylvania  JR.  Co,  v. 
MiUer,  182  U.  S.  75,  83  L.  ed.  267.  It  was 
also  said  that,  *^  under  pretence  of  regulating 
fares  and  freights,  the  state  cannot  require 
a  railroad  corporation  to  carry  persons  and 
property  without  reward ;  neither  can  It  do 
that  which  in  |he  law  amounts  to  a  taking 
of  private  property  for  public  use  without 
just  conopensation,  or  without  due  process  of 
law."  See  Georgia  B.  dk  Bkg,  Co,  v.  ^miih, 
128  U.  S.  174.  82  L.  ed.  377 ;  Dew  v.  BeiM- 
man,  125  U.  S.  680,  31  L.  ed.  841 ;  Buggies 
T.  minou,  108  U.  S.  626,  27  L.  ed.  812. 

In  Plurker  ▼.  Metropolitan  B.  Co.,  109  Mass. 
506.  the  authority  oi  the  legislature  of  this 
commonwealth  was  maintained  to  fix  the  rate 
of  toll  to  be  paid  by  a  street-railway  company 
to  the  East  Boston  Ferry  Company  for  the 
carriage  of  passengers  in  cars  over  the  ferry. 
There  was  a  provision  in  the  charter  of  the 
ferry  company  that  the  company  be  allowed 
to  collect  and  receive  such  toils  as  the  mayor 
and  aldermen  of  Boston  should  determine, 
provided  that  **the  rates  of  ferriage  shall 
never  be  reduced  so  much  as  to  reduce  the 
yearly  dividends  of  said  company  to  an 
amount  less  than  8  per  cent  on  the  amount  of 
the  capital  stock  actually  invested.**  The 
decision  is  put  upon  the  ground  that  the  stat- 
ute fixing  the  rates  is  an  amendment  of  the 
charter.  The  court  says :  **  The  power  of  reg- 
ulating tolls  upon  feirries,  barges,  and  turn- 
pikes has  been  constantly  exercised  by  the 
legislature.  The  great  object  of  such  cor- 
porations is  the  accommodation  of  public 
travel ;  and  most,  if  not  all,  of  the  charters 
creating  them  contain  provisions  for  the  regu- 
lation of  the  tolls  they  are  entitled  to  charge 
the  public.  The  charter  of  the  East  Boston 
FenV  Company  contains  such  provisions. 
The  legislation  in  question  is  not  upon  a  sub- 
ject foreign  to  the  provisions  of  the  charter 
or  the  subject  of  the  grant.  It  is  strictly  in 
alteration  or  amendment  of  such  provisions, 
sod  it  is  designed  to  promote  the  chief  obiect 
of  the  ^rant. "  It  appears  from  the  original 
papers  in  this  case  that  the  mayor  and  alder- 
men of  Boston  had  fixed  rates  of  toll  over  the 
ferry  for  foot  passengers  and  for  vehicles,  but 
none  expressly  for  horse  cars,  and  that  the 
rates  fixed  for  foot  passengers  were  twice  or 
three  times  as  much  as  those  fixed  in  the  stat 
^te  for  passengers  in  the  horse  cars.  It  also 
appeared  that  the  established  rates  of  toll 
were  not  sufficient  to  enable  the  company  to 
pay  "•  any  dividends  on  the  capital  stock  actu- 
ally invested.  ^  The  court  did  not,  however, 
-expressly  consider  whether  the  provision  of 
the  charter  that  the  tolls  should  not  be  re- 
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duced  "^  to  an  amount  less  than  8  per  cent  on 
the  amount  of  capital  stock  actually  in- 
vested** constituted  a  contract  which  could 
not  be  avoided  except  by  a  repeal  of  the 
charter.  The  statute  there  considered  affected 
only  the  rates  of  toll  for  passengers  in  horse 
cars,  leavinff  untouched  all  other  rates.  See 
Boxbury  V.  Boeton  &  P.  B.  Oorp,  6  Cush.  424 ; 
MasMchtuette  General  Hoepital  v.  State  Mut. 
L,  Aesur.  Co.  4  Gniy,  227 ;  Fitehburg  B,  O?. 
V.  Grand  Junction  B.  dt  D.  Co.  4  Allen,  198 ; 
Com.  V.  EaHem  B.  Co.  103  Mass.  254,  4  Am. 
Rep.  556 ;  Worcester  v.  Nortoich  &  W.  B,  Co. 
109  Mass.  103 ;  Be  Northampton,  158  Mass. 
299. 

It  is  conceded  in  the  present  cases,  as  we  un- 
derstand, that  the  legislature  of  a  state,  un- 
less prevented  by  some  contract,  can  consti- 
tutionally establish  reasonable  rates  of  fare 
for  railroad  companies  within  the  state,  and 
we  regard  it  as  settled  that  the  legislature  of 
a  state  having  a  constitution  like  that  of  Mas- 
sachusetts can  establish  rates  of  fare  for  the 
transportation  within  the  state  of  passen- 
gers and  merchandise  bv  railroad  companies 
which  are  common  carriers,  unless  the  state 
is  prevented  by  some  contract  with  the  rail- 
road company ;  but  it  is  not,  however,  yet 
settled  what  the  limitations  of  this  power 
are,-— whether  it  Is  limited  to  such  rates  as  a 
court  may  deem  reasonable,  or  only  to  such 
rates  as  shall  not  operate  to  deprive  the  rail- 
road companies  of  their  property  without  just 
compensation,  or  without  due  process  of  law. 
It  becomes,  however,  unnecessary  at  the  pres- 
ent time  to  determine  the  limitations  of  this 
power,  because  it  has  not  been  contended  in 
the  present  cases  that  the  rates  established  by 
the  statute  are  unreasonable.  The  legislature, 
if  it  sees  fit,  may  establish  rates  for  each  rail- 
road separately,  and,  as  different  railroads 
may  reasonably  require  different  rates,  we  see 
no  objection  to  the  statute  on  the  ground  that 
certain  railroads  maj  be  exempted  or  ex- 
cluded from  its  provisions.  The  subject  is 
one  upon  which  legislation  need  not  be  uni- 
form, and  the  statute  cannot  be  avoided  by 
one  railroad  company  because  it  is  not  ap- 
plied to  another.  Ue  Nortliampton,  supra. 
We  think  that  the  intention  of  the  statute  is 
that  it  shall  apply  to  every  railroad  corpora- 
tion operating  a  railroad  for  the  common 
carriage  of  passengers  within  the  common- 
wealth, unless  the  board  of  railroad  commis- 
sioners shall  determine  on  petition,  after  due 
hearing,  that  there  is  something  exceptional 
in  the  financial  condition  of  a  particular 
railroad,  or  in  the  character  of  the  service  it 
renders  to  the  public,  which  reasonably  re- 
quires that  railroad  to  be  exempted  or  ex- 
cluded from  the  provisions  of  the  statute, 
leaving  such  a  railroad  to  be  specially  dealt 
with  by  the  legislature,  if  it  snould  deem  it 
necessary.  We  are  not  satisfied  that  the  stat- 
ute is  unconstitutional  on  the  ground  that  it 
contains  a  delegation  of  legislative  power  to 
the  board  of  railroad  commissioners. 

The  most  formidable  obiections  are  that  the 
statute  authorizes  one  railroad  to  determine 
the  conditions  on  which  another  railroad  must 
carry  passengers,  and  compels  one  railroad 
to  carry  passengers  on  the  credit  of  another. 
We  liave  been  referred  to  no  judicial  decision 
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where  any  such  legislation  has  been  con- 
sidered. The  law  governing  the  taking  of 
private  propertv  for  public  uses  affords  some 
analogies  which  we  think  are  applicable  to 
the  present  cases.  The  decisions  of  this  court 
perhaps  go  as  far  as  any  in  permitting  an 
entry  upon  land  and  an  occupation  of  it  for 
the  purpose  of  taking  it  for  public  uses  be- 
fore reasonable  compensation  has  been  actu- 
ally made,  and  in  not  requiring  that  an  ade- 
quate fund  for  compensation  be  set  apart 
before  the  entry  and  occupation.  Still  there 
must  be  an  adequate  provision  for  compensa- 
tion, and  a  provision  that  the  land  should  be 
paid  for  out  of  the  earnings  of  a  railroad 
which  was  owned  by  the  commonwealth  was 
held  not  to  be  adequate,  althou&rh  it  was 
probable  that  such  earning  would  be  suf- 
ficient. Connecticut  River  B.  Co.  v.  Frank- 
lin County  Comrs.  127  Mass.  50,  34  Am.  Rep. 
888.  But  in  the  case  of  land,  if  the  land- 
owner takes  proper  measures  to  have  the  com- 
pensation determined,  and  it  is  not  ulti- 
mately paid,  a  court  of  equity  would  enjoin 
the  company  taking  it  from  the  further  use 
of  the  land,  and  the  owner  could  retake  the 
land,  or  enforce  his  lien  upon  it.  ''The 
power  to  take  and  the  obligation  to  indem-. 
nify  for  the  taking  are  inseparable."  Brick- 
ett  7.  Haverhill  Aqueduct  Go.  142  Mass.  894 ; 
Drury  v.  Midland  R.  Co.  127  Mass.  571 ;  Cush- 
man  v.  Smith,  34  Me.  247;  Riche  v.  Ba/r 
Harbor  Water  Co.  75  Me.  91.  The  statute 
authorizing  the  taking  must  contain  some 
provision  for  obtaininii;  adequate  indemnity. 
It  is  not  enough  to  leave  the  owner  to  his 
action  at  law  for  damages.  '^The  dut^  of 
paying  an  adequate  compensation  for  private 
property  taken  is  inseparable  from  the  exer- 
cise of  the  right  of  eminent  domain.  The 
act  ii^rantinff  the  power  must  provide  for 
compensation,  and  a  ready  means  of  ascer- 
taining the  amount.  Payment  need  not  pre- 
cede the  seizure,  but  the  means  for  securing 
indemnity  must  be  such  that  the  owner  will 
be  put  to  no  risk  or  unreasonable  delay." 
Haverhill  Bridge  Proprs.  v.  Eeeex  County 
Comrs.  108  Mass.  120,  4  Am.  Reji.  518; 
Thaeher  v.  Dartmouth  Bridge  Co.  18  Pick. 
501.  If  this  is  true  when  the  property  taken 
is  land,  much  more  is  it  true  when  the  prop- 
erty taken  is  consumed  in  the  use,  so  that, 
if  compensation  is  not  ultimately  paid,  the 
owner  has  no  remedy  by  taking  back  the 
property.  When  property  is  taken  for  a  pub- 
lic use,  and  is  consumed  in  the  use,  the  pro- 
vision for  adequate  compensation  certainly 
ought  to  be  more  than  a  mere  right  of  action 
against  a  private  person  or  corporation  with 
the  risk  of  never  obtaining  satisfaction ;  and 
the  compensation,  when  it  is  made,  must  be 
made  in  money.  Co^n.  v.  PeterSy  2  Mass. 
125 ;  State  v.  Beackmo,  8  Blackf.  246 ;  State  v. 
Ravine  Road  Sewer  Comrs.  89  K.  J.  L.  665 ; 
Vanh(nnie  v.  D<nrance,  2  U.  S.  2  Dall.  304,  1 
L.  ed.  891 ;  Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  6th  ed.  pp. 
691,  694 ;  Lewis,  Em.  Dom.  §  460. 

Under  the  statutes  of  this  commonwealth 
the  compensation  assessed  for  the  taking  of 
land  bv  a  railroad  ultimately  assumes  the 
form  01  a  judgment  at  law  which  must  be 
satisfied  in  money,  and  it  is  provided  that  a 
*^  warrant  of  distress  or  execution  may  issue 
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to  compel  the  payment  thereof  with  costs  and 
interest,  and  all  its  ri^ht  and  authority  io 
enter  upon  and  use  the  land  or  property,  ex- 
cept for  making  surveys,  shall  be  suspended 
until  such  warrant  or  execution  is  satisfied.'' 
Pub.  Stat.  chap.  112,  §  101.  At  common  law 
a  common  carrier  of  passengers  could  demand 
prepayment  of  the  fare  before  he  could.be 
compelled  to  receive  and  transport  passen- 
gers. The  fare  demanded  must  be  reasonable, 
and  when  it  is  established  bv  statute  this  is- 
a  legislative  determination  of  what  is  reason- 
able. A  carrier  can  have  no  lien  on  the  pas- 
senger to  secure  the  payment  of  the  fare,  and 
must  of  necessity  collect  the  fare  in  advance, 
or  trust  to  the  credit  of  the  passenger  or  of 
some  other  person.  See  Fitehburg  R.  Co.  v. 
Gage,  12  Gray,  898 ;  McDufee  v.  Portland  <t 
R.  R.  Co.  52  N.  H.  480,  18  Am.  Rep.  72; 
Spoford  V.  Ronton  <S)  M.  R.  128  Mass. 
826.  Although,  by  reason  of  the  public  nat- 
ure of  the  employment,  the  legislature  can 
establish  the  rates  of  fare  to  be  demanded  by 
common  carriers  of  passengers,  we  do  not  see 
that  they  can  be  compelled  ultimately  to  take 
in  pavment  anything  which  any  other  person 
could  not  be  compelled  to  take  in  payment 
of  a  service  rendered  or  in  discharge  of  a 
debt.  If  a  debt  had  been  once  incurred  it 
could  not  be  discharged  except  by  a  payment 
in  money,  or  by  the  satisfaction  of  an  exe- 
cution by  a  levy  upon  tangible  property. 
Although  there  may  be  little  or  no  practical 
difiiculty  between  solvent  railroads  if  thev 
choose  to  obey  the  statute,  yet  in  theory  each 
ticket  or  part  of  a  ticket  surrendered  by  a 
passenger  for  transportation  represents  a  sep- 
arate cause  of  action  against  the  railroad  is- 
suing it.  There  is  no  fund  provided  for  the 
redemption  of  the  ticket,  and  no  tangible 
property  on  which  there  is  a  lien.  The  stat- 
ute puts  no  limit  upon  the  number  of  mileage 
tickets  which  any  railroad  may  issue,  or  upon 
the  time  within  which  they  must  be  used.  It 
does  not  prohibit  a  railroad  from  selling  them 
for  less  than  $20  each,  although  it  must  re- 
deem them  at  that  price.  It  is  possible  that 
a  railroad  in  need  of  monev  might  resort  to 
enormous  sales  of  such  tickets  as  a  mode  of 
raising  money,  and  that  these  tickets  might 
remain  outstanding,  to  be  used  on  other  roads 
indefinitely,  and  tnat  many  of  them  might 
be  presented  for  redemption  at  some  remote 
time  in  the  future,  when  the  railroad  com- 
pany issuing  them  might  be  unable  to  redeem 
them.  If  it  be  assumed  that  under  the  power 
to  regulate  the  fares  of  common  carriers  of 
passengers  the  legislature  can  require  the 
passengers  to  be  carried  before  the  fares  have 
been  actually  paid  in  money,  the  security  for 
the  ultimate  payment  of  the  fares  in  money 
ought,  we  think,  to  be  as  certain  as  that  re- 
quired when  private  property  is  taken  for 
public  uses,  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  this 
statute  does  not  provide  adequate  security. 
The  objection  that  the  statute  authorizes  one 
railroad  to  make  conditions  concerning  the 
transportation  of  passengers  which  must  be 
performed  by  other  railroads  also  seems  to  us 
valid.  The  objection  is  not  that  the  legisla- 
ture has  itself  attempted  to  declare  the  rights 
of  passeiieers  who  have  purchased  mileage 
tickets.    The  legislature,  by  this  statute,  has 
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Dot  determined  the  coBditions  which  shall  be 
incident  to  the  carriage  of  passengers  under 
thefie  tickets ;  nor  has  it  left  them  to  be  deter- 
mined by  the  railroad  company  transporting 
ttie  passengers.  One  railroad  is,  in  effect, 
authorized  to  make  a  contract  for  another,  but 
the  railroads  are  not  in  fact  the  agents  of  each 
other  in  issuine  these  tickets.  It  has  been 
often  said  that  the  legislature  cannot  make  a 
contract  between  two  or  more  persons  which 
they  do  not  choose  to  make,  althouirh  it  may 
sometimes  impose  duties  which  can  be  en- 
forced as  if  they  arose  from  contruct.  With- 
out denying  the  power  of  the  legislature  to 
determine  the  form  of  the  contracts  which 
common  carriers  of  persons  or  merchandise 
must  make  concerning  transi>ortation,  and 
without  considering  the  authority  of  the  leg- 
islature to  delegate  this  power  to  a  board  of 
public  o£3cers,  we  are  of  opinion  that  this 
power  cannot  be  delegated  to  private  persons 
or  corporations. 

It  is  not  neoessaiT  or  practicable  to  attempt 
in  these  cases  to  determine  just  how  far  the 
legislature  may  go  by  way  of  regulating  the 
business  of  railroad  companies  within  the 
commonwealth,  nor  just  where  the  limits  of 
its  power  end, nor  whether  certain  provisions 
of  the  statute,  if  taken  alone,  woula  be  valid. 
The  statute  must  be  considered  as  a  whole. 
The  statute  requires  a  railroad  company  to 
transport  passengers,  and  to  receive  therefor 
tickets  or  coupons  which  merely  give  sep- 
arate causes  of  action  against  another  railroad 
company,  and  no  security  is  provided  that 
these  tickets  or  coupons  will  be  redeemed  in 
money  by  the  railroad  company  issuing  them 
when  presented  for  redemption,  and  they  may 
be  used  for  transportation  long  after  they  are 
issued.  The  company  issuing  tickets  may 
impose  upon  other  railroads  duties  and  re- 
sponsibilities in  the  carriage  of  passengers 
different  from  those  it  assumes  towards  pas- 
s^gerswho  purchase  tickets  of  itself,  ana  the 
tickets  may  be  used  indiscriminately  upon  all 
railroads  within  the  commonwealth  not  ex- 
cluded or  exempted  from  the  provisions  of 
the  statute,  and  are  not  confined  to  railroad 
companies  engaged  in  transporting  passengers 
in  connection  with  the  company  issuing  the 
tickets.  The  railroad  commissioners  may  ex- 
ercise their  power  of  excluding  a  railroad 
company  from  the  provisions  of  the  statute 
ia  season  to  prevent  loss  from  a  failure  of  the 
(xmipany  to  redeem  the  tickets  issued,  or  they 
nuy  not.  The  rights  of  railroad  companies 
ultimately  to  receive  in  money  the  fares  of 
pasKngers  ought  not  to  depend  upon  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  railroad  commissioners,  and, 
if  the  statute  would  be  invalid  but  for  this 
discretion,  this  provision  would  not  made  it 
falid. 

Mr.  JugUee  Lathrop  and  Mr.  Jtutiee  Barker 
Agree  that  the  informations  are  rightfully 
broQurht  by  the  attorney -general,  and  that  the 
court  has  jurisdiction,  and  are  of  opinion  that 
the  necessary  effect  of  the  statute  is  to  apply 
>od  &ppn>{»iate  individual  property  to  the 
public  use.  without  the  owner's  consent,  and 
withoat  legal  provision  for  a  reasonable  com- 
pensation therefor ;  and  for  this  reason  they 
agree  that  the  statute  is  void  without  ex- 
prearing  an  opinion  uDon  the  other  matters 


discussed  in  this  opinion.  A  majority  of 
the  court  are  of  opinion  that  t/ie  petitions 
shotUd  be  dismissed. 


wlton»  J. ,  dissenting : 
I  concur  in  everything  contained  in  the 
opinion  of  the  chief  justice,  except  the  dis- 
cussion of  the  two  points  on  which  the  de- 
cision is  made  to  turn,  but  I  do  not  agree 
with  him  in  that,  and  1  do  not  think  the 
statute  unconstitutional.  In  the  opinion  tne 
question  whether  the  statute  is  void  as  im- 
pairing the  obligation  of  contracts  contained 
in  the  several  charters  under  which  the  rail- 
roads were  organized  was  somewhat  consid- 
ered, but  not  decided.  In  the  view  which  I 
take  of  other  parts  of  the  case,  it  becomea 
necessary  to  consider  this  question  further. 
I  need  not  go  over  the  ground  traversed  by 
the  chief  justice.  It  is  obvious  that  the  ob- 
ject of  the  Statutes  of  1881,  chap.  81  (Rev. 
Stat.  chap.  44,  §  23) ,  was  to  prevent  charters 
afterwards  ^(ranted  by  the  legislature  from 
being  held  to  be  contracts;  and  all  subse- 
quent charters  must  be  deemed  to  have  been 
granted  subject  to  that  general  law,  except  in 
cases  where  the  legislature  saw  fit  plainly 
to  abrogate  it.  If  a  charter  was  afterwards 
granted  which  expressly  professes  to  bind  the 
commonwealth  by  a  contract,  doubtless  the 
commonwealth  is  bound  ;  but  in  interpreting 
subsequent  charters  this  general  law  must  be 
ffiven  effect  so  far  as  it  can  be  without  com- 
ing in  direct  conflict  with  express  contracts, 
plainly  intended  as  such  by  the  legislature. 
If  we  assume  that  in  some  of  the  charters  of 
railroad  coroorations  now  included  in  the 
Old  Colony  iRailroad  Company  there  was  an 
express  contract  that  the  legislature  should 
not  reduce  the  fares  and  charges  so  as  to  leave 
an  income  of  less  than  10  per  cent  on  the  cost 
of  the  railroad,  and  that  the  general  law  above 
cited  does  not  apply  to  these  contracts  so  far 
as  they  have  been  executed  on  either  side,  it 
must  still  be  held  that  the  legislature  could 
at  any  time  amend  or  repeal  these  provisions 
of  the  charters  so  as  to  prevent  future  action 
on  the  faith  of  them,  leaving  them  in  effect 
only  so  far  as  rights  had  accrued  by  the  exe- 
cution of  them.  It  would  be  very  unreason- 
able to  hold  that  by  such  a  provision  the 
legislature  was  bound  for  all  time  to  allow 
rates  and  charges  which  would  produce  an 
income  of  10  per  cent,  not  only  on  the  cost 
of  the  railroad  as  first  built  and  completed 
under  the  charter,  but  also  on  every  exten- 
sion, enlargement,  or  improvement  of  it  after 
it  had  been  completed  according  to  the  orig- 
inal plan.  By  the  Statutes  of  1870  (chap. 
825,  §  1),  re  enacted  in  the  Statutes  of  1874 
(chap.  372,  §§  4,  174),  which  last  sections 
are  still  in  force,  the  legislature  terminated 
the  right  of  these  railroad  corporations  to  go 
on  expending  money  and  increasing  the  cost 
of  their  railroads  under  a  contract  which  per- 
mitted them,  without  the  possibility  of  leg- 
islative interference,  to  charge  fares  which 
would  give  them  an  income  of  10  per  cent  on 
the  cost  of  the  road,  if  such  a  right  had 
previously  existed.  As  I  understand  the  re- 
port, the  Old  Colony  Railroad  Company  did 
not  contend  at  the  hearing  that  the  statute 
under  consideration  would  reduce  its  income 
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below  10  per  cent  on  the  cost  of  the  road  at 
the  time  its  right  to  build  a  road  or  to  in- 
crease the  cost  of  it  under  the  provisions  of 
the  original  cliarters  was  terminated  by  the 
Statutes  of  1870.  Moreover,  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  Oid  Colony  Railroad  Company,  by 
accepting  the  benefit  of  legislation,  subject 
to  general-  laws  which  gave  the  legislature 
the  right  to  revise  its  fares,  rates,  and 
charges,  has  lost  the  ri^ht,  if  it  ever  had  it, 
to  interpose  the  provisions  of  the  original 
charters  against  a  statute  which  assumes  in  a 
reasonable  way  to  regulate  or  reduce  its  fares. 
In  the  suit  against  the  Boston  &  Albany  Rail- 
road Company  nothing  appears  in  die  record 
which  opens  this  defense,  or  requires  consid- 
erations of  the  numerous  statutes  under  which 
the  corporation  is  acting.  I  am  therefore  of 
opinionHhat  the  petitions  should  not  be  dis- 
missed on  the  ground  that  the  statute  impairs 
the  obligation  of  contracts  securing  to  the 
respondent  immunity  from  reduction  of  fares. 
The  only  ^rounds  on  which  the  statute  is 
held  unconstitutional  b^  the  majority  of  the 
court  are :  First,  that  it  seeks  to  compel  the 
transportation  of  passengers  bjr  one  railroad 
on  the  credit  of  another,  to  which  the  money 
for  payment  of  the  fare  has  been  advanced  by 
the  purchaser  of  a  mileage  ticket;  and,  sec- 
ondly, that  a  mileage  ticket  is  to  be  "  accepted 
and  received  for  fare  and  passage*'  upon  other 
railroads  ^^  under  like  conditions  as  upon  the 
line  or  lines  of  the  corporation  issuing  such 
ticket."  The  property  of  railroad  corpora- 
tions is  devotea  to  a  public  use.  The  truth 
of  this  proposition  is  nowhere  questioned. 
Such  corporations  may  exercise  the  right  of 
eminent  domain  by  taking  lands  for  their 
roads  against  the  will  of  the  owners.  The 
business  of  providing  highways  and  arrang- 
ing conveniences  to  enable  people  easily  to 
>aas  from  place  to  place  is  a  part  of  the  pub- 
ic business  which  may  be  done  by  the  state. 
If  the  stat€  grants  franchises  and  delegates  the 
transaction  of  this  business  to  corporations, 
it  retains  the  right  to  regulate  the  business 
for  the  public  ^ood  in  any  reasonable  way. 
It  may  do  this  In  the  exercise  of  the  police 
power,  which  is  a  power  inherent  in  every 
well-ordered  system  of  government.  It  is  the 
power  which  is  grantea  in  terms  to  our  leg- 
islature by  article  4,  chap.  1,  of  the  Consti- 
tution of  Massachusetts,  which  fives  the  gen- 
eral court  full  power  and  auUiority  "fiom 
time  to  time  to  make,  ordain,  and  establish 
all  manner  of  wholesome  and  reasonable  or- 
ders, laws,  statutes,  ordinances,  directions 
and  instructions,  either  with  penalties  or 
without,  so  as  the  same  be  not  repugnant  or 
contrary  to  this  constitution,  as  they  shall 
judge  to  be  for  the  good  and  welfare  of  this 
commonwealth,  and  for  the  government  and 
order  thereof  and  the  subjects  of  the  same,  and 
for  the  necessary  support  and  defense  of  the 
government  thereof,  ^  etc.  Moreover,  most  of 
the  charters  of  railroad  corporations  have  been 
granted  and  accepted  subject  to  a  reserved 
right  in  the  legislature  to  alter  or  repeal 
them.  It  is  settled  that  this  right  to  regulate 
the  business  of  railroad  corporations  extends 
so  far  as  to  authorize  the  legislature  to  fix 
the  rates  and  charges  for  the  transportation  of 
passengers  and  freight.  The  principle  is 
22  KB.  A. 
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established  by  decisions,  not  only  of  this 
court,  and  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States,  but  of  courts  in  most  of  the  other 
states.  Parker  v.  Metropolitan  B.  Co.  109 
Mass.  506 ;  Chicago,  B.  A  Q.  B,  Co.  v.  Iowa, 
94  U.  S.  155,  24  L.  ed.  U;FHk  v.  Chicago  d 
iV.  F.  B.  Co.  94  U.  S.  164,  24  L.  ed.  97; 
Vunn  V.  lUinois,  94  U.  S.  118,  24  L.  ed.  77 ; 
Uuggles  v.  lUinois,  108  U.  S.  526,  27  L.  ed. 
812;  Chicago,  &  O.  T.  B.  Co.  v.  WeUman, 
143  U.  S.  389,  86  L.  ed.  176;  Budd  v.  JV«o 
Y<yrk,  143  U.  S.  517,  86  L.  ed.  247 ;  People  v. 
Boston  d  A.  B.  Co.  70  N.  Y.  569 ;  Pe(^  v. 
Budd,  117  N.  Y.  1,  5  L.  R.  A.  559;  Chesa- 
peake &  P.  Teleph.  Co.  v.  BaUinwre  <&  O. 
Teleg.  Co.  66  Md.  899-414,  59  Am.  Rep.  167 ; 
Lahs  Shore  dk  M,  8.  B.  Co.  v.  Cincinnati,  S. 
d  C.  B.  Co.  30  Ohio  St.  604 ;  Bockett  v.  State, 
105  Ind.  250-258;  Central  C,  Teleph,  Co.  v. 
State,  106  Ind.  1 ;  Central  U,  Teleph.  O?.  v. 
StaU,  118  Ind.  194-207;  Bak^r  v.  SM^.  54 
Wis.  868-378 ;  Naeh  v.  Page,  80  Ky.  589-545, 
44  Am.  Rep.  490;  Mobile  v.  YuiOe,  8  Ala. 
140,  86  Am.  Dec.  441 ;  Stvne  v.  Yaaoo  db  M. 
V.  B.  Co.  62  Miss.  607-689.  52  Am.  Rep, 
198.     A  minority  of  the  justices  of  the  8u- 

Sreme  Court  of  the  Unitecf  States  dissent  from 
ecisions  of  the  majority  extendinj^  the  doc- 
trine to  the  regulation  of  charges  for  the  use 
of  grain  elevators  {Miinn  v.  luinoie,  supra; 
Budd  V.  New  York,  148  U.  S.  517-549.  86  L.. 
ed.  247,  257) ,  making  a  distinction  between . 
what  thev  consider  a  public  use  of  projierty 
and  a  public  interest  in  the  use  of  property. 
But  they  agree  with  the  majority  that  rail- 
road corporations  are  subject  to  regulation. 
Mr.  Justice  Field,  one  of  this  minority,    in 
giving  the  opinion  of  the   court  in  Georgia 
B.  dkBkg.  C&.  v.  Smith,  128  U.  S.   174-179, 
32  L.  ed.  877-880.  says :    ^'The  incorporation 
of  the  company,  by  which  numerous  parties 
are  permitted  to  act  as  a  single  body  for  the 
purposes  of  its  creation,  or,  as  Chief  Justice 
Marahall  expresses  it,  *  by  which  the  character 
and  properties  of  individuality'  are  bestowed 
'on  a  collective  and  changing  body  of  men' 
{Providence  Bank  v.  Billings,  29  U.  S.  4  Pet. 
514-562,  7  L.  ed.  989-956),  the  grant  to  it  of 
special  privileges  to  carry  out  the  object  of 
its  incorporation,  particularly  the  authority 
to  exercise  the  state's  right  of  eminent  do- 
main, that  it  may  appropriate  needed  prop- 
erty, —a  right  which  can  be  exercised  only  for 
public   purposes, — and   the   obligation    as- 
sumed by  the  acceptance  of  its  charter  to 
transport  all  persons  and  merchandise  upon 
like  conditions  and  upon  reasonable  rates, 
affected  the  property  and  employment  with  a 
public  use ;  ana  where  property  is  thus  af- 
lected,  the  business  in  which  it  is  used    la 
subject  to  legislative  control.     So  Ions  as  the 
use  is  continuous,  the  power  to  regulate  re- 
mains, and  the  regulation  may  extend  not 
merely  to  provisions  for  the  security  of  pas- 
sengers and  freight  and  against  accidents, 
and  for  the  convenience  of  the  public,  but 
also  to  prevent  extortion  by  unreasonable 
charges,  and  favoritisfla  by  unjust  discrimi- 
nation.   This  is  not  a  new  doctrine,  but  old 
doctrine,  always  asserted  whenever  property 
or  business  is,  by  reason  of  special  prlvi Je^ea 
received  from  tne  government  the  better  to 
secure  the  purposes  to  which  the  property  ia 
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dedicated  or  devoted,  affected  with  a  public 
uae."  In  Bitdd  v.  New  Torky  supra,  Mr. 
Jnstiee  Brewer,  another  of  this  minority, 
says :  **•  The  use  is  public,  because  the  publ ic 
m&T  create  it,  and  the  individual  creating  it 
is  doinffthereby,  pro  tanto,  the  worls  of  the 
state.  The  creation  of  all  highways  is  a 
publ  ic  duty.  Kai  1  roads  are  hi  gh  ways.  The 
state  may  build  them.  If  an  individual  does 
that  work,  he  is  pro  tanto  doing  the  work  of 
the  state.  He  devotes  his  property  to  a  publ  ic 
use.  It  does  not  lose  the  rfght  to  fix  the  price 
because  an  individual  voluntarily  undertakes 
to  do  the  work. "  This  is  equivalent  to  say- 
ing—what is  undoubtedly  the  law— that  it 
does  not  lose  the  right  to  make  any  reason- 
able regulation  for  the  benefit  of  the  public 
in  regard  to  the  transaction  of  any  or  of  all 
the  railroad  business  in  the  state.' 

The  legislature's  determination  of  what  is 
reasonable  is  also  conclusive,  subject  only  to 
the  limitations  that  its  enactment  shall  not 
-conflict  with  any  expressed  or  implied  pro- 
visions of  the  constitution,  either  of  the  state 
or  of  the  United  States.  I  am  not  aware  of 
anything  in  either  constitution  which  forbids 
the  state  in  regulating  the  public  business  of 
transporting  passengers  within  its  borders, 
when  the  business  is  carried  on  by  its  own 
•creatures,  whose  financial  ability  it  is  sup- 
posed to  know,  from  requiring  these  corpora- 
tions to  issue  tickets  which,  when  paid  for, 
shall  bo  received  for  transportation  on  a  line 
of  railroad  other  than  that  issuing  it,  and 
which  shall  entitle  the  carrying  railroad  to 
receive  its  pay  from  the  railroad  which  issued 
and  sold  the  ticket.  It  seems  to  me  plain  that 
this  is  not  within  the  express  provision  of  our 
^te  constitution  which  forbids  the  taking  of 
private  property  without  compensation,  or 
for  other  than  a  public  use.  I  think  it  is  not 
a  taking  of  property  without  due  process  of 
law,  within  the  meaning  of  that  language  in 
tbe  constitution  of  the  iFnited  States,  nor  an 
interference  with  the  right  **of  acquiring, 
possessing,  and  protecting  property"  which 
18  secureiT  by  the  declaration  of  ri^nts  in  the 
i-onstitution  of  Massachusetts.  It  Is  merely  a 
re$nilation  of  public  business  which  the  legis- 
lature has  a  right  to  regulate.  Its  apparent 
object  is  to  promote  the  convenience  of  per- 
sons having  occasion  to  travel  on  different 
railroads,  and  to  reduce  for  them  the  cost  of 
transportation. 

The  risk  of  pecuniary  loss  to  a  corporation 
from  carrying  a  passen^r  on  the  credit  of  an- 
other corporation  to  which  the  money  has  been 
advanced  for  carriage,  instead  of  having  pay- 
ment at  the  time,  is  almost  infinitesimal .  in 
tbe  first  place,  all  railroad  corporations  are 
required  to  make  annual  reports  to  the  com- 
monwealth (Pub.  Stat.  chap.  113,  g  81),  and 
the  legislature  is  presumed  to  know  that  all, 
or  nearly  all,  of  them  are  of  ample  financial 
ability,  and  that  their  obligation  to  pay  a 
small  debt  is  as  good  as  that  of  any  city  or 
town  in  the  state ;  secondly,  if  there  are  any 
now,  or  if  hereafter  there  should  be,  any 
which  are  not  financially  sound,  it  would  lie 
tbe  duty  of  the  railroad  commissioners,  on 
application,  to  relieye  all  other  corporations 
from  the  obligation  to  take  their  tickets.  In 
tbe  natural  course  of  business  there  would  be 


frequent  settlements  of  accounts  between  the 
different  railroads,  as  there  are  now,  and  the 
most  that  any  railroad  could  owe  another 
under  thisatatute  would  be  the  difference  be- 
tween the  cost  of  the  other's  mileage  tickets 
held  by  itself  and  the  cost  of  its  own  tickets 
held  by  the  other,  which  would  ordinarily 
be  but  a  trifling  sum.  It  would  be  impos- 
sible for  any  railroad  to  harm  its  neighbors 
by  issuing  and  selling  a  large  number  of 
mileage  tickets  in  the  anticipation  of  becom- 
itig  insolvent,  for,  if  it  were  possible  to  sell 
them,  the  railroad  commissioners,  at  any 
time,  on  application,  would  exclude  it  from 
the  provision  of  the  act,  and  other  railroads 
could  not  afterwards  be  required  to  accept  its 
mileage  tickets :  and  tiie  loss,  if  any,  would 
fall  on  the  purchasers  of  the  tickets,  whose 
contracts  would  be  with  It  alone.  The  risk 
of  loss  from  inability  of  one  railroad  to  col- 
lect of  another  under  mileage  tickets  taken 
from  passengers  seems  to  me  too  small  to  be 
seriously  considered,  and  I  regard  the  objec- 
tions to  the  statute  in  this  particular  as  theo- 
retical and  speculative,  rather  than  substan- 
tial or  practical.  It  is  a  matter  of  common 
knowledge  that  every  railroad  does  business 
on  the  credit  of  other  railroads  to  a  much 
larger  amount  than  would  ever  be  done  under 
a  statute  of  this  kind.  But,  suppose  there  is 
a  possibility  of  trifling  loss  in  a  case  which 
miirht  arise  under  the  statute,  that  does  not 
render  the  statute  unconstitutional.  The 
question  is  rather  whether  there  is  a  prob- 
ability of  losses  so  large  as  to  make  such  a 
requirement  plainly  unjust  and  unreasonable 
as  an  interference  with  ^  the  right  of  acquir- 
ing, possessing,  and  protecting  property. "  I 
think  nobody  can  contend  that  there  is  such 
a  probabi  1  i ty .  Moreover,  the  very  idea  of  tlie 
exercise  of  the  police  power  necessarily  im- 
plies a  neater  or  less  interference  wiu  the 
acquisition,  use,  and  en joyment  of  property. 
Sawyer  v.  Datis,  186  Mass.  289,  49  Am.  Rep. 
37  ;  M%U»r  v.  Iforton,  152  Mass.  640,  10  L.  R. 
A.  116.  Every  statute  affecting  property, 
enacted  in  the  exercise  of  this  power,  illus- 
trates the  proposition.  The  reduction  by  the 
legislature  of  fares  upon  railroads  is  an  il- 
lustration which,  in  my  opinion,  touches 
much  more  closely  the  acquisition,  posses- 
sion, and  protection  of  property  than  does  a 
requirement  that  railroiMS  shall  trust  each 
other  during  short  intervals  for  the  payment 
of  fares  for  which  interchangeable  tickets 
have  been  taken.  In  determining  whether  the 
statute  is  so  unreasonable  as  to  be  against 
common  right,  real  conditions  and  probable 
results,  and  not  remote  possibilities,  are  to 
be  considered.  It  will  hardly  be  contended 
that  every  statute  enacted  for  the  regulation 
of  the  railroad  business  of  the  commonwealth 
which  contemplates  the  giving  of  a  short 
credit  by  one  railroad  company  to  another  in 
the  convenient  transaction  of  their  business 
is,  for  that  reason,  unconstitutional.  There 
are  many  general  and  special  laws  which  re- 
quire railroadato  render  services,  to  furnish 
station  accommodations,  and  permit  the  use 
of  tracks  and  the  like  to  another  corporation 
for  a  reasonable  compensation,  to  be  agreed 
upon,  or,  in  the  absence  of  agreement,  to  be 
fixed  by  the  rai  Iroad  commissioners.  In  many 
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cases  it  would  be  difficult,  if  not  imi)rftcti- 
cable,  to  provide  for  these  payments  in  ad- 
vance, and  some,  at  least,  of  the  statutes  seem 
to  contemplate  that  payments  will  be  made 
upon  short  credits,  as  the  practice  is,  after  the 
services  are  rendered  or  the  benefits  received. 
Pub.  Stat.  chap.  113,  gg  216-218;  Stat. 
1866,  chap.  126 ;  Stat.  1872,  chap.  180 ;  Stat. 
1871,  chap.  848.  Some  of  these  statutes  re- 
quire the  payment  of  rent  for  the  use  of  a 
station  built  and  owned  by  one  railroad  and 
used  by  others.  The  rent  must  either  be  paid 
in  advance,  or  there  must  be  some  credit  for 
it  ;.it  could  hardly  be  paid  daily.  A  require- 
ment that  the  rent  should  be  paid  in  advance 
would  be  quite  as  objectionable  on  constitu- 
tional grounds  as  a  provision  for  a  reasonable 
credit.  The  buildinj?  might  be  destroyed, 
and  the  company  that  had  paid  rent  in  ad- 
vance might  get  no  equivalent  for  its  pay- 
ment. It  seems  to  me  that  a  regulation  which 
may  require  a  short  credit  for  trifling  sums, 
arising  in  ^he  regular  course  of  business  be- 
tween great  corporations,  most  of  which  have 
property  amounting  to  many  millions  of 
doHars  in  value,  is  not  for  that  reason  uncon- 
stitutional. 

Similar  considerations  apply  to  the  objec- 
tion that  the  tickets  are  to  be  received  by  the 
different  railroads  in  the  state  under  like  con- 
ditions. It  mav  be  that  in  favor  of  the  con- 
stitutionality oi!  the  law  this  language  miffht 
be  construed  to  mean  something  less  than  that 
the  provisions  of  a  contract  in  regard  to  the 
amount  of  baggage  which  may  be  carried, 
and  the  like,  made  by  the  railroad  issuing  the 
ticket,  are  to  be  applicable  when  the  ticket 
is  used  on  the  railroad  of  another  company ; 
but  if  we  assume  in  favor  of  the  respondents 
that  this  is  the  meaning  of  the  language,  the 
difficulty  does  not  seem  to  me  to  be  great.  In 
the  first  place,  it  is  a  familiar  fact  that  upon 
railroads  generally  there  is  no  such  difference 
in  their  contracts  as  to  create  any  practical 
difficulty  in  issuing  tickets  to  tie  used  over 
many  different  lines  of  connecting  railroads. 
Everybody  knows  that  one  may  buy,  at  any 
important  railroad  station  in  the  state,  a 
ticket  to  go  thousands  of  miles  over  numerous 
railroads,  whose  owners  will  all  receive  the 
ticket  under  like  terms  and  conditions.  The 
reasonableness  and  constitutionality  of  the 
statute  are  to  be  determined  in  view  of  the 


existing  facts  in  the  management  of  railroad 
business,  and  not  in  view  of  the  legal  pos- 
sibility that  some  corporation  would  insert 
in  its  mileage  ticket  an  unusual  or  absurd 
provision.  If  such  an  unexpected  event 
should  occur,  that  would  be  a  reason  for  the 
intervention  of  the  railroad  commissioners 
under  the  statute,  to  relieve  other  corpora- 
tions by  excluding  or  exempting  the  railroad 
from  the  provisions  of  the  act,  and  it  would 
be  in  the  power  of  the  legislature  at  the 
earliest  opportunity  to  compel  it  to  issue 
mileage  tickets  with  reasonable  provisions  in 
regard  to  the  transportation  of  baggage  and 
other  similar  matters.  No  material  harm 
could  come  to  any  person  or  corporation  in 
the  mean  time.  In  view  of  the  way  in  which 
railroad  corporations  do  their  business,  which 
must  be  presumed  to  have  been  known  to  the 
legislature,  and  which  must  be  considered  in 
passing  upon  the  statute,  this  objection,  like 
the  other,  seems  to  me  speculative  and  theo- 
retical, rather  than  real.  The  statute  in  these 
two  particulars,  which  are  now  made  the 
ground  of  objection  to  it,  conforms  to  the 
well-known  voluntary  practice  of  railroad 
corporations  in  the  transaction  of  similar 
business.  These  objections  would  seem  to  be 
removable  by  a  provision  that  each  corpora- 
tion shall  deposit  with  the  state  treasurer,  or 
with  some  other  responsible  officer,  a  suffi- 
cient fund  to  guarantee  the  redemption  of  all 
mileage  tickets  issued  by  it,  and  by  a  require- 
ment that  all  mileage  tickets  shall  be  in  a 
form  prescribed  by  the  legislature ;  but,  if 
the  statute  contained  such  provisions,  is  it 
probable  that  the  people  of  the  common- 
wealth or  the  railroad  corporations  would 
think  it  more  reasonable,  or  better  for  prac- 
tical operation,  or  more  conducive  to  the  best 
interests  of  the  community?  I  am  of  opin- 
ion tiiat  the  statute  is  a  regulation  of  the 
business  of  the  railroad  corporations  of  the 
cx)mmonwealth,  which  does  not  involve  such 
probable  loss  from  carrying  passengers  on 
credit,  or  such  practical  difficulty  from  the 
terms  and  conditions  on  which  tickets  would 
be  issued,  as  to  be  an  interference  with  the 
rights  of  those  who  undertake  to  do  this  pub- 
lic business,  and  I  therefore  think  the  statute 
constitutional.  I  am  authorized  to  say  that 
Mr.  Jugtiee  Holmes  concurs  in  this  opinion. 
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*\m  The  vi^ht  to  vote  is  not 

^Headnotes  by  Mabrt,  J. 


ma  inhoront 


or  aboolote  lig^ht  generally  reserved  io  bUl» 
of  rights,  but  its  posGeaBion  is  dependent  upon 
oonstitutional  or  statutory  grant.  Subject  to  the 
limitations  contained  io  the  Federal  Gonstitutlon 
sucb  right  is  under  the  oontroi  of  the  soveroigti 
power  of  the  state,  and  where  the  constitution 
has  conferred  the  right  and  prescribed  the  quali- 
fications of  electors,  the  legislature  cannot 
change  or  add  to  them  in  any  way;  but  where  the 
constitution  does  not  confer  the  right  to  vote  or 


NOTB.— The  control  of  the  legislature  over  munic- 
ipal elections  which,  in  one  phase  of  it  as  touch- 
ing the  right  of  women  to  vote,  is  discussed  in  the 
recent  case  of  Goffin  v.  Thompson  (Mich.)  21  L.  K. 
22  L.  R  A. 


A.  60S;  and  note^  is  in  the  present  case  very  exten- 
sively discussed  In  its  whole  scope,  and  the  elabo- 
rate opinion  and  briefs  very  fully  present  the  law 
on  that  subject. 
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prescribe  tbe  qualiftoations  of  voters,  it  Is  com- 
petent for  tbe  legislature,  as  the  representative 
of  tbeiaw-makiziK  power  of  tbe  state,  to  do  so. 
IB.  Seettonlof  artleleBortlieCoiistita. 
tloB  of  1886*  preieriMng  *!»•  qii>HII<m» 
tiAU  of  elaetom  at  alJ  elections  under  it. 
does  not  apply  to  elections  for  municipal  officers 
ia  this  state,  but  such  elections  are  subject  to 
statutorjr  regulation,  and  it  is  competent  for  the 
leflfiilatare  to  prescribe  the '  qualifications  of 
voters  St  the  same. 

3.  The  proirlsioii  in  the  third  aeetion  of 
efaapler  4801  of  thelAws  of  1898  (be- 
laid "An  iiet  to  Fix  the  Number  and 
Provide  Ihr  the  Election  of  the  Mnaio- 
ipal  Offleem  of  the  Citjr  of  Jnekson- 
irille,  a  Municipal  Oorporation  Existlnir  in 
Dai-sl  County.  Florida .  and  to  Prescribe  Their 
Terms  of  Office,  and  Regulate  Their  Oompensa- 
tioD,'';  that  those  persons  who,  at  the  time  of 
rhe  boldinfr  of  any  city  election,  are  residents  of 
tbe  dtT.  and  who,  at  tbe  time  of  the  general  state 
ejection  held  next  preceding,  were  qualified  elect- 
ore  of  any  of  the  election  districts  within  said 
city,  shall  constitute  the  qualified  electors  of 
md  ctty  authorised  to  vote  at  such  city  election, 
ts  not  in  oonflict  with  the  general  provisions  of 
ibe  criminal  law  disqualifying  persons  convicted 
of  certain  crimes  from  voting  at  any  election, 
and  tbe  two  can  and  must  be  construed  in  har- 
mony with  each  other. 

4.  The  Legislntore  harvinfl^  the  rig^ht  to 
preacilbe  the  qnnlillenttong  of  Toters 
at  monicipal  eleetionflt  may  provide 
tbemenne  of  aeeertaining  the  pereone 
wbo  poswMB  tbe  qualifications  prescribed,  and  al- 
though  the  action  of  a  ministerial  board  in  asoer- 
tainlng  tbe  qualifications  of  those  given  the  right 
to  vote  may  not  be  given  a  conclusive  effect  on 
tbe  Foter^  right  to  oast  his  ballot,  yet  an  election 
held  under  a  statute  with  a  provision  making  the 
action  of  such  a  board,  in  this  respect,  oondu- 
^ve,  will  not,  on  this  account  alone,  be  set  aside, 
in  tbe  absence  of  any  showing  that  voters  were 
(ieprived  by  the  action  of  such  board  of  any 
rights  couf erred  by  the  statute. 

9.  The  provieion  in  gection  6  of  article  6 
oTtbe  Conetitntion,  that  in  all  eleetione 
bj  the  people  the  vote  shall  be  hy  hal- 
lot,  applies  to  municipal  elections. 

6.  It  is  eompetent  Ibr  the  ilegislatnre  to 
prescribe  an  olBcial  ballot,  and  prohibit 
the  nse  of  any  other,  and  it  may  also  provide  for 
prioting  the  names  of  candidates  regularly  nom- 
inated by  a  convention  or  mass-meeting,  or  who 
niQ  as  independents,  but  it  cannot  restrict  the 
("lector  to  voting  for  some  one  of  the  candidates 
whose  names  are  printed  upon  tbe  official  ballot. 
The  constitution  guarantees  to  him  the  right  to 
vote  for  whom  he  pleases. 

7*  The  prowisions  in  reflufenoe  to  wot- 
ingir*  ^  the  mmiieipal  act  supm,— Held,  to 
restrict  the  voter  at  municipal  elections  in  the  city 
•4  Jacksonville  for  municipal  officers,  to  vote  for 
Mime  one  of  the  candidates  whose  names  are 
printed  upon  the  official  ballot,  and  to  this  extent 
the  act  is  unconstitutionaL 

8.  Where  nnccmetitiitional  prowisions 
hia  rtetnie  can  be  separated  from  the 
valid  portions,  and  the  legislative  purpose  ex- 
pressed in  so  mu^  as  in  good  can  be  accomplished 
independently  of  the  void  part,  and  considering 
the  entire  act,  the  good  and  the  bad  features  are 
Dot  so  enentlally  and  inseparably  connected  in 
substance,  or  so  Interdependent  as  that  it  cannot 
be  aOd  that  tbe  legtohiture  would  not  have  passed 


the  one  without  enacting  the  other.  It  Is  the  duty 
of  the  court  to  give  effect  to  so  much  as  Is  good. 

9.  In  the  application  of  the  flwegoiny 
rale  it  was  held  that  the  rejection  of 
the  Ihatore  of  the  municipal  act  in 
qnestion  restricting  the  woter  to  some 
one  of  the  candidates  whose  names  were  nrinted 
on  the  official  ballot,  did  not  affect  the  valid  por- 
tions of  the  act,  and  that  an  election  authorised 
by  It  will  not  be  set  aside  on  an  attack  solely  on 
the  ground  of  the  unconstitutionality  of  the  act, 
and  in  the  absence  of  affirmative  showing  that 
the  result  would  have  been  different  had  the  il- 
legal portion  not  existed. 

10.  The  prowision  in  the  3d  section  of 
the  Act,  snpra*  "that  prior  to  the  hold- 
iikg  of  the  first  city  election  as  prowided 
hereint  there  shall  be  i^ven  to  each 
person  wlio  was  entitled  to  qnaliiy 
hinmelf  as  an  elector  at  the  last  state  election 
by  registration  and  the  payment  of  his  poll  taxes 
for  the  years  1880  and  IWl,  and  failed  to  do  so,  an 
opportunity  to  qualify  by  registering  and  him- 
self paying  his  own  poll  taxes  for  such  years," 
did  not  deprive  the  voter  of  his  right  to  pay  his 
said  poll  taxes  through  an  authorised  agent,  and 
a  payment  made  through  such  agent  would  be  a 
valid  payment  under  the  principle,  guC  faeitper 
alfum  faeU  per  se. 

1 1.  The  prowisions  of  the  act  relating 
to  payingr  ^^  PoIX  taxes  mentioned  had 
reference  to  the  poll  taxes  due  under  the  General 
Bevenue  Law  for  the  years  1880  and  18B1,  and  If 
no  poll  taxes  were  due  for  said  years  as  required 
by  that  law.  none  were  required  under  the 
municipal  act  In  question  as  a  prerequisite  to 
the  right  to  vote  in  the  city  election  held  in 
July,  1888. 

18*  The  legislature  has  the  power  un- 
der the  constitntion  to  make  the  pay- 
ment of  a  capitation  taz»  not  exceeding 
one  dollar  a  year*  a  prerequisite  Ibr 
▼Oting*and  there  is  no  constitutional  limitation 
against  the  right  to  require  the  payment  in  any 
one  year  of  delinquent  capitation  taxes  as  a  pre- 
requisite to  the  right  to  vote,  provided  such 
taxes  do  not  amount  to  more  than  one  dollar  for 
each  year. 

1 8«  The  reasonablenehs  or  Justice  of  a 
deliberate  act  of  the  legislature,  so  long  as  it 
does  not  contravene  some  portion  of  the  organic 
law,  is  a  nuitter  for  legislative  consideration, 
and  not  subject  to  Judicial  control. 

1 4.  The  election  commissioners  named  In 
the  fifth  section  of  the  act,  Hupr(L,  to  prepare  for, 
hold,  and  declare  the  result  of  tbe  municipal 
election  held  in  July,  1888,  are  not  officers  within 
the  meaning  oflBection  27  of  article  3  of  the  Con- 
stitution of  1885,  nor  are  they  officers  In  any 
sense,  but  constituted  a  temporary  board  for  the 
performance  of  certain  duties  in  reference  to  the 
holding  of  an  election,  and  their  appointment  or 
designation  was  not  necessarily  or  ettentially 
executive  in  Its  nature. 

(December  18,  1883.) 

ON  DEMURRER  to  an  informalioD  in  tbe 
nature  of  a  quo  warranto  to  ascertain  by 
what  right  defendants  claimed  the  office  of 
oouDcilmen  of  the  City  of  Jacksonville,  fitnt- 
tained. 

Statement  by  Mabry,  J. : 
An  information  in  the  nature  of  a  quo 
warranto  was  filed  by  the  attorney -general, 
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on  behalf  of  the  people  of  the  state  of  Flor- 
ida, in  this  court  on  the  17th  day  of  Octo- 
ber, A.  D.  1893,  against  the  defendants, 
Benjamin  F.  Dillon  and  twelve  othe^rs,  al- 
leging in  effect  that  they,  without  ri^ht  or 
legal  warrant,  have  usurped  and  still  do 
usurp  the  offices  of  councilmen  of  the  city  of 
Jacksonville.  It  is  alleged  in  the  informa- 
tion that  Thomas  W.  Robjr  and  sixteen  oth- 
ers named  were  duly  lippointed  by  the  gov- 
ernor of  the  state  of  Florida  to  be  councilmen 
for  the  various  wards  of  said  city,  under  and 
by  virtue  of  the  Act  of  the  legislature  ap- 
proved May  16,  1889,  entitled  "An  Act  to 
Amend  an  Act  Entitled  an  Act  to  Establish 
the  Municipality  of  Jacksonville.  Provide 
for  Its  Government  and  Prescribe  Its  Juris- 
diction and  Powers,  Approved  May  81.  1887, " 
and  that  they  qualifiea  by  taking  the  oath 
of  office  prescribed  by  law,  were  duly  com- 
missioned as  such  councilmen,  and  thereupon 
entered  upon  and  performed  the  duties  of 
3aid  offices  and  exercised  the  rights,  benefits, 
and  privileges  thereof,  until  the  same  were 
usurped  by  the  defendants. 

Thomas  W.  Roby  and  the  sixteen  persons 
named,  it  is  alleged,  constitute  the  city 
council  of  said  city,  and  are  still  entitled  to 
use,  exercise,  and  enjoy  the  offices  of  coun- 
cilmen of  said  citv. 

It  is  further  related  that  the  defendants, 
Dillon  and  the  twelve  others  mentioned,  for 
the  space  of  eighty  days  last  past,  and  more, 
without  legal  warrant,  grant,  or  right  what- 
ever, have  used  and  exercised,  and  still  do 
use  and  exercise,  the  offices  of  councilmen  of 
said  city,  and  that  they  have  claimed  and 
still  do  claim  to  be  councilmen  of  said  city, 
and  to  have  the  riffht  to  use  and  enjoy  all 
the  liberties,  privileges,  and  franchises  be- 
longing and  appertaining  to  said  offices  of 
city  councilmen,  but  that  said  offices,  liber- 
ties, and  franchises,  during  the  whole  of  said 
time,  have  been  and  still  are  usurped  by 
them,  against  the  people  of  the  state  of  Flor- 
ida. 

The  information  proceeds  with  the  allega- 
tions that  the  claims  of  the  said  defendants 
.  to  the  offices  in  question  are  bused  upon  the 
pretense  that  they  were  elected  to  the  same 
at  an  election  for  municipal  officers  pretended 
to  be  held  in  and  for  the  said  city  of  Jack.- 
sonville  on  the  18th  day  of  July,  1898,  by 
virtue  of  an  Act  of  the  legislature  of  Flor- 
ida, approved  May  16,  18^8,  being  chapter 
4801,  Laws  of  Florida.  This  election,  and 
the  act  under  which  it  was  held,  are  alleged 
to  be  invalid,  void,  and  in  violation  of  the 
constitution  of  the  state  of  Florida,  in  this, 
that  at  said  election,  by  the  terms  of  the  ace, 
a  considerable  number  of  the  inhabitants  and 
citizens  of  said  city,  to  whom  the  constitu- 
tion guaranteed  the  right  of  suffrage  at  the 
time  of  said  election,  were  denied  the  right 
to  vote  and  participatiB  therein,  the  excluded 
classes  under  said  act  being  enumerated  un- 
der the  following  heads :  First,  all  male  per- 
sons residents  of  said  city  at  the  time  of  said 
city  election  possessing  the  constitutional 
qualifications  of  electors,  but  who  at  the  time 
of  the  general  state  election  held  next  pre- 
ceding said  city  election  were  not  qualified 
electors  by  reason  only  of  not  having  attained 
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the  age  of  twenty-one  years ;  second,  all  male 
persons  residents  of  said  city  at  the  time  of 
said  city  election  possessing  all  the  cjualifi- 
cations  of  electors,  but  who  at  the  time  of 
the  general  state  election  held  next  preced- 
ing said  city  election,  were  not  qualified 
electors  by  reason  only  of  not  having  resided 
and  had  their  domicil,  home,  and  place  of 
permanent  abodQ  in  the  state  of  Florida  for 
one  year  at  the  time  limited  for  registration 
for  such  election;  third,  all  male  persons 
residents  of  said  city  at  the  time  of  said  city 
election  possessing  all  the  constitutional 
qualifications  of  electors,  but  who  at  the  time- 
of  the  general  state  election  held  next  preced- 
ing the  said  city  election,  were  not  qualified 
electors  by  reason  only  of  not  having  resided 
and  had  their  habitation,  domicil,  home, 
and  place  of  permanent  abode  in  the  county 
of  their  then  residence  for  six  months,  at  the 
time  limited  for  registration  for  said  elec- 
tion ;  fourth,  all  male  persons  residents  of 
said  city  at  the  time  of  said  election  who  at 
the  time  of  the  g^eneral  state  election  held 
next  preceding  said  city  election,  and  at  the 
time  of  said  city  election,  possessed  all  the 
constitutional  qualifications  of  electors,  but 
were  not  electors  of  any  of  the  election  dis- 
tricts of  said  city  at  the  time  of  said  state 
election. 

It  is  further  alleged  that  the)  act  under 
which  said  election  was  held  is  unconstitu- 
tional for  the  reason  that  by  ito  terms  only 
those  persons  were  allowed  to  vote  whose 
names  appear  on  the  registration  liste,  after 
the  same  had  been  revised  by  the  i>er8ons 
named  in  the  act  as  election  commissioners, 
without  regard  to  registration  in  fact,  and 
that  by  the  terms  of  said  act  persons  were  al- 
lowed to  vote  at  said  city  election  who  were 
qualified  electors  at  the  general  state  electioii^ 
held  next  prior  thereto,  but  who  had  after- 
wards lost  their  domicil  in  the  state,  and 
county  of  Duval,  and  had  not  regained  the 
same  in  time  to  become  an  elector  at  the  time 
of  said  city  election  under  the  provisions  of 
the  constitution ;  and  also  that  at  said  elec- 
tion by  the  terms  of  said  act  the  qualified 
electors  of  said  city  of  Jacksonville  were  not 
permitted  to  vote  for  whom  they  pleased, 
but  were  restricted  in  the  right  of  suffrage 
to  vote  for  such  person  or  persons  whoso 
names  were  placed  upon  an  "official  ballot ** 
by  the  election  commissioners  named  in  the 
act. 

The  foregoing  are  the  grounds  specially 
allecred  in  the  information  impeaching  thV 
validity  of  the  Act  of  1898,  chapter  4801, 
under  which  the  election  was  held. 

The  defendants,  other  than  Walter  F. 
Coachman,  moved  to  quash  the  writ  of  quo- 
warranto,  and  this  motion  has  been  treat- 
ed here  as  a  demurrer  to  the  information. 
Amonjc  the  grounds  of  this  motion  are  the 
following:  That  said  information  showa 
upon  its  face  that  the  defendants  have  not 
exercised,  and  are  not  now  exercising,  the 
offices  of  councilmen  of  the  city  of  Jackson- 
ville, in  the  county  of  Duval,  state  of  Flor- 
ida, without  leffal  warrant,  grant,  or  right  i 
that  said  writ  snows  upon  its  face  that  de- 
fendants use  and  exercise  the  office  of  coun- 
cilmen of  the  city  of  Jacksonville  under  and 
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bv  virtue  of  an  election  held  on  the  18th  day 
of  July,  A.  D.  1898,  under  the  provisionB  of 
anaciof  the  legislature  passed  m  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  the  constitution,  and 
spproYed  by  the  governor  on  May  16,  1898,  at 
which  said  election  they  received  a  majority 
of  all  the  votes  cast ;  that  the  constitution  of 
the  state  of  Florida  does  not  guarantee  the 
right  of  suffrage  to  any  inhabitant  or  citizen 
of  the  city  of  Jacksonville,  or  any  other  city, 
it  a  municipal  election ;  that  section  1  of 
article  6  of  the  Constitution  of  Florida  does 
Dot  fix  the  qualifications  of  voters  in  munic- 
ipal elections,  but  is  limited  by  its  exnress 
terms  to  elections' for  state  and  county  oAcers 
provided  for  in  the  constitution ;  and  that 
the  constitution  of  the  state  of  Florida  does 
Dot  prohibit,  either  in  express  terms,  or  by 
necessary  implication,  the  legislature  from 
restricting  the  voters  in  any  municipal  elec- 
tion to  voting  for  such  person  or  persons  as 
had  procured  their  names  to  be  placed  upon 
an  nfficial  ballot,  as  provided  in  chapter  4801 
of  the  Laws  of  Florida.  There  are  other 
grounds  of  the  motion  that  need  not  be  set 
out  here,  as  the  above  present  the  controlling 
questions  in  the  case  for  our  decision. 

Mr.  H.  BUbee,  for  relator: 

Registration  is  not  one  of  the  qualifications 
of  as  elector. . 

It  is  a  mode  of  proving  to  the  election  ofD- 
cen  the  qualifications  of  the  elector,  but  it  is 
Dot  the  only  mode  of  proving  it. 

Section  2,  article  6,  of  the  Constitution  com- 
mands the  Legislature  to  provide  for  registra- 
tion of  "all  the  l^;ally  qualified  voters  in  each 
county." 

It  must  follow  that  the  legislature  when  it 
l^nlates  upon  the  sublet  of  registration, 
most  provide  ample  facilities  for  registration 
for  every  qualified  voter. 

The  act  in  question,  to  the  extent  that  it 
makes  i^istration  a  prereouislte  for  voting  at 
the  dty  election  held  in  July  last,  and  then 
ezclades  certain  classes  of  persons  from  the 
right  to  register,  and  from  the  right  to  vote  at 
racfa  election,  is  unconstitutional. 

(a)  Because  the  act  discriminates,  without 
any  reason,  in  that  it  allows  the  exercise  of  the 
elective  franchise  to  certain  classes  of  citizens 
and  takes  it  away  from  other  classes. 

Caipen,  v.  Fester,  12  Pick.  488,  28  Am.  Dec. 
S3S;  DaggeU  v.  Hudmn,  48  Ohio  St.  648,  64 
Am.  Rep.  882:  Monroe  v.  ColUns,  17  Ohio  St. 
•88;  State  v.  Jefferson  County  Comn.  17  Fla. 
n$;  Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  6th  ed.  p.  768;  Yiek 
fjv.Bbptifw,  118  U,  8.  870,  871,  80  L.  ed. 
2»;  State  v.  Butte,  81  Kan.  554;  Ddls  v.  Ken- 
»f^.  48  Wis.  556,  85  Am.  Rep.  786;  Madison 
County  Ct,  V.  i^»pfe.  58  111.  466;  Kinneen  v. 
^tUt.  144  Mass.  497,  59  Am.  Rep.  106;  PeopU 
V.  (kmaday,  73  N.  C.  198,  21  Am.  Rep.  465; 
Oooding  v.  Brown,  23  Fla.  487. 

AH  persons  who  had  become  of  age  subse- 
quent to  the  dose  of  the  registration  in  1892, 
ud  who  had  acquired  the  necessary  residence 
ghsequept  to  tliat  time,  and  who  possessed 
^7^  other  l^pil  and  constitutional  qualiflca- 
^  as  an  e]e9U>r,  were  expressly  excluded 
from  the  right  to  register  and  vote. 

Kiiham  v.  Ward,  2  Mass.  286;  Bridge  v.  Un- 
<^«,  14  Mass.  867;  Humphrey  v.  Kingman,  6 
»L&A. 


Met.  162;  McCrary.  ElecUons,  S  8;  StaU  v. 
Williame,  6  Wis.  808;  Rieon^.  Farr,  24  Ark. 
167,  87  Am.  Dec.  52;  Quinn  v.  8taU,  85  Ind. 
485,  9  Am.  Rep.  754. 

A  statute  which  increased  the  period  of  resi- 
dence above  the  constitutional  period,  as  a 
(qualification  for  a  voter  at  a  municipal  elec- 
tion, is  unconstitutional  and  void. 

People  V.  Canaday,  supra;  Perry  v.  Whitaker, 
71  N.  C.  475;  Zeiler  v.  Chapman,  54  Mo.  502; 
St,  Joseph  4b  D.  C.  R.  Co,  v.  Buchanan  County 
at.  39  Mo.  485;  State  v.  Lean,  9  Wis.  279; 
Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  6th  ed.  p.  758:  6  Am.  & 
Eng.  Encyclop.  Law,  pp.  268,  2lf^;  Atty-Gen. 
V.  Detroit,  7  L.  R.  A.  99,  78  Mich.  545;  State 
V.  Findlay,  20  Nev.  198;  Rison  v.  Farr,  supra. 

The  constitutionality  of  a  statute  depends 
upon  its  operation  and  effect  and  not  upon  the 
form  it  may  be  made  to  assume. 

State  V.  Hipp,  88  Ohio  St.  199. 

It  is  one  of  the  peculiar  characteristics  of 
our  free  institutions,  that  every  citizen  is  per- 
mitted to  enjoy  certain  rights  and  privileges 
which  place  him  upon  an  equality  with  Qia 
neighbors.  Any  law  which  takes  away  or 
abridges  these  rights  or  suspends  their  exerdse» 
is  not  only  an  infringement  upon  this  enjoy- 
ment, but  an  actual  punishment. 

Oreen  v.  Shumway,  89  14.  Y.  421. 

(b)  It  is  unconstitutional  because  it  charges 
and  adds  to  the  qimlifications  of  an  elector 
prescribed  by  the  constitution. 

The  fundamental  and  all-pervading  idea  of 
election  is  that  the  question  to  be  voted  upon 
shall  be  submitted  to  the  body  of  electors  with- 
out discrimination. 

Madison  County  Ct.  v.  People,  58  Dl.  456. 

When  the  legislature  confers  upon  a  city  th^ 
right  of  self  government  and  of  electing  its 
officers,  it  must  conform  to  other  provisions 
of  the*  constitution  and  preserve  the  rule  of 
equality  before  the  law,  and  not  discriminate 
in  the  exercise  of  the  elective  franchise  or  any 
other  constitutional  right. 

StaU  V.  Constantine,  42  Ohio  St.  487,  51  Am. 
Rep.  888;  AttyGen,  v.  Detroit,  58  Mich.  216. 
55  Am.  Rep.  675. 

The  intention  of  the  f  ramers  of  the  constitu- 
tion was  to  prescribe  the  qualifications  for  all 
voters  in  the  state,  and  that  these  qualifications 
should  apply  to  all  elections,  as  well  as  to  the 
election  of  officers  created  by  the  constitution 
as  to  the  election  of  officers,  state,  oountv,  and 
municipal,  created  by  an  act  of  the  legislature. 

The  election  of  a  municipal  officer  created 
by  the  legislature  is  as  much  an  election  under 
the  constitution  as  the  election  of  any  officer 
for  a  county  created  by  a  statute  or  an  officer 
created  by  the  constitution. 

Stau  V.  Constantijie,  supra;  People  v.  Eng- 
lish, 15  L.  R.  A.  181,  189  111.  622. 

Constitutional  qualifications  for  electors  ap- 
ply to  city  and  town  elections  and  elections 
other  than  for  state  and  county  officers. 

State  V.  Constantine  and  People  v.  Canaday, 
supra;  State  v.  Williams,  5  Wis.  808;  State  v. 
Lean,  9  Wis.  282;  St,  Joseph  db  D,  C.  R,  Co,  v. 
Buchanan  County  Ct.  and  Atty-Gen,  v.  Detroit, 
7L.  R.  A,  99,  78  Mich.  545;  State  v.  TuUle,  58 
Wis,  45;  Qvinn  v.  State,  supra;  Re  Charter  of 
Ifewport,  14  R.  I.  655;  Gooding  v.  Brown  ana 
Atty-Gen,  v.  Detroit,mm!c\i,  216,  55  Am.  Rep. 
675;  Com,  v.  McCleUand,  83  Ky.  686. 
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The  proTision  Id  section  8.  where  it  requires 
registration  and  parment  of  poll  tax  in  person 
for  the  years  1890  and  1891,  and  that  this 
should  be  done  more  than  two  weeks  before 
the  said  first  city  election,  is  also  unconstitu- 
tional and  void. 

McCrary,  Elections,  $  28. 

The  *  requirement  of  registration  for  more 
than  two  weeks  before  the  election  was  cal- 
culated to  subvert,  injuriously,  unreasonably, 
and  unnecessarily  restrain,  impair,  and  impede 
the  right  to  vote. 

Daggett  v.  BudMn,  48  Ohio  St.  548,  54  Am. 
Rep.  882;  Dells  v.  Kennedy,  49  Wis.  555,  85 
Am.  Rep.  786;  White  v.  Multnomah  County 
Comrs.  18  Or.  817,  54  Am.  Rep.  848,  note;  Kin- 
neen  v.  Wells,  144  Mass.  497,  59  Am.  Rep. 
105. 

It  was  unreasonable  to  require  the  payment 
•of  any  poll  tax  two  weeks  before  the  election. 

It  was  unreasonable  to  require  the  voter  to 
pay  poll  taxes  for  the  ^ears  1890  and  1891. 

The  act  is  unconstitutional  because  it  im- 
poses the  payment  of  two  capitation  taxes  as  a 
prerequisite  for  voting. 

The  law  prohibits  the  receiving  of  a  vote 
from  anv  person  whose  name  does  not  appear 
on  the  list  of  electors,  for  the  ward  in  which 
he  offers  to  vote. 

The  Legislature  cannot  legally  pass  such  a 
law.  There  should  have  been  a  provision  in 
the  statute  by  which  a  voter  could  prove  his 
qualifications  and  that  he  has  been  registered 
and  his  name  improperly  omitted. 

State  V.  Adams,  2  Stew.  (Ala.)  288;  State  v. 
Jefferson  County  Comrs,  17  Fla.  715;  Dells  v. 
Kennedy,  49  Wis.  555,  35  Am.  Rep.  786;  White 
V.  Multnomah  County  Comrs.  Sfupra;  State  v. 
Stnten,  6  Coldw.  284.     ' 

That  feature  of  the  statute  which  com- 
pels an  elector  to  vote  for  some  candidate 
placed  before  the  people  in  the  manner  pre- 
scribed by  the  statute;  or  in  case  of  such  candi- 
date's death  or  resignation,  for  such  candidate 
as  a  committee  may  substitute,  cannot  be  up- 
held. 

State  V.  Anderson,  26  Pla.  259;  Cooley, 
Const.  Lim.  6th  ed.  p.  762,  note  ;?,  p.  771; 
SlaU  V.  Black,  16  L.  R.  A.  769,  54  N.  J.  L. 
456:  DeWaltY.  BarUey,  15  L.  R.  A.  771,  146 
Pa.  548;  Bomrs  v.  Smith,  16 L.  R.  A.  754,  111 
Mo.  52;  Detroit  v.  Ru^,  10  L.  R.  A.  171,  82 
Mich.  532. 

The  law  permits  the  right  to  vote  on  the 
part  of  persons  who  are  not  qualified  voters 
under  the  constitution  of  the  state. 

Residence  in  the  city  at  the  time  of  the  last 
state  election  and  not  residence  at  the  time  of 
the  said  city  election,  qualifies  one  to  vote  in 
respect  to  residence.  Description  of  those  en- 
titled excludes  all  others. 

Washington  v.  State,  75  Ala.  582,  51  Am. 
Rep.  479;  MeCafferty  v.  Quyer,  59  Pa.  109; 
Brightly,  Election  Cases,  47. 

Authorizing  persons  to  vote  by  this  form  of 
legislation,  who  do  not  possess  the  constitu- 
tional qualifications  of  electors  is  repuguant  to 
sections  4  and  5  of  article  6  of  the  Constitution. 

Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  6th  ed.  p.  218. 

Any  law  prohibiting  a  portion  of  qualified 
electors  from  voting  at  a  given  election,  as  well 
as  the  conduct  of  the  constituted  authorities 
conducting  the  election,  that  deprives  a  por- 
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tion  of  the  voters  of  the  power  to  vote,  makes 
the  election  void. 

Fort  Dodge  City  School  Dist.  v.  Wahkansa 
Dist.  Twp,  17  Iowa,  85;  Barry  v.  Lauek,  5 
Coldw.  588;  State  v.  Williams,  5  Wis.  808; 
Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  p.  75;  PeqpU  v.  Salomon, 
46  lU.  415:  Madison  County  Ct.  v.  Fleople,  58 
111.  456;  Zeilerv,  Chapman,  54  Mo.  602;  P&rry 
V.  Whitaker,  71  N.  C.  475;  People  v.  Canaday, 
78  N.  C.  198.  21  Am.  Rep.  465;  StaU  v.  dm- 
stantine,  42  Ohio  St.  487,  61  Am.  Re|^.  838;  St, 
Joseph  d  D.  C.  R,  Co.  v.  Buchanan  County 
a,  89  Mo.  489;  AUy-Oen,  v.  Detroit.  7  L.  R. 
A.  99,  78  Mich.  545;  Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  6th 
ed.  p.  775. 

In  1892  there  was  no  law  authorizing  any 
citizen  to  vote  for  municipal  officers  in  the  city 
of  Jacksonville,  and  consequently  no  law  re- 
quiring him  to  pay  poll  taxes  as  a  prerequisite 
for  voting  at  any  such  cit^  election.  There- 
fore the  Act  of  1898  imposing  a  penalty  upon 
a  citizen  of  Jacksonville  b^use  he  did  not 
register  in  1892  is  unequal,  obnoxious,  and  un- 
constitutional. 

Lyman  v.  Martin,  2  Utah,  186. 

The  act  appointing  election  commissioners 
is  void.    It  is  an  executive  act. 

Eransoille  v.  State,  4  L.  R.  A.  98,  118  Ind. 
427;  StaU  v.  Denny,  4  L.  R  A.  65,  118  Ind. 
449. 

Mr.  F.  P.  Tleadnfgf  also  for  relator: 

The  information  being  filed  by  the  attorney 
general,  it  is  only  necessary  to  aver  that  the 
defendants  hold  office  without  authority  of  the 
law 

Enterprise  v.  State,  29  Fla.  128;  SttUe  v. 
Philips,  80  Pla.  579. 

Whether  quo  warranto  is  brought  by  one 
claiming  the  office  or  not  the  burden  is  on  the 
respondent  to  show  that  he  holds  office  right- 
fully. 

State  V.  OUason,  12  Fla.  190;  State  v.  Day, 
14  Fla.  9;  State  v.  Saxon,  25  Fla.  342;  State  v. 
Anderson,  26  Fla.  241. 

The  right  of  claimants  to  the  office  is  safR- 
ciently  alleged  in  the  information. 

State  V.  Peelle,  121  Ind.  495;  State  v.  Mc- 
Diarmid,  27  Ark.  176;  State  v.  Sherman,  42 
Mo.  210;  State  v.  Philips,  sttpra. 

The  legislature  cannot  add  to  the  constitu- 
tional qualifications  of  electors. 

Cooley.  Const.  Lim.  5th  ed.  78,  note 3,  p.  758: 
Throop,  Pub.  Off.  125. 

The  foregoing  rule  restricts  the  legislature 
in  the  matter  of  providing  for  municipal  elec- 
tions. 

Peoplev, Canaday,  73  N.  C.  198, 21  Am.  Rep. 
465;  Atty-Oen.  v.  Detroit,  7  L.  R.  A.  99,  78 
Mich.  546;  0».  v.  McCUUand,  88  Ky.  586; 
State  V.  TvtIU,  58  Wis.  45:  Re  Charter  of  New- 
port, 14  R.  I.  655;  Quinn  v.  State,  86  Ind.  486, 
9  Am.  Rep.  754;  Coffin  v.  Thompson  (Mich.)  91 
L.  R.  A.  662;  SUiUy.  WiUiams,  6  Wis.  808;  Si. 
Joseph  d  D.  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Buchanan  County  Ct. 
89  Mo.  485;  P&ypU  v.  English,  15  L.  R.  A.  131, 
189  111  680;  State  v.  Anderson,  supra. 

Mr.  William  B.  Larnrnr*  Atty-Oen.,  also 
for  relator. 

Messrs.  Younfl^  A  B»rrs«  for  defendant: 

There  is  no  natural  right  to  tote. 

UniUd  States  v.  Cruikshank,  92  U.  S.  543 
28  L.  ed.  688;  I^rieseleben  v.  ShaUcross  (Del. 
Err.  &  App.)  8  L.  R.  A.  837. 
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The  ooostitution  of  a  state  is  a  limitation 
upon  and  not  a  grant  of  power  to»  the  legisla- 
ture, and  the  question  as  to  who  shall  have  the 
Tight  of  soffn^  and  the  time,  place,  and  man- 
ner of  exercising  it  when  not  expressly  pro- 
hibited by  the  Usnna  of  the  constitution,  are 
within  the  power  of  the  legislature. 

State  ▼.  mack,  16  L.  R.  A,  7(»,  64  N.  J.  L. 
456;  Morriun  v.  Springer,  16  Iowa,  804;  Ex 
parte  Wa»,  21  Fla.  818. 

It  is  thus  the  duty  of  the  legislature  to  regu- 
late the  exercise  of  the  elective  franchise,  and 
the  constitutionality  of  such  legislation  cannot 
be  denied  so  long  as  it  merely  regulates  and 
does  not  deny  the  franchise  itself. 

DeWaU  v.  BarUey,  15  L.  R.  A.  771,  146  Pa. 
529;  DeiroitY,  Rusfi,  10  L.  R.  A.  171,  82  Mich. 
532. 

The  legislature  must  determine  for  each  mu- 
nicipality the  power  it  should  exercise  and  the 
capacities  it  should  possess,  and  what  restric- 
tion should  be  placed  upon  it.  Limitations 
upon  the  power  of  the  state  over  municipal 
corporations  do  not  exist  unless  found  in  the 
constltation  of  the  state. 

Dillon,  Mun.  Corp.  §  66;  ^  paHe  WelU, 
tapra. 

Mesm.  A.  W.  CoekreU  A  Son,  also  for 
defendant: 

To  justify  the  courts  in  pronouncing  a  stat- 
ute void,  it  must  be  violative  of  some  constitu- 
tioDal  provision,  state  or  federal,  or  must  be  an 
attempted  exercise  of  power  not  legislative  in 
character  or  of  power  committed  to  some  other 
department  of  the  government 

Dcman  v.  State,  84  Ala.  216;  Winter  v. 
Montgomery,  66  Ala.  408. 

It  ii  only  at  elections  which  the  constitution 
it«el(  requires  to  be  held,  or  which  the  legisla- 
ture under  the  mandate  of  the  constftution 
makes  provision  for,  that  persons  having  the 
qualifications  set  forth  in  said  section  t  of  ar- 
ticle 6  are  by  the  constitution  declared  to  be 
qnalified  electors  and  guaranteed  the  right  of 
^affrage. 

The  constitution  is  silent  upon  the  subject  of 
the  election  of  municipal  officers. 

Kowhere  in  our  constitution  are  the  govern- 
ments of  municijpalities  or  their  officials  either 
<^»ted  or  established  as  any  part  of  our  state 
government,  but  their  very  creation,  together 
'^ith  all  provisions  for  their  government,  are 
"served  to  the  legislative  branch  of  the  state 
government  as  erected  by  the  constitution. 

Attg^Qtn.  v.  ConrwrM,  27  Fla.  884, 

No  fact  was  more  prominent  in  the  history 
of  the  time  during  which  the  question  of  call- 
ing the  convention  that  framed  this  Constitu- 
tion (1885)  was  agitated  than  the  inconvenience 
vfaich  the  people  of  many  municipalities  had 
offered  from  the  restraint  placed  by  the  Con- 
stitution of  18C8.  of  which  it  is  a  revision,  upon 
special  legislation  as  to  cities  and  towns,  and 
the  action  of  the  convention  in  excepting  them 
irom  the  requirements  of  the  proviso  discussed, 
was  a  natural  response  to  the  sentiment  which 
u^i  prevailed  in  favor  of  an  untrammeled 
power  of  ^nslation  as  to  municipalities, 
gate  V.  tkml  County  Comrt.  28  Fla.  492. 
Whenever  the  legislature  provided  for  the 
flection  of  municipal  officers  under  the  author- 

«y  imposed  by  the  Constitution  of  1868,  such 
wction  became  an  election  ''under  this  Con- 
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stitution,"  and  the  right  to  vote  at  such  elec- 
tions was  by  section  1  of  article  14  conferred 
upon  and  guaranteed  to  certain  persons  having 
the  aualiflcations  therein  mentioned  and  a  rea- 
sonable opportunity  for  registration. 

Gooding  v.  Brown,  22  Fla.  487. 

The  legislature  is  absolutely  untrammelled 
by  the  constitution  in  regard  to  its  creation,  or 
modes  of  selecting  or  electing  municipal  offi- 
cers; the  persons  who  are  to  vote  for  such 
officers,  if  the  legislature  prescribes  voting  as 
the  means  of  selection,  are  to  be  designated  bv 
the  legislature  without  reference  to  the  quali- 
fications the  constitution  prescribes  for  voters, 
as  to  state  and  county  officers. 

StaU  V.  Burbridge,  24  Fla.  186. 

The  legislature  ma^,  as  the  law-making 
power,  when  not  restramed  by  the  constitution, 
provide  for  the  exercise  of  the  power  of  ap- 
pointing or  electing  to  office  by  either  depart- 
ment 01  the  government,  or  by  any  person  or 
association  of  persons  whom  it  may  choose  to 
designate  for  that  purpose. 

f&pfo  V.  Freeman,  80  Cal.  288;  Fbx  v.  Mc- 
Donald(A\aL.)  21  L.  R.  A.  529;  State  v.  Coving- 
ton, 29  Ohio  St.  102. 

The  right  of  suffrage  is  not  an  absolute  right. 
No  such  right  exists  unless  specifically  con- 
ferred by  a  constitution  or  a  statute. 

StaU  V.  BlaeJc,  16  L.  R.  A.  769,  54  N.  J.  L. 
456. 

Mabry*/.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

I.  It  is  apparent  from  the  foregoing  state- 
ment that  the  invalidity  of  the  municipal 
election  held  in  the  city  of  Jacksonville  on 
the  18th  day  of  July.  1898,  is  dependent 
upon  the  constitutionality  of  the  act  of  the 
legislature  under  which  it  was  held.  Where 
usurpation  of  a  public  office,  or  franchise, 
is  alleged  by  the  state,  and  an  information 
in  the  nature  of  a  quo  warranto  is  filed  by 
the  attorney -general  to  test  the  right  to  hold 
such  office,  or  enjoy  such  franchise,  it  is  only 
necessary  ordinarflv  to  allege,  generally, 
that  the  person  holding  the  office,  or  enjoy- 
ins:  the  franchise,  does  so  without  lawful 
authority,  and  in  such  case,  as  against  the 
state,  it  devolves  upon  such  person  to  show 
a  complete  legal  right  to  hold  the  office  or 
enjoy  the  privilege  in  question;  but  if  the 
information  states  the  facts  upon  which  the 
charge  of  usurpation  is  based  and  the  facts 
alleged  show  a  clear  right  in  the  defendant, 
it  will  be  held  insufficient  on  demurrer.  En- 
terprise  v.  State,  29  Fla.  128,  and  authorities 
cited.  The  information  filed  in  the  case  now 
before  us  charges  usurpation  of  certain  mu- 
nicipal offices,  but  it  is  also  shown  that  the 
defendants  hold  the  offices  by  virtue  of  the 
election  held  on  the  18th  day  of  July,  1893, 
and  their  claim  to  the  same  is  challenged  on 
the  ground  that  the  legislative  act  under 
which  said  election  was  held  is  unconstitu- 
tional and  void.  No  other  grounds  for  an- 
nulling this  election  are  alleged,  and  hence 
the  constitutionality  of  the  act  is  the  ques- 
tion presented  for  our  determination. 

It  IS  contended  that  the  act  in  question, 
bv  its  terms,  discriminates  against  certain 
classes  of  persons  residing  in  the  city  of 
Jacksonville   and   possessing   the   constitu- 
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tional  qualifications  of  electors,  and  that  they 
are  thereby  excluded  from  the  right  to  vote 
in  the  city  elections,  in  violation  of  a  con- 
stitutional right  to  do  so.  The  Sd  section  of 
the  Act  under  consideration  reads  as  follows : 
"* Those  persons  who  at  the  time  of  the  hold- 
ing of  any  city  election,  are  residents  of  the 
city,  and  who,  at  the  time  of  the  general 
state  election  held  next  preceding,  were 
qualified  electors  of  any  of  the  election  dis- 
tricts within  said  city,  shall  constitute  the 
qualified  electors  of  said  city,  authorized  to 
vote  at  such  city  election.  Eiach  such  elector 
shall  vote  only  in  the  election  district  where- 
in he  was  at  the  time  of  such  state  election 
a  qualified  voter;  provided,  however,  that 
prior  to  the  holding  of  the  first  city  election 
as  provided  herein,  there  shall  be  ^iven  to 
each  person  who  was  entitled  to  qualify  him- 
self as  an  elector  at  the  last  state  election  by 
registration  and  the  payment  of  his  poll  taxes 
for  the  years  1890  and  1891,  and  failed  to  do 
so,  an  opportunity  to  Qualify  by  registering 
and  himself  paying  his  own  poll  taxes  for 
such  years,  more  than  two  weeks  before  said 
first  city  election.  *'  Provisions  are  then  made 
for  the  tax  collector  of  Duval  county  to  open 
his  books  and  receive  the  poll  taxes,  and  for 
the  election  commissioners,  named  in  the 
Act,  to  arrange  for  the  registration  of  those 
persons  who  were  entitlea  to  qualify  them- 
selves to  vote  at  the  last  general  state  elec- 
tion by  registration  and  the  payment  of  their 
poll  taxes  for  the  years  1890  and  1891,  but 
failed  to  do  so.  More  specific  reference  to 
these  provisions  need  not  be  made  in  this 
connection. 

According  to  the  plain  terms  of  this  Act, 
only  those  persons  were  authorized  to  vote 
in  the  municipal  election  of  July  18,  1898, 
who  were  residents  of  the  city,  and  who,  at 
the  time  of  the  general  state  election  held 
next  preceding  said  municipal  election,  were 
qualified  electors  of  some  one  of  the  election 
districts  within  the  city ;  or  who  were  en- 
titled to  qualify  themselves  as  electors  at 
said  state  election  by  registration  and  the 
payment  of  their  poll  taxes  due  for  the  years 
1890  and  1891,  but  failed  to  do  so.  The  Act 
Axes  July  18,  1898,  as  the  date  for  holding 
the  first  municipal  election,  and  we  take  Ju- 
dicial knowledge  of  the  fact  that  the  general 
state  election  held  next  preceding  this  elec- 
tion was  on  the  Tuesday  succeeding  the  first 
Monday  in  October,  A.  D.  1892.  The  legis- 
lature, then,  by  the  terms  of  the  Act  in  ques- 
tion, confined  the  municipal  election  to  per- 
sons residing  in  the  city  and  who  possessed 
the  constitutional  qualifications  of  electors 
more  than  eleven  months  prior  to  the  date  of 
said  city  election.  No  provision  is  made 
whereby  those  who  had  acquired  the  requi- 
site ase,  citizenship,  and  residence  as  pre- 
scribed for  voting  in  the  general  state  and 
county  elections,  since  the  last  general  state 
election,  could  vote  in  the  municipal  elec- 
tion. This,  it  is  contended,  independent  of 
the  provisions  in  reference  to  other  matters, 
renders  the  Act  void.  This  contention  is 
based  upon  the  theory  that  section  1  of  article 
6  of  the  Constitution  of  1885  applies  to  mu- 
nicipal elections  as  well  as  to  all  other  elec- 
tions in  this  state,  and  is  a  limitation  upon 
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the  powers  of  the  legislature.  Section  1  of 
article  6  of  the  Constitution  provides  that 
"every  male  person  of  the  age  of  twenty -one 
years  and  upwards,  that  shall,  at  the  time 
of  registration,  be  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States,  or  that  shall  have  declared  his  in- 
tention to  become  such,  in  conformity  to 
the  laws  of  the  United  States,  and  that  sball 
have  resided  and  had  his  habitation,  domicil, 
home,  and  place  of  permanent  abode  in  Flor- 
ida for  one  year,  and  in  the  county  for  six 
months,  shall  in  such  county  be  deemed  a 
qualified  elector  at  all  elections  under  thia 
constitution."  Here,  it  is  claimed,  is  the 
fountain  source  of  the  riffht  to  exercise  the 
elective  franchise  in  all  elections  bv  the  peo- 
ple, municipal  as  well  as  state  and  county, 
and  that  it  is  not  within  the  power  of  the 
legislature  to  curtail  or  in  any  way  abridge 
this  right.  Registration  of  the  qualified 
electors  may  be  provided  for  by  the  legisla- 
ture, of  course,  but  counsel  for  the  state  in- 
sist that  registration  is  not  one  of  the  quali- 
fications of  an  elector  and  that  the  legislature 
under  the  power  to  provide  for  registration 
of  qualified  electors  must  enact  laws  that  are 
"reasonable,  uniform,  and  impartial,  and 
must  be  calculated  to  facilitate  and  secure, 
rather  than  subvert  or  impede,  the  exercise 
of  the  riffht  to  vote. "  The  language  quoted 
was  employed  by  Chief  Justice  Shaw,  In  the 
noted  case  of  Capen  v.  Foster,  12  Pick.  488, 
28  Am.  Dec.  682,  in  discussing  the  right  of 
the  legislature  to  regulate  by  registration 
the  exercise  of  the  elective  franchise  secured 
by  constitutional  provision.  Theauthorities^ 
are  uniform  and  abundant  in  support  of  the 
position  that  where  the  constitution  has  pre- 
scribed the  qualifications  of  electors  It  is  not 
in  itie  power  of  the  legislature  to  take  from, 
or  add  to  such  qualifications,  or  to  injuri- 
ously, unreasonably,  or  unnecessarily  re- 
strain, impair,  or  impede  the  right  oi  suf- 
frage thus  guaranteea  by  the  constitution. 
And  this  constitutional  guarantee  against 
unreasonable  and  unnecessary  restraint  by 
legislative  enactment  extends  to  all  elections 
provided  for  by  the  constitution,  whether 
state,  county,  or  municipal.  In  People  y. 
Canada^,  78  N.  0.  198,  21  Am.  Rep.  465,  it 
was  decided  that  cities  and  towns,  like  coun- 
ties and  townships,  were  parts  and  parcels^ 
of  the  state,  organized  for  the  convenience 
of  local  self  government,  and  that  under  the 
constitution  of  North  Carolina  the  qualifica- 
tions of  voters  in  municipal  elections  were 
the  same  as  in  state  and  county  elections, 
and  that  it  was  not  competent  for  the  general 
assembly  in  any  way  to  change  the  qualifi- 
cations of  voters  as  fixed  by  the  constitution. 
The  constitution  of  Massachusetts  provided 
V  to  residence  and  citizenship  that  "every 
male  citizen  of  twenty-one  years  of  age  ana 
upwards,  excepting  pampers*  and  persons  un- 
der guardianship,  who  shall  have  resided 
within  the  commonwealth  one  year,  and 
within  the  town  or  district  in  which  he  may 
claim  a  right  to  vote  six  calendar  months 
next  preening  any  election  of  governor, 
lieutenant-governor,  senators,  or  representa- 
tives, and  who  shall  have  paid"  certain  taxes 
mentioned  or  be  exempt  tnerefrom  and  pos- 
sessing  all    other   required    qualifications. 


Stite,  ex  rd,  Lamar,  v.  Dillon. 


131 


shall  have  the  right  to  vote  in  such  elections, 
It  was  held  that  an  act  of  the  legislature 
providing  that  no  person  thereafter  natural- 
ized in  any  court  shall  be  entitled  to  be  reg- 
istered as  a  voter  within  thirty  days  of  such 
naturalization,  was  void  and  in  conflict  with 
the  constitutional  provision  mentioned.  By 
naturalization  the  person  became  a  citizen 
and  it  was  not  competent  for  the  legislature 
to  add  to  or  diminish  the  qualifications  of  a 
voter  which  had  been  prescribed  by  the  con 
stitution.  Kinneen  v.  WeUs,  144  Mass.  497, 
59  Am.  Rep.  105.  It  was  decided  in  Ohio 
(Daggett  v.  Hndsan,  43  Ohio  St.  548,  54  Am. 
Rep.  882) ,  that  an  act  requiring  registration 
in  all  cases  as  a  condition  to  the  right  of 
suffrage,  and  allowing  the  voters  only  seven 
specified  days  within  the  ^ear  in  which  to 
register,  and  which  contained  no  provision 
for  registration  after  the  seven  days  (though 
five  days  thereafter  intervened  before  election 
day)  and  no  regulation  whereby  those  con- 
stitutionally qualified  may,  upon  prdof  of 
qualification,  and  a  reasonable  excuse  for  not 
registering  in  time,  be  allowed  to  vote,  and 
where  no  means  were  provided  whereby  per- 
sons necessarily  absent  at  the  time  fixed  for 
registration  may  have  their  names  registered, 
was  unreasonable  and  had  a  direct  tendencv 
to  impair  the  right  of  suffrage,  and  as  it 
might  disfranchise  a  large  class  of  persons 
wiuiout  fault  on  their  part,  it  was  unconsti- 
tutional and  void.  The  following  are  among 
many  decisions  sustaining  the  same  view : 
State  V.  Corner,  22  Neb.  265 ;  DelU  v.  Ken- 
nedy, 49  Wis.  555,  85  Am.  Rep.  786 ;  ^aU  v. 
Baker,  88  Wis.  71 ;  RUan  v.  Farr,  24  Ark. 
161,  87  Am.  Dec.  52;  Monroe  v.  CoUins,  17 
Ohio  St.  665 ;  StaU  v.  Butts,  31  Kan.  537 ; 
Edmonde  v.  Banbury,  28  Iowa,  267,  4  Am. 
Rep.  177 ;  Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  p.  758. 

If  section  1  of  article  6  of  the  present  Con- 
stitution, the  one  ftrescribing  the  qualifica- 
tions of  voters  ana  declaring  who  shall  ^  be 
deemed  a  qualified  elector  at  all  elections 
under  this  constitution,"  applies  to  munic- 
ipal elections  in  this  state,  there  cannot  be 
a  doubt  as  to  the  fate  o^  the  act  of  ti^e  lei;is- 
lature  now  under  consiaeration.  That  it  does 
exclude,  b^  its  terms,  from  voting  at  munic- 
ipal elections  in  the  city  of  Jacksonville, 
persons  who  may  have  the  qualifications  of 
electors  for  state  and  county  elections,  as 
prescribed  by  the  section  of  the  constitution 
referred  to,  is  beyond  question.  It  plainly 
excluded  all  of  those  residents  of  said  city 
who  may  have  acquired  the  qualifications  of 
voters  under  the  constitution  for  state  and 
county  elections  during  a  period  of  over 
eleven  months  prior  to  the  first  city  election, 
and  for  longer  periods  at  subsequent  elections 
as  they  are  required  to  be  held  biennially 
after  the  election  in  1893,  on  the  fourth  Tues- 
day in  May,  and  occurring  during  years  in 
which  no  general  state  election  will  be  held. 
It  is  then  made  necessary  and  unavoidable 
that  we  determine  whether  or  not  section  1 
of  article  6  of  the  present  Constitution  has 
prescribed  the  qualifications  of  voters  at  elec- 
tions in  municipalities  created  by  the  legis- 
lature. This  question  has  not  been  deter- 
mined by  any  decision  of  this  court,  and  no 
language  used  in  prior  decisions  made  here 
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in  reference  to  municipal  corporations  had 
any  reference  to  the  precise  question  now 
presents.  In  Atty-Qen.  v.  Connors,  27  Fla. 
829,  that  part  of  section  15  of  article  16  of 
the  Constitution  providing  that  **  no  person 
shall  hold  or  perform  the  functions  of  more 
than  one  oflSce  under  the  government  of  this 
state  at  the  same  time,''  was  under  consider- 
ation, and  it  was  held  that  a  municipal  gov- 
ernment created  by  the  legislature  formed  no 
part  of  the  framework  of  the  state  goverp- 
ment  as  constructed  by  the  constitution. 
That  the  structure  of  the  state  government  in 
all  of  its  departments  was  provided  for  by 
the  constitution,  and  the  organization  of 
municipal  governments  was  expressly  dele- 
gated to  the  legislature,  but  what  was  said 
in  that  case  haano  reference  to  the  qualifica- 
tions of  electors  authorized  to  vote  in  munic- 
ipal governments  to  be  created  by  the  legis- 
lature. 

The  case  of  State  v.  Duval  County  Comrs. , 
23  Fla.  483,  was  a  proceeding  by  mandamus 
to  compel  defendants  to  perform  certain  du- 
ties preparatory  to  holding  an  election  in  the 
city  of  Jacksonville  under  the  provisions  of 
acts  passed  by  the  legislature  in  1887.  The 
defenses  interposed  were  that  said  acts  were 
special  and  local,  and  no  notice  was  given  of 
the  intention  to  apply  for  their  enactment  as 

grovided  in  section  21  of  article  3  of  the 
'onstitution ;  that  the  lieutenant-governor 
elected  under  the  old  Constitution  of  1868 
presided  over  the  senate  and  signed  said  acts ; 
that  the  title  to  the  same  was  insuflScient  un- 
der the  constitution ;  and  that  in  consequence 
of  the  omission  of  certain  provisions  in  sec- 
tions of  the  original  act  in  an  amendatory 
act  defendants  were  under  no  duty  to  perform 
them.  The  conclusion  reached  upon  a  con- 
sideration of  the  various  provisions  of  the 
constitution,  having  any  bearing  on  the  sub- 
ject, was  that  the  proviso  in  section  21  of 
article  8  of  the  Constitution  in  reference  to 
notice  for  special  legislation  had  no  applica- 
tion to  legislation  in  reference  to  municipal- 
ities. The  views  expressed  in  the  opinion  on 
this  subject  are  correct,  but  they  had  refer- 
ence to  the  constitutional  requirements  as  to 
notice  for  special  legislation,  and  the  case  is 
not  an  authority  on  the  question  of  prescrib- 
ing the  qualifications  of  voters  at  municipal 
elections.  None  of  the  cases  in  this  court 
discussing  the  law  bearing  upon  municipal 
governments  under  the  present  Constitution 
had  reference  to  the  question  now  presented. 
.  Before  examining  the  provisions  of  our 
constitution  that  are  necessary  to  be  consid- 
ered in  disposing  of  the  question,  it  will  be 
well  to  fix  in  mind  the  legal  status  of  the 
right  of  suffrage  as  exercised  under  our  forms 
of  government.  The  right  to  vote  is  not  an 
inherent  or  absolute  riglit  found  among  those 
generally  reserved  in  bills  of  rights,  but  its 
possession  is  dependent  upon  constitutional 
or  statutory  grant.  Subject  to  the  1  imi tations 
contained  in  the  Federal  Constitution  the 
elective  franchise  is  under  the  control  of  the 
sovereign  power  of  the  states  expressed  in 
constitutions  or  8tatu(«s  properly  enacted. 
Where  a  constitution  has  conierred  the  right 
and  prescribed  the  qualifications  of  electors 
it,  of  course,  is  paramount  until    amended. 
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and  the  legislature  cannot  change  or  odd  to 
them  in  any  way,  but  where  the  constitution 
does  not  fix  the  right  of  suffrage  or  prescribe 
the  qualifications  of  voters  it  is  competent 
for  the  legislature  as  the  representative  of 
the  law-making  power  of  the  state  to  do  so. 
Thnse  principles  are  well  recognized  and 
fully  established  by  authority  in  this  coun- 
try. In  Kinneen  v.  WeUs^  supra,  it  is  said 
**the  qualifications  of  voters  are  fixed  by 
state  legislation.  The  requisitions  as  to 
ownership  of  property,  citizenship,  sex,  and 
residence,  in  connection  with  the  right  of 
voting,  vary  with  the  constitution  or  laws 
of  the  several  states.  However  unwise,  un- 
just, or  even  tyrannical  its  regulations  may 
be  or  seem  to  be  in  this  regard,  the  right  of 
each  state  to  define  the  qualifications  of  its 
voters  is  complete  and  perfect,  except  so 
far  as  it  is  controlled  by  the  15th  article  of 
the  Amendments  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  Btates,  which  provides  that  'the  right 
of  citizens  of  the  United  States  to  vote  shall 
not  be  denied  or  abridged  by  the  United- 
States,  or  by  any  state,  on  account  of  race, 
color,  or  previous  condition  of  servitude. '  " 
On  this  subject  Judge  Cooley  says,  in  Consti- 
tutional Limitations,  p.  752:  ^'In  another 
place  we  have  said  that,  though  the  sover- 
eiirnty  is  in  the  people,  as  a  practical  fact  it 
resides  in  those  persons  who  by  the  constitu- 
tion of  the  state  are  permitted  to  exercise  the 
elective  fnlnchlse.  The  whole  subject  of  the 
regulation  of  elections,  including  the  pre- 
scribing of  qualifications  for  suffrage,  is  left 
by  the  national  constitution  to  the  several 
states,  except  as  it  is  provided  by  that  in- 
strument that  the  electors  for  representatives 
in  congress  shall  have  the  qualifications 
requisite  for  electors  of  the  most  numerous 
branch  of  the  state  legislature,  and  as  the 
Fifteenth  Amendment  forbids  denying  to  cit- 
izens the  right  to  vote  on  account  of  race, 
color,  or  previous  condition  of  servitude. 
Participation  in  the  elective  franchise  is  a 
privilege  rather  than  a  right,  and  it  is  grant- 
ed or  denied  on  grounds  of  general  policy  ; 
the  prevailing  view  being  that  it  should  be 
as  general  as  possible  consistent  with  the 
public  safety."  State  v.  Black,  54  N.  J.  L. 
446,  16  L.  R.  A.  769:  Iltiberv.  Heily.  58  Pa. 
112:  Andermn  v.  Baker,  23  Md.  531. 

Quided  by  the  principles  announced,  we 
must  determine  whether  or  not  our  constitu- 
tion has,  in  the  section  prescribing  the  right 
of  suffrage  at  all  elections  under  it  fixed  the 
qualifications  of  voters  in  municipal  elec- 
tions, or  left  it  with  the  legislature.  Refer- 
once  to  various  provisions  of  the  constitution 
will  become  necessary,  and  in  considering 
them  we  are  to  be  mindful  of  the  fact  that 
the  present  constitution  is  a  revision  of  the 
former  one  of  1868,  and  not  the  establish- 
ment of  an  entirely  new  and  independent 
instrument.  This  court  has  several  times 
recognized  this  fact  in  construing  clauses  in 
the  present  constitution.  The  11th  section 
of  the  Bill  of  Rights  in  the  Constitution  of 
1868  provided  that  **all  laws  of  a  general 
nature  shall  have  ly  uniform  operation.*" 
This  is  omitted  in  the  present  instrument. 
The  17th  section  of  the  legislative  article  in 
the  old  Constitution  provided  that  ''the  leg- 
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islature  shall  not  pass  special  or  local  law 
in  any  of  the  following  enumerated  cases, 
that  is  to  say,  regulating  the  jurisdiction  and 
duties  of  any  class  of  officers,  or  for  the  pun- 
ishment of  crime  or  misdemeanors;  regu- 
lating the  practices  of  courts  of  Justice; 
providing  for  changing  venue  of  civil  and 
criminal  cases ;  granting  divorces ;  changing 
the  names  of  persons ;  vacating  roads,  town 
plats,  streets,  alleys,  and  public  squares; 
summoning  and  impanneling  grand  and  pet- 
it juries,  and  providing  for  their  compensa- 
tion; regulating  county,  township,  and  mu- 
nicipal business;  regulating  the  election  of 
county,  township,  and  municipal  officers ;  for 
the  assessment  and  collection  of  taxes,  for 
state,  county,  and  municipal  purposes ;  pro- 
viding for  opening  an<l  conducting  elections 
for  state,  county,  and  municipal  officers,  and 
designating  the  places  of  voting ;  providing 
for  the^le  of  real  estate  belonging  to  minors 
or  other  persons  laboring  uncler  legal  dis- 
abilities ;  regulating  the  fees  of  officers.  **  By 
comparing  section  20  of  article  8  of  the  pres- 
ent Constitution,  which  corresponds  with  t.he 
17th  section  of  the  legislative  article  in  the 
old,  it  will  be  seen  tHat  everything  relating 
to-municioal  organizations  has  been  entirely 
eliminated,  and  no  reference  is  there  made  to 
them  except  after  the  provisions  regulating 
the  jurisdiction  and  duties  of  any  class  of 
officers,  and  regulating  the  practice  of  courts 
of  justice  the  words  "except  municipal  offi- 
cers," and  ** except  municipal  courts,"  ^re 
added.  The  old  constitution  provided  that 
"'the  legislature  shall  establish  a  uniform 
system  of  county,  township,  and  municipal 
government."  The  corresponding  provision 
in  the  new  is  that  **the  legislature  shall  es- 
tablish a  uniform  system  of  county  and  mu- 
nicipal government  which  shall  be  applica- 
ble, except  in  cases  where  local  or  special 
laws  are  provided  by  the  legislature  that  may 
be  inconsistent  therewith.*^  Sec.  24,  art.  8. 
The  old  instrument  enacted  that  the  legisla- 
ture shall  provide  by  general  law^  for  incor- 
porating such  municipal,  educatit>nal,  ag- 
ricultural, mecbaniqal,  mining,  and  other 
useful  companies  or  associations  as  may  hv 
deemed  necessary.  The  same  provision  i.s 
incorporated  in  the  revised  constitution  with 
the  word  "municipal"  left  out.  Sec.  25,  art. 
3.  The  following  provision  was  in  the  former 
constitution,  viz.  :  " The  legislature.may  es- 
tablish courts  for  municipal  purposes  only, 
in  incorporated  towns  ana  cities.  All  laws 
for  the  organization  or  government  of  mu- 
nicipal courts  shall  be  general  in  their  pro- 
visions, and  be  equally  applicable  to  tlae 
municipal  courts  of  all  incorporated  towns 
and  cities. "  The  corresponding  section  in  the 
present  instrument  is  that  "the  legislaturt^ 
may  establish  in  incorporated  towns  and  cit  - 
ies,  courts  for  the  punishment  of  offenses 
against  municipal  ordinances."  Sec.  84,  art. 
5.  The  changes  made  in  the  revised  consti- 
tution as  shown  by  the  provisions  here  re- 
ferred to,  it  may  correctly  be  said,  cannot  be 
construed  to  go  any  farther  than  to  release 
legislative  regulations  of  municfpal  corpora- 
tions from  the  limitations  in  the  old  consti- 
tution in  reference  to  the  enactment  of  gen- 
eral laws  on  this  subject,  and  to  authorize 


State,  ex  rd.  Lamar,  v.  Dillon. 


133 


the  legislature  now  to  pass  special  laws  re- 
lating to  such  matters  when  deemed  neces- 
sary to  do  so.  Conceding  that  such  was  the 
main  purpose  of  the  revisers  in  making  the 
chan^  referred  to,  it  is  apparent  that  they 
eliminated  by  the  changes  mentioned  all  pro- 
visions in  the  old  constitution  referring  to 
and  recognizing  municipal  officers  as  a  part 
of  the  machinery  of  government  established 
by  that  instrument.  The  old  constitution  ex  - 
pressly  referred  to  municipal  officers  as  being 
embraoed  within  the  elective  or  appointive 
system  under  it.  This  is  shown  by  clauses 
in  the  17th  section  above  quoted,  such  as 
"regulating  the  election  of  county,  town- 
ship, and  municipal  officers,"  providing  for 
"opening  and  conducting  elections  for  state, 
coonty.  and  municipal  officers.  **  The  entire 
elimination  of  such  clauses  from  the  pro- 
nsions  referred  to  leaves  no  room  for  anv  con- 
tention so  far  as  the  provisions  in  lieu  of  them 
e.Ttend,  tiiat  municipal  elections  are  included 
in  those  embraced  within  the  constitution. 

The  27th  section  of  article  4  of  the  old  Con- 
stitution reads  as  follows :  **  The  legislature 
shall  provide  for  the  election  by  the  people, 
or  appointment  hj  the  governor,  of  al  1  state, 
countv,  or  municipal  officers  not  otherwise 
provioed  for  by  this  constitution,  and  fix  by 
law  their  duties  and  compensation.''  Pro- 
vision was  also  made  that  all  elections  by  the 
people  shall  be  by  ballot.  The  suffrage  sec- 
tion in  the  old  instrument,  after  prescribing 
sfe,  citizenship,  and  residence  at  the  time  of 
offering  to  vote  as  qualifications  of  an  elector, 
declared  that  any  person  mentioned  possess- 
ing the  qualifications  prescribed  ** shall  in 
audi  county  be  deemed  a  qualified  elector  at 
all  elections  under  this  constitution."  Mu- 
oidpal  officers,  as  is  apparent,  were  recog- 
nized under  the  old  instrument,  but  they  were 
not  therein  designaticd,  nor  was  the  manner  of 
their  selection  provided  for.  The  legislature 
then  was  ocMopelled  by  the  terms  of  the  con- 
stitution to  resort  to  one  of  two  methods  in 
tininir  municipal  offices.  It  had  to  be  done 
either  by  election  by  the  people  or  appoint- 
ment by  the  governor,  ana  if  an  election  by 
the  people  was  provided  for,  it  had  to  be  by 
the  qualified  electors  as  prescribed  in  the 
suffrage  clause  of  that  constitution.  It  was 
held  by  this  court  before  tlie  revision  of  the 
oongtitution  that  in  the  creation  of  municipal 
governments  by  general  law  of  uniform 
opoation  the  legislature  might  under  the 
^  section  of  article  4,  provide  for  the  fill- 
ing of  tiie  offices  either  by  appointment  bv 
the  governor,  or  election  by  the  people.  Ex 
parte  WeUe,  21  Fla.  280.  In  revising  the  old 
i^^nstitation  veiy  little  material  change  was 
nude  in  the  suffrage  clause.  An  alteration 
appears  in  providing  that  the  person  should 
be  twentj-one  years  old  at  the  time  of  regis- 
tration, instead  of  at  the  time  of  offering  to 
^ote,  but  the  portion  declaring  at  what  elec- 
tions the  voter  shall  be  deemed  a  qualified 
elector,  is  the  same.  A  very  material  change, 
however,  is  made  in  the  27th  section  of  article 
4  of  the  old  Consti  tution.  Municipal  officers 
5^  entirely  eliminated,  and  the  correspond- 
iof  aection  in  the  new  is  that  **  the  legislature 
«laU  provide  for  the  election  by  the  people 
^•r  appointment  by  the  governor  of  al  1  state 
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and  countj  offices  not  otherwise  provided  by 
this  constitution,  and  fix  by  law  their  duties 
and  compensation."  Sec.  27.  art.  8.  Certain 
state  ana  county  offices  were  created  and  des- 
ignated by  the  constitution,  but  municipal 
offices  were  left  to  legislati  ve  control .  In  ad  - 
dition  to  the  state  and  county  offices  desig- 
nated it  was  within  the  contemplation  of  the 
framers  of  the  constitution  that  other  state  or 
county  offices  than  those  designated  might 
become  necessary  and  have  to  be  created,  and 
hence  provision  was  made  that  the  legislature 
should  provide  for  election  by  the  people  or 
appointment  by  the  governor  of  all  state  and 
county  officers  not  otherwise  provided  by  the 
constitution.  This  was  the  completion  of  the 
method  provided  by  the  constitution  for  fill- 
ing all  state  and  county  offices  created,  or 
that  should  be  created  under  the  constitution, 
and  where  the  elective  system  for  these  offices 
applies  or  is  made  applicable,  the  persons 
possessing  the  qualifications  under  the  suf- 
frage clause  in  section  1  of  article  6  are  the 
electors.  They  are  made  qualified  electors  at 
all  elections  under  this  constitution.  But  it 
was  certain  that  municipal  offices  were  to 
be  created  by  the  legislature  and  they  were 
not  designated  or  otherwise  provided  for  in 
the  constitution,  but  express  authority  was 
granted  to  the  legislature,  in  section  8  of 
article  8,  to  establish  and  abolish  municipal- 
ities, to  prescribe  their  jurisdiction  and 
powers,  and  to  alter  or  amend  the  same  at 
any  time.  The  limitation  being  added  that 
**when  any  municipality  shall  be  abolished, 
provision  shall  be  made  for  the  protection  of 
Its  creditors. "  If  the  provision  in  reference 
to  fill  ing  offices,  in  section  27  of  article  3,  bad 
been  made  applicable  to  municipal  offices,  no 
doubt  could  exist  about  the  suffrage  clause 
in  section  1  of  article  6  applying  to  election 
to  fill  such  offices,  but  the  revisers  design- 
edly, we  must  conclude,  released  municipal 
elections  from  the  operation  of  section  27  of 
article  3,  and  thereby  qualified  the  applica- 
tion of  the  suffrage  clause  so  far  as  munici- 
pal elections  are  concerned.  They  are  not 
elections  under  the  constitution,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  suffrage  section  of  article  6, 
but  have  been  expressly  exempted  therefrom. 
Municipal  offices  are  undoubtedly  statutory 
offices,  and  in  the  absence  of  constitutional 
restrictions  are  under  the  control  of  the  leg- 
islature. Under  the  constitution  of  Illinois 
it  was  made  the  duty  of  the  general  assem- 
bly to  provide  for  a  thorough  and  efficient 
system  of  free  schools,  where  all  the  child- 
ren of  the  state  could  receive  a  good  com- 
mon school  education.  The  mode  of  organ- 
izing and  administering  the  system  was  left 
to  the  general  assembly  without  any  consti- 
tutional regulations  further  than  the  mandate 
to  provide  for  the  system.  The  only  school 
officers  provided  for  by  the  constitution  of 
that  state  were  a  county  superintendent  in 
each  county,  and  a  state  superintendent  of 
public  instruction.  As  tx)  the  county  super- 
intendent the  constitution  provided  that  his 
**  qualifications,  powers,  duties,  compensa- 
tion, and  the  time  and  manner  of  election, 
and  term  of  office  shall  be  prescribed  by 
law.  ^  The  general  assembly  of  that  state  en- 
acted that  "  any  woman  of  the  age  of  twenty- 
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one  years  and  upwards,  belonging  to  either 
of  the  classes  mentioned  in  article  7  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  state  of  Illinois,  who 
shall  have  resided  in  this  state  one  year,  in 
the  county  ninety  days,  and  in  the  election 
district  thirty  days  preceding  any  election 
held  for  the  purpose  of  choosing  any  officer 
of  schools  under  the  general  or  special  school 
laws  of  this  state,  shall  be  entitled  to  vote 
at  such  election  in  the  school  district  of 
which  she  shall  at  the  time  have  been  for 
thirty  days  a  resident ;  provided,  any  woman 
80  desirous  of  voting  at  any  such  election 
shall  have  been  registered  in  the  same  manner 
as  is  provided  for  the  registration  of  male 
voters."  In  PeopU  v.  English,  139  111.  «32, 
15  L.  R.  A.  131,  the  question  arose  as  to  the 
right  of  women  to  vote  for  county  superin- 
tendent of  schools,  and  it  was  held  that,  as 
he  was  a  constitutional  officer,  the  qualifica- 
tions of  electors  as  prescribed  by  the  constitu- 
tion applied  to  all  persons  authorized  to  vote 
for  him,  and  as  the  qualified  electors  under 
the  constitution  were  confined  to  male  per- 
sons possessing  certain  qualifications,  women 
were  not  authorized  to  participate  in  such  an 
election.  In  the  later  case  of  Hummer  v. 
Yost,  144  111.  68,  19  L.  R.  A.  110,  it  was 
held  under  the  same  act  that  women  could 
vote  for  all  other  school  officers  not  provided 
for  by  the  constitution.  The  two  cases  are 
not  at  all  in  conflict,  and  the  distinction  be- 
tween them  is  clearly  pointed  out.  While 
no  person  was  authorized  to  vote  for  the  elec- 
tion of  any  officer  mentioned  in  the  constitu- 
tion unless  he  possessed  the  qualifications  of 
an  elector  prescribed  by  that  instrument,  yet 
this  was  not  true  of  officers  over  whom  the 
legislature  had  complete  power  and  control. 
It  was  said :  ""  It  cannot  be  doubted  that,  in 
providing  for  a  system  of  free  schools,  a  form 
of  organization  essentially  different  from  the 
present  one  might  have  been  adopted.  En- 
tirely different  officers  might  have  been  pro- 
vided for,  and  provision  might  have  been 
made  for  the  designation  of  those  officers  by 
appointment  rather  than  by  an  election.  Ac- 
conlingly,  it  is  provided  by  section  17  of 
article  6  of  the  General  School  Law,  that  in 
cities  having  a  population  exceeding  100,000 
the  members  of  the  school  board  of  education 
shall  be  appointed  by  the  mayor,  by  and 
with  the  aavice  and  consent  of  the  common 
council,  and,  unquestionably,  a  similar  mode 
of  appointment  of  school  officers,  other  than 
the  two  above  mentioned  (provided  for  in  the 
constitution)  might  have  oeen  constitution- 
ally adopted.  The  general  assembly  having 
complete  control  oi  the  subject,  had,  or 
course,  the  power  to  provide  for  the  choice 
of  these  officers  by  popular  vote,  but  such  an 
election  is  not  necessarily  a  proceeding  iden- 
tical with  the  elections  provided  for  by  the 
constitution,  nor  is  it  necessary  that  the  qual- 
ifications of  those  votinff  for  school  officers 
should  be  the  same  as  those  of  electors,  as 
defined  by  the  constitution."  To  the  same 
effect  is  the  decision  in  Wheder  v.  Brady, 
15  Kan.  26.  It  is  said  in  this  case :  *" There 
is  no  school  district  election  or  meeting  pro- 
vided for  in  the  constitution,  there  is  no  pro- 
vision as  to  how  school  district  officers  snail 
be  elected,  appointed,  or  chosen,  and  we  sup - 

?  L.  R.  A. 


pose  that  no  one  will  claim  that  they  are,  by 
the  terms  of  t^e  constitution,  to  be  elected 
at  either  of  the  elections  provided  for  in  the 
constitution ;  hence  it  would  seem  that  the 
legislature  would  have  complete  power  over 
the  matter;  that  the  legislature  might  pro- 
vide for  the  election  or  appointment  of  school 
district  officers  as  it  should  choose,  when 
it  should  choose,  in  the  manner  it  should 
choose,  and  by  whom  it  ^ould  choose. "  The 
cases  of  l^te  v.  (Janes,  15  Neb.  444,  and 
Belles  V.  Burr,  76  Mich.  1,  were  decided  on 
the  same  principle.  The  late  case  of  Coffin 
V.  Thompson,  21  L.  R.  A.  662,  does  not  con- 
flict with  the  decisions  above  cited.  The 
act  of  the  legislature  declared  unconstitu- 
tional in  the  Coffin  Case  authorized  women 
to  vote  at  all  elections  for  school,  village, 
and  city  officers,  and  it  was  decided  that  it 
was  not  competent  for  the  legislature  to  con- 
fer the  elective  franchise  upon  women  for  the 
purpose  of  voting  in  city  elections.  Such 
elections  were  emoraced  in  the  constitution 
of  that  state,  and  hence  the  qualifications  of 
electors  prescribed  by  the  constitution  for 
voters  at  all  elections  applied.  The  consti- 
tution expressly  referred  to  city  elections  and 
provided  that  the  officers  of  cities  and  vil- 
lages shall  be  elected  at  such  time  and  in 
such  manner  as  the  legislature  may  direct. 
But  the  distinction  drawn  in  the  cases  we 
have  cit«d  was  recognized.  The  opinion 
says :  *' These  cases  involved  the  valiaity  of 
acts  conferring  upon  females  the  right  to 
vote  for  school  district  officers,  under  consti- 
tutions which,  like  our  own,  name  no  school 
district  officer,  do  not  prescribe  or  suggest 
how  such  officers  shall  be  chosen,  but  in  ex- 

Sress  terms  relegate  to  the  legislature  the 
uty  of  providing  for  and  establishing  a  sys- 
tem of  primary  schools."  In  speaking  of  the 
power  of  the  legislature  to  prescribe  qual- 
ifications of  city  officers,  Jim^  Dixon  said  in 
StaU  V.  Von  Baumbach,  12  Wis.  810:  **A8 
to  all  such  offices  and  public  trusts,  to  which 
the  people,  in  the  exercise  of  their  paramount 
authority,  have  impliedly  declared  who  shall 
be  eligible,  either  by  prescribing  special 
circumstances  which  uiall  disqualify,  or  by 
reserving  to  themselves  or  to  the  appointing: 
authorities  a  certain  freedom  of  choice,  there 
are  very  obvious  reasons  for  holding  that 
eligibility  is  in  the  nature  of  a  constitutional 
right,  ana  that  the  legislature  possesses  no 
power  of  exclusion  not  given  by  the  consti- 
tution ;  but  it  is  manifest  that  those  reasons 
cannot  be  applied  to  a  mere  statutory  office 
which  the  legislature  may  create  and  abolish 
at  will,  and  concerning  which  the  constitu- 
tion contains  no  express  provisions. " 

A  careful  examination  of  all  the  authori- 
ties at  hand  has  not  revealed  any  conflict  as 
to  the  principles  of  law  announced  in  the 
foregoing  cases.  The  right  of  suffrage  is  not 
an  inherent  right,  but  is  subject  to  the  dis- 
posal of  the  sovereign  power  of  the  state, 
if  the  constitution  has  regulated  it  in  any 
department  of  government,  it  is  subject  to 
the  limitations  of  that  instrument,  but  should 
this  matter,  important  as  it  is,  be  entirely 
relegated  to  the  legislature,  or  left  entirely 
to  its  discretion,  the  only  limitations  placed 
upon  legislative  power  are  contained  in  the 
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Federal  Constitution.    The  principles  of  law 
here  stated  must  firovem  us  in  testing  the 
eonatitutionality  6t  the  act  of  the  legisla- 
ture in  question,  and  guided  by  them  the 
conclusion  is  ineyi table.     The  constitution 
is  a  limitation  upon  the  powers  of  the  legis- 
lature, and  it  is  incumbent  on  those  who 
maintain  that  the  legislature  is  forbidden  to 
act  in  the  matter  to  point  out  the  specific  pro- 
visions of  the  constitution  containing  the  pro- 
hibition.   If  we  entertain  a  reasonable  doubt 
about  Uie  act  being  in  violation  of  the  plain 
spirit  and  provisions  of  the  constitution,  the 
question  most  be  resolved  in  favor  of  the  act. 
There  are  provisions   in   the   constitution 
which  apply  to  municipal  corporations,  but 
we  do  not  think  that  section  1  of  article  6 
does.    On  the  contrary,  a  careful  considera- 
tion of  the  provisions  of  the  constitution  ap- 
plicable impress  us  with  the  view  that  the 
reTiseishave  purpc^sely  exempted  municipal- 
ities from  its  provisions,  and  relegated  the 
matter  to  the  legisl  atnre.    We  are  du ly  sensi • 
ble  of  the  gravity  of  this  question,  and  have 
given  it  tli^t  consideration  which  its  impor- 
tance demands.     Municipalities  are  auxili- 
aries of  state  governments,   and  the  rights 
and  interests  dected  by  them  are  just  as 
vital  and  dear  as  those  involved  in  state  and 
county  governments,  and  in  some  particulars 
even  more  so.    The  justice  or  wisdom  of  con- 
stitutional or  statutory  regulations,  however, 
are  matters  not  subject  to  our  control,  but 
we  must  give  effect  to  the  law  according  to 
its  meaning  to  be  ascertained  by  a  considera- 
tion of  all  of  its  provisions.    The  authorities 
cited  by  oounsel  on  this  branch  of  the  case 
have  been  carefully  read,  and  while  they 
sustain  fully  the  position  that  the  legislature 
cannot  make  any  unreasonable  or  unnecessary 
regulations  tending  to  abridge  or  impair  the 
right  of  suffrage  secured  by  tne  constitution, 
thev  fall  short  of  establishing  the  vital  point 
in  this  case,  that  elections  to  fill  municipal 
<^ce8  created  by  the  legislature  are  subject 
to  suffrage  clauses  in  constitutions  with  pro- 
visions similar  to  our  own.    The  decision  in 
Gcc^ng  v.  Brown^  22  Fla.  487,  was  made  un- 
der the  old  constitution,  and  it  is  clear  that 
the  clause  in  tiiat  instrument  prescribing  the 
qualifications  of  voters  was  recognized  as  ap- 
plying to  municipal  elections,  as  it  undoubt- 
tdly  did,  but  the  limitations  in  the  present 
conaiitution  do  not  apply  to  such  elections 
as  we  have  pointed  out.     The  case  of  JPeople 
V.  (knaday,  mpra,  was  well  considered,  and 
contains  a  lucid  statement  of  the  law,  but 
there  it  was  clear  that  the  constitutional 
limitation  as  to  suffrage  did  apply  to  munic- 
ipal elections.     The  constitution  of  North 
Oarolina,  in  broad  terms,  provided  that  every 
pale  person  twenty-one  years  old,  resident 
in  the  state  twelve  months,  and  in  the  county 
thirty  days,  shall  be  an  elector.    In  other 
sections  it  was  provided  that  all  county  and 
township  elections  shall  be  by  the  qualified 
▼oters therein,  and  that  no  county,  city,  town 
or  other  municipal  corporation  shall  contract 
«By  debt  unless  by  a  vote  of  a  majority  of 
^  qualified  voters  therein.    There  was  noth- 
ing m  the  North  Carolina  constitution  to 
^^^gitive  its  application  to  municipal  elec- 
ticos,  hut  its  provisions  showed  clearly  that 
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it  was  intended  to  so  apply.  The  same  may 
be  said  of  the  case  of  AttyQen,  v.  Detroit^ 
58  Mich.  213,  55  Am.  Rep.  675.  There  the 
clause  of  the  constitution  prescribing  the 
qnaalification  of  voters  expressly  refers  to 
elections  in  townships  and  wards,  and  there 
was  no  question  raised  as  to  the  application 
of  the  suffrage  clause  to  municipal  elections. 
None  of  the  decisions  cited  conflict  with  the 
construction  that  we  are  constrained  to  put 
upon  the  clauses  of  our  constitution.  The 
result  is,  that  none  of  the  grounds  alleged  in 
the  information  for  annulling  the  act  in  ques- 
tion, based  upon  the  exclusion  of  the  classes 
of  persons  mentioned  possessing  the  constitu- 
tional qualifications  of  voters  for  state  and 
county  oflicers  since  the  general  state  election 
in  18v2,  are  availing.  The  legislature  had 
complete  power  over  this  matter,  and  in  the 
absence  of  constitutional  limitation  its  will 
must  prevail. 

II.  Another  alleged  ground  attacking  the 
validity  of  the  act  In  question,  is  that  by  its 
terms  persons  were  permitted  to  \o\»  in  the 
municipal  election  who  were  (qualified  elect- 
ors at  the  general  state  election  held  next 
prior  thereto  but  who  had  afterwards  lost 
their  domicil  in  the  state  of  Florida  and 
county  of  Duval,  and  had  not  regained  the 
same  in  time  to  become  an  elector  at  the  time 
of  the  city  election.  The  act  confines  the 
right  to  vote  in  municipal  elections  to  resi- 
dents of  the  city  at  the  time  of  the  city  elec- 
tion, who  were  qualified  electors,  or  entitled 
to  become  such,  in  any  of  the  election  dis- 
tricts within  the  city  at  the  time  of  the  gen- 
eral state  election  held  next  preceding.  It 
is  insisted  that  this  will  permits  persons  to 
vote  in  the  city  election  who,  though  quali- 
fied electors  at  the  last  general  state  election, 
may  have  become  disqualified  to  vote,  since 
said  state  election,  by  reason  of  conviction 
for  crime  or  other  cause.  It  is  not  alleged 
as  a  matter  of  fact  that  any  such  disqualified 
persons  voted  at  the  election  in  July,  1898, 
but  the  law  is  claimed  to  be  void  because  by 
its  terms  such  persons  are  permitted  to  vote. 

The  election  commissioners  named  in  the 
act  are  required  to  prepare  a  list  of  the  elect- 
ors qualified  to  vote  in  each  of  the.city  wards 
at  the  last  general  state  election,  and  this 
is  made  the  list  of  electors  at  the  city  elec- 
tion, "*  except  that  the  said  commissioners 
shall  add  to  or  strike  from  the  lists  the  names 
of  such  persons  as  may,  as  herein  provided, 
appear  Improperly  placed  upon  or  left  off 
said  lists,  or  by  reason  of  subsequent  quali- 
fication entitled  to  be  added  thereto.^'  In 
making  the  list  of  electors  for  the  city  elec- 
tion the  commissioners  are  given  access  to 
the  county  registration  books,  tally  sheets, 
and  poll  lists  used  at  the  last  general  state 
election,  as  well  as  to  all  other  papers  in  the 
office  or  custody  of  the  county  supervisor  of 
registration,  and  in  the  office  of  the  tax  col- 
lector of  Duval  county.  The  names  of  the 
persons  on  the  list  when  made  are  required 
to  be  published,  and  the  flection  commission- 
ers from  the  b(^t  information  obtainable  are 
to  revise  the  lists  so  as  to  contain  all  and 
only  the  names  of  persons  who  at  the  time 
of  revision  are  residents  of  the  city,  and  who 
were  at  the  time  of  the  last  general  state 
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election,  qualified  electors  of  the  election 
districts  in  the  city,  or  who  have  since  that 
time  ret^Jstered  and  paid  their  poll  taxes  as 
provided  in  the  act.  It  is  also  provided  that 
if  an  elector  be  challenged  he  shall  make  oath 
that  he  is  a  resident  of  the  city  and  entitled 
to  vote  at  the  election.  *^  If  his  name  appears 
upon  the  list  of  electors  for  the  ward  (and, 
if  reauired,  he  take  such  oath,)  he  shall  be 

Sermitted  to  vote,  but  no  person  whose  name 
oes  not  so  appear  shall  be  permitted  to  vote.  ^ 

The  constitution  provides  that  no  person 
convicted  of  any  felony  by  a  court  of  record 
shall  be  qualified  to  vote  at  any  election  un- 
less restored  to  civil  rights,  and  the  legisla- 
ture is  directed  to  enact  the  necessary  laws 
to  exclude  persons  convicted  of  certain  crimes 
from  the  right  of  suffrage.  Sections  4  and 
5,  article  6.  In  obedience  to  this  command 
the  legislature  has  enacted  a  general  law  ex- 
cluding persons  convicted  of  certain  crimes 
from  the  risrht  of  suffrage.  Rev.  Stat.  §  164, 
div.  5.  There  is  no  purpose  manifested  in 
the  act  under  which  the  election  in  question 
was  held  td  repeal  the  general  law  in  refer- 
ence to  excluding  persons  convicted  of  crime 
from  voting  at  elections,  and  if  the  two  can 
be  constru^  in  harmony  with  each  other  the 
rule  is  that  it  must  be  done.  The  act,  it  is 
true,  declares  those  persons,  residents  of  the 
city,  who  were  qualified  electors  at  the  time 
of  the  last  j2:eneral  state  election,  or  entitled 
to  become  such  by  registration  and  the  pay- 
ment of  poll  taxes  due  for  1890  and  1891, 
qualified  and  entitled  to  vote  in  the  city 
election,  and  there  is  in  the  act  no  express 
direction  to  the  election  commissioners  to 
strike  off  the  names  of  persons  convicted  of 
crimes  disqualifying  them  to  vote  at  any 
election,  but  the  reference  is  to  the  qualified 
voters  at  the  last  state  election,  and  no  pur- 
pose is  shown  to  suspend  the  operation  of  the 
criminal  laws  in  reference  to  crimes  dis- 
qual  i  f y  i ng  one  to  vote.  The  general  1  aw  and 
the  act  we  are  construing  can  be  construed 
in  harmonv  in  reference  to  the  conviction  of 
crimes  taking  away  the  right  of  suffrage,  and 
this  being  the  case  such  construction  should 
be  given  to  them.  Those  who  possessed  the 
qualifications  of  electors  at  the  general  state 
election  next  preceding  the  city  election  and 
complied  with  the  law  as  to  registration  and 
the  payment  of  poll  taxes,  or  could  have 
done  so,  were  authorized  to  vote  at  the  citj 
election  provided  they  were  at  that  time  resi- 
dents thereof.  Residence  of  a  qualified  voter 
in  the  city  at  the  time  of  the  election  in  con- 
nection with  the  qualifications  mentioned  at 
the  preceding  general  state  election  confeired 
the  right  to  vote  at  the  city  election  without 
regard  to  changes  of  residence  since  the  said 
state  election.  There  is  no  constitutional 
prohibition  a^inst  the  power  of  the  legisla- 
ture to  prescribe  such  qualifications. 

III.  It  is  further  alleged  that  the  act  is 
void  for  the  reason  that  ny  the  terms  thereof 
only  those  persons  were  allowed  to  vote 
whose  names  appeared  on  the  lists  after  the 
same  had  been  revised  by  the  commissioners 
of  election,  without  regaxd  to  registration  in 
fact.  After  declaring  who  should  constitute 
the  qualified  electors  authorized  to  vote  at 
the  city  election  (being  those  persons  resid- 

""  L.  B,  A, 


ing  in  the  city  at  the  time  of  the  city  elec- 
tion, and  who  at  the  time  of  the  general  state 
election  held  next  preceding,  were  qualified 
electors  of  any  of  tneolection  districts  with- 
in said  city,  or  who  were  entitled  to  (qualify 
themselves  to  vote  at  said  state  election  by 
registering  and  paying  their  poll  taxes  due 
for  the  years  1890  and  1891),  the  act  directs 
the  commissioners  of  election  to  prepare  a 
list  of  the  electora  qualified  to  vote  at  each 
of  the  city  wards  at  the  last  general  state 
election,  and  this  list,  it  is  declared,  shall 
constitute  the  qualified  ^electors  to  vote  at 
the  city  election,  subject  to  revision  and  al- 
teration as  provided  in  the  act.     In  making 
up  the  list  of  qualified  voters  for  the  city 
election  access  was  given  the  commissioners 
to  the  county  registration  books,  tally  sheeta 
and  poll  lists  used  at  the  last  general  state 
election,  and  all  other  papers  in  the  ofiSce  or 
custody  of  the  county  supervisor  of  registra- 
tion, and  in  the  office  of  the  tax  collector  of 
Duval  county.     The  names  of  the  qualified 
voters  on  the  list  prepared  by  the  commis- 
sioners are  required  to  be  published,    not 
more  than  two  weeks  before  the  city  elec- 
tion, one  time  in  a  newspaper  with  notices 
of  a  time  and  place  when  the  commissionera 
would  meet  to  revise  the  list,  the  notice  to^ 
be  published  at  least  two  days  before  the 
meeting.    At  the  time  and  place  mentioned 
in  the  notice  the  commissioners  were   re- 
quired to  meet,  and  ^'from  the  best  informa- 
tion obtainable  revise  said  lists  so  as  to  con- 
tain all  and  only  the  names  of  persons  at  that 
time  residents  of  said  city,  and  who  wore, 
at  the  time  of  the  last  general  state  election, 
qualified  electors  of  the  election  districts  in 
said  city,  or  who  have  since  that  time  regis- 
tered and  themselves  paid  their  own  poll 
taxes  for  the  years  1890  and  1891.     Such  lists 
so  revised  shall  constitute  the  list  of  qualified 
voters  for  the  several  wards  at  said  city  elec- 
tion.**   It  is  further  provided  that  not  less 
than  five  printed  copies  of  the  lists  for  each 
ward  shall  be  made  out,  on  the  same  form  as 
the  county  registration  lK)oks,  so  as  to  show 
the  numl>er  of  registration  certificates,  age. 
color,  etc.,  and  each  copy  to  be  certified  to 
be  correct  by  the  chairman  of  the  board  of 
election  commissioners.    The  lists  so  made 
and  certified  are  for  the  use  of  the  inspectors 
and  clerks  appointed  to  hold  the  election, 
and  they  are  required  to  be  prepared  and  open 
to  inspection  at  least  five  days  before  the 
election,  and  subject  to  correction  of  clerical 
errors  by  the  board  of  election  commission- 
ers.    No  person  whose  name  does  not  appear 
upon  the  list  of  electors  for  the  Wards  sliall 
be  permitted  to  vote. 

It  is  apparent  from  the  provisions  of  the 
act  that  the  commissioners  were  not  given 
arbitrary  power  to  put  on  the  list  to  be  pre- 
pared by  them  sudi  names  as  they  pleased, 
but  it  was  made  their  duty  to  place  thereon 
all  and  only  the  names  of  persons  possessing^ 
the  qualifications  of  electors  prescribed  by 
the  act  for  voting  in  the  municipal  election. 
In  ascertaining  who  were  the  persons  au- 
thorized to  vote  in  the  city  election  the  com. 
missioners  were  under  a  auty  to  act  accord- 
ing to  law,  and  not  arbitrarily,  and  their 
action  in  this  respect  was  subject  to  revieinr 
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by  A  court  of  competent  jurisdiction.  Many 
authoritiefl  hold  that  where  a  law  provides 
that  no  vote  shall  be  received  at  aD  election 
unless  the  name  of  the  voter  is  on  the  regis- 
tration list  as  prepared  by  the  registering 
officers,  it  is  in  violation  of  that  portion  of 
the  constitution  defining  the  qualifications 
of  electora.  Dells  v.  Kennedy,  State  v.  Cor- 
ner, Doggett  v.  Bttdson,  and  I^Bople  v.  Oana- 
day,  supra,  belong  to  this  class  of  decisions. 
They  are  based  upon  the  theory  that  the  con- 
stitutional qualifications  of  electors  apply, 
and  that  the  legislature  cannot  by  any  regxk- 
lations deprive  the  voter  of  a  right  given  him 
by  the  constitution  without  fault  on  his  part. 
Bat  as  we  have  alreadv  seen,  the  qualifica- 
tions of  electors  prescribed  by  our  constitu- 
tion at  all  elections  under  it  do  not  apply  to 
municipal  elections,  hence  there  is  no  inhibi- 
tion in  this  clause  against  the  authority  of 
the  legislature  to  make  the  ascertainment  of 
theelectOT^s  rij^ht  to  vote  in  the  city  election 
by  the  election  commissioners  conclusive. 
It  ma^  be  contended,  however,  that  after 
prescribing  the  qualifications  of  those  who 
were  entitled  to  vote  in  the  municipal  elec- 
tion, the  legislature  could  not  confer  upon 
the  commissioners  the  power  to  conclusively 
determine  who  were  possessed  of  the  qualifi- 
cations thus  prescribed,  on  the  ground  that 
it  was  nanting  to  a  mere  ministerial  board 
judicial  i)ower8  with  which  it  could  not  be 
inYested.  If  it  be  conceded  that  the  legisla- 
tare  could  not  make  the  ministerial  ascer- 
tainment by  the  board  of  election  commis- 
sioners conclusive  of  the  voter's  right  under 
the  statute,  this  will  not  authorize  the  vaca- 
tion of  the  election  held  in  July  last  on  the 
^owinr  before  us.  It  is  not  alleged  or 
claimed  that  any  voter  was  denied  his  right 
to  vote  at  said  election  by  reason  of  the  fail- 
are  of  the  commissioners  to  perform  their 
dnty  under  the  statute,  and  for  auffht  we 
know  every  person  in  the  city  authorized  to 
vote  cast  his  ballot.  The  legislature  had  the 
ri^ht  to  prescribe  the  Qualifications  of  voters 
atsQch  an  election,  ana  it  was  competent  for 
it  to  provide  the  means  of  ascertaining  who 
woe  the  persons  authorized  to  vote.  Al- 
though the  action  of  a  ministerial  board  in 
performing  the  dutv  of  ascertaining  the 
qoalified  electors  under  a  statute  may  not  be 
^▼en  a  conclusive  effect  as  to  the  voter's 
rights,  and  to  the  extent  that  the  statute  be- 
fore us  undertakes  to  make  such  action  con- 
clusive, it  may  be  inoperative,  yet  this  alone 
should  not  invalidate  an  election  in  the  ab- 
sence of  any  showing  that  voters  were  de- 
prived of  any  rights  under  the  statute. 

lY.  It  is  also  alleged  that  by  the  terms  of 
the  act  in  question  the  qualified  electors  of 
the  city  of  Jacksonville  were  not  permitted 
to  vote  for  whom  they  pleased,  but  were  re- 
stricted in  the  right  of  suffrage  to  vote  for 
penoDs  whose  names  were  placed  upon  an 
official  ballot  by  the  ejection  commissioners. 
It  has  been  held  by  this  court  that  the  last 
elause  of  section  6  of  article  6  of  the  Consti- 
tQtion,  which  is,  that ''in  all  elections  by 
tlie  people  the  vote  shall  (be)  by  ballot," 
applies  to  municipal  elections.  State  v. 
Andersm,  26  Fla.  S40.  We  still  adhere  to 
this  decision.  It  was  here  said  that "  the  ma> 
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terial  guarantee  of  this  constitutional  man- 
date of  vote  by  ballot  is  inviolable  secrecy 
as  to  the  person  for  whom  an  elector  shall 
vote.  The  distinguishing  theorv  of  the  bal- 
lot system  is  that  every  voter  shall  be  per- 
mitted to  vote  for  whom  he  pleases,  and  that 
no  one  else  shall  be  in  a  position  to  know  for 
whom  be  has  voted,  or  shall  know  unless  the 
voter  shall  of  his  own  free  will  inform  him." 
There  is  no  doubt  in  our  minds  aboutf  th& 
right  of  the  legislature  to  prescribe  an  ofli- 
cial  ballot  and  to  prohibit  the  use  of  any 
other,  and  the  provisions  of  the  act  in  refer- 
ence to  printing  the  names  of  candidates  reg- 
ularly nominated  by  a  convention,  mass- 
meeting,  or  primary  election,  or  who  run  as 
independents,  are  valid.  But  the  legislature- 
cannot,  in  our  judgment,  restrict  an  elect-or 
to  voting  for  some  one  of  the  candidates 
whose  names  have  been  printed  upon  the  offi- 
cial ballot.  He  must  be  left  free  to  vote  for 
whom  he  pleases,  and  the  constitution  has 
guaranteed  to  him  this  right.  If  the  legis- 
lature can  restrict  the  voter  to  some  candioate* 
whose  name  is  printed  on  the  official  ballot, 
then  it  may  prescribe  such  regulations  for 
getting  the  names  of  candidates  on  the  ballot 
as  will  completely  destroy  the  liberty  of 
choice. 

Counsel  for  defendants  contend  that  while 
the  act  prescribes  an  official  ballot,  and  pro- 
hibits the  use  of  any  other,  and  also  provides 
for  the  printing  upon  the  official  ballot  to  be 
used,  the  names  of  all  candidates  who  have 
been- certified  to  the  election  commissioners 
as  put  in  nomination  by  any  convention, 
mass  meeting,  or  primary  election,  as  weU 
as  independent  candidates  who  have  the  in- 
dorsement for  that  purpose,  of  ten  per  cent, 
and  not  less  than  twenty- five,  of  the  electors 
qualified  to  vote  for  such  office,  yet  it  does 
not' prohibit  the  voter  from  putting  another 
name  by  **  paster"  over  the  name  of  any  can- 
didate on  the  ballot,  or  from  erasing  the 
name  of  any  candidate  and  writing  in  lieu 
thereof  another  of  the  voter's  choice.  We- 
have  considered  the  cases  cited  on  this  point, 
StaU  V.  Blade,  64  N.  J.  L.  446,  16  L.  R.  A. 
769 ;  Detroit  v.  Rush,  82  Mich.  582,  10  L.  R. 
A.  171,  and  DeWalt  v.  BarUey,  146  Pa.  539. 
16  L.  R.  A.  771,— and  recognize  fully  the 
rule  that  every  presumption  is  in  favor  of 
the  constitutionality  of  the  law,  and  that  it 
will  require  a  very  clear  case  to  justifv  a 
court  in  strikine  it  down  on  the  ground  of 
4inconstitutionanty.  It  is  also  true  that 
where  an  act  is  fairly  susceptible  of  two  con- 
structions, one  of  which  conflicts  while  the 
other  is  in  harmony  with  the  constitution, 
that  construction  which  supports  will  be 
preferred  to  that  which  destroys  the  law. 
Emporia  v.  Horten,  13  Kan.  669.  The  act 
before  us  prescribes  an  official  ballot  and 
prohibits  the  use  of  any  other.  Upon  each 
ballot  shall  be  printed  in  uniform  plain  type 
in  a  single  column  the  names  of  all  the  can- 
didates certified  to  the  election  commission- 
ers in  the  manner  provided  in  the  act,  and 
the  names  of  all  candidates  for  the  same  office 
shall  be  printed  together,  and  arranged  al- 
phabetically according  to  the  initials  of  their 
surnames,  irrespective  of  party.  Immedi- 
ately to  the  left  of  each  name,  in  a  line  with 
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the  middle  of  the  letters  of  the  name,  a  dash 
or  short  line  not  less  than  one  quarter  of  an 
inch  in  length  is  required  to  be  printed. 
Specific  directions  are  then  given  for  arrang- 
iuK  on  the  ballot  the  names  of  the  various 
officers  to  be  voted  for  as  follows,  viz.  :  *'On 
said  ballots  shall  be  printed,  first,  under  the 
head  of  '  Mayor, '  the  words  *  vote  for  one, ' 
followed  by  the  names  of  all  the  candidates 
for  that  office ;  next  undei  the  head  '  Council - 
men  at  Large,'  the  words  'vote  for  seven/ 
followed  bv  the  names  of  all  the  candidates 
for  that  office,  **  and  so  on  for  all  the  officers 
to  be  elected.  On  the  ballots  for  councilmen 
at  large  on  the  line  with  the  name,  the  num- 
ber of  the  ward  in  which  the  candidate  re- 
sides is  printed,  and  each  ballot  is  to  have 
attached  to  it  a  stub  so  attached  that  when 
the  ballot  is  folded  the  stub  can  be  detached 
without  injury  to  the  ballot  or  exposing  its 
contents,  upon  which  stub  the  number  of  the 
ballot  for  that  ward  must  be  printed.  Pro- 
vision is  also  made  for  attaching  together  in 
blocks  the  ballots  for  use  at  the  wards,  the 
number  of  the  ballots  to  be  used,  and  for  fur- 
nishing the  inspectors  of  election  with  the 
ballots  for  use  on  the  day  of  election.  It 
was  entirelv  competent  for  the  legislature  to 
prescribe  the  regulations  here  referred  to, 
and  if  there  were  no  others  on  the  subject  of 
casting  the  ballot,  we  think  the  voter,  al- 
though confined  to  the  use  of  the  official 
ballot,  could  put  upon  it  the  name  of  any 
person  in  lieu  of  the  name  of  the  candidate 

f»rinted  thereon,  and  such  a  ballot  would  be 
egal.  There  is  in  the  provisions  here  re- 
ferred to  no  denial,  express  or  implied,  of 
his  right  to  do  so,  and  under  the  aeclsions 
cited  we  think  he  would  have  such  right. 
But  in  another  portion  of  the  same  section 
of  the  act,  in  providing  for  the  entrance  of 
the  voter  into  the  polling  place  and  the  re- 
ceipt by  him  of  an  official'  ballot,  it  is  en- 
acted that  ^  he  shall  go  to  one  of  the  voting 
shelves,  tables,  or  compartments,  and  there 
privately  cross  or  check- mark  across  the  dash, 
or  short  line  in  front  of  the  name  of  the  can- 
didate of  his  choice  for  each  office  to  be  filled, 
which  cross  or  check  shall  constitute  his 
vote."  The  requirement  is  that  he  shall 
check  the  name  of  the  candidate  of  his  choice. 
The  candidate  here  referred  to  cannot  fairly 
or  naturally  mean  any  other  than  some  can- 
didate whose  name  had  gotten  on  the  ballot 
in  the  manner  provided  in  the  act.  This  is 
the  only  fair  and  reasonable  construction  to 
be  put  upon  the  clauses  mentioned,  and  its 
effect  is  to  restrict  the  voter  to  a  choice  of 
candidates  printed  on  the  ballot  which  we 
have  said  cannot  be  done.  That  phase  of  the 
act,  then,  which  restricts  the  voter  to  check- 
ing the  name  of  some  candidate  on  the  official 
ballot  is  in  conflict  with  the  constitutional 
provision  in  reference  to  voting  bv  ballot. 

The  result  lust  stated  gives  rise  to  the 
question  whether  the  valid  parts  of  the  act 
can  remain  operative,  notwithstanding  the 
unconstitutional  feature,  and  whether  they 
are  so  essentially  and  inseparably  connected 
in  substance  that  the  legislature  would  not 
have  enacted  the  one  without  the  other.  If 
the  two  can  be  separated  and  the  legislative 
purpose  expressed  in  the  valid  portion  can 


be  accomplished  independently  of  the  void 
part,  ana  considering  the  entire  act  it  can- 
not be  said  that  the  legislature  would  not 
have  passed  the  valid  part  had  it  been  known 
that  the  invalid  portion  must  fail ;  it  is  oar 
duty  to  sustain  so  much  as  is  eood.     In  Eng- 
lish V.  State,  81  Fla.  840,  nndlkmaldY,  8tate, 
Id.  255,  the  constitutionality  of  the  Act  of 
1891,  reducing  a  grand  jury  to  twelve  per- 
sons, and  giving  eight  of  the  number  the 
right  to  find  a  bill,  was  before  us.    It  was 
held  that  the  legislature  could  not  authorize 
less  than  twelve  grand  jurors  to  find  an  in- 
dictment, but  upon  consideration  of  the  en- 
tire act  in  which  the  provision  reducing  the 
number  to  twelve  was  found,  it  could  not  be 
said  that  the  legislature   would  not  have 
passed  the  provision  making  the  jury  consist 
of  twelve  persons  had  it  been  known  that  the 
other  clause  authorizing  eight  to  concur  in 
finding  indictments  coum  not  be  carried  out. 
In  the  Donald  Case  it  was  said  that  **  the  dis- 
tribution of  statutes  into  sections  is,  how- 
ever,  purely  artificial,  and  in  determining 
whether  the  valid  parts  can  remain  operative 
notwithstanding  the  unconstitutional  parts, 
the  point  is  not  whether  they  are  contained 
in  the  same  section,  but  whether  they  are 
essentially  and  inseparably  connected  in  sub- 
stance, or  are  so  interdependent  that  the  leg- 
islature would  not  have  enacted  one  without 
the  other."    The  unconstitutional  feature  of 
the  statute  now  before  us  is  in  requiring  the 
voter  to  dieck  a  candidate  printed  on  the 
official  ballot.     If  this  feature  be  eliminated 
the  remaining  portions  of  the  act  are  sufiS- 
cicnt  to  authorize  an  election  and  permit  the 
electors  to  vote  for  whom  they  please.     The 
leading  and  controlling  purpose  of  the  act 
was  to  permit  the  electors  named  in  it  to  vote 
for  municipal  officers  in  the  city  of  Jackson- 
ville, and  we  cannot  say  that  the  legislature 
would  not  have  passed  the  valid  portions  of 
the  act  if  the  void  feature  had  been  called  to 
its  attention.    The  greatest  difficulty  we  have 
had  on  this  branch  of  the  case  is  in  deter- 
mining the  effect  of  the  void  portion  of  the 
act  on  the  election  already  held.     In  the  case 
of  State  V.  Canetantine,  42  Ohio  St.  487,  51 
Am.  Rep.  888,  it  was  decided  on  quo  war- 
ranto proceedings  that  a  statute  authorizing 
an  election  of  four  members  of  the  police 
board  at  the  same  election,  but  denyinir  an 
elector  the  right  to  vote  for  "more  than 'two 
members,  and  directed  the  rejection  of  any 
ballot  with  more  than  two  names  on  it,  was 
in  conflict  with  the  constitution  regulating 
the  right  to  vote  by  ballot,   and  that  the 
members  elected  at  such  an  election  were  not 
duly  elected,  and  should  be  ousted  from  their 
offices.     In  People  v.  Kenney,  96  N.  Y.  394, 
it  was  held  that  where  part  of  a  statute  was 
unconstitutional,  this  did  not  affect  the  va- 
lidity of  the  remainder,  unless  the  provisions 
are  so  interdependent  that  one  cannot  operate 
without  the  other,  or  are  so  related,  in  sab- 
stance  and  object,  that  it  is  impossible  to  sup- 
pose that  the  legislature  would  have  passed 
the  one'  without  the  other.    After  striking 
out  the  invalid  part,  if  that  which  remains 
is  complete  in  itself  and  capable  of  being 
executed  in  accordance  with  the  apparent  leg- 
islative intent,  it  must  be  retained,  and  this 
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is  so  although  the  condemned  portion  is  found 
in  the  same  section  with  the  part  retained. 
In  this  case  it  was  f  urtlier  held,  in  constru- 
ing an  act  providing  for  the  election  of  al- 
-dermenat  laree  of  the  city  of  New  York,  and 
prohihiting  the  electors  from  voting  for  more 
than  two  thirds  of  the  whole  number  to  be 
elected,  that  conceding  such  a  provision,  as 
to  voting  for  two  thiras  only,  to  be  in  con- 
flict with  the  constitution,  this  did  not  affect 
the  Talidity  of  the  residue  of  the  section,  or 
prevent  the  election  of  aldermen  in  the  man- 
ner specified.  It  is  said:  "^ So  far  as  the 
case  diacloses,  every  voter  in  the  city  voted 
for  as  many  candidates  for  aldermen  at  large 
as  he  wished  to.  It  does  not  appear  that  any 
Toter  claimed  the  right  to  vote  for  all  the 
sii  aldermen,  and  was  denied  that  right.  If 
hte  chose  voluntarily  to  waive  his  constitu- 
tional right  to  vote  for  six,  and  to  vote  for 
but  four,  that  he  could  do  and  his  ballot 
would  he  a  valid  ballot."  P^opie  v.  Perley, 
^  N.  T.  6^,  holds  that  where  a  statute 
prohibits  those  voting  at  an  election  from 
voting  for  more  than  two  of  three  officers  to 
be  elected,  ballots  cast  in  pursuance  of  the 
act  are  not  inval  idated  by  its  unconstitution- 
ality in  part ;  tbe  fact  that  the  electors  exer- 
cised in  part  only  their  privilege  or  duty  of 
voting,  does  not  affect  the  votes  actually 
given.  The  decision  in  Andretos  v.  Saucier, 
13  La.  Ann.  301.  was  that  the  principal  ob- 
ject of  an  election  is  the  casting  of  votes,  and 
the  unconstitutionality  of  police  provisions 
of  an  election  law  cannot  render  votes  cast 
illegal,  and  thus  disfnuichise  those  who  vote ; 
the  citizens  have  the  prerogative  of  voting, 
and  the  legislature  cannot,  bv  encompassing 
Tith  miconstitutional  provisions  an  election 
law,  make  the  votes  of  electors  null  and  void. 
Tbe  public  good  demands  that  the  will  of 
the  people  as  determined  at  the  ballot  box 
should  not  liehtly  be  disturbed. 

In  considering  objections  to  an  election  on 
tbe  ground  that  the  refi^istration  law  made 
00  provision  for  the  registration  of  those  who 
plight  become  qualifi^  to  vote  after  the  reg- 
istration is  closed,  and  before  the  day  of  elec- 
tion, Judffe  M*Kay  said,  in  Weil  v.  CaUmm, 
^"i  Fed.  Rep.  805 :  *"  It  seems  to  me  that  sucL 
objections  to  the  registration  ought,  for  rea- 
sons of  public  policy,  to  conform  to  the  rules 
applicable  to  objections  to  elections  not  held 
in  strict  conformity  to  law,  to  wit :  it  should 
be  made  affirmatively  to  appear  that  the  re- 
sult would  hare  been  different  had  the  il- 
leealitj  not  existed.  Perhaps  the  voter 
might  have  private  redress  for  the  wrong 
done  him  in  refusing  his  vote,  but  that  is  a 
.  ^ry  different  thing  from  making  an  election 
"^id  on  a  mere  abSraction  not  affecting  the 
Tesult."  In  the  Ohio  case  cited,  tbe  void 
portion  of  the  act  was  regarded  as  destructive 
of  the  whole,  but  the  other  cases  mentioned 
are  opposed  to  this  view. 

As  has  already  been  stated,  if  we  reject 
the  void  portion  of  the  act  before  us,  which 
must  he  done,  «what  remains  is  sufficient  to 
authorize  an  election,  and  there  is  no  allega- 
tioo  that  any  voter,  at  the  election  in  ques- 
tion, desired  to  vote  for  any  other  person 
tbaa  some  candidate  on  the  official  ballot, 
^  was  as  a  matter  of  fact  denied  the  right 
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to  do  so.  The  state  is  standing  entirely 
upon  the  unconstitutionality  of  the  entire 
act,  and  the  rights  of  all  the  voters  at  the 
election  are  involved.  The  better  rule  is, 
it  seems  to  ud,  that  where  an  election  au- 
thorized to  be  held  is  attacked  solely  on  the 
ground  of  the  illegalitv  of  some  of  the  pro- 
visions of  the  law  unaer  which  it  is  held, 
but  not  affecting  it  as  an  entirety,  it  should 
be  made  affirmatively  to  appear  that  the  re- 
sult would  have  been  different  had  the  ille- 
gality not  existed. 

V.  What  has  been  said  disposes  of  all  the 
obiections  alleged  in  the  information  to  the 
validity  of  the  act  in  question,  but  others 
were  urged  in  argument  nere  and  insisted  on 
in  the  briefs  filed,  and  we  should  notice  them. 
Several  objections  are  made  to  the  provisions 
of  the  act  requiring  the  payment  of  Doll 
taxes  bv  those  who  were  entitled  to  qualify 
themselves  to  vote  at  the  last  general  state 
election  by  registrati)n  and  the  payment  of 
their  poll  taxes  for  the  years  1890  and  1891, 
but  failed  to  do  so.  The  first  objection  un- 
der this  head  is,  that  the  act  is  void  because 
it  requires  the  voter  to  pav  in  person  the  poll 
taxes  mentioned,  and  denies  him  the  right  to 
do  so  by  an  agent.  The  language  of  the  act 
on  this  subject  is:  "Providea,  however, 
that  prior  to  the  holding  of  the  first  cit}' 
election  as  provided  herein,  there  shall  l>e 
given  to  each  person  who  was  entitled  to 
qualify  himself  as  an  elector  at  the  last  state 
election  by  registration  and  the  payment  of 
his  poll  taxes  for  the  years  1890  and  1891, 
and  failed  to  do  so,  an  opportunity  to  qual- 
ify by  registering  and  himself  paying  his 
own  poll  taxes  for  such  years,  more  than  two 
weeks  before  said  first  city  election.*'  The 
list  of  persons  authorized  to  vote  at  the  city 
election  prepared  by  the  commissioners  of 
election  is  required  to  be  revised  so  as  to 
contain  **all  and  only  the  names  of  persons 
at  that  time  residents  of  said  city  and  who 
were,  at  the  time  of  the  last  general  state 
election,  qualified  electors  of  the  election 
districts  in  said  city,  or  who  have  since  that 
time  registered  and  themselves  paid  their 
own  poll  taxes  due  for  the  years  1890  and 
1891."  Our  construction  of  the  provisions 
mentioned  is,  that  they  do  not  deprive  the 
voter  of  his  right  to  pay  his  poll  taxes 
through  an  authorized  agent,  and  that  a  pa^r- 
ment  made  by  such  agent  would  be  a  valid 
payment  under  the  terms  of  the  act.  A  lib- 
eral construction  should  obtain  in  favor  of 
the  voter's  right  to  make  the  pavment  through 
another,  and  the  act  does  not  in  terms  deny 
such  right.  It  is  true  it  says  **  himself  pay- 
ing his  own  poll  tales'*  for  the  years  men- 
tioned, but  the  general  principle,  qui  facit 
per  alium  facit  per  ee,  should  apply,  and  the 
payment  tJirough  an  authorized  agent  would 
be  the  paymen^by  the  voter  himself.  In  the 
case  of  State  v.  Johneon,  80  Fla.  499,  we  held 
that  under  the  statutes  regulating  the  pay- 
ment of  poll  taxes  since  June  12,  1892,  a  tax 
collector  had  no  right  to  refuse  to  receive 
such  taxes  when  tendered  by  a  party  on  be« 
half  of  others  from  whom  they  are  due,  al  - 
though  the  person  making  the  tender  was 
not  authorized  by  the  other  persons  to  pay 
the  same.     This  was  the  construction  put 


140 


Florida  Supkejie  Coukt. 


Dhc.^ 


upon  the  statutes  in  force  since  the  adoption 
of  the  Revised  Statutes  in  reference  to  pav- 
ing poll  taxes,  and  no  question  as  to  tne 
power  of  the  legislature  to  restrict  the  voter 
to  the  payment  of  such  taxes  ill  person  arose 
or  was  decided  in  the  case.  In  the  present 
case  we  hold  that  the  legislature  has  not 
denied  the  vot«r  the  right  to  pay  his  poll 
taxes  through  another  authorized  to  do  so, 
and  that  payments  made  by  such  agent  must 
be  considered  pajrments  made  by  the  voter 
himself.  This  being  the  proper  construction 
to  be  placed  upon  tlie  act,  it  is  unnecessary 
to  say  anything  in  reference  to  the  power  of 
the  legislature  to  require  payments  in  person 
by  the  voter. 

VI.  It  is  further  objected  that  the  act  un- 
der consideration  requires  the  payment  of  two 
poll  taxes,  that  is,  poll  taxes'for  both  of  the 
years  1890  and  1891,  as  a  prerequisite  to  the 
right  to  vote  in  the  municipal  election  held 
in  July,  1898.  The  meaning  of  the  act,  and 
hence  the  proper  construction  to  be  put  upon 
it,  is  tiiat  the  class  of  persons  mentioned  as 
being  entitled  to  qualify  themselves  to  vote 
at  the  last  general  state  election,  by  registra- 
tion and  the  payment  of  their  poll  taxes  for 
the  years  1890  and  1891,  and  failed  to  do  so, 
shall  be  permitted  to  do  so  by  registering 
before  the  election  commissioners  and  pay- 
inir,  within  the  time  specified,  such  poll 
taxes  as  they  were  due  for  the  years  1890  and 
1891.  The  act  does  not  impose  upon  the  class 
of  persons  mentioned  any  poll  taxes  that 
were  not  due  for  the  years  1890  and  1891,  but 
does  require  the  voter  to  pay  within  the  time 
mentioned  in  the  act  such  poll  taxes  as  he 
would  have  had  to  pay  in  order  to  vote  at 
the  state  election  in  1892.  This  is  apparent 
from  the  language  of  the  act,  that  they  shall 
"pay  their  own  poll  taxes  due  for  the  years 
1890  and  1891. "  Under  the  state  registration 
law  the  supervisor  of  registration  was  di- 
rected to  note  on  the  books  to  be  furnished 
the  inspectors  of  the  different  election  dis- 
tricts the  names  of  all  persons  registered 
therein  who  shall  have  paid,  at  least  thirty 
days  before  the  day  of  election,  their  poll 
taxes  for  two  years  next  preceding  such  elec- 
tion as  shown  by  the  lists  furnished  to  the 
supervisor  by  the  tax  collector,  and  only  such 
persons  shall  be  deemed  qualified  voters  or 
authorized  to  vote  at  any  general,  special  or 
municipal  election ;  "provided,  that  no  per- 
son shall  be  preventea  from  voting  on  ac- 
count of  not  having  so  paid  a  polf  tax,  for 
any  year  which  shall  not  have  been  lawfully 
assessable  against  him  by  reason  of  his  not 
having  been  a  resident  of  the  state,  or  not 
having  been  of  age,  and  who  shall  have  ob- 
tainea  from  such  supervisor  a  certificate  to 
that  effect,  and  shall  at  the  time  of  offering 
to  vote  exhibit  such  certificate  to  the  in- 
spector of  elections. "  Rev.  Stat.  §  178.  The 
act  under  consideration  has  reference  to  the 
poll  taxes  due  under  the  (General  Revenue 
Law  for  the  years  1890  and  1891,  and  if  no 
poll  taxes  were  due  under  the  requirements 
of  that  law,  then  none  could  be  insisted  on 
under  the  municipal  act  as  a  prerequisite  to 
the  right  to  vote  in  the  city  election.  If, 
however,  a  poll  tax  was  due  for  either  of  the 
years  mentioned,  it  was  required  to  be  paid. 
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This  is  the  proper  construction  to  be  placed 
upon  the  act,  we  think,  and  if  it  is  competent 
for  the  legislature  to  make  the  payment  of 
the  one  dollar  capitation  tax  for  more  thun 
one  year  in  arrear  a  prerequisite  to  the  right 
to  vote  in  municipal  elections,  all  objec- 
tions, as  to  the  right  to  demand  payment  of 
poll  taxes  from  the  municipal  voters,  must 
fail.  The  constitutional  provisions  on  this 
subject  are :  "  The  legislature  may  also  pro- 
vide for  levying  a  special  capitation  tax,  and 
a  tax  on  licenses.  But  the  capitation  tax 
shall  not  exceed  one  dollar  a  year,  and  shall 
be  applied  exclusively  to  common  school 
purposes."  Art.  9,  §  5.  "The  legislature 
shall  have  power  to  make  the  payment  of  the 
capitation  tax  a  prerequisite  lor  voting,  and 
all  such  taxes  received  shall  go  into  the  school 
fund."  Art.  6,  §  8.  One  dollar  a  year  is  the 
limit  authorized  to  be  imposed  for  a  capita- 
tion tax,  and  this  tax  can  be  made  a  pre- 
requisite to  the  right  to  vote.  There  is  in 
the  provisions  of  the  constitution  referred  to 
no  limitation  against  the  right  to  require 
delinquent  capitation  taxes  to  be  paid  as  a 
prerequisite  to  voting;  provided  such  taxes 
do  not  amount  to  more  than  one  dollar  each 
year.  Neither  the  state  law,  nor  the  act  un- 
der consideration,  requires  the  payment  of 
more  than  one  dollar  a  year  for  the  years- 
1890  and  1891.  It  is  competent  for  the  lecr- 
islature  to  require  the  payment  of  the  capi- 
tation tax,  as  a  prerequisite  to  voting,  and 
this  includes  all  the  annual  capltatioti  taxr^ 
remaining  unpaid,  not  exceeding  of  course 
one  dollar  for  each  year. 

Under  this  head  it  is  further  insisted  that 
the  requirement  as  to  the  payment  of  poll 
taxes  more  than  two  weeks  before  the  elec- 
tion is  void.  This  objection  may  be  con- 
sidered in  <2onneetion  with  tlie  one  against 
the  regulations  prescribed  as  to  registration 
before  the  commissioners  of  those  persons 
who  were  entitled  to  qualifjr  themselves  to 
vote  at  the  last  fi^eneraf  election  and  failed. 
The  provisions,  both  as  to  the  time  of  pay- 
ment of  the  poll  taxes  and  the  registration 
of  the  persons  designated,  it  is  insisted  are 
unreasonable,  unnecessary  and  tend  to  im- 
pair and  subvert  the  right  to  vote.  Those 
persons  residing  in  the  city  at  the  time  of 
the  city  election,  and  who  at  the  time  of  the 
general  state  election  held  next  preceding, 
were  qualified  electors,  were  declared  by  the 
act  to  be  the  qualified  electors  in  the  city 
election,  with  a  further  provision  that  those 
who  were  entitled  to  qualify  themselves  to 
vote  at  said  state  election  by  registering  and 
paying  their  poll  taxes  due  for  the  years  1890 
and  1891,  ana  failed  to  do  so,  should  have 
an  opportunity  to  register  and  pay  said  taxes 
two  weeks  before  the  city  election.  The  tax 
collector's  books  were  required  to  be  kept 
open  from  the  first  of  June,  1898,  until  the 
time  for  paying  poll  taxes  for  the  purpoees^ 
of  the  election  expired.  The  registrajtion 
contemplated  was  to  be  had  under  the  super- 
vision of  the  election  commissioners.  '  They 
were  directed  to  meet  on  or  before  the  8d  day 
of  July,  1898,  and  provide  for  the  registra- 
tion of  those  to  whom  the  opportunity  for 
registering  had  been  given.  We  aj^in  ob> 
serve  that  it  is  not  a  constitutional  right  here 
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regulated,  but  the  conferrinff  of  a  right  by 
the  legislature  not  guaranteed  by  the  constf- 
tutioQ.  Neither  is  It  alleged  or  claimed  that 
the  election  conunissioners  did  not  in  fact 
make  ample  provision  for  registering  all 
those  who  were  entitled  to  register,  or  that 
any  person  so  entitled  did  not  register  and 
vote.  The  election  is  claimed  to  be  void  be- 
caiue  the  regulations  as  to  paying  poll  taxes 
«ad  registering;  are  unreasonable  and  impair 
the  voter's  constitutional  rights  as  an  elector. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  say  what  would  be 
our  conclusion  if  we  were  dealing  with  reg- 
ulations of  the  right  of  suffrage  aecured  by 
the  constitution,  as  the  voter  at  municipal 
elections  under  our  constitution  has  no  such 
right.  The  legislature  under  our  system 
has  control  of  this  matter.  In  the  case  here 
the  legislature  provided  that  certain  persons 
should  have  the  right  to  vote  at  a  municipal 
election  by  paying  poll  taxes  in  arrear  and 
registering  two  weeks  before  the  election. 
Tiie  registration  contemplated  was  to  be  un- 
der the  control  and  supervision  of  the  elec- 
tion commissioners,  and  they  were  required 
to  meet  on  or  before  the  8d  aay  of  July  and 
provide  for  the  registration  of  those  who 
Were  given  an  opportunity  to  do  so.  In 
pa.sfiing  upon  the  validity  of  this  act  we  are 
to  be  guided  by  the  rule  that  a  deliberate 
act  of  the  legislature  must  be  upheld  if  it 
can  be  done  without  doing  violence  to  the 
fundamental  law.  Its  reasonableness  or  jus- 
tice^  80  long  as  it  does  not  contravene  some 
portion  of  the  organic  law,  is  a  matter  for 
legislative  consideration,  and  not  subject  to 
our  control.  Should  we  entertain  the  view 
that  the  time  given  in  the  act  for  registra- 
tioQ  was  unreasonable,  the  legislative  view  is 
different,  and  as  there  is  no  constitutional 
limitation  upon  its  action  in  this  respect, 
it^  will  must  stand  as  the  law.  The  attack 
upon  the  election  held  thereunder  is  based 
solely  upon  the  sufficiency  of  the  law  au- 
thorizing it,  and  such  election  cannot  be  set 
aside,  especially  where  there  is  no  showing 
that  any  voters  were  deprived  of  any  rights 
given  by  the  statute  by  reason  of  the  failure 
on  the  part  of  the  election  commissioners  to 
perform  the  duties  imposed  upon  them. 

VII.  A  further  objection  is  made  that  it 
vas  not  competent  for  the  legislature  to  ap- 
point or  designate  the  three  election  com- 
missioners named  in  the  act,  for  the  reason 


that  this  was  not  a  legislative  function,  but 
executive  in  its  nature,  and  thence  forbidden 
to  be  exercised  by  the  4egislati  ve  department. 
The  act  declares  that  three  persons  named 
shall  constitute  **a  board  of  election  com- 
missioners to  make  all  the  necessary  prepara- 
tions for  and  hold  and  declare  the  result  of 
the  election  to  be  held  July  18,  1898 ;  and 
thereafter  the  board  of  police  commissioners 
shall  perform  those  duties.  **  The  objection 
here  made  is  not  that  the  legislature  cannot 
provide  for  a  board  of  election  commission- 
ers to  make  the  necessary  preparations  for 
and  to  hold  and  declare  the  result  of  the 
election,  but  that  the  designation  of  the 
members  of  the  board  is  an  executive  func- 
tion, and  does  not  belong  to  the  legislature. 
It  is  entirely  clear  that  the  three  election 
commissioners  provided  for  in  the  act  are 
not  officers  within  the  meaning  of  section  27 
of  article  8  of  the  Constitution,  nor  are  they 
officers  in  any  sense,  but  constitute  a  tem- 
porary board  for  the  performance  of  certain 
specilied  duties  in  connection  with  holding 
an  election  authorized  bv  the  legislature. 
If  the  appointment  of  such  a  board  is  inher- 
ently and  essential Iv  executive  in  its  nature, 
the  distribution  oi  powers  of  government 
under  the  second  article  of  the  Constitution 
will  take  it  out  of  the  powers  of  the  legisla- 
ture. But  our  conclusion  is  that  the  desig- 
nation of  persons  to  perform  the  functions 
conferred  upon  the  commissioners  of  election 
in  the  act  before  us  is  not  necessarily  or  es- 
sentially executive,  and  that  the  legislature 
can  exercise  such  a  power.  For  a  discussion 
of  the  law  bearing  on  this  subject  we  nefer 
to  the  cases  of  EransHlle  v.  Htate,  118  Ind. 
436,  4  L.  R.  A.  98;  State  v.  Denny,  118  Ind. 
449.  4  L.  R.  A.  65;  Hwey  v.  State,  119 
Ind.  387;  Foi  v.  McDonald  (Ala.)  21  L.  R. 
A.  529;  Barnes  v.  Pike  County  Supn,  61 
Miss.  805  ;  note  to  People  v.  Freeman,  18  Am. 
St.  Rep.l22,80Cal.  288,  and  authorities  cited. 

We  have  maturely  considered  all  the  ob- 
jections presented  as  to  the  constitutionality 
of  the  act  in  question,  and  the  validity  of 
the  municipal  election  held  under  it  in  julv 
last,  and  the  foregoing  pages  contain  a  ref- 
erence to  and  discussion  of  all  the  material 
points  in  the  case. 

Our  conclusion  is,  that  the  demutrer  to  tlie 
information  should  fte  ttttufained,  and  it  is  so 
ordered. 


PENNSYLVANIA  SUPREME  COURT. 


N.  P. 


W.  W.  HAGUE  et  al. 
r. 
WHEELER  and  L.   R.   Freeman  et 
al.,  Appts. 

(167Fa.8M.) 
ASUnrtng  (M  to  —ope  into  the  open 


air  and  go  to  waate*  because  It  Is  not 
prolltarble  to  ntUlae  It*  ifrom  a  well  which 
has  been  lawfully  drilled,  without^ malice  or  neg- 
llffenoe,  in  one's  own  premises,  irives  no  leflral 
ground  of  complaint  to  a  neigrhborinir  uwner  on 
the  ground  that  gas  is  thereby  drained  from  the 
adjoining  lands  to  the  detrimeot  of  his  wells,  and 


Kon.— The  novelty  of  the  above  case  and  the 
ihlediscaBskm  both  in  opinions  and  briefii  of  the 
qoMtioiis  hivolved  make  the  case  one  of  unusual 
^Bterort.  The  question  of  motive  in  the  use  of  one's 
9«B  propcity  Is  so  far  reachlnir  and  so  imperfeotly 
•etXJed  1^  aathorftles  that  every  case  whioli  adds 
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anything  to  that  subject  is  of  great  importance. 
On  the  question  of  malice  in  the  use  of  one's  own 
property,  which  is  suggested  but  not  decided  in  the 
above  case,  see  the  cases  of  Flaherty  v.  Moran 
(Mich.)  8  L.  R.  A.  188,  and  Rideout  v.  Knox  <Maas.> 
2  L.  R.  A.  81,  as  to  malice  in  erecting  fences. 
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the  latter  has  no  right  to  plug  the  well  and  pre- 
vent the  waste  of  the  gas,  even  at  hla  own  expense. 

(October  2,  1808.) 

APPEAL  by  defendaDts  Freeman  ei  al.  from 
a  decree  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
for  Warren  County  granting  a  preliminary  in- 
junction to  restrain  defendants  from  permitting 
the  gas  from  a  well  which  they  had  put  down 
to  go  to  waste,  and  from  removing  from  the 
well  a  plug  or  cap  which  had  been  placed  there 
by  complidnants.    BewnecU 

The  opinion  delivered  by  the  court  below 
was  as  follows: . 

*'A  preliminary  injunction  was  granted 
ex  pa/rU  at  chambers  October  26.  October  29 
a  hearinff  was  had  upon  notice  to  the  defend- 
ants, and  I  am  now  to  determine  the  right  of 
the  plaintiffs  to  a  continuance  of  the  injiinc- 
tion  until  further  order.  The  material  tacts, 
as  disclosed  by  the  bill  and  affidavits,  are  as 
follows :  The  plaintiffs,  W.  W.  Ha^fue  and 
the  Citizens'  Gas  Company,  are  lessees  for 
oil  and  gas  purposes  or  certain  lands  lying 
in  this  and  the  adjoining  county  of  Forest. 
The  defendants  Watson,  Freeman,  and  Syms 
are  lessees  or  owners  of  the  oil  and  gas  in 
certain  other  lands  lying  near  those  in  which 
the  plaintiffs  are  interested.  Since  1887  and 
1888,  respectively,  the  plaintiffs  have  been 
producing  and  marketing  natural  gas  upon 
their  respective  premises  in  paying  quanti- 
ties. In  1890  the  defendants  caused  a  well 
to  be  drilled  upon  their  premises,  which 
produced  gas  in  large  quantity,  but  thev 
neiwr  have  uned  or  marketed  the  same.  In 
1891  the  derrick  at  this  well  was  destroyed 
by  fire,  and  the  gas  escaped  into  the  air. 
The  defendants  refusing  or  neglecting  tqshut 
it  in,  the  plaintiffs  dia  so  at  their  own  ex- 
pense, and  the  well  remained  in  this  condi- 
tion until  shortly  before  the  present  applica- 
tion. The  allegations  of  the  bill  that  the 
defendants  agreed  to  shut  in  the  well  and 
put  it  under  the  control  of  the  plaintiffs  in 
consideration  of  $1,650  per  annum,  and  that 
they  threatened  to  keep  the  well  open  unless 
paid  an  exorbitant  price,  are  expressly  de- 
nied in  the  affidavit  of  Mr.  Freeman,  and  we 
lay  them  out  of  view.  At  the  time  the  bill 
was  drawn  the  defendants  had  given  direc- 
tions to  have  the  well  opened,  and  at  the 
time  of  the  hearing  it  was  conceded  that  it 
was,  in  fact,  open,  and  on  fire,  the  gas  there- 
by going  to  waste.  The  onlv  answer  to  the 
plaintiffs*  allegations  thus  far  made  is  the 
affidavit  of  Mr.  Freeman,  before  referred  to. 
It  denies  that  the  injury  to  the  plaintiffs 
will  be  serious  or  irreparable,  but  gives  no 
facts  bearing  upon  the  matter,  and  states  the 
affiant's  belief  that  the  plaintiff  Hague  has 
no  interest  in  the  leases  set  out  in  the  bill. 
These  averments  are  too  indefinite  to  defeat 
the  right  of  the  plaintiffs  to  an  injunction, 
especially  in  view  of  the  conceded  fact  that 
the  granting  of  such  an  order  will  work  no 
pecuniary  loss  to  the  defendants,  while  its 
refusal  will  inflict  great  loss  upon  the  plain- 
tiffs, if  in  fact  they  are  entitled  to  such  re- 
lief. The  positive  statement  in  the  affidavit 
tliat  the  acts  of  the  defendants  now  com- 
plained of  had  been  invited  by  the  Citizens' 
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Gas  Company  through  its  president  might 
defeat  this  application  so  far  as  that  com* 
panj  is  concerned,  but  as  it  cannot  affect  the 
plaintiff  Hague  it  is  not  necessary  to  consider 
it  at  this  time.  I  am  obliged,  therefore,  u> 
consider  this  application  upon  the  merits  of 
the  case,  leaving  out  of  view  any  contractual 
relations  between  the  parties  and  regarding 
only  their  respective  rights  and  duties  as  ad- 
jacent owners  of  oil  and  gas.  For  the  pur- 
poses of  this  case  they  may  be  treated  as 
owners  of  the  land  itself. 

^'The  mere  fact  that  the  defendants,  by 
operations  upon  their  land,  are  taking  gas 
from  the  earth,  and  thereby  diminishing  the 
quantity  of  gas  which  would  otherwise  come 
to  the  plaintiffs'  wells,  furnishes  no  ground 
for  complaint  or  equitable  interference,  and 
this  is  freely  conceded.  If  the  plaintiffs  have 
any  right  it  rests  upon  the  fact  that  the  de- 
fendants are  not  taking  gas  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  mining,  or  for  purposes  beneficial 
to  themselves  or  others,  but  are  permitting- 
it  to  go  to  waste.  Malice  is  not  expressly 
alleged  in  the  bill,  but  the  facts  disclose  no^ 
possible  motive  for  so  doing  except  a  pur- 
pose of  diminishing  the  amount  which  the 
plaintiffs  will  get  through  their  wells, 
though  the  natural  inference  would  be  that 
the  defendants  are  not  actuated  by  feelings^ 
of  malevolence  towards  the  plaintiffs,  but 
are  seeking,  through  their  power  to  injure, 
to  secure  a  better  bargain.  The  questions 
thus  presented  for  m^  aeterminatlon  on  this- 
preliminary  application  are  of  great  impor- 
tance and  delicacy,  and,  so  far  as  I  am  ad- 
vised, have  never  been  determined  in  any 
cotirt.  I  regret  that  I  am  obliged  to  decide 
without  the  aid  of  adequate  and  thorough 
argument,  such  as  the  able  counsel  represent- 
ing the  respective  parties  could  have  made 
had  they  not  been  prevented  by  the  emergency 
of  their  case.  I  have,  however,  examined 
every  authority  bearing  upon  the  case  which 
I  have  been  able  to  find,  and  will  state  the 
conclusions  to  which  they  lead  my  mind. 
If  the  defendants  have  a  right  to  take  gas 
from  their  well  in  unlimit^  quantities  for 
their  own  profit,  how  far  is  their  right  af- 
fected by  the  fact,  if  it  be  a  fact,  that  their 
motive  'in  taking  it  is  not  profit,  but  in- 
iury  \o  another,  —malice  in  the  legal  sense? 
There  are  many  dicta  and  some  authorities 
which  seem  to  declare  that  an  act  done  in 
the  exercise  of  a  lawful  right,  and  without 
negligence,  may  be  unlawful  if  done  witli 
express  malice.  Prominent  among  these  is- 
the  carefully  considered  case  of  Wheatley  v. 
BaugK  26  Pa.  632,  64  Am.  Dec.  721,  in 
which  the  rule  of  the  civil  law  is  cited  with 
approval  by  Chitf  Jiutice  Lewis  to  the  fol- 
lowing effect:  'He  who,  in  making  a  new 
work  upon  his  own  estate,  uses  his  ri^ht 
without  trespassing  either  against  any  law, 
custom,  title,  or  possession  which  may  sub- 
ject him  to  any  service  towards  his  neighbors, 
is  not  answerable  for  the  damages  which  they 
may  chance  to  sustain  thereby,  unless  it  be 
that  he  made  that  change  with  a  view  to  hurt 
others  without  any  advantage  to  himself. ' 
The.Bame  doctrine  is  approved  in  Haldeman 
V.  Bruckfuirt,  46  Pa.  514,  84  Am.  Dec.  511. 
and  Ptnnaylfiania  Coal  Co.  v.  Sandorwn,   113. 
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Pa.  148,  57  Am.  Rep.  445»  and  other  cases. 

"The saegestion  that  one  may  not  do  mali- 
ciously what  he  mi}2:bt  lawfully  do  if 'his 
motives  were  good  is  found  in  many  English 
cases,  among  which  are  Acton  v.  BlundeU, 
12  Mees.  &  W.  388,  and  Choitmore  v.  Bich- 
ard»,  7  H.  L.  Cas.  387.  It  has  been  more  or 
less  clearly  made  in  the  following,  among 
other  cases,  in  other  states  of  this  Union : 
Gremleafy.  FrancU,  18  Pick.  117;  BoaUi  v. 
DriscoU,  ao  Conn.  638,  52  Am.  Dec.  852 ; 
Canon  y.  Wutem  R,  Co,  8  Gray,  428 ;  JETou?- 
]and  ▼.  Vincent,  10  Met.  871,  43  Am.  Dec. 
442 ;  Brown  y.  llHus,  25  Conn.  588,  71  Am. 
Dec.  49 ;  OaUaghar  y.  Dodge,  48  Conn.  889, 
40  Am.  Rep.  182.  I  have  not  been  able  to 
find  any  case,  however,  in  which  a  party  has 
been  actually  held  to  liability  on  this  ground 
alone.  On  the  other  hand,  there  are  many 
cases  in  which  malice,  as  a  criterion  of  lia- 
bility for  ciyH  damages,  is  distinctly  re- 
pudiated, and  among  these  our  own  cases  of 
CotionJunan  y.  Rart,  21  Pa.  495,  60  Am.  Dec. 
57 ;  Jenkins  v.  Ifknoler,  24  Pa.  808 ;  Fowkr  y. 
JenJdni,  28  Pa.  176 ;  and  Olendon  Iron  Go,  y. 
Vhler,  75  Pa.  467,  15  Am.  Rep.  599.  'Mali- 
cious  motiYes, '  says  Black,  «a,  in  Jenkins  y. 
Fneier,  'make  a  bad  act  worse ;  but  they  can- 
not make  that  wrong  which  in  its  own  es- 
sence is  lawful.  ...  As  long  as  a  man 
keeps  himself  within  the  law  by  doing  no 
act  which  Yiolates  it,  we  must  leave  his  mo- 
tives to  Him  who  searches  the  heart. '  To 
the  same  effect  are  Mohan  v.  Broton,  13  Wend. 
261,  28  Am.  Dec.  461 ;  Clinton  v.  Myers,  46 
N.  Y.  511.  7  Am.  Rep.  878;  Phelps  v.  Now- 
len,  72  N.  Y.  89,  28  Am.  Rep.  98 ;  South 
BoyaUon  Bank  y.  Suffolk  Bank,  27  Yt.  505 ; 
a^field  Y.  Wilson,  28  Yt.  49. 

**  Without  lengthening  out  this  opinion  by 
pointing  out  the  distinctions  between  these 
esses,  it  is  enough  to  say  that  my  mind  in- 
clines strongly  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
presence  or  absence  of  malice  cannot  of  itself 
detennine  the  liability  of  an  owner  of  land 
for  an  act  done  upon  it.  If  the  act  is  lawful 
when  done  with  innocent  intentions,  it  is  no 
less  so  because  the  motives  were  bad.  If 
these  defendants  might  lawfully  drill  a  hole 
into  the  gas- bearing  rock,  and  suffer  the 
valuable  gas  to  escape,  because  they  foolishly 
but  honestly  believed  that  the  use  of  natural 
|ss  ia  an  injury  to  mankind,  the^  m&j^  do  so 
for  the  purpose  of  keeping  their  neighbor 
from  getting  it,  even  if  the  motive  is  purely 
malevolent  Such,  in  my  opinion,  is  the 
weight  of  tike  authorities,  as  well  as  the  rea- 
son of  the  case.  But  this  assumes  that  the 
act  done  with  malicious  intent  invades  no 
le^l  right  of  another.  The  cases  are  all  of 
this  character,  or  were  so  regarded  bY  the 
courts  deciding  them.  On  the  other  hand, 
the  cases  which  seem  to  announce  a  different 
doctrine  deal  with  rights  which  are  not  ab- 
solute and  exclusive,  but  qualified  and  cor- 
lelatiYe.  An  example  of  the  former  is  Fowler 
V.  Jenkins,  supra,  m  which  the  action  was 
brouffbt  for  maliciously  tearing  down  a  fence 
whiGu  neither  the  plaintiff  nor  the  defendant 
bad  a  right  to  maintain.  Of  the  latter  is 
Greentettf  y.  Francis,  in  which  the  action 
was  brought  for  digging  a  well  so  near  the 
plaintiff's  n  ell  as  to  divert  the  water.  The 
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instructions  of  the  trial  court  to  the  jury, 
which  were  indorsed  by  the  appellate  court, 
were:  'That  if  the  defendant  had  a  legal 
right  to  dig  a  well  upon  any  part  of  his  own 
land  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  water  for 
his  own  use ;  that  if  he  dug  his  own  well 
where  he  did  for  that  purpose,  he  was  Justi- 
fied in  so  doincr,  although  the  effect  might  be 
to  diminish  the  water  in  the  plaintiff's  well ; 
that  if  he  dug  where  he  did  for  the  purpose 
of  injuring  the  plaintiff,  and  not  for  the  pur- 
pose of  obtaining  water  for  his  own  use,  he 
was  liable  in  this  action ;  but  if  he  thus  dug 
his  well  for  the  purpose  of  accommodating 
himself  with  water  he  was  not  liable  for  so 
doing,  even  if  he  at  the  same  time  entertained 
feelings  of  hostility  towards  the  plaintiff, 
and  a  desire  to  injure  her,  and  these  feel- 
ings were  thereby  gratified. '  Malice  implies 
knowledge.  If  the  defendant  in  the  case 
above  cited  dug  his  well  maliciously,  he 
knew  beforehand  where  to  dig  to  tap  the 
same  subterranean  stream  from  which  the 
plaintiff's  well  was  supplied.  His  right  in 
such  water  was  qualified  by  the  right  of  the 
plaintiff  in  the  same  flow  of  water.  He 
could  use  it  without  stint,  even  if  it  ex- 
hausted the  plaintiff's  well,  but  he  could 
not  wantonly  destroy  it.  nor  take  it  not  for 
use,  but  merely  to  injure  his  neighbor. 
Malice  in  such  a  case  is  not  the  criterion  of 
liability,  but  is  an  index  whicli  clearly  shows 
an  oYerstepping  of  the  line,  otherwise  diffi- 
cult to  trace,  between  the  respective  rights 
of  the  parties.  The  true  place  of  malice  in 
such  inquiries  is  clearly  deflnM  by  the  court 
in  Chntfield  y.  Wilson,  above  cited,  in  the 
follow  in  ^paragraph  from  the  opinion  of  the 
court :  'There  are  many  cases  in  the  booka 
relating  to  the  relative  use  of  surface  streams, 
where  we  case  has  turned  upon  the  question 
whether  the  use  was  reasonable,  and  for  the 
party's  own  convenience  or  benefit,  or  wanton 
and  malicious,  and  done  to  prejudice  the 
rights  of  another.  In  such  cases  there  are 
correlative  rights  to  the  use  of  the  water,  and 
the  boundary  of  the  riffht  is  a  reasonable  use 
of  it. '  Respecting  rights  in  water  I  find  the 
following  from  the  pen  of  Judoe  Gooley  in 
the  Southern  Law  Review  (reprinted  14  Alb. 
L.  J.  68),  which,  though  not  delivered  ex 
cathedra,  is  none  the  less  dispassionate  and 
sensible :  *  There  seems  to  be  some  difficulty 
in  laying  down  a  rule  for  these  cases  t<hat 
will  be  quite  satisfactory  in  principle  and 
in  its  workings.  That  a  man  may  lawfully 
make  an  excavation  on  his  premises  for  the 
sole  purpose  of  drawing  away  the  water  from 
his  neighbor's  well  ana  rendering  it  useless, 
seems  to  be,  and  is  in  fact,  a  monstrous  doc- 
trine. On  the  other  hand,  it  cannot  be  said, 
consistent  with  the  authorities,  or  perhaps 
with  reason,  that  adjoining  proprietors  have 
rights  in  the  water  percolating  the  soil  cor- 
responding to  those  they  may  have  in  a  run- 
ning stream  which  crosses  their  several  es- 
tates. Such  a  rule  would  raise  questions  of 
reasonable  use.  and  create  difficulties  both  of 
evidence  and  of  application  that  would  make 
the  rifirht  to  such  waters  more  troublesome 
than  valuable.  The  courts  have  doubtless 
been  right  in  declaring  that  one  proprietor 
cannot  Insist  on  another  keeping  his  estate 
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as  a  filter  for  the  use  of  the  former,  nor  be 
heard  to  complain  if  the  use  by  his  neighbor 
of  his  own  estate  draws  off  the  secret  parti- 
cles of  water  which  otherwise  he  might  have 
gathered.  These  waters  belong  to  no  one 
until  they  are  collected,  and  they  may  be 
appropriated  by  the  one  who  collects  and 
puts  them  to  use.  But  though  neither  pro- 
prietor has  such  a  right  in  or  control  over 
the  water  as  will  enable  him  to  complain  of 
his  neighbor's  appropriation,  does  not  each 
owe  to  the  other  certain  duties  of  good  neigh- 
borhood, among  which  is  the  duty  to  abstain 
from  purposely  withdrawing  the  water  that 
may  be  useful  to  both,  when  a  use  of  it  is 
not'  intended?  Conceding  that  he  may  col- 
lect it  for  use,  does  this  entitle  him  to  do  so 
not  for  use,  but  of  malice?  If  he  sinks  a 
well  to  supply  his  house,  or  water  his  stock, 
it  must  be  admitted  that  no  question  can  be 
raised  whether  this  is  or  is  not  a  reasonable 
appropriation  of  the  water ;  but  if  he  digs  a 
hole  to  injure  his  neighbor,  it  is  not  per- 
ceived that  the  two  cases  are  necessarily  to 
be  governed  by  the  same  rule.'  What  is  a 
man's  right  to  water  percolating  through  the 
soil?  The  just  aaswer  seems  to  be  this:  It 
is  a  right  to  gather  and  appropriate  it  to  his 
lawful  uses.  When  he  does  this  he  is  exer- 
cising his  right,  and  his  motive  is  not  open 
to  inquiry.  .But  when  he  collects  it,  not  for 
use,  but  to  injure  his  neighbor,  he  exceeds 
his  right,  and  there  is  that  conjunction  of 
wrong  and  injury  which  constitutes  a  tort 
and  will  support  an  action. '  In  most  of  the 
cases  malice  and  negligence  are  coupled  to- 
gether, and  in  respect  to  the  rights  of  the 
party  injured  it  would  seem  that  liability 
would  result  from  one  in  any  case  where  ft 
would  from  the  other.  No  matter  how  neg- 
ligently an  act  may  be  done,  it  creates  no 
liability  unless  some  legal  right  of  another 
is  injuriously  affected.  The  same  is  true  of 
an  act  done  maliciously,  and  the  converse 
holds  in  both  cases.  And  where  the  right  of 
one  to  do  an  act  is  limited  by  any  qualifica- 
tion, it  must  be  held  to  stop  short  of  a  right 
to  do  it  from  pure  malice. 

"^What,  then,  are  the  riehts  of  adjoining 
owners  of  oil  and  gas?  Are  they  absolute 
and  independent,  or  qualified  and  correla- 
ti  ve  ?  These  valuable  products  are  obtainable 
only  in  connection  with  the  ownership  of 
land,  and  for  many  purposes  are  to  be  re- 
garded as  minerals,  and  as  constituting  an 
integral  portion  of  the  land  itself.  Funk  v. 
Haldemnn,  58  Pa.  229;  Stauffhton's  App.  88 
Fa.  198.  But  they  are  not.  like  coal  and  iron 
oi'^,  fixed  in  their  place  in  the  rocks,  so  that 
the  owner  may  know  his  own,  protract  his 
lines  downwards  to  mark  his  boundaries,  and 
take  them  when  he  pleases.  As  water  perco- 
lates by  untraceable  rills  through  the  gravel, 
so  these  *  minerals  JercB  tiatura, '  as  they  have 
been  aptly  called  in  a  recent  case,  permeate 
the  porotis  rocks  deep  in  the  bowels  of  tLe 
earth,  and  rush  to  the  surface  through  any 
opening  made  through  the  impervious  cap 
by  which  the  basin  which  contains  them  is 
sealed.  No  landowner  gets  through  his  wells 
oil  or  gas  exclusively  from  his  own  land. 
That  which  saturates  his  rocks  may  be  law- 
fully taken  by  his  neighbor  through  wells 
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on  his  land,  tapping  the  common  reservoir. 
From  the  very  nature  of  the  case,  the  right 
of  each  owner  is  qualified.  It  is  common  to 
all  whose  land  overlies  the  basin,  and  each 
must  of  necessity  exercise  his  right  with  some 
regard  to  the  rights  of  the  others.  Notwith- 
standing the  fugitive  nature  of  oil  and  gas, 
I  think  It  will  not  be  doubted  that  if  a  party 
by  negligent  operations  upon  adjacent  land 
injures  the  flow  of  oil  wells,  as,  for  example, 
by  neglecting  to  case  off  the  fresh  water,  he 
wouldbe  liable  in  damages  to  the  well  own- 
ers so  injured.  Such  a  Jiability  as  to  wMls 
of  water  was  established  in  Couina  v.  Char- 
tiers  Valley  Oas  Co.,  131  Pa.  148,  6  L.  R.  A. 
280,  and  the  right  to  gas  or  oil  would  seem 
to  be  of  as  high  a  character  as  the  right  to 
water.  If  the  owner  of  gas  wells  or  land  has 
such  an  interest  m  the  gas  that  he  can  recover 
for  an  injury  done  by  negligence,  he  surely 
may  when  it  is  done  of  deliberate  purpose. 
The  same  considerations  of  natural  justice 
which  limit  the  ownership  of  running  water 
to  the  usufruct,  and  of  percolating  waters  to 
their  use  in  a  broader  sense,  must  of  necessity 
impose  qualifications  upon  the  enjoyment  of 
all  right  of  property  which,  from  the  nature 
of  the  things  possessed,  many  must  enjoy  to- 
gether. The  owners  cannot  be  permitted  to 
carry  on  their  operations  in  lawless  irre- 
sponsibility, but  must  submit  lo  such  limit- 
ations as  are  inevitable  to  enable  each  to  get 
his  own.  The  fact  that  these  limitations  are 
not  found  clearly  defined  in  the  books  is  no 
proof  that  they  do  not  exist.  The  common 
law  is  a  growing  tree;  its  principles  must 
be  continually  adapted  to  new  facts,  and  the 
changing  conditions  of  modern  life.  Only 
the  legislature  can  grub  it  up,  but  the  courts 
are  charged  with  tue  duty  of  pruning  its 
branches,  and  sometimes  grafting  a  new  scion 
on  the  old  stock.  I  concede  that  the  defend- 
ants may  lawfully  take  as  much  gas  as  they 
can  get  by  wells  drilled  upon  their  land, 
and  apply  it  to  any  useful  purpose,  though 
with  an  avowed  intention  of  destroying  the 
plaintiffs'  wells  by  so  doing,  and  a  malicious 
pleasure  in  the  act.  But  their  well  in  its 
present  condition  is  not  a  means  of  obtaining 
gas  for  any  purpose.  It  is  a  mere  conduit, 
by  which  the  gas  imprisoned  in  the  rocks  is 
enabled  to  escape  into  the  atmosphere.  All 
who  have  proved  their  ability  to  obtain  gas 
from  that  reservoir  are  interested  in  common 
in  its  preservation,  and  the  reckless  waste  of 
it  is  an  injury  to  all.  Whatever  other  quali  - 
fications  may  attach  to  the  landowner's  right. 
it  seems  to  me  clear  that  it  must  of  neces- 
sity be  limited  to  legitimate  operations  for 
profit, — not  malice,  —and  by  the  requirement 
of  ordinary  care  for  the  protection  of  others 
interested  in  common  with  himself.  I  am 
aware  that  the  conditions  attending  the  pro- 
duction and  sale  of  natural  gas  are  peculiar. 
There  may  be  cases  where  the  wasting  of  gaA 
seems  to  be  the  only  alternative  to  permitting^ 
anotlier  to  take  it  without  compensation. 
How  far  a  court  of  equity  would  be  Influenced 
by  such  considerations  it  is  not  necessary 
now  to  decide,  for  no  such  facts  appear  in 
this  case  at  present.  Upon  the  whole  case  I 
am  of  the  opinion  that  the  injunction  should 
be  continued.  *' 
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Me$9n.  Lindaey  4b  Parasdee  and  Ball 
4k  ThoBtpwm,  for  appelknts: 

The  plaintiffs'  right  to  an  injanction  must 
grow  out  of  the  contractual  relation  between 
the  partiea,  or  some  privitj  of  estate,  or  be- 
cause of  waste,  or  the  oommlssioD  of  trespass. 
There  is  no  claim  that  either  of  the  first  two 
relfldoDS  ezis^  Nor  can  the  alleged  iojury 
be  characterized  as  waste. 
GryWs  App.  90  Pa.  234. 
Ndtber  is  there  any  act  of  trespass  on  the 
part  of  the  defendants. 

The  plaintiffs'  right  to  the  gas  under  their 
leasehold  is  to  so  much  gas  ocly  as  may  be  ob- 
lained  through  the  weir  or  wells  or  openings 
upon  the  land  owned  by  them,  or  embraced 
vithm  the  boundaries  of  theh*  leasehold. 

Weainwreland  dk  C.  Nal,  Qm  Oo.  ▼.  DeWUt, 
o L.  R.  A.  781, 180  Pa.  285;  DuflMv.  Bomuh 
iBdg,  144  Pa.  587. 

The  use  of  the  gas  is  an  incident  of  the  own- 
ership, and  not  the  ownership  an  incident  of 
the  use. 

The  owner  is  defined  to  be,  "He  who  has 
<)ominion  of  a  thing,  jneal  or  personal,  corpo- 
real or  incorporeal,  which  he  has  a  right  to  en- 
joy or  do  with  as  he  pleases,— even  to  spoil  or 
destroy  it,  as  far  as  the  law  permits,  unless  he 
be  prevented  by  some  agreement  or  covenant 
which  restrains  his  ri^ht." 

2  Bonyier,  Law  Diet  269;  Anderson,  Law 
DicL  741;  1  Bl.  Com.  188, 

The  learned  court  below  has  classed  natural 
|a8  and  oil  with  water.  '  A  more  natural  classi- 
fication would  be  among  those  natural  sub- 
stances which  are  or  are  not  in  themselves  the 
sobject  of  ownership  and  property. 

The  substances  of  li^ht,  air,  and  water  are  by 
common  consent,  and  it  is  believed  the  univer- 
sal voice  of  mankind,  not  of  themselves  the 
subject  of  propem. 

See  An^U.  Watercourses,  p.  12,  note  1; 
Batey.  Ward,  4  £1.  &  BL  702;  Haupfs  App. 
^  L.  R.  A.  586,  125  Pa.  j^;  Qarber  v.  Ctm. 
7  Pa.  265;  Philadelphia  v.  CoUine,  68  Pa. 
116. 

It  is  not  so  with  oil.  Whether  oil  be  taken 
from  the  ground  or  from  the  surface  of  the 
«srth  by  a  stranger,  the  owner  of  the  land  from 
which  It  is  taken  may  retake  it. 

Gas  IS  also  the  subject  of  property  of  itself, 
sod  an  action  may  be  had  to  recover  its  value 
vithout  reference  to  the  land. 
KUehen  v.  Smith,  101  Pa.  452. 
Doctrines  deriwed  from  the  analogy  between 
<ijfferent  substances  apply  along  the  lines  of 
^ifaffity  between  those  substances,  and  cease 
coexist  at  the  point  where  the  similarity  be- 
tween the  substances  ends. 

The  principle  that  a  man's  ownership  of  land 
<^er8  all  the  land  enclosed  within  vertical 
lines  drawn  from  the  boundaries  of  his  prep- 
ay to  the  center  of  the  earth,  makes  the  owner 
of  ihe  land  the  owner  of  the  oil  and  gas  which 
IS  contained  therein. 

The  boondaiT  line  between  the  lands  of  the 
drfendanls  and  the  adjoining  owners,  in  the 
wnce  of  any  contractual  relatioo,  limits  the 
"OBodary  of  their  respective  righu. 

if  ownership  is  dependent  on  applying  to  a 
^ol  purpose,  then  plaintiffs  have  no  such 
n^tin  the  gas  as  will  entitle  them  to  maintain 
^hese  proceedings.    Instead  of  having  an  abso- 


lute  property  in  the  gas,  their  right  is  a  quali- 
fied and  contingent  one.  It  becomes  absolute 
only  when  and  as  they  reduce  the  gas  to  their 
possession  at  the  mouth  of  their  wells  and  ap- 
ply it  to  some  useful  purpose. 

Tfatural  gas,  like  petroleum  oil.  coal  and 
iron  ore,  is  a  mineral,  belongs  to  and  is  part  of 
the  realty. 

Funk  V.  Haldeman,  58  Pa.  229;  Staughton'e 
App,  88  Pa.  198;  StaU  v.  Indiana  A  Ohio  OU, 
Cfoi  d  Min.  Co.  6L.  R.  A.  579, 2  Inters.  Com. 
Rep.  768,  120  Ind.  575. 

The  rights  of  the  owner  of  the  land  even  to 
the  water  which  percohites,  seeps,  or  filters 
through  the  soil  are  not  qualified,  as  they  are 
in  streams  which  flow  upon  the  surface  of  the 
earth,  and  well  defined  watercourses  which 
fiow  under  the  earth,  but  are  absolute. 

Acton  V.  mundeU,  12  Mees.  &  W.  824;  Chase- 
more  V.  Riehardi,  2  fiurlst  A;  N.  168;  Oreen- 
leafy.  FraneU,  18  Pick.  117;  Boath  v.  DHe- 
eoU,  20  Conn.  588,  52  Am.  Dec.  862;  Wileon 
y.New  Betfford,  108  Haw.  261, 11  Am.  Rep.  852; 
Wheatley  v.  Baugh,  25  Pa.  528,  64  Am.  I>ec. 
721;  ChatneM  v.WiUon,  28  Vt.  49;  Ftaiier  v. 
Brown,  12  Ohio  St.  294;  Chase  v.  8ilverstone, 
62  Me.  175,  16  Am.  Rep.  419;  Delhi  v.  You- 
mane,  50  Barb.  816;  EUie  v.  Duncan,  21  Barb. 
230;  Angell,  Watercourses.  7th  ed.  174;  Broten 
V.  JRHus,  27  Conn.  84,  71  Am.  Dec.  49. 

The  reasons  given  in  most  of  the  cases  are 
based  on  the  fact  that  percolating  water  is  a 
"part  of  the  soil,  or,  at  feast,  cannot  be  distin- 
guished from  it,  so  that  if  correlative  rights  as 
to  a  flow  of  percolating  water  were  recognized 
between  adjacent  or  neighboring  owners,  the 
landowner  would  be  deprived  of  that  akMolute 
dominion  over  his  soil  which  is  his  by  the  com- 
mon law."  These  reasons  apply  with  still 
greater  force  to  natural  gas. 

Westmoreland  <ft  C.  Nat.  Gas  Co.  v.  DeWitt, 
5  L.  R.  A.  781,  180  Pa.  285,  would  seem  to 
draw  the  analogy  between  percolating  water 
and  gas  very  closely. 

The  presence  or  absence  of  malice  cannot  of 
itself  determine  the  liability  of  an  owner  of 
land  for  an  act  done  upon  it. 

Cotanhotan  v.  Bart,  21  Pa.  495.  60  Am. 
Dec.  57;  Jenkins  v.  Fowler,  24  Pa.  808;  Fow- 
ler V.  Jenkins,  28  Pa.  176;  Olendon  Iron  Co.  v. 
Uhler,  75  Pa.  467, 15  Am.  Rep.  599;  Mahan  v. 
Brown,  18  Wend.  261,  28  Am.  Dec.  461;  Clin- 
ton V.  Myers,  46  N.  Y.  511,  7  Am.  Rep.  873; 
I^flps  V.  Nowlen,  72  N.  Y.  39,  28  Am.  Rep. 
98;  South  Bopalton  Bank  v.  Suffolk  Bank,  27 
Vt.  505;  Cha^ld  v.  Wilson,  supra. 

The  ground  that  the  defendants  are  not  tak- 
ing the  gas  for  any  useful  purpose  is  not  suf- 
flcient  to  support  this  injunction. 

Mahan  v.  Brown  and  Phelps  v.  Nowlen, 
supra;  Auburn  d  C.  PI.  Road  Co.  v.  Douglass, 
9  N.  Y.  444;  Chatfield  v.  Wilson  and  Franer 
V.  Broton^  s/upra;  Haldeman  v.  Bruckhart,  45 
Pa.  514,  84  Am.  Dec.  511. 

Allowing  the  gas  which  they  have  rightfully 
taken  from  their  own  land  to  escape  Into  the 
air.  does  not  render  the  act  wrongful. 

Pickard  v.  CoUins,  28  Barb.  44  i. 

Natural  gas  from  its  "fugitive  and  wander- 
ing existence"  belongs  to  the  owner  of  the  land 
only  while  it  is  in  his  land  and  when  subject 
to  his  control,  or  within  his  grasp;  but  when 
it  escapes  and  goes  into  other  land  or  comes 
10 
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under  another's  control,  the  title  to  the  former 
owner  is  gone. 

Westmoreland  A  C,  Nat,  Qas  Co,  v.  DeWitt, 
9upra;  Brawn  v.  Vanderffrift,  80  Pa.  147. 

Messrs,  Roeer  ShermaA  and  Samuel 
Gnunbiney  for  appellees: 

To  absolve  one  from  liability  for  injuries  to 
others  resulting  from  the  use  of  his  property, 
the  use  must  be  proper,  ordinary,  ana  natural, 
and  the  damage  must  be  unavoidable,  that  is, 
resulting  solely  from  the  lawful  use  of  one's 
own. 

GcUins  V.  Ohartiers  Valley  OdsCo.dh,  R. 
A.  280,  181  Pa.  148;  Penw^mnia  Coal  Co.  y. 
Sanderson,  118  Pa.  126,  57  Am.  Rep.  445. 

If  the  property  is  land,  and  it  contains  a 
valuable  though  volatile  product  useful  to  man, 
and  of  commercial  value,  and  in  ever^r  day 
and  general  use  for  the  comfort,  convenience, 
and  profit  of  mankind,  it  could  not  be  called 
an  ordinary  and  natural  use  of  it  to  prevent 
men  from  using  it,  to  destrov  its  commercial 
value  and  to  deprive  mankind  of  its  comfort, 
convenience,  and  profit. 

WilliaaM,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  learned  judge  of  the  court  below  was 
quite  right  in  saying  that  the  (questions  raised 
in  this  case  ''are  of  great  importance  and 
delicacy,  and  have  never  been  determined  in 
any  court.  **  The  production  of  oil  and  gas 
in  this  state  has  furnished  many  questions 
''of  great  importance  and  delicacy**  that  were 
new,  and  required  to  be  considered  and  de- 
termined upon  facts  that  were  never  dreamed 
of  by  the  sa^s  of  the  common  law.  In  the 
treatment  of  this  case  it  is  a  matter  of  first 
importance  to  get  a  clear  apprehension  of  the 
facts  on  which  the  questions  are  raised. 
There  are  two  plaintiffs  who  join  in  the  bill, 
whose  interests,  while  like  in  kind,  are 
nevertheless  several  and  distinct.  There  are 
several  defendants,  but  their  interests  appear 
to  be  joint.  The  two  plaintifls  hold  separate 
leases  on  parts  of  tracts  in  Warren  and  Foster 
counties,  Nos.  5,202,  5,208,  5,207,  and  5.209, 
aggregating  about  2, 200  acres.    The  gas  com- 

Siny  Degan  drilling  on  its  leases  in  1887. 
ague  began  in  1888.  Each  has  a  gas  well 
or  wells  furnishing  gas  in  sufficient  volume 
to  enable  the  owner  to  utilize  it  by  transpor- 
tation to  and  sale  in  towns  in  the  vicinity. 
The  defendants  are  owners  and  lessees  of  part 
of  tract  No.  5,207,  which  adjoins  the  lands 
of  the  gas  company,  and  is  not  far  from  the 
lands  of  Hague.  In  1890  they  drilled  a  well 
on  their  tract,  and  obtained  gas  in  consider- 
able volume,  but  not  sufficient  to  enable  them 
to  uti  1  ize  i  t  by  transportation  and  sale.  They 
have  therefore  allowed  it  to  escape  into  the 
open  air.  The  plaintiffs  allege  that  the 
"geological  formation  In  that  locality"  is 
such  that  the  gas- bearing  sand  rock  uncferly- 
ing  all  these  tracts  and  forming  the  common 
reservoir  or  deposit  from  which  the  gas  is 
obtained  "  is  subject  to  drainage  bv  the  drill- 
ing of  wells  on  any  part  thereof.*'  For  this 
reason  tliey  assert  that  "  the  fiow  of  gas  from 
the  said  well  of  defendants  is  so  great  that 
it  will,  if  allowed  to  go  to  waste, "seriously 
and  irreparably  injure  the  wells  of  the  plain- 
tiffs by  drainage  from  the  lands  adjoining' 
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and  near  to  said  defendants'  wells.    To  pre- 
vent this  they  stat<e  that  they  entered  on  the 
defendants*  land,  and  at  a  cost  of  about  $200 
shut  in  the  gas  and  closed  the  Well.     The 
defendants  then  threatened  to  remove  the  cap 
or  plug  and  permit  the  gas  to  escape  again 
into  the  air.     Upon  these  facts  the  plaintiffa 
asked  the  court  below  to  enjoin  the  defend- 
ants from  removing  the  cap  or  plug  from  the 
casing  or  tubing  in  the  well,  and  from  "per- 
mitting the  gas  therefrom  to  flow  into  the 
air,  or  otherwise  go  to  waste.**    The  injunc- 
tion was  granted,  and  from  that  decree  thia 
appeal  was  taken.    The  affidavits  show  that 
the  defendants  drilled  their  well  in  1890,  at 
the  suggestion  and  request  of  the  gas  com- 
pany, and  that  negotiations  for  its  purchase 
by  the  gas  company  have  been  conducted  at 
some  length,  but  without  resulting  in  a  bar- 
gai n.    Th is  fact — that  the  wel  1  in  controversy 
had  been  drilled  at  considerable  cost  by  the 
defendants,  at  the  request  of  the  gas  com- 
pany—the learned  judge  rightly  regarded  aa 
a  significant  one.    In  the  opinion  filed  by 
him,  which  is  an  abl^  one,  he  says  that  this 
fact  "might  defeat  this  application  so  far  aa 
the  gas  company  is  concerned  ;**  but  he  re- 
garded it  as  of  no  consequence  so  far  as  the 
other  plaintiff  was'  concerned,   for  he  im- 
mediately added :    "But,  as  it  cannot  affect 
the  plaintiff  Hague,  it  is  not  necessary  tO" 
consider  it  at  this  time.  **    He  then  prooaeds> 
to  state  and  consider  the  question  on  which 
his  decree  was  based,  upon  a  state  of  facta 
such  as   might  arise   where  an  adjoining 
owner  was  guilty  of  malice  or  negligence  in. 
the  conduct  of  operations  on  his  land  result- 
ing naturally   in  injury   to  his  neighbor. 
But  is  this  conclusion  of  the  learned  judge 
that  Hague  stood  on  higher  ground  than  the 
gas  company  a  correct  one?    The  acts  com- 
plained of  were  the  drilling  of  the  well  in 
1890,  when  the  wells  of  both  the  plaintiff  a 
were  in  full  operation,  and  the  subsequent 
failure  to  utilize  or  shut  in  the  gas.     The 
drilling  of  the  well  was  accounted  for,  and 
the  suggestion  of  malice  or  negligence  Uiere- 
in  negatived  by  proof  that  it  was  done  at  the 
instance  of  the  gas  company.    This  company 
had  a  considerable  gas  plant,  and  was  en- 
ffaged  in  the  supply  of  gas  to  its  customers 
for  fuel.    It  was  interested  in  the  develop- 
ment of  the  region,  and  evidently  expected 
to  buy  the  defendants'  well  if  it  was  or  suffi- 
cient size  to  be  capable  of  utilization.     The 
defendants  and  the  gas  companv  could  not 
agree  upon  the  price  of  the  well  after  it  was- 
drilled,  but  the  fact  that  it  was  drilled  at 
the  request  of  the  company,  and  not  of  the 
mere  motion  of  the  defendants,  was  an  answer 
to  any  allegation  of  malice  or  negligenoe  on 
the  part  of  Hague  as  well  as  on  the  part  of 
the  company,  since  it  accounted  for  the  act 
of  drilling  by  assi^ing  a  motive  therefor, 
both  lawful  and  neighborly.    It  will  not  do- 
to  say  that  an  act  tnus  accounted  for  as  to 
one  plaintiff  may  be  assumed  to  be  the  resalt 
of  malice  or  negligence  as  to  the  other,  in 
the  absence  of  proof  to  sustain  the  assertion. 
These  plaintiffs  stand  on  common  ground. 
Neither  of  them  can  complain  of  the  defend- 
ants for  the  act  of  drilling  the  well  on  their 
land  on  any  other  ground  than  the  existence* 
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of  malice  or  Degligeoce.  When  the  act  is 
accounted  for  in  such  a  manner  as  to  show 
that  it  was  not  done  with  malice,  or  in  neg- 
ligence,  but  in  good  faith,  as  an  act  of  own- 
erahip,  and  at  the  solicitation  of  the  gas  com- 
pany, the  character  of  the  act  is  established, 
and  as  a  basis  of  relief  it  falls  out  of  the 
case.  What  have  we  then?  Three  landown- 
ers owning  considerable  holdings  in  the  same 
basin,  or  overlying  the  same  gas- bearing  sand 
rock,  each  having  an  open  gas  well  or  wells 
on  his  land,  drilled  without  malice  or  negli- 
gence, in  a  lawful  manner,  and  for  a  lawful 
porpoie.  Two  of  these  owners  have  been 
able  to  utilize  the  gas  from  their  respective 
lands  and  find  a  market  for  it.  One  of  them 
has  not  been  so  fortunate.  He  has  gas  from 
his  well,  but  up  to  the  time  of  the  filing  of 
this  bill  he  has  not  been  able  to  utilize  or 
dispose  of  it,  and  his  gas  has  gone  to  waste 
for  that  reason.  His  more  fortunate  neigh- 
bors come  into  a  court  of  equity,  and  ask 
that  he  shall  not  be  permitted  to  let  his  gas 
ran,  because,  while  this  gas  is  his  own,  un- 
derlying his  tract,  and  finding  its  way  to  the 
aiiiuoe  through  his  well,  it  nas  a  tendencv 
to  drain  the  sand  rock,  and  so  to  reduce  uf- 
timately  the  flow  of  gas  from  their  wells. 
This  would  be  equally  tnie  if  the  defendants 
were  able  to  utilize  their  gas ;  yet  it  is  con- 
ceded that  in  that  case  their  right  to  the  gas 
from  their  well  would  be  as  incontestable  as 
the  right  of  the  plaintiffs  to  use  the  gas  from 
theirs.  How  is  that  right  lost?  By  their 
inability  to  find  a  purchaser?  If  they  can 
find  a  purchaser,  or  turn  the  gas  to  any  use- 
ful porpose.  their  right  to  the  gas  that  flows 
from  their  well  is  conceded.  Ii  they  cannot, 
their  right  is  denied.  Their  well  must  be 
shut  in,  while  their  successful  neighbors 
drain  the  entire  basin  through  their  open 
wells,  an4  receive  pay  for  the  gas.  This  is 
a  proposition  to  limit  the  power  of  the  owner 
over  his  own  by  the  use  he  is  able  to  make 
of  it  If  he  can  sell  his  gas  or  his  oil,  or 
turn  it  to  some  practical  i^urpose,  his  power 
over  it  as  Owner  is  unabridged.  If  he  can- 
not find  a  purchaser,  or  a  practical  purpose  to 
which  to  apply  his  ^ield  of  geus  or  oil,  then 
his  power  as  owner  is  gone.  This  would  be 
sn  adaptation  to  actual  Dusiness  of  the  spirit- 
oal  troth  that  *'  to  him  that  hath  shall  be  giv- 
en ;  but  from  him  that  hath  not  shall  be  tiuEen 
&vay,  even  that  which  he  seemeth  t9  have. " 
Does  the  maxim,  **  He  ntere  tuo  ut  alienum 
t^  latUu,"  require  us  to  grant  the  relief 
sought  in  this  case?  If  in  burning  the  gas 
from  their  well  the  defendants  should  direct 
^  Jet  towards  the  plaintiffs'  buildings  or 
timoer,  or  should  leave  it  uncontroll^,  so 
that  the  wind  might  drive  it  against  or 
towards  the  plaintiffs'  property  so  as  to  in- 
jure or  endanger  it,  a  case  would  be  presented 
in  whidi  the  maxim  would  be  applicable, 
and  we  should  take  pleasure  in  enforcing  it. 
If  tiHe  defendants'  well  produced  nothing, 
*iid  they  were  leaving  it  without  plugging, 
80  that  the  water  might  find  its  way  into  the 
sand  lock,  to  the  injury  of  others,  'we  could 
punish  them  under  the  statute  which  pre- 
Kribes  the  manner  of  plugging  an  unpro- 
ductiTe  well,  and  makes  it  oblisatory  on  the 
<^^^Ber  to  adopt  it.     But  we  have  a  well 


drilled  for  a  lawful  purpose,  in  a  lawful 
manner,  and  actually  prooucing  gas,  which 
is  not  directed  towards  the  property  of  an- 
other, or  so  consumed  as  to  affect  the  build- 
ings, timber,  or  crops  of  any  adjoining 
owner.  It  is  therefore  not  the  use  of  the  gas 
of  which  the  plaintiffs  complain.  It  is  the 
production  of  it  when  the  owner  cannot  sell 
It  or  turn  it  to  any  practical  purpose.  Now, 
it  is  doubtless  true  that  the  public  has  a  suf- 
ficient interest  in  the  preservation  of  oil  and 
gas  from  waste  to  justify  legislation  upon 
this  subject.  Something  has  been  done  in 
this  direction  already  by  the  acts  regulating 
the  plugging  of  abandoned  wells,  but  it  is 
not  the  public  interest  that  is  involved  in 
this  litigation.  It  is  the  interest  of  an  ad- 
loining  owner  who  seeks  to  appropriate  to 
himself  so  much  of  his  neighbor's  gas  as  he 
cannot  turn  into  money  or  use  for  some  prac- 
tical business  purpose,  and  he  asks  a  court 
of  equity  to  hold  his  neighbor's  hands  by  an 
injunction  until  this  appropriation  is  ac- 
complished. We  cannot  find  any  rule  of  law 
or  any  principle  of  eouity  on  which  such  an 
iniunction  can  rest.  The  scope  of  the  golden 
rule  may  be  sufficiently  ample  to  cover  this 
case>  and  it  may  be  that  it  would  require  an 
owner  to  surrender  to  his  neighbor  so  much 
of  his  own  property  as  he  could  not  turn  to 
his  own  advantage,  if  his  neighbor  was  so 
situated  that  he  could  profit  by  it.  Assum- 
ing this  to  be  so,  the  moral  obligation  so 
arising  is  not  enforceable  by  civil  process. 
The  owner  of  timber  may  pile  it  in  heaps, 
and  burn  it,  as  was  done  in  the  early  settle- 
ment of  the  country,  notwithstanding  the 
fact  that  his  neighbor  has  a  sawmill  and  all 
the  facilities  for  preparing  the  sawed  lumber 
for  market  and  conv^ting  it  into  money. 
The  power  of  the  owner  of  the  timber  over 
it  is  neither  greater  nor  less  because  of  his 
neighbor's  readiness  and  ability  to  market 
it.  An  owner  of  land  may  have  a  deposit 
of  coal  under  some  portion  of  it  so  small  in 
extent,  or  with  such  an  inclination,  as  to 
make  it  impossible  for  him  to  mine  through 
his  own  tract  without  a*  greater  cost  to  him 
than  the  value  of  the  mined  coal  when 
brought  to  the  surface.  His  neighbor  may 
have  an  open  mine  that  reaches  it,  and 
through  which  it  could  be  brought  at  a  fair 
profit.  These  circumstances  do  not  affect  the 
title  of  the  owner  of  the  coal,  or  confer  any 
right  on  the  adjoining  mine  owner;  but  It 
is  said  that  the  oil  and  gas  are  unlike  the 
solid  minerals,  since  they  may  move  through 
the  interstitial  spaces  or  crevices  in  the  sand 
rocks  in  search  of  an  opening  through  which 
they  may  escape  from  the  pressure  to  which 
they  are  subject.  This  is  probably  true.  It 
is  one  of  the  contingencies  to  which  this  spe- 
cies of  property  is  subject.  But  the  owner 
of  the  surface  is  an  owner  downward  to  the 
center,  until  the  underlying  strata  have  been 
severed  from  the  surface  by  sale.  What  is 
found  within  the  boundaries  of  his  tract  be- 
longs to  him  according  to  its  nature.  The 
Air  and  the  water  he  may  use.  The  coal  and 
iron  or  other  solid  minerals  he  may  mine  and 
carry  awav.  The  oil  and  gas  he  may  bring 
to  the  surface  and  sell  in  like  manner  to  be 
carried  away  and  consumed.     His  dominion 
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is,  upon  general  principles,  as  absolute  over 
the  fluid  as  the  solid  minerals.  It  is  exer- 
cised in  the  same  manner,  and  with  the  same 
results.  He  cannot  estimate  the  quantity  in 
place  of  gas  or  oil,  as  he  might  of  the  solid 
minerals.  He  cannot  prevent  its  movement 
away  from  him,  towards  an  outlet  on  some 
other  person's  land,  which  may  be  more  or 
less  rapid,  depending  on  the  dip  of  the  rock 
or  the  coarseness  of  the  sand  composing  it ; 
but  so  long  as  he  can  reach  it  ana  brine  it 
to  the  surface  it  is  his  absolutely,  to  sell,  to 
use,  to  give  away,  or  to  squander,  as  in  the 
case  of  his  other  property.  In  the  disposi- 
tion he  may  make  of  it  he  is  subject  to  two 
limitations:  he  must  not  disregard  his  obli- 


gations to  the  public,  he  must  not  disregard 
his  neighbor's  rights.  If  he  uses  his  product 
in  such  a  manner  as  to  violate  any  rule  of 
public  policv  or  any  positive  provision  of 
the  written  law,  he  brings  himself  within 
the  reach  of  the  courts.  If  the  use  he  makes 
of  his  own,  or  its  waste,  is  injurious  to  the 
property  or  the  health  of  others,  such  use  or 
waste  may  be  restrained,  or  damages  recov- 
ered therefor ;  but,  subject  to  thcSe  limita- 
tions, his  power  as  an  owner  is  absolute,  un- 
til the  legislature  shall,  in  the  interest  of 
the  public  as  consumers,  restrict  and  regulate 
it  by  statute. 

The  decree  oj  the  court  below  is  reversed,  and 
the  injunction  is  dissolved. 
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Annie  COMITIS 

V. 

W.  8.  PARKERSON  et  al. 
(66  Fed.  Hep.  666.) 

!•   £znatrUttioii  must  be  effected  by  removal 

from  we  country. 
8.  The  relation  of  biislMuid  and  wifeH 

not  incoDslBtent  with  one  belnff  a  citizen  and  the 

other  an  alien. 
8*  In  tlie  absence  of  any  act  of  oong^reM 

autborizinff  It,  there  can  be  no  Implied  renuncia- 


tion   of  citizenship  by  an  American  woman 
manylng*  an  alien. 

4*  A  woman  dtiaen  of  the  United  flt»tes 
who  nerer  intends  to  leave  the  ooiin- 
try,  and  never*  in  ftust*  does  leave  It, 
does  not  become  ezfiatriated  and  be- 
come an  alien  by  marriage  with  a  aublect  of 
Italy,  who,  previous  to  hla  marriage  has  settled 
In  the  United  States  without  intent  to  return  to 
Italy,  but  who  has  never  taken  any  steps  toward 
naturalization. 

(June  17, 1896.) 


NOTB.— £#eet  of  marriaoe  on  tHfe^a  stattu  as  an 
alien. 
This  question  Is  one  which  has  not  been  defi- 
nitely solved,  and  the  contrariety  of  opinion  upon 
it  shows  it  to  be  difficult  of  scdution.  The  doubt 
arises  as  to  what  effect  should  be  given  to  modem 
statutes  on  naturalization  and  expatriation. 

The  ancient  doctrine. 

At  the  time  when  the  existence  of  a  right  of 
voluntary  expatriation  was  not  recognlzBd  and 
there  was  little  if  any  provision  for  naturalization 
the  question  was  comparatively  simple  and  the 
decisions  are  uniform. 

The  old  doctrine  was  that  an  alien  Is  not  entitled 
to  dower.  Bacon,  Abr.  Alien^  c.  Dower,  a;  Oomyns, 
Dig.  AHen,  chap.  1,  Doicer,  o,  2:  Co.  Lltt.  31  5; 
2  Bl.  Ck)m.  131. 

But  by  Statute  8  Hen.  V.,  the  alien  wife  might 
have  dower  if  married  by  license  of  the  king. 

In  accordance  with  that  doctrine  it  was  held 
that  an  alien  widow  of  a  subject  is  not  eudowable. 
Priest  V.  Cummings,  16  Wend.  817;  Greer  v.  Sank- 
ston,  «  How.  Pr.  471;  Du  Bouchet  v.  Award  of 
Ck)mm1ssion,  2  Knapp,  P.  C.  864. 

So  an  alien  widow  of  a  natural  bom  citizen  can- 
not be  endowed.    Mick  v.  Mick,  10  Wend.  880. 

And  naturalization  of  the  husband  does  not  re- 
.  move  the  disability  of  the  alien  wife  to  be  en- 
dowed. Sutliff  V.  Forgey,  1  Cow.  80;  Delanoy  v. 
Seymour,  5  Cow.  716;  Connolly  v.  Smith,  a  Wend. 
58;'  Currin  v.  Finn,  8  Denio,  229. 

So  an  alien  wife  does  not  become  a  naturalised 
citizen  by  the  naturalization  of  her  husband. 
.  White  V.  White,  2  Met.  (Ky.)  186. 

In  Kelly  v.  Harrison,  2  Johns.  Caa  29,  1  Am. 
Dec.  164,  It  was  held  that  a  wife  who  remained  in 
Ireland  when  her  husband  came  to  America  and 
who  was  separated  from  him  for  nearly  thirty 
years  could  not  claim  dower  in  bis  estate,  he  hav- 
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ing  become  an  American  citizen,  since  there  was 
evidence  of  a  permanent  separation,  under  wblcb 
circumstances  the  citizenship  of  the  wife  did  not 
follow  that  of  the  husband. 

And  the  converse  was  also  held  that  neither  the 
marriage  of  a  woman  native  bom  to^n  alien  nor 
her  residence  in  a  foreign  country  constitutes  her 
an  alien.    Beck  v«  MoGiUls,  9  Barb.  36. 

So  the  marriage  with  an  alien  whether  friend  or 
enemy  produces  no  dissolution  of  the  native  al- 
legiance of  the  wife.  It  may  change  her  dvil 
rights,  but  it  does  not  affect  her  political  ri^hta  or 
privileges.  The  general  doctrine  Is  that  no  person 
can  by  any  act  of  his  own,  without  the  consent  of 
the  government,  put  off  his  allegiance  and  become 
an  alien.  Shanks  v.  Dupont,  28  U.  S.  8  Pet.  242,  7 
L.ed.666. 

But  it  was  held  in  that  case  that  if  she  de|»arted 
with  her  husband  from  our  territory  at  the  dose 
of  the  war,  her  future  allegiance  was  fixed  hy  the 
treaty  of  peace  to  the  British  crown. 

It  was  held  that  if  the  woman  goes  to  a  foreign 
country  with  her  husband  and  remains  there  for 
ten  years  after  his  death,  and  expresses  the  inten- 
tion of  remaining  there  indefinitely,  it  will  be  pre- 
sumed, in  the  absence  of  evidence  to  the  oontrary , 
that  she  took  the  necessary  steps  to  become  a  dtl- 
zen  there.    Alsberry  v.  Hawkins,  9  Dana,  177. 

But  a  wife  who,  in  duty  bound,  has  shared  the 
lot  of  her  husband  and  abides  by  his  choice  durlnic 
coverture,  ought  to  be  allowed  at  Its  termination 
to  have  the  privilege  of  electing  for  herself,  and  of 
flxinirnot  only  her  future  but  her  past  character. 
Her  acquiescence  in  his  choice,  however  wIllinR. 
ought  not  to  be  considered  as  her  own  free  inde^ 
pendent  act,  but  is  the  effect  of  that  dependence 
and  constraint  which  by  law,  as  well  as  by  nature, 
belong  to  her  condition.  If,  therefores  after  the 
husband's  death  she  returns  to  her  native  county 
and  resumes  her  residence  and  citizenship  there,  it 
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PLEA  to  the  jurisdiction  of  tlie  court  over 
aD  action  brought  to  recover  damaees  for 
tbe  alleged  wrongful  death  of  plaintifrs  hus- 
band.   Sustained. 

The  facta  are  stated  in  tbe  opinion. 

Met§n,  E.  A.  0*8iillivfta«  City  Atty,,  for 
defendant  City  of  New  Orleans,  and  H*  C* 
KOler  and  Gluurlas  F.  Ba^  for  defend- 
ants Parkerson  etal,,ia  support  of  the  plea. 

Mr,  John  Q*  Flyna  for  plaintiff,  contra. 

BOliac^  Dutria  Judge,  delivered  the  fol- 
lowioj;  opinion : 

This  case  is  submitted  on  a  plea  to  the 
iurisdiction  of  the  court.  The  defendants 
are  citizens  of  Louisiana.  The  question  is 
whether  the  plaintiff  is  an  alien.  The  ad- 
mitted facts  are  these :  The  plaintiff  was  a 
native  bom  citizen  of  the  state  of  Louisiana. 
On  the  30th  day  of  July,  in  the  year  1881,  in 
Louisiana,  she  intermarried  with  Loretto 
Comitis,  who  was  a  native  born  subject  of  the 
kingdom  of  Italy,  and  had  several  years  pre- 
vious to  that  time  inunigrated  from  Italy, 
and  established  his  residence  in  New  Orleans, 
where  he  engaged  in  business,  and  where  he, 
ap  to  the  time  of  his  marriage,  and  he  and 
his  wife,  after  his  marriage,  continued  to  re- 
side, it  bein^  at  all  times  after  his  coming  to 
Loaisiana  his  purpose  not  to  return  to  Italy 
to  reside,  but  to  continue  to  reside  in  Louisi- 
ana. After  his  death  his  wife  continued  to 
reside  in  Louisiana,  and  at  no  time  had  she 
the  purpose  to  remove  to  Italy.  The  ques- 
tion may  be  general i zed  thus :  Does  a  woman 
who  was  a  citizen  of  the  United  States,  who 


never  intended  to  leave  it,  and  never  did 
leave  it,  become  expatriated  and  become  an 
alien  by  marriage  with  a  man  who  had  been 
a  subject  of  Italy,  but  who,  previous  to  his 
marriage,  had  settled  in  Louisiana,  and  had 
forever  severed  himself  from  Italy? 

The  arguments  on  both  sides  have  conceded 
(what  could  hardlv  be  denied)  that  the  tie 
which  binds  together  a  government  and  its 
subjects  or  citizens,  and  which  creates  the  re- 
ciprocal obliirations  of  protection  and  obedi- 
ence, can  be  dissolved  onljr  in  such  a  mode  as 
has  the  assent  of  both  parties ;  that,  so  far  as 
concerns  the  government,  this  assent  must  be 
expressly  made,  or  must  be  inferred  from  the 
fundamental  or  statutory  provisions  by  which 
the  action  of  the  government  involved  is  reg- 
ulated. A  change  of  the  allegiance  due  to 
the  United  States,  a  throwing  of  it  off  on  the 
part  of  a  citizen,  involves  on  the  part  of  the 
government  an  acquiescence  from  that  de- 
partment of  government  which,  according  to 
its  constitution,  must  acquiesce  in  it ;  and, 
on  the  part  of  the  citizen,  the  manifestation 
of  the  purpose  to  expatriate  himself  by  some 
unequivocal  act,  which  must  also  be  recog- 
nized by  tbe  government  to  be  adequate  for 
that  purpose. 

I  shall  consider  the  question  in  two  as- 
pects: First,  has  the  government  of  the 
United  States  in  any  way  authorized  or  sanc- 
tioned the  withdrawal  of  the  plaintiff's  al- 
legiance to  itself?  and,  secondly.Mo  the  facts 
of  the  case  show  a  purpose  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff  to  withdraw  and  transfer  her  al- 
legiance? 


ihoold  be  aasumed  that  she  merely  submitted  her- 
Kif  temporarily  to  the  domain  of  the  torei«rn 
eountry,  withoat  bavinjr  renounoed  her  native  al- 
legiuee,  that  she  never  beoame  an  alien,  and  that 
her  property  rights  remain  as  though  she  had 
oev«'  been  out  of  her  native  oountry.  Moore  v. 
ll9dale,5&Mon.a6e. 

The  doctrine  Hnee  the  enactment  of  modem  statutes, 

la  IBB  the  United  States  adopted  a  law  makiuff 
the  Batormliiation  of  the  husband  leoufer  citizen- 
ship  on  the  wife. 

Aad  the  United  States  Revised  Statutes,  •  1989, 
gives  tbe  right  of  expatriatian. 

Both  Engfamd  and  France  have  statutes  similar 
^  that  of  the  United  States,  makiiig  an  alien  wom- 
an who  manies  one  of  their  subjects  herself  a 
rahleet.  7  itSYksL  ohap.  68;  French  Civil  Code, 
arL  U.  And  each  oountry  also  recognizes  the 
right  of  expatriation. 

Opteioo  Is  not  uniform  as  to  the  effeot  to  be  given 
to  this  legislation.  The  opinion  in  Comns  v.  Park- 
naoa,  shows  the  diverse  opinions  which  the  at- 
torneys-ireneral  of  the  United  States  have  held. 

Hie  opinioiis  of  law  writers  appear  to  be  no 
mofe  uniform. 

Moras  (Otiaeoahip,  i  96)  quotes  Calvo  (Derescho 
lotetiiacloiHU*  vol.  1,  p.  288)  to  the  effect  that  the 
marriage  of  a  woman  with  a  foreigner  will  change 
her  natlonalfty  acoordlttg  to  the  legislation  of 
seariy  ell  tbe  nations  of  Borope  and  America. 
Ante  (i  m)  he  quotes  0emangeat  (Condition 
Oviie  des  Astmamen  en  France)  that  the  act  of 
vanylog  cnaUeo  is  a  voluntary  aot  of  the  woman 
vtaieh  bcfngs  about  tbe  change  of  nationality. 
Bat  he  sobaequently  (i  108)  quotes  Demangeat 
DeDetviooonrt,  de  Doranton,  de  Demante  and  de 
^■ietteasinafsUng  that  the  national  character  of 
t^  woman  is  not  neeessarlly  and  without  her  oon- 
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sent  changed  absolutely  as  an  unavoidable  inoldent 
of  marriage. 

Lord  Chief  Justice  Cookbum  in  his  work  on 
Nationality  (p.  fflS)  adopts  the  view  that  the  nation- 
ality of  a  married  woman  should  always  follow 
that  of  the  husband,  whether  original  or  acquired. 

Field  in  his  outlines  of  an  International  Code 
(sec.  858)  sajrs:  **The  marriage  of  a  woman  in  her  own 
oountry  with  a  foreigner  domiciled  therein  should 
certainly  not  denationaUze  her."  But  (sec.  800:)  '*If 
before  or  after  her  marriage  the  domioil  of  the 
woman  is  permanently  removed  from  the  territory 
of  tbe  nation  to  which  she  previously  belonged, 
she  acquires  by  suoh  marriage  and  removal  fthe 
national  character  of  her  husband.^^ 

Morse  himself  says,  section  137,  the  original  citi- 
zenship or  nationality  of  a  woman  is  acquired  or 
lost  as  an  incident  of  marriage. 

In  several  cases  before  theMixed  Commission  on 
British  and  American  claims,  provided  for  by  the 
treaty  of  Washington  of  May  8,  1871,  women  born 
within  the  United  States  and  always  domiciled 
there  were  allowed  standing  before  the  Commis- 
sion as  British  subjects.  Report  of  Her  MaJesty^s 
Agent  on  the  Mixed  Commission  of  British  and 
American  Claims,  pp.  887-841. 

The  Commission  on  Mexican  and  American 
Claims  under  Treaty  of  July  4, 1868,  held  that  a 
married  woman  by  the  mere  fact  of  marriage  in- 
vests herself  with  the  nationality  of  her  husbands 
without  the  necessity  of  any  more  manifest  ex- 
pressioo  of  her  wish.  Martinis  Case,  Rodriguez 
History,  page  86. 

Although  one  of  the  opinions  of  the  Commission 
elsewhere  stated  that  marriage  to  a  foreigner  does 
not  necessarily  deprive  the  wife  of  the  national 
character  of  origin,  dting  Case  of  Mary  Diencourt, 
Na  88K,  before  United  States  and  Mexican  Claims 
Commiasion,  Washington,  D.  C. 
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First,  as  to  any  authority  or  sanction  of  the 
government  of  the  United  -States.  There  can 
be  no  doubt  but  that  the  department  of  gov- 
ernment which,  in  the  distribution  of  author- 
ity under  the  constitution,  has  power  over  the 
subject  of  naturalization,  has  it  also  over  the 
subject  of  expatriation.  The  Constitution  is 
silent  on  the  subject  of  expatriation ;  but 
article  1,  g  8,  par.  4,  provides  that  ^^  congress 
shall  have  power  to  establish  a  uniform  rule 
of  naturalization. ''  Where  the  Constitution 
is  thus  silent  as  to  who  can  denationalize, 
that  department  which  can  nationalize  must 
be  held  to  have  authority  to  expatriate. 
Since  the  decision  of  Chirac  v.  Chirac,  15  U. 
S.  2  Wheat.  260,  269,  4  L.  ed.  234,  236,  that 
power  has  been  settled  to  be  vested  exclu- 
sively in  congress. 

Down  to  the  Act  of  July  27,  1868,  the 
c|uestion  of  right  of  expatriation  and  its  lim- 
itations had  teen  considered  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  in  the  following 
cases :  The  Santimma  Trinidad,  20  U.  S.  7 
Wheat.  288,  5  L.  ed.  464 ;  Talbot  v.  Jangan, 
3  U.  S.  8  Dall.  183,  1  L.  ed.  540 ;  InglU 
V.  SaiU^s  Snug  Harbor  Trustees,  28  U.  S. 
3  Pet.  99,  7  L.  ed.  617 ;  and  8hanks  v.  Zhi- 
pont,  28  U.  S.  8  Pet.  242,  7  L.  ed.  666. 
There  is  also  an  able  exposition  of  the  sub- 
ject ^iven  by  C?iieJ  Jttstice  Ellsworth  in  his 
opinion  in  the  Case  of  IsatteWiUiams,  1  Tuck- 
er, Bl.  Com.  pt.  1,  Append.  486,  cited  in 
Murray  v.  Charming  Bdsy,  6  U:  S.  2  Cranch, 
82,  2  L.  ed.  214,  note.  The  law  established 
in  these  cases  is  thus  summarized  by  Chan- 
cellor Kent,  2  Com.  *49 :  "  The  better  opinion 
would  seem  to  be  that  a  citizen  cannot  re- 
nounce his  allegiance  to  the  United  States 
without  the  permission  of  government,  to  be 
declared  by  law  :  and  that,  as  there  is  no  ex- 


isting legislative  regulation  on  the  case,  the 
rule  of  the  English  common  law  (perpetual 
allegiance)  remains  unaltered." 

This  doctrine  upon  the  matter  of  expatria- 
tion was  declared  and  reiterated  and  inflex- 
ibly maintained,  notwithstanding  consress 
had,  from  the  year  1802,  permitted  an  alien, 
in  beinff  naturalized  in  the  United  States,  to 
abjure  his  native  allegiance  without  any  re- 
lease of  it  from  his  former  sovereign.  The 
inconsistency  of  the  theory  of  perpetual  al- 
legiance with  the  admission  of  foreigners  to 
citizenship  by  requiring  them  simply  to  re- 
nounce for  themselves  all  preceding  alle- 
giance was  admitted  by  the  supreme  court  in 
Shanks  v.  Dupont,  supra,  and  by  Judge  Kent, 
but  it  was  tacitly  admitted  by  both  the  court 
and  the  commentator  that  no  power  could 
correct  the  inconsistency  or  deal  with  the 
subject  save  congress.  Congress,  on  the  27th 
of  July,  1868  (15  Stat,  at  L.  228),  passed 
the  act  entitled  "An  Act  Concerning  the 
Rights  of  American  Citizens  in  Forei/ni 
States. "  It  fs  to  be  observed  that  the  act  it- 
self, as  does  its  title,  deals  only  with  the 
protection  of  aliens  by  birth  who  have  become 
citizens  by  naturalization.  As  to  them,  it 
declares  it  to  be  the  determination  of  the 
United  States  to  accord  to  them,  when  in 
foreign  states,  the  same  protection  as  is  ac- 
corded to  native  bom  citizens  similarly  situ- 
ated. The  whole  scope  and  force  of  the  act, 
when  most  liberally  construed,  even  when  ex- 
panded by  the  more  general  terms  of  the  pre- 
amble, declares  that  naturalized  citizens, 
having,  according  to  the  principles  of  our 
government,  the  same  rights  as  native  bom 
citizens,  shall  have  by  law  the  same  protec- 
tion abroad.  As  to  whether  allegiance  can 
be  acquired  or  lost  by  any  other  means  than 


The  uniform  doctrine  of  the  courts  under  thiise 
statutes  aeems  to  be  that  marriage  of  an  alien 
woman  with  a  citizen  makes  her  a  citizen  reffardless 
of  her  actual  domlcU. 

Under  the  Act  of  February  10, 1866,  the  oltizeoship 
of  the  husband  whenever  it  exists  confers  citizen- 
ship on  the  wife.  Kelly  v.  Oweo,  74  U.  8.  7  WalL 
4M,  19  L.  ed.  888;  United  States  v.  Kellar,  11  Bias. 
814;  People  v.  Newell,  88  Hun,  78;  Luhrs  v.  Elmer, 
SON.  Y.  171;  Leonard  v.  Grant,  6  Fed.  Bep.  It,  11 
Rep.  827, 6  Sawy.  608;  Gumm  v.  Hubbard,  97  Mo. 
8UL 

A  woman  married  abroad  to  a  citizen  of  this 
country  becomes  herself  a  citizen,  although  she 
never  comes  here.    Halaey  v.  Beer,  SSi  Hun,  8B6. 

An  alien  whose  husband  becomes  naturalized 
thereby  herself  becomes  a  citizen,  although  she 
may  have  been  living  at  a  distance  from  him  for 
years  and  never  comes  to  the  United  States  until 
after  his  death.    Headman  v.  fiose,  68  Ga.  468. 

The  fact  that  the  woman  always  continued  to  re- 
side abroad  is  of  no  consequence  under  the  act  of 
congress.    Kane  v.  McCarthy,  68  N.  C.  299. 

If  the  husband  is  a  citizen,  the  wife  will  be  a  citi- 
zen. Knickerbocker  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  €k>rbach,  70 
Pa.  160. 

The  citizenship  of  the  woman  will  not  be  pre- 
vented, under  the  act  of  congress,  by  the  facts  that 
her  husband  was  natiuailzed  after  the  marriage, 
that  she  had  not  resided  in  this  country  for  five 
years,  and  was  under  twenty-one  years  of  age. 
Benner  v.  Muller,  1:3  Jones  &  S.  686. 

In  Burton  v.  Burton,  1  Keyes,  889,  Mullen,  J.,  held 
that  under  the  act  of  congress,  only  those  women 
become  citizens  by  marriage  who  are  entitied  to 
-^  L.  R.  A. 


naturalization;  and  to  he  entitied  to  naturalization 
one  must  be  a  resident  in  this  country,  hence  an 
alien  wife;  who  has  never  resided  in  tiiis  country, 
does  not  become  a  citizen  by  the  naturallaU^ion  of 
her  husband.  But  the  majority  of  the  oourt  did 
not  agree  with  him,  and  it  was  held  that  the  nat- 
uralization of  the  husband  naturalized  the  wife, 
although  she  had  never  been  in  this  country. 

An  alien  woman  who  has  married  a  subject  is  no 
longer  entitled  to  the  statutory  privileges  of  an  al- 
ien.   Beg.  V.  Manning,  2  Oar.  ft  K.  886. 

When  the  contingency  of  a  citizen  woman  mar- 
rying an  alien  domiciled  here  is  viewed  in  the  light 
of  the  above  legislation,  and  of  the  probable  course 
which  foreign  courts  would  take  in  reference  to 
her  citizenship  as  Judged  from  the  decisions  which 
courts  in  this  country  have  made  in  regard  to  wom- 
en marrying  citizens  of  the  country  and  remain- 
ing abroad  it  would  seem  that  she  should  be  treated 
as  an  alien. 

So  it  has  been  held  tliat  a  French  woman  who 
has  become  naturalized  under  the  statute  by  a 
marriage  with  an  American  citizen  will  again  be- 
come an  alien,  capable  of  suing  in  the  federal 
courts,  by  a  second  marriage  to  a  French  dtiaen 
residing  in  this  country.  Pequignot  v.  Detroit,  16 
Fed.  Bep.  211. 

But  it  has  also  been  held  that  the  citizenship  of  a 
foreign  bom  woman  who  has  become  an  Amerloaii 
citizen  by  marrying  one  is  not  lost  by  the  death  or 
her  husband  and  her  subsequent  intermarrying- 
with  an  alien  so  as  to  prevent  her  minor  ohadren 
from  acquiring  the  rights  of  citizenship.  Kreitx 
V.  Behrensmeyer,  126  111.  Ul.  H.  P.  F. 
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«Ututor7  natural izatioo  is  left  by  congress  1 
in  precisely  the  same  situation  as  it  was  be- 
fore the  passage  of  this  act.  During  the  year 
1868k  and  since,  five  treaties  have  been  en- 
tered into  between  the  United  States  and 
foreien  governments  based  upon  this  statute, 
in  wnicn  the  rif^ht  of  expatriation  is  dealt 
with,  (which  will  be  referred  to  hereafter ;) 
and  in  all  these  treaties  the  rieht  is  confined, 
u  is  the  statute,  to  that  of  citizens  or  sub- 
jects of  our  country  who  have  become  citi- 
zens or  subjects  of  others  by  direct  statutory 
naturalization.  So  that  with  reference  to  the 
question  before  the  court  the  law  is  left  where 
it  was  previous  to  the  year  1868,  and  con- 
giesB  has  made  no  law  authorizing  any  im- 
plied renunciation  of  citizenship.         f 

I  think  the  conclusion  might  be  rested  here. 
But,  even  if  congress,  in  the  preamble  to  the 
Act  of  1868,  had  meant  to  declare  that  there 
might  be  expatriation  effected  in  connection 
witn  other  means  than  by  naturalization 
abroad,  the  settled  doctrine  as  to  expatriation 
would  prevent  the  plaintiff  from  being  re- 
garded as  expatriated.  Expatriation  must  be 
ofected  by  removal  from  the  countrv.  It  can- 
not be  denied  that  whatever  right  of  expatria- 
tion congress  meant  to  declare  by  the  act  of 
1868  is  in  the  express  language  of  the  pre- 
amble based  entirely  upon  the  inborn  right 
to  seek  happiness  by  free  removal  from  one 
country  to  another.  It  could  not,  therefore, 
have  Men  Intended  by  congress  in  that  act 
that  citizens  should  expatriate  themselves, 
and  remain  permanently  within  the  country. 
The  right  is  limited  to  or  conditioned  upon 
actual  removal,  by  the  public  writers.  Puf- 
fendorf,  in  his  Law  of  Nations  (Book  8, 
chap.  11,  §  2) ,  says :  *^  But  now  the  usual 
way  by  which  subjection  ceases  is  when  a 
man  by  permission  of  his  own  commohwealth 
Tolontarily  removes  into  another,  and  settles 
himself  and  his  effects  and  the  hopes  of  his 
fortune  there. " 

And  again,  in  section  8,  he  says :  **  But 
then  it  must  be  observed  that  by  removing  in 
this  place  I  understand  the  departing  out  of 
the  dominions  and  territories  oi  the  common- 
wealth, and  not  the  changing  its  authority, 
and  continuing  to  live  in  its" dominions.'' 

Some  light  may  be  obtained  upon  the  sub- 
ject bv  considering  the  laws  of  the  states  be- 
fore the  adoption  of  the  constitution.  All 
were  adverse  to  the  right  to  expatriate  save 
Virginia  and  Pennsylvania.  I  have  not  had 
secess  to  the  act  of  Pennsylvania.  That  of 
Virginia  is  given  in  Taibatv,  Jantan,  8  U.  S. 
3  Dall.  186,  1  L.  ed.  541,  naU,  The  words 
of  the  law  are  these :  **  Whensoever  any  citi  - 
zen  of  this  commonwealth,  shall,  by  deed  in 
writing,  under  his  hand  and  seal,  executed  in 
tlie  presence  of,  and  subscribed  by,  three 
witaesBes,  and  by  them,  or  two  of  them, 
piovod  in  the  general  court,  any  district 
oourt,  or  the  court  of  the  county  or  Corpora- 
tion where  he  resides,  or  by  open  verbal  dec- 
laration made  in  either  of  the  said  courts,  to 
be  by  them  entered  of  record,  declare  that  he 
relinquishes  the  character  of  a  citizen,  and 
shall  depart  out  of  this  conunonwealth,  such 

persons  shall,  from  the  time  of  his  departure, 

he  ooQstdered  as  having  exercised  his  right 


of  expatriation,  and  shall  thenceforth  be 
deemed  no  citizen.'' 

It  will  lie  seen  from  this  statute  that  to 
effect  the  expatriation  the  citizens  must  make 
or  have  passed  in  a  court  of  record  a  public 
declaration  of  his  renunciation,  but  that, 
even  after  this  had  been  done  and  recorded, 
the  citizenship  ceased  not  until  from  the  time 
of  the  departure  from  the  commonwealth. 
Whenever  the  subject  has  been  referred  to  by 
the  United  States  Supreme  Court  the  same 
view  has  been  taken.  In  Tt^  tiantisiima  Trin- 
idad, 20  U.  S.  7  Wheat.  288,  5  L.  ed.  454, 
Justice  Story,  at  page  848,  L.  ed.  470,  after  de- 
clining to  express  an  opinion  upon  the  gen- 
eral question  of  the  right  of  an  American 
citizen,  independently  of  the  authority  of  a 
legislative  act,  to  throw  off  his  allegiance  to 
his  native  country,  adds:  **It  is  perfectly 
clear  that  this  cannot  be  done  without  a  bona 
fide  change  of  domicil." 

The  syllabus  in  Talbot  v.  Janaon,  8  U.  S. 
8  Dall.  188,  1  L.  ed.  540,  as  prepared  by 
Justice  Curtis  in  his  decisions  of  the  Supreme 
Court  (vol.  1,  p.  128),  states  the  doctrine  of 
that  case  upon  tnis  point  to  be :  **  If  the  ri  ght 
of  expatriation  exists,  not  onlv  a  renunciation 
of  citizenship  of  the  United  States  but  actual 
removal  for  some  lawful  purpose  and  the  ac- 
quisition of  a  domicil  elsewhere  are  necessary 
to  effect  it." 

See  also  Ths  I>o%  Hermanoe,  15  U.  S.  2 
Wheat.  76,  98,  4  L.  ed.  189,  194,  where  the 
court  says  that,  even  if  Mr.  Miller  had  been 
expatriated  by  his  resumption  of  domicil  in 
the  United  States,  he  became  a  **  redintegrated 
citizen.'' 

To  the  same  effect  is  the  doctrine  of  the  five 
treaties  above  referred  to.  Those  treaties 
were :  A  treaty  with  the  North  German  Con- 
federacy (15  Stat,  at  L.  615)  ;  a  treaty  with 
Bavaria  (Id.  661)  :  a  treaty  with  Wurttem- 
berg  (16  Stat,  at  L.  735)  ;  with  Hesse,  (Id. 
748)  ;  and  Ecuador  (18  Stat,  at  L.  69). 
These  treaties,  as  has  been  remarked,  re- 
ciprocally give  effect  to  the  naturalization  of 
the  citizens  or  subjects  of  either  government 
in  the  country  of  the  other.  So  dependent  is 
this  recognition  of  change  of  allegiance  upon 
actual  change  of  country  that  in  each  treaty 
tiiere  is  the  same  article  as  to  the  effect  to  be 
given  to  a  return  to  the  native  country  animo 
manendi.  For  instance,  in  the  treaty  with  the 
king  of  Prussia  (15  Stat,  at  L.  616),  article 
4provides :  ** If  an  American  naturalized  in 
North  Germany  renews  his  residence  in  the 
United  States,  without  the  intent  to  return 
to  North  Germany,  he  shall  be  held  to  have 
renounced  his  naturalization  in  North  €}er- 
manv. " 

AUberry  v.  Hawkins,  9  Dana,  177,  88  Am. 
Dec.  546,  is  one  of  the  few  American  cases 
which,  following  the  law  of  Virginia,  the 
parent  state  of  Kentucky,  maintains  the  right 
of  expatriation.  But  the  court  there  held 
that  expatriation  must  be  actual ;  there  must 
be  a  going  forth  from  the  country  allegiance 
to  which  is  surrendered. 

My  conclusion,  therefore,  is  that  from  the 
utterances  of  the  public  writers,  of  the  su- 
preme court,  and  the  provisions  of  the  trea- 
ties, even  if  congress  meant  to  imply  that  ex- 
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patriation  from  the  United  States  might  be 
effected  by  means  other  than  naturalization  in 
a  foreign  country,  it  must  have  meant  that  it 
should  be  conditioned  upon  actual  departure 
from  the  country. 

It  does  not  affect  the  conclusion  that  the 
domicil  of  the  wife  w&s  controlled  by  that 
of  the  husband.  Whether  decided  by  her  or 
by  one  whom  she  had  authorized  to  decide  for 
her,  the  fact  of  her  residence  here,  with  the 
purpose  on  the  part  of  her  husband  and  her- 
self to  remain  here  always,  is,  as  it  seems  to 
me,  both  upon  principle  and  authority,  an 
insuperable  obstacle  in  the  way  of  her  ceas- 
ing to  be  considered  a  citizen  of  the  United 
States.  Nor  does  it  seem  to  me  that  the  Act 
of  Congress  of  February  10,  1855  (10  Stat, 
at  L.  604;  Rev.  Stat.  ^  1904),  which  pro- 
vides that  an  alien  woman  by  marriage  with 
a  citizen  shall  become  a  citizen,  au&orizes 
any  inference  that  congress  meant  to  declare 
the  converse,  viz. ,  that  a  citizen  woman  by 
marriage  with  an  alien  should  become  an 
alien.  The  law  is  in  such  well-considered 
and  guarded  terms  as  to  forbid  any  extension 
of  it" by  implication.  The  public  policy  of 
the  United  States  on  the  subject  of  immigra- 
tion has  been  based  upon  its  interests.  A  con- 
tinent was  to  be  populated.  Vast  tracts  of 
land  were  to  be  settled  and  occupied  chiefly 
by  foreigners.  Therefore  congress  has  uni- 
formly encouraged  and  fostered  the  immigra- 
tion and  naturalization  of  foreigners  in  every 
proper  way.  Lynch  v.  Clarke,  1  Sandf.  Ch. 
657,  7  L.  ed.  460,  and  Cfiief  Justice  Ells- 
worth's opinion  in  the  Case  of  laaac  Williams^ 
6  U.  S.  2  Cranch,  82,  2  L.  ed.  214,  note. 
Again,  congress  considered  the  investiture  of 
an  alien  with  the  rights  of  citizenship  as  an 
advantage  in  the  reception  of  which  ac- 
quiescence might  be  presumed,  which  would 
be  far  from  true  as  to  the  loss  of  those  rights 
by  a  citizen.  The  relation  of  husband  and 
wife  was  dealt  with  by  congress  only  in  the 
furtherance  of  this  public  policy  of  the  na- 
tion, and  the  statute  was  not  intended  as  a 
general  enactment  upon  the  consequences  of 
marriage  between  people  of  different  nation- 
'alities.  Therefore,  as  it  seems  to  me,  if  in- 
ference is  to  be  resorted  to  upon  the  subject, 
the  motive  on  the  part  of  congress  for  mak- 
ing an  alien  woman  a  citizen  by  her  marriaire 
with  a  citizen  would  have  been  the  very  rea- 
son for  its  not  intending  the  converse, — that 
a  citizen  woman  by  marrying  an  alien  should 
become  an  alien. 

The  relation  of  husband  and  wife  is  not  in- 
consistent with  one  being  a  citizen  and  the 
other  being  an  alien.  In  Priettt  v.  Cummings, 
16  Wend.  617,  626,  the  supremn  court  of  New 
York,  Judge  Nelson  afterwards  ^fr.  Justice 
Nelson,  being  the  organ  of  the  court,  held 
that  in  the  act  of  congress,  known  as  tlie 
** Naturalization  Act,"  the  words,  "any  alien 
being  a  free  white  person,"  included  an  alien 
married  woman,  and  that  an  alien  wife  might 
be  naturalized  without  the  concurrence  of  her 
husband;  Judge  Nelson  quoting  from  the 
opinion  of  Shanks  y.  Dupont,  28  U.  S.  8  Pet. 
248,  7  L.  ed.  668,  to  the  effect  that  **the  in- 
capacities of  married  women  do  not  affect 
their  political  rights,  nor  prevent  them  from 
acquiring  or  losing  a  national  character ;  that 
22L.II.A. 


their  political  rights  do  not  stand  upon  the 
doctrines  of  municipal  law,  but  upon  the 
more  general  principles  of  the  law  of  na- 
tions." If  the  doctrines  of  international  law 
and  our  own  nautralization  statute  sanction  a 
married  woman  becoming  a  citizen  for  her- 
self and  without  the  concurrence  of  her  hus- 
band, how  shall  the  fact  of  a  woman's  mar- 
riage with  an  alien  bom  husband,  who  has- 
cast  off  forever  all  political  connection  with 
any  coimtry  save  this,  and  has  settled  here  for 
li&,  work  ipso  facto  an  undeclared  implied 
surrender  of  her  citizenship?  In  Beck  v.  JUc- 
OiUis,  9  Barb.  85,  it  was  held  that  the  mar- 
riage of  a  female  with  an  alien  did  not  render 
her  an  alien,  so  as  to  prevent  her  taking  real 
estate  by  dower. 

I  have  so  far  considered  the  question  sub- 
mitted with  reference  to  any  assent  on  the 
part  of  the  government  to  a 'renunciation  of 
allegiance  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff.  Ver>' 
much  of  what  I  have  said  bears  upon  the  re- 
maining point  to  be  considered, — whether  the 
plaintiff  has  herself  done  any  act  which,  by 
fair  intendment,  manifested  a  purpose  of  vol- 
untarily withdrawing  her  allegiance  from  t he- 
United  States.  T|ie  plaintiff  is  in  this  case 
claiming  a  privilege  acquired,  but  the  case 
must  be  determined  upon  precisely  the  same 
considerations  as  if  the  question  arose  upon 
an  objection  interposed  against  her  claim  of 
a  right,  such  as  if  she  was  setting  up  a  right 
of  dower,  and  it  was  claimed  she  haa  become 
an  alien.  In  either  case  the  question  would 
be  the  same,— has  the  plaintiff  by  her  mar- 
riage with  Oomitis  renounced  her  citizenship 
of  the  United  States?  According  to  the  facts 
of  the  case,  Comitis  several  years  before  the 
marriage  settled  here  with  a  purpose  to 
withdraw  altogether  from  Italy,  his  native 
country;  and  never  to  leave  this  countrjr, 
which  purpose  he  retained  till  the  time  of  his 
death.  The  plaintiff  herself  never  left  the 
country,  and  never  intended  to  leave.  The 
inference  to  be  drawn  from  the  plaintiff* a 
marriage  with  Comitis,  under  these  circum- 
stances, as  it  seems  to  me,  is  that  the  plain- 
tiff meant  to  retain,  and  her  husband  ulti- 
mately to  acquire,  citizenship  in  the  United 
States.  According  to  the  doctrine  laid  down 
by  the  English  courts,  especially  by  Sir 
William  Scott,  and  reiterated  by  the  United 
States  Supreme  Court  in  Ths  Venus,  12  U.  S. 
8  Cranch,  255,  8  L.  ed.  554,  in  case  of  a  war 
between  the  United  States  and  Italy,  if  Com- 
itis (doing  less  than  is  shown  to  have  been 
done  by  him  in  his  case  towanis  making  this 
his  permanent  domicil)  ^'had  removed  to  this 
country,  settled  himself  here,  and  engaged 
in  the  trade  of  the  country,  he  would"  have 
furnished  such  evidence  of  an  intention  per> 
manently  to  reside  here  as  would  have 
stamped  him  with  the  national  character"  of 
the  United  States.  Page  270,  8  L.  ed.  562. 
I  canndt  see  how,  if  these  circumstances^ 
would  have  stamped  upon  him  the  national 
character  with  respect  to  his  goods  on  the 
high  seas,  they  should  not  be  considered  as 
stamping  the  same  national  character  upon 
him  as  a  husband  in  the  opinion  of  the  woman 
who  was  about  to  marry  him,  and  thus  fur- 
nish a  clear  indication  of  the  intent  on  her 
part  not  to  renounce  the  protection  of   the 
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govemmeiit  of  the  oonntry  in  which  she  and 
he  intended  to  continue  to  reside.  Both  the 
hfubuid  and  wife  intended  this  country  as 
their  permanent  domicil.  By  virtue  of  his 
settlement  and  residence  here  the  constitution 
makes  his  children  citieens  of  the  United 
States.  By  reason  of  his  settlement  and  res- 
idence here  the  courts  adjudge  his  property, 
wlien  ontsfde  of  all  countries,  that  of  a  citi- 
zen. If  the  controlling^  circumstances  of  a 
man's  life  render  his  children  and  his  prop- 
erty American,  can  a  union  with  him  bv  mar- 
riage be  held  to  indicate  a  purpose  on  the  part 
of  the  wife  to  expatriate  herself  and  render 
henelf  an  Italian?  If,  even  when  renun- 
ciation of  allegiance  is  permitted,  express 
renonciation  is  not  allowed  except  when 
aooompanied  hj  actual  departure  from  the 
coontiy,  a  farhori,  remaining  and  intending 
to  remain  in  one's  native  country  perma' 
nently  forbid  any  withdrawal  from  allegiance 
bj  implication. 

Xj  conclusion,  for  the  reasons  which  I  have 
tbos  stated,  is  that  on  the  questions  of  natu- 
niixation  and  expatriation  the  Judgment  of 
the ooorts  must  not  outrun  the  action  of  con- 
gress, and  that  the  courts  must  carefully  ob- ; 


serve  the  lines  of  demarcation  which  the  con- 
gress has  drawn ;  that  any  imperfections  or 
inconsistencies  in  those  lines  must  be  sup- 
plied and  corrected  by  congress,  and  not  by 
the  courts ;  and  that  the  laws  of  congress  do 
not  authorize,  nor  do  her  own  acts  impute, 
any  cessation  of  her  citizenship  of  the  United 
States.  Four  attorney- generals  of  the  Uni  ted 
States  have  given  opinions  upon  the  question 
as  to  the  effect  of  a  female  citizen  marrying 
an  alien  husband.  Two  have  held  that  she 
became  an  alien,  two  that  she  remained  a 
citizen.  One  of  the  present  Justices  of  the 
supreme  court,  when  he  was  district  Judge, 
whose  every  opinion  has  my  great  respect, 
due  not  more  to  his  elevated  position  than  to 
his  commanding  fitness  for  it,  came  to  the 
opposite  conclusion  to  that  which  I  have 
reached.  Psquignot  v.  Detroit,  16  Fed.  Rep. 
211.  But  in  that  case  the  facts  characterizin;^ 
the  residence  of  the  husband  and  wife  may 
have  made  it  what  the  public  writers  term 
temporary  residence,  whereas  the  intent  of 
the  plaintiff  and  her  husband  was  to  remain 
in  the  United  States  always. 

7  thitik  (he  plea  mtut  be  mairUairied,  and  the 
suit  diemissed  without  pr^dice. 
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1.  The  bare  Ihet  tliata  deed  retained 
by  the  grantor  withoat  reeerding 
teriag  Us  lUbtlne  wae  ezeented  in 
the  presence  of  »  witness  is  not  suffldent 
to  sbov  tlurt  it  was  delivered  durinff  his  life. 

t.  Agiftbgr  will  of  »  chest  and  its  con- 
tents does  not  operate  as  a  devise  of  land,  by 
reason  of  the  fact  that  an  undelivered  deed  of 
theltod  to  the  same  person  was  In  the  chest. 

(October  20,  ises.) 

APPEAL  by  the  tenant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  Berkshire  County 
ra  favor  of  demandants  in  an  action  brought 
to  recover  the  possession  of  certain  real  estate 
vbich  the  tenant  claimed  under  a  deed  exe- 
cuted by  his  grandfather,  Miles  Avery,  de- 
ceased, bat  which  demandants  alleged  was 
sever  delivered,  and  also  imder  a  dause  of 
fcstatoKs  will  giving  the  tenant  the  chest  and 
its  contents,  among  which  was  the  deed  in 
question.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  A*  Chalklejr  CoUibis,  for  demand- 
uits«  appellees: 

The  tenant  cannot  acquire  title  under  his 


deed  unless  there  was  a  valid  delivery  of  the 
deed  by  the  grantor  during  his  lifetime.  De- 
livery is  an  indispensable  requisite  to  the  va- 
liditv  of  a  deed. 

SkurtUffv,  Francis,  118  Mass.  154;  8tone  v. 
French,  87  Etan.  145;  Weisinger  v.  Cock,  67 
Miss.  511;  Porter  v.  Woodhotise,  59  Conn.  568; 
StillweU  V.  Hubbard,  20  Wend.  44;  Wellborn 
V.  Weaver,  17  Ga.  267.  68  Am.  Dec  245,  notes. 

The  mere  manual  transfer  of  the  deed  from 
the  executor  to  the  tenant  cannot  constitute  a 
delivery. 

Fay  V.  Richardson,  7  Pick.  91. 

The  tenant  caonot  take  under  the  will,  as 
there  is  no  attempt  on  the  part  of  the  testator 
to  convev  the  property  by  his  will,  except  in 
the  residuarv  clause.  The  testator  does  not 
refer  to  the  deed  in  his  will  nor  try  to  make  it 
a  part  of  the  will,  nor  is  there  any  evidence  of 
anv  desire  or  intention  on  bis  part  to  do  so. 

1  Jarman,  Wills,  p.  741;  Newton  y.  Seaman's 
Friend  Soc.  180  Mass.  91,  89  Am.  Rep.  488. 

Mr.  Herbert  C*  Jojner,  for  tenant,  ap- 
pellant: 

The  executors  of  the  will,  agreeable  to  its 
provisions,  handed  over  said  deed  to  the  ten- 
ant. He  accepted  it,  had  it  recorded,  and  took 
possession  of  the  premises  before  this  acdon 
was  brought.  Has  there  not  been  a  delivery 
of  this  deed  sufficient  to  give  the  tenant  a  title? 

Where  a  deed  is  delivered  to  a  third  person 
for  the  grantee  and  is  handed  by  that  person 
to  the  grantee  after  the  death  of  the  grantor  it 
is  a  good  delivery  and  takes  effect  from  the 


Sor&— It  appeals  in  the  brief  of  counsel,  thousrh 
sot  stated  by  the  court,  that  the  attestation  clause 
ifcaed  by  the  wttnes  to  the  deed  stated  in  the 
«us]  fonn  that  it  was  "siffned,  sealed,  and  de- 
^fovwT*  In  his  presence,  thus  raising'  the  question 
of  the  effect  of  sueh  recital  as  evidence  of  delivery. 
aURA. 


For  prior  oases  in  this  series,  as  to  the  delivery  of 
a  deed,  see  Standlf ord  v.  8tandiford  (Mo.)  8  L.  It.  A. 
an.  and  note;  Lee  v.  Fletcher  (Bfinn.)  12  L.  R.  A.  171; 
Oook  V.  Patrick  (111.)  11  L.  B.  A.  673:  Porter  v. 
Woodhouse  (Conn.)  18  L.  R.  A.  64;  Peck  v.  Rees 
(Utah)  18  L.  R.  A.  714. 


IM 


MA88ACHU8RTTS  SUPBEMB  JuDICIAIj  COURT. 


Oct., 


time  it  was  first  handed  over  to  the  third  per- 
son. 

Hatch  Y.  Hatch,  9  Mass.  807,  6  Am.  Dec. 
67;  Faster  ▼.  Mansfield,  8  Met.  418,  87  Am. 
Dec.  154. 

If  the  court  finds  that  it  was  the  intention  of 
Miles  Avery  to  have  this  deed  take  effect  at 
the  time  it  was  executed  "signed,  sealed,  and 
delivered,"  it  will  be  considered  a  delivered 
deed  and  transfer  the  title,  although  it  was  not 
actually  handed  over  until  after  the  grantor's 
-death,  and  was  never  beyond  the  control  of  the 
grantor. 

Sneathen  v.  Sneathen,  104  Mo.  201. 

A  deed  mav  operate  as  a  deed,  although  not 
actually  handed  over  to  the  grantee  until  after 
the  death  or  other  disability  of  the  grantor. 

Wheelwright  v.  Wheelwright,  2  Mass.  447,  8 
Am.  Dec.  66. 

A  deed  may  be  handed  over  by  the  adminis- 
trator of  a  deceased  grantor,  where  there  has 
been  a  constructive  delivery  \^y  the  deceased  in 
his  lifetime,  and  it  will  operate  as  the  deed  of 
the  grantor,  taking  effect  from  the  time  of  the 
•constructive  delivery. 

Fay  V.  EiehanUan,  7  Pick.  91. 

When  an  instrument  of  conveyance  is  sealed 
und  delivered  with  an  intention  on  the  part  of 
the  grantor  that  it  shall  operate  immediately 
and  there  is  nothing  to  qualify  the  delivery  but 
keeping  the  deed  in  the  hands  of  the  grantor, 
it  is  a  valid  and  effectual  deed  in  law  and 
equity.  The  execution  of  the  deed  in  the  pres- 
ence of  an  attesting  witness  is  sufficient  evi- 
dence from  which  to  infer  a  delivery. 

Moore  v.  Hcndton,  9  Allen,  102. 

The  deed  may  remain  with  the  grantor  and 
it  will  be  a  good  delivery  if  there  are  other  acts 
and  declarations  sufficient  to  show  an  intention 
to  treat  it  as  delivered. 

Began  v.  HotM,  121  Mass.  424. 

There  is  such  reference  to  the  deed  in  the 
will  as  to  give  the  deed  a  testamentary  char- 
acter. 

A  testator  may  refer  to  deeds  and  other  in- 
struments or  monuments  or  existing  facts  so 
us  to  make  them  part  of  his  will. 

Thatfer  v.  Wellingtan,  9  Allen,  288,  85  Am. 
Dec.  768;  Netctan  v.  Seaman's  Friend  8oc.  180 
Mass.  91,  89  Am.  Rep.  488;  Thompson  v. 
Uoyd,  49  Pa.  128. 

Should  the  court  hold  that  there  is  such  ref- 
erence to  this  deed  in  the  will  of  Miles  Aveiy 
as  to  give  the  deed  a  testamentary  character  it 
is  competent  for  the  tenant  now  to  offer  to 
have  the  deed  admitted  to  probate  as  a  part  of 
the  will. 

Newton  v.  Seaman's  Friend  Soc.  180  Mass. 
^1,  89  Am.  Rep.  488;  Waters  v.  Stickney,  12 
AUen,  1,  90  Am.  Dec.  122. 

If  testator  refer  to  monuments  or  existing 
facts  so  that  his  purpose  as  to  a  particular 
legatee  and  the  character  of  the  legacy  is  shown 
to  be  fully  settled,  the  law  gives  the  legatee 
the  benefit  of  the  legacy. 

Smart  v.  Prujean,  6  Ves.  Jr.  560;  Habergham 
V.  Vincent,  2  Ves.  Jr.  228. 

The  plain  and  lawful  intent  of  the  testator 
must  not  be  defeated. 

King  v.  MeUing,  1  Vent  281;  Doe  v.  Lam 
inflL2Burr.  1112. 

Where  a  promissory  note  of  the  testator  was 
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held  void  as  a  note  it  was  held  good  as  a  legacy. 
Loring.Y,  Sumner,  28  Pick.  98. 

Allen*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

1.  The  i^greed  facts  fail  to  show  a  delivery 
of  the  deed  in  the  grantor's  lifetime.  The 
ffrantor  retained  control  of  the  deed  and  of  the 
land.  There  was  no  prior  bargain  with  the 
grantee,  and  no  indebtedness  to  him  nor  Dela- 
tion of  trust  towards  him.  He  has  no  knowl- 
edge of  the  execution  of  the  deed.  The  only 
consideration  was  love  and  affection.  The 
deed  was  not  recorded  during  the  grantor's 
lifetime.  There  was  to  oral  declaration  by 
the  grantor  that  he  meant  to  have  it  take  effect 
at  once.  In  short,  there  was  nothing  tending 
to  show  a  delivery  of  the  deed  except  the  bare 
fact  that  it  was  executed  in  the  presence  of  a 
witness.  The  question  of  delivery  is  a  ques- 
tion of  fact,  and  delivery  in  the  grantor's  life- 
time must  be  proved.  There  must  have  been 
an  intention  that  it  should  operate  as  a  present 
conveyance  of  title.  A  finding  of  the  delivery 
of  the  deed  would  not  be  warranted  on  the 
ai?reed  facts.  Stever^y,  Stetens,  ISO  IAbbb,  ^7 1 
murtleffv.  Francis,  118  Mass.  154;  Hawkes^r. 
Pike,  105  Mass.  560, 7  Am.  Rep.  554;  BralnwA 
V.  Boston  Five  Gent  Sav.  Bank,  104  Mass.  228, 
282,  6  Am.  Rep.  222;  Chase  v.  Breed,  5  Gray, 
440;  Tovnge  v.  GuiJbeau,  70  U.  8.  8  Wall.  68G, 
641,  18  L.  ed.  262,  268;  8  Washb.  Real  Prop. 
5th  ed.  299  et  seg.  There  were  no  acts  or  dec- 
larations of  the  grantor  sufficient  to  show  an 
intent  to  treat  it  as  delivered,  or  circumstances 
such  as  were  found  to  be  sufficient  in  Lowd  ▼. 
Brigham,  154  Mass.  107,  118,  114,  and  cases 
there  cited,  and  in  Began  v.  Howe,  121  Mass. 
424. 

2.  Even  though  it  be  assumed  that  the  un- 
delivered deed  was  in  the  chest  when  the  will 
was  signed,  the  gift  in  the  will  of  "my  chest 
and  its  contents,  except  the  bank  books,"  doea 
not  operate  as  a  devise  of  the  land.  The  dan- 
ger of  using  words  of  this  kind  in  a  will  is 
pointed  out  by  Ohitty,  Jl,  in  Bobson  v.  Hamil- 
ton [1891],  2  Ch.  559,  because  an  article  may 
be  in  the  chest  one  day  and  out  of  it  the  next. 
or  may  be  put  there  for  safe-keeping  during 
the  testatorns  fast  illness  by  somebody  who  is 
taking  care  of  thines  which  are  found  lyin^ 
about.  Moreover,  l£is  form  of  gift,  if  it  speaks 
from  the  death  of  the  testator,  would  enable 
him  to  increase  or  diminish  his  gift  at  pleasure 
by  puttiDg  things  into  the  chest  or  taking  them 
out  from  time  to  time,  thus  accomplishing 
what  cannot  be  done  by  referring  in  the  will 
to  a  separate  paper  thereafter  to  be  prepared 
and  signed  by  the  testator.  Thayer  v.  Wdling- 
ton,  9  Allen,  288,  85  Am.  Dec.  758.  How- 
ever, this  aspect  of  the  case  need  not  be  dwelt 
on,  because  the  words  of  the  gift  are  not  suffi- 
cient to  carry  the  land,  even  though  it  waa 
clearly  proved  that. the  deed  was  in  the  chest 
all  the  time.  The  reason  of  this  is  that  the 
deed  is  not  to  be  considered  as  property  in  It- 
self, but  evidence  of  title  to  propertv  situated 
elsewhere.  Land  connot  be  deemed  to  be  In- 
cluded among  the  contents  of  a  chest,  merely 
because  a  de^  conveying  it,  or  an  undelivered 
deed  describing  it,  is  contained  therein.  Many 
cases  are  to  be  found  in  the  books  where  ques- 
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tioDs  ha?e  arisen  whether  gifts  of  broods,  or 
chattels,  or  property,  or  things  contained  in  or 
the  contents  of  a  certain  place,  or  hoose,  or 
closet,  or  cabinet,  or  desk,  or  trunk,  sbonld  be 
held  to  ioehide  money,  bonds,  promissory 
notes,  banker's  receipts,  or  other  simihir  arti- 
cles of  peraoiial  property,  and  the  decisions 
have  not  been  uniform.  See  cases  cited  in  1 
Jarman  on  Wills,  6th  Am.  ed.  by  Bigelow,  709 
a  teg,;  2  Wms.  Exn.  p.  1000  e^  #09. /Theobald, 
Wills.  8d  ed.  145;  Pmniman  v.  French,  17 
Pick.  404.  28  Am.  Dec.  900;  Lock  v.  No!fe$,  9 
N.  H.  480.  But  no  case  has  been  cited  by 
counsel,  or  found  by  ns,  in  which  it  has  been 
held  that  land  would  pass  under  such  a  gift 
by  reason  of  a  deed  thereof  being  found  among 
the  contents  of  the  place  or  receptacle  desig- 
nated. On  the  other  hand,  title  deeds  have 
been  selected  as  the  most  striking  illustration 
of  .what  would  not  pass  under  such  general 


words.  Brooke  ▼.  Turj^er,  7  Sim.  071;  Boimon 
V.  HamilUm  [1891],  2  Oh.  559,  505,  500.  And 
a  mortgage  has  been  expressly  held  not  to  be 
so  incluoed,  in  Fleming  ▼.  Brook,  1  Sch.  & 
Lef.  818,  and  Brooke  ▼.  Turner,  mipra.  It  is 
not  as  if  the  testator,  in  his  will,  had  made  a 
gift  of  the  deed  in  express  terms,  or  had  di- 
rected it  to  be  delivered  to  the  tenant.  That 
wonld  have  presented  a  different  question.  It 
is,  of  courae,  possible  that  the  testator  may 
hare  mistakenly  supposed  that  his  undeliTered 
deed  to  the  tenant  would  be  effectual  to  con- 
vey the  land  after  his  own  death.  If  that  was 
so,  it  might  be  a  reason  why  he  did  not  give 
the  land  to  the  tenant  by  his  will;  but  it  would 
not  change  the  construction  of  the  will  itself, 
and  enlarge  the  meaning  of  the  words  used,  so 
as  to  make  the  land  pass  under  the  gift  of  the 
chest  and  its  contents. 
Judgment  for  demandants  affirmed. 
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COMMONWEALTH   of    Pennsylvania,  for 
Use  of  Philadelphia  County  et  al.,  Appt., 

George  SCHOLLENBERQER. 


(166  Pa.  an.) 


1 


Thai  OBie  hmving  goodm  for  aale  i«  » 
Boareddent  manwltecturer  and  aalls 
Us  go€»da  wiUiln  the  stete  ttuNnuffti  aa 
ageat  does  not,  under  the  Federal  GonstitutioQ, 
relieve  him  from  the  operation  of  the  looal  police 
Itwa,  tf  he  keeps  In  the  state  a  store  oontainlDga 
stock  of  goods  for  the  Inspection  of  customers 
fram  whleh  he  makes  sales  to  actual  oustomers. 

2.  Aa  orin^taal  paclrago.  trade  in  which  is 
protected  hy  the  Federal  Constitntlon,  is  such 
fonn  and  stoe  of  package  as  is  used  by  producers 
or  shippera  for  the  purpose  of  securing  both  oon- 
venlenue  in  handling  and  security  In  transporter 
tkm  of  merchandise  between  dealers  in  the  ordi- 
nary comae  of  actual  commerce. 

3.  ahowtngtfc**  *  packmga  of  auitarial 
t»beiModmalbodwag—de,  stajaped* 
aad  branded .  la  fluiotbor  state  is  not  suffl- 
dent  to  show  that  It  Is  an  original  package,  trade 
in  which  Is  protected  by  the  Federal  Oonstitu- 
tkm,  without  showing  further  that  it  was  in  the 
form  usually  adopted  in  the  trade  for  purposes 
of  Mmaportation. 

4.  The  sale  of  a  pmckn§^  of  soode^ea- 


tire  aad  nabrolcea  ae  imported  1 
aaother  state  will  be  protected  as  interstate 
commerce  only  when  the  form  and  siie  of  the 
package  is  that  usually  adopted  in  the  trade  fOr 
purpose  of  transportation,  and  not  when  adopted 
with  a  view  to  unlawful  intrastate  retail  trade. 

auly  19, 1808.) 

APPEAL  hy  complainant  from  a  Judgment 
of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  No.  8  for 
Philadelphia  Count^jr  reversing  a  Judgment  of 
a  magistrate's  court  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an 
action  brought  to  recover  the  statutory  penalty 
for  an  alleged  violation  of  the  oleomargarine 
Act.    Bevereed. 

The  case  was  submitted  upon  an  agreed  state- 
ment of  facts,  which  was  as  follows: 

That  the  defendant  is  a  resident  and  citizen 
of  the  state  of  Pennsylvania. 

That  the  defendant  is  engaged  in  business  at 
219  Callowhill  street,  in  the  city  of  Philadel- 
phia, Pa.,  as  the  agent  of  the  Oakdale  Manu- 
facturing Company,  whose  principal  office  and 
place  of  Dusiness  is  in  the  city  of  Providence 
and  state  of  Rhode  Island;  and  was  acting  as 
such  agent  from  the  first  day  of  June,  1891, 
and  on  the  80th  dav  of  November,  1891. 

That  the  said  defendant,  on  the  2l8t  day  of 
July,  1891,  paid  to  the  collector  of  internal 
revenue  of  the  first  district  of  Pennsylvania  the 


KoTB.— The  above  decision  is  a  very  notable  one, 
mslbing  a  new  distinction  or  test  as  to  original 
Picksges  of  commerce  which  Is  of  very  great  im- 
portance. That  the  test  adopted  based  on  oom- 
OMTcial  osage  is  much  less  certain  In  its  application 
than  the  test  of  the  mere  ezisteace  of  an  unbroken 
milage  as  Imported,  does  not  imply  that  it  is  or  is 
00c  the  true  one  although  certainty  is  much  to  be 
Mred.  But  another  consideration  which  may  per- 
liaps  be  regarded  as  more  oontrolliog  Is  the  q  uestlou 
whether  of  not  the  shipper  and  importer  of  goods 
from  one  state  into  another  to  be  sold  in  original 
padnges  In  defiance  of  state  law  can  be  restricted 
by  say  custom  of  the  trade  as  to  the  form  and  sise 
of  packages  i^iloh  ahaU  be  protected.  Since  the 
mia  fa  any  form  or  sise  of  package  is  condemned 
bythe  state  hiw  and  the  parties  to  the  business 
22L,R.A, 


must  intend  to  do  what  the  state  law  forbids,  it 
may  be  questioned  whether  they  have  not  the  right 
if  they  are  entitled  to  sell  their  goods  in  defiance  of 
state  law  at  all,  to  put  the  goods  up  in  the  form 
which  will  most  facilitate  their  sales;  or  to  put  it 
in  another  form  whether  a  package  which  can  be 
readily  sold  directly  to'  the  consumer  may  not  be 
an  article  of  interstate  commerce  when  transported 
from  another  state  and  sold  unbroken.  Whatever 
may  be  the  final  decision  on  this  point  by  the  Bu- 
preme  Court  of  the  United  States,  the  Pennsylvania 
court  has  enlarged  the  law  of  interetate  commerce 
in  a  very  important  particular. 

As  to  what  constitutes  original  packages,  see  also 
State  V.  Chapman  (S.  Dak.)  10  L.  R.  A.  488,  and  Keith 
v.  State  (Ala.)  10  L.  R.  A.  480. 
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sum  of  four  hundred  and  eighty  dollars,  as 
and  for  a  special  tax  upon  the  business  as  agent 
for  the  Oakdale  Manufacturing  Company  in 
oleomargarine,  and  obtained  from  said  collec- 
tor a  wilting  in  the  words  following:  '  'Inter- 
nal revenue  store  license  to  defendant  as 
agent." 

That  OD  November  80,  1891,  in  the  city  of 
Philadelphia,  at  his  said  place  of  business  as 
aforesaid,  said  defendant,  actlne  as  agent  for 
the  said  Oakdale  Manafactunnf  Company, 
sold  and  delivered  to  one  John  U.  Berry,  car- 
rying on  the  business  of  a  coffee  house,  at  606 
Lombard  street,  in  the  city  of  Philadelphia, 
Pa.,  a  package  containing  eighty  pounds  of 
oleomargarine  for  the  sum  of  $12.40,  which 
said  sum  of  $13.40  was  paid  to  the  defendant 
as  agent  of  the  Oakdale  Manufacturing  Com- 
pany on  the  said  dOth  day  of  November,  1891; 
which  said  package  of  oleomargarine  was  man- 
ufactured in  the  state  of  Rhode  Island  and 
shipped  to  their  agent,  the  defendant,  the  said 
George  Schollenb^gcr,  who  sold  and  delivered 
the  said  package,  unbroken,  to  the  said  John 
H.  Berry,  ana  which  package  was  marked, 
branded,  and  stamped  in  the  manner  prescribed 
by  the  commissioner  of  internal  revenue  with 
the  approval  of  the  secretarv  of  the  treasury. 

If,  upon  this  statement  of  facts,  the  court  is 
of  the  opinion  that  the  defendant  is  liable  for 
the  penalty  Imposed  by  the  act  of  assembly, 
entitled,  '* An  Act  for  the  Protection  of  the 
Public  Health  and  to  Prevent  the  Adulteration 
of  Dairy  Products  and  Fraud  in  the  Sale  there- 
of," approved  May  21,  1886,  then  judgment  to 
be  entered  in  favor  of  the  commonwealth  and 
against  the  defendant  in  the  sum  of  $100  and 
costs  of  this  suit;  but  if  the  court  be  of  the 
opinion  that  for  any  reason  the  defendant  is 
not  so  liable,  then  judgment  be  entered  for  the 
defendant. 

It  is  hereby  agreed  by  counsel  for  plaintiff 
and  defendant  in  the  above  case,  that  for  the 
purpose  of  this  case,  the  word '  'oleomargarine," 
when  used  in  the  case  staled,  is  intended  to 
mean  *'an  article  designed  to  take  the  place  of 
butter  or  cheese  produced  from'  pure  and  un- 
adulterated milk,  or  cream  from  the  same; 
and  .manufactured  out  of  any  oleaginous  sub- 
stance or  any  compound  of  the  same,  other 
than  that  produced  from  unadulterated  milk 
or  cream  rrom  the  same." 

It  is  further  agreed  that  the  said  package 
was  sold  as  an  article  of  food  within  the  words 
of  the  Act  of  May  21,  1885. 

Messrs,  Luther  S.  KaaAnaji*  Charles 
F.  Warwick  and  Wayne  MacVea^ h, 
for  appellant: 

The  Act  of  May  21.  1885,  Pub.  Laws,  22,  is 
constitutional. 

JPkneeUY.  Com,  114  Pa.  292,  60  Am.  Rep.  850, 
127  U.  S.  678,  82  L.  ed.  258. 

The  Act  of  May  21,  1885,  is  excepted  from 
the  general  scope  of  the'  decision  in  Leisy  v. 
Bardin,  185  U.  8.  100,  84  L.  ed.  128;  Com.  v. 
ZeU,  11  L.  R.  A.  602, 188  Pa.  628. 

The  Act  of  May  21,  1885,  is  a  proper  exer- 
cise of  the  police  power  of  the  state,  and  is  not 
an  interference  with  or  regulation  of  interstate 
commerce. 

TitusvUle  V.  Brennan,  14  L.  R.  A.  100,  8 
Inters.  Com.  Rep.  785, 148  Pa.  642;  Boston  Beer 
Co,  V.  Massachusetts,  97  U.  S.  25,  24  L.  ed.  989; 
^2  L.  R  A. 


McAUister  v.  State,  72  Md.  390;  Pierce  v,  JStaie, 
68  Md,  596;  Dent  v.  West  Virginia,  129  U.  S. 
114,  32  L.  ed.  628. 

Mr,  A.  B.  Roney*  for  appellee: 

The  state  of  Pennsylvania  cannot  prohibit 
the  sale  of  an  article  manufactured  in  and  im- 
ported from  another  state,  and  recognized  by 
congress  to  be  an  article  of  interstate  coni- 
merce,  while  the  same  is  still  in  the  hands  of 
the  importer  in  the  original  package. 

Leisy  v.  Hardin,  135  U.  8. 100, 84  L.  ed.  128; 
Gibbons  v.  Offden,  22  U.  8.  9  Wheat.  204,  6  L. 
ed.  72. 

Interstate  commerce  is  such  commerce  as  th& 
nation  at  large  shall  determine  to  be  interstate. 

Gihbons  v.  Ogden,  22  U.  8.  9  Wheat.  189,  6 
L.  ed.  68;  Welton  v.  MissouH,  91  U.  8.  275,  2a 
L.  ed.  847;  Mobile  County  v.  Kimball,  102  U. 
8.  697,  26  L.  ed.  239;  Bobbins  v.  Sfielby  County 
Tax.  Dist,  120  U.  8.  489,  80  L.  ed,  694;  Com. 
V.  Gardner,  7  L.  R.  A.  666,  133  Pa.  284;  Bow 
man  v.  Chicago  A  N,  W,  R  Co.  125  U.  8. 498, 
81  L.  ed.  709;  Thurlow  v.  Massachusetts,  46  U. 
.8.  5  How.  504.  12  L.  ed.  256. 

It  is  in  the  power  of  congress  exclusively  to- 
regulate  this  commerce. 

Brown  v.  Maryland,  25  U.  8.  12  Wheat.  441, 
6  L.  ed.  686;  New  York  v.  Miln,  36  U.  8.  11 
Pet.  157,  9  L.  ed.  669;  License  Cases,  46  U.  8. 
5  How.  599,  12  L.  ed.  299;  Passenger  Gases,  4S 
U.  8.  7  How.  288,  12  L.  ed.  702;  Bowman  v. 
Chicago  db  N,  W,  R  Co.  125  U.  8.  478,  31  L. 
ed.  704;  Welton  v.  Missouri,  supra;  Mobile 
County  V.  KimbaU,  102  U.  8.  691, 26  L.  ed.  288; 
Bartemeyer  v.  Jowa,  85  U.  8.  18  Wall.  129,  21 
L.  ed.  929;  Boston  Beer  Co,  v.  Massachusetts, 
97  U.  8.  25,  24  L.  ed.  989;  Mugler  v.  Kansas,, 
123  U.  8.  628, 31  L.  ed.  205;  PoweU  v.  Pennsyl- 
vania,  127  U.  8.  678,  82  L.  ed.  253. 

If  a  law  merelv  indirectly  and  remotely  af- 
fects commerce  the  action  of  the  state  is  valid 
if  exercised  under  a  valid  state  power. 

Wilson  V.  Blackbird  Creek  Marsh  Co,  27  L\ 
8.  2  Pet.  245,  7  L.  ed.  412;  Mobile  County  v. 
Kimball,  supra;  Withers  v.  Buckley,  61  U.  S. 
20  How.  84,  20  L.  ed.  816;  Gilman  v.  Pftila- 
ddphia,  70  U.  8.  3  Wall.  713,  18  L.  ed.  96: 
Pound  V.  Turck,  95  U.  8.  459.  24  L.  ed.  525; 
Coolsy  V.  PhaadelMa  Pdrt  Wardens,  58  U.  8. 
12  How;  299,  13  L.  ed.  996;  Turner  v.  Mary- 
land, 107  U.  8.  38, 27  L.  ed.  370;  Morgan's  L. 
db  T,  B.  4b  88,  Co,  v.  Louisiana  Board  of 
HeaUh,  118  U.  8.  455,  30  L.  ed.  287;  Manches- 
ter V.  Massachusetts,  189  U.  8.  240,  35  L.  ed. 
159;  Dent  v.  West  Virginia,  129  U.  8.  114,  82 
L.  ed.  623. 

It  is  a  regulation  of  commerce  and  void. 

(a)  If  the  state  law  acts  in  an  unreasonable 
manner  or  unnecessarily  interferes  with  com- 
merce. 

Foster  v.  New  Orleans  Port  Wardens,  94  U. 
8.  246,  24  L.  ed.  122;  Wabash,  8t,  L,  4b  P.  R. 
Co,  V.  lUinois,  118  U.  8.  557,  80  L.  ed,  244; 
Western  U,  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Pendleton,  122  U.  8, 
347,  30  L.  ed.  1187;  Hannibal  4b  8t,  J,  R  Co. 
V.  Husen,  96  U.  8.  465,  24  L.  ed.  527;  Minne- 
sota V.  Barber,  186  U.  S.  318,  84  I4.  ed.  455; 
Brimmer  v.  Bebman,  188  U.  8.  78,  34  L.  ed. 
862;  Voight  v.  Wright.  141  U.  8.  62,  85  L.  ed. 
638. 

(b)  Or  is  a  taxation  of  that  commerce. 
Gloucester  Ferry  Co.  v.  Pennsylnania,  114  U. 

8.  196,  29  L.  ed.  158;  Bobbins  v.  Shelby  County 
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Tnx.  Di$i.  190  U.  8.  489,  80  L.  ed.  (KM;  Aiher 
M.  Teau,  128  U.  S.  129,  82  L.  ed.  868;  CrtUehsr 
V.  Kentucky.  141  U.  8.  47, 85  L.  ed.  649;  Lyng 
T.  MiMfan,  185  U.  8. 161, 84  L.  ed.  150;  Nor- 
Jdk  A  W.  R.  Co.  ▼.  Pennsylvania,  186  U.  8. 
114.  84  L.  ed.  894;  Ckfok  v.  Plfnn^vania,  97 
U.  8.  566,  24  L.  ed.  I(h5;  Omm  v.  Maryland, 
m  U.  8.  502.  80  L.  ed.  699;  iSt^ten^f^A  ▼. 
Bennidc,  129  U.  S.  141,  82  L.  ed.  687. 

(c)  Or  amoQiits  to  a  diBcrimlnatioD. 
WeUon  ▼.  Missouri,  91  U.  8.  275,  28  L.  ed. 

347:  WaUing  t.  Michigan,  116  U.  8.  446,  29 
L.  ed.  691;  Ward  y.  Mar^nd,  79  U.  8.  12 
WalL  418,  20  L.  ed.  449;  Soigne  v.  7%imi|) 
«^»,  118  U.  8.  90,  80  L.  ed.  115;  WMer  v. 
Ftrmnta,  103  U.  8.  844,  26  L.  ed.  565:  Sayre 
y.  mOipt,  16  L.  R.  A.  49.  148  Pa.  483;  Re 
Kinmd,  41  Fed.  Rep.  775;  Spetlman  v.  Neu) 
0Hettn9,  45  Fed.  Rep.  8. 

(d)  Or  is  a  prohibitloii  of  a  traffic  or  Inter- 
coone  recognized  at  interstate  commerce. 

Oruteker  v.  Kentneky,  tupra;  Oibbons  v.  Og- 
den,  22  U.  8.  9  Wheat  1,  6  L.  ed.  28;  Cooper 
Mfg.  Co,  V.  Fergumm,  118  U.  8.  727,  28  L.  ed. 
li87;  Be  McAUiaUr.  51  Fed.  Rep.  282;  Btate 
V.  Qooch,  44  Fed.  Rep.  276. 

This  exdusiTe  power  of  congress  begins 
when  the  Joamey  to  another  state  has  actually 
beiruD. 

Ooe  y.  Brrol,  116  U.  "8.  517.  29  L.  ed.  715; 
The  Daniel  BaU  v.  United  Statee,  77  U.  8.  10 
Wall.  557. 19  L.  ed.  999. 

It  continueB  during  the  loumey. 

HaU  y.  DeGuirl  95  U.  8.  485.  24  L.  ed.  547; 
U^umUle,  N.  O,  d-  T,  R,  Co.  v.  Mimmppi,  188 
U.  S.  587,  38  L.  ed.  784;  Gibbons  v.  Ogden,  22 
U  a  9  Wheat  194,  6  L.  ed.  69. 

MThile  the  articles  are  in  the  hands  of  the  rail- 
nwd  or  common  carrier. 

Bnman  ▼.  Cftieago  A  N.  W.  R  Co,  125  U. 
S.  465. 81  L.  ed.  700;  Oruieher  v.  Kentucky,  141 
r.  S.  47,  85  L.  ed.  649. 

In  the  hands  of  the  consignee. 

Brown  v.  Maryland,  25  U.  8. 12  Wheat.  449. 
«  L.  ed.  689;  Bowman  y.  Chicago  A  N.  W.  R, 
(\  iupm;  Low  y.  Austin,  80  IT.  8.  18  Wall. 
».  20  L.  ed.  517;  Leisy  v.  Hardin,  185  U.  8. 
lfl0.84L.  ed.l28. 

l-Dtn  sale  bv  the  importer. 

Brown  y.  Maryland,  supra. 

On  breaking  of  the  original  paclcage  by  the 
importer. 

IM,;  WHton  y.  Missouri,  91  U.  8.  275,  28 
L  ed.  347. 

Unless  congress  has  proyided  otherwise. 

Wilkerson  v.  Rahrer,  140  U.  8.  545.  85  L. 
€d.572. 

The  decision  of  the  lower  court  is  supported 
by  Con.  y.  Pafil,  48  Phila.  Leg.  Int  4;  State 
V.  Oooeh  and  Re  McAllister,  supra. 

WflH^nag,  J. ,  deliyered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  eaae  belongs  to  an  rapidly  growing 
class,  that  has  already  become  uncomfortably 
iarge  and  troublesome  in  this  state.  The 
profits  to  be  derived  from  an  unlawful  traffic 
are  much  larger  than  those  that  flow  from 
te^timate  trade,  provided  the  unlawful 
trayffic  may  be  pursued  without  serious  inter- 
ference from  the  officers  of  the  law.  Law> 
chiding  citizens  will  not  embark  in  a  busi- 
Deas  that  is  forbidden  by  the  laws  of  the  state 


in  which  they  live.  Timid  men  are  afraid 
to  do  so.  This  kind  of  operation  is  left 
therefore  to  those  who  have  no  respect  for  law, 
no  interest  in  the  public  welfare,  and  no  fear 
of  public  opinion.  When  such  men  deliber- 
ately determine  to  put  money  in  their  pockets 
by  engaging  in  a,  business  which  the  statt* 
has  declared  to  be  injurious  to  the  public 
morals,  the  public  health,  or  the  public 
peace,  and  has  therefore  forbidden  altogether, 
or  placed  under  strict  police  regulations,  they 
are  morally  certain  to  seek  immunity  for 
themselves  and  their  unlawful  business  by 
immediate  flight  to  the  sanctuary  of  the  na- 
tional constitution,  and  there  laying  hold  on 
the  horns  of  the  altar  of  interstate  commerce. 
The  road  to  this  refuse  of  lawbreakers  is  well 
beaten.  There  are  signboards  at  every  cross- 
ing on  the  route,  and  the  intermediate  sta- 
tions for  possible  rest  wear  conspicuous  signs 
of  invitation.  The  travelers  over  it  are  gen- 
erally foreigners  to  the  state  whose  laws  they 
trample  upon,  and  include  a  motley  assort- 
ment of  traders.  Beginning  with  the  peri- 
patetic swindlers  whose  worthless  wares  are 
ttansported  in  tin  trunks,  which  the^  carry 
in  their  hands,  and  who  hunt  their  vic- 
tims in  the  secluded  villages  and  along  the 
country  roads,  with  an  instinct  that  rarely 
fails,  and  running  up  or  down  the  scale  of 
lawbreakers  to  the  men  whose  commercial 
operations  extend  to  the  sale  of  oleomargarine 
by  the  pound,  and  of  intoxicating  drimu  by 
the  pint,  there  is  no  man  in  the  procession 
who  is  not  a  conscious  and  deliberate  law- 
breaker, and  who  does  not  set  his  possible 
profits  from  a  forbidden  business  above  his 
duty  to  society  or  the  state  that  protects  him. 
These  men  seek  to  pervert  a  rule  of  law  that 
has  a  wide  and  a  beneficial  field  of  operation. 
They  claim  to  be  engaged  in  interstate  com- 
merce, and  to  be  entitled  to  the  protection  of 
the  general  government,  as  against  the  police 
laws  of  the  individual  states,  for  that  reason. 
In  support  of  their  claim  they  will  assert 
that  their  ** goods,"  whether  consisting  of 
oleomargarine,  beer,  whiskey,  paste  dia- 
monds, pinchbeck  watches,  or  the  like,  were 
made  on  the  other  side  of  the  state  line,  and 
imported  by  or  for  them ;  or  it  may  be  they 
will  claim  to  be  the  agents  or  factors  of  the 
makers,  or  to  have  received,  and  to  be  engaged 
in  selling,  ** original  packages"  consisting  of 
a  pound  of  oleomargarine,  or  a  pocket  flask 
of  whisky,  put  up  expressly  for  their  trade 
at  the  still  or  factory.  Just  "over  the  line." 
The  mischief  done  and  attempted  in  this 
manner,  under  the  guise  of  interstate  com- 
merce, is  so  great,  so  open,  and  so  difficult 
to  suppress  or  punish  that  in  many  states  be- 
sides this  it  has  become  a  matter  of  general 
and  sincere  regret  that  the  {interstate  com- 
merce clause  was  ever  held  applicable  to 
trade  in  any  article  recognized  throughout 
the  civilized  world  as  a  proper  subject  for 
police  regulation  and  control.  We  are  em- 
barrsssed  by  the  difficulties  in  the  way  of  the 
enforcement  of  our  police  legislation  made  in 

food  faith,  for  the  protection  of  our  citizens, 
'be  question  involved  in  this  case  is  there- 
fore one  of  great  practical  importance.  It  is 
nothing  less  than  whether  the  police  power 
of  the  states  survives  at  all,  or  has  been  ab- 
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sorbed  and  extinguished  by  the  interstate 
commerce  clause  in  the  national  constitution. 
We  recognize  the  fact  that  this  is  a  federal 
question.  It  has  been  the  subject  of  many 
decisions  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States,  and  was  at  one  time  thought  to  be 
well  settled  in  favor  of  .the  existence  and 
proper  exercise  of  police  powers  by  the  sev- 
eral states.  We  entertain  that  opinion  still, 
but  the  contrary  view  has  been  pressed  upon 
us  with  so  much  earnestness  in  the  argument 
that  we  feel  constrained  to  examine  briefly 
some  of  the  positions  taken  by  the  appellant. 

It  is  said  the  recent  case  of  Leisy  v.  Hardin, 
185  U.  S.  100,  34  L.  ed.  128,  justifies  the 
contention  that  this  state  is  powerless  to  in- 
terfere with  the  defendant's  traffic.  But 
Leuy  V.  Hardin,  like  all  other  cases,  must  be 
read  in  the  light  of  its  own  facts.  Leisv  was 
a  brewer,  who  made  beer  in  the  state  of  Illi- 
nois. Hardin  was  an  officer  of  the  state  of 
Iowa,  where  the  law  forbade  the  sale,  and  the 
keeping  for  sale,  of  any  form  of  intoxicating 
drink  except  for  sacramental,  medical,  or 
mechanical  purposes.  Leisy  shipped  from  his 
brewers  in  Illinois  to  his  agent  in  Iowa  about 
300  casks  and  eleven  cases  of  beer,  sealed  in 
the  ordinary  manner.  These  were  sent  there 
for  s&le,  and  were  in  the  hands  of  Leisy's 
agent  or  employer  in  Iowa  for  that  purpose. 
While  the  entire  consignment  of  beer  was  yet 
in  the  possession  of  the  maker  or  his  aeent, 
with  seals  unbroken,  it  was  seized  by  Hard- 
in, under  the  law  of  Iowa,  and  taken  out  of 
the  poesessioD  of  Leisy 's  agent.  An  action  of 
replevin  was  then  brought  to  recover  the  casks 
and  cases  so  taken.  Two  questions  were  thus 
raised.  First.  Did  Leisy  own  the  packages 
taken  from  the  possession  of  his  agent?  Sec- 
ond. If  he  was  the  owner,  has  he  a  right  to 
have  them  in  his  possession  in  the  state  of 
Iowa?  The  first  question  was  not  controvert- 
ed. He  was  the  maker  and  owner  of  the 
packages  seized.  The  second  question  was 
one  of  law,  and  was  disposed  of  upon  the  in- 
terstate commerce  clause.  The  goods  being 
in  original  packages,  with  seals  unbroken,  no 
sales  having  been  made  therefrom,  it  was 
held  that  they  were  not  liable  to  seizure  under 
the  police  laws  of  the  state  into  which  they 
had  been  brought.  This  is  the  single  ques- 
tion involved  in  that  case,  and  beyond  that 
it  is  not  binding  as  a  precedent  upon  the 
court  that  rendered  the  judgment,  nor  upon 
us.  We  shall  not  question  the  wisdom  of 
that  decision,  nor  abate  one  jot  from  its  legal 
force,  though  we  sincerely  regret  some  of  its 
consequences.  Standing,  therefore,  squarely 
on  the  case  of  LHty  v.  Hardin,  let  us  proceed 
to  an  examination  of  the  question  presented 
on  this  record. 

The  defendant,  Schollenberger,  is  a  citizen 
and  resident  of  this  state.  For  at  least  two 
3^ears  he  has  been  living  under  the  protection 
of  its  laws,  and  is  bound  by  all  the  obliga- 
tions that  such  residence  and  protection  im- 
pose. He  is  a  merchant,  with  a  store  in  the 
city  of  Philadelphia.  He  sells  his  goods  to 
customers  as  other  merchants  sell  their  goods, 
from  his  stock  in  store  open  to  their  exami- 
nation. The  commodity,  or  one  of  the  com- 
modities, in  which  he  deals  is  oleomargarine, 
for  the  sale  of  which  at  his  store  in  Phila- 
^L.11.  A. 


delphia  he  has  obtained  a  license  under  the 
internal  revenue  laws  of  the  United  States 
during  the  last  two  vears.  He  sells,  not  for 
shipment  in  original  packages  to  other  coun- 
tries or  other  states,  but  to  local  customera, 
and  in  the  case  now  before  us,  to  an  eating- 
house  keeper  near  bv,  for  consumption  upon- 
his  table  as  an  article  of  food.  Now,  our 
statute  explicitly  forbids  the  sale  and  keep- 
ing and  the  offering  of  oleomargarine  for  sale 
as  an  article  of  food.  The  identical  acts  for- 
bidden by  the  law  are  thus  seen  to  be  the  acts 
which  he  admits  he  is  encaged  in,  and  which 
he  claims  the  right  to  do,  notwithstanding^ 
his  residence  in,  and  the  statutes  of,  the  state. 
This  right  he  claims  to  derive  from  the  in- 
terstate commerce  clause  in  two  ways.  The 
first  of  these  rests  on  the  nonresidence  of  the 
manufacturer.  He  asserts  that  the  oleomar- 
garine is  made  in  another  state,  ^ecause  the 
manufacturer  can  lawfully  mate  and  sell 
under  the  laws  of  the  st^te  where  the  man- 
ufactory is  located,  he  contends  that  the 
manufacturer  can  sell  his  own  product  any- 
where, and  for  this  purpose  can  establish 
stores  for  its  sale  all  over  this  state,  if  he 
chooses  to  do  so.  As  the  manufacturer  may 
do  this  in  person,  it  is  contended  that  he  can 
do  it  by  an  agent,  so  that  he  could  have  as- 
many  stores,  conducted  by  as  many  agents  as 
there  are  towns  in  the  commonwealth,  and 
conduct  the  trade  in  them  all,  regardless  of 
the  police  laws  of  the  state.  The  second  line 
along  which  he  claims  to  derive  immunity 
is  the  '^  original  package"  doctrine.  He  says 
he  sells  in  the  packages  made  up  at  the 
factory.  He  does  not  divide  a  roll,  a  pail ,  or 
tub  of  his  **  goods, "  but  requires  the  purchaser 
to  take  the  entire  roll,  pail,  or  tub  made, 
filled,  or  shaped  at  the  factory.  We  think 
neither  of  these  positions  should  avail  the  de- 
fendant. We  do  not  deny  that  a  nonresident 
manufacturer  mav  sell  his  goods,  and  ship- 
them  to  a*  buyer  in  the  usual  trade  packages 
employed  in  good  faith  by  maniifacturers. 
without  being  amenable  to  the  police  laws 
of  this  state  tnerefor.  He  may  brinar  them 
here,  and  hold  them  in  bulk  without  danger. 
So  much  is  fairly  ruled  in  Leity  v.  Hardin. 
He  may  sell  them  to  the  trade  or  for  ship- 
ment to  the  states  in  the  same  unbroken  trade 
packages,  notwithstanding  their  unlawful 
character.  This  clearlyresults  from  the  rul  e 
in  Leity  v.  Hardin,  We  might  have  held, 
had  the  question  been  one  for  us,  that  the  ob- 
ject of  the  interstate  law  commerce  clause  ^wa» 
quite  different  from  what  it  seems  thought  to 
be.     We  might  have  thought  it  intended  to 

Ere  vent  the  establishment  of  state  custom- 
ouses  and  taxation  along  state  lines,  and  to 
make  for  the  general  purposes  of  legitimate 
trade  all  the  states  open  to  the  manuncturera 
and  merchants  of  the  several  states.  But  for 
this  the  states  might  have  intercepted  all 
goods  reaching  their  borders,  and  weighed, 
valued,  and  taxed  them  before  permitting 
them  to  proceed  to  their  destination.  The  de- 
structive effect  upon  commerce  of  such  re. 
strictions  was  clearly  foreseen  and  wisely 
guarded  against  by  our  fathers.  But  the  pro- 
tection of  the  lives,  the  health,  and  morals  of' 
citizens  was  the  chief  of  the  duties  of  govern- 
ment left  to  the  states  when  the  Union  was. 
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formed.  The  common-law  rights  and  rem- 
edies are  to  be  sought  in  the  courts  of  the 
states.  For  this  reason  we  would  have  held 
that  the  police  regulations  of  the  states  stood 
on  impregnable  ground,  and  that,  while  no 
state  had  the  right  to  tax  or  to  burden  inter- 
state commerce,  each  state  had  the  right  to 
exclude  from  iU  territory  such  articles  of  food 
or  drink  as  were  iniurious  in  their  character 
and  effect  upon  the  health  or  the  morals  of  the 
public.  But,  however  this  may  be,  it  will 
not  be  denied  that  state  commerce — that  is, 
business  conducted  within  the  lines  of  a 
state--<-wa8  left  to  state  control.  It  was  the  in- 
tention of  the  United  States  to  protect  the  cit- 
izens and  the  productions  of  one  state  against 
unjust  discrimination  by  the  other  states,  but 
it  was  and  is  the  duty  of  the  state  to  protect 
its  citizens  against  each  other. 

If,  then,  the  retail  of  oleomargarine  at  the 
defendant's  store  is  to  be  regarded  as  in  any 
sense  his  business,  as  it  would  seem  to  be 
from  the  form  of  the  licenses  attached  to  the 
case  stated,  and  from  all  the  facts,  he  is 
clearly  liable  as  an  individual  to  the  penalty 
proviaed  by  the  law  which  he  has  broken. 
Can  the  facts  that  the  store  is  the  store  of  the 
manufacturer,  and  that  he  is  their  agent,  re- 
lieve him  from  liability?  .  The  sales  are  not 
made  from  the  factory,  nor  under  the  right 
which  the  fact  of  making  confers  on  the 
maker.  On  the  contrary,  the  sales  are  rnadc 
under  a  store  license  granted,  not  to  an  estab- 
lishment located  in  another  state,  but  to  a 
store  in  this  state.  When  a  nonresident  of 
Pexmsjrlvania  comes  into  the  state  to  embark 
in  business  here,  his  situation  is  like  that  of 
any  other  resident,  and  his  business  done  at 
his  store  is  state,  not  interstate.  It  does  not 
matter  where  he  obtains  his  eoods.  Interstate 
commerce  does  not  necessarily  depend  on  the 
origin  of  goods ;  or,  rather,  all  men  who  buy 
and  sell  K>reign  merchandise  are  not  nec- 
essarily engaged  in  interstate  commerce.  If 
it  was  otherwise,  all  merchants  would  be  su- 
perior to  state  laws,  for  all  deal  to  some  ex- 
tent in  goods  made  in  other  states  and  in  other 
countries.  It  is  not  simply  or  mainly  the 
origin  of  the  goods,  therefore,  that  is  to  be 
considered,  but  the  nature  of  the  business 
done.  One  who  keeps  a  stock  of  goods  in 
store  for  the  inspection  of  cus^mers,  and  sells 
from  this  stock  to  actual  consumers,  is  a  local 
dealer.  His  business  is  intrastate,  not  inter- 
state. Our  Act  of  1885,  under  which  this  case 
arises,  is  not  a  trade  regulation.  It  is  a  po- 
lice law.  This  court  has  so  held  repeatedly, 
and  our  view  of  it  was  expressly  affirmed  by 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in 
P<well  V.  Pennsylwnia,  127  U.  S.  678,  82  L. 
ed,  258,  a  case  which  turned  upon  that  single 
question.  It  does  not  undertake  to  deal  with 
an  importer  from  another  country  or  state, 
but  with  manufacturers,  and  dealers  within 
the  state.  It  prohibits  the  manufacture  of 
oleomargarine  within  the  limits  of  the  state. 
It  also  prohibits  the  sale,  the  offer  to  sell, 
and  the  having  in  possession  with  intent  to 
sell,  the  same  ^as  an  article  of  food. "  It  lays 
its  prohibition  on  those  who  are  fairly  sub- 
iect  to  its  Jurisdiction,  and  on  no  others.  We 
have,  then,  a  valid  police  law,  so  declared  by 
the  highest  tribunal  in  the  land,  which  pro- 
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hibits  the  sale  of  oleomargarine  as  an  article 
of  food  within,  the  state.  We  nave  the  pro- 
prietor of  a  store  located  and  licensed  here 
making  sales  of  the  prohibited  article  to  cus- 
tomers for  the  prohibited  purpose.  It  does- 
not  mattor  that  the  merchant  makes  his  home 
in  another  state,  or  that  he  makes  his  sales- 
bv  a  clerk  or  agent,  rather  than  in  person. 
He  is  a  local  dealer,  selling  in  violation  of 
the  local  law,  and  liable  to  its  penalty.  If 
the  residence  of  the  dealer  could  affect  the 
character  of  his  trade,  then  our  police  laws, 
intended  to  protect  our  own  people,  would 
operate  as  a  discrimination  against  our  citi- 
zens, and  in  favor  of  citizens  of  other  states, 
and  would  commit  to  those  having  no  in- 
terests in  common  with  us  a  most  odious- 
monopoly  in  every  form  or  kind  of  traffic 
which  our  state  should  attempt  to  regulate 
or  to  suppress.  Intrenched  behind  the  inter- 
state commerce  clause  so  construed,  citizens- 
of  other  states  could  prey  upon  our  people, 
trample  upon  our  laws,  and  make  gain  out 
of  a  traffic  forbidden  to  our  citizens,  only  to 
be  delivered  up  absolutely  and  uncondition- 
al ly  to  them.  It  would  require  only  that  such 
citizen  of  another  state  should  establish  a 
local  store  in  some  of  our  towns  or  cities,  or 
in  all  of  them ;  conduct  a  local  business,  to 
meet  a  local  demand ;  and,  when  called  upon 
by  the  officers  of  the  law,  make  reply  that  he 
made  the  goods  in  some  other  state,  and,  aa 
a  manufacturer,  supplied  himself,  as  a  local 
dealer,  with  wares  of  a  foreign  origin. 
Neither  the  foreign  origin  of  the  goods  sold, 
nor  of  the  seller,  nor  both  together,  will  con- 
vert a  business  that  is  local  and  intrastate 
into  one  that  is  general  and  interstate,  within 
the  meaning  of  the  constitution  of  the  United 
Stetes. 

But  the  defendant's  second  position  is  that, 
admitting  the  views  now  stated  to  be  correct, 
he  is,  nevertheless,  beyond  the  reach  of  the 
state  law  for  another  reason,  viz.  that  his  sales- 
are  made  in  original  packages,  and  are  there- « 
fore  interstete  commerce.  We  have  examined 
the  decisions  of  the  supreme  court  of  the 
United  States  for  a  definition  of  the  term 
*'  original  package. "  It  does  not  seem,  how- 
ever, to  have  received,  and  perhaps  at  thia 
time  is  not  capable  of,  a  precise  definition, 
that  may  be  applied  to  it  in  all  cases.  The 
idea  for  which  it  stands  is,  however,  not  dif- 
ficult of  apprehension  or  statement.  The 
methods  adopted  by  manufacturers  and  im- 
porters for  packing  and  preparing  goods  for 
transportation  by  sea  or  land  differ  with 
the  differences  in  the  character,  bulk,  and 
material  of  the  merchandise  itself.  The 
general  purpose  is  to  adopt  that  form  and  size 
of  package  best  adapted  to  the  safe  and  con- 
venient transportation  and  delivery  of  the 
particular  class  of  goods  to  be  moved,  be- 
cause the  convenience  of  the  trade  will  be 
best  subserved  thereby.  Such  packages,  put 
up  with  a  view  to  the  convenience  and  se- 
curity of  transportation  and  handling,  in  the 
regular  course  of  trade,  are  the  original  pack- 
ages of  commerce.  If  we  look  at  the  meaning 
of  the  woi-ds  "employed"  we  are  brought  to 
the  same  conclusion.  "  Original"  means  per- 
taining to  the  beginning  or  origin ;  the  first 
or  primitive  form  of  a  thing.     "  Package'^ 
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means  a  bundle  or  parcel  made  up  of  several 
smaller  parcels,  combined  or  bound  together 
in  one  bale,  box,  crate,  or  other  form  of  pack- 
Age.  An  **  original  package"  is  such  form 
and  size  of  package  as  is  used  by  pro- 
ducers or  shippers  for  the  purpose  of  securing 
both  convenience  in  handling  and  security 
in  transportation  of  merchandise  between 
dealers  in  the  ordinary  course  of  actual  com- 
merce. Such  packages  are  not  always  made 
up  by  putting  smaller  packages  or  bundles 
together,  but  may  include  anv  form  of  re- 
ceptacle that  shall  hold  a  fixed  quantity ;  as 
a  barrel  of  suffar  or  salt,  a  bag  of  coffee,  a 
chest  of  tea,  ana  the  like.  The  package  must 
not  be  divided  or  its  unity  destroyed.  When 
it  is  received  unbroken  from  the  importer 
througlEi  the  custom  house,  or  from  the  man- 
ufacturer by  the  ordinary  channels  of  trans- 
portation, ft  is  within  the  protection  of  the 
interstate  conmierce  doctrine,  and  the  state 
may  not  subject  it  to  vexatious  delays,  ap- 

Sraisement,  taxation,  or  trade  restriction, 
lut  it  has  never  been  held  that  the  importer 
might  subdivide  his  package,  and  dispose  of 
its  several  parts  in  detail.  On  the  contrary, 
in  many  cases  the  United  States  courts  have 
held  that,  upon  such  subdivision  or  breaking 
of  bulk,  the  original  package  ceased  to  be 
auch ;  and  the  goods  became  mixed  with,  and 
indistin^ishable  from,  the  merchandise  al- 
ready within  the  state,  and  therefore  subject 
to  state  laws.  This  assisms  to  each  jurisdic- 
tion its  proper  powers.  The  general  govern- 
ment protects  the  citizens  of  the  several  states 
in  the  movement  of  their  commodities  across 
«tate  lines  for  the  purpose  of  commerce.  The 
state  regulates  tne  retail  trade  conducted 
within  its  own  borders,  and  forbids  the  sale 
of  such  articles  to  its  citizens  as  it  finds  to 
be  injurious  to  them.  We  are  asked  in  this 
case  to  go  a  step  further,  and  hold  that  any 
package  which  a  manufacturer  may  choose  to 
put  up  and  send  to  himself  as  a  merchant,  or 
to  a  customer,  is  necessarily  an  **  original 
package, "  because  it  was  put  up  by  a  manu- 
facturer outside  of  the  state.  We  cannot  so 
hold. 

This  question  was  brought  to  our  attention 
recently  by  the  case  of  Com.  v.  Zelty  188  Pa. 
615,  11  L.  K.  A.  602.  In  that  case  a  distiller 
living,  or  at  least  makine  whiskey,  just  over 
the  stote  line,  established  a  store  or  an  agency 
within  the  state.  He  put  up  his  **  goods"  in 
bottles,  ranginff  in  capacity  from  one  quart 
down  to  one-half  pint,  and,  packingthem  in 
unsealed  barrels,  sent  them  to  the  Pennsyl- 
vania store.  When  they  reached  the  agent, 
the  bottles  were  taken  from  thq  barrels,  and 
arranged  upon  the  she  vies  and  in  the  windows 
of  the'store  in  the  manner  usual  in  that  trade, 
and  sold  to  customers.  The  seller  was  prose- 
cuted for  the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors 
without  a  license,  such  as  the  laws  oi  the 
state  require.  His  defense  was— the  now 
common  one— that  he  was  engaged  in  inter- 
state commerce.  His  position  was  that  the 
bottles  sold  by  him  singly  to  customers  had 
been  filled  and  corked  at  the  distillery, 
which  was  in  another  state,  and  that  they 
were  the  "original  packages"  put  up  by  the 
maker,  and  transported  across  the  line  to  his 
store  for  sale.  The  contention  was  seriously 
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and  earnestly  made  that  an^  size  or  shape  of 
jug  or  bottle  which  the  d  istiller  might  desire 
to  meet  the  needs  of  the  retail  sale  of  drink 
became,  when  filled  and  shipped  bv  him 
across  a  state  line,  an  "original  package," 
within  the  meaning  of  that  phrase  as  used  by 
the  United  States  courts  in  the  interstate  com- 
merce cases.  The  character  of  the  package 
appears  to  have  been  submitted  to  the  jury, 
who  convicted  the  defendant.  The  defend- 
ant appealed  to  this  court,  and  we  said, 
through  Paxson,  Ch.  J,:  **  Whether  a  box  or 
a  barrel  of  beer  can  be  separated  and  sold  in 
single  bottles  as  original  packages  w.ill  be 
formally  decided  when  the  question  squarely 
arises.  The  jury  evidently  regarded  it  as  a 
trick  and  an  evasion  of  our  statute."  The 
judgment  was  accordingly  affirmed.  The 
question  which  it  was  not  necessary  to  decide 
in  Com.  v.  Zelt,  supra,  Is  fairly  involved  in 
this  case,  so  far  as*  oleomargarine  is  con- 
cerned. The  case  stated  concedes  that  the 
package  was  sold  by  this  defendant  for  con- 
sumption, as  '^an  article  of  food,"  but  asserts 
that  it  was  sold  in  the  form  in  which  the 
maker  put  it  up  at  his  factory.  It  is  not  said 
that  it  was  an  ^original  package"  in  express 
words,  nor  that  it  was  in  the  form  usually 
adopted  in  the  trade  for  purposes  of  transpor- 
tation. It  is  reasonable  to  infer  that  when 
the  defendant  was  admitting  the  sale,  and 
setting  up  his  justification  for  a  violation  of 
Hie  law,  he  would  do  this  as  strongly  as  the 
facts  would  sustain  him,  had  he  gone  into 
the  proof  upon  a  trial  before  a  jury.  What 
the  case  stated  does  tell  us  is  that  the  defend- 
ant sold  at  his  store  in  Philadelphia,  to  one 
John  H.  Berry,  the  keeper  of  a  coffee  house  at 
606  Lombard  street,  Philadelphia,  a  package 
of  oleomargarine,  weighing  'eighty  pounds, 
made  and  stamped  and  branded  in  Rhode  Isl- 
and, for  use  as  an  article  of  food.  This  is 
almost  identical  with  the  defense  in  Com.  y. 
Zelt,  which  was  that  the  bottles  sold  by  the 
defendant  were  put  up  and  shipped  in  another 
state,  and  sold  in  the  same  form  in  which 
they  were  received.  This  does  not  go  far 
enough.  The  defendant  in  this  case,  as  in 
Zelt*s  Case,  was  prima  facie  a  lawbreaker. 
It  was  incumbent  on  him  to  ^ow  his  rieht 
to  violate  the  police  laws  of  the  state  in  which 
he  lived  or  carried  on  his  store  affirmatively 
and  clearly.  It  is  not  enough  to  hint  or  sug- 
gest the  existence  of  such  a  right.  It  must 
be  set  up,  and  his  ability  to  escape  the  pen- 
alty of  the  broken  law  depends  on  the  suf- 
ficiency of  the  j ustification.  The  fact  al leged 
as  a  justification  is  that  the  package  sold  was 
'*made,  stamped,  and  branded"  in  Rhode  Isl- 
and. To  enable  the  defendant  to  stand  on 
this  statement,  it  is  necessary  for  us  to  go 
with  him  to  his  legal  conclusion,  viz.,  what- 
ever package  is  put  up  at  a  factory  outside 
the  state  is  an  "* original  package,^  within 
the  meaning  of  the  interstate  commerce  doi-;- 
trine.  This  we  distinctly  refuse  to  do.  The 
United  States  courts  have  not  so  held  as  we 
understand  the  cases,  and  such  a  conclusion 
could  not  be  sustained  on  principle,  as  the 
question  presents  itself  to  us.     The  conse- 

auences  of  such  a  holding  are  obvious.     In 
lis  case  the  owners  of  the  store  in  Philadel- 
phia are  the  owners  of  the  factory  in  anoUier 
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State.  As  merchants  they  understand  the 
beeds  of  their  retail  trade,  and  the  forms  and 
sizes  of  rolls,  tube,  or  packages  that  will  best 
suit  the  wants  of  their  customers.  As  man- 
ufacturers they  can  put  their  product  in 
packages  of  such  size  and  shape  as  shall  meet 
their  own  needs  as  merchants.  They  have 
l)oth  ends  of  the  traffic  in  their  hanas,  and 
may  do,  as  they  undoubtedly  are  in  the  habit 
of  doing,  whatever  their  profits  as  retailers 
require  them  to  do  as  manufacturers.  A  Jury 
woald  be  justified  in  finding  in  such  a  case, 
as  the  jury  found  in  ZeWs  Ca$e,  that  the  mode 
of  patting  up  the  packages  was  not  adapted 
to  meet  the  requirements  of  actual  Interstate 
commerce,  but  the  requirements  of  an  unlaw- 
ful, inlrastate,  retail  trade.  In  this  case  the 
facts  are  found  for  us  as  by  the  parties.  We 
are  to  determine  their  legal  effect.  The  de- 
fendant is  found  to  have  made  sales  of  oleo- 
margarine as  an  article  of  food  contrary  to 
the  proTisiona  of  our  statute.  It  Is  also  found 
that  he  made  these  sales  for  a  nonresident  em- 
plo jer.  But  the  residence  or  business  of  the 
owiier,  standing  alone,  is  wholly  immaterial. 
Oqi  law  deals  with  the  local  trade,  reffard- 
lesB  of  the  nationality  or  residence  of  the 
trader.    It  is  further  found  that  the  sales  are 


made  in  packages  put  up  by  the  trader  at  his 
factory,  and  sent  to  his  store  in  this  city  for 
sale.  This,  as  we  have  said,  does  not  amount 
to  an  assertion  that  the  sales  are  made  in 
the  **  original  packages'*  of  commerce.  If  it 
shows  anything  upon  the  subject,  it  shows 
that  they  are  not  so  made.  One  who  plants 
his  feet  squarely  upon  the  police  laws  of  this 
state,  and  defies  its  officers  to  suppress  or  to 
punish  his  unlawful  trade,  must  show  a  clear 
legal  riffht  to  take  and  maintain  his  position 
as  a  public  enemy,  or  suffer  the  ^nalty  of 
the  broken  law.  To  hold  otheryrise  would 
make  it  impossible  for  the  people  of  any  state 
to  protect  tnemselves  from  evils  that  by  com- 
mon consent  throughout  the  civilized  world 
need  to  be  restrained  and  removed  by  suitable 
legislation.  It  would  also  strike  a  blow  of 
aMolutely  crushing  weight  at  the  existence 
of  the  police  power  in  the  several  states,  and 
render  all  attempts  at  its  exercise  ineffectual 
and  useless. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  bekno  i$  revened, 
and  judgment  is  now  entered  on  the  case 
stated  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  the  sum  of 
$100,  with  the  costs  of  suit.  After  judg- 
ment is  properly  entered,  let  the  record  be 
remitted  for  purposes  of  execution. 
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H.  A.  SCHLICHTER  €i  al. 

M.  F.  KEITER  et  al.,  Appts. 

(156  Pa.  119.) 

1.  The  Irardm  ii  on  those  who  seek  to 
iHiliOMBM  of  ehnreh  yropori^y  trustees 
who  with  their  predeoenors  have  been  in  oontin- 
uotu  poMcsston  of  it  for  more  than  sixty  years  to 
■bow  afflrmatively  how  and  when  thetr  title  ao- 
craed  and  that  it  is  ffood  and  valid. 

2-  Acqniooconce  la  and  oae  of  a  oonsti' 
tetkm  by  a  church  society  for  more  than  fifty 
Tears  settles  the  question  of  Its  validity. 

3.  Forthepnrpofloof  aettlini^  thetttle 
to  ehnreh  property  eonrta  maj*  inqnlr  e 
into  sad  determine  tlie  validity  of  an  attempt  to 
amead  the  constitution  and  confession  of  faith 
of  the  society  so  as  to  ascertain  whether  those 
aOberfng  to  the  orierlnal  or  amended  documents 
constitute  the  society. 

4.  The  HaUUng  of  a  referee  aJBrmed  bgr 
the  trial  eonrt  is  eonelnelTe  as  to  whether 
or  not  an  attempted  amendment  of  the  confession 
of  faith  of  a  reUffious  society  was  so  radical  as  to 
destroy  the  identity  of  the  church,  unless  clear 
error  fn  the  flndinir  is  pointed  out. 

^»  A  prowielon  of  a  ehnreh  eonetltntlon 
thatnomle«hallbepa«eed**to  change 
or  do  away  with  the  oonf esslon  of  faith  as  it  now 
ttaads**  does  not  prevent  changes  in  the  interest 
off  deamess  of  expression  or  fullness  of  state- 
ment of  the  accepted  doctrines  of  the  church. 

^  Aaaflbneativevoteol 


Son.— In  connection  with  the  above  decision  as 
to  church  divtoiona,lBee  Smith  v.  Pedigo  (Ind.)  19 
L.B.A.tfa(  aho  Flnley  v. Brent  (Va.)  11  L.  B.  A. 
31i  and  noU:  Mt.  Zion  Baptist  Church  v.  Whitmore 
(Iowa)  13  L.  B.  A.  1«.  and  wtU, 
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thirds  of  thoee  Totiag  la  reeponae  to  a 
proposition  of  the  governing  body  of  a  church 
to  change  the  constitution  is  effective  under  a . 
constitution  authorising  changes  **on  the  request 
of  two  thirds  of  the  whole  society**  although  the 
whole  number  of  votes  cast  is  only  a  little  over 
one  third  of  the  church  membership. 
7*  The  adherents  to  the  new  eonstitu- 
tien  and  not  the  dissenters  therefrees 
eonstitnte  the  ehnreh*  where  the  govern- 
ing body  makes  a  proposition  for  a  permissible 
change  to  the  old  constitution  and  confession  of 
faith  which  after;ample  time  for  consideration 
and  a  suitable  system  for  ascertaining  prefer- 
ences Is  adopted  by  the  required  majority  of 
those  voting  and  the  change  Is  then  promulgated 
by  the  bishops  under  the  direction  of  the  govern- 
ing l)ody. 

(July  19, 1898.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  decree  of 
the  Court  of  Commou  Pleas  for  Franklin 
County  in  favor  of  complainants  in  a  suit 
brought  by  the  officers  of  the  Church  of  the 
United  Brethren  in  Christ,  at  Qreencastle,  to 
enjoin  defendants  from  interfering  with  them 
in  the  exercise  of  their  respective  offices,  and 
also  to  enjoin  them  from  interferiDg  with  the 
church  property.     Affirmed. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  below, was  as  fol- 
lows: 

**The  subject  of  this  controversy  is  the 
house  of  worship  owned  by  the  congregation 
of  the  United  Brethren  in  Christ  at  Green- 
tastle,  in  this  county.  The  building  was 
erected  by  the  congregation,  out  of  voluntary 
subscriptions,  upon  a  lot  of  ground  acquired 
by  the  same  means,  and  which  was  conveyed 
by  deed  bearing  date  22d  March,  1828,  t© 
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one  John  Dome,  who  thereupon  by  deed,  in 
which  it  is  recited  that  the  lot  'was  pur- 
chased for  the  purpose  of  erecting  a  church 
for  the  United  Brethren  in  Christ, '  conveyed 
it  *to  Qeorffe  Zeigler,  Jacob  Wingerd,  Sam- 
uel Lenhard,  and  Bolomon  Moor,  trustees  of 
said  congregation,  for  the  only  use  and  in- 
terest above  described,  and  for  no  other  pur- 
pose/ The  parties  to  the  contention,  upon 
the  one  side  and  the  other,  are  the  office  bear- 
ers and  trustees  of  what,  unfortunately,  are 
now  two  distinct  and  separate  congregations, 
each  claiming,  as  against  the  other,  the  right 
to  the  exclusive  use  of  the  church  property, 
as  being  the  only  true  congregation  of ^ the 
United  Brethren  in  Christ  at  Greencastle. 
Both  alike  make  their  appeal  to  the  civil 
power;  each  insisting  that  the  other  is  an 
intruder,  and  asking  that  it  be  restrained 
from  further  interference  with  the  other's 
rights. 

"The  case  as  disclosed  by  the  respective 
bills,  answers,  and  proofs,  is  substantially 
as  follows :  The  denomination  of  the  United 
Brethren  in  Christ  has  existed  as  an  unin- 
corporated religious  association  since  about 
1800.  From  a  small  beginning,  which 
seemed  without  much  promise  of  expansion 
or  permanence,  it  has  ^own  into  an  organi- 
zation which  numb««  its  adherents  by  hun- 
dreds of  thousands,  and  which  now  takes 
rank  with  the  prominent  and  leading  repre- 
sentatives of  Frotestant  Christian  thought 
and  work.  It  has  its  institutions  of  learn- 
ing, its  boards  of  charities,  missions,  and 
publication,  and  other  organized  departments 
of  religious  activity.  It  has  an  established 
polity  and  church  government,  peculiarly 
its  own,  which  have  grown  and  developed 
with  the  increase  of  the  society  in  numbers 
and  importance.  Under  this  general  system, 
the  individual  churches  belonging  to  the  dc- 
.  nomination  are  subordinate  members,  owing 
and  yielding  allegiance  and  submission  to 
the  authority  of  the  whole  church,  as  repre- 
sented by  its  general  conference,  w^here  re- 
sides the  ultimate  power.  They  are  also 
subordinate  to  certain  established  intermedi- 
ate tribunals,  whose  authority  acts  more 
directly  upon  them.  The  scheme  of  gov- 
ernment contemplates,  first  of  all,  the  indi- 
vidual church,  or  congregation;  next,  the 
circuit,  which  embraces  several  churches  as- 
sociated under  the  general  supervision  of  one 
minister,  designated  'preacher  in  charge;* 
next,  the  quarterly  conference,  composed  of 
the  presiding  elder,  the  preachers  of  the  sev- 
eral churches  in  the  circuit,  and  certain  offi- 
cers of  each  church ;  next,  the  annual  con- 
ference, with  such  territorial  limits  as  are 
defined  by  an  authority  still  superior,  and 
which  is  composed  of  the  presiding  elders 
and  preachers  within  the  bounds  of  the  con- 
ference, and  a  lay  representative  of  one  from 
each  church ;  and,  finally,  the  general  con- 
ference, which  is  made  up  of  the  bishops  of 
the  church  and  delegates  elected  from  each 
annual  conference,  it  is  unnecessary  to  in- 
quire into  the  limitations  of  power  of  these 
subordinate  departments,  nor  is  it  important 
to  inquire  into  the  growth  and  development 
of  the  system  of  government.  The  general 
conference,  as  an  ultimate  court,  has  nad  an 
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existence  since  1815.     In  this  year  it  formu- 
lated and  promulgated  a  system  of  doctrine 
and  belief,  and  rules  of  discipline,  which, 
bv  reason  of  its  imprimatur,  became  the  law 
of  faith  and  practice  throughout  the  entire 
church.     In  1841,  at  a  regular  meeting  of 
the  conference,  and  in  the  exercise  of  an  au- 
thority which,  if  questioned  at  the  time,  has 
been  fully  acquiesced  in  ever  since,  it  or- 
dained the  only  constitution  the  church  ever 
had  imtil  the  present  contention  began.     Its 
final  authority  in  all  such  matters  nas  been 
recognized  and  approved  during  all  the  years 
of  the  church's  existence  since  its  first  meet- 
ing in  1815.     With  the  rapid  growth  of  the 
society  came  diversity  of  views,  and  the  har- 
mony which  had  contributed  so  much  to  the 
prosperity  of  the  church  was  disturbed  by 
urgent  demands  on  the  one  side  for  a  change- 
in  the  articles  of  faith  and  constitution,  and 
by  conservative  resistance  on  the  other.    Tho 
conference  of  1885  was  in  sympathy  with 
those  who  demanded  revision ;  and  it  or- 
dained a  commission  of  twenty- seven,  com- 
posed of  the  bishops  of  the  church,  and  min- 
isters and  laymen  designated  bv  itself,  with 
powers  thus  defined  :    'To  consider  our  pres- 
ent confession  of  faith  and  constitution,  and 
prepare   such  a  form  of    belief   and    such 
amended  fundamental  rules  for  the  govern- 
ment of  this  church  in  the  future  as  will,  in 
their  iudgment,  be  best  adapted  to  secure  its 
growth  and  efficiency  in  the  work  of  evange- 
lizing the  world.'    The  action  of  the  con- 
ference contemplated  a  submission   of  the 
work  of  the  commission  to  a  vote  of  the  so- 
ciety or  church,  and  the  commission  was  di- 
rected to  devise  regulations  for  its  publica- 
tion and  submission.     A  revised  confessioni 
and  constitution  were  agreed  upon  by  the 
commission ;  and  by  a  vote  of  the  church, 
taken  in  accordance  with  the  method  pre- 
sented by  the  commission,   they  were  ap- 
proved by  a  large  majority— more  than  two 
thirds — of  those  voting  thereon.     At  the  next 
regular  session  of  the  conference,   held  at. 
York,   Pennsylvania,  in  1880,  the  commis- 
sion reported' the  confession  and  constitution 
as  revised  by  it,  and  made  return  of  the  vote 
which  had  been  taken  thereon.     Whereupon, 
by  a  vote  of  110  to  20,  the  report  was  adopted' 
bv  the  conference,   and   a  majority  of  the 
bishops  united   in   a   proclamation  to    the 
churches,  wherein  the  result  was  announced, 
and  it  was  declared  that  the  document  which 
had  been  voted  upon  'is  the  confession   of 
faith  and  constitution  of  the  Church  of  the 
United  Brethren  in  Christ,  and  we'  do  pass- 
from  under  the  old,  and  legislate  under  the 
new,   constitution.'     Of  the  minoritv   who 
opposed  this  action,  about  fifteen,  including 
one  of  the  regular  bishops  of  the  church, 
withdrew  from  the  meeting,  and,  assembling 
elsewhere,  organized  themselves  into  a  con- 
ference, and  sat  in  regular  sessions,  claimini; 
to  be  the  regular  general  conference  of  the 
church.    They  repudiated  the  action  of  the 
body  from  which  they  had  withdrawn,  as- 
violative  of  the  fundamental  law  of  the  8o> 
ciety,  and  revolutionary,  and  proceeded  with 
the  business  of  the  conference  thev  had  or- 
ganized regardless  of  the  other  body.     Thua 
occurred  the  separation  which  has  been  ao- 
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fraitful  of  strife  a^d  liti  cation  throughout 
the  whole  church,  and  which  has  so  divided 
the  allegiance  of  the  membership  of  the 
choTch  at  Greencastle  as  to  occasion  this  pres- 
ent contention.  With  two  general  confer- 
ences, each  claiming  to  represent  tlie  church 
at  larce,  and  each  having  its  own  proper 
subonfinate  annual  conferences  and  circuits, 
and  all  the  external  organs  of  separate  legit 
imate  existence,  we  have,  in  point  of  fact, 
two  distinct  organized  societies.  One  or 
other  is  the  Church  of  the  United  Brethren 
in  Christ  by  right  and  historical  succession, 
but  both  cannot  be.  Which  is  it?  This,  in 
brief,  is  the  question  here  raised.  The  house 
of  wonhip  at  Oreencastle,  for  the  possession 
of  which  both  parties  are  here  contending,  is 
the  property  of  the  congregation  of  the 
United  Biethren  in  Christ  at  Qreencastle,  and 
thoie  persons  constitute  the  congregation  who 
sre  in  connection  and  correspondence  with 
that  body  which  is  the  true  eeneral  confer- 
ence of  the  church.  It  is  with  the  rights  of 
property  that  we  are  dealing,  and  these  rights 
can  be  determined  only  by  the  relations 
which  the  contending  parties  sustain  to  the 
church  of  the  United  Brethren  in  Christ. 
"Sereral  considerations  agree  in  eiving  to 
the  plaintiffs  the  advantage  of  a  prima  facie 
case.  There  is  the  fact  Qt  nninteiTupted  suc- 
cession in,  and  controlling  action  of,  the  con- 
ference to  which  they  are  adherents.  That 
the  body  which  met  at  York  was  the  general 
conference  of  the  church  is  not  cjuestioned. 
There  is  no  complaint  that  it  was  irregularly 
or  improperly  constituted.  Of  the  one  hun- 
drd  and  thirty  members  who  composed  it, 
at  least  one  hundred  and  ten  continued  to  the 
end,  participating  in  its  work,  and  maintain- 
ing their  al  legiance  to  its  organi  zation .  The 
general  machinery  of  church  organization 
has  remained  under  its  control,  as  has  the 
msoBfement  of  the  charities  and  temporali- 
ties of  the  church.  It  has  continued  to  com- 
niAQd  the  allegiance  and  support  of  a  large 
Biajivitv  of  tbi  bishops,  ministers,  and  laity 
of  the  dliurch,  and  by  far  the  greater  number 
of  the  local  churches  continue  their  connec- 
tion with  it,  aooepting  ^e  new  confession 
of  faith,  and  submitting  to  the  government 
of  the  revised  constitution.  The  majority 
of  the  members  of  the  Greencastle  congrega- 
tion support  it.  The  act  of  withdrawal  from 
this  geberal  conference  was  the  act  of  those 
who  composed  the  conference  to  which  the 
defendants  adhere.  Under  this  state  of  facts, 
we  may  start  with  the  presumption  of  regu- 
htitY  in  that  division  of  the  church  here  rep- 
i^^eoted  by  the  plaintiffs,  and  which,  for 
purposes  of  convenience,  we  shall  designate 
w  the  'Liberals,'  since,  if  that  is  not  their 
Mopted  name,  it  is  the  one  by  which  they 
haTe  oQine  to  be  generally  known ;  and  call 
apon  the  defendants,  who  represent  the  divis- 
ion known  in  the  same  way  as  the '  Radicals, ' 
to  make  good  their  claim  to  legitimacy, 
iflis,  by  Uieir  answer  and  cross-bill,  and  the 
*3^?n«  offered,  they  claim  to  have  done, 
«n  it  is  for  ns  now  to  inquire  how  far  they 
^je  socoeeded. 

"The  immediate  cause  of  separation  was 
the  adoption  of  the  new  constitution  and  the 
new  Of  iwited  confession  of  faith  by  the  gen- 


eral  conference  of  1889.  The  radicals  reject 
both,  maintaining  their  organized  existence 
under  the  constitution  of  1841,  and  observing 
the  confession  of  1815  as  their  only  rule  of 
faith.  Their  contention  is,  first  of  all,  that 
the  inheritance  and  succession  is  in  them, 
because  they  are  identical  in  faith  and  prac- 
tice with  the  oriffinal  historic  Church  of  the 
United  Brethren  In  Christ;  that,  although  a 
minoritv,they  are  the  only  existing  organi- 
zation that  recognizes  the  constitution  which 
has  been  the  law  of  the  church  since  1841, 
and  accepts  the  confession  of  faith  which  the 
church  adopted  and  proclaimed  in  1815,— a 
position  which,  however  important  as  part 
of  the  defendants'  case,  would  not,  of  itself, 
be  conclusive  of  the  controversy,  no  matter 
how  well  sustained,  as  will  appear  subse- 
quent; and,  secondly,  that  the  liberals, 
through  the  conference  to  which  they  adhere, 
have,  by  a  proceeding  irregular  and  revolu- 
tionary, adopted  a  new  and  different  consti- 
tution from  that  which  was  and  is  the  law 
of  the  church,  and  have  adopted  and  pro- 
claimed a  new  and  different  standard  of  faith 
from  that  which  the  church  had  always  ob- 
served,  and  that  by  so  doing  they  have  formed 
a  new  and  different  religious  society,  and  so 
forfeited  all  claims  to  recognition  as  the 
Church  of  the  United  Brethren  in  Christ. 
The  first  position,  as  I  have  stated  it,  may 
be  conceded.  The  radicals  do  adhere  to  the 
old  confession,  and  do  observe  as  the  law  of 
their  organization  the  old  constitution,  both 
in  all  their  literalness ;  and  they  are  the  only 
society  of  which  this  can  be  said.  The  in- 
conclusiveness  of  this,  however,  will  appear 
further  on.  It  is  the  second  proposition 
which  challenges  and  invites  investigation. 
It  suggests  two  distinct  inquiries :  First,  as 
to  the  change  in  the  constitution ;  and,  sec- 
ond, with  respect  to  the  change  in  the  con- 
fession of  faith.  We  shall  observe  this  or- 
der in  their  consideration. 

"Two  general  objections  are  made  to  the 
action  of  the  general  conference  with  refer- 
ence to  the  constitution:  First,  that  the 
change  was  not  made  in  accordance  with  the 
laws  and  usages  of  the  church ;  and,  second, 
that  certain  provisions  of  the  old  constitu^ 
tion,  which  were  therein  declared  to  be  in- 
violable, have  been  so  altered  and  amended 
as*  to  work  a  virtual  repeal  of  the  original 
provisions.  In  the  view  we  take  of  the  case, 
it  is  unnecessary  to  discuss,  or  even  indicate, 
the  points  of  difference  between  the  old  and 
new  constitutiiin.  It  is  enough  to  say  that 
they  do  not  in  anv  serious  nuumer  affect  the 
internal  order  and  government  of  the  society. 
The  eravamen  of  the  first  objection  lies  In 
the  alleged  disregard  of  the  4th  section  of 
article  2  of  the  old  constitution,  which  pro- 
vides that  'there  shall  be  no  alteration  of  the 
foregoinff  constitution,  unless  by  request  of 
two  thirds  of  the  whole  society. '  It  is  un- 
doubtedly true  that  both  the  idea  of  revision^ 
and  the  scheme  for  its  accomplishment,  orig- 
inated with  the  general  conference  of  1885, 
held  at  Fostoria,  Ohio.  It  had  no  request 
of  any  kind  before  it,  looking  to  this  end. 
That  conference  created  the  commission,  of 
its  own  motion,  '  to  consider  our  present  con- 
fession of  faith  and  constitution,  and  prepare 
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.such  a  form  of  belief,  and  such  amended  fun- 
damental rules  for  the  government  of  the 
church  in  the  future,  as  will,  in  their  judg- 
ment, be  best  adapted  to  secure  its  growth 
and  efficiency  in  the  work  of  evangelizing 
the  world.'  It  authorized  and  empowered 
this  commission  to  devise  a  plan  for  the  sub- 
mission of  their  work  to  a  vote  of  the  society, 
without  first  reporting  it  to  the  conference. 
In  November  following,  the  commission  met, 
prepared  a  new  confession  and  constitution, 
and  adopted  a  plan  for  their  submission  to 
popular  vote,  to  be  taken  during  the  month 
of  November,  1888.  At  this  election,  held 
in  November,  1888,  throughout  the  churches, 
the  smallest  vote*  that  was  cast  for  any  port  of 
the  revised  work— it  having,  been  submitted 
in  several  separate  sections— was  46,994, 
while  the  largest  vote  cast  against  any  part 
was  7,298.  The  vote  in  favor  was  thus 
largely  in  excess  of  two  thirds  of  the  entire 
vote  cast,  thou  eh  not  reaching  to  even  a  ma- 
jority of  the  whole  society,  the  evidence 
showing  a  total  membership  somewhat  ex- 
ceeding 200,000.  At  the  next  quadrennial 
conference,  in  1889,  the  commission  reported 
its  work,  and  the  result  of  the  vote  taken 
thereon ;  and  by  a  vote  of  110  to  20  the  re- 
port was  approved  and  adopted,  and  procla- 
mation was  made  of  the  result  by  the  board 
of  bishops.  So  we  have,  then,  two  particu- 
lars in  which  it  is  alleged  there  was  serious 
and  fatal  disregard  of  constitutional  provis- 
ions, viz. ,  the  adoption  by  the  conference  of 
a  new  or  amended  constitution  without  a  pre- 
vious request,  and  its  adoption  upon  less 
than  a  two-thirds  yote  of  the  entire  society. 
We  shall  not  consider  the  charges  of  inala 
fides  which  are  made  by  the  defendants  in 
this  connection,  wilh  respect  to  the  method 
of  submission,  for  even  the  unfairness  which 
they  impute,  if  est^iblished  as  a  fact,  would 
not  constitute  fraud  ;  and.  in  considering  the 
two  particulars  above  stated,  we  shall  take 
no  account  of  those  minor  and  subordinate 
complaints  which  relate  to  the  time  of  the 
submission,  insufficiency  of  notice,  etc., 
since  all  these  will  Una  their  appropriate 
answers  in  the  conclusions  we  reach  on  the 
main  propositions. 

**  With  reference  to  these  organic  changes, 
it  should  be  understood  that  they  are  tojje 
inquired  into  only  for  the  purpose  of  ascer- 
taining whether  there  has  been  anv  loss  or 
change  of  identity  in  the  organization.  The 
law  has  no  supervisory  power  over  these  so- 
cieties, which  would  enable  it  to  correct 
mistakes,  if  any  are  made.  So  long  as  they 
do  not  violate  the  settled  rules  of  property 
and  morality,  t^ey  can  preach  and  practice 
and  govern  as  they  please,  without  let  or 
hindrance  from  the  civil  power.  But  when 
a  change  of  organic  law  results  in  a  division 
of  the  society,  and  two  rival  bodies  contend 
at  law  for  the  control,  the  methods  by  which 
the  change  was  effected  become  a  proper  sub- 
ject of  inquiry,  since,  if  these  methods  were 
inconsistent  with,  and  opposed  to,  the  fun- 
damental law, — in  other  words,  revolution- 
ary,—it  would  be  clear  usurpation  in  those 
acting  under  them  to  exercise  control,  as 
against  even  a  minority  adhering  to  the  orig- 
inal compact.  In  such  case  the  minority, 
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if  organized,  would  be  the  true,  legitimate 
body,  both  in  fact  and  law.  It  is  in  thU 
aspect  that  the  question  is  both  proper  and 
material.  Says  Chief  Justice  Gibson  in  Corn. 
V.  Oreen,  4  Whart.  598,  in  speaking  of  the 
general  assembly  of  the  Presbyterian  Church 
and  the  relation  it  bears  to  its  trustees,  ^wbo 
arc  formed  by  the  law  into  a  distinct  cor- 
poration: 'It  is  a  segregated  association, 
which,  although  it  is  the  reproductive  organ 
of  corporate  succession,  js  not  itself  a  menober 
of  the  body,  and  in  that  respect  it  is  anoma- 
lous. Havinir  no  corporate  quality  in  itself, 
it  is  not  a  suBject  of  our  corrective  jurisdic- 
tion, or  of  our  scrutiny,  further  than  to  as- 
certain how  far  its  organic  structure  may 
bear  on  the  Question  of  its  personal  identity 
or  individuality.  By  the  charter  of  the  cor- 
poration, of  which  this  is  the  handmaid  and 
nurse,  it  has  a  limited  capacity  to  create 
vacancies  in  it,  and  an  unlimited  power  over 
the  form  and  manner  of  choice  in  filling 
them.  It  would  be  sufficient  for  the  civil 
tribunals,  therefore,  that  the  assembled  com- 
missioners had  constituted  an  actual  body, 
and  that  it  had  made  its  appointment  in  its 
own  way,  without  regard  to  its  fairness  in 
respect  to  its  numbers ,  with  this  limitation, 
however :  that  it  had  the  assent  of  the  con- 
stitutional majority,,  of  which  the  official  act 
of  authentication  would  be  at  least  prima 
facie  evidence.  .  .  .  Hence,  where,  as 
in  this  instance,  the  members  have  formed 
themselves  into  separate  bodies,  numerically 
sufficient  for  corporate  capacity  and  organic 
action,  it  becomes  necessary  to  ascertain  how 
far  either  of  them  was  formed  in  obedience 
to  the  conventional  law  of  the  association, 
which,  for  that  purpose  only,  is  to  be  treated 
as  a  rule  of  civil  obligation.' 

^Were  the  changes  here  complained   of 
made  in  conformity  with,  or  in  violation  of. 
the  fundamental  law?    This  makes  a  consid- 
eration of  the  constitution  of  1841  necessary. 
Under  that  instrument  the  general  conference 
is  invested  with  great  amplitude  of  power. 
yet  manifestly  less  than  it  had  before,  since 
the  constitution  itself  was  originally  of  its 
own  making.     Th^  preamble  recites  that  the 
purpose  of  the  constitution  is,  among  other 
things,  to  define  the  power  and  business  of 
quarterly,  annual,  and  general  conferences. 
By  section  1  of  article  1.  'all  ecclesiastical 
power  herein  granted,  to  make  or  repeal  any 
rule  of  discipline,  is  vested  in  a  general  con- 
ference, which  shall  consist  of  elders  elected 
by  the  members  in  every  conference  district 
throughout  the  society. '    By  article  2,  power 
is  given  it  to  define  the  business  of  the  an- 
nual conferences,  to  elect  the  bishops,  and 
to  try,  by  impeachment,  annual  conferences. 
The  only  restrictions  or  limitations  upon  tht* 
general  grant  of  power  are  to  be  found  in  sec- 
tions 4-7.     These  are.  in  substance,  that  '  no 
rule  or  ordinance  shall  be  passed  to  change 
or  do  away  with  the  confession  of  faith,  as 
it  now  stands,  nor  to  destroy  the  itinerant 
plan;'  'no  rule  shall  be  adopted  that    will 
infringe  upon  the  rights  of  any,  as  it  relates 
to  the  "mode  of  baptism,  the  sacrament  of  the 
Lord's  Supper,  or  the  washing  of  feet  ;*   *no 
rule  shall  be  made  that  will  deprive    local 
preachers  of  their  votes  in  the  annual  con- 


SCHLICHTER  V.    KeITER. 


165 


ference  to  which  they  may  be  attached ;'  and 
'there  shall  be  no  connection  with  secret  com- 
binations, nor  shall  involuntary  servitude  be 
tolerated  in  any  way.'  That  these  are  in- 
tended as  restrictions  upon  the  grant  of  pow- 
ers to  the  ^neral  conference  is  obvious. 
Tiiej  were  directed  against  the  only  body  in 
the  church  that  had  authority  to  make  and 
ordain  rules,  and  they  can  have  no  signifi- 
cance whatever,  except  as  we  apply  them  to 
that  bodv.  They  were  not  of  the  nature  of 
a  bill  of  rights,  excepting  these  particular 
subjects  from  governmental  interference  or 
change ;  at  least,  we  have  no  right  to  assume 
that  they  were.  Indeed,  the  cpntraij  be- 
comes manifest,  in  the  light  of  the  fourth 
article,  which,  in  its  single  section,  provides 
that  there  shall  be  no  change  '  in  the  forego- 
ing constitution,  unless  bv  request  of  two 
thirds  of  the  whole  society.  ^  The  instrument 
thus  itself  provides  for  their  change,  for  they 
are  part  of  '  the  foregoing  constitution ;'  and 
fitruermore,  it  commits  the  power  to  make 
the  change  to  the  general  con&renoe,  subject 
only  to  Sie  limitation  that  the  two  thirds  of 
the  whole  society  shall  rec^uest  it.  The  chief 
purpose  of  the  constitution  seems  to  have 
been  to  evidence  by  written  fundamental  law 
that  the  general  conference  was  the  supreme 
tribunal  of  the  church,  invested  with  highest 
legislative  and  judicial  functions,  and  re- 
stricted only  as  therein  expressed.  The  pow- 
ers whfch  it  had  theretofore  exercised  with- 
out question  or  dissent  were  bounded  only  by 
extremest  limits.  The  constitution  contains 
but  little  that  does  not  refer  to  the  confer- 
ence; and  if  we  read  it  in  the  light  of  ordi- 
nary language,  the  circumstances  attending 
its  formation,  and  the  earlier  government  of 
the  churdi,  as  we  are  bound  to  do,  we  must 
conclude  that  it  commits  to  the  general  con- 
ference all  power  except  that  which  it  ex- 
presslv  reserves  or  denies.  Not  by  rule,  not 
bj  ordinance,  not  by  legislative  enactment, 
could  the  conference  change  the  confession  of 
faith,  or  establish  connection  with  secret- 
combinations,  or  do  any  of  these  tlvings  ex- 
pressly denied  it ;  but,  upon  request  of  two 
thirds  of  the  whole  society,  it  could  accom- 
plish any  or  all  of  these  things  in  the  way 
pointed  out, — ^that  is  to  say,  by  first  chang- 
ing the  constitution.  The  essential  thing, 
to  make  the  change  consistent  with  the  law, 
was  the  assent  of  the  two  thirds  to  the  re- 
moYsl  of  the  constitutional  restriction.  The 
power  was  given  to  the  conference,  with  this 
limitation  fastened  upon  it. 

''We  csnnot  consider  seriously  the  argu- 
ment that  would  avoid  the  action  of  the  con- 
fereoce  because  a  formal  request  had  not  been 
submitted  to  it  before  it  began  the  work  of 
lerisioQ  and  change.  The  objection  is  purely 
technical,  and,  so  far  as  we  can  see,  without 
merit.  It  sticks  in  the  bark.  Says  Chief 
Jnttue  Gibson  in  Com,  v.  Oa/rk,  7  Watts  & 
S.  133:  'A  constitution  is  not  to  receive  a 
technical  consttuction,  like  a  common-law 
iiffitrainent  or  a  statute.  It  in  to  be  inter- 
preted 80  as  to  carry  out  the  great  principles 
of  the  government,  not  to  defeat  tnem ;  and 
to  this  end  its  commands  as  to  time  or  man- 
ner of  performing  an  act  are  to  be  considered 
oierely  directory,  whenever  it  is  not  said  that 
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the  act  shall  be  performed  at  the  time  or  in 
the  manner  prescribed,  and  no  other. '  If  the 
assent  of  the  reouisite  number  was  obtained 
to  the  proposea  change  before  the  change 
was  actually  made,  the  purpose  of  the  con- 
stitutional limitation  was  fully  met.  To 
hold  otherwise  would  be  to  give  to  a  mere 
formality,  which  is  without  essential  pur- 
pose, an  importance  which  neither  the  phrase- 
ology nor  the  spirit  of  the  instrument  sug- 
gests. Now,  was  the  assent  of  two  thirds  of 
uie  whole  societv  obtained,  as  reouired  by 
the  law?  The  change  was  made  finally  by 
the  general  conference,  the  only  bodv,  as  we 
have  seen,  that  could  make  it ;  but  its  regu- 
larity depends  upon  the  previous  assent  of 
the  constitutional  number.  In  interpreting 
this  provision,  we  must  have  regard  to  the 
general  scheme  of  the  church's  government. 
In  the  proper  exercise  of  its  power,  the  con- 
ference had  raised  up  the  commission,  and 
charged  it  with  the  work  of  preparing  a  re- 
vised constitution,  and  had  empowered  it  to 
arrange  and  provide  for  an  election  through- 
out the  church,  the  vote  to  be  upon  the  ac- 
ceptance or  rejection  of  the  commission's 
work.  The  orders  of  this  commission  with 
reference  to  this  election  became  the  instru- 
mental process  through  which  the  authorized 
expression  of  the  society's  will  was  to  be 
obtained.  '  When  a  law  becomes  the  instru- 
mental process  of  amendment, '  says  Chief 
Justice  Agnew  in  Wdle  v.  Bain,  75  Pa.  47, 
15  Am.  Rep.  568,  'it  is  not  because  the  legis- 
lature possesses  any  inherent  power  to  change 
the  existing  constitution  through  a  conven- 
tion, but  b^use  it  is  the  only  means  through 
which  an  authorized  consent  of  the  whole 
people,  the  entire  state,  can  be  lawfully  ob- 
tained in  a  state  of  peace.  Irregular  action, 
whereby  a  certain  number  of  the  people  as- 
sume to  act  for  the  whole,  is  evidently  revo- 
lutionary. The  people,  that  entire  body 
called  the  "state,"  can  be  bound  as  a  whole 
body  only  by  an  act  proceeding  from  them- 
selves. In  a  state  of  peaceful  government 
they  have  conferred  this  authority  upon  a 
part  to  speak  for  the  whole  only  at  an  elec- 
tion authorized  by  law.  It  is  only  when  an 
election  is  authorized  by  law,  the  electors, 
who  represent  the  state  or  whole  people,  are 
beund  to  attend,  and  if  they  do  not,  can  be 
bound  by  the  expression  of  the  will  of  those 
who  do  attend. '  This  was  said  of  the  state, 
but  it  is  alike  applicable  to  church  govern- 
ment. The  constitution  is  silent  as  to  the 
method  of  ascertaining  the  will  of  the  so- 
ciety. It  is  not  unreasonable  to  suppose  that 
an  election  was  the  contemplated  method, 
since  it  is  the  usual  one  in  such  cases ;  but, 
whether  so  or  not,  the  conference  had  the 
right  to  prescribe  it  as  the  method  of  ascer- 
taining the  will  or  request  of  the  society,  in 
the  absence  of  any  contrary  rule,  and  so  it 
became  the  instrumental  process,  of  which 
all  qualified  electors  were  bound  to  take  no- 
tice. All  had  the  opportunity  of  voting. 
It  was  the  duty  of  all  to  vote,  and  those  not 
voting  became  bound  by  the  result,  because 
they  are  counted  with  the  majority,  as  as- 
senting to  their  action.  'To  all  questions 
put  by  the  established  organ,  it  is  the  duty 
of  every  member  to  respond,  or  be  counted 
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with  the  greater  number,  because  he  is  sup- 
posed to  have  consented  beforehand  to  the 
process  pre-established  to  ascertain  the  gen- 
eral will.'  C<m,  V.  Chreen,  4  Whart.  604. 
This  rule  is  fundamental  in  all  forms  of  pop- 
ular government,  and  It  can  be  overborne 
only  bv  express  direction  to  the  contrary. 
It  would  be  entirely  competent  for  a  society 
to  adopt  a  different  rule,  but  such  puipose 
should  clearly  appear.  In  Gradg  v.  First 
Pretby,  Church  of  Pittsburgh,  88  Pa.  45,  32 
Am.  Uep.  417,  the  question  turned  upon  the 
construction  of  a  statute  which  made  the  as- 
sent of  'a  majority  of  the  members  of  such 
society  or  church,  expressed  at  a  church  elec- 
tion, *  essential.  It  was  held  that  a  majority 
of  those  voting  at  the  election  was  sufficient. 
We  quote  from  the  opinion  delivered  by  Mr. 
Justice  Paxson :  'It  mar  be  asked,  however, 
what  is  meant  by  the  *'^ma jority  ?"  Does  it 
mean  the  concurrence  of  the  major  part  of 
those  who  happen  to  be  present  at  a  regular 
corporate  meeting,  or  does  it  mean  a  concur- 
rence of  the  majority  of  a  whole  body? 
There  is  this  distinction  between  a  corporate 
act  to  be  done  by  a  definite  number  of  per- 
sons, and  one  to  be  performed  by  an  indefinite 
number:  In  the  first  case,  it  is  to  be  ob- 
served that  a  majority  is  necessary  to  consti- 
tute a  quorum,  and  that  no  act  can  be  done 
unless  a  majority  be  present ;  in  the  latter, 
a  majority  of  any  number  of  those  who  ap- 
pear may  act.  And  where  a  corporation  is 
composed  of  several  integral  parts,  and  each 
part  consists  of  a  definite  number,  a  majority 
of  each  part  must  be  present,  to  constitute  a 
quorum.  But  where  a  corporation  consists 
of  several  integral  parts,  one  of  which  is  in- 
definite, if  any  number  of  persons  composing 
the  latter,  however  small,  are  present,  after 
having  been  duly  summoned,  it  is  sufficient. 
The  distinction  is  between  a  definite  and  an 
indefinite  number.  In  the  former  case  a  ma- 
jority must  be  present,  whereas,  in  the  latter, 
a  majority  of  those  present  may  act,  whether 
a  majority  of  the  whole  body  or  not.  When, 
thereiore,  the  legislature,  by  the  Act  of  18th 
April,  1877,  provided  for  ascertaining  the 
wishes  of  a  majority  of  the  members  by  a 
church  election,  it  is  fair  to  presume  that 
the  majority  intended  by  the  act  was  the 
majority  of  those  who  should  attend  and  vote 
at  such  election.  The  act  provides  for  tak- 
ing the  sense  of  the  congregation  in  the  usual 
manner,  and  prescribes  no  new  rule  as  to 
what  shall  be  binding  upon  them.  Had  it 
been  intended  to  require  the  assent  of  a  ma- 
jority of  all  the  members,  whether  present 
at  the  meetinja;  or  not,  such  intention  might, 
and  probably  would,  have  been  expressed 
cleariy  in  the  act. '  It  needs  no  argument  to 
enforce  the  applicability  of  this  authority  to 
the  case  in  hand.  The  reasoning  applies  as 
well  to  a  case  where  the  law  requires  two 
thirds,  as  where  a  simple  majority  is  suffi- 
cient. The  size  or  extent  of  the  majority  is 
immaterial.  That  is  governed  by  the  act  of 
submission.  The  important  fact  to  be  ob- 
served is  that  by  'the  whole  society'  we  have 
an  indefinite  number,— manifestly  so;  and, 
when  such  a  factor  enters  into  the  case,  those 
voting  are  regarded  as  the  whole  body,  pro- 
vided, always,  that  no  contrary  rule  is  ex- 
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pressed  in  the  law  itself,  and  that  it  is  at 
an  election  legally  ordered.  That  the  elec- 
tion held  throughout  the  churches  in  No- 
vember, 1888,  was  a  legal  election,  we  can 
have  no  doubt  whatever.  It  was  in  the 
power  of  the  general  conference  to  order  it. 
The  constitution  provided  for  its  own  change, 
by  the  general  conference,  upon  a  request  of 
two  thirds  of  tlie  whole  society,  but  is  silent 
as  to  how  this  request  was  to  be  preferred. 
The  necessary  inference  is  that,  with  respect 
to  all  such  matters  of  detail,  the  conference 
had  full  power  to  act.  The  essential  pur- 
pose was  to  prevent  any  change,  except  as  it 
might  be  i^reed  to  by  a  two-thirds  vote, 
fairly  ascertained,  upon  a  fair  submission 
of  the  question  to  the  whole  society.  Any 
different  construction  of  this  constitutional 
provision  would  impose  upon  the  society 
methods  not  only  unreasonable,  but  wholly 
impracticable. 

^'But  the  sufficiency  of  this  vote,  judged 
by  the  constitutional  requirement,  does  not 
depend  upon  the  correctness  of  this  reasoning, 
satisfactory  and  convincing  as  it  is  to  our- 
selves. It  can  be  vindicated  in  a  way  so 
conclusive  as  to  end  all  discussion.  The  in- 
terpretation of  this  constitutional  provision 
was  a  proper  subject  for  the  judicial  action 
of  the  general  conference.  li!^  susceptible  of 
different  constructions,  it  had  the  right  to 
sav  what  it  meant, — whether  two  thirds  of 
all  the  members  of  the  society,  or  two  thirds 
of  those  voting  at  the  election :  and,  acting 
strictly  within  its  powers,  it  did  decide  that 
it  meant  two  thirds  of  those  voting.  From 
that  decision  no  appeal  lies,  for  there  is  no 
higher  tribunal  wluiin  the  church,  and  we 
cannot  rejudge  its  decrees.  The  law  upon 
this  subject  is  aptly  and  concisely  expre^ed 
in  Watsm  v.  Jones,  80  U.  S.  13  Wall.  679, 
20  L.  ed.  666:  *The  right  to  organize  vol- 
untary religious  associations  to  assist  in  the 
expression  and  dissemination  of  anv  religious 
doctrine,  and  to  create  tribunals  for  the  de- 
cision of  controverted  questions  of  faith  with- 
in the  association,  and  for  the  ecclesiastical 
government  of  all  the  individual  members, 
congregations,  and  officers  within  the  general 
association,  is  unquestioned.  All  who  unite 
themselves  to  such  a  body  do  so  with  an  im- 

glied  consent  to  this  government,  and  are 
ound  to  submit  to  it.  But  it  would  be  a 
vain  consent,  and  would  lead  to  the  total 
subversion  of  such  religious  bodies,  if  any 
one  aggrieved  by  one  of  their  decisions  could 
appeal  to  the  secular  courts,  and  have  them 
reversed.  It  is  of  the  essence  of  these  relig- 
ious unions,  and  of  their  right  to  establish 
tribunals  for  the  decision  of  questions  aris- 
ing among  themselves,  that  those  decisions 
should  be  binding  in  all  cases  of  ecclesias- 
tical cognizance,  subject  only  to  such  ap- 
peals as  the  organism  itself  provides  for. ' 
This  same  doctrine  has  repeatedly  been  held 
by  our  own  supreme  court.  Indeed,  it  has 
lonf  since  passed  bevond  discussion,  into  the 
settled  law  of  the  land.  It  is  sufficient  to 
refer  to  the  cases  of  Oerman  Etformed  OhurcJi 
V.  Com.,  8  Pa.  291,  and  MeGinnis  v.  Wat^n, 
41  Pa.  10,  without  quoting  therefrom.  Not- 
withstanding the  conclusiveness  of  these  au- 
thorities in  establishing  the  sufficiency  of  the 
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vote,  we  preferred  to  reach  our  conclusions 
through  the  line  of  argument  first  attempted, 
for  the  reason  that  by  the  inquiry  there  pur- 
sued we  were  able,  not  only  to  determine 
whether  the  course  adopted  by  the  conference 
was  conformable  to  the  constitution  of  the 
society,  but  at  the  same  time  see  whether  the 
end  had  been  accomplished  by  considerate 
and  proper  regard  for  the  rights  of  a  dissent- 
ing minority.  On  both  these  issues  we  find 
for  the  plaintiffs.  The  change  was  made 
agreeably  to  the  conventional  law  of  the 
•church,  by  methods  entirely  fair,  and  the 
legitimacy  of  the  liberal  general  conference 
has  been  in  no  way  affected  thereby. 

**  We  turn  now  to  the  other  branch  of  the 
•defendants'  contention,  viz.  that  which  re- 
lates to  the  change  in  the  confession  of  faith. 
It  seems  to  have  been  mistakenly  assumed 
by  the  general  conference  that  the  provision 
in  the  constitution  for  a  change  of  that  in- 
strument applied  as  well  to  the  confession  of 
faith,  and  the  same  procedure  was  resorted 
to  in  making  the  change.  The  confession  of 
faith  is  no  part  of  the  constitution,  and  the 
latter  makes  no  provision  for  the  change  of 
the  former.  It  simply  forbids  the  general 
conference  to  pass  any  rule  or  ordinance 
changing  or  abolishing  it.  With  this  lim- 
itation upon  the  power  of  the  general  con- 
ference, a  change  was  impossible,  under  that 
constitution.  To  effect  a  change  by  consti- 
tutional methods,  regular  procedure  would 
have  first  required  a  change  in  the  constitu- 
tion itself.  The  mistake  Uiat  was  made  is 
obvious;  but  whatever  effect  it  may  have 
upon  the  authority  and  binding  force  of  the 
new  confession, — upon  which  we  express  no 
opinion, — ^we  cannot  allow  it  the  significance 
in  this  contention  which  defendants'  counsel 
claim  for  it.  It  can  serve  no  purpose  here 
-to  inquire  into  the  regularity  of  the  proced- 
ure by  which  the  change  in  the  confession 
was  effected.  We  made  the  inquiry  with 
respect  to  the  constitution  only  that  we  might 
determine  the  identity  of  the  organic  struct- 
ure. On  no  other  ^unds  would  the  in- 
quiry have  been  pertinent.  We  could  have 
no  such  reason  for  investigating  the  proced- 
ure as  it  relates  to  the  confession,  for,  even 
though  the  irregularity  be  established, — and 
we  concede  as  much, — the  identity  of  the  or- 
ganized society  remains.  The  latter  is  not 
affected  by  a  change  of  faith.  If  the  conten- 
tion were  that  the  new  had  not  supplanted 
the  old  confession,  because  of  the  irregular 
procedure  in  Its  adoption,  and  we  were  com- 
i)etent  to  pass  upon  that  question,  an  inquiry 
into  all  the  proceedings  which  led  up  to  its 
itdoption  would  be  necessary.  But  both  par- 
ties to  this  controversy  assume  that  a  valid 
and  binding  chansre  was  made,  and  therefore 
there  is  nothing  le?t  to  consider  but  the  effect 
and  consequence  of  this  change.  The  prop- 
osition insisted  upon  by  the  aefendaDts,  and 
which  we  are  asked  to  affirm,  is  that  the  new 
confession  of  faith  differs  so  radically  and 
materially  from  the  old  that  by  the  adoption 
of  the  former  a  new  and  distinctive  church 
has  been  established,  and  that  to  allow  the 
property  involved  in  the  present  dispute  to 
be  used  by  such  church  would  be  to  divert 
the  trust  from  the  purposes  intended  by  its 
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founders.  So  much  of  this  proposition  as 
implies  the  power  and  duty  of  the  court  to 
interfere,  and  require  a  trust  to  be  adminis- 
tered according  to  the  intention  of  its  found- 
ers, when  a  misapplication  is  attempted,  is 
conceded,  of  course.  The  duty  of  the  court 
in  such  case  is  obvious.  The  trust  which  is 
recognized  bv  the  law  will  be  protected  by 
the  law,  and,  where  the  protection  of  the 
law  is  inadequate  to  the  purpose,  equity 
will  come  to  the  relief ;  for  has  it  not  been 
said  that  'a  trust  is  the  child  of  the  law,  and 
more  especially  the  ward  of  chancery?'  But 
the  other  matters  embraced  in  the  proposition 
invite  closer  scrutiny.  They  suggest  im- 
portant and  material  inquiries. 

**  The  existence  of  the  trust  or  religious  use 
is  not  denied.  The  origin  of  the  title  is 
found  in  John  Dome,  who  by  his  deed  de- 
clares that  the  lot  was  purchased  for  the  pur- 
pose of  erecting  a  church  of  the  United  Breth- 
ren in  Christ,  and  who  then  conveyed  it  to 
certain  parties,  trustees  of  said  congregation, 
for  the  use  aforesaid.  If  the  conclusion  al- 
ready reached,  viz. ,  that  the  division  of  the 
local  church  here  represented  by  the  plain- 
tiffs, known  as  the  'Liberals,'  is  the  United 
Brethren  congregation  of  Greencastle,  be- 
cause it  is  in  connection  with,  and  in  subor- 
dination to,  the  legitimate  government  of 
the  organized  society,  it  needs  no  discussion 
to  show  that,  so  far  as  the  will  of  the  found- 
ers is  expressed  in  the  ^nt,  they  are  the 
true  and  proper  beneficiaries  of  the  use.  But 
it  is  contended  on  behalf  of  the  defendants 
that  it  is  a  necessary  implication,  derivable 
from  the  terms  of  this  grant,  that  the  benefi- 
ciary under  the  trust  was  to  be  a  congrega- 
tion of  the  United  Brethren  in  Christ,  dis- 
tinguished and  individuated  as  such,  not 
only  by  name,  but  by  adherence  to  the  doc- 
trines held  and  advocated  bv  that  church 
when  the  ^ant  was  made.  To  state  it  still 
more  concisely,  we  give  the  proposition  as 
we  find  it  in  the  brief  of  the  aefendants' 
counsel, —' that  the  [constitution  and]  con- 
fession of  faith  are  as  fully  a  part  of  every 
trust  deed  of  conveyance  as  if  written  there- 
in. '  "That  the  founders  of  this  trust  could 
have  made  adherence  to  the  confession  of 
faith,  as  it  then  stood,  a  condition  of  the  use, 
will  not  be  denied,  since  *^cuju8  est  dare,  ^us 
est  dispofiere.^  But  we  are  asked  to  go  be- 
yond this,  and  hold  that,  notwithstanding  no 
such  condition  is  expressed  in  the  grant,  yet 
the  law  implies  as  much,  and  imputes  to  the 
donor  a  purpose  to  impose,  as  a  condition  of 
the  enjoyment  of  his  bounty,  that  the  con- 
gregation should  continue  devoted  to  an  un- 
changing and  unchangeable  faith.  If  such 
be  the  law,  it  makes  largely  for  the  defend- 
ants' contention,  in  spite  of  the  fact,  already 
ascertained,  that  the  legitimate  succession  is 
with  the  plaintiffs. 

"The  essential  elements  of  every  trust  are 
determined  by  the  will  of  the  donor.  He  it 
is  who  founds  it,  and  whatever  conditions  he 
has  imposed,  and  whatever  purpose  he  has 
defined,  if  lawful,  will  be  enforced,  so  that 
the  end  he  had  in  view  may  be  secured. 
The  maxim  of  the  old  feudal  system  is  still 
applied  to  modem  grants,  *  tenor  est  out  legem 
datfeudo.*    In  the  present  case  the  donors  or 
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founders  are  those  who  contributed  to  the 
purchase  of  the  lot,  and  the  effort  must  be  to 
ascertain  the  interests  they  desired  to  pro- 
mote, and  the  purpose  they  had  in  view.  It 
is  of  no  consequence  that  the  present  house 
of  worship  was  erected  at  a  much  later  period 
by  the  voluntary  subscriptions  of  members 
who  stood  in  no  relation  to  the  congregation 
when  the  lot  was  purchased.  By  the  com- 
mon law,  even  subsequent  contributors  have 
no  other  right  of  direction  than  that  which 
the  founder  has  prescribed,  for  thev  come  in 
and  give  their  money  on  a  basis  already  es- 
tablished, and  they  can  neither  add  to  it,  nor 
take  anything  from  it.  Presbyterian  Cong, 
V.  Johnston,  1  Watts  &  S.  87.  The  rules  of 
construction  require  that  we  must  first  have 
recourse  to  the  instrument  by  which  tlie  trust 
was  created,  and  the  use  declared.  Here, 
then,  it  is  the  deed  from  Dome  to  the  trustees. 
If  that  expresses  with  sufficient  clearness  for 
an  intelligent  understanding  the  wishes  and 
intentions  of  the  founders,  we  are  forbidden 
to  look  beyond,  and  must  accept  what  is 
there  decl ared  as  concl usi  ve.  If  i  ts  1  aniniage 
interprets  itself,  we  have  no  occasion  to  re- 
sort to  rules  of  art  or  precedents  to  euide  us. 
The  deed  is  as  follows :  'Know  all  men  by 
these  presents,  that  the  within-described  lot 
of  ground,  No.  97,  was  purchased  for  the 
purpose  of  erecting  a  church  for  the  United 
Bretliren  in  Christ,  and  the  said  John  Dome 
doth,  bv  these  presents,  release  and  quitclaim 
his  right  of  the  within  lot  of  ground  to 
George  Zeigler,  Jacob  Wingerd,  Samuel  Len- 
hard,  and  Solomon  MOor,  trustees  of  said  con- 
gregation, for  the  only  use  and  interest  above 
described,  and  for  no  other  purpose.'  But 
very  little  is  here  expressed.  Did  the  donors 
intend  more?  Thev  intended  all  that  is  le- 
gally and  fairly  inferable  from  the  language 
used,  but  to  what  extent  does  this  carry  us? 
We  have  a  use  declared  for  a  particular  con- 
gregation for  the  erection  of  a  church  for  the 
United  Brethren  in  Christ.  That  this  con- 
templated that  the  congregation  should  be  in 
connection  and  association  with  the  larger 
organization  known  as  the  'Church,'  is  an 
unavoidable  inference.  Indeed,  it  may  be 
said  to  be  expressed,  and  it  is  about  all  that 
is.  A  denominational  designation  is  used. 
What  significance  a;ttaches  to  this?  Can  we 
infer  from  this  fact  that  the  distinctive  faith, 
or  rather  the  entire  creed,  of  that  particular 
denomination,  whether  distinctive  or  not, 
was  made  an  essential  element  of  the  trust? 
Such,  as  we  understand  it,  is  the  defendants' 
contention,  and  they  would  have  us  read  in 
the  words,  'United  Brethren  in  Christ,'  the 
entire  confession  of  faith  that  was  adopted  in 
1815.  That  by  the  use  of  a  distinctively  de- 
nominational name  very  much  may  be  ex- 
pressed, will  not  be  denied.  It  is  often  of 
great  help  in  determining  the  proper  limits 
of  a  grant.  I©  HdU  v.  merett,  53  N.  H.  70, 
16  Am.  Rep.  82.  it  was  held  that  when  a 
conveyance  is  made  to,  or  a  trust  created  for 
the  benefit  or  use  of,  a  religious  society,  by 
its  denominational  name, ~ which  denomina- 
tional name  is  descriptive  of  the  fundamental 
doctrines  of  the  sect  to  which  it  belongs, 
with  no  other  particular  designation  in  uie 
deed  of  the  tenets  or  doctrines  which  it  is  to 
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be  used  to  advance  or  support, — the  denom- 
inational name  may  be  a  sufficient  guide  as 
to  the  nature  of  the  trust,  so  far  as  respects 
doctrines  which  are  admitted  to  be  funda- 
mental. In  the  case  in  which  this  was  said, 
the  denominational  name  was  'The  First 
Unitarian  Society  of  Christians  in  Dover,' 
and  it  was  very  properly  held  that  the  terms 
'Unitarian'  and  'Christian'  were  both  ex- 
pressive of  fundamental  and  essential  doc- 
trines, and  that,  by  the^use  of  a  denom- 
inational name  in  which  both  these  terms 
occurred,  it  was  made  an  implied 'conditioa 
of  the  grant  that  the  society  should  avow  no 
doctrines  inconsistent  with  these.  But  of 
what  fundamental  doctrine  is  the  denomina- 
tional name  of  'United  Brethren  in  Christ' 
expressive?  If  any,  it  determines  the  use  to 
that  extent.  It  helps  nothing  to  inquire 
what  are  the  distinctive  doctrines  of  the  de- 
nomination, or  whether  it  has  any.  What 
concerns  us  is  to  ascertain  what  distinctive 
doctrines  are  expressed  in  the  denominational 
name.  Arminianism  may  be,  and  we  are 
told  is,  one  of  the  fundamental  doctrines  ot 
the  church,  but  it  is  not  ascertainable  from 
the  denominational  name.  The  name  is  not 
contradictory  of  extremest  Calvanism.  So, 
opposition  to  all  secret  associations  may  be 
a  distinguishing  characteristic,  but  the  name 
does  not  so  inform  us.  If  this  name  indicate» 
anything  as  to  doctrine,  beyond  the  divinity 
of  Christ,  and  the  brotherhood  of  all  believ- 
ers in  Him,  we  fail  utterly  to  see  it.  As  to 
these  doctrines,  the  name  furnishes  us  with 
an  unerring  guide,  but  its  value  stops  right 
there. 

^The  cases  all  distinguish  between  a  dedi- 
cation of  property  to  support  particular  ten- 
ets, and  a  dedication  to  support  such  teneta 
in  subjection  to  a  particular  church  govern- 
ment; and  the  rule  is  that  when  the  cestui 
mie  trust  is  a  congregation,  indicated  bv  its 
denominational  name,  the  law  will  make  it 
a  condition  of  the  grant  that  the  congrega- 
tion maintains  the  appropriate  ecclesiastical 
connection,  but  when 'nothing  appears  in  the 
grant,  except  the  church  name,  to  indicate 
the  form  of  belief,  the  law  will  make  condi- 
tions only  of  those  fundamental  doctrines 
which  the  name  clearly  expresses.  In  Miller 
V.  Gable,  2  Denio,  510,  it  is  said:  'There 
may  be  a  support  of  tenets  without  subjec- 
tion to  any  ecclesiastical  power  which  up- 
holds them ;  but  it  may  be  a  condition  of  grant 
of  property  that  a  trust  is  to  be  maintained 
in  subordination  to  a  particular  power,  as, 
if  a  church  be  established  in  connection  with 
a  particular  ecclesiastical  body,  a  severance 
from  that  body  would  be  a  violation  of  the 
trust.'  In  our  own  state  we  have  entire 
unanimity  of  decision  on  the  general  princi- 
ples which  govern  in  these  cases ;  and,  while 
we  find  no  single  one — where  matters  of  faith 
were  the  disturbing  cause— which  turns  upoxk 
a  declaration  of  use  so  meager  as  this,  yet 
thev  all  accord  with  the  authorities  cited, 
and  sustain  the  rule  as  we  have  stated  it. 
The  subordination  to  a  particular  church 

Sovernment  mav  be  made  a  fundamental  con- 
ition,  is  the  aoctrine  declared  in  Presbyte- 
rian Cong.  V.  Johnston,  1  Watts  &  S.  87.  It 
is  repeated  and  emphasized  in  Means  v.  Pres- 
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b^terian  Church,  3  Watts  &  S.  808.  In  App, 
V.  Lutheran  G(mg.  of  Selinatgrove,  6  Pa.  201, 
where  Uie  grant  is  almost  identical  with  this, 
it  is  not  only  decided  that  it  may  be,  but 
that  it  is.  an  essential  condition :  and  in  that 
caw  there  is  nothing  from  which  such  condi- 
tion conld  be  inferr^  but  the  denominational 
name.  So,  too,  in  Botihi's  App,,  69  Pa.  465. 
8  Am.  Rep.  375,  where  the  dedication  was 
almost  exactly  similar,—'  in  trust  for  the  use 
of  the  said  German  Reformed  Church. '  "  The 
principle  which  eovems  in  all  such  cases,' 
saya  Mr,  Justice  l^harswood,  '  is  old  and  well 
established,  and  has  frequently  been  asserted 
by  this  court.  Whenever  a  church  or  reli^- 
ioua  society  has  been  originally  endowed  in 
connection  with,  or  in  subordination  to,  some 
ecclesiastical  organization  and  form  of  gov- 
emment^  it  can  no  more  unite  with  some 
other  organization,  or  become  independent, 
than  it  can  renounce  its  faith  or  ooctrine, 
and  adopt  others. '  MeOinnis  y.  Watson,  41 
Pa.  14,  and  8chncrr*»  App,,  67  Pa.  146,  5  Am. 
Rep.  415,'  are  to  the  same  effect.  These  au- 
thorities all  recognize  this  ecclesiastical  con- 
nection, implying  submission,  as  a  funda- 
mental condition,  and  several  of  them,  as  we 
have  indicated,  infer  this  condition  from  the 
use  of  the  denominational  name  in  the  grant ; 
and,  however  much  any  of  them  may  seem 
to  empliasize  adherence  to  faith  and  doctrine 
as  a  condition,  it  will  be  found  to  be  only 
in  cases  where  there  is  an  expressed  condi- 
tion to  this  effect,  and  even  in  such  they 
limit  it  to  doctrines  which  are  distinctive 
and  fundamental.  In  those  of  our  state  cases 
where  the  grant  most  resembles  this  one,  the 
effort  was  to  carry  away  the  local  church 
property,  or  at  least  to  secede  from  the  orig- 
inal organization.  In  Sehnorr^s  App,,  9upra, 
one  party,  having  declared  themselves  inde- 
pendent of  all  synods,  and  absolved  from  the 
pTemment  of  the  church  of  which  they  had 
been  a  part,  claimed  the  local  church  prop- 
erty, notwithstanding  the  fact  that  it  had 
beoi  conveyed  '  for  the  use  of  the  congrega- 
tion of  the  Qerman  Evangelical  Reformed 
Church,  and  with  the  condition  that  no 
change  shall  be  made  in  said  congregation 
for  any  other  denomination. '  It  was  in  this 
case,  and  with  reference  to  this  positive  pro- 
hibition in  the  grant,  that  JuHiee  Sharswood. 
in  expressing  his  dissent  from  the  language 
Med  in  MeGinms  v.  WaUon,  9upra,  uses  the 
emphatic  language  which  is  so  much  relied 
upon  by  the  defendants.  He  says :  '  Courts, 
which  have  the  supervision  and  control  of 
&1I  corporations  and  unincorporated  societies 
or  aaoeiations,  must  be  ffulded  by  surer  and 
dearer  principles  than  uiose  to  be  derived 
^fom  the  nature  of  intellectual  and  spiritual 
life.  The  guaranty  of  religious  freedom  has 
nothing  to  do  witn  the  property.  It  does 
iwt  guarantee  freedom  to  steal  churches.  It 
•eciiies  to  individuals  the  right  of  withdraw- 
iQ£,  forming  a  new  society,  with  such  ends 
u»  government  as  they  please,  raisinff  from 
their  own  means  another  fund,  and  building 
another  house  of  worahip,  but  it  does  not 
confer  upon  them  the  right  of  taking  the 
pniperty  consecrated  to  other  use  by  those 
who  may  now  be  sleeping  in  their  mves. ' 
^bst  is  this  but  saying  that  the  will  and 
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intentions  of  the  donor  alone  determine  the 
limitations  and  conditions  of  the  trust,  and 
that,  when  these  are  clearly  expressed,  the 
law  of  the  land,  which  is  superior  to  any 
supposed  *  law  of  intellectual  and  spiritual 
life,'  in  its  operation  on  property  rights, 
at  least,  will  enforce  them?  In  App*s  Com, 
WLpra,  the  bequest  was  claimed  by  a  congre- 
gation which  did  not  belong  to  the  old  Luth- 
eran Church,  was  attached  to  a  new  synod, 
and  not  under  the  same  ecclesiastical  govern- 
ment that  ruled  when  the  bequest  was  made. 
MeGinnU  v.  Waimm,  supra,  was  a  case  of 
secession.  In  Presbyterian  Cong,  v.  Johnston, 
supra,  there  was  no  ecclesiastical  connection 
prescribed.  And  so  we  might  distinguish 
all  the  cases  from  the  one  we  are  now  con- 
sidering. None  of  these  suggest  anything 
inconsistent  with  the  rule  of  the  interpreta- 
tion as  we  have  stated  it,  while  in  several, 
as  we  have  shown,  it  has  been  applied  in  a 
most  conclusive  way. 

**  Confining  our  search,  then,  for  the  inten- 
tions of  tliese  donors,  to  the  words  of  the  con*- 
veyance  from  Dome,  can  we  discover  any  in- 
tention to  impose  other  conditions  tlian  that 
the  beneficiary  must  be  a  conirregation  ia 
connection  with  the  Church  of  the  United 
Brethren  in  Christ?  that  it  must  be  distinct- 
ively Christian  in  faith,  and  accept  the  doc- 
trine of  the  brotherhood  of  all  believers  in 
Christ?  If  more  was  intended,  could  it  not 
have  been  easily  expressed?  As  was  said  in 
Princeton  v.  Adams,  10  Cush.  129,  it  is  per- 
fectly easy  for  persons  giving  their  own 
private  property  to  a  religious  use  to  limit 
that  use,  and  devote  the  property  to  a  partic- 
ular faith ;  and  as  was  said  in  Atty-Oen.  v. 
Dublin,  88  K.  H.  510,  '  they  need  no  profes- 
sional assistance  or  technical  learning  to  sup- 
ply them  with  a  peculiar  phraseology.  Any 
intelligible  language  will  answer  the  pur- 
pose. They  can  have  no  difflcuty  in  saying, 
in  some  comprehensible  form,  that  they  in- 
tend the  dissemination  of  the  thirty- nine  ar> 
tides  of  the  English  Church,  or  the  West- 
minster Catechism ;  the  doctrines  of  Luther, 
or  Loyla ;  of  Edmonds,  or  Channing,  or  Jef- 
ferson ;  the  tenets  held  by  some  sect  at  a  cer- 
tain time,  or  such  as  it  may  hold  from  time 
to  time  in  the  course  of  its  existence  in  a 
changing  world.  If  they  intend  a  theological 
limitation,  they  will  express  it;  and  then, 
the  court  may  be  called  upon  to 'decide,  by 
legal  rules  settled  by  the  wisdom  of  ages, 
not  what  the  faith  is,  but  what  limitation  is 
expressed  by  the  words  used.  *  If,  by  our 
interpretation,  we  have  confined  this  trust 
within  limits  too  narrow,  to  what  extent  are 
they  to  be  opened  up?  Can  it  be  maintained 
for  a  moment  that  they  are  to  include,  as  an 
essential  condition,  the  entire  confession  of 
faith  which  was  recognized  by  the  denomina- 
tion when  the  trust  was  created?  If  so,  it 
must  be  by  necessary  intendment  from  the 
single  fact  that  there  was  such  a  confession 
in  existence.  Any  such  view  not  only  im- 
putes to  the  donors  what  they  did  not  ex- 
press, and  which  could  have  been  readily  ex- 
pressed if  intended,  but  it  ignores  what  we 
tiave  tried  to  show  was  the  paramount  pur- 
pose, because  it  is  expressed,  to  wit,  to  place 
the  subject  of  the  trust  in  a  congregation  in 
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subjection  to  the  general  order  and  govem- 
ment  of  the  church  at  large.  The  united 
Brethren  in  Christ  were  an  organized  body 
long  before  the  trust  was  created.  So,  too, 
the  Greencastle  congregation  had  an  earlier 
«xi6tence,  and  was  In  ecclesiastical  connec- 
tion witli  the  general  body,  and  subject  to 
its  authority  and  legislation,  when  the  prop- 
erty was  dedicated  to  its  use.  This  much 
the  donors  knew,  and  are  presumed  to  have 
had  in  contemplation.  Is  it  reasonable  to 
suppose,  under  such  circumstances,  that  they 
intended  a  use  inconsistent  with  the  sub- 
mission of  the  congregation  to  established 
authority?  We  think  it  evident  that  the 
paramount  purpose  was  to  secure  the  prop 
•erty  to  the  local  society,  in  subordination  to 
the  higher  authority  of  the  church,  whereby 
the  regular  connection  and  relation  of  the 
parts  to  the  whole  would  be  secured;  and 
surely,  if  this  be  correct,  such  a  qualified  use 
as  is  here  contended  for  would  be  inconsist- 
-ent  with  this  purpose,  except  upon  the  the- 
ory that  it  is  beyond  the  power  of  the  church 
to  change  its  creed,— an  assumption  which 
we  cannot  allow.  Why  cannot  the  church 
€hanffe  its  creed?  It  made  it ;  and  why  can- 
not the  same  power  which  made,  unmake? 
It  can  change  its  name,  its  order  of  worship, 
its  discipline,  its  government.  Then,  why 
not  its  creed?  To  deny  it  this  right  is  to 
deny  its  existence  as  an  organized  society, 
or  else  deny  it  the  freedom  of  conscience 
which  is  guaranteed  to  the  individual.  The 
power  to  make  implies  the  power  to  change. 
It  is  inherent  and  inextinguishable  as  well 
in  churches  as  in  individuals.  We  are  not 
•denying  that  certain  legal  consequences  af- 
fecting: property  rights  may  result  from  a 
change  of  cre«d.  What  we  are  sabring  is  that 
the  power  to  change  the  creed  is  implied  in 
the  very  existence  of  the  church,  and  that 
this  power  inhered  in  the  church  before,  and 
•at  the  time  when,  this  particular  property 
was  dedicated  to  a  local  congregation  in  con- 
nection with  the  church.  This  the  donors 
4tre  supposed  to  have  known,  and  to  have 
indicated  the  use  accordingly.  With  this 
knowledge,  either  actual  or  imputed,  of  the 
inherent  power  of  the  church  over  its  creed, 
is  it  not,  and  ought  it  not  to  be,  a  control- 
ling circumstance  in  the  case,  that  no  condi^ 
tion  whatever  in  regard  to  faith  or  doctrine, 
beyond  what  is  expressed  in  the  denomina- 
tional name,  can  be  found  in  the  letter  of  the 
grant?  We.  certainly  so  regard  it,  and  in 
tnis  view  we  are  largely  supported  by  the 
•case  of  Gibson  v.  ArmHrang,  7  6.  Mon.  48t, 
which  stands  out  with  the  prominence  of  a 
guidepost.  It  is  no  answer  to  say  that  it 
was  in  the  belief  that  the  church  would  ad- 
here to  its  confession  of  faith,  as  then  writ- 
ten, for  all  time  to  come,  that  the  dedication 
of  the  property  was  made.  That  is  assuming 
a  fact,  in  support  of  which  there  is  no  evi- 
dence at  all.  But  grant  'it  to  be  a  lact. 
What  have  we  to  do,  in  determining  this 
question,  with  the  belief  and  inducements 
which  operated  on  the  minds  of  the  donors 
when  they  have  expressed  in  the  grant  itself 
the  use  they  intend  ?  If  the  grant  were  doubt- 
ful or  uncertain,*— which  it  Is  not,— we  could 
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resort  to  extrinsic  circumstances,  and  con- 
sider, perhaps,  the  belief  and  motives  of  the 
grantors  as  aids,  but  not  otherwise.  This 
grant  cannot  be  regarded  as  requiring  ex- 
trinsic evidence  to  construe  it,  simply  be- 
cause it  may  be  thought  by  some,  from  the 
circumstances  under  which  it  was  made,  and 
its  brevity,  that  more  was  intended  than  is 
expressed.  Any  such  rule  would  open  the 
way  for  extrinsic  evidence  to  disturb,  if  not 
destroy,  any  trust  in  existence.  And  when 
a  church,  in  the  exercise  of  its  undoubted 
right,  in  a  legal  and  sufficient  way,  changes 
its  creed,  what  property  rights  are  affected 
thereby?  It  unquestionably  forfeits  its  right 
to  all  property,  the  use  of  which  was  condi- 
tioned by  the  donor,  in  his  grant,  on  an  un- 
changeable creed,  but  nothing  beyond.  We 
have  argued  to  show  that  the  conditions  in 
the  present  case  are  that  the  property  be  used 
hj  a  Christian  congregation  in  connection 
with  a  particular  denomination,  holding  to 
the  doctrine  of  the  brotherhood  of  all  believ- 
ers in  Christ.  Any  connection  with  a  differ- 
ent denomination,  or  the  avowal  of  a  faith 
inconsistent  with  the  doctrines  of  the  Chris- 
tian religion,  or  the  brotherhood  of  believers 
in  Christ,  would  be  a  perversion  of  this  trust, 
such  as  the  law  would  forbid  and  correct; 
but,  until  such  radical  and  fundamental  per- 
version as  this  is  attempted,  those  whom  we 
have  found  to  compose  the  true  and  real  con- 
gregation at  Greencastle,  and  here  represented 
by  the  plaintiffs,  are  entitled  to  the  un- 
disturbea  possession  and  enjoyment  of  the 
church  property. 

'*In  the  view  we  have  taken  of  this  case, 
any  further  examination  into  the  changes 
made  in  the  confession  of  faith  is  unneces- 
sary. It  remains  distinctively  and  unequiv- 
ocally Christian  in  its  character.  So  much 
is  conceded,  and  it  is  all  that  concerns  us  to 
know.  We  may,  however,  be  permitted  to 
add  that,  in  comparing  the  new  with  the  old, 
we  fail  to  see  how  any  one  professing  his 
belief  in  either  could  be  denied  membership 
or  fellowship  in  the  society  which  professes 
belief  in  the  other.  Literally,  they  are  not 
the  same ;  but  if  inconsistent  with,  or  re- 
pugnant to,  each  other,  with  respect  to  any 
doctrine  which  has  ever  been  made  the  basis 
of  separate  denominational  existence,  such 
fact  has  not  been  brought  to  our  notice. 
The  schoolmen  may  have  made  some  of  the 
points  of  difference  the  subject  of  their  vio- 
lent polemics,  and  it  may  interest  the  stu- 
dent of  history  or  science  to  know  just  how 
they  were  regarded  by  these  men  who  were 
so  wasteful  of  their  learning  and  zeal ;  but, 
in  modem  Christian  thought,  they  are  not 
considered  of  sufficient  importance  to  disturb 
the  unity  of  the  faith.  Since,  then, the  lib- 
eral congregation  at  Greencastle,  here  repre- 
sented by  the  plaintiffs  in  the  original  bill, 
is  in  connection  with,  and  subordinate  to, 
the  authority  of  the  legitimate  Church  of 
the  United  Brethren  in  Christ,  and  since  none 
of  the  conditions  of  the  grant  under  which 
it  holds  the  property  now  in  dispute  have 
been  violated,  it  follows  that  these  plaintiffs 
are  entitled  to  the  relief  prayed  for,  and  that 
the  defendants'  cross-bill  must  be  dismissed. " 
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Mr.  O.  C.  Bowers,  for  appellants: 

I.  The  constitution  of  1841  was,  from  the 
time  of  its  adoption,  the  organic  law  of  the 
Church  of  the  United  Brethren  in  Christ. 

PkOomathOoUeffey,  WtfattiOr.)  Oct  5, 1893. 

II.  The  amended  constitution  of  1889  was 
not  legally  or'r^larljr  adopted  in  accordance 
with  toe  methoQ  provided  in  the  constitution 
of  1841  for  the  amendment  or  change  thereof. 

in.  The  election,  at  which  it  is  supposed 
by  the  plaintiffs  that  the  amended  constitution 
and  revised  confession  of  faith  were  ratified  by 
the  people  of  the  church,  was  not  an  election 
aathorized  by  law,  and  therefore  those  voting 
had  DO  power  to  represent  or  to  bind  those  who 
did  not  choose  to  vote. 

The  4th  article  of  the  constitution  of  1841 
provides,  ''there  shall  be  no  alteration  of  the 
foregoing  constitution,  unless  by  request  of 
two  thirds  of  the  whole  society." 

The  words  ''vote"  and  "request"  are  not  the 
equivalent  of  each  other,  liiey  are  not  syn- 
oDvnifl. 

The  framers  of  this  constitution  when  they 
used  the  words  "request  of  two  thirds  of  the 
irhole  society"  had  in  their  minds  voluntary 
petitions  coming  up  from  two  thirds  of  the 
whole  membership  asking  that  this  or  that  be 
done. 

"Request  of  two  thirds  of  the  whole  society" 
is  not  to  be  construed  to  mean  two  thirds  of 
those  voting.  , 

Com.  V.  Wtektrsham,  66  Pa.  184;  StaU  v. 
Winkdmeier,  85  Mo.  108;  State  v.  SuiterfiOd, 
^  Mo.  891;  StaU  v.  Foraker,  6  L.  R.  A.  422, 
46  Ohio  8t.  677;  State  v.  Sufift,  69  Ind.  506; 
State  V.  LaneaHer  County  Oomn.  6  Neb.  474; 
^ate  V.  Babeoek,  17  Keb.  188;  Pe(^  v.  Brown, 
11  ni.  478;  People  v.  Wiant,  48  IU.{a68;  Enyart 
v.  Hanowr  Twp.  25  Ohio  St.  618. 

This  etoion  was  not  authorized  by  law,  and 
therefore  tnoee  voting  had  no  power  to  repre- 
sent or  bind  those  who  did  not  choose  to  vote. 

WHU  V.  Bain,  75  Pa.  47.  15  Am.  Rep.  568; 
Ciwii.  V.  Green,  4  Whart.  581. 

An  election  must  be  by  virtue  of  legal  au- 
thority. There  is  no  inherent  power  in  the 
people  to  hold  elections. 

6  Am.  &  Eng.  Encyclop.  Law,  298,  294. 

An  election  can  only  be  held  by  a  proper 
officer;  and  the  power  to  order  and  to  hold 
elections  cannot  be  delegated. 

Ibid.;  Com.  v.  Baxter,  85  Pa.  268;  People  v. 
Mathewmn,  47  Oal.  442;  People  v.  Johmton,  6 
Cal.  673. 

IV.  Under  the  constitution  of  1841  the  con- 
fession of  faith  was  absolutely  unchangeable 
St  lesst  so  long  as  that  constitution  remained  the 
orsanic  law  of  the  church. 

The  4th  section  of  article  2  of  the  constitu- 
tion provides:  "No  rule  or  ordinance  shall  at 
any  time  be  passed  to  change  or  do  away  the 
confession  of  faith  as  it  now  stands,  nor  to 
destroy  the  itinerant  plan." 

The  daim  that  a  majority  of  the  people,  with 
no  right  reserved  in  the  constitution  to  do  so, 
can  make  a  new  confession  of  faith,  is  revolu- 
tionary and  communistic.  It  would  subvert 
not  only  every  associated  church  or^nization, 
hnt  all  the  secret  orders,  associations  of  all 
kinds,  and  even  the  national  and  state  govern- 
ments. 

It  is  denounced  and  condemned  in  principle 
^L.R.A. 


by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in 
the  great  Dorr  rebellion  case  of  Luther  v.  Bor- 
den, 48  U.  8.  7  How.  1, 12  L.  ed.  681.  in  which 
the  state  court  of  Rhode  Island  declared  that 
there  was  no  inherent  right  in  the  people  to 
revolutionize  a  state  government,  whose  con- 
stitution prescribes  a  mode  of  changing  its 
constitution .  The  same  principle  is  held  in  the 
cases  which  affirm  that  a  state  constitution 
cannot  be  changed  except  in  the  mode  therein 
authorized. 

StaUy,  Swift,  69  Ind.  525;  State  v.  Foraker, 
6  L.  R  A.  422.  46  Ohio  St.  677;  Cottier  v. 
Frierton,  24  Ala.  100. 

The  prohibition  against  change  enters  into 
and  is  a  part  of  the  implied  contract  of  church 
membership  as  fully  as  if  written. in  every  trust 
conveyance  of  church  property. 

AneHn  v.  Seanng,  16  N.  Y.  112,  69  Am. 
Dec.  672,  fiote;  Wayland,  Moral  Science,  884. 

y.  The  revised  confession  of  faith  was  not 
adopted  in  accordance  with  any  law  of  the 
church,  not  even  in  accordance  with  the  pro- 
visions of  the  amended  constitution  of  1889. 

YI.  The  revised  confession  of  faith  is  ma- 
terially diflferent  from  the  old,  in  that  itchanees 
many  of  the  doctrines  contained  in  the  old, 
re|)ects  or  ignores  others,  and  adds  new  doc- 
trines thereto. 

YII.  The  courts  have  jurisdiction  to  inquire 
and  determine  whether  or  not  the  action  of  the 
church  authorities  in  relation  to  the  adoption 
of  the  amended  constitution  and  revised  con- 
fession of  faith,  was  in  accordance  with  its  own 
organic  law:  and  if  it  was  not,  .to  declare  such 
action  ultra  vires  and  void,  especially  in  view 
of  the  fact  that  property  rights  are  involved. 

The  doctrine  held  in  our  own  state  as  to  the 
Jurisdiction  of  the  courts  over  questions  of  this 
character  is  clearly  shown  by  the  following 
cases,  which  at  the  same  time  indicate  with 
equal  clearness  the  parties  to  whom  the  prop- 
erty of  a  divided  church  or  congregation  will 
be  awarded. 

In  the  Reformed  Presbvterian  Church  the 

general  synod,  its  highest  judicatory,  is  bound 
y  its  system  of  religious  principles  with  the 
same  force  as  individual  members. 

MeAul^s  App.  77  Pa.  897. 

In  the  Reformed  Presbyterian  Church  the 
powers  of  the  general  synod  are  derived  from 
and  contained  in  the  church  standards,  and  the 
exerctoe  by  it  of  an  authority  opposed  to  or 
subversive  of  such  standard  is  ultra  vires,  and 
cannot  of  right  demand  the  respect  and  obedi- 
ence of  its  subordinates. 

Ker/^s  App.  89  Pa.  97. 

The  title  to  the  property  of  a  divided  congre- 
gation is  in  that  part  which  is  acdng  in  har- 
mony with  its  own  law,  and  the  eccl^iastical 
laws,  usages,  etc., .which  were  accepted  before 
the  dispute,  are  the  standard  to  determine 
which  is  right. 

Sehnorr's  App.  67  Pa.  188,  5  Am.  Rep.  415; 
MeGinnis  v.  Watson,  41  Pa.  9;  Boshi^s  App.  69 
Pa.  462,  8  Am.  Rep.  275. 

In  Hoehreiter^s  App.,  98  Pa.  479,  this  court 
held  that  a  new  constitution  of  an  unincorpo- 
rated society  not  having  been  adopted  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  provisions  of  the  existing 
constitution,  was  illegal  and  of  no  effect. 

In  matters  of  faith  and  doctrine  churches  are 
left  to  speak  for  themselves,  but  when  rights 
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of  property  are  in  question,  courts  will  inter- 
fere. 

(yHara  v.  Stack,  90  Pa.  477.  See  al80  Pre9- 
byterian  Cong.  v.  Johnston,  1  Watts  &  S.  9; 
App.  V.  Lutheran  Cong,  of  Selingsgrote,  6  Pa. 
201;  First  Methodist  Prot,  Church  of  Seranton's 
App.  16  W.  N.  C.  246. 

Messrs.  Bowe,  Gillan  ft  Stewart,  for 
appellees: 

The  constitution  of  1841  was  never  submitted 
to  the  people  of  the  church  for  approval  or  re- 
jection. Authoritv  it  had  none  during  all  its 
existence  beyond  tnat  it  acquired  by  the  enact- 
ment of  the  conference. 

A  constitution  is  ''the  written  instrument 
agreed  upon  by  the  people." 

Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  5:  State  v.  MeCann,  4 
Lea.  9. 

An  instrument  of  government  made  and 
adopted  by  the  peopla 

People  V.  New  York  Cent.  R.  Co.  24  N.  Y. 
486. 

A  fundamental  law  or  basis  of  government, 
established  bv  the  people  in  their  original  sov- 
ereign capacity. 

McKoan  v.  Demies,  8  Barb.  198. 

A  form  of  government  delineated  by  the 
mighty  hand  of  the  people. 

Vanhome  v.  Dorrance,  2  U.  8.  2  Ball.  308, 
1  L.  ed.  393. 

An  agreement  of  the  people  in  their  individ- 
ual capacities. 

State  V.  ParkhurH,  9  N.  J.  L.  528. 

In  our  own  state  the  active  assent  of  the 
people  is  recognized  as  of  the  very  essence  of 
constitutional  validity. 

WelU  V.  Bain,  75  Pa.  89,  16  Am.  Rep.  668; 
Woods'  App.  76  Pa.  59. 

As  to  the  church  bodies  acting  under  it,  the 
inferior  bodies  had  no  choice;  constitution  or 
not,  it  was  a  valid  enactment  of  the  church 
legislature  and  as  such  bound  them  until  re- 
paled.  The  general  conference  acted  under 
it  probably  because  it  did  not  care  to  repeal  it. 
Certainly  no  argument  that  it  could  not  repeal 
it  is  to  be  drawn  from  the  fact  that  it  did  not 
do  so. 

The  general  conference  of  1816  enacted  the 
confession  of  faith,  the  conference  of  1841 
enacted  this  bodv  of  law  which  it  called  a  con- 
stitution. Both  bodies  were  undoubtedly  com- 
petent to  go  so  far,  but  when  the  latter  at- 
tempted to  withdraw  both  these  important 
subjects  from  the  control  of  its  successors,  it 
transcended  its  powers,  and  its  acts  were  void. 

Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  146,  147;  Bloomer  v. 
Slolley,  5  McLean,  168;  Com.  v.  Lancaster,  6 
Watts,  152;  WaU  v.  State,  28  Ind.  160;  State 
V.  Oskins,  28  Ind.  864;  Oleson  v.  Green  Bay  i& 
L.  P.  R.  Co.  86  Wis.  888.  See  also  Christ 
Church  V.  Pope,  8  Gray,  140;  KeUogg  v.  Osh- 
kosh,  14  Wis.  624;  3  Am.  i&  Eng.  Encyclop. 
Law,  691. 

Even  when  a  by-law  requires  that  no  altera- 
tion of  a  law  shall  be  made  except  by  a  two- 
thirds  vote  of  the  members,  yet  the  same  bodv 
by  which  the  by-law  was  niade  may  repeal  it 
by  a  majority. 

Richardson  v.  Union  Cong.  Soc.  of  Frances- 
town,  58  N.  H.  187. 

Although  voluntary  associations  frequently 
make  constitutions  and  pass  by-laws,  which 
yilare  are  not  to  be  altered,  except  in  a 
A. 


certain  manner,  yet  their  constitution  and  ]aw& 
may,  at  any  time,  be  altered  or  abrogated  by 
the  same  power  that  created  them,  and  the  vote 
of  any  subsequent  meeting,  abrogating  or  al- 
tering such  constitution,  though  passed  only 
by  a  majority,  has  as  much  efficacy  as  a  previ- 
ous vote  establishing  them. 

Smith  V.  Nelson,  18  Vt.  512. 

An  attempt  on  the  part  of  a  legislative  body 
to  limit  for  the  future  its  own  powers  is  void 
because  it  is  a  betrayal  of  the  trust  reposed  in 
it,  and  a  perversion,  of  the  authority  lodged 
with  it. 

Mott  V.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  30  Pa.  36,  72 
Am.  Dec.  664.  See  also  Cooley,  Const.  Lim. 
148.  note  £;  Stone  v.  Mississippi,  101  U.  S.  814^ 
26  L.  ed.  1079. 

From  histories  of  the  church  it  appears  that 
at  the  time  the  constitution  of  1841  was  adopted, 
there  was  no  way  of  ascertaining  the  number 
of  members  in  me  denomination.  Knowing, 
then,  that  the  membership  was  uncertain  m 
number,  and  the  utter  impossibility  of  ascer- 
taining at  any  time  whether  two  thirds  or  any 
other  proportion  of  the  members  had  joined  in 
a  petition,  how  can  the  general  conference  of 
1841  be  said  to  have  intended  that  a  literal  re- 
()uest  or  petition  signed  by  two  thirds  of  its- 
indefinite  and  indefinable  number  must  be 
presented  to  a  subsequent  conference  before 
any  steps  could  be  taken  looking  towards  a 
change  in  the  constitution? 

Everv  interpretation  that  leads  to  an  absurd- 
ity ought  to  be  rejected. 

Vattel,  Law  of  Nations,  bk.  II.,  chap.  17,  § 
282;  Smith,  Stat.  &  Const.  Constr.  696;  Story,. 
Const.  Abridged,  §  194. 

"When  a  law  becomes  the  instrumental  proc- 
ess of  amendment,"  says  Chief  Justice  Agnew^ 
in  WelU  v.  Bain,  76  Pa.  47,  16  Am.  Rep.  663. 
"it  is  not  because  the  legislature  presses  any 
inherent  power  to  change  the  eziAing  consti- 
tution through  a  convention,  but  because  it  la- 
the only  means  through  which  an  authorized 
consent  of  the  whole  people,  the  entire  state, 
can  be  lawfully  obtained  m  a  state  of  peace.'' 

The  election  held  under  this  commi8sion'8> 
direction  was  a  legal  one  and  one  of  which  the 
members  of  the  church  were  bound  to  take 
notice. 

Com.  V.  Oreen,  4  Whart.  604, 

It  follows  as  a  necessary  result  that  if  the 
proposed  changes  received  the  approval  of  two 
thiixis  of  those  who  voted,  the  constitutional 
requirement  of  "two  thirds  of  the  whole  asso- 
ciation" were  satisfied. 

Craig  v.  First  Presby.  Church  of  Pittsburgh,. 
88  Pa.  42,  82  Am.  Rep.  417;  Cass  County  v. 
Johnston,  96  U.  S.  860,  24  L.  ed.  416;  St. 
Joseph  Twp.  V.  Rogers,  83  U.  S.  16  Wall.  644, 
21  L.  ed.  828;  Carroll  County  Suprs.  v.  Smithy 
111  U.  S.  656,  28  L.  ed.  517;  Peopfe  v.  Wiant, 
48  111.  263;  State  v.  Woodford,  16  Kan.  600; 
McCrary,  Elections,  3d  ed.  §  173;  Lamb  v. 
Cain,  14  L.  R.  A.  618,  129  Ind.  486. 

The  interpretation  of  this  constitutional  pro- 
vision was  a  proper  subject  for  the  judicial  ac- 
tion of  the  general  conference.  If  susceptible 
of  different  constructions  it  had  the  right  to 
say  what  it  meant,  whether  two  thirds  of  the 
members  of  the  society,  or  two  thirds  of  those 
voting  at  the  election,  and  acting  strictly  with- 
in its  powers  it  did  decide  that  it  meant  two 
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thirds  of  those  Toting.  From  that  decision  do 
appeal  lies,  for  there  is  no  higher  tribunal  in 
the  church,  and  we  cannot  rejudge  its  decrees. 

WaUon  V.  Jan«,  80  U.  8.  13  Wall.  «79,  20 
L.  ed.  686;  Oerman  Bef armed  Church  ▼.  Com, 
3  Pa.  291:  MeGinnU  v.  Wat9(m,  41.  Pa.  10; 
Bhanncm  v.  Froti,  8  6.  Mon.  258;  Q%b9on  v. 
Amttnmg,  7  B.  Mon.  481;  Harmon  v.  Dreher, 
1  Speers,  Eq.  87;  Ferraria  v.  VamoneeUes,  28 
U1.456. 

The  contention  that  the  general  conference 
has  not  Judicially  determined  the  construction 
•of  the  disputed  clause  in  the  constitution  cannot 
be  nnctioned. 

There  is  perhaps  no  more  indefinite  line  of 
<demarcation  known  to  our  law  than  that  which 
aepaiates  legislative  and  judicial  acts. 

Greenough  v.  Oreenough,  11  Pa.  489,  61  Am. 
Dec  567;  Wavman  v.  Southard,  28  U.  8.  10 
Wheat.  47,  6  L.  ed.  268. 

How,  then,  shall  the  courts  make  for  the 
<x)QfereDce  this  distinction  which  it  itself  has 
ignored? 

E?ery  department  of  government,  invested 
with  certain  constitutionu  powers,  must  in  the 
first  instance,  but  not  exclusively  (that  is,  to 
the  exclusion  of  the  superior  departments),  he 
tbejudge  of  its  powers  or  it  could  not  act. 

KendaU  v.  Kingston,  5  Mass.  624. 

So  with  the  general  conference.  Its  power 
to  construe  the  Taws  of  the  church  is  undoubted. 

The  positive  provisions  of  the  constitution 
of  1841  are  so  plainly  referable  to  the  general 
conference  that  they  seem  to  indicate  unmis- 
takably that  what  the  f  ramers  had  in  mind  was 
the  formulation  of  a  set  of  rules  by  which  that 
body  should  be  guided  in  the  future. 

Construing  article  2,  section  4,  then,  with 
refoence  to  this  evident  object,  it  becomes  ap- 
parent that  the  two  can  onl^  be  harmonized 
by  anderstanding  the  prohibition  contained  in 
the  former  as  applied  to  the  passage  of  any  rule 
or  ordinance  by  the  general  conference. 

Endlich,  Interpretation  of  8tatute8,  §  78. 

Is  it  to  be  presumed  that  the  conference  in- 
tended to  go  beyond  its  proper  power  and  to 
fetter  the  hands  of  the  people  to  which  it  itself, 
as  it  bad  declared,  looked  for  authority?  Is  it 
to  be  presumed,  in  the  absence  of  express  words 
to  that  effect,  that  it  intended  to  abridge 
that  sovereign  authority?  8uch  a  construction 
^ould  never  be  admitted  ''unless  the  language 
^ised  be  too  clear  to  admit  of  a  doubt." 

GUman  v.  Sheboygan,  «7  U.  8. 2  Black,  510, 
n  L.  ed.  788;  Endlich,  Interpretation  of  8tat- 
ate9,  S  287. 

It  follows,  then,  that  if  this  prohibition  was 
«nned  only  at  the  conference,  the  power  to  alter 
the  confession  to  any  extent  they  wished  re- 
mained witb  the  people,  even  though  such 
power  were  not  specially  reserved. 

Luther  v.  Borden,  48  U.  8.  7  How.  1,  12  L. 
ed.  581. 

And  the  only  way  in  which  that  change 
could  be  accomplished  was  by  a  "law,  as  the 
instrumental  process  of  raising  the  body  for 
revision  and  conveying  to  it  the  powers  of  the 


VdU  V.  Bain,  75  Pa.  47, 15  Am.  Rep.  588. 
The  true  test  as  to  the  ownership  of  the  prop- 
erty in  dispute  is,  * 'Which  of  these  parties  rep- 
^^9eats  a  congregation  in  ecclesiastical  con- 
nection with  &e  United  Brethren  Church— in 


proper  succession  to  the  church  of  that  name 
as  it  existed  in  1828 — and  professing  nodoctriiM 
inconsistent  with  a  belief  in  Christ  and  the 
brotherhood  of  believers  in  Him?"  We  confi- 
dently affirm  that  the  application  of  that  test 
must  be  conclusive  in  favor  of  the  appellees. 

MeBride  v.  P&rter,  17  Iowa,  211;  Pretby- 
terian  Cong,  v.  Johntion,  1  Watts  &  8.  1;  Me- 
QinnU  v.  Watmm,  41  Pa.  9;  Boehi^n  App.  69 
Pa.  462.  8  Am.  Rep.  275;  Sehnorr^s  App,  67 
Pa.  188, 5  Am.  Rep.  415;  Means  v.  Pretbyterian 
Church,  8  Watts  <&  8.  808;  App.  v.  Lutheran 
Cong,  of  Selingsfrove,  6  Pa.  201;  WhiU  Lick 
Quarterly  Meeting  of  Friends  v.  White  Lick 
Quarterly  Meeting  k  Friends,  89  Ind.  186; 
Miller  v.  Gable,  2  Denio,  498;  Hale  v.  Ever- 
ett, 58  N.  H.  70,  16  Am.  Rep.  82;  Chase  v. 
Cheney,  58  Dl.  509,  11  Am.  Rep.  95;  Gibson  v. 
Armstrong,  7  B.  Mpn.  481;  State  v.  Fwrris,  45 
Mo.  188. 

To  set  the  civil  courts  in  motion  there  must 
be  80  plain  and  fundamental  a  change  as  to 
destroy  the  identity  of  the  society  to  make 
what  IS  in  eflTect  a  new  church. 

Miller  v.  Gable,  supra;  Trusses  of  Lutheran 
Cong,  of  Pine  Hill  v.  St.  MichaeVs  Brtangelical 
Church  of  Pine  HUl,  48  Pa.  21;  Keyser  v.  Stan- 
sifer,  6  Ohio,  368. 

WUHama,  «/.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court : 

The  right  to  the  decree  asked  for  in  this 
case  depends  on  a  question  of  ecclesiastical 
identity.  The  question  is,  which  of  the 
parties,  and  organizations  represented  by 
them,  is  the  church  and  society  known  as  the 
"United  Brethren  in  Christ?^  The  society 
Was  a  unit  prior  to  1889.  It  had  a  system  of 
polity  and  a  creed  which  were  accepted 
throughout  the  whole  church.  They  had 
taken  form  gradually,  with  the  growth  of 
the  church,  from  a  small  beginning  a  hun- 
dred vears  or  more  ago,  until  they  were  re- 
duced to  form  by  the  general  conference. 
This  was  done,  so  far  as  the  confession  of 
faith  is  concerned,  in  1815.  The  constitution 
was  formulated  and  adopted  in  1841.  The 
confession  of  faith  remained  without  any 
considerable  change  for  three  quarters  of  a 
century.  The  constitution  had  been  lecog,- 
nized  and  accepted  as  the  fundamental  law 
of  the  society  for  a  half  century.  The  system 
of  polity  provided  for  the  grouping  of  indi- 
viduals into  local  congregations  or  churches. 
An  indefinite  number  of  churches  were 
grouped  to  form  a  circuit.  Circuits  were 
united  to  make  a  district,  and  these,  held  to- 
gether by  the  denominational  bond,  made  up 
the  church.  The  ecclesiastical  power  of  the 
society  was  distributed  through  a  succession 
of  courts  or  tribunals.  The  church  otflcers 
exercised  this  power  in  the  individual  con- 
gregation. In  the  circuit,  it  was  exercised 
by  the  quarterly  conference ;  in  the  district, 
by  the  annual  conference ;  *md,  for  the  whole 
society,  the  general  quadrennial  conference 
was  the  supreme  legislative  and  judicial 
body.  Its  confession  of  faith  was  brief,  and 
in  its  outlines  was  what  may  be  described  us 
"  Christological.  *'  Under  these  simple  funda- 
mental rules  of  polity  and  articles  of  faith, 
the  society  had  grown  until  in  1889  its  mem- 
bership numbered  over  200,000,  distributed 
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oyer  many  states.  It  had  become  one  of  th^ 
influential  Protestant  organizations,  and  was 
the  owner  of  much  valuable  church  property. 
The  local  church  at  Greencastle  was  organ- 
ized and  officered  prior  to  1880  under  the^au- 
thority  of  this  united  and  prosperous  society, 
and  was  in  full  connection  with  it.  The  of- 
ficers of  this  local  church  are  the  plaintiffs 
in  this  case,  and  they  insist  that  since  1889, 
as  truly  as  before,  UTey  have  the  right  to  the 
possession  of  the  house  of  worship,  and  the 
lands  appurteJtiant,  belonging  to  the  church 
at  Qreencastle. 

Looking  at  the  position  of  the  defendants, 
we  find  that  on  the  church  records,  as  far 
back  as  1865,  there  is  evidence  to  show  a 
growing  difference  of  opinion  in  regard  to 
three  points  of  polity.  These  were  the  ad- 
mission of  lay  representation,  the  rates  of  rep- 
resentation, and  the  attitude  of  the  church 
towards  secret  societies.  The  Constitution  of 
1841  (art.  2,  g  7)  contained  this  provision : 
'^  There  shall  be  no  connection  with  secret 
combinations.''  This  declaration  was  in- 
definite. It  was  susceptible  of  an  interpreta- 
tion so  broad  as  to  prohibit  membership  in 
the  various  social,  charitable,  and  mutual 
aid  societies  that  have  grown  so  rapidly  in 
number  and  in  favor  in  recent  years.  It  might 
with  e^ual,  if  not  better,  reason,  be  construed 
as  having  reference  to  unlawful  secret  com- 
binations, and  not  intended  to  interfere  with 
lawful  organizations,  whose  advantages  were 
restricted  to  their  own  membership.  The  at- 
titude of  those  who  held  to  the  first  of  these 
positions  was  regarded  by  many  as  imposing 
an  unnecessarily  hard  restriction  upon  the 
freedom  of  action  of  the  individual  members 
of  the  church.  The  sentiment  in  favor  of 
increased  liberality  towards  the  laity,  in 
admitting  them  to  participate  in  the  govern- 
ment of  the  society,  and  removing  unnec- 
essary restrictions  upon  their  individual  ac- 
tion, grew  steadily.  Finally,  in  1885,  it  had 
become  so  strong  that  a  decided  majority  of 
the  members  of  the  general  conference  took 
action  upon  the  subject.  In  a  carefully 
worded  resolution,  they  expressed  their  belief 
that  both  the  creed  ana  constitution  could  be 
improved  in  clearness  and  fullness  of  state- 
ment, and  by  this  means  brought  more 
thoroughly  into  harmony  with  the  views  and 
wishes  of  the  church.  This  was  a  mild  form 
of  revision,  and  the  conference  entered  very 
deliberately  upon  it.  The  first  thing  done 
was  to  raise  a  committee  of  thirteen  members 
to  consider  the  subject,  and  report.  After 
considerable  deliberation,  eleven  members  of 
the  committee  united  in  a  report  setting 
forth :  **  It  is  the  sense  and  belief  of  your 
committee  that  the  constitution,  as  it  now 
stands,  is  not  in  harmony  with  the  present 
wishes  of  our  people,  as  has  been  indicated 
in  discussion,  petitions,  and  elections  during 
the  past  year, "  and  recommending  that  a  com- 
mission, to  consist  of  twenty-seven  members, 
including  all  the  bishops  of  the  church, 
should  be  appointed  to  **  consider  our  present 
confession  of  faith  and  constitution,  and  pre- 
pare such  a  form  of  belief,  and  such  amended 
fundamental  rules  for  the  government  of  this 
church  in  the  future,  as  wul  be  best  adapted, 
'n  their  judgment,  to  secure  its  growth  and 
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efficiency  in  the  work  of  evangelizing  the 
world. "  This  commission  was  made  up  sa 
as  to  distribute  its  members  among  the  several 
districts  composing  the  society,  and  was  sub- 
jected to  the  following  lines  of  limitation, 
viz.:  ^To  preserve  unchanged,  in  substance, 
the  present  confession  of  faith,  so  far  as  it  is 
clear;  .  .  .  to  retain  the  present  itinerant 
plan ;  ...  to  keep  sacred  the  general 
usages  and  distinctive  principles  of  the 
church  on  all  great  moral  reforms."  When 
the  commission  should  complete  its  work  of 
revision  along-  these  narrow  and  conservative- 
lines,  it  was  instructed  to  submit  it  to  the 
membership  of  the  society  for  approval  or 
disapproval,  in  such  manner  as  to  secure 
general  attention  to  it,  and  place  it  in  the 
power  of  every  member  who  would  do  so  to 
express  his  or  her  opinion.  This  action  was- 
in  no  sense  revolutionary.  It  did  not  propose 
to  cut  loose  from  any  distinctive  theological 
doctrine,  or  from  the  general  system  of 
polity,  theretofore  held  by  the  society.  The 
commission  entered  upon  its  work,  and 
revised  both  the  confession  of  faith  and  the 
constitution,  with  a  view  to  greater  clearness- 
and  fullness  of  statement  upon  certain  doc- 
trines, and  ^ater  liberality  towards  the 
membership  m  their  individual  action  upon 
the  subject  of  secret  societies.  Both  docu- 
ments were  put  in  a  more  connected  and 
logical  form ;  and  were  relieved  from  the  in- 
denniteness  and  ambiguity  of  expression  out 
of  which  the  differences  of  interpretation  had 
arisen.  The  revised  documents  were  then  sub- 
mitted to  the  society  for  an  expression  for  or 
against  their  adoption  in  lieu  of  the  consti- 
tution and  confession  then  in  use.  Nearly 
three  years  were  fiven  for  discussion  and  ex- 
amination. At  the  end  of  this  time  a  vote 
was  taken  throughout  the  society.  The  re- 
turns showed  a  very  large  majority  of  the- 
votes  to  be  in  favor  of  the  substitution  of  the 
revised  forms  for  the  old.  At  the  general  con- 
ference of  1889  the  commission  reported  its 
work,  the  submission  of  it  to  the  society,  the- 
votes  given  for  and  against  its  adoption,  and 
submitted  the  whole  to  the  consideration  of 
that  body.  In  this  report  twenty-five  of  its 
members  concurred.  One  bishop  and  one 
other  person  dissented,  and  submitted  a 
minority  report.  The  general  conference  then, 
referred  the  majority  report  to  a  special 
committee,  charged  to  examine  and  report 
whether  the  commission  had  followed  the  in- 
structions given  to  it,  kept  within  the  pre- 
scribed limits,  and  submitted  its  plan  of 
revision  to  the  society  in  a  proper  manner. 
All  but  two  of  this  committee  joined  in  a 
report  affirming  that  the  commission  had 
acted  with  fidelity,  had  observed  the  limita- 
tions imposed  upon  their  action,  and  had  sub- 
mitted their  work  to  the  membership,  by 
whom  it  had  been  approved.  They  therefore 
recommended  that  the  bishops  should  issue  a 
proclamation  announcing  the  adoption  of  the 
revised  documents,  and  declaring  them  to  be 
the  confession  of  faith  and  the  constitution  of 
the  Church  of  the  United  Brethren  in  Christ. 
This  report  was  adooted  by  the  very  decisive 
vote  of  110  yeas  to  SO  nays.  The  proclama- 
tion was  accordingly  made,  and  the  revised 
forms  became  thereupon,  and  thereafter,  the? 


1888. 


SCHLICHTEB  ▼.   KeiTSR. 


175 


accepted  and  binding  law  of  the  church. 
Fifteen  of  the  twenty  who  voted  nay— Milton 
Wright,  a  bishop,  being  of  the  number- 
withdrew  from  the  general  conference  at  this 
sta|(e  of  the  proceedings,  and  organized  an- 
other general  conference  at  another  place  in 
the  same  city,  and  assumed  to  be  the  true 
general  conference  of  the  whole  church,  and 
to  have  the  rightful  authority  to  manage  and 
control  all  the  property,  business,  ana  work 
of  the  church.  The  original  body,  contain- 
ing 115  members,  kept  on  in  its  work.  The 
new  body,  with  fifteen  members,  entered 
upon  a  ri?al  system  of  regulation  and  con- 
trol. The  local  congreffation  at  Greencastle 
divided  over  the  same  subject.  The  majority 
•dhered  to  the  original  or  majority  con- 
ference. A  minority  followed  tlie  minority 
in  the  conference,  organized  a  new  bod v,  and 
took  possession  of  the  house  of  worship  and 
proDerty  belonging  to  the  local  church,  and 
excluded  the  majority  therefrom.  The  officers 
of  this  new  congregation  at  Greencastle  are 
the  defendants.  The  subject  of  the  1  itigation 
is  the  house  of  worship  and  other  property  of 
the  churdi  at  that  place.  The  question  raised 
is  which  of  these  parties  is,  or  represents,  the 
Church  of  the  United  Brethren  at  Greencastle ; 
for  to  that  one  possession  of  this  property 
should  be  awarded. 

It  appears  that  the  real  estate  in  question 
wsB  conveyed  to  trustees,  for  the  use  of  **  the 
United  Brethren  in  Christ,"  in  Greencastle, 
as  early  as  1828,  by  one  John  Dome.  A  church 
of  the  United  Brethren  was  organized  prior 
to,  or  during,  that  year,  which  was  the  b^ne- 
flciary  intended  by  the  donor.  It  has  had  a 
continaous  existence  since.  It  was  the  only 
organized  society  of  that  name  in  Greencastle 
until  the  withdrawal  of  the  fifteen  members 
of  the  general  conference  in  1889,  followed 
by  the  oreanization  of  a  new  conference,  and 
the  division  of  the  church.  The  plaintiffs 
and  their  predecessors  have  been  in  con- 
tinaous possession  for  more  than  sixty  years. 
The  prima  facies  of  the  situation  is  with 
.  them,  and  it  is  incumbent  on  those  who  claim 
a  rifht  to  dispossess  them,  and  hold  the  pos- 
aeauon  against  them,  to  show  affirmatively 
how  and  when  their  title  accrued,  and  that  ft 
is  1  good  and  valid  title.  The  learned 
oonniel  for  the  defendants  fully  and  clearly 
ondentood  the  requirements  of  his  position, 
and  pot  the  reasons  on  which  he  rested  his 
contention  into  seven  propositions.  The  first 
of  theee  asserts  the  validity  of  the  constitu- 
tion of  1H41.  The  fourth  asserts  the  *"  absolute 
unchaDgeability"  of  the  fundamental  law  of 
the  dtuch,  at  least  as  to  the  confession  of 
faith,  nnder  that  constitution.  The  second, 
third,  and  fifth  deny  the  regularity  and  le- 
gality of  the  action  of  the  conferences  of  1885 
and  1889.  The  sixth  affirms  that  the  revision 
made  in  1889  was  so  radical  as  to  be  subver- 
sive, and  to  destroy  the  identity  of  the  church. 
The  seventh  insists  that  the  courts  have  ju- 
risdiction to  inquire  into  and  determine  these 
queitions,  in  order  to  settle  the  title  to  the 
real  estate  now  in  controversy.  It  will  ap- 
pear f^om  what  we  have  already  said  that  we 
aaac&t  to  the  first  proposition.  Acquiescence 
ud  use  for  fifty  years  settled  that  point.  We 
are  prepared  to  assent  to  the  seventh  proposi- 
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tion.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  courts  to  settle 
the  question  of  the  right  to  the  real  estate 
conveyed  by  John  Dome  in  trust  for  the 
Church  of  the  United  Brethren  in  Greencastle. 
The  sixth  proposition  raises  a  question  of 
fact.  It  asserts  that  the  revision  inade  a  com- 
plete theological  departure  from  the  creed  of 
the  church,  as  it  stood  before  1889.  The 
master  has  found  that  this  is  not  so,  and,  on 
the  other  hand,  that  the  theology  of  the  creed 
of  1815,  and  that  of  the  revision,  are  the  same 
in  every  essential  particular,  differing  only 
in  clearness  of  expression,  and  completeness 
of  statement.  The  learned  judge  of  the  court 
below,  in  an  excellent  opinion,  has  concurred 
in,  and  vindicated  fully,  this  conclusion  of 
the  master.  This  question  is  therefore  dis- 
posed of,  unless  clear  error  in  the  finding  is 
pointed  out.  We  have  attenti  vely  considered 
the  suggestions  made  to  us  on  this  subject  by 
the  appellant,  we  have  examined  the  old  and 
the  revised  confessions,  we  have  read  the  tes- 
timony of  the  distinguished  theological  ex- 
perts who  were  called  to  testify  as  to  the 
alleeed  doctrinal  differences,  and  we  are  sat- 
isfied that  the  master  and  the  court  were  rieht 
in  denying  the  sixth  proposition.  There  has 
been  no  substantial  aeparture  from  the  an- 
cient belief  of  the  church.  The  revision  is 
simply  a  clear  and  ample  statement  of  the 
great  doctrines  that  are  to  be  found  in  the 
creed  of  1815,  or  that  logically  result  from 
them.  The  **  general  usages  and  distinctive 
principles  of  the  church"  are  preserved, 
identity  in  both  polity  and  creed  are  undis- 
turbed. We  feel  the  more  satisfaction  with 
this  conclusion  since  it  is  in  harmony  with 
that  reached  by  the  court  of  last  resort  in 
matters  of  faith  and  discipline,  within  the 
church  itself,  viz.  the  general  conference, 
and  with  the  conclusion  reached  by  a  clear 
majority  of  the  entire  membership.  If  the 
question  was  one  of  doctrine  alone,  we  should 
feel  inclined  to  treat  the  decision  of  the  gen- 
eral conference  as  final,  in  accordance  with 
the  rule  laid  down  in  several  cases,  among 
which  are  App  v.  Lutheran  Cong,  of  Selings- 
grow,  6  Pa.  201 ;  German  Reformed  Church  v. 
Com.  3  Pa.  282 ;  MeOinnia  v.  Watson,  41  Pa. 
9.  Two  of  the  questions  raised  by  the  de- 
fendants' propositions  remain  to  be  briefly 
considered:  First,  was  the  confession  of 
faith  absolutely  unchangeable  under  the  con- 
stitution of  1841?  Second,  if  not,  was  the 
change  made  in  1889  so  made  as  to  have  a 
binding  force  upon  the  church? 

The  appellants'  argument  upon  the  first  of 
these  questions  rests  on  section  4,  article  2, 
of  the  constitution  of  1841.  It  is  as  follows : 
''Sec.  4.  No  rule  or  ordinance  shall  at  any 
time  be  passed  to  change  or  do  away  with  the 
confession  of  faith,  as  it  now  stands,  nor  to 
destroy  the  itinerant  plan.  **  This  provision 
is  not  to  receive  a  technical  interpretation, 
but  is  to  be  construed  in  the  light  which  the 
whole  instrument  throws  upon  it,  and  so  aa 
to  advance  the  interests  oi  the  church  and 
promote  its  objects.  JHonongahela  Nat.  Go, 
V.  Coone,  6  Watts  &  S.  114 ;  Com.  v.  Clark, 
7  Watts  &  S.  127 :  Coin.  v.  Eartman,  17  Pa. 
119 ;  Com.  v.  MaxweU,  27  Pa.  444.  The  pur 
pose  and  effect  of  section  4,  when  so  con 
strued,  is  not  to  prohibit  changes  in  the  con 
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fession  of  faith  that  are  in  the  interest  of 
clearness  of  expression,  or  fullness  of  state- 
ment, of  the  accepted  doctrines  of  the  church, 
but  to  prevent  changes  in  the  doctrines  to 
which  the  church  was  committed.  The  pro- 
vision was  not  intended  as  an  impassable 
barrier  thrown  in  the  way  of  improvement  of 
all  sorts,  but  as  a  protection  against  the  in- 
troduction of  heretical  doctrine,  destructive 
of  the  distinctive  theological  character  of  the 
church.  It  follows  that  the  changes  made  in 
1889  were  not  within  the  prohibition  of  this 
section,  since  they  are  shown  to  be  changes  in 
statement  in  the  interest  of  clearness  and  com- 
pleteness of  declaration  of  belief  in  the  doc- 
trines actually  held  by  the  church,  and  whidi 
are  found  less  fully  stated  in  the  confession 
prepared  in  1845.  'The  contention  of  the  ap- 
pellants upon  this  subject  fails,  therefore, 
tor  this  reason.  The  confession  of  faith  was 
not  "absolutely  unchangeable''  in  its  manner 
of  expressing  the  doctrines  held  by  Uie 
church.  It  was  unchangeable  so  far  as  relates 
to  the  distinctive  doctrines  or  principles  act 
uallv,  embodied  in  it. 

We  come,  finally,  to  inquire  whether  the 
proceedings  of  the  conference  and  the  com- 
mission, and  the  expression  of  assent  and  dis- 
sent by  the  society,  are  substantially  in  har- 
monv  with  the  provision  of  the  constitution 
of  1841,  that  authorized  changes  on  the  re- 
quest of  two  thirds  of  the  whole  society.  The 
exact  words  of  the  provision  are:  "There 
shall  be  no  alteration  of  the  foregoing  consti- 
tution unless  by  the  request  of  two  Siirds  of 
the  whole  society."  Alterations  are  not  for- 
bidden, but,  as  the  constitution  is  the  funda- 
mental law  of  the  whole  society,  it  is  proper 
that  it  should  be  changed  only'bv  the  action 
or  assent  of  the  body  affected  by  it.  But 
there  are  two  requirements  to  a  lawful  alter- 
ation: The  action  of  the  society,  and  the 
action  of  its  hifirhest  cliurch  judicatory.  The 
action  of  the  tirst  must  be  formulated  and  de- 
clared by  the  last.  Which  bodv,  the  popu- 
lar one,  described  as  the  "society,"  or  the 
ecclesiastical  body,  called  the  "  General  Con- 
ference," shall  originate  the  alteration,  is  not 
prescribed.  The  proposition  may  therefore 
come  from  either.  The  bishops  and  clergy, 
who  make  up  so  largely  the  membership  of 
tlie  conference,  are,  oy  reason  of  their  con- 
stant attention  to  religious  and  theological 
subjects  and  the  working  of  the  machinery 
of  the  church,  peculiarly  qualified  to  lead 
the  thought  of  the  church  on  all  such  sub- 
jects. It  is  not  desirable,  nor  is  it  necessary, 
under  the  provision  we  are  considering,  that 
they  should  sit  with  folded  hands,  waiting 
to  be  addressed  by  the  society  on  any  subject 
of  denominational  or  religious  importance. 
They  may,  and  it  is  clearly  their  duty  to, 
direct  attention  to  any  given  subject.  They 
may  uree  its  consideration  and  counsel  speedy 
action,  but  they  cannot  make  the  change  that 
is  needed.  Tne  society  must  move.  The 
word  employed  is  "request;"  but  how  or 
when,  in  the  course  of  procedure,  the  request 
must  be  made,  is  not  stated.  It  may  there- 
fore be  in  any  manner  that  expresses  the  de- 
sire of  the  society,  and  at  any  time  before  the 
^nal  act  of  the  conference.     The  only  thing 
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acter  is  that  it  must  express  the  wish  of  the 
society.  In  the  present  case,  action  by  the 
conference  preceded  and  followed  the  ex- 
pressed wish  of  the  membership.  That  which 
proceeded  suggested  the  desirability-  of  cer- 
tain chansfes.  and  reduced  them  to  form  for 
the  examination  and  action  of  the  society. 
That  which  followed  rested  on  the  expressed 
wish  of  the  society  in  regard  to  the  proposed 
changes,  and  carried  it  into  effect.  The 
whole  society  was  taken  into  council  by  the 
conference.  Its  wish  was  asked  and  its  an- 
swer received.  The  enrolled  membership  at 
that  time  was  something  over  200,000.  Of 
this  number,  51,070  signified  their  desire  for 
the  proposed  change  by  an  affirmative  vote. 
Those  voting  against  the  acceptance  of  the 
revision  were  only  8,310.  Those  who  pre- 
ferred another  mode  of  proceeding  than  that 
which  had  been  taken,  and  petitioned  the 
general  conference  accordingly,  were  10, 187. 
The  total  number  of  those  who  expressed 
themselves  upon  the  subject  was  70,567. 
This  was  more  than  one  third  of  the  enrolled 
membership.  How  many  of  those  who  made 
no  response  to  the  request  of  the  conference 
for  an  expression  of  opinion  were  old  and 
feeble,  how  many  were  young  and  immature, 
how  many  were  wholly  indifferent  to  the  sub- 
ject, we  have  no  means  for  estimating.  It  is 
said  that  some  refrained  from  voting  because 
of  objection  to  the  proposed  revision,  or  the 
mode  of  proceeding  to  ascertain  the  wish  of 
the  society.  If  so,  it  was  an  ineffectual  kind 
of  opposition.  In  all  elections  the  nonvoting 
must  be  counted  as  willing  to  be  bound  by 
the  action  of  the  majority  of  those  who  vote. 
Any  other  rule  would  lead  to  interminable 
trouble  and  uncertainty.  OnUg  v.  F^r^t 
Presby^  Church  cf  PitUburgK  88  Pa.  42.  32 
Am.  Kep.  417.  In  elections  under  the  laws 
of  the  states  or  the  United  States,  this  has 
never  been  doubted.  In  parliamentary  bodies 
the  same  thing  is  true,  unless  the  rules  of 
such  body  require  that  a  quorum  of  the  mem- 
bership shall  participate.  In  that  case  it  is 
a  majority  of  the  reijuired  quorum,  not  of 
the  whole  body,  that  is  necessary  to  the  va- 
lidity of  any  proposed  action.  'A  majority 
consists  of  more  than  one  half  of  those  who 
vote  at  a  given  election  not  of  those  who 
might  have  voted,  but  did  not  vote,  for  wc 
have  no  machinery  for  ascertaining  the  num- 
ber of  the  latter  class,  and  we  should  find  it 
still  more  difficult  to  determine  on  what  side 
they  should  be  counted.  It  is  true  that  the 
voting,  in  its  case,  was  not  done  under  the 
authority  of  any  general  law  of  the  church, 
and  that  it  is  not  to  be  treated,  in  all  re- 
spects, as  an  election.  It  was,  in  its  object 
and  results,  a  mere  expression  of  the  indi- 
vidual preference,  wish,  or  request  of  the 
voter.  If  any  of  the  members  of  the  society 
felt  that  they  had  no  wish  or  request  to  ex- 
press on  the  subject,  it  was  proper  for  such 
persons  to  say  so,  by  refraining  from  any  ex- 
pression in  answer  to  the  request  of  the  iren- 
eral  conference.  But,  if  a  positive  preference 
was  felt,  it  was  the  privile^,  if  not  the 
duty,  of  the  member  entertaining  such  pref- 
erence, to  express  it,  for  the  information  and 
guidance  of  the  highest  ecclesiastical  tri- 
bunal in  the  society.    To  one  looking  at  this 
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subject  from  the  standpoint  of  a  disinterested 
spectator,  it  would  really  seem  as  thoush 
<x)urtesy  towards  the  growing  body  of  the  oe- 
aomination,  love  for  the  church,  and  zeal  for 
its  prosperity  and  peace,  alike  required  those 
who  oppoeea  reyision  to  say  so,  squarely,  on 
4ill  suitable  occasions,  with  yoice  and  yote. 
The  inference  is  a  natural  one  that  those  who 
•did  not  oppose  were  either  fayorable  or  in- 
different to  the  proposed  change. 

Our  conclusions  on  the  whole  case  are  as 
follows :  This  society  had  a  constitution  and 
a  confession  of  faith  prior  to  1889  which  es- 
tablished both  the  polity  and  the  cteed  of  the 
<:hQrch  beyond  question,  **  so  far  as  they  were 
«lear"  and  complete  in  expression.  The  gen- 
eral conference  suggested  reyision  of  both 
•documents,  not  for  the  introduction  of  new  or 
heretical  doctrine,  but  in  the  interest  of  clear- 
ness and  fullness  of  declaration  of  the  actual 
belief  of  the  society,  and  for  the  remoyal  of 
ambiguity  and  uncertainty  from  the  written 
•documents.  The  **  whole  society"  was  asked, 
in  a  regular  and  proper  manner,  to  express 
its  prenrence  or  wish  upon  the  adoption  or 
lejection  of  the  reyision  proposed.  An  ample 
time  for  consideration  and  decision  was  af- 
forded them,  and  a  suitable  system  proyided 
for  gathering  up  the  result  of  the  wishes  and 


preferences  to  be  expressed.  A  yery  large 
majority  of  those  who  expressed  any  wish  on 
the  subject  fayored  the  reyision  proposed. 
In  conformity  with  their  request  or  wish  of 
the  society,  the  general  conference  of  1889. 
by  proclamation  made  by  the  bishops  of  the 
church,  under  its  direction,  declared  the  fact 
that,  by  the  concurrent  action  of  the  society 
and  the  general  conference,  the  reyised  con- 
stitution and  confession  of  faith  had  been 
adopted,  and  were  to  be  accepted  as  the  con- 
stitution and  creed  of  the  society.  This  gen- 
eral conference,  and  the  churches  adhering  to 
it,  are  the  Church  and  Society  of  the  United 
Brethren  in  Christ,  as  fully,  to  all  intents 
and  purposes,  as  they  were  prior  to  1889. 
Those  who  withdrew  from  the  conference  of 
1889,  and  organized  another  conference,  to- 

Sither  with  uiose  who  adhere  to  them,  while 
ley  may  be,  in  theological  belief  and  re- 
ligious obseryances,  identical  with  the  body 
from  which  they  withdrew,  are  ecclesiastic- 
ally distinct,  as  a  result  of  their  own  acts, 
and  they  haye  no  title  to  the  property  held 
by  the  society  prior  to  1889. 

The  plaintiffs  are  therefore  entitled  to  the 
relief  prayed  for,  and  proyided  by  the  decree 
appealed  from,  and  the  decree  is  now  affirmed; 
the  appellants  to  pay  the  costs  of  this  appeal. 
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Edmund  F.  WEBB,  Admr.,  etc.  of  Ann  S. 
Fuller,  Deceased,  et  al., 

«. 
Addie  L.  FULLER  et  al. 

(86  Me.  448.) 

1.  No  atotttte  is  noee— ary  to  enable  a  court 
of  equity  to  off-set  the  amount  due  by  a  legatee 
to  the  testator's  estate  against  his  share  of  the 
amount  ordered  to  be  distributed  by  the  court 
of  probate. 

t.  Netthor  tbe  fkct  that  a  dabtdue  bar 
legatees  to  testa*or*a  estate  isjoiiit 
nor  that  one  of  them  is  dead  and  his  legacy  Is 
chUnKd  by  hie  admiolstrator  will  prevent  the 
unoimt  of  their  delyt  being  retained  from  their 
daimstolegaeiee. 

3.  A  legatee  frho  aeeeeeltatea'a  reisort 
to  litlgatUiii  to  compel  him  to  permit  a  aet-off 
of  his  diAit  to  testator's  estate  against  his  legacy 
cannot  have  his  costs  paid  out  of  the  estate. 

(May81,l«a.) 

EEPORT  by  the  Supreme  Judicial  Court 
for  Kennebec  County  for  the  opinion  of 
Ibe  full  court  of  a  bill  in  equity  filed  by  the 
admmistrator  of  the  estate  of  Ann  S.  Fuller, 
(deceased,  to  compel  the  applications  of  the 
sbtTes  of  defendants  as  distributees  of  dece- 
dent's estate  to  the  payment  of  judgments 
vbtch  hsd  been  obtained  against  them  by  the 
^ministrator  in  favor  of  the  estate.  Biil  sus- 
niiud. 


The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Meun.  Webbt  Johnson  *  Webb  for 
plaintiffs. 
Mr.  W.  P.  Thompson  for  defendants. 

Eaierj,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Ann  S.  Fuller  died  intestate,  leaving  an 
estate  to  be  divided  after  settlement  into  four 
distributive  shares.  Two  of  the  heirs,  to  each 
of  whom  one  share  was  payable,  were  jointly 
indebted  to  the  estate.  The  administrator  re- 
covered upon  this  indebtedness  a  judgment 
against  the  two  heirs.  He  was  not  able  to 
collect  the  whole  amount  of  this  judgment, 
nearly  $25,000  remaining  unpaid  and  uncol- 
lectible. He  settled  the  estate  as  far  as  he 
could  without  the  balance  of  the  judgment, 
and  the  probate  court  made  a  decree  for  a  dis- 
tribution among  the  heirs  of  the  balance  in 
his  hands,  amounting  to  a  little  over  $18,000. 

The  administrator  desired  to  apply  to  the 
further  payment  of  this  judement  the  share 
of  each  judgment  debtor  in  the  balance  to  bo 
thus  distributed.  To  this  each  of  the  judg- 
ment debtors  oblected,  and  formally  de- 
manded that  his  distributive  share  be  paid  to 
him  in  full  in  accordance  with  the  decree. 
Thereupon  the  administrator  filed  this  bill  in 
equity  to  compel  the  application  of  these  two 
shares  to  the  payment  pro  tatito  of  the  joint 
judgments. 

The  respondents  contend  that  the  right  of 
set-off  is  solely  and  entirely  a  creation  of  the 


NoR.~On  the  sublect  of  setoff  between  a  dis- 
tributive duue  of  an  estate  and  a  debt  of  the 
<l>ttribittee  to  the  estate,  see,  in  connection  with 
^  abofe  ease,  that  of  Koons  v.  Mellett  dnd.)  7  L. 
^L.RA.  12 


R.  A.  281,  and  note:  Fisous  v.  Moore  (Tod.)  7  L.  B« 
A.  8^3;  Blood  v.  Kane  (N.  Y.)  16  L.  R.  A.  480;  Gk)S« 
nell  V.  Flack  (Md.)  18  L.  B.  A.  16S. 
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statute,  and  hence  cannot  he  exercised  in  any 
case  unless  some  statute  expressly  authorizes 
it.  They  further  contend  that  the  statute 
gives  the  probate  court  no  authority  to  make 
such  a  set-off  as  is  desired  heie ;  and  that  in 
no  case  and  in  no  proceeding  does  the  statute 
authorize  a  set- on  of  one  joint  debt  against 
two  several  debts,  as  asked  for  in  this  case. 
Rev.  Stat.  chap.  82,  §  57. 

It  may  be  conceded  that  no  statute  can  be 
cited  directly  auUiorizing  the  action  asked 
for  in  this  case,  but  it  does  not  follow  that 
the  court  in  equity  is  without  power  of  ac- 
tion in  the  premises.  Having  now  full  equity 
powers,  the  court  can  do  and  compel  equity 
In  any  case  except  where  restrained  by  some 
statute  or  positive  rule  of  law. 

The  right  of  an  executor  or  administrator 
to  retain  a  legacy  or  distributive  share  from 
a  debtor  to  the  estate,  and  apply  it  to  the  in- 
debtedness, has  long  been. recognized  by  the 
law  as  existing  without  any  statute.  It  is  not 
the  technical  right  of  set-off  in  actions  at 
law.  It  is  rather  called  in  the  old  cases  the 
"right  of  retainer."  It  is  an  eauitable  right 
of  its  own  nature,  and  not  at  all  dependent  up- 
on any  statute.  It  is  the  plain  moral,  as  well 
as  legal,  duty  of  the  debtor  to  pay  his  debt 
to  the  estate.  He  has  had  the  value  from  the 
est-ate.  He  ought  in  morals  and  law  to  re- 
store it.  It  n^s  no  statute  to  affirm  this 
duty.    It  is  self-evident. 

The  right  of  a  legatee  or  an  heir  in  the 
estate  of  a  decedent  is  not  self-evident  nor 
equitable.  He  has  paid  no  value  for  it,  —has 
not  earned  it.  It  is  a  matter  of  grace.  To 
make  it  a  legal  right  needs  statute  affirma- 
tion, and  without  a  statute  or  some  positive 
rule  of  law  the  right  would  not  exist.  That 
the  legatee  or  heir  should  fulfill  his  obliga- 
tions to  the  estate  before  receiving  the  bounty 
of  the  decedent  is  clearly  equitable.  It  is  an 
equity  which  the  court  can  enforce. 

In  Jefl%  V.  Far?d,  2  P.  Wms.  128  (temp. 
1695),  the  court  said :  "The  legatee's  claim 
is  in  respect  of  the  testator's  assets,  without 
which  the  executor  is  not  liable ;  and  it  is 
very  just  and  equitable  for  the  executor  to 
say  that  the  legatee  has  so  much  of  the  assets 
already  in  his  own  hands,  and  consequently 
is  satisfied  pro  tarUo. "  In  Courtenay  v.  WiU 
liamt,  8  Hare,  589,  a  legatee  filed  a  bill  to 
compel  the  executor  to  pay  over  a  legacy. 
The  executor  claimed  to  retain  out  of  the 
legacy  the  amount  of  a  debt  owed  by  the 
legatee  to  the  estate.  The  legatee  resistecl  this 
claim  on  the  ground  that  his  indebtedness 
was  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations.  It 
was  held,  however,  to  be  equitable  to  deduct 
the  debt  from  the  legacy  notwithstanding  the 
statute.  The  court  said  the  case  might  be 
put  to  the  lenitee  as  follows :  "  Tou  ask  for 
a  portion  of  the  assets  of  the  testator ;  but  you 
are  yourself  a  debtor  to  the  testator's  estate, 
and  his  assets  are  diminished  pro  tanto  by 
your  default.  It  is  against  conscience  that 
you  should  take  anything  out  of  the  estate 
until  you  have  made  good  what  you  owe  to 
it.**  In  WhiU  V.  Oordwell,  L.  R.  20  Eq.  644. 
the  same  principle  was  applied  in  an  intes- 
tate estate  between  the  administrator  and  an 
indebted  heir.  The  court  said  :  "  Until  the 
debtor  discharges  his  duty  to  the  estate  by 
22I1.R  A. 


Saying  his  debt  which  he  owes  to  it.  he  can 
ave  no  right  or  title  to  any  part  of  it  under 
the  statute"  (the  statute  of  distributions). 
In  Batton  v.  AUen,  5  N.  J.  £q.  99,  48  Am. 
Pec.  630,  one  of  the  seven  distributees  was 
indebted  to  the  estate.  It  was  held  that  the 
amount  of  his  indebtedness  should  be  added 
to  the  surplus,  and  form  a  part  of  the  amount 
to  be  divided :  that  the  debtor's  share  of  the 
whole  amount  should  be  paid  pro  tanto  by 
canceling  his  indebtedness,  and  he  receive 
only  the  residue  of  his  share,  if  any.  Armour 
v.  Kendall,  15  R.  I.  198,  was  a  case  of  joint 
indebtedness  like  the  one  before  us.  A  leg- 
atee and  another  party  were  jointly  indebt^ 
to  the  estate  of  the  testator.  It  was  held  that 
the  executor  could  retain  the  legacy  as  a  pro- 
tanto  payment  of  the  debt*due  by  the  legatee 
and  his  partner  to  the  estate.  In  Tinkham  v. 
Smith,  56  Vt.  187,  the  heir  brought  an  action 
at  law  against  the  administrator  for  his  dis* 
tributive  share  of  the  decedent's  estate  as  de- 
termined by  the  probate  court.  He  was  at 
the  same  time  indebted  to  the  estate  in  a 
larger  sum.  It  was  held  that  the  adminis- 
trator could  apply  the  indebtedness  in  pay- 
ment of  the  share,  and  judgment  was  rendered 
for  the  defendant.  It  appears,  however,  in 
this  case,  that  one  of  the  two  indebted  heirs 
died  after  the  recovery  of  the  judgment 
against  him  and  his  coheir.  This  adminis- 
tratrix now.  contends  that  she  is  entitled  to 
his  share  in  Ann  S.  Fuller's  estate  in  full  to 
enable  her  to  settle  his  estate.  It  must  be 
evident,  however,  that  the  heirs,  creditors, 
or  administrator  of  a  deceased  legatee  or  dis- 
tributee can  be  in  no  better  position  than  he, 
and  must  be  content  with  the  residue,  if  any, 
after  his  debt  to  the  estate  is  paid.  It  was  so 
held  in  Deniae  v.  Denise,  87  K.  J.  £q.  163 : 
Eamett  v.  Earnest,  6  Rawle,  218 ;  Girard  Life 
In$.  A.  <ft  T.  Co.  V,    WiUan,  57  Pa.  182.  ' 

In  Wadkigh  v.  Jtyrdan,  74  Me.  488,  and 
Holt  V.  Liltby,  80  Me.  829,  the  statute  of  lim- 
itations had  barred  the  debt  of  the  legatee  to 
the  estate,  and  it  was  held  that  under  our 
statutes  the  executor  could  not  apply  the  leg- 
acy in  payment  of  a  debt  so  barred.  Neither 
case,  however,  questions  the  power  or  pro- 
priety of  such  application  where  the  debt  is 
not  barred. 

In  this  case  there  should  be  a  decree  sub- 
stantially as  follows:.  The  amount  due  on 
the  judgment  should  be  added  to  the  amount 
of  the  surplus  in  the  hands  of  the  adminis- 
trator, and  the  sum  of  these  should  be  reck- 
oned as  the  amount  for  distribution.  The 
two  shares  of  this  whole  amount  coming  to 
the  two  indebted  distributees  should  be  ap- 
plied to  the  payment  of  the  judgment  against 
them.  The  other  two  shares  should  be  paid, 
as  far  as  the  cash  balance  extends,  to  the  other 
distributees  according  to  their  respective  in- 
terests. It  is  asked  in  the  briefs  that  the 
court  order  costs  and  counsel  fees  for  both 
parties  to  be  paid  out  of  the  estate.  We  do 
not  think  it  would  be  equitable  to  do  so.  It 
is  not  the  case  of  a  will  or  a  trust.  The  case 
is  purely  litigious.  The  two  indebted  dis- 
tributees and  defendants  resisted  an  equitable 
right  of  the  plaintiff,  and  subjected  the  estate- 
to  this  litigation  by  their  recalcitrancy. 
While  the  plaintiff  should  be  allowed  to  de- 
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duct  his  costs  and  reasonable  counsel  fees 
from  the  balance  in  his  hands  after  account- 
ing for  taxable  costs  recovered,  we  see  no  rea- 
son why  the  two  contesting  defendants,  who 
are  found  to  be  in  the  wrong,  should  not 


pay  costs  as  usual.  The  decree  will  so 
order. 

Bill  sustained. 

Peters,  Ch.  J,,  and  Libbey,  Foster. 
Haskell,  and  Whitehouse,  JJ. ,  concurred. 


TENNESSEE  SUPREME  COURT, 


Mary  Mildred  JOHNSON,  Executrix,  etc.,  of 
John  Cummings  Johnson,  Deceased,  et  aL^ 
Flffs.  inEhrr,, 

V. 

Edwin  L.  JOHNSON  et  al. 
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1.  A  devise  of  land  to  trustees  with 
power  to  collect  the  incoaie  for  chari- 
table purposes,  giving  them  power  to  ap- 
point their  suooeflson  and  providing  against  fail- 
ure of  trustees  Indefinitely,  passes  tbe  fee.  If  the 
devise  is  valid. 

2.  A  devise  to  trustees ''Ibr  some  chari- 
table purpose,  preferenoe  always  to  be  given 
to  Bomettaing  of  an  educational  nature,  although 
permissible  to  appropriate  the  inoome  in  any  way 
It  may  seem  to  the  trustees  to  be  neoessary  and 
most  desirable  as  they  may  elect,*^  Is  too  indef- 
inite to  be  enforced  in  equity. 

8.  A  bequest  of  testator»s%et  of  books 
''and  the  proceeds  of  aU  collections  he 
can  make  from  accounts  which  were  the  results 
of  my  past  oil  and  cotton  business.  The  accounts 
against  or  in  favor  or*  certain  of  testator^s  rela- 
tives, '*as  well  as  accounts  of  properties,  rentst 
BtoclDS,  bonds,  and  investments  to  be  treated  as 
memorandums  only  and  not  to  be  Included  in 
the  above  bequest,**  does  not  pass  the  accounts 
against  the  relatives. 

(Mayl«,l«B.) 

ERROR  to  the  Chancery  Court  for  Shelby 
County  to  review  a  Judgment  holdins  void 
a  portion  of  the  will  of  John  Cummings  John- 
son, deceased,  for  the  construction  of  which 
this  action  was  brought.    Affirmed. 

The  portions  of  the  will,  the  construction  of 
which  by  the  lower  court  was  adopted  by  the 
court  on  appeal  were  as  follows: 

**  Clause  8.  I  give  and  bequeath  to  my  son, 
William  C.  Johnson,  my  largest  iron  safe, 
my  set  of  books,  and  the  proceeds  of  all  col- 
lections he  can  make  from  accounts  which 
were  the  results  of  my  past  oil  and  cotton 
business,  with  full  power  to  continue  suits, 
to  sue  or  compromise  any  accounts  therein, 
with  freedom  from  making  any  report  of  his 
action  to  any  person  or  any  authority,  state, 
county,  municipal,  or  otherwise.  The  ac- 
counts against  or  in  favor  of  Mrs.  J.  C.  John- 
son, Mrs.  M.  M.  Johnson,  J.  C.  Johnson,  or 
any  of  my  descendants,  as  well  as  accounts 
of  properties.  Rents,  stoctu,  bonds,  and  in- 
vestments to  be  treated   as   memorandums 


only,  and  not  to  be  included  in  the  above 
bequeath. " 

*^Clause  24.  The  income  from  the  rentals 
and  rental  notes  now  in  bank,  and  proceeds 
of  Chaoman  notes,  will  be  used  by  my  wife, 
Mary  Blildred  Johnson,  for  family  expenses, 
as  now  and  heretofore." 

The  construction  given  to  the  above  clauses 
was  as  follows:  ''First.  That  by  the  eighth 
item  or  clause  of  said  will  the  testator  in- 
tended to  give  and  bequeath,  and  did  give 
and  bequeath,  to  William  C.  Johnson,  all  ac- 
counts, of  every  kind,  nature,  and  descrip- 
tion, that  appeared  on  his  set  of  books, 
whether  said  accounts  were  the  result  of  his 
past  oil  and  cotton  businesses  or  not,  save 
and  except  only  the  accounts  appearing  on 
said  set  of  books  against  or  in  favor  of  Mrs. 
J.  C.  Johnson,  Mrs.  Mary  Mildred  Johnson, 
J.  C.  Johnson,  or  any  of'  testator's  descend- 
ants, as  well  as  accounts  tlierein  of  prop- 
erties, rents,  stock,  bonds,  and  investments, 
all  of  which  excepted  accounts  are  to  be 
treated  simply  as  memoranda,  and  are  not  in- 
cluded in  the  said  bequest  to  the  said  Wil- 
liam C.  Johnson.  .  .  .  That  by  the  twenty- 
fourth  item  or  clause  of  said  will  the  said 
testator  intended  to  give  and  bequeath,  and 
does  give  and  bequeath,  to  his  wife,  Mary 
Mildred  Johnson,  to  be  used  by  her  in  the 
payment  of  family  expenses  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  before  testator's  death,  such  moneys  in 
bank  at  the  time  of  his  death  as  had  been 
derived  from  rentals,  and  such  rental  notes  as 
were  in  hank  at  the  time  of  his  death,  still 
uncollected,  together  with  the  proceeds  of 
the  Chapman  notes,  as  aforesaid,  and  that 
outside  of  the  rents  given  to  Mrs.  Johnson 
under  the  fourteenth  and  fifteenth  items  or 
clauses  of.  said  will,  which  last  rentals  are 

given  to  her  absolutely,  to  be  disposed  of  at 
er  pleasure,  she  can  appropriate  no  other 
rentals  or  properties  of  the  testator's  estate  to 
the  payment  of  the  family  expenses. " 

Mr.  H.  C.  Wsrrriimer  for  plaintiffs  in 
error. 

Messrs.  Smith  A  Treaevant  for  defend- 
ants in  eiTor. 

Wilkee»  J. ,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  is  a  bill  to  construe  the  several  items 
of  the  will  of  John  Cummings  Johnson,  de- 
ceased. The  testator  died  July  25,  1892.  leav- 
ing a  widow,    complainant  Mary  Mildred 


NOTC— As  to  the  indeflnlteness  of  charitable 
trusts  which  will  be  fatal,  which  has  been  a  question 
of  very  great  public  as  well  as  professional  Interest 
in  several  recent  oases,  see  Crerar  y.  Williams  (111.) 
la  L.  B.  A.  46i;  TUden  v.  Qreen  (N.  Y.)  U  L.  B.  A« 
22  L,  R.  A. 


88:  Gambel  v.  Trippe  (Md.)  16  L.  R.  A.  23S,  also  notes 
to  Gottman  v.  Grace  (N.  Y.)  8  L.  a.  A.  145;  Helskell 
V.  Chickasaw  Lodge  No.  8  (Tenn.)  4  L.  R.  A.  009; 
Stratton  v.  Physlo-Medioal  Inst.  (Mass.)  6  L.  R.  A. 
88;  Almy  v.  Jones  (R.  I.)  12  L.  B.  A.  414.1 
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JohnsoD,  and  seven  children  by  a  former  mar- 
riaee,  and  possessed  of  quite  a  large  estate, 
of  both  realty  and  personalty.  The  will  was 
written  by  the  testator,  and  is  somewhat  in- 
artificial ly  drawn.  It  consists  of  twenty-six 
items,  and  purports  to  convey  and  dispose  of 
all  the  property  of  the  testator.  The  several 
items  submitted  to  the  chancellor  were  con- 
strued b^  him,  and  specific  directions  were 
entered  in  the  decree,  and  a  written  opinion 
was  filed  by  him  in  the  court  below.  The 
cause  has  been  brought  to  this  court  upon 
writ  of  error,  and  it  is  assigned  as  error  that 
the  chancellor  erred  in  his  construction  of  the 
eighth,  seventeenth,  and  twenty-fourth  items 
of  the  will.  We  have  carefully  considered 
these  items,  and  the  assignment,  and  are  of 
opinion  that  there  is  no  error  in  the  construc- 
tion placed  b^  the  chancellor  upon  the  eighth 
and  twenty-fourth  items  of  the  will,  and  his 
opinion  and  decree  as  to  these  items  are 
adopted  by  this  court,  and  need  not  be  more 
specifically  set  out. 

The  main  controversy  is  in  regard  to  the 
proper  construction  of  the  seventeenth  item, 
which  is  as  follows:  '*17th.  I  give  and  be- 
queath to  my  wife,  Mary  Mildred  Johnson, 
and  to  my  daughter,  Lillie  W.  Johnson, 
jointly,  my  home  lot,  of  three  acres,  No.  11, 
fronting  on  Poplar  street,  east  of  Dunlap,  to 
hold  in  trust  as  below  cited,  with  power  to 
lease  and  sell  the  same  under  the  terms  of  this 
will,  and  to  nominate  and  elect  their  suc- 
cessors and  other  associates  in  this  trust  from 
my  descendants,  or  from  their  Protestant  hus- 
bands or  wives,  not  exceeding  five,  who  may 
in  time  elect  their  associates  and  successors 
from  my  descendants.  If  at  any  time  in  the 
future  there  should  not  be  as  many  as  two  of 
my  descendants  able  and  willing  to  take 
charge  of  this  trust,  then  it  shall  revert  to  a 
board  consisting  of  the  elders  of  the  several 
Presbyterian  churches  of  the  city  of  Mem- 
phis, who  shall,  with  the  assistance  of  the 
Presbyterian  pastors,  nominate  from  the 
bankers  or  busine^  men  of  their  body  an  ex- 
ecutive committee  of  five,  who,  with  my  de- 
scendants, shall  have  full  power  and  control 
to  manage  the  trust  so  it  will  be  productive 
of  most  good  to  the  greatest  number.  It  has 
been  my  desire  to  see  a  grand  female  college 
on  this  lot,  and  I  hope  it  may  yet  be  accom- 
plished. If  the  way  be  clear  to  that  end,  the 
income  may  be  appropriated  in  that  direc- 
tion ;  but,  if  not,  then  it  is  my  desire  and 
wish  that  the  main  income  from  this  prop- 
erty, less  the  amount  needed  for  repairs, 
taxes,  and  insurance,  shali  be  used  for  some 
charitable  purpose,  preference  always  to  be 
given  to  something?  of  an  educational  nature, 
although  permissible  to  appropriate  the  in- 
come in  any  way  it  may  seem  to  the  trustees 
to  be  necessary  and  most  desirable,  as  they 
may  elect.  The  property  is  never  to  be  mort- 
gaged, nor  is  the  income  to  be  pledged  for 
more  than  three  moQths  in  advance,  and '  no 
sale  of  it  shall  be  made  until  ^ve  years  after 
the  termination  of  the  present  lease,  when  it 
may  be  sold  for  reinvestment  for  some  scho- 
lastic or  charitable  purpose. " 

The  question  presented  is  whether  this  is  a 
valid  devise  to  a  charitable  purpose,  such  as 
can  be  upheld  under  our  authorities.  The 
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complainants,  who  are  the  executors  of  the 
testator's  will,  are  also  made  by  this  item  the 
original  trustees  of  this  charity ;  and  in  their 
bill  they  allege  that  the  item  inade  a  valid  de- 
vise to  them,  as  trustees,  of  the  property,  in 
fee ;  the  net  rents  and  income  to  be  applied  to 
charitable  purposes,  which  are  rendered  sufii- 
cicntly  definite  to  be  valid.  The  adult  de- 
fendants answer  that  they  have  no  desire  to 
obstruct  the  benevolent  and  charitable  in- 
tentions of  their  father,  if  they  can  be  legally 
carried  out,  and  they  join  in  the  request  to 
the  court  to  construe  the  item,  and  determine, 
as  against  the  minor  defendants  and  devisees, 
if  effect  can  be  given  to  the  devise  as  a  valid 
charity. 

We  are  of  opinion  that,  if  the  devise  is 
valid,  then  the  item  passes  the  fee  in  the 
property  for  the  purposes  indicated,  the  net 
income  from  which  is  to  be  expended  and  ap- 
propriated by  the  trustees.  Whi  le  there  is  no 
specific  devise  of  the  property,  yet  a  devise 
of  the  rents  and  profits  and  income  is,  in 
effect,  a  devise  of  the  property  itself.  JMk 
V.  Fari$,  9  Terff.  241,  30  Am.  Dec.  400; 
Morgan  v.  Pope,  f  Coldw.  647 ;  Davis  v.  Wi7- 
liams,  85  Tenn.  648 ;  Pileher  v.  MeHenry,  14 
Lea,  88 ;  1  Jarman.  Wills,  152,  note;  8  Washb. 
Real  Prop.  529,  580 ;  SpoffordY.  (kUege  (Jan., 
1889).  In  the  case. last  mentioned,  Thomas 
Martin,  of  Giles  county,  had  set  apart  $30,- 
000  in  bonds  of  the  state  of  Tennessee,  the 
interest  to  be  applied  to  the  founding  and 
operating  a  female  school  at  Pulaski,  Tenn. 
After  the  school  had  been  founded,  and  suc- 
cessfully operated  for  a  number  of  years,  Mrs. 
O.  M.  Bpofford,  his  only  daughter  and  resid- 
uarjr  legatee,  filed  a  bill  claiming  that  only 
the  interest  upon  the  bonds  was  devoted  by 
the  will  of  her  father  to  the  school,  and  that 
when  the  bondy  matured,  and  the  interest 
coupons  had  all  been  clipped  and  exhausted, 
then  the  bonds  or' corpus  of  the  fund  would 
revert  to  her,  as  resiauary  legatee  under  the 
will.  The  court  below,  as  well  as  this  court, 
held  that  the  gift  of  the  interest  of  the  bonds 
carried  the  bonds  themselves,  and  the  fund 
could  not  be  diverted  from  the  charily. 

But  the  question  in  this  case  recurs :  Is 
the  devise,  as  made  in  the  seventeenth  item 
of  the  will,  a  valid  devise  for  charitable 
uses?  Charitable  uses  are  favored  in  courts 
of  equity,  and  will  be  supported  when  the 
trust  would  fail  for  uncertainty,  were  it  not 
for  a  charity.  Dickson  v.  MmUffomery,  1 
Bwan,  348 ;  HeiskeU  v.  Chickasaw  Lodge  No,  8, 
87  Tenn.  668,  4  L.  R.  A.  699.  This  court 
has  no  disposition  to  abridge  this  rule,  or  re- 
cede from  it,  in  any  way.  A  charity  will 
always  be  upheld,  where  it  is  created  in  favor 
of  a  person  having  sufficient  capacity  to  take 
as  donee,  or.  if  it  be  not  direct  to  such  per- 
son, where  it  is  definite  in  its  object,  lawful 
in  its  creation,  and  to  be  executed  by  trust- 
ees. Franklin  v.  Armfield,  2  Sneed.  805; 
Gass  V.  Ross,  8  Sneed.  211 ;  Cobb  v.  Denton,  6 
Baxt.  286;  Frierson  v.  General  Assembly  of 
Presby,  Church  in  U.  8,  7  Heisk.  688 ;  Dick- 
son V.  Montgomery,  1  Swan,  848.  There  is  a 
broad  distinction  between  a  gift  direct  to  a 
charity  or  charitable  institutions  already  es- 
tablished, and  a  gift  to  a  trustee,  to  be  by 
him  applied  to  a  charity.     In  the  first  case 
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he  court  has  only  to  give  the  fund  to  the 
charitable  institution,  which  is  merely  a 
ministerial  or  prerogative  act;  but  in  the 
latter  case  the  court  lias  jurisdiction  of  the 
trustee,  as  it  has  over  all  trustees,  to  see  that 
he  does  not  commit  a  breach  of  his  trust,  or 
apply  the  funds,  in  bad  faith,  to  purposes 
foreign  to  the  charity.  2  Perry,  Tr.  §  719. 
Hence,  there  must  be  either  (1)  a  trustee  cap- 
able of  taking,  and  a  definite  legal  purpose 
declared ;  (2)  a  trust  so  definite  and  well  de< 
fined  that  it  can  be  enforced  and  executed,  if 
necessary,  by  a  court  of  chancery. 

The  chancellor  was  of  opinion  that  pro- 
visions of  the  will  providing  for  trustees  of 
this  charity  were  sufficient,  and  in  this  we 
think  he  is  well  sustained  by  authority.  An 
executor  may  be  sucli  trustee  {Oobb  v.  Benton, 
6  BAxt.  2S(i;  Oass  v.  Rosa,  8  Sneed,  211),  or 
third  persons  may  be  such  trustees  (IHckson  v. 
Montgomery,  1  Swan,  848 ;  Franklin  v.  Arm- 
feld,  2  Sneed,  346 ;  State  v.  Smith,  16  Lea, 
665) ,  or  the  court  may  appoint  a  trustee,  if 
the  trusts  are  definite  and  valid  (State  v.  Smith, 
16  Lea,  665 ;  Vidal  v.  Philadelphia,  48  U.  8.  2 
How.  127,  128,  11 L.  ed.  205,  206 ;  Perry,  Tr. 
§  722) ,  .or  a  corporation  to  be  created  after  the 
death  of  the  testator  may  be  such  trustee.  In- 
glis  V.  Trustees  of  Sailor* s  Snug  Harbor  of  N, 
r.  28  U.  S.  8  Pet.  99,  7  L.  ed.  617 ;  Quid  v. 
Washington  Uo9pitdlfor  Foundlings,  95  U.  S. 
803,  24  L.  ed.  450 ;  Rvssell  v.  Allen,  107  U.  8. 
172,  27  L.  ed.  401 ;  State  v.  Martin  Female  Col- 
lege [Tenn;  filed  Jan.  1888.]  The  real  dif- 
ficulty in  the  devise  is  the  uncertainty  of 
the  beneficiary,  and  the  extreme  discretion 
and  power  vested  in  the  trustee.  Unques- 
tionably, under  the  English  law,  and  the  law 
relating  to  charitable  trusts  prevailing  in 
many  states  of  our  Union  which  have  adopted 
the  doctrines  of  the  Enflrlish  law.  this  trust 
would  be  good.  The  doctrines  of  parens 
patricB  and  eg  pres,  as  reco^ized  in  the  Eng- 
lish law,  have  never  obtained  in  Tennessee. 
Only  those  powers  which  in  England  were 
exercised  by  the  chancellor  by  virtue  of  his 
extraordinary,  as  distinguished  from  his 
specially  delegat-ed,  jurisdiction,  exist  in  our 
chancery  court.  Green  v.  AUen^  5  Humph. 
170;  Dickson  v.  Montgomery,  1  Swan,  848. 
Nevertheless,  the  courts  will  sustain  a  charity 
when  the  plan  and  scheme  for  its  management 
is  left  to  the  discretion  of  turstees,  and  will, 
if  necessary,  formulate  a  scheme  for  the  con- 
duct of  the  charity,  or  uphold  the  plan  and 
schemes  which  the  trustees,  in  their  discre- 
tion, many  adopt  and  formulate,  and  prevent 
any  interference  therewith.  State  v.  Smith, 
16  Lea,  670 ;  Perry,  Tr.  §§  700,  744 ;  Dickson 
V.  Montgomery,  1  Swan,  848 ;  Oass  v.  Boss,  8 
Sneed,  211 ;  State  v.  Martin  Female  College 
(Tenn.  ;  filed  Jan.  1888).  In  the  case  last 
named  a  bill  was  filed  in  the  name  of  th^ 
state  of  Tennessee,  on  the  relation  of  the  Rev- 
erend T.  J.  Duncan,  a  oresiding  elder  in  the 
Methodist  Episcopal  Church  South,  against 
the  trustees  of  Martin  Female  College,  an 
educational  charity  in  successful  operation  at 
Pulaski,  Tenn. ,  seeking  to  set  aside  the  char- 
ter of  the  college,  remove  its  trustees  from  of- 
fice, and  enjoin  the  operation  of  the  school, 
because  it  had  been  founded  by  Thomas  Mar- 
tin, a  prominent  Methodist  layman,  and  for 
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years  had  been  recognized  and  patroni'zed  by 
the  Tennessee  conference,  and  yet  the  trustees 
had  not  conducted  it  as  a  sectarian  or  denom- 
inational school,  but  had  placed  in  charge  of 
it  principals  of  different  tenets  of  faith.  The 
court  held  that,  in  the  absence  of  specific  in- 
structions in  the  will  of  Thomas  Martin,  the 
trustees  had  the  power  and  discretion  to  place 
in  charge  of  it  such  persons  as  they  might 
de^m  best,  and  their  discretion  could  not  be 
controlled  by  any  other  persons  or  organiza- 
tions. 

In  the  case  at  bar  we  have  a  specific,  defi- 
nite property  designated  and  set  apart  by  the 
testator,  and  conveyed  to  trustees  whose 
identity  is  fixed,  and  whose  succession  is  pro- 
vided for.  It  is  apparent,  also,  that  it  was 
the  earnest  desire  of  the  testator  to  devote  this 
property  to  charitable  purposes,  and  to  none 
other,  the  orincipal  or  corpus  to  be  preserved, 
and  the  income  to  be  consumed  for  the  pur- 
pose of  the  charity,  and  in  such  manner  as 
might  be  productive  of  the  greatest  eood  to 
the  greatest  number.  We  think  i  t  i s  also  evi  - 
dent  that  the  testator  had  a  primary  and  a 
secondary  object,  the  former  being  to  found 
a  charity,  and  the  latter  being  that;  as  a  mat- 
ter of  preference,  the  charity  should  be  edu- 
cational. It  is  evident,  also,  that  the  testator 
had  the  utmost  confidence  in  the  trustees  se- 
lected, to  wit,  his  wife  and  daughter,  and  he 
^ave  to  them  unlimited  power  and  discre- 
tion, not  only  as  to  the  kind  or  character  of 
the  charity,  ^but  also  as  to  the  plan  for  its 
administration.  In  all  cases  of  charities 
founded  by  wills,  broad  discretion  and  ample 
powers  must  necessarily  be  conferred  upon 
the  trustees,  inasmuch  as  the  testator  is  at- 
tempting to  provide  for  contingencies  which 
will  arise  after  his  own  death;  but  at  the 
same  time  this  power  and  discretion  must  not 
go  to  such  extent  as  that  the  objects  to  which 
the  fund  is  to  be  devoted,  and  the  kind  and 
character  of  the  charity,  will  depend,  not 
upon  the  will  and  direction  of  the  testator, 
but  upon  the  choice  and  preference  of  the 
trustee.  In  Bead  v.  Williams,  125  N.  Y.  569, 
it  is  said  :  ''That  cannot  well  be  said  to  be 
a  disposition  by  the  testator's  will,  with 
which  the  testator  has  had  nothing  to  do,  ex- 
cept to  create  an  authority  in  another  to  dis- 
pose of  the  property  according  to  the  will  of 
the  donees  of  the  power.  ^ 

The  important  question  which  primarily 
arises  is  whether  the  object  of  the  trust,  and 
who  are  to  be  its  beneficiaries,  depend  upon 
the  will  of  the  testator,  or  the  choice  of  the 
trustee,  and  is  there  any  one  who  could  de- 
mand of  the  trustee  the  benefits  of  the  trust, 
because  it  was  made  for  his  benefit,  and  others 
of  his  class,  and  if  refused,  could  compel  its 
performance.  In  the  case  of  TiUen  v.  Green, 
180  N.  Y.  29,  14  L.  R.  A.  88,  the  devise  in 
trust  under  the  thirty-fifth  and  thirty-ninth 
items  of  the  will  of  Samuel  J.  Tilden  was 
passed  upon.  Under  these  items,  property 
was  devised  to  trustees  to  be  held  for  two 
lives  in  beinsr,  with  requests  that  they  pro- 
cure an  act  ol  incorooration,  to  be  known  as 
the  "Tilden  Trust, '^  with  capacity  to  estab- 
lish and  maintain  a  free  library  and  reading 
room  in  the  city  of  New  York,  and  to  pro- 
mote such  scientific  and  educational  objects 
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as  the  trustees  might  more  particularly  des- 
ignate, and  authorized  them  to  convey  such 
property  to  such  corporation  when  formed, 
and  declared  that  in  case  it  was  not  formed, 
or  if,  from  any  cause  or  reason,  they  should 
deem  it  inexpedient  to  convey  to  such  cor- 
poration, then  they  were  directed  to  apply  it 
to  the  use  of  such  charitable,  educational,  or 
scientific  purposes  as  in  their  judgment 
would  render  such  property  most  widely  and 
substantially  beneficial  to  the  interests  of 
mankind,  it  was  said  in  that  case:  ^The 
devise  does  not  designate  any  beneficiary, 
but,  on  the  contrary,  leaves  it  to  the  discre- 
tion of  the  trustees  whether  or  not  they  will 
or  will  not  convey  to  the  corporation.  Hence, 
there  is  not,  and  cannot  be,  any  person,  nat- 
iiral  or  artificial,  who  is,  or  will  become, 
entitled  to  the  execution  of  the  trust  in  his 
favor. "  The  conclusion  of  the  court  was  that 
the  bequest  could  not  be  maintained  because 
of  the  complete  discretion  vested  in  the  trust- 
ees,— wheUier  they  would  give  it,  or  not,  to 
the  beneficiary  suggested.  A  charter  was 
actually  obtained,  and  the  property  was  in 
fact  conveyed  by  the  trustees  to  the  corpora- 
tion thus  created,  before  the  suit  was  brought ; 
but  the  court  held  that  the  invalidity  of  the 
trust  could  not  be  cured  by  anything  done  by 
the  trustees  towards  its  execution.  It  is  also 
held  in  that  case  that  a  trust  without  a  bene- 
ficiary who  can  claim  its  enforcement  is  void, 
and  this  objection  is  not  obviated  by  the  ex- 
istence in  the  trustees  of  a  power  to  select  a 
beneficiary,  unless  the  class  of  persons  in 
whose  favor  the  power  may  be  exercised  has 
been  designated  with  such  certainty  that  the 
court  can  ascertain  who  were  the  objects  of 
the  power,  and,  when  the  beneficiary  is  not 
designated  in  the  will,  such  beneficiary  can- 
not be  desiniated  by  the  trustees  in  pursu- 
ance of  a  discretion  vested  in  them  bj  the 
will.  It  is  further  said:  ""No  trust  is  en- 
forceable unless  there  is  some  person  or  class 
of  persons  who  have  a  right  to  a  part  or  all 
of  the  designated  fund,  and  can  demand  its 


conveyance  to  them,  and,  in  case  of  refusal, 
can  sue  the  trustees  in  equity,  and  compel 
compliance  with  the  demand.** 

In  the  case  at  bar  the  power  and  discretion 
vested  in  the  trustees  are  more  extensive  than 
in  the  Tilden  Will  Case.  Here'  there  is  a 
mere  preference  expressed  for  an  educational 
charity  by  the  testator,  and  a  hope  that  a 
grand  female  college  may  at  some  time  be 
located  on  the  lot;  but  absolute  power  is 
ffiven  to  the  trustees,  at  their  discretion,  to 
divert  the  property  to  any  other  charitable 
purpose,  even  over  the  preference  of  the 
testator  himself,  as  expr^sed  in  his  will. 
Under  this  power  and  discretion  the  trustees 
might  at  will  devote  the  property  to  any 
charity,  whether  educational,  religious,  or 
eleemosynary,  and  they  could  at  will  cl^nge 
and  alter  the  discretion  in  which  the  charity 
should  flow.  Under  this  broad  discretion  and 
power,  the  trustees  might,  instead  of  a  female 
school,  establish  a  public  library  or  a  lecture 
room,  or  a  church' or  woman's  home,  or  any 
other  cliaritv ;  and,  if  either  of  these  sbonld 
be  selected  by  these  trustees  as  the  object  of 
this  devise,  certainly  it  could  not  be  said 
they  had  exceeded  their  powers  and  discre- 
tion, and,  if  either  should  be  establised,  it 
would  not  be  because  of  directions  in  the 
will  of  the  testator,  but  from  choice  and  pref- 
erence on  the  part  of  the  trustees.  We  arc 
constrained  to  hold  that  such  a  charitable 
devise  cannot  be  enforced,  and  is  invalid. 
Beeves  v.  Reeves,  5  Lea,  644 ;  Rfiodes  v.  Rhodes, 
88  Tenn.  687.  The  chancellor  decreed  that  the 
devise  must  fail,  and  the  property  must  pass 
under  the  nineteenth  clause,  which  he  con- 
strued to  be  the  residuary  clause  of  the  will. 
As  no  point  or  contest  is  made  upon  this  part 
of  his  decree^  we  are  content  to  afllrm  bis 
holding  on  liiis  point.  See  also  Reetes  v. 
Beeves,  5  Lea,  650. 

The  decree  of  the  chajiceUor  is  in  aU  things 
confrmed,  and  the  costs  will  be  paid  by  com- 
plainants out  of  the  estate. 


NEW  YORK  COURT  OF  APPEALS. 


Mary  Eliza  ROWLAND,  Bespt,, 

V, 

Charles  MILLER,  Impleaded,  etc.,  Appt 
J189N.Y.98.) 

1.  An  undertaUnK  estabUshmeiit  In 
whieh  homan  dead  bodies  are  pre- 
pared fOT  bnrial  or  other  sepulture,  and 
someUmee  subjected  to  embalming  and  post- 
mortem examination,  is  a  buslDesB  ^injurious  or 
offensive  to  the  neighborlngrinhabitaDto,"  within 
tbe.terms  of  a  reetrlotlve  agreement,  although  it 
may  not  oonstitute  a  legal  nufsaooe. 

2.  Conrtocantake  Judicial  notice  of  the 


offensive  character  of  an  undertaking  estabJlsh- 
ment  in  a  locality  used  for  residences. 
8«  The  fiict  that  most  of  the  premises  In 
the  locality  are  no  lon^per  kept  ftir 
residenoes  will  not  deprive  a  person  who  still 
resides  there  and  wbo  has  done  or  omitted  noth> 
ing  which  would  defeat  it  of  the  right  to  enforce 
a  restriction  in  an  agreement  against  business 
*4nJuriou8  or  offensive  to  the  neighboring  in- 
habitants.*^ 

(October  a.  1808.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  Miller  from  a  Judg- 
ment of  the  General  Term  of  the  Sui)erior 
Court  of  the  City  of  New  York,  affirming  a 


N0TX.~The  distinction  between  a  nuisance  as 
such  and  offensive  business  in  breach  of  a  covenant 
is  clearly  shown  in  the  above  case. 

For  nuisance  by  use  of  adjoining  property,  see 
Boban  v.  Port  Jervis  Gas  Light  Go.  (N.  Y.)  9  L.  R. 
22L.RA. 


A.  711.  and  note;  Susquehanna  Fertiliser  Go.  v.  Ma- 
lone  (Md.)  0  L.  R.  A.  737:  Ballentine  v.  Webb  (Mich.) 
18  L.  R.  A.  821,  and  note;  Robb  v.  Carnegie  Bros.  & 
Co.  (Pa.)  U  L.  R.  A.  8S9;  Fogarty  v.  Junction  City 
Pressed  Brick  Co.  (Kan.)  18  L.  R.  A.  768. 


1893. 


RoWLAin)  V.   MiLLEB. 


183 


jud>;ment  of  the  Special  Term  enjoiDing  de- 
fendants from  violating  a  restrictive  clause  in 
the  title  papers  to  liis  real  estate  as  to  the  nse 
to  which  it  could  be  put.    Affirmed, 

Statement  by  Earl,  «/.; 

In  November,  1865,  Miss  Burr  owned  sev- 
eral lots  of  land  in  the  city  of  New  Turk,  on 
the  easterly  side  of  Madison  avenue,  extend- 
ing easterly  to  Vanderbilt  avenue,  between 
Forty- Second  and  Forty- Fourth  streets,  all  of 
which  were  then  vacant,  and  on  the  20th  day 
•of  that  .month  she  contracted  to  sell  eight  of 
the  lots  to  Pierson  and  Cochran.  Those  lots 
extended  southerly  from  the  southerly  line 
of  Forty-Third  street  half  way  to  the  north- 
erly line  of  Forty-Second  street.  She  still 
retained  title  to  several  lots  in  the  same  vi- 
cinity, and  on  the  same  day  she  and  thev  en- 
tered into  a  mutual  agreement,  '^for  them- 
selves and  their  representatives,  heirs  and 
assigns,  owners  of  any  of  the  said  lots  above 
described,  that  no  buildings  other  than 
dwelling  houses  at  least  two  stories  high,  of 
brick  or  stone,  or  churches,  chapels,  or  pri- 
Taie  stables  of  the  same  material,  shall  be 
erected  on  any  of  said  lots ;  that  no  livery  or 
other  stable  shall  be  erected  on  lots  fronting 
on  Madison  avenue ;  and  that  there  shall  not 
be  allowed  or  erected  on  any  part  of  said  lots 
of  land  any  tenement  house,  brewery,  or 
lager-beer  saloon,  tavern,  slaughter  house, 
butcher's  or  smith's  shop,  forge,  furnace, 
steam  engine,  foundry,  carpenter's  or  car- 
riage or  car  shop,  manufactory  of  metals, 
gunpowder,  Klue,  varnish,  vitriol,  turpen- 
tine, ink,  or  matches,  or  any  distillery,  or 
any  establishment  for  dressing  hides,  skins, 
or  leather,  or  any  museum,  theater,  circus,  or 
menagerie,  nor  shall  any  other  buildings  be 
erected,  or  trade  or  business  carried  on,  upon 
said  lots,  which  shall  be  injurious  or  offen- 
sive to  the  neighboring  inhabitants ;  it  being 
expressly  agreed  that  this  covenant  runs  with 
the  land,  and  is  binding  on  all  future  owners 
thereof. "  This  agreement  is  called  the  **  Re- 
striction Agreement, "  and  the  lots  have  since 
been  conveyed  subject  thereto.  The  defend- 
ant Miller  has  become  the  owner  of  the  lot 
on  the  corner  of  Madispn  avenue  and  Forty- 
Third  street,  and  the  plaintiff  owns  the  lot 
next  southerly  thereof,  which  she  occupies 
as  her  residence:  and  no  question  is  made 
that  those  lots  passed  into  the  ownership  of 
the  plaintiff  and  Miller  subject  to  the  re- 
striction agreement.  On  the  1st  day  of  De- 
cember, 1890,  Miller  leased  his  lot,  with  the 
house  thereon,  to  the  Taylor  Company,  for 
the  term  of  ten  years,  and  it  entered  into  the 
possession  thereof.  This  action  was  com- 
menced on  the  81st  day  of  January,  1891,  to 
restrain  the  defendants  from  violating  the 
covenants  contained  in  the  restriction  agree- 
ment, by  carrying  on  a  business  condemned 
thereby.  The  action  was  brought  to  trial  at 
Sk  special  term,  and  the  trial  judge  described 
the  business  carried  on  upon  the  Miller  lot 
as  follows :  **  That  the  business  of  said  com- 
pany is,  and  for  many  years  has  been,  that 
of  undertakers,  and  that  a  part  of  that  busi- 
ness consists  in  the  reception  of  human  dead 
bodies,  their  preparation  for  burial  or  other 
^pulture.  involving  embalmment  in  some 
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instances,  and  in  the  sale  of  coffins,  caskets, 
shrouds,  and  other  paraphernalia  generally 
used  in  the  final  disposition  of  dead  human 
bodies.  That  said  company,  when  it  ob- 
tained said  lease,  intended  to  fit  up  the  build- 
ing on  said  premises,  which  for  the  most  part 
is  built  and  arranged  like  an  ordinary  first- 
class  corner  dwelling  house  in  that  locality, 
for  the  purposes  of  ueir  business,  and  have 
fitted  u^  the  same,  and  are  now  carrying  on 
their  said  business  in  said  building.  That 
said  company  keeps  and  uses  fourteen  wagons 
in  its  business,  each  of  which  (save  one)  is 
painted  and  otherwise  fitted  up  after  the  man- 
ner of  wagons  used  by  undertakers  in  trans- 
porting dead  human  bodies  or  funeral  ap- 
pliances. That  it  has  fitted  up  a  room  m 
said  building  called  by  said  company  a 
'chapel,'  and  intended  by  it  for  the  use  of 
people  who  desire  to  conduct  or  hold  funeral 
services,  and  not  for  religious  worship  or 
services,  except  so  far  as  such  worship  or 
services  may  be  incidental  to  such  funeral 
ceremonies,  which  use  of  said  chapel  is  a  part 
of  the  business  of  the  said  company,  and  n-om 
which  it  expects  and  intends  to  make  money. 
That  said  company  has  also  fitted  up  the  front 
basement  of  said  building  (which  hitherto 
was  like  the  front  basement  of  an  ordinary 
dwelling  in  that  locality)  with  special  refer- 
ence to,  and  for  the  special  purpose  of,  hold- 
ing autopsies  upon,  and  for  the  dissection 
and  other  post-mortem  examination  of,  dead 
human  bodies,  having  prepared  a  marble 
cable  for  that  special  purpose,  and  closed  up 
the  windows  and  other  means  of  looking  into 
their  said  autopsy  room,  in  order  to  prevent 
observation  of  idle  or  curious  people,  who 
might  otherwise  be  tempted  to  con^gate 
about  and  look  into  the  basement  windows 
while  dead  human  bodies  were  undergoing 
such  dissection  or  examination.  That  in 
order  to  prevent  the  escape  into  other  parts 
of  said  building  of  the  foul  and  noxious 
odors  and  gases  which  usually  escape  from 
dead  human  bodies  during  autopsical  or  other 
post-mortem  examinations,  said  company 
have  opened  ventilatinsr  holes  from  said  dis- 
section room  into  two  chimney  flues,  and 
placed  gas  jets  in  said  fines,  in  the  hope  and 
expectation  that  such  ^ases  and  odors  would 
escape  from  said  building  into  the  air  above 
said  building  by  means  of  such  chimney 
flues ;  but  they  have  taken  no  other  precau- 
tion to  prevent  the  spread  of  such  odors  and 
gases  after  their  expected  escape  from  the 
chimney  flues.  That  a  part  of  the  undertak- 
ing business  consists  in  the  receipt  and  tem- 
porary storage  of  dead  human  bodies,  and  in 
affording?  facilities  for  autopsical  or  other 
post-mortem  examinations  upon  such  bodies 
whenever  it  is  desired  or  required.  That  the 
parlor  floors  of  said  building  have  been  ele- 
gantly fitted  up  for  funeral  purposes,  and  are 
designed  by  said  company  for  that  use,  not 
as  a  matter  of  charity,  but  as  a  matter  of 
business,  and  for  business  profit.  That  said 
company  have  extensively  advertised  their 
said  business,  and  the  use  which  they  propose 
to  make  and  are  making  of  said  building,  and 
that  they  will  furnish  professional  embalm- 
ers,  and  that  their  premises  will  be  kept  open 
day  and  night  for  the  purposes  of  their  busi- 
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ness,  by  means  of  adyertiaementsi  in  news- 
papers which  circulate  mainly  among  under- 
takers, and  by  means  of  circulars  addressed  to 
the  members  of  the  medical  profession  gen- 
erally in  New  York  city  and  vicinity,  in 
which  they  offer  the  use  of  the  said  dissect- 
ing room  and  other  autopsical  facilities  free 
of  charge.  That  already  there  have  been  sev- 
eral funerals  held  at  said  companv's  said 
rooms ;  one  of  them,  a  Chinese  funeral.  That 
already  there  have  been  held  several  autopsies 
and  post-mortem  examinations  of  dead  human 
bodies  in  said  dissecting  rooms,  and  it  is  the 
hope  and  expectation  of  the  said  company  to 
increase  the  use  of  their  said  premises  for  the 
foregoing  purposes,  as  a  matter  of  business 
in  order  to'make  money"— and  he  found  that 
the  carrying  on  of  such  business  was  a  vio- 
lation of  the  restriction  agreement,  and  he 
ordered  judgment  restraining  it.  15  N.  Y. 
Supp.   701. 

The  sixth  clause  of  the  judgment  is  as  fol- 
lows :  "  Sixth.  The  action  having  been  tried 
by  the  parties  on  the  theory  that  it  involved 
the  question  whether  the  combination  of  pur- 
poses (the  one  associated  with  and  depending 
on  the  other)  to  which  the  Taylor  Company 
devoted  the  building  occupied  by  it  under 
the  lease  from  the  defendant  Miller  violated 
the  covenants  aforesaid,  and  the  defendants 
having  made  no  claim  that  any  one  par- 
ticular use  was  exempt  from  the  operation  of 
the  covenants,  it  is  ordered  that  upon  pay- 
ment of  the  costs  awarded,  and  proof  that  the 
combination  of  purposes  has  ceased,  and  the 
use  of  the  premises  for  the  business  of  hold- 
ing autopsies  or  other  post-mortem  examina- 
tions, dissecting,  receiving:,  and  storing  of 
dead  bodies,  and  the  use  of  said  premises  for 
the  business  of  having  funerals  therefrom, 
has  been  abandoned,  the  said  defendants  may 
at  anv  time  apply  to  the  court,  on  notice,  to 
modify  the  injunction  so  as  to  permit  the 
lessees  to  run  the  office  and  parlors  connected 
with  said  premises,  to  solicit  orders  and  sell 
coffins  by  sample  in  the  wareroom,  and  to  use 
the  room  called  a  'chapel*  for  the  leji:itimate 
purposes  of  a  chapel,— that  is,  as  a  place  of 
worship,  —all  within  such  limitations  as  may 
be  necessary  to  preserve  the  integrity  of  the 
covenants,  and  not  offend  its  spirit  and  pur- 
pose." 

Subsequent  to  the  rendition  of  the  judg- 
ment, the  Taylor  Company  having  compli^ 
with  that  clause,  and  shown  that  the  business 
complained  of  b^  the  plaintiff  had  ceased, 
upon  its  application  to  the  court  the  follow- 
ing order  was  made :  "  Ordered,  that  the  in- 
junction contained  in  the  said  judgment  or 
decree  be,  and  the  same  hereby  is,  modified, 
in  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  the 
sixth  paragraph  of  the  saio  judgment  or  de- 
cree, so  as  to  permit  the  said  defendant  the 
Taylor  Company,  the  lessees  of  the  premises 
mentioned  and  described  in  the  said  judg- 
ment or  decree,  and  the  said  lessees  are  hereby 
permitted,  to  run  the  office  and  parlors  con- 
nected with  said  premises  to  solicit  orders 
and  sell  coffins  by  sample  in  the  wareroom, 
and  to  use  the  room  called  a  'chapeP  'for  the 
legitimate  purposes  of  a  chapel, — that  is,  as 
a  place  of  worship.— so  long  as  such  uses  do 
not  impair  the  integrity -of  the  covenants  con- 
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tained  in  the  restriction  agreement  in  said 
judgment  or  deeree  more  particularly  referred 
to,  and  so  as  not  to  offend  the  spirit  and  pur- 
poses of  the  said  covenants,  or  of  the  said 
restriction  agreement,  without  prejudice  to 
the  right  of  said  plaintiff  to  apply  to  the 
court  to  prevent  or  punish  any  abuses  of  said 
injunction  as  thus  modifl^.''  The  defend- 
ant Miller  alone  appealed  from  the  judgment 
to  the  general  term,  where  it  was  affirmed 
(18  N.  Y.  Supp.  79B),  and  then  he  apiiealed 
to  this  court. 

Messrs,  Geor^^e  Zabriskie  and  J.  £» 
BarriUt  for  appellant: 

The  facts  were  on  the  principle  of  adjudi- 
cated cases  insufficient  to  prove  that  the  busi- 
ness of  the  Taylor  Company  was  per  se  or  in 
the  mode  in  which  it  was  considered  "injuri- 
ous and  offensive"  so  as  to  sustain  a  jud|[- 
ment  enjoining  the  carrying  on  of  said  busi- 


If  there  was  anything  in  the  method  in 
which  the  business  was  carried  on  to  render  it 
offensive  or  injurious  and  entitle  the  plaintiff 
to  an  injunction,  such  injunction  should  have 
been  limited  so  as  to  restrain  the  carrying  on 
the  business -in  a  manner  calculated  to  be  of- 
fensive or  injurious. 

Grumpy,  Lambert,  L.  R.  3  Eq.  409;  Walter 
V.  Selfe,  4  DeG.  &*8m.  815,  4  Eng.  L.  &  Eq. 
15:  Oibs(m  v.  Donk,  7  Mo.  App.  Sa 

There  was  nothing  to  show  that  the  business 
of  the  Taylor  Company  created  offensive  odors,, 
or  that  the  air  was  affected  by  any  disagreeable 
or  offensive  smells  emanating  from  the  prem- 
ises in  question,  or  that  such  business  pro- 
duced a  tangible  and  appreciable  injury  to  the 
neighboring  property,  or  rendered  its  enjoy- 
ment speciuly  uncomfortable  or  Inconvenient. 

Gamjj^U  V.  Seaman,  68  N.  Y.  576,  20  Am. 
Rep.  567;  Bohan  v.  Port  Jerois  Qas  Light  Co. 
9L.  R.  A.  711,  122N.  Y.  28. 

The  character  of  a  business  or  use  is  to  be 
judged  by  an  ordinary  and  reasonable  stand- 
ard, not  merelv  according  to  elegant  or  dainty 
modes  and  habits  of  living,  buf  according  to 
plain,  sober,  and  simple  notions  among  the 
people. 

Walters,  8^e,  supra;  VoWock,  TorU,  881. 

The  trades  or  occupations  which  the  law  re- 
gards asiniurious  or  offensive  are  those  which 
produce  physical  discomfort,  and  not  those 
which  are  merely  disagreeable  or  displease  the 
e^e  or  offend  the  taste  or  shock  an  oversensi- 
tive or  fastidious  nature,  or  cause  unpleasant 
reflections,  no  matter  how  irritating  or  un- 
pleasant. 

Demarest  v.  Hardham,  84  N.  J.  Eq.  469; 
Cleveland  v.  Citizens  Qas  Light  Co,  20  N.  J. 
Eq.  201;  Barnes  v.  Hathom,  54  Me.  124; 
Monk  v.  Paeka/rd,  71  Me.  809.  86  Am.  Rep. 
815;  Musgrove  v.  St.  Louis  CathMie  Ckurdi,  10 
La.  Ann.  481;  Ellison  v.  Washington  Comrs. 
58  N.  C.  57,  75  Am.  Dec.  480;  Harrison  v. 
Oood.  L.  R  11  Eq.  388. 

Neither  does  the  law  consider  as  injurious  or 
offensive  those  trades  or  occupations  which 
one  person  or  another  mav  be  found  to  dislike,, 
but  only  those  things  which  are  offensive  and 
injurious  to  reasonable  and  plain  people,  every- 
where 

St,  Helen's  Smelting  Co,  v.  Tipping,  11  H.  L. 
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Cas.  642,  4  Best  &  S.  1093;  Walter  v.  8elfe,  4 
DeG.  &  Sm.  322. 

In  We^teatt  v.  MtdcUeton,  48  N.  J.  Eq.  478, 
affirmed  by  44  N.  J.  £q.  297,  it  was  held:  (l) 
That  the  onus  of  showing  that  an  * 'under- 
taker's establishment  in  which  he  keeps  coffins, 
ice  boxes,  and  cases  in  which  he  preserves  the 
bodies  of  the  dead,  and  in  the  rear  of  which 
he  cleanses  and  dries  such  boxes"  is  a  nuisance 
is  on  the  complainant;  (2)  that  the  business  of 
an  undertaker,  though  caJried  on  in  the  popu- 
lous part  of  a  city,  is  not  in  law  Injurious  or 
offensive  to  the  neighbors,  even  though  excit- 
ing in  them  feelings  of  deep  repugnance  and 
disgust;  (3)  that  the  only  kind  of  discomfort 
of  which  a  court  can  take  judicial  cognizance 
is  physical,  and  not  such  as  depends  on  taste 
or  imagination,  and  that  only  those  things  will 
be  restrained  which  are  offensive  physicallv  to 
the  sens^  and  thereby  make  life  uncomfort- 
able. 

See  Pennsylvania  R.  Oo.  v.  Angel,  41  N.  J. 
Bo.  816,  56  Am.  Rep.  1. 

Where  no  physical  injury  is  shown,  tombs, 
cemeteries,  graveyards,  and  private  burial 
plots,  though  in  close  proximity  to  dwellings, 
and  Uiough  th^  excite  the  utmost  repugnance 
in  the  miuds  of  those  who  inhabit  the  neigh- 
boring houses,  and  fill  them  with  unhappy  re- 
flections, are  not  in  point  of  law  injurious  or 
offensive. 

Barnes  v.  Hathom,  54  Me.  124;  Monk  v. 
Packard,  71  Me.  809,  86  Am.  Rep.  815;  Mua- 
grove  v.  8t.  Louis  Catholie  Churchy  10  La.  Ann. 
481;  EUison  v.  Washington  Conirs.  58  N.  C. 
57,  75  Am.  Dec.  480. 

If  the  rule  as  laid  down  in  the  present  case 
were  correct  the  lawfulness  of  every  man's 
business  would  depend  upon  no  rule  but  the 
condition  of  his  neighbor's  sensibilities  or 
tastes. 

This  would  not  be  law  at  all  but  anarchy. 

Harrison  v.  Good,  L.  R.  11  Eq.  888. 

If  the  dislike  of  neighbors  can  in  any  case 
affect  the  question,  it  must  be  a  reasonable 
dislike  based  upon  physical  discomfort,  accord- 
ing to  plain,  sober,  and  simple  notions  among 
the  American  people. 

Walter  v.  SOfe,  4  DeG.  &  8m.  822;  Balti- 
more  d  P.  R  Co,  v.  Fifth  Baptist  Church,  108 
U.  S.  817,  27  L.  ed.  789. 

When  the  injury  complained  of  is  to  prop- 
erty, mere  diminution  in  value  is  insufficient 
(Wood,  Nuisances,  §  8),  but  there  must  be 
"tangible"  or  as  some  cases  bold  "appreciable 
injui^'  to  property,  and  such  injury  must  also 
be  substantial  and  of  appreciable  magnitude, 
and  be  apparent  to  persons  of  common  intelli- 
gence. 

at,  Helen's  SmeUing  Co,  v.  Tipping,  11  H.  L. 
Cas.  642;  CampbeU  v.  Seaman,  63  N.  Y.  576, 
20  Am.  Rep.  567;  Bo?ian  v.  P&rt  Jervis  Qas 
Light  Co.  9L.  R.  A.  711.  122  N.  Y.  28;  Owen 
y.  Phillips,  78  Ind.  284;  Salvin  v.  JVorth 
Brancepeth  Coal  Co,  L.  R.  9  Ch.  705;  Pollock, 
Torts,  p.  881;  Ross  v.  Butler,  19  N.J.  Eq.  294, 
97  Am.  Dec.  654. 

The  restriction  agreement  is  in  reality  a  cov- 
enant against  nuisances,  and  nothing  more,  and 
does  not  bind  the  owner  of  the  land  any  fur- 
ther than  he  would  be  bound  by  the  law  in  the 
absence  of  any  covenant. 

Clement  v.  Burtis,  181  N.  Y.  708. 
22  L.  R.  A. 


The  expressions  used,  "injurious  and  offen- 
sive," are  the  same  which  are  used  in  defining 
a  nuisance,  and  in  the  absence  of  any  covenant 
the  law  imposes  a  duty  on  the  owner  of  the 
premises  not  to  use  them  so  as  to  be  injurious 
or  offensive. 

Pickard  v.  Collins,  28  Barb.  444. 

In  view  of  the  uncontradicted  evidence  that 
the  character  of  the  neighborhood  had  been 
changed,  and  that  it  had  been  converted  from 
a  locality  of  first-class  residences  into  a  locality 
of  miscellaneous  business,  the  plaintiff  was  not 
entitled  to  any  equitable  relief. 

Trustees  of  Columbia  College  v.  Lynch,  70  N. 
Y.  440;  Trustees  of  Columbia  College  v.  Thacher,. 
87  N.  Y.  811,  41  Am.  Rep.  865;  Amerman  v. 
Deane,  182  N.  Y.  855. 

On  questions  of  specific  performance  courts 
of  equity  are  not  limited  to  the  language  of 
the  covenant  itself,  but  are  bound  to  consider 
the  circumstances  of  the  case  with  the  view  to 
ascertain  whether  the  situation  of  the  partiea 
and  of  the  premises  is  such  that  justice  would 
be  promoted  by  enforcing  the  covenant  and 
may  exercise  their  discretion  as  to  its  enforce- 
ment. 

Conger  v.  New  York,  W,  8,  dt  B,  R,  Co,  120 
N.  Y.  29;  Fittpatriek  v.  Borland,  27  Hun, 
291. 

Messrs,  Lockwood  A  Hill,  for  respond- 
ents: 

The  appellant's  contention  that  this  restric- 
tion is  the  simple  equivalent  of  a  restriction 
against  nuisances  camipt  be  sustained. 

The  purpose  of  this  restriction  was  to  pre- 
serve this  property  for  residence  purposes.  Ita 
desiflii  was  to  exclude  special  trades,  business, 
and  buildings,  and  all  other  trades,  business, 
and  buildings  which  should  be  injurious  or 
offensive  to  the  neighboring  inhabitants; — a 
term  which  necessarily  refers  to  the  people 
who  resided— who  lived  and  made  their  homes 
— ^in  houses  in  the  neighborhood. 

1  Bouvier,  Law  Diet.  709;  Re  Wrigley,  8 
Wend.  140;  BeU  v.  Pierce,  48  Barb.  51;  Re 
Hughes,  1  Tuck.  88;  Roosevelt  v.  Kellogg,  20 
Johns.  208;  Frost  v.  Brisbin,  19  Wend.  11,  32 
Am.  Dec.  4:2»',^oughton  v.  Ault,  16  How.  Pr. 
77;  Foot  V.  Harris,  2  Abb.  Pr.  454. 

Earl,  J,,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  main  contention  of  the  parties  is  over 
the  meaning  and  force  of  the  restriction  agree- 
ment. The  claim  of  the  appellant  that  it 
simply  restrains  nuisances  cannot  be  sus- 
tained, and  hence  the  numerous  authorities 
cited  by  his  counsel  on  the  argument  before  us 
hav/e  little  or  no  application.  If  the  agree- 
ment was  intendea  simply  to  restrain  any 
trade  or  business  which  wosper  se  a  nuisance, 
or  which  was  carried  on  in  such  a  way  as  to 
make  it  a  nuisance,  then  it  was  wholly  un- 
necessary. The  law  will  always,  upon  the 
application  of  a  psrij  aggrieved,  restrain 
and  abate  a  private  nuisance.  This  case  is 
not  governed  by  the  general  law  as  to  nui- 
sances, but  by  the  force  and  effect  of  the  cove- 
nants contained  in  the  agreement.  When  the 
agreement  was  made,  the  parties  thereto, 
desiring  to  improve,  protect,  and  benefit 
their  lots,  and  consultinff  their  respective 
interests,  absolutely  prohibited  the  carrying 
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on  of  certain  kinds  of  business  specified  upon 
the  lots.  Tliey  determined  for  themselves 
that  those  kinds  of  business  were  undesirable 
in  the  vicinity  of  residences,  and  covenants 
restraining  them  can  be  enforced  without  any 
proof  whatever  that  they  are  "injurious  or 
offensi  ve. "  A  person  owning  a  body  of  land, 
and  selling  a  portion  thereof,  may,  for  the 
benefit  of  his  remaining  land,  impose  any 
restrictions,  not  against  public  policy,  upon 
tbe  land  granted,  he  sees  fit,  and  a  court  of 
equity  wil  1  general ly  enforce  them.  Trustees 
of  Columbui  CcUege  v.  Lynch,  70  N.  Y.  440 ; 
Trustees  of  Chlumbia  College  v.  Tfiacher,  87  N. 
Y.  811,  41  Am.  Rep.  865 ;  Hodge  v.  Sloan, 
107  N.  Y.  244. 

The  business  carried  on  by  the  Taylor  Com- 
pany is  not  among  those  kinds  particularly 
specified  in  the  agreement.  But  the  claim  of 
tbe  plaintiff  is  that  it  is  prohibited  by  the 
general  clause  in  the  agreement,  as  "in- 
jurious or  offensive  to  the  neighboring  in- 
habitants." This  clause  enlarges  the  scope 
of  the  agreement.  It  is  a  too  narrow  con- 
struction to  hold  that  it  prohibits  only  trades 
or  kinds  of  business  which  are  nuisances 
per  se  for  reasons  already  ffiven,  and  for  the 
further  reason  that  nearly,  i^  not  quite,  all  the 
trades  and  business  specially  named  are  not 
fluch  nuisances.  Any  kind  of  business  mav 
become  a  nuisance  by  the  manner  in  which 
it  is  carried  on  from  its  location,  and  a  busi- 
ness may  be  offensive  to  Jieighboring  inhabit- 
ants, and  yet  fall  far.  snort  of  being  a  legal 
nuisance,  which  a  court  of  equity  will  abate 
as  such.  This  clause  in  the  agreement  must 
have  a  reasonable  construction.  We  cannot 
suppose  that  the  parties  had  in  mind  any 
business  which  might  be  offensive  to  a  person 
of  a  supersensitive  organization,  or  to  one  of 
a  peculiar  and  abnormal  temperament,  or  to 
the  small  class  of  persons  who  are  generally 
annoyed  by  sights,  sounds,  and  objects  not 
offensive  to  other  people.  They  undoubtedly 
had  in  mind  ordinaiy,  normal  people,  and 
meant  to  prohibit  trades  and  business  which 
would  be  offensive  to  people  generally,  and 
would  thus  render  the  neighbDrhood  to  such 
people  undesirable  as  a  place  of  residence. 
It  cannot  be  doubted  that  the  business  of  the 
Taylor  Company  was,  within  this  defini- 
tion, offensive  to  the  neighboring  residents. 
People  of  ordinary  sensibilities  would  not 
willingly  live  next  to  a  lot  upon  which  such 
a  busincM  is  carried  on.  An  ordinary  person, 
desiring  to  rent  such  a  house  as  plaintiff's, 
would  not  take  her  house,  if  he  could  get  one 
Just  like  it,  at  the  same  rent,  at  some  other 
suitable  and  convenient  place.  Indeed,  her 
house  would  be  shunned  by  people  generally 
who  could  afford  to  live  in  such  an  expensive 
house.  The  courts  can  take  judicial  notice 
of  the  offensive  character  of  such  a  business. 
Judges  must  be  supposed  to  be  acquainted 
with  the  ordinary  sentiments,  feelings,  and 
sensibilities  of  the  people  among  whom  they 
live;  and  hence,  in  this  case,  the  learned 
judffe,  after  the  character  of  the  business 
carried  on  by  the  Taylor  Company  had  been 
proved,  could  have  found,  as  matter  of  law, 
that  it  was  in  violation  of  the  restriction 
agreement,  without  any  further  proof.  It 
was  therefore  unnecessary  for  the  plaintiff, 
upon  the  trial,  to  call  witnesses  from  the 
^2  L.  R.  A. 


neighborhood  to  give  their  opinions  that  this 
business  was  injurious  and  offensive.  Even 
if  such  opinions  were  erroneously  secured, 
they  were  unnecessary  and  harmless,  as,  upon 
the  undisputed  evidence  as  to  the  character 
of  the  business  carried  on,  the  legal  con- 
clusion of  the  trial  judge  must  have  oeen  the 
same. 

But  it  is  contended  that  the  restriction 
agreement  ought  not,  in  this  case,  to  be 
enforced,  because  most  of  the  lots  in  the 
block  between  Forty -Second  and  Forty-Third 
streets  and  Madison  avenue  and  Vanderbilt 
avenue  are  no  longer  occupied  for  residences, 
and  are  devoted  to  business  purposes ;  and  the 
counsel  for  the  appellant  cites  as  an  authority 
on  this  point  one  decision,  in  the  case  of 
Trustees  of  Columbia  College  v.  Thacher.  The 
principles  of  that  case  are  not  applicable  to 
the  facts  of  this.  There  it  appeai^ed  that  the 
contract  which  the  plaintiff  sought  to  enforce 
was  no  longer  of  any  value  to  it,  and  that  its 
enforcement  would  result  in  great  damage  to 
the  defendant,  without  any  benefit  to  any 
one.  Here  the  plaintiff  has  the  rtght  to  oc- 
cupy her  house  as  a  residence,  and  in  such 
occupation  to  have  the  protection  of  the 
restriction  agreement.  She  has  never  violated 
the  agreement  herself,  or  consented  to,  or  au- 
thorized or  encouraged,  its  violation  by 
others.  In  order  to  have  the  benefit  of  the 
agreement,  she  is  not  obliged  to  sue  all  its 
violators  at  once.  She  may  proceed  against 
them  seriatim,  or  she  may  take  no  notice  of 
the  violations  of  the  agreement  by  businesR 
carried  on  remotely  from  her  residence,  and 
enforce  it  against  a  business  specially  of- 
fensive to  her  by  its  proximity.  This  is  not 
a  case  where  the  defendants  can  ask  for  im- 
munity in  an  equitable  forum  because  others 
are,  in  a  greater  or  less  degree,  also  violators 
of  the  agreement.  The  plaintiff  has  done 
nothing  and  omitted  nothing  which  should 
authorize  the  occupant  of  an  adjoining  lot, 
in  violation  of  the  agreement,  to  make  her 
residence  uncomfortable  and  undesirable. 
Generally,  whether  an  equity  court  will  re- 
fuse to  restrain  the  violation  of  such  an  agree- 
ment, and  leave  the  parties  to  their  fesral 
remedies,  on  account  of  the  changed  condition 
affecting  the  premises  to  which  the  ageement 
relates,  rests  m  the  discretion  of  that  court, 
and  such  discretion  will  not  be  reviewed  upon 
appeal  here.  The  question  to  be  determined 
in  the  exercise  of  such  discretion  depends 
largely  upon  the  facts,  and  mainly  whether 
the  enforcement  of  the  agreement  would 
greatly  harm  the  defendant,  without  any- 
substantial  benefit  to  the  plaintiff,  so  as  to 
make  the  enforcement  inequitable.  We  can- 
not say,  reviewing  all  the  evidence  in  this 
case,  that  it  would  be  impossible  for  the 
plaintiff  to  enforce  the  agreement. 

The  appellant  claims  tluit  the  judgment  is 
too  broad  in  its  restraints.  But  we  tiilnk  all 
his  rights  are  fully  protected  by  the  sixth 
clause  of  the  judgment,  and  the  subsequent 
action  of  the  court  under  that  clause  upon 
the  application  of  the  Taylor  Company. 

The  matters  to  which  we  have  thus  given 
attention  cover  the  whole  ground  of  the  ap- 
peal, and  our  conclusion  is  that  the  judgment 
must  he  affii'med,  with  costs. 

All  concur,  except  Gray»  J.,  not  voting?. 


McQuAiD  Y.  Roes. 
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Ho  iMplied  warrftnty  of  eootpeteney  or 
itnew  fbr  broodiag'  pnrpoaoa  is  mkde 

\fS  Btoek  breeders  on  tbe  sale  of  a  bull,  although 
a  fall  prioe  ts  paid  and  the  aelien  know  that  he 
is  bonslit  for  breeding  purpooes,  where  there  la 
no  fraud  or  misrepresentation  and  both  parties 
•re  flUke  destitute  of  knowledice  or  the  means  of 
formiog  an  Intelligent  Judgment  as  to  the  fitness 
or  capsctty  of  the  animal  fur  that  purpose. 

(June  21, 180B.) 

APPEAL  bj  plaintiff  from  a  Judgment  of 
tbe  Circuit  Court  for  Columbia  County  In 


favor  of  defendants  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover damages  for  an  alleged  breach  of  war- 
ranty  in  the  sale  of  a  bull.    Affirmed. 

Statement  by  Pinneyt  J. : 

This  case  was  before  this  court  on  a  former 
appeal  (77  Wis.  470),  where  the  claims  of 
the  plaintiff  are  stated.  Upon  the  new  trial 
awarded  the  plaintiff  sought  to  maintain  that 
there  was  an  implied  warranty  upon  tbe  sale 
by  the  defendants  to  the  plaintiff  of  the  bull 
in  question,  that  he  was  in  all  respects  fit, 
suitable,  and  competent  to  perform  the  serv- 
ice for  which  he  was  purchased,  namely,  to 
generate  his  kind  ;  and  the  plaintiff  produced 
evidence  to  show  that  when  he  bought  the 
bull  be  desired  him  for  breeding  purposes; 
that  the  defendants  were  breeders  of  short 


Kon.— impKed  vnrrantu  of  >ttiK8i  of  proptrty 
botiifiU  fcT  gpeeUU  purpose. 

This  note  Is  limited  In  its  scope  to  oases  of  articles 
purchased  to  answer  a  specific  purpose,  and  does 
noc  Include  oases  of  sales  by  sample  and  by  do- 
MTiptioD.  For  a  note  upon  tbe  latter  question,  see 
Norcfaia  r.  Cornell,  U  L.  R.  A.  482. 

Ihepriodplee  declared  In  the  principal  case  are 
in  keeping  with  the  opinion  of  the  court  In  Scott  v. 
fittiick,  1  B.  Mon.  63,  86  Am.  Dec.  177,  where  the 
court  held.  In  the  case  of  the  sale  of  a  Durham  cow, 
that  there  was  no  Implied  warranty  of  her  breed- 
ing fltoesB  tfaouff h  purchased  for  that  purpose.  In 
the  BtMenoe  of  fraud  or  misrepresentation. 

Tbe  case  of  Taylor  v.  Gardiner,  6  Man.  L.  Rep. 
310,  where  a  horse  was  sold  for  the  like  purposes, 
ak)  holds  that  there  Is  no  implied  warranty  of 
fltoen. 

Bat  m  flutohings  v.  Oole,  42  Dl.  App.  361.  where 
the  seller  of  a  maatUf  bitch  knowing  that  she  was 
required  for  breeding  purposes  recommended  her 
lughly,  sutinff  that  she  was  perfect  in  all  re- 
spects except  *^hat  her  teats  were  too  loose  for 
jotmg  puppies,'^  the  court  held  there  was  an  Im- 
plied warranty  of  fitness  for  the  purposes  required. 

GeneroZ  prfncfples. 

A  warranty  wIU  not  be  Implied  In  conflict  with 
the  express  terms  of  the  agreement*  Blackmore 
T.  FftirbaDka,  79  Iowa,  2SSL 

Tbete  is  no  Implied  warranty  of  reasonable  flu 
oesB  where  there  Is  an  express  warranty  ooncem- 
lor  the  quality.  International  Pav.  Co.  r.  Smith* 
a  ft  a.  Mach.  Go.  17  Mo.  App.  aOi. 

Aod  an  express  warranty  of  title  does  not  ex- 
clude an  implied  one  of  quality.  Blackmore  ▼• 
Alrtenki,  supra;  Merriam  v.  Field,  ti  Wis.  640; 
BoothbT  ▼.  Scales,  27  Wis.  632;  Koe  r.  Bacheldor,  41 
Wii.  ISO;  WUoox  F.  Owens,  64  Ga.  601. 

^Hiether  there  is  a  warranty  or  not  must  depend 
upon  the  circumstances  of  each  •  particular  case. 
Hoe  V.  Banbom,  21  N.  Y.  6GS,  78  Am.  Dec.  168. 

Ilie  relation  of  the  buyer  to  the  seller  may  be  of 
such  a  character  aa  to  Impose  a  duty  upon  the 
ieUer,  differing  very  little  from  a  warranty.  The 
circunwtanoes  attending  the  sale  may  be  equivalent 
to  a  dlrtioot  affirmation  on  his  part  as  to  the  qual- 
Uy  of  the  thing  sold.  French  v.  Vlnlng,  1(»  Mass. 
IX.  3  Am.  Rep.  440. 

The  qaestton  of  an  implied  warranty  that  the 
amde  shall  be  fit  for  the  purposes  intended  is 
limited  to  sales  where  the  article  is  understood  by 
both  parties  to  be  purchased  for  a  specific  use. 
Hart  V.  Wright,  17  Wend.  887, 278. 
22L.RA. 


The  fundamental  inquiry  Is  whether,  under  the 
circumstances  of  the  particular  case,  tbe  buyer  had 
the  right  to  rely,  and  necessarily  relied,  on  the 
Judgment  of  the  seller  and  not  upon  his  own. 
Kellogg  Bridge  Co.  v.  Hamilton,  110  U.  8.  106, 
28  L.ed.  86. 

Where  the  purchaser  necessarily  trusts  to  the 
judgment  of  the  seller  of  an  article  that  It  is  fit  for 
a  particular  purpose,  there  is  an  implied  warranty 
that  the  commodity  shall  be  reasonably  fit  for  that 
purpose.  Omaha  Ck>a],  G.  &  L.  Co.  v.  Fay,  86  Neb. 
— :  Morse  v.  Union  Stockyards,  14  L.  R.  A.  167,  21 
Or.  288;  Hyatt  v.  Boyle,  6  QUI  ft  J.  110,  26  Am. 
Deo.  276. 

But  the  question  of  implied  warranty  upon  non- 
inspection  does  not  apply  where  the  goods  are  not 
Inspected  merely  because  Inconvenient  or  on  ac- 
count of  labor  Involved.    Hyatt  v.  Boyle,  supra. 

Such  a  warranty  Is  raised  where  a  party  declines 
an  examination  upon  the  ground  of  his  want  of 
experience  and  Judgment,  and  expressly  declares 
that  he  reUes  upon  the  Judgment  of  the  other. 
Hanger  v.   Evlns,  88  Ark.  834. 

The  warranty  will  extend  to  a  reasonable  per- 
formance of  all  the  operations  and  purposes  which 
tbe  article  ought  reasonably  to  perform,  but  not 
to  the  performances  and  purposes  of  other  kinds 
of  articles  which  might  be  constructed  for  other 
operations  and  purposes.  Robinson  Mach.  Works 
V.  Chandler,  66  Ind.  676. 

Bven  to  extraordinary  quality  where  the  article 
is  furnished  for  a  given,  specific  purpoae,  and  not 
for  ordinary  and  general  use.  MIsner  v.  Granger, 
0  111.  60. 

But  not  where  the  article  Is  such  that  ordinary 
skill  cannot  make  a  good  article,  the  matter  being 
one  of  chance  and  risk.    Itiid . 

The  goods  must  be  reasonably  fit  for  the  Intended 
purpose  when  treated  as  other  goods  of  similar 
material  are  usually  treated,  though  it  require  a 
different  manner  of  use  or  treatment,  where  the 
necessity  of  such  different  treatment  is  known  to 
the  seller  and  not  communicated  to  the  purchaser 
or  known  to  him.  Omaha  Coal,  C.  &  L.  Co.  v.  Fay, 
86  Neb.  — . 

In  such  cases  the  vendors  are  bound  as  a  condi- 
tion of  the  contract  to  supply  an  article  reasonably 
fit  for  the  purpose,  and  a  warranty  will  be  Im- 
pUed.  Chapln  v.  Dobson,  78  N.  Y.  74,  82,  84  Am. 
Rep.  612;  Ulrloh  v.  Stohrer,  12  Pbila.  100,  where 
sugar  was  purchased  for  the  express  purpose 
of  being  used  In  the  manufacture  of  mustard. 
Wilson  v.  Lawrence.  180  Mass.  818,  821 ;  Mason  v. 
Chappell,  15  Oratt.  572;  Thompson  v.  Tate,  5  N.  C. 
97, 8  Am.  Dec.  678;  Murray  v.  Smith.  4  Daly,  277. 
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horn  Durham  cattle,  and  knew  the  purpose 
for  which  the  plaintiff  desired  and  bought 
the  animal ;  that  he  paid  the  full  price  of 
such  an  animal  for  breeding  purposes,  (125, 
and  examined  him  at  the  time  of  the  pur- 
chase; that,  except  for  such  purposes,  the 
animal  would  not  be  worth  to  exceed  (80. 
The  plaintiff  ascertained  afterwards  and  in 
course  of  time  that  the  bull  was  incompetent, 
impotent,  and  unable  to  generate  his  kind, 
ana  was  useless  for  the  purposes  for  which  he 
was  purchased  and  he  returned  the  bull  to  the 
defendants  at  their  farm  for  this  reason ;  but 
there  was  no  proof  tending  to  show  that  they 
accepted  him.  Evidence  was  given  to  show 
the  plaintiff's  damages.  The  circuit  court 
tield  that  there  was  no  implied  warranty  of 
the  procreative  powers  of  the  bull,  and 
granted  a  judgment  of  nonsuit  against  the 
plaintiff,  from  which  he  appealed. 


Mesgrs.  W.  J.  Hooper  and  fitpenaley  ^ 
MeUhont  for  appellant: 

The  tendency  of  all  the  modem  cases  on 
warranty,  is  to  enlarge  the  responsibiKty  of 
the  seller,  and  to  construe  eveiy  affirmation 
by  him  to  be  a  warranty,  and  frequently  to 
imply  a  warrantv  on  his  part  from  acts  and 
circumstances,  wherever  they  were  relied  upon 
by  the  buyer. 

Story,  Sales,  §g  859-866. 

In  certain  classes  of  cases  the  vendor  is  held 
to  warrant  the  existence  of  those  attributes  of 
title  and  quality  to  and  in  the  property  sold  of 
which  he  assumes  to  have  knowledge  *or  about 
which  he  alone  has  the  means  of  knowledge, 
or  concerning  which  it  is  the  policy  of  the  Isw 
to  charge  him  with  knowledge. 

10  Am.  &  Eng.  Encyclop.  Law,  p.  91. 

The  doctrine  of  eattat  emptor  has  so  many 
limitations  that  jt  must  be  read  in  the  light  of 


It  is  a  breach  of  his  contract  If  it  is  not  so.  Wil- 
son V.  Lawrence  and  Murray  v.  Smith,  supra. 

Where  groods  were  sold  as  havioir  a  particular 
quall^  which  if  possessed  would  greatly  increase 
their  value,  and  they  lacked  such  quality,  the  court 
held  there  was  an  implied  warranty.  Thompson 
V.  Tate,  supra. 

Such  a  ¥rarranty  is  especially  implied  where  the 
defect  is  occasioned  by  want  of  skill  or  care,  or  is 
the  result  of  defective  manufacture.  Pease  v. 
Sabin,  88  Vt.  488;  91  Am.  Dec.  864,  where  cheese 
purchased  for  foreign  shipment  was  infested  with 
maflrerots. 

Where   hogs  were  purchased  for  market,  the 
vendee  relying  upon  the  judgment  of  the  vendor 
in  his  aeleotioD,  and  having  no  opportunity  for  in- 
spection, there  was  held  to  be  an  Implied  warranty 
1      of  fitness  for  market  purposes.    Best  v.  Flint,  fi6 
•"    Vt.  648, 86  Am.  Rep.  670. 

A  sale  of  ffrain  for  full  market  price  implies  a 
warranty  of  its  soundness  in  Sou  th  Carolina.  Bui- 
winkle  V.  Cramer,  27  8.  C.  876. 

Upon  the  purchase  of  a  machine  from  a  dealer 
there  is  an  implied  warranty  that  it  is  new  and  not 
second  hand  or  the  worse  for  wear,  although  the 
latter  mi^ht  fill  the  terms  of  a  warranty.  Grieb  v. 
Cole,  60  Mich.  81^7. 

But  in  the  case  of  the  sale  of  a  second-hand  arti- 
cle there  Is  no  implied  warranty  of  fitness  for  a 
particular  purpose.  Ramming  v.  Caldwell,  48  lU. 
App.  176. 

Evidence  that  the  machine  delivered,  and  for  the 
price  of  which  action  was  brought,  was  not  the  one 
contracted  for  Is  admissible,  as  where  a  second- 
hand machine  was  delivered  for  a  new  one.  Grieb 
V.  Cole,  tupra. 

But  where  the  buyer  designates  the.  materials  out 
of  which  the  manufacturer  is  to  make  the  article 
there  will  be  no  implied  warrant  of  quality  or  fit- 
ness if  the  latter  uses  the  material  In  the  absence  of 
proof  of  want  of  ordinary  care  in  seleotinK  it* 
Shoenberger  v.  McEwen.  16  111.  App.  496. 

A  distinction  is  to  l)e  drawn,  however,  between 
the  purchase  of  a  specific  article  and  that  of  an 
article  purchased  for  a  specific  purpose,  as  in  the 
former  case  there  is  no  implied  warranty  of  the 
purpose.  Mason  v.  Chappell,  16  Gratt.  672:  Goulds 
V.  Brophy,  6  L.  R.  A.  808,  42  Minn.  100:  Lukens  v. 
Freiund,  27  Kan.  664:  Walker  v.  Pue,  67  Md.  166; 
Port  Carbon  Iron  Co.  v.  Groves,  68  Pa.  149;  Rice  v. 
Forsyth,  41  Md.  408. 

Although  it  is  stated  by  the  purchaser  to  be  re- 
quired for  a  particular  purpose,  if  the  known,  de- 
scribed, and  definite  thin^  be  actually  supplied. 
Seitz  V.  Brewers'  Refrigerating  Mach.  Co.  141  U.  S. 
510,86L.ed.887. 
22  L.  R.  A. 


Fet  there  is  an  implied  warranty  as  to  workman- 
ship and  materials.    Gk>ulds  v.  Brophy,  si^pra. 

The  question  of  fitness  Is  one  of  fact,  determin- 
able by  evidence.    Sims  v.  HowelU  49  Ga.  OBO. 

Gontrant  executed  or  eaxeutory. 

There  is  ho  warranty  implied  In  the  case  of  an 
executed  sale  of  an  article  for  a  specified  purpose. 
In  the  absence  of  fraud  or  deception,  from  the 
mere  fact  that  the  seller  knew  the  purposes  for 
which  it  was  to  be  used.  Dickson  v.  Jordan,  88  N. 
C.  166,  68  Am.  Dec.  408;  Bartlett  v.  Hoppock,  84  X. 
Y.  118,  88  Am.  Deo.  428;  Humphreys  v.  Comtine,  8 
Blackf.  616;  Mason  v.  Chappeli  16  Gratt.  672;  Kohl 
V.  Lindley,80  fU.  litt,  88  Am.  Dec.  2»4;  Demlnff  v. 
Foster,  42  N.H.  166. 

Where  the  article  sold  isdesiflrnedfora  particular 
market  or  purpose,  and  so  treated  by  both  parties, 
it  would  seem  that  even  in  the  case  of  a  present 
sale  a  warranty  would  t)e  implied  that  the  article  ^ 
should  answer  the  end  in  view.  Howard  v.  Hoey, 
28  Wend.  860,  86  Am.  Deo.  678,  where  ale  was  sold 
for  a  southern  market  and  soured. 

Executory  contracts  do  not  depend  upon  the 
same  principles  as  executed  contracts  of  sale. 
Hargous  v.  Stone,  6  N.  Y.  86. 

Where  the  sale  Is  executory,  there  is.  in  tlie  ab- 
sence of  an  opportunity  for  inspeotioo.  an  implied 
warranty  that  the  goods  will  answer  the  particular 
purpose  for  which  the  vendor  knew  they  were 
purchased.  Gerst  v.  Jones,  82  Gratt  618,  84  Am. 
Rep.  776:  Fisk  v.  Tank,  12  Wis.  276,  78  Am.  Dec  737; 
Pacific  Iron  Works  v.  Newhall,  84  Conn.  67;  Over- 
ton V.  Phelan,  2  Head,  446:  Donelaon  v.  Young, 
Meigs.  166;  Howard  v.  Hoey  and  Hargous  v.  Stone, 
mpra;  Hart  v.  Wright,  17  Wend.  297, 277;  Baboock 
V.  Trice,  18  IlL  420, 68  Am.  Dec.  660:  Fogel  v.  Bru- 
baker,  122  Pa.  7;  Davis  v.  Sweeney,  76  Iowa,  46; 
Doane  v.  Dunham.  65  III.  512,  616;  McClunir  v. 
Kelley,  21  Iowa,  606;  Brigg  v.  Hilton,  90  N.  Y.  617, 52 
Am.  Rep.  68;  Van  Wyck  v.  Allen,  60  N.  Y.  6L.  26 
Am.  Rep.  186;  Best  v.  Flint,  68  Vt.  648,  66  Am.  Rep. 
670;  Kohl  v.  Lindley,  mpra;  Osgood  v.  Lewis,  2 
Harr.  ft  G.  496, 18  Am.  Dec.  317. 

In  executory  contracts  there  is  an  implied  war- 
ranty of  the  quality  of  the  article  and  that  it  is  of 
the  kind  ordered.  Fogel  v.  Brubaker,  Davis  v. 
Sweeney,  McClun^  v.  Kelley  and  Doane  v.  Dun- 
ham, tuprcu 

Such  a  contract  carries  with  it  an  obligation  tbat 
the  goods  shall  be  at  the  least  of  medium  quality  or 
goodness,  so  as  to  be  merchantable.  Howard  v. 
Hoey,  supra. 

And  without  any  material  defect.  McCiung  v. 
Kelley,  Fogel  v.  Brubaker  and  Davis  v.  Sweeney, 
supra. 


1898. 


McQuAiD  V.  Robs. 


189 


-what  are  sometimes  called  exceptions,  bat 
which  are  really  independent  rales  and  prin- 
•ciples. 

Benjamin,  Sales,  ed.  1888,  p  628,  Bennett's 
note. 

The  doctrine  of  implied  warranties  is  so  ex- 
tended as  to  afford  a  just  protection  to  the 
buyer  against  the  seller. 

10  Am.  &  Eng.  Encvclop.  Law,  p.  95;  Jonts 
V.  Just,  L.  R.  8  Q;  B.  "202;  Jones  v.  Bright,  5 
Bing.  532. 

If  a  man  sells  generally  he  imdertakes  that 
the  article  sold  is  fit  for  somethinft;  if  he  sells 
U  for  a  particular  purpose,  he  undertakes  that 
it  shall  be  fit  for  that  particular  purpose. 

Jones  ▼.  Bright,  supra;  Gray  v.  Cox,  4  Bam. 
A  C.  108;  Beats  v.  Olmstead,  24  Vt.  114, 58  Am. 
Dec.  150. 

A  sound  price  implies  a  sound  article,  in 
-case  of  secret  defects  which  the  buyer  could 


not  discoyer  on  inspection,  by  the  exercise  of 
ordinary  care  and  diligence. 

Rose  V.  Beattie,  2  Kott  &  McC.  588. 

Where  there  is  no  opportunity  for  inspec- 
tion, there  is  an  implied  warranty  of  quality. 

Hyatt  y.  Boyle.  5  Gill  &  J.  110, 25  Am.  Dec. 
276;  Misner  y.  Granger,  9  III.  69. 

A  merchant  selling  guano  or  supupfaoephate 
to  a  farmer  as  a  fertUizer,  implieoly  warrants 
it  to  be  merchantable  and  reasonably  suited  to 
the  use  designated. 

GammeU  y.  Gunbv,  52  Ga.  604;  Wileox  y. 
BaU,  58  Ga.  636;  Biddle,  Warranties  in  Sale  of 
Chattels.  ^  167;  Brown  y.  Edgington,  2  Mann. 
&  G.  279. 

A  warranty  will  be  implied  against  all  la- 
tent defects,  when  the  seller  knew  that  the 
buyer  did  not  rely  on  his  own  judgment  but 
on  that  of  the  seller,  who  knew,  or  might  haye 
known,  the  existence  of  the  defect. 


When  the  oontract  is  executory  and  the  defects 
In  the  ffoods  patent  and  obyious,  when  the  pur- 
chaser has  a  full  opportunity  for  examination,  and 
knows  of  such  defects,  he  must,  either  when  he  re- 
ceives the  goods,  or  within  what,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances, is  a  reasonable  time,  notify  the  seller 
of  his  nonaooeptance,  otherwise  there  will  be  a 
waiver  of  the  defects.  Morehouse  v.  Gomstock,  4S 
Wis.  096;  Locke  v.  WiUiamson,  40  Wis.  877. 

When  the  goods  are  sold  under  an  executory  con- 
tract, the  purchaser  does  not  waive  the  Implied 
warranty  by  the  acceptance  thereof.  Babcock  y. 
Trice,  aupro. 

The  acceptance  under  an  executory  contract 
with  an  opportunity  of  inspection  and  without  com- 
plaint, only  raises  a  presumption  that  the  quality 
was  right.  Babcock  v.  Trice,  18  IlL  480, 68  Am.  Dec. 
600. 

But  In  an  executory  oontract  there  is  no  Implied 
warranty  as  to  fitness  or  particular  degree  of  qual- 
ity.   Misner  v.  Granger,  9  lU.  60. 

Where  a  defendant  affixed  a  label  to  a  jar,  repre- 
'  sentlng  Its  contents  as  dandelion,  when  they  were 
belladonna,he  was  held  liable  for  the  misrepresenta- 
tion.   Thomas  v.  Winchester,  AN.  T.  8B7,  57  Am. 
Dec.  456. 

So  there  Is  an  Implied  warranty  in  a  contract  for 
the  building  of  a  gin  house,  running -gear  and  cot- 
ton press,  that  the  machinery  answers  the  purpose, 
and  if  wholly  worthless  or  It  Imperfectly  answers 
the  purpose  of  Its  construction,  the  plaintifl  cannot 
pretend  that  he  performed  his  contract.  Brown  v. 
Murphee,  81  Miss.  01. 

Again  where  hams  were  sold,  knowing  them  to 
be  purchased  for  a  particular  market,  there  was 
held  to  be  an  Implied  warranty  of  thehr  fitness  for 
that  market  as  good,  sound,  and  well  prepared 
hams  In  the  absence  of  the  purchaser's  being  in- 
formed to  the  contrary.  Leopold  v.  Van  Kirk,  27 
Wis.  152. 

And  where  hay  was  bought  for  a  particular  use 
and  the  defendant  knew  plaintiff  would  not  buy 
-an  inferior  quality,  it  was  held  that  the  sale  of  the 
hay  for  the  particular  purpose  ordinarily  implied  a 
•certainty  that  It  was  fit  for  use.  Beals  v.  Olmstead, 
:M  Vt.  114, 58  Am.  Dec.  ISa 

So  in  Babcock  v.  Trice,  16  Dl.  4S0, 68  Am.  Dec 
^seo,  where  there  was  an  executory  contract  to  de- 
liver com,  the  court  held  it  must  be  fair  and  mer- 
chantable. 

Where  peris  green  was  purchased  for  the  pur- 
pose of  killing  worms  In  cotton,  the  court  held  that 
though  there  was  no  warranty,  yet  a  oontract  for 
the  sale  of  an  article  of  the  kind  contracted  for  was 
Implied.  Jones  v.  George,  81  Tex.  845, 48  Am.  Rep. 
^MO. 
^2  L.  a  A. 


Again  where  wool  was  sold  In  sacks  and  marked 
and  described  in  the  invoice  with  the  seller's  knowl- 
edge as  of  a  specific  quality,  the  court  held  there 
was  an  implied  warranty  of  quality.  Richmond, 
T.  ft  Mfg.  Go.  V.  Farquar,  8  Blackf.  80. 

And  where  the  purchaser  wrote,  offering  a  cer- 
tain percentage  for  good  salable  com,  and  the  offer 
was  accepted,  the  court  Implied  a  warranty  as  to 
the  salabillty  of  the  com.  HoUoway  v.  Jacoby,  120 
Pa.  688. 

So  where  the  oontract  was  for  two  carloads  of 
''beef  cattle,^' selected  and  shipped  by  the  seller 
without  .the  purchaser's  Inspection,  the  court  held 
that  there  was  an  Implied  warranty.  Morse  v. 
Union  Stock  Tarda,  14  L.  B»  A.  157, 21  Or.  280. 

In  the  case  of  a  commercial  contract  for  the  sale 
of  a  cargo  of  ice  to  be  shipped  there  is  an  Implied 
warranty  that  the  article  shall  be  merchantable. 
Murchle  v.  Cornell,  U  L.  R.  A.  488, 156  Mass.  60. 

Where  seed  was  sold  upon  the  understanding 
that  it  was  to  raise  a  crop,  there  was  an  implied 
warranty  of  fitness  for  that  purpose.  Shaw  v. 
Smith,  11  L.  R.  A.  681,  45  Kan.  884. 

In  the  case  of  a  contract  for  the  purchase  of 
straw  to  be  used  by  the  purchaser  In  the  manufact- 
ure of  "  horse  collars,"  a  use  known  to  the  seller, 
the  court  held  that,  the  straw  being  purchased  for 
a  specified  purpose  known  to  the  seller,  there  was 
an  implied  warranty  of  its  be^ng  reasonably  fit  for 
the  purpose.  Lee  v.  J.  6.  Sickles  Saddlery  Go.  38 
Mo.  App.  801. 

Where  wheat  was  sold  as  *'  genuine  Saswatchewan 
Fife  wheat"  the  court  held  that  there  was  no 
breach  of  warranty,  even  though  there  were  some 
impurities  there  being  no  warranty  of  its  being 
pure.    Shatto  v.  Abernetby,  35  Minn.  588. 

So  where  the  plaintiffs,  dealers  In  iron,  bought  a 
quantity  to  be  shipped  to  their  customers  who  re- 
quired it  to  be*'  strictly  neutral,"  from  the  defend- 
ants who  knew  the  purposes  and  character  re- 
quired, the  court  held  that  there  was  an  implied 
warranty  as  to  the  character  and  quality.  Phila- 
delphia ft  R.  Goal  ft  Iron  Go.  v.:  Hoffman  (Pa.) 
F^b.  1, 1886. 

In  the  case  of  a  sale  of  a  certain  crop  of  com,  the 
court  held  the  agreement  executory  and  an  im- 
plied  warranty  of  merchantable  quality.  Hamil- 
ton V.  Oanyard,  84  Barb.  204. 

There  was  held  to  be  no  implied  warranty  in  the 
sale  of  guano  by  one  not  himself  the  manufacturer 
thereof,  that  it  was  reasonably  fit  for  the  uses  for  < 
which  it  was  purchased,  and  the  seller  would  only 
be  liable  for  fraud.    Farrow  v.  Andrews,  08  Ala.  06. 

Manufacsturer. 
If  a  person  not  himself  skilled  in  manufacture. 
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Story,  Sales,  §  874;  VanWyck  v.  Allen,  69 
N.  Y.  61,  25  Am.  Rep.  186;  Hoe  v.  SafOxrm,  21 
N.  Y.  557,78  Am.  Dec.  168;  White  v.  MiOer, 
71  N.  Y.  118,  27  Am.  Rep.  13;  Murray  v. 
Smith,  4t  Daly.  277;  Fish  v.  Roseberry,  22  Dl. 
288;  Jone%  v.  Ge&rge,  56  Tex.  149,  42  Am.  Rep 
689;  QeUy  v.  Rouniret,  2  Plnney,  879,  54  Am. 
Dec.  188.  See  also  Ketdium  v.  WeUs,  19  Wis. 
25;  Merriam  r.  Field,  24  Wis.  640;  Flick  v. 
Wetherbee,  20  Wis.  898;  Wolcott  v.  Mount,  36 
N.  J.  L.  262,  18  Am.  Rep.  488,  affirmed  in  88 
N.  J.  L.  496,  20  Am.  Rep.  425;  Shaw  v.  Smith, 
11  L.  R.  A.  681,45Eao.884. 

It  may  be  claimed  that  there  was  no  implied 
warranty  of  breedine  qualities  in  the  bull  be- 
cause he  was  bought  by  the  plaintiff  on  in- 
spection. 

From  the  nature  of  the  case  there  could  be 
no  inspection  to  determine  whether  the  animal 
was  a  breeding  bull  or  not,  by  merely  looking 


at  him  and  examining  him  as  the  plaintiff  did. 

As  was  said  in  reference  to  the  copper  sheath- 
ing in  Jones  v.  Bright,  5  Bing.  582,  an  in- 
spection would  have  availed  nothing,  as  the 
defects  could  not  be  discovered  on  inspection. 

The  same  may  be  said  in  reference  to  the- 
"Bristol  cabbage  seed"  in  White  v.  MiUer.  su- 
pra, the  ''black"  in  Murray  v.  Smith,  supra, 
the  lumber  in  rafts  in  Merriam  v.  Field,  supra  „ 
the  turnip  seed  in  Woiooit  v.  Mount,  supra,  and 
the  flax  seed  io  Smith  v.  Shaw,  supra. 

A  mere  casual  view  or  exammation  of- a 
chattel  by  a  purchaser]  does  not  defeat  the 
warranty  which  the  law  would  otherwise  im- 
ply, on  the  sale  of  such  chattel,  when  such 
view  or  examination  would  determine  nothing 
as  the  qualities  which  the  law  implies,  under 
the  circumstances  of  such  sale. 

Boothby  v.  Scales,  27  Wis.  688;  Jones  v. 
Bright,  supra;  Jones  v.  Just,  L.  R.  8  Q.  B.  202; 


wants  an  article  for  any  particular  purpose,  andv^Mlnn.)  Dec.  14, 1802;  Hauser  v.  Curran,  25  Ohio  L. 


applies  to  one  professing  skill  in  its  manufacture, 
and  the  latter  furnishes  what  he  alleges  to  be  suit- 
able, the  purchase  is  made  upon  the  Judirment  and 
responsibility  of  the  seller.  Hoe  v.  Sanborn,  21  N. 
Y.562,78Am.I)ec.l08. 

He  is  presumed  by  his  skill  and  art,  to  under- 
stand the  construction  of  his  machine,  and  its 
adaptation  to  the  purpose  for  which  it  was  de- 
signed.   Walton  V.  Cody.  1  Wis.  4aa 

The  manufacturer  or  maker  by  bis  occupation 
holds  himself  out  as  competent  to  make  articles 
reasonably  adapted  to  the  purposes  for  which  such 
or  similar  articles  are  designed.  Kellogg  Bridge 
Co.  V.  Hamilton,  110  U.  8. 108. 28  L.  ed.  88. 

Tf  the  buyer  relied,  and  under  the  circumstances 
of  the  case  had  reason  to  rely,  on  the  Judgment  of 
the  seller,  who  was  the  manufacturer  or  maker  of 
the  article,  the  law  implies  a  warranty  that  it  is 
reasonably  fit  for  the  use  for  which  it  was  designed, 
the  seller  at  the  time  being  informed  of  the  pur- 
pose to  devote  it  to  that  use.    Ibid, 

There  is  an  implied  warranty  in  the  case  of  manu- 
.  factured  articles  purchased  for  a  particular  use. 
made  known  at  the  time  of  the  sale  to  the  vendor, 
that  they  are  reasonably  fit  for  the  use  for  which 
they  are  purchased.  French  v.  Vining,  102  Mass. 
182, 8  Am.  Rep.  440;  Dtekinson  v.  Gay,  7  Allen,  29, 
31, 88  Am.  Dec.  666;  Swett  v.  Shumway,  102  Mass 
a66,'8  Am.  Bep.  471 ;  Higbt  v.  Bacon,  1996  Mass.  10- 
Howard  v.  Bmerson,  110  Mass.  880;  Hoe  v.  Sanborn, 
21 N.  Y.  66S,  78  Am.  Bep.  168;  Waring  v.  Mason,  18 
Wend.  425, 498;  Howard  v.  Hoey.  23  Wend.  850.  36 
Am.  Dec.  672:  Hargous  v.  Stone,  6  N.  T.  86;  Free- 
man V.  Ciute,  8  Barb.  424;  Bagley  v.  Cleveland  Roll. 
Mm  Co.  21  Fed.  Rep.  160 ;  Port  Carbon  Iron  Co.  v. 
Groves,  68  Pa.  140 ;  Downing  v.  Dearborn,  77  Me. 
457:  Gilson  v.  Bingham,  48  Vt.  410:  Pease  v.  Sabin, 
38  Vt.  482.  91  Am.  Dec.  364;  Bodgers  v.  Niles,  11 
Ohio  St.  48,  78  Am.  Dec.  200;  fiyers  v.  Cbapin,  28 
Ohio  St.  306;  Dayton  v.  Hooglund,  39  Ohio  St.  671: 
Bagan  v.  Call.  34  Pa.  286, 75  Am.  Dec.  668 ;  Williams 
V.  Slaughter,  3  Wis.  847 ;  Chicago  Pkg.  ft  Prov.  Co. 
V.  Tilton.  87 I1L  647 ;  Dawes  v.  Peebles,  6  Fed.  Bep. 
866;  McClamrock  v.  Flint,  101  Ind.  278;  Brenton  v. 
Davis,  8  Blackf .  817,  44  Am.  Dec.  760 ;  Page  v.  Fbrd, 
12  Ind.  46;  Street  v.  Chapman,  29  Ind.  142 ;  Getty  v. 
Bountree,  2  Plnney,  879,  2  Cfaand.  28,  44  Am.  Dec. 
188;  Wolcott  V.  Mount,  86  N.  J.  L.  262, 18  Am.  Bep. 
488;  tMrtis  ft  Co.  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Williams,  48  Ark.  325; 
Hood  V.  Bloch  Bros.  29  W.  ya.244;  J.  I.  Case  Thresh- 
ing  Maoh.  Co.  v.  Smith,  16  Or.  381 ;  Smith  v.  High- 
tower,  76  Ga.  620;  Fisk  v.  Tank,  12  Wis.  277,  78  Am. 
Dec.  787 ;  Ottawa  Bottle  ft  Flint  Glass  Co.  v.  Gun- 
ther,  81  Fed.  Rep.  206 :  Kellogg  Bridge  Co.  v.  Ham- 
ilton, 110  n.  S.  108,  28  L.  ed.  86;  Broen  v.  Moran 
22  L.  R.  A. 


J.  62;  Conant  v.  National  State  Bank  of  Terre 
Haute,  ^SS1  Ind.  823:  Union  Hide  ft  Leather  CO.  v. 
Beissig,  48  lU.  76;  Kohl  v.  Llndley,  39  IlL  195,  89^ 
Am.  Dec.  294:  Aichdale  v.  Muore.19Dl.665:  Mis- 
ner  v.  Granger,  9  III.  69 ;  Robinson  Mach.  Works  v. 
Chandler.  56  Ind.  575 ;  Gerst  v.  Jones,  32  Gnitt  518, 
34  Aql  Rep.  775;  Ketchum  v.  Wells,  19  Wis.  26; 
Woodle  V.  Whitney,  23  Wis.  55,  99  Am.  Dec,  102; 
Walton  V.  Cody.  1  Wis.  420 ;  Kimball  ft  A.  Mfg.  Co. 
V.  Yroman,  35  Mich.  310,  24  Am.  Rep.  566;  Robson 
V.  Miller,  12  8.  a  686, 82  Am.  Rep.  518;  Snow  v.  Soho- 
maoker  Mfg.  Co.  69  Ala.  Ul,  44  Am.  Rep.  609 ;  Field 
V.  Kinnear,  4  Kan.  476;  Ulrich  v.  Stohrer,  IS  PhiUu 
199;  Pacific  Guano  Co.  v.  Mullen,  66  Ala.  582:  Her- 
ring V.  SkaggB,  62  Ala.  180,  84  Am.  Rep.  4;  Deming 
V.  Foster,  42  N.  H.  165;  Dickson  v.  Jordan,  33  K.  C 
166,  68  Am.  Dec.  413;  Overton  v.  Phelan,  2  Head, 
445;  Donelson  v.  Young,  1  Meigs,  166;  Brown  v. 
Murphee,  81  Miss.  91;  Cunningham  v.  Hall,  1 
Sprague.  404;  Leopold  v.  Van  Kirk,  27  Wis.  1.5:3; 
PbUadelphia  ft  R.  Coal  ft  Iron  Co.  v.  HoflTman  (Pa.) 
Feb,  1, 1886;  Whitmore  v.  South  Boston  Iron  Co.  2 
Allen.  68;  Taylor  v.  Cole,  111  Mass.  368 :  Coagrove  v. 
Bennett,  82  Minn.  871. 

Wherever  the  vendor  has  himself  manufactured 
the  article  sold,  or  procured  it  to  be  done  by  oth- 
era,  If  honesty  and  fair  dealing  must  be  enforced, 
a  warranty  must  be  unplied.  Hoe  v.  Sanborn,  21 
N.  Y.  662, 78  Am.  Dec.  168. 

So  the  manufacturer  of  such  goods  impliedly 
warrants  them  to  be  made  in  a  workmanlike  man- 
ner. Union  Hide  ft  Leather  Co.  v.  Beissig,  Kohl  v. 
Llndley  and  Archdale  v.  Moore,  supra;  Pease  v. 
Sabin,  88  Vt.  482, 91  Am.  Dec.  864;  Waring  v.  Mason, 
18  Wend.  425, 489. 

Yet  he  does  not  warrant  that  it  will  manufacture 
articles  of  a  peculiar  grade  and  quality.  Conant 
V.  National  State  Bank  of  Terre  Haute,  supra. 

So  where  the  manufacturer  knows  that  the  ar- 
ticle is  for  use  in  a  particular  place,  the  law  im- 
plies a  warranty  of  fitness  for  the  place.  McClam- 
rock V.  Flhit,  101  Ind.  278. 

But  if  thej)UTchaser  himself  understands  what 
be  wants,  and  selects  such  goods  as  he  deems 
adapted  to  the  purpose,  there  is  no  warranty* 
Hoe  V.  Sanborn,  supra. 

And  it  has  been  held  that  a  manufacturer  was 
entitled  to  the  same  protection  as  any  other  vend- 
or of  the  goods  of  such  manufacturer  would  be,^ 
the  rule  as  to  implied  warranties  in  the  case  of  a 
manufacturer  being  abolished  in  Pennsylvania. 
Matthews  v.  Harston,  8  Plttsb.  86. 

Where  the  party  ordered  a  machine  or  other  ar- 
ticle from  a  manufacturer  and  designated  the  par- 
ticular kind  of  material  from  which  it  was  to  be 
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2  Kent,  Com.  p.  479;  Barnard  v.  Kellogg,  77 
U.  S.  10  Wall.  388.  19  L.  ed.  987. 

Messrs,  Orton  ft  Osborn  and  J,  M* 
Smith  for  respondents. 

Pinney*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

There  is  no  ground  for  contending  that  the 
plaintiff  in  purchasing?  the  animal  in  ques- 
tion either  asked  the  opinion  or  judgment  of 
the  vendors  in  respect  to  its  procreative  ca- 
pacity, nor  is  there  any  reasonable  or  rational 
l^ound  for  imputing  to  them  any  information 
or  knowledge  on  that  subject  not  possessed 
by  the  plaintiff,  although  they  had  raisecl  the 
bull,  and  were  stock  breeders.  The  plaintiff 
saw  and  inspected  the  animal  before  he  made 
the  purchase,  and  it  was  of  the  kind  he  de- 
sirea  to  purchase.  It  is  a  well- understood 
principle  of  the  common  law  in  England,  and 


almost  universal  in  this  country,  that  in  sales 
of  personal  property  in  the  absence  of  express  ^ 
warranty,  where  the  buyer  has  an  oppor- 
tunity to  inspect  the  commodity  or  thin? 
sold,  and  the  seller  is  guilty  of  no  fraud,  and 
is  neither  the  manufacturer  nor  grower  of  the 
thing  he  sells,  the  maxim  caveat  emptor  ap- 
plies. This  is  the  rule  laid  down  in  Ben- 
jamin on  Sales,  §  644 ;  Ba/mard  v.  Kellogg, 
77  U.  S.  10  Wall.  888,  19  L.  ed.  987 ;  Jones 
V.  Just,  L.  R.  8  Q.  B.  202.  In  Eagan  v. 
CaU,  34  Pa.  236,  75  Am.  Dec.  658,  it  was 
held  that  where  the  buyer  has  had  oppor- 
tunity of  examining  the  thing  sold  there  is 
no  implied  warranty  by  the  seller  against 
latent  defects  unknown  alike  to  himself  and 
to  the  purchaser.  The  doctrine  of  implied 
warranty  appears  to  be  founded  on  an  actual 
or  presumed  knowledge  by  the  vendor,  a» 
manufacturer,  grower,  or   producer,   of  the 


made  such  material  not  being  made  by  the  manu- 
facturer himself,  there  was  held  no  implied  war- 
ranty of  quality  or  fitness  in  the  absenoe  of  proof  of 
want  of  reasonable  and  ordinary  care  on  the  manu- 
facturer's part  in  the  selection  of  the  material. 
Shoenberger  v.  McEwen,  15  IlL  App.  490. 

In  Ricketts  v.  Sisson,  9  Dana,  358, 86  Am.  Deo.  14t 
the  court  held  that  an  artificer  of  any  sort  was  not 
to  be  considered  as  undertaking  that  any  machine, 
instrument,  or  veasei,  which  be  made  for  the  use 
and  by  the  direction  of  another,  and  according  to 
specifications  furnished  by  his  employer,  should 
answer  the  purposes  for  which  it  was  designed  by 
the  projector. 

Where  the  article  is  to  be  of  a  particular  design, 
pattern,  or  model,  defined  and  understood  between 
the  parties,  the  article  conforming  to  the  design, 
there  is  no  implied  warranty  of  fitness  but  only  of 
the  materials  and  workmanship.  .  Cosgrove  v.  Ben- 
nett, 8S  Minn.  871. 

But  in  the  case  of  the  sale  of  a  specific  article  by 
a  manufacturer,  where  the  purchaser  relies  upon 
his  own  Judgment  there  is  no  warranty  of  fitness 
for  the  required  purposes  implied.  Ollvant  v. 
Bayley,  6  Q.  B.  288;  Chanter  v.  Hopkins,  4  Mees.  & 
W.  899;  Whitmore  v.  South  Boston  Iron  Co.  2  Allen, 
58;  Archdale  V.  Moore,  19  HI.  666;  Howard  v.  Emer- 
son, 110  Mass.  820;  Port  Carbon  Iron  Co.  v.  Groves* 
68  Fa.  149. 

There  must  be  an  undertaking,  in  some  form, 
that  the  article  shall  be  sufficient  for  the  pur- 
pose, otherwise  there  is  no  responsibUity,  even 
though  the  vendor  knows  the  purpose  for  which 
the  purchaser  Intends  to  use  the  article.  Wilson 
V.  Lawrence,  189  Mass.  818,  a  case  of  a  piano  sold 
by  a  manufacturer  to  a  dealer,  the  case  of  which 
checked,  the  court  holding  there  was  no  implied 
warranty  as  to  quality. 

In  Sanborn  v.  Herring,  supreme  court  of  New 
York,  6  Am.  L.  Keg.  N.  S.  467,  it  was  held  that  a 
manufacturer  who  has  his  goods  ready  for  sale  to 
his  customers  places  himself  in  the  same  position 
as  other  merchants  with  respect  to  any  implied 
warranty,  none  being  implied  from  the  mere  fact 
that  he  is  the  maker  also. 

Where  a  bridge  company  having  partly  executed 
a  contract  to  construct  a  bridge,  assigned  their 
contract  to  another  who  agreed  to  complete  the 
same  within  a  given  time  for  a  stipulated  price, 
and  during  the  proKress  of  the  work  under  such 
agreement  the  deficiency  of  the  work  of  the 'com- 
pany, which  could  not  otherwlschave  been  discov- 
ered, became  apparent,  the  court  held  that  there 
was  an  implied  warranty  that  the  original  work 
was  reasonably  sufficient  for  the  purposes  for 
which  it  was  performed.  Kellogg  Bridge  Co.  v. 
Hamilton,  110  U.  S.  108, 28  L.  ed.  86. 
33L.il  A. 


Where  the  contract  was  to  deliver  a  pump  for 
the  specific  purpose  of  exhausting  water  from  a 
mine,  a  warranty  was  implied  as  to  its  form  and 
structure.  Getty  v.  Rountree,  2  Cband.  28, 54  Am. 
Dec.  138. 

Where  there  was  a  contract  to  exercise  skill  and 
labor  in  the  making  of  shingles  for  the  purpose  of 
covering  defendant's  house,  the  court  implied  a 
warranty  of  fitness  for  the  purpose.  Thomas  v. 
Simpson,  80N.  C.  4. 

Where  there  was  a  contract  to  manufacture  and 
furnish  bottles  as  ^'export  beer  bottles'*  without  any 
express  warranty  the  court  held  that  there  was  an 
implied  one  that  they  should  be  conformable,  as  to 
kind,  condition,  and  quality  to  that  which  would 
be  understood  by  the  trade  from  the  term  **export 
beer  bottles.''  Ottawa  Bottle  ft  Flint  Glass  Co.  v. 
Gunther,  81  Fed.  Rep.  208. 

Where  rags  were  sold  for  the  purpose  of  being 
manufactured  into  paper,  it  was  held  that  the  war- 
ranty was  broken  if  they  could  not  be  used  for  that 
purpose  without  killing  or  sickening  the  employee 
engaged  in  such  manufacture.  Dushane  v.  Bene- 
dict, 120  U.  8. 680,80  L.  ed.810. 

Where  the  seller  knows  that  the  goods  are  to  be 
used  for  a  particular  purpose  there  is  an  implied 
warranty  of  fitness.  Charles  Baumbaoh  Co.  v. 
Gtoesler,  79  Wis.  667,  wherein  the  purchaser  re- 
quested the  plaintiff  by  telephone  to  procure  for 
him  from  the  manufacturen  In  Europe  catcbet 
wafers  of  a  certain  quality  suitable  for  holding 
patent  ^'Headache  Wafers." 

Where  the  contract  was  to  supply  brick  of  a 
particular  size  and  quality  for  a  specified  building 
according  to  specifications,  the  court  held  there 
was  an  implied  warranty  entitling  the  purchaser 
to  damages  in  a  cross-action.  Bushman  v.  Taylor, 
2  Ind.  App.  12. 

So  In  a  contract  for  the  sale  and  delivery  of  ma- 
chinery for  the  purpose  of  working  a  com  mill 
known  to  the  seller,  the  court  held,  there  having 
been  no  opportunity  to  inspect,  that  there  was 
an  implied  warranty  of  reasonable  fitness  for  the 
purpose  for  which  it  was  to  be  used  and  that  it  was 
in  merchantable  condition,  unless  the  terms  of  the 
order  excluded  such  warranty.  Blackmore  v. 
Fairbanks,  79  Iowa,  282.  William  A.  Wood  Mower 
ft  Reaper  Co.  v.  Thayer,  60  Hun,  616,  to  the  same 
effect. 

Where  the  offer  was  for  the  purchase  of  ^good 
salable  com,"  and  the  seller  accepted  the  offer  for 
one  carload  of  com,  the  court  implied  a  warranty 
that  the  com  was  good  and  salable.  HoUoway  v. 
Jacoby,  120  Pa.  688. 

In  WiUiam  A.  Wood  Mower  ft  Reaper  Co.  v. 
Thayer,  suptti,  where  the  defendant  was  the  factor 
of  the  plalntiflii  for  the  ezpreos  purpose  of  loaking 
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qualities  and  "fitness  of  the  thing  sold  for  the 
purpose  for  which  it  was  intended  ur  is  de- 
sired, so  far  as  such  knowledge  is  reasonably 
attainable.  The  rule  must  be  held  to  have  a 
rational  foundation,  and  to  be  not  of  a  purely 
arbitrary  character.  It  does  not  impute  to  the 
seller  knowledf^e  as  to  qualities  or  fitness 


which  no  human  foresight  or  skill  can  attain, 
and  raise  an  implied  warranty  in  respect  to 
them,  when  the  vendor  and  purchaser  are  in 
eaual  condition  as  to  the  means  of  knowl- 
edge, or  the  latter  must  have  imderstood  from 
the  nature  of  the  case  that  the  information, 
experience,  and  knowledge  of  the  vendor  are 


sales  of  their  machines,  the  oourt  held  that  it  was 
of  the  very  essADoe  of  the  contract  that  the  ma- 
chiDes  they  made  should  be  salable. 

So  where  a  boiler  and  fireplace  were  sold  by  a 
manufacturer  for  the  purpose  of  ninnlnflr  a  grist 
mill  the  oourt  Implied  a  warranty  of  sound  mate- 
rial and  workmanship.  Beers  v.  WiUiams,  16 
111.  W. 

So  where  the  hron  used  in  the  repair  of  a  machine 
by  the  manufacturer  proved  worthless  the  court 
Implied  a  warranty  of  fitness  of  material  and  work- 
manship. Union  Hide  &  Leather  Co.  v.  Beissig,  48 
ni.Tft. 

So  wher^  a  manufacturer  eniraged  *'to  furnish  a 
steam  boiler  suitable  to  the  engine'*  the  court  im- 
plied a  warranty  as  to  the  boiler  delivered.  Street 
V.  Chapman,  »Ind.  14S. 

Again  where  the  contract  was  for  the  manufact- 
ure and  sale  of  whistey  barrels,  the  court  implied 
a  warranty  of  reasonable  fitness  for  the  use  Intend- 
ed excepting  only  patent  defects.  Poland  v.  BCil- 
ler,  06  Ind.  ^,  48  Am.  Rep.  7aO. 

Where  tobacco  boxes  were  agreed  to  be  furnished 
for  the  season  for  packing  purposes,  the  dealers 
relymg.  according  to  custom,  upon  the  manufaot* 
urer  as  to  the  nature  of  the  material,  and  not  test- 
ing the  same,  the  court  held,  the  boxes  being  un- 
seasoned and  causing  mold,  tliat  there  was  an 
implied  warranty  as  to  fitness.  Gerst  v.  Jones,  8S 
Oratt.  618, 84  Am.  Rep.  776. 

So  in  the  case  of  varnish  sold  for  the  manufact- 
ure and  finish  of  carriages  by  a  manufacturer,  the 
law  implied  a  warranty  that  the  article  so  man- 
ufactured and  sold  was  adequate  to  the  purpose  for 
which  sold.    Bird  V.Mayer.  8  Wis.  888. 

In  the  case  of  a  sale  by  a  manufacturer  of  leather 
for  the  particular  purpoee  of  the  manufacturer, 
there  is  an  implied  warranty  of  soimdness  for  those 
purposes.    Downing  v.  Dearborn.  77  Me.  467. 

So  m  the  case  of  a  piano  sold  by  a  manufacturer 
to  the  dealer  for  resale,  there  is  an  implied  war- 
ranty as  to  the  material  and  workmanship,  and  fit- 
ness for  use,  and  that  it  is  reasonably  fit  as  a  good 
instrument  of  its  class  and  price,  and  if  below  its 
standard  a  breach  ensues.  Snow  v.  The  Schomack- 
er  Mfg.  Co.  68  Ala.  HI,  44  Am.  Rep.  600. 

Where  the  defendants  had  contracted  to  man- 
ufacture for  the  plalnturs  an  iron  kettle  for  the 
purpose  of  making  iron  liquors,  and  to  deliver  it 
to  the  plaintifte,  the  same  being  found  to  leak,  the 
court  refused  to  allow  exceptions  to  the  instruc- 
tions m  the  court  below  that  the  defendants  hav- 
ing undertaken  to  deliver  the  kettle,  if  the  leak 
was  caused  by  the  defendants  before  it  was  set  up 
either  by  careless  workmanship  or  transportation 
the  defendants  were  liable.  Taylor  v.  Cole,  111 
Mara.  868. 

Where  a  manufacturer  or  dealer  contracts  to 
supply  an  article  which  he  manufactures,  or  in 
which  he  deals,  to  be  applied  to  a  particular  pur- 
pose, so  that  the  buyer  necessarily  trusto  to  the 
Judgment  or  skill  of  the  manufacturer  or  dealer, 
there  is,  in  that  case,  an  implied  warranty  that  the 
article  is  reasonably  fit  for  the  purpoee  to  which  it 
is  to  be  applied.  Hight  v.  Bacon.  186  Mass.  10, 80 
Am.  Rep.  680. 

Where  a  manufacturer  who  had  previously  sup- 
plied goods  of  a  certain  quality  to  the  plaintiff  sub- 
sequently filled  another  order  for  the  same  quality 
of  goods,  with  goods  of  an  inferior  nature,  the 
«a  L.  R  A. 


oourt  held  him  liable  even  though  the  purobaser  did 
not  test  them  before  using,  liaving  a  right  to  rely 
upon  the  goods  being  of  such  quality.  Bagley  v. 
aeveland  RoU.  Mill  Co.  21  Eed.  Rep.  160. 

Where  leather  was  sold  by  a  manufacturer  to  a 
shoe  manufacturer,  for  the  purpose  of  nwnufact- 
uring  shoes,  the  court  held  there  was  an  im- 
plied warranty  of  the  soundness  and  suitaUUty  of 
the  leather.    Downing  v.  Dearborn,  77  Me.  457. 

So  m  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  oil  barrels  not  fit 
for  use  until  prepared  by  a  certain  gluing  prooees 
the  oourt  held  that  there  was  an  implied  warranty 
that  the  work  was  suitable,  sufficient  to  conatltute 
a  defense  in  an  action  for  their  price.  Byers  v. 
Chapin,  88  Ohio  St.  806. 

Where  a  manufaoturer  of  bolts  and  nuts  pur- 
chased of  a  consumer  a  ton  of  a  superior  brand  of 
hron  under  the  advice  of  the  manufacturer  of  the 
iron  with  a  view  to  Inducing  a  larger  sale  by  the 
first-mentioned  manufacturer  the  court  held  In  a 
contract  between  the  iron  and  the  bolt  and  nut 
manufacturer  a  warranty  imidled  thatthe  iron  sold 
and  delivered  should  be  equal  to  that  tried  by  the 
latter.    Dayton  v.  Hooglund,  80  Ohio  St.  OTL 

Where  the  manufacturer  was  to  deliver  a  pump 
for  the  purpoee  of  pumping  water  from  a  mine  the 
court  implied  a  warranty  of  form  and  structure 
suitable  to  that  purpose.  Getty  v.  Rountree,  S 
Pinoey,  870, 64  Am.  Dec  188. 

In  the  case  of  a  sale  of  a  piano  by  a  manufaot- 
urer to  a  dealer,  where  the  case  of  the  instrument 
checked,  the  oourt  held  that  there  was  no  Implied 
warranty  as  to  quality,  and  that  the  defendant  was 
only  bound  to  furnish  one  merchantable  and  sala- 
ble as  a  piano  at  some  price.  Wilson  v.  Lawienoe, 
iaoiia8S.818. 

In  Ketchum  v.  WeUs,  18  Wis.  86,  where  stave  bolts 
were  to  be  manufaotured  and  delivered  to  the  de- 
fendants, manufacturers  of  barrels  and  staves,  the 
court  implied  a  warranty  of  fitness  for  the  purpose. 

So  in  the  case  of  fire  brick  knowingly  sold  for  a 
particular  purpose,  the  court  implied  a  warranty 
of  fitness  for  that  purpose.  Tacoma  Goal  Co.  v. 
Bradley,  2  Wash.  600. 

In  the  case  of  the  manufacture  of  a  steam  en- 
gine with  a  cut-off  known  as  *'Oreens*  Patent  Cut- 
Off,*^  for  the  defendant,  and  represented  as  of 
particular  usefulness,  the  court  held,  in  an  action 
for  the  price,  it  appearing  that  it  was  claimed  by 
another  as  his  patent,  that  there  was  a  failure  of 
oonrideration  to  the  extent  of  the  value  of  the  cut- 
off in  connection  with  the  engine.  Pacific  Iron 
Works  v.  Newhall,  84  Conn.  67. 

In  such  a  case  there  was  a  warranty  that  the  de- 
fendant would  have  a  right  to  use  the  patent. 
Ibid. 

Upon  the  sale  of  tooaooo  to  a  manufaoturer  to 
be  manufactured,  the  court  held  that  the  words 
'*HOund  order,"  meant  to  insure  the  sound  condi- 
tion at  the  time  of  arrival  at  the  factory  and  for  a 
reasonable  time  afterwards.  Reynolds  v.  FUmer, 
21  Fed.  Rep.  488. 

Where  plaintiffs,  manufacturers  of  steel,  with 
full  knowledge  of  the  uses  to  which  the  steel  waa 
to  be  applied,  wrote  defendants,  manufacturers  of 
axes,  offering  best  axe  cast  steel  equal  to  any 
brand  of  English  oast  steel,  the  court  held  there 
was  an  implied  warranty  that  the  steel  made  arti- 
cles as  good  as  the  best  Boglish  in  quality.  Park 
V.  Morris  Axe  k  Tool  Co.  4  Lans.  108. 
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Dot  superior  to  his  own.  The  case  we  are 
<-onsiderixig  is  not  one  where  the  buyer  can 
be  said  necessarily  or  at  all  to  have  trusted 
to  the  jud^ent  or  skill  of  the  manufacturer, 
grower,  producer,  or  dealer,  instead  of  his 
own.  J&n$$  y.  JuH,  L.  K.  3  Q.  B.  202.  Be- 
muse the  defendants  raised  the  bull  they  sold 


to  the  plaintiff  they  are  not  chargeable  with 
any  knowledge,  or  opinion  even,  in  respect 
to  a  matter  l^yond  the  reasonable  scope  of 
human  knowledge,  namely,  whether  the  bull 
would  prove  impotent,  and  to  be  wholly 
destitute  of  the  power  of  procreating  his 
kind ;  and  hence  the  ground  of  presumed  or 


Where  the  oontraot  was  for  the  n|iaaufaotiAre  of    Iq  the  case  of  goods  purohaaed  for  Bhipment  for 


a  steam  engine  and  boiler  wliioh  proved,  after  fair 
trial,  not  to  aooompUah  the  end  for  whloh  designed, 
the  court  held,  the  contract  being  executory,  that 
the  article  might  be  returned  within  a  reasonable 
time  upon  the  implied  warranty.  Freeman  v. 
aute.8Barb.4M. 

Where  ice  was  sold  to  a  retail  dealer  with  a 
knowledge  that  it  was  for  resale  to  cuatomers, 
without  disclosing  its  known  impure  condition, 
the  oourt  held  there  was  deceit  which  exempted 
the  purchaser  from  payment  of  the  full  price  even 
though  he  had  sold  the  same  and  no  representap 
tioDs  were  made  as  to  quality  even  though  the 
purchaser /inquired  of  othen.  Joplin  Water  Go. 
r.Bathe,41Mo.App.»6. 

Where  the  phitntillS  contracted  with  the  defend- 
ant for  the  manufacture  of  articles  described  as 
'*bI1  the  horn  cliains  they  manuf  actiue,^^  the  ques- 
tioD  was  .whether  the  words  **hom  chains  manu- 
fiictured"  implied  a  warranty  that  the  chains  were 
wholly  of  horn,  the  court  ruled  that  if  there  was  an 
article  calied  and  known  by  that  name  piade  partly 
of  horn  and  partly  of  hoof,  and  such  an  article 
was  intended,  it  was  suiBcient.  8 wett  v.  Bhumway« 
KB  Mass.  aas,  8  Am.  Bep.  471. 

In  Troy  Laundry  Mach.  Co.  v.  Henry  (Or.)  Nov. 
%  1802,  the  contract  was  for  a  roll  body  ironer  and 
machinery  and  puJly  to  operate  the  same,  the  oourt 
held  that  the  fact  that  the  machine  did^not  work 
right  by  reason  of  the  puliy  being  unfit  was  due  to 
a  breach  of  the  implied  warranty  as  to  the  pully 
and  not  of  the  machine  so  as  to  bar  an  action  for 
the  iHloe  of  the  latter. 

Where  the  sale  was  of  sweet  pickled  pork 
shoulders  deliverable  at  Dubuque  for  shlpn^ent  to 
the  plaintiff  without  an  opportunity  of  examina- 
tion or  knowing  of  its  qualities,  wiilch  upon  in- 
f pectjoo  on  delivery  showed  nothing  wrong  except 
that  the  pickle  was  not  as  pure  as  it  might  liave 
been,  tlie  bad  qualities  only  appearing  upon  smok- 
ing It,  the  oourt  held  that  there  was  no  Implied 
warmnty  of  quaUty.  Ryan  v.  IJlmer,  106  Pa.  88ai, 
a«  Am.  Bep.  210. 

Where  the  order  called  for  **1  No.  4  safe  with  com- 
bination lock.^^  and  the  plalntUES  shipped  one  of 
their  make  *'No.  4  with  combination  lock,*^  tbe 
court  held  there  was  a  rtrlct  compliance  with  the 
^rder  and  that  there  was  no  implied  warranty  as 
tothemeritorusablenesBOf  thelock.  TiltonSafe 
Co.v.Ttodale,48Vt.8a. 

Depreciation  of  arUOc 

A  warraoty  will  not  be  implied  against  a  neoee- 
sarj  and  likely  depreciation  in  quaUty  between  the 
ilate  of  tbe  contract  and  the  delivery  of  the  arti- 
cle. Beynoids  v.  Palmer.  21  Fed.  Rep.  4S& 

Where  a  manufacturer  contracts  to  deliver  a 
manutsctured  artioJe  at  a  distant  place  he  must 
fitacd  the  risk  of  any  ordiiury  or  unusual  deterio- 
ration, bat  tbe  vendee  is  bound  to  accept  the  arti- 
cle if  oBly  deteriorated  to  the  extent  that  it  is 
oeceasariiy  subject  to  in  its  course  of  transit  from 
tmei^oe  to  tbe  other;  be  must  bear  the  risk  of  the 
^erioradon  neoeesarlly  consequent  upon  the 
traasoUBBion.  Bull  v.  Bobinson,  10  Excb.  842; 
Mann  v.  Eveiston,  38  Ind.  880;  Leggat  v.  Sandsale 
Brewing  Oo.  80  UL  158;  Bngllsb  v.  Spokane  Com 
misiiOQ  Oo.  37  Fed.  Bep.  461,  a  case  of  shipment  of 
««fn  and  potatoes. 


a  particular  trade,  the  warranty  only  extends  to 
tbe  condition  of  the  goods  (hams)  at  the  time  of 
sale,  the  question  as  to  their  unsoundness  at  the 
end  of  the  voyage  being  for  the  jury  to  find 
whether  the  defects  were  latent  and  existed  prior 
or  subsequent  to  shipment.  Leopold  v.  Van  Kirk, 
27  Wis.  158. 

Where  goods  were  shipped  from  a  distance  with- 
out any  opportunity  of  examination  of  quaUty, 
the  oourt  allowed  evidence  of  bad  quality  when 
received  together  with  expert  evidence  to  ahow 
that  if  properly  packed  and  good  when  shipped 
the  goods  ought  not  to'  have  spoiled  by  the  way. 
Ryan  v.  Ulmer,  1U8  Pa.  882, 66  Am.  Rep.  210. 

Where  com  meal  was  purobased  as  kiln-dried 
oom  meal,  for  shipment,  the  court  held  that  there 
was  an  implied  warranty  that  it  was  properly 
packed  and  fit  for  such  rtiipment,  but  that  such 
warranty  did  not  extend  to  any  length  of  time. 
Mann  v.  Bverston,  88  Ind^  866. 

But  where  ale  was  sold  for  transportetion  and 
resale  the  oourt  refused  to  imp^  a  warranty  of 
quality  so  as  to  cover  transportation  for  a  consid- 
erable distance  or  as  to  its  quality  at  the  end  of 
such  a  voyage.  Leggat  v.  Sand's  Ale  Brewing  Co. 
eonL168. 

Latent  defeeta. 

Tbe  universal  doctrine  is.  that  whenever  the 
artiole  sold  has  some  latent  defect  which  is  known 
to  the  seller,  but  not  to  the  purchaser,  the  former 
is  liable  for  this  defect,  if  he  fails  to  disclose  his 
knowledge  on  the  subject  at  the  time  of  the  sale. 
Hoe  V.  Hanborm  21 N.  Y.  662, 78  Am.  Dec.  188^ 

The  fact  that  one  dealer  knows  the  purposes  for  5^^  ^  * 
which  the  other  dealer  purchased  does  not  render   ^*^f* 
him  liable  for  unknown  defects  which  make  the 
article  unlit  for  use.    Howard  v.  Bmerson,  110 


Upon  the  sale  of  a  chattel  by  a  manufacturer,  a 
warranty  is  implied  that  the  article  is  sold  free 
from  any  latent  defects  growing  out  of  the  process 
of  manufacture  tbe  knowledge  of  the  vendor  be- 
ing presumed  superior.  White  v.  Miller,  71  N.  Y. 
118, 27  Am.  Bep.  18;  Hoe  v.  Sanborn,  tfupro;  Leopold 
T.  Van  Kirk,  27  Wis.  162;  Pease  v.  Sabin,  88  YL  482, 
91  Am.  Dec.  804:  Hoult  v.  Baldwin,  07  Cal.  610. 

Yet  if  the  defect  is  in  the  materials  emplosred, 
such  liability  only  attaches  in  case  of  knowledge 
of  the  defect.    Hoe  v.  Sanborn,  supra. 

The  fair  presumption  is  that  the  maker  or  man- 
ufacturer understands  the  process  of  its  manufact- 
ure, and  is  cognizant  of  any  latent  defects  caused 
by  such  process  and  against  which  reasonable  dili- 
gence might  have  gruarded.  Kellogg  Bridge  Co.  v. 
HamUtnn,  110  U.  S.  108, 28  L.  ed.  86. 

The  doctrine  of  caveat  emptor  does  not  apply  to 
the  case  of  a  latent  defect  in  goods  purchased  for 
a  specific  purpose,  known  to. the  plaintiffs  and  con- 
cealed by  them  from  the  defendant.  Downing  v. 
Dearborn,  77  Me.  467. 

The  same  conclusion  was  arrived  at  in  the  case 
of  sales  for  a  particular  purpose  known  to  the 
seller  in  Boothby  v.  Scales,  27|Wi8.  626. 

If  there  is  no  opportunity  to  inspect  the  article, 
or  if  from  the  situation  inspection  is  impracticable 
or  useless,  it  is  unreasonable  to  suppose  that  the 
purchaser  bought  on  his  own  Judgment  or  that  be 
did  not  rely  on  the  judgment  of  the  seller  as  to  la- 
18 
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reasonably  imputed  knowledge  as  a  founda- 
tion in  this  case  of  an  implied  warranty 
wholly  fails.  In  the  case  of  WJdte  v.  Miller, 
71  N»  Y.  118,  131,  27  Am.  Rep.  18,  it  is  said 
in  relation  to  the  case  of  a  manufacturer  that 
the  rule  of  implied  warranty  ''  is  based  on  the 
presumed  superior  knowledge  of  the  vendor. " 


and  that,  in  the  case  of  a  producer  or  grower 
of  seeds,  there  seems  to  be  the  same  reason 
for  implying  a  warranty  on  a  sale  of  seeds 
by  the  grower  that  they  are  not  defective 
from  improper  cultivation  as  to  imply  a 
warranty  of  freedom  of  defects  in  manu- 
facture on  a  sale  by  a  manufacturer  of  the 


tent  defects  of  which  the  latter,  if  he  used  due 
care,  must  have  been  Informed  during  the  prooeas 
of  manufacture.  Kelloger  Bridge  Co.  v.  Hamilton, 
supra. 

Where  the  contract  was  to  manufacture  and  de- 
liver steam  boilers  for  the  purpose  of  running  en- 
gines at  a  rolling  mill,  the  court  held  that  there 
was  an  implied  warranty  that  they  should  be  free 
^  from  defects  of  material  and  workmanship,  latent 
or  otherwise,  as  rendered  them  unfit  for  the  uses 
required  of  them.  Bodgers  v.  NUes,  11  Ohio  St.  48, 
78  Am.  Dec.  280. 

Under  the  Louisiana  law  there  is  an  implied  war- 
ranty against  latent  defects.  Bulkley  v.  Honold, 
flO  U.  8. 19  How.  800, 15  L.  ed.  663:  Civil  Code,  arts. 
2460,  2461,  a  case  of  the  sale  of  a  vessel  decayed  and 
rotten  in  the  hull,  to  discover  which  it  would  have 
been  necessary  to  strip  and  bore. 

Knowledge  of  purpow. 

It  is  a  doctrine  of  the  civil  law  that  there  is  an 
implied  warranty  of  fitness  of  an  article  for  a  spe- 
cific purpose,  from  the  knowledge  on  the  seller's 
part,  that  the  article  is  required  for  that  purpose. 
Bartlett  v.  Hoppeck.  34  N.  Y.  118, 88  Am.  Dec.  428. 

The  scienter  is  not  only  a  material  but  a  vital 
point  of  the  case.  French  v.  Vining,102  Mass.  182, 
8  Am.  Rep.  440. 

It  is,  in  the  absence  of  a  warranty,  the  gist  of  the 
action.  Kingsbury  v.  Taylor,  29  Me.  508,  50  Am. 
Dec.  607. 

The  question  is  one  of  fact  as  to  the  actual  con- 
tract between  the  parties.  Hoe  v.  Sanborn,  21  N. 
Y.  662, 78  Am.  Dec.  168. 

If  the  vendor  can  be  proved  to  have  had  knowl- 
edge of  the  defect,  and  failed  to  disclose  it,  he  is 
liable.    IbM. 

When  the  knowledge  of  the  vendor  is  proved  by 
direct  evidence,  his  responsibility  rests  upon  the 
ground  of  fraud.  i6id.;  Elingsbury  v.  Taylor, 
supra. 

An  implied  warranty  in  respect  to  quality  rests 
upon  a  presumption,  in  the  particular  case,  that 
the  vendor  knew  of  the  defect.  Hoe  v.  Sanborn, 
8upra;  Moees  ▼.  Mead,  1  Denio,  878,  48  Am.  Dec.  678; 
Hauser  v.  Curran,  25  Ohio  L.  J.  52. 

The  manufacturer  of  a  machine  who  knows  that 
it  is  to  be  used  for  a  specified  purpose,  impliediy 
warrants  its  fitness  for  that  purpose.  Hauser  v. 
Curran,  supm;  McClamrock  v.  Flint,  101  Ind.  278: 
Brenton  v.  Davis,  8  Blaokf.  817.  44  Am.  Dec.  768; 
Page  V.  Ford,  12  Ind.  46:  Street  v.  Chapman,  29 
Ind.  142;  Gerst  v.  Jones,  82  Oratt.  518, 84  Am.  Bep. 
775:  Oonant  v.  National  State  Bank  of  Terre 
Haute,  121  Ind.  828;  Kellogg  Bridge  Co.  v.  Hamil- 
ton,  110  U.  S.  108, 28  L.  ed.  86;  Ottawa  Bottle  &  FUnt- 
Olass  Co.  V.  Ounther,  81  Fed.  Kep.  208;  Pease  v. 
Sabin,  88  Vt.  482,  91  Am.  Dec  864;  Van  Wyck  v. 
Allen,  09  N.  Y.  61, 25  Am.  Bep.  186:  Chapin  v.  Dob- 
son,  78  N.  Y.  74,  88,  84  Am.  Rep.  612;  Lee  v.  J.  B. 
Sickles  Saddlery  Co.  88  Mo.  App.  201;  Chester  Steel 
Castings  Co.  v.  Brownscombe,  7  Kulp,  186. 

Where  the  purchaser  has  no  opportunity  to  ex- 
ercise his  own  judgment,  and  therefore  relies  upon 
that  of  the  vendor,  a  warranty  of  fitness  will  be 
implied.  Brantley  v.  Thomas,  22  Tex.  270. 78  Am. 
Dec.  264;  Chester  Steel  Castings  Co.  v.  Browns- 
combe, mpra:  Best|v.  Flint,  58  Vt.  548, 66  Am.  Bep. 
67a 
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where  the  vendee  has  equal  knowledge  and  oppor- 
tunity of  knowledge  of  the  character  or  quality 
of  the  article  sold,  the  vendor  is  only  liable  upon 
an  express  warranty.  Bartlett  v.  Hoppock,  84  X. 
Y.  118,  88  Am.  Dec.  428;  Kellogg  Bridge  Co.  v.  Ham- 
ilton, 110  U.  S.  106, 88  L.  ed.  86. 

It  has  been  held  that  even  though  the  vendor  has 
knowledge  of  the  purposes  for  which  the  purchaser 
intends  to'use  the  article,  yet  there  must  be  an  un- 
dertaking, in  some  form,  that  the  article  shall  be 
sufScient  for  the  purpose.  Wilson  v.  Lawrence, 
189  Mass.  818,  where  a  piano  was  sold  by  a  manu- 
facturer to  a  dealer,  the  case  of  which  checked,  the 
court  holding  there  was  no  implied  warranty  as  to 
quality. 

Knowledge  will  not  be  inferred  where  the  vend- 
or presumes  the  purposes  for  "which  the  goods  are 
to  be  used,  in  the  absence  of  fraud.  Hight  v.  Ba- 
con, 126  Mass.  10, 80  Am.  Bep.  689. 

Thus  where  the  plaintiff  purchased  *'xx  pipe 
iron^^  for  a  specific  purpose  requiring  the  iron  to 
be  soft,  and  tough,  that  purchased  being  halxl  and 
brittle,  and  unfit  for  the  purpose,  the  couil  held 
the  vendor  not  being  the  manufacturer,  that  it  was 
not  enough  to  show  that  the  piaintiif  knew  the 
purpose,  and  that  a  specific  warranty  should  have 
been  exacted  and  bis  knowledge  could  not  be  pre- 
sumed.   Dounoe  v.  Dow,  64  N.  Y.  411. 

In  strong  cases,  however,  the  court  will  presume 
the  knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  vendor  without 
proof  and  hold  him  responsible  upon  an  implied 
warranty.  Hoe  v.  Sanborn,  21  N.  Y.  662,  78  Am^ 
Dec.  168. 

B^et  of  inspection. 

If  the  purchaser  inspects  for  himself  the  specific 
goods  sold,  and  there  is  no  express  warranty,  and 
the  seller  is  guilty  of  no  fraud,  and  is  not  himself 
the  manufacturer  of  the  goods  sold,  the  doctriDe 
caveat  emptor  applies  even  though  the  seller  pre- 
sumed the  purposes  for  which  the  goods  were  re- 
quired. Hight  V.  Bacon,  126  Mass.  10, 30  Am.  Rep. 
689:  Dounce  v.  Dow,  64  N.  Y.  411:  Cunningham  v. 
HalU  4  Allen,  268;  Lindley  v.  Hunt,  23  Fed.  Rep.  52. 

Where  the  means  of  knowledge  are  at  hand,  and 
equally  available  to  both  parties,  and  the  subject 
is  open  to  the  inspection  of  both  parties  alike, 
there  is  no  Implied  warranty.  Roochl  v.  Schwa- 
bacher,  88  La.  Ann.  1864. 

On  the  sale  of  an  article  by  a  specific  description 
not  inspected,  but  known  to  the  parties,  there  Is  an 
implied  warranty  of  the  particular  description,  but 
not  of  quality  or  value.  Catchlngs  v.  Hecke,  15 
Mo.  App.  51;  Whitaker  v.  McCormlck,  6  Mo.  App. 
114. 

An  opportunity  to  inspect  the  goods  must  be 
given  before  the  maxim  caveat  emptor^  can  apply. 
Hood  V.  Bloch  Bros.  29  W.  Va.  244. 

A  warranty  of  kind  may  be  inferred  upon  a  sale 
of  seed  from  a  bona  fide  statement  of  the  vendor 
as  to  kind  in  capes  where  an  inspection  will  not 
help  the  purchaser.  Woloott  v.  Mount,  88  N.  J.  L. 
496, 20  Am.  Rep.  425. 

Where  the  goods  are  in  transit  and  the  purcbaser 
has  had  no  opportunity  of  examining  them«  they 
must  be  merchantable  in  quality.  Newbery  v. 
Wall,  8  Jones  &  S.  106,  where  Jute  was  found  to  be 
inferior  in  quality.  Cieu  v.  McPherson,  1  Boew. 
489;  Reed  v.  Randall,  29  N.  Y.  868, 86  Am.  Dec  806: 
and  Pecktv.  Armstrong.  88  Barb.  21^  followed. 
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article  made  by  him.  **  The*  grower  of  seeds 
must  be  presumed  to  be  cognizant  of  any 
omissions  or  negligence  in  cultivation, 
whereby  they  have  been  deteriorated  or  ren- 
dered unfit  for  use  ;**  as,  in  the  case  cited,  in 
relation  to  a  sale  of  cabbage  seed  which  had 
been  crossed  with  other  varieties,  and  ren- 


dered impure  by  being  raised  in  close  prox- 
imity with  them.  In  Van  Wyck  v.  Allen,  69 
N.  Y.  61,  25  Am.  Rep.  136,  cited  by  appel- 
lant's counsel,  the  article  sold  was  repre- 
sented to  be  of  a  particular  kind,  when  it  was 
not,  and  there  was,  therefore,  an  express 
warranty.     In  Flick  v.    Wetherbee,  20   Wis. 


Where  the  purchaser  has  no  opportunity  of  ex- 
faainiDg  the  goods*,  there  te  an  implied  warranty  as 
to  quality  for  the  purpoeee  destred  and  also  that 
they  are  merchantable.  Curtis  &  Co.Mf8r.  Co.  ▼.  WU- 
Iteina,  48  Ark.  885;  Getty  v.  Rountree,  2  Plnney,  879, 
SOumd.  28,54  Am.  Dec  188;  Hood  v.  filocb  Bros, 
nipra;  J.  I.  Case  Threshing  Mach.  Co.  v.  Smith,  16 
Or.  881;  Smith  v.  HiRhtower,  76  Ga.  (BO:  Wolcott  v. 
HoBDt  86  N.  J.  L.  WMS  Am.  Rep.  488;  Dawes  v.  Pee- 
btes,  6  Fed.  Rep.  86A,  a  case  of  soda  water  apparatus: 
Kohlv.IJndley,ae  ni.  106.80  Am.  Dec.  294,  as  to 
quality  and  condition;  Best  v.  Flint.58  Vt.  648,66  Am. 
Bep.  670,  where  hogs  were  sold  for  market  relying 
upon  the  ▼endor*8  Judgment;  Osgood  v.  Lewis,  2 
Harr.  ArG.  486, 18  Am.  Dec.  817:  Merriam  v.  Field,  24 
Wis.  640,  where  lumber  in  rafts  was  sold,  its  inspec- 
tion being  Incapable  of  performance.  Chicago  Pkg. 
*Pror.  Co.  V.  Tilton,  87  UL  547. 

Such  a  rule  however  would  not  seem  to  apply  to 
the  case  of  a  sale  of  a  dealer  not  himself  the  man- 
ufacturer.   IhUL 

Such  a  warranty  has  been  held  to  exist  in  the 
case  of  executory  contract,  even  where  there  is  an 
opportunity  to  inspect.  Misner  v.  Granger.  0  111.  60. 

So  where  the  vendee  does  not  inspect  the  prop- 
erty but  relies  upon  the  seller,  the  former  iiB  not 
bouod  by  defects  which  would  have  been  noticed 
upoo  inspecdOD.  Hanks  v.  McKee,2  Litt  (Ky.)  227, 
13  Am.  Dec  208u 

The  doctrine  of  an  implied  warranty  from  the 
fact  ot  no  opportunity  to  inspect  applies  only  to 
casps  where  such  inspection  is  impracticable  and 
not  to  cases  where  it  is  merely  inconvenient  or  labo- 
rious.  HyaU  V.  Boyle,  6  GIU  &  J.  110. 26  Am.  Dec. 

m. 

ArticUs  of  food^  etc, 

Ip  the  case  of  the  sale  of  articles  of  food  to  be 
ecmumed  directly  in  domestic  uses,  there  is  as  be- 
tween the  dealer  and  consumer  an  Implied  war- 
ranty that  such  articles  are  sound  and  wholesome. 
Whnorv.  Lombard,  18  Pick.  61:  French  v.  Vinlng, 
ve  Mam.  182. 8  Am.  Rep.  440;  Howard  v.  Emerson, 
Iinifan.  aaO:  Van  Bracklln  v.  Fonda.  12  Johns.  468, 
'  Am.  Dec  8W;  Moses  v.  Mead,  1  Denio.  878,  48  Am. 
Dec  SSS;  Hoe  v.  Sanborn,  21N.  Y.  662,  78  Am.  Dec 
Ifit  Hart  V.  Wright,  17  Wend.  267.  272;  Hyland  v. 
ShenDan,  2  B.  D.  Smith,  284:  Divine  v.  MoGormick, 
^  Barfo.  116;  Burch  v.  Spencer,  15  Hun.  604;  Hoover 
T.Feiefa,  18  Mich.  51:  Goad  v.  Johnson.  6  Heisk. 
Ht  Lokeos  v.  Freiund,  27  Kan.  664;  Sinclair  v. 
Hathaway.  97  Mich.  60, 68  Am.  Rep.  827;  Ryder  v. 
Seitge,  21  Minn.  70;  McNaughton  v.  Joy.  1  W.  N.  C. 
4^0:  Osgood  ▼.  Lewis,2  Harr.  &  G.  48M8  Am.  Dec. 
^T:  Jones  v.  Murray,  8  T.  &  Mod.  88;  Moore  v.  Mc- 
Kinlay,  5  Oal.  4171;  Oetty  v.  Rountree,  2  Pinney,  870. 

2  Chand.  28, 54  Am.  Dec  138;  Fairbank  Canning  Cc 
V.  Metager.  48  Hun,  71;  Copas  v.  Anglo-Amerlean 
Proviricm  Co.  78  Mich.  541;  Williams  v.  Slaughter 

3  Wh,  847;  Humphreys  v.  Comline,  8  Blackf.  616. 
Sudi  purohaaee  being  usually  made  with  a  reli- 

uce  upon  the  supposed  skill  of  the  seller.  French 
V.  Vhihig,  supra. 

Wanaoty  of  fitness  Is  implied  in  such  cases  from 
the  payment  of  a  sound  price.  Van  Bracklln  v. 
Fonda  and  Hart  v.  Wright,  supra. 

Where  there  was  aome  evidence  that  the  def end- 
sot  knew  the  animal  to  be  diseased  before  it  whs 
•fanghtered,  the  court  held  that  in  the  sale  of  pro- 
virioos  for  domestic  use,  the  vendor  was  bound  to 
t2L.K.  A. 


know  that  they  were  sound  and  wholesome  at  his 
peril.    Tan  Bracklln  v.  Fonda,  mipm. 

Where  the  plaintiffs,  buyers  and  packers  of  pork 
for  shipment  for  market  for  food,  purchased  a  bog 
from  defendant  who  knew  the  same  to  be  boar 
meat  unfit  for  food,  that  it  was  intended  to  be  used 
for  food,  and  not  for  manufacture  into  grease  or 
tallow,  and  that  they  concealed  and  denied  the 
facta,  the  court  implied  a  warranty  of  fitness  for 
food.    Burch  V.  Spencer,  mtpira. 

Where  a  heifer  was  sold,  the  vendor  knowing  it  to 
be  for  immediate  consumption,  and  having  knowl- 
edge or  reason  to  suspect  that  it  is  diseased  and  un- 
wholesome the^  vendor  was  held  bound  to  make 
his  knowledge  known  even  though  the  disease  was 
not  externally  visible.  Divine  v.  Mc€k>rmlck.  supra. 

In  Ooad  v.  Johnson,  6  Heisk.  840,  the  court  held 
that  the  rule  making  the  seller  responsible  for  de- 
fects unknown,  applied  to  provisions  only  and  was 
founded  upon  statutory  enactment  and  not  upon 
any  Implied  warranty. 

In  Sinclair  v.  Hathaway,  57  Mich.  60,  68  Am.  Rep. 
827,  where  a  baker  sold  bread  at  a  discount  to  a 
peddler,  for  sale,  not  as  a  wholesale  dealer  but  as  a 
mere  middleman  and  actlnglas  his  agent  in  his  em- 
ploy, the  court  held  that  a  baker  impliedly  war- 
ranted the  wholesomeness  of  his  bread. 

It  has,  however,  been  denied  that  anything  can 
be  inferred  from  the  sale  of  provisions,  which  may 
not  be  inferred  from  a  like  purpose  in  other  cases. 
Wright  v.  Hart,  18  Wend.  464;  Emerson  v.  Brigham, 
10  Mass.  107;  Wlnsor  v.  Lombard,  18  Pick.  57. 

Where  hams  were  purchased  from  a  wholesale 
dealer  and  manufacturer  without  an  opportunity 
of  inspection,  and  packed  by  a  process  unknown 
to  the  purchaser,  there  was  held  to  be  an  Implied 
warranty  of  their  fitness  for  food.  Copas  v.  Anglo- 
American  Provision  Co.  78  Mich.  541. 

But  where  the  question  arises  as  between  one 
dealer  and  another,  as  where  such  articles  are  sold 
as  merchandise  and  not  as  food  or  provisions,  the 
courts  have  held  that  there  is  not,  in  the  absence 
of  fraud,  any  such  implied  warranty  of  fitness. 
Howard  v.  Emerson,  110  Mass.  320;  Emerson  v. 
Brigham,  and  Winsor  v.  Lombard,  supra;  Hart  v. 
Wright,  17  Wend.  267;  Wright  v.  Hart.  18  Wend.  440; 
Moses.v.  Mead,  1  Denlo,  878,  48  Am.  Dec  678;  Bum- 
by  V.  Rollitt,  16  Mees.  &  W.  644;  Giroux  v.  Stedman, 
145  Mass.  480;  Rlnschler  v.  JeUffe  ,0  Daly,  460:  Gold- 
rich  V,  Ryan,  8  E.  D.  Smith,  824:  Miller  v.  Scberder, 
2  N.  Y.  282;  Ryder  v.  Neitge,  21  Minn.  70;  Mattoon 
v.  Rice,  102  Mass.  286;  Hyland  v.  Sherman,  2  K  D. 
Smith,  284;  Goad  v.  Johnson,  6  Heisk.  840;  Jones  v. 
Murray,  8  T.  B.  Mon.  88;  Humphreys  v.  ComUne,  8 
Blackf.  616:  Fairbank  Canning  Co.  v.  Metzger,  48 
Hun,  71. 

So  in  Humphreys  v.  Comline.  supra,  where  mo- 
lasses was  sold  in  barrels  as  merchandise  the  court 
holding  that  an  inspection  was  not  idopractloable. 

And  where  a  farmer  killed  a  hog  and  sold  it  with 
a  knowledge  that  it  was  to  be  used  for  food,  the 
court  held  there  was  no  implied  warranty  as  to  fit- 
ness for  human  food,  the  sale  not  being  made  by 
common  dealers  or  marketmen,  and  only  a  aasual 
one  without  any  guilty  knowledge  of  the  defect. 
Giroux  V.  Stedman,  supra. 

In  Emerson  v.  Brigham,  10  Mass.  107,  a  case  of  a 
sale  of  barrels  of  unwholesome  beef,  purchased  by 
the  plaintiflS  from  the  defendants  and  shipped  by 
the  latter  to  a  certain  market  for  sale,  the  court 
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^98,  the  decision  went  not  upon  the  ground 
of  implied  warranty,  but  that  the  defendant 
covenanted  to  supply  all  the  seed  com  for  the 
year's  cultivation,  which  it  was  held  re- 
quired him  to  furnish  good  seed  corn,  and 
there  was,  besides,  evidence  of  an  express 
warranty.     The  case  of  Bcott  v.  Beniek,  1  B. 


Mon.  ($8,  85  Am.  Dec.  177,  in  which  it  was 
held  that  the  law  implies  no  warranty,  in  a 
sale  of  a  Durham  cow,  that  she  will  prove 
suitable  for  breeding  purposes,  although  the 
price  paid  for  her  indicated  that  it  was  for 
that  purpose  she  was  bought ;  and  this  is  in 
acconl  with  what  was  said  in  White  v.  Stel- 


held  that  in  the  absence  of  a  willful  false  aiBrma- 
UoD  or  representation,  or  fraud  or  artitloe,  an  ac- 
tion for  deceit  was  not  maintainable. 

Where  cattle  were  sold  at  market  by  a  drover  to 
a  butcher,  no  implied  warranty  was  raised  in  tbe 
absence  of  misrepresentation,  concealment,  or 
knowledge  of  injury.  Goldrich  v.  Kyan,  3  B.  D. 
Smith,  324. 

Where  hogis  were  sold  to  be  used  in  the  plaintiff*s 
meat  market,  and  were  examined  by  him  and 
found  not  to  be  in  the  best  condition,  the  defend- 
ant statingr,  however,  that  they  were  healthy  as  far 
as  he  knew,  there  beinflr  no  perceptible  disease,  the 
court  held,  the  hocrs  haWng  died  from  cholera  and 
become  worthless  by  disease  existing  at  the  time 
of  purchase,  that  in  the  absence  of  an  express 
warranty  there  was  no  implied  warranty  of  their 
fitness  for  slaughter.  Needham  v.  Dial  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.)  Sept  20, 1886. 

In  such  cases  in  the  absence  of  fraud  or  misrep- 
resentation as  to  quality  or  an  express  warranty* 
there  is  no  implied  warranty  as  to  latent  defects  in 
the  absence  of  knowledge  (Rinschler  v.  Jellffe.  0 
Daly,  168),  where  the  buyer  made  all  the  examina- 
tion he  required. 

Yet  it  has  been  held  sucl^a  warranty  would  be 
implied  In  such  sales  whether  the  sale  was  by  a  re- 
tail dealer  or  any  other  person.  Hoover  v.  Peters, 
18  Mich.  61. 

Where  hay  upon  which  white  lead  was  known  to 
have  been  spilt  was  sold  for  feeding  a  cow  which 
died  from  the  poison,  the  court  held  the  vendor  li- 
able for  the  loss,  placing  the  UabUity  upon  the 
ground  of  deceit,  or  knowledge  of  the  bad  condi- 
tion of  the  article.  French  v.  V Inlng,  102  Mass.  132, 
3  Am.  Rep.  44a 

But  in  Lukens  v.  Freiund,  27  Kan.  004,  the  court 
held  that  there  was  no  implied  warranty  in  the  case 
of  food  sold  for  the  express  purpose  of  feeding 
cattle. 

There  is  an  implied  warrant  upon  a  sale  of  drugs 
that  they  are  of  the  character  asked  for.  Jones  v. 
George,  56  Tex.  149, 42  Am.  Bep.  689. 

Provigiofu  of  Ute  state  codes  and  statutes. 

Under  section  1102  of  the  Civil  Code  of  Alabama, 
there  is  an  implied  warranty  by  the  planter  of  cot- 
ton sent  to  a  factor  for  sale  with  such  factor  or  the 
purchaser  of  the  cotton  that  it  is  not  fraudulently 
packed. 

Under  section  1769  of  the  Civil  Code  of  California, 
one  who  sells  or  agrees  to  sell  an  article  of  his  own 
manufacture  thereby  warrants  it  to  be  free  from 
any  latent  defects,  not  disclosed  to  the  buyer,  aris- 
ing from  the  procesAof  manufacture,  and  also  that 
neither  he  nor  his  agent  in  such  manufacture  has 
knowingly  used  improper  materials  therein. 
Hoult  V.  Baldwin,  67  Cal.  6ia 

By  section  1770  of  the  same  Code,  a  manufacturer 
of  an  article  under  an  order  for  a  particular  pur- 
pose warrants  it  reasonably  fit  for  that  puri)oee. 
Ibid. 

Where  a  steel  rope  or  cable  was  to  be  manufact- 
ured for  the  operation  of  street  cars,  which  upon 
trial  failed  in  Its  purpose  and  was  returned,  the 
court  refused  an  action  by  the  plaintlif  for  tbe 
price  of  the  rope.  Uallidie  v.  Sutter  Street  R.  Co. 
68  Cal.  676. 

But  it  has  been  held  that  firewood  is  not  within 
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section  1770  of  such  Code.    Correio  v.  Lynch,  65  CaL 
273. 

And  section  1771  of  the  same  Code  provides  an 
implied  warranty  in  case  of  the  sale  of  merohaiidise 
inaccessible  to  the  examination  of  the  buyer. 
Moore  v.  McKlnlay,  5  CaL,  471,  a  case  of  sale  of 
goods  at  sea. 

And  under  section  1776  of  the  same  Code  there  is 
a  warrant  of  soundness  and  whoiesomeneas  In  tbe 
sale  of  provisions  for  domestic  use,  and  actual  con- 
sumption. 

By  secUon  1008  of  the  avU  Code  of  Dakota,  in  the 
case  of  merchandise  not  in  existence  there  was  a 
warranty  of  soundness  and  merchantable  quality 
at  the  place  of  production  contemplated  by  the 
parties,  and  as  nearly  so  at  the  phioe  of  delivery  as 
can  be  secured  by  reasonable  care. 

Section  1009  of  the  same  Code  implies  warranties 
against  latent  defects  in  the  case  of  a  sale  of  an  ar- 
ticle of  one^s  own  manufacture,  not  disoloeed,  arte-  " 
ing  from  process  of  manufacture,  and  that  neither 
he  nor  his  agent  has  used  Improper  materlaL 

And  by  virtue  of  section  1010,  a  manufacturer  of 
an  article  for  a  particular  purpose  warnintB  it  rea- 
sonably fit  for  that  purpose.  Sycamore  Harsh 
Harvester  Co.  v.  Sturm  (Neb.)  Aug.  80, 188Si. 

So  by  section  1011  of  the  same  Code  tbe  seller  of 
merchandise  inaccessible  to  the  examination  of  the 
buyer,  warrants  it  sound  and  merchantable. 

Under  section  1016  of  such  Civil  Code  tbe  seller 
of  provisions  for  domestic  use  warrants  to  the  pur- 
chaser for  actual  consumption,  and  not  to  the  pur- 
chaser  for  sale,  that  they  are  sound  and  wholesome. 

Under  section  2661  of  the  Code  of  Georfria,  ed. 
1882,  p.  666,  there  is  an  implied  warranty  that  tbe 
article  is  merchantable,  and  reasonably  suited  to 
the  use  intended,  and  further,  against  latent  de- 
fects undisclosed. 

The  seller  warrants  that  the  article  is  merchant- 
able and  reasonably  fit  for  the  use  intended,  and 
that  he  knows  of  no  latent  defects.  Williams  v. 
Wylly,  46  Ga.  680;  Code.  9  2B00. 

Under  sections  2706, 3421,  of  the  Georgia  Code,  a 
partial  apportionment  must  be  made  upon  a  flail- 
ure  of  consideration,  and  pleaded  by  way  of  de> 
fense  to  a  latent  defect.    IMd. 

Under  the  code  of  this  state  it  has  been  held  that 
in  the  sale  of  a  fertilizer  there  is  an  implied  war- 
ranty of  its  reasonable  fitness  for  tbe  purposes  in- 
tended where  sold  at  market  value  of  the  sort  con* 
tracted  for.  Radclilf  v.  Gunby,  46  Ga.  464;  Sims  v. 
Howell,  40  Ga.  620;  Gammell  v.  Gunby,  62  G a.  604; 
Wilcox  V.  Cunningham,  64  Ga.  490. 

There  Is  an  implied  warranty  that  it  is  manure. 
and  will  increase  the  quality  of  the  land.  Wiloox 
V.  Hall,  53  Ga.  686. 

And  the  fact  that  a  declaration  that  ^*  this  f ert  i- 
llzer  is  sold  under  the  inspection  and  analyaia  ot 
Dr.  A.  Means,  inspector  at  Savannah,  and  tbe  de- 
partment of  agriculture  at  Atlanta."  has  been  Held 
not  to  affect  the  implied  warranty  of  quality. 
Austin  V.  Cox,  60  Ga.  620.  To  the  same  eflTeet  ^Wil. 
cox  V.  Owens,  64  Ga.  601;  Allen  v.  Young',  68  O a. 
617. 

The  fitness  of  such  article  is  not  proved  conclu- 
sively by  evidence  that  the  manufacturers  made 
an  article  containing  fertilizing  ingredients.  Sims 
v«  HoweU,  supra. 

The  fact  that  the  manufacturers  of  a  fertilizer 
make  an  article  containing  such  ingredients  Is  not 
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loh,  74  Wis.  485,  439,  on  the  subject  of  im- 
plied warraDty  in  a  similar  case.  Barnes  v. 
Bums,  81  Wis.  285.  If  the  plaintiff  desired 
to  ^uard  against  loss  from  the  contingency 
which  occurred,  he  should  have  exacted  an 
express  warranty  as  a  condition  of  his  pur- 


chase. Wliere,  as  in  this  case,  both  parties 
were  alike  destitute  of  knowledg^e  or  the 
means  of  forming  an  intelligent  judgment 
whether  the  bull  would  be  able  or  not  to 
generate  his  kind,  and  there  was  no  misrep- 
resentation or  fraud,  and  no  express  warranty. 


condustTe  proof  of  its  fitness  for  the  use  intended. 
Ibid. 

There  is,  however,  no  warranty  that  such  fertil- 
izer is  suited  to  the  land  nor  against  the  aeasouB. 
Wilooz  V.  Hall,  68  Ga.63&. 

Where  patent  defects  in  the  machine  were 
pointed  out,  the  statement  of  the  seller  that  they 
can  be  repaired  implies  a  warranty  under  the  Code, 
SBotlon  2661,  that  after  such  repairs  are  made  the 
machine  will  be  reasonably  fit  for  the  purposes  for 
which  intended.    Cochran  r.  Jones,  86  Gku  678. 

By  section  3848  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Idaho, 
one  making-  a  business  of  selltng  provisions  for 
domestic  use  warrants  them  sound  and  whole- 
some. 

EnglUih,  doctrine. 

A  term  is  implied  in  every  contract  to  furnish 
manufactured  goods,  that  they  shall  be  merchant- 
able. Laing  V.  Fidgeon,  6  Taunt.  106, 4  Campb.  160; 
Morgan  v.  Ckith,  8  Hurlst.  &  C.  748. 

Iq.  Joaes  v.  Just,  L.  it  8  Q.  B.  197,  the  court  held 
that  where  a  manufacturer  or  a  dealer  contracts  to 
supply  an  article  which  he  manufactures  or  pro- 
duces, or  in  which  he  deals,  to  be  applied  to  a  par- 
ticular purpose,  so  that  the  buyer  necessarily  trusts 
to  the  judgment  or  skill  of  the  manufacturer  or 
dealer,  there  is  in  that  case  an  implied  term  of 
warranty  that  it  shall  be  reasonably  fit  for  the 
purpose  to  which  it  is  to  be  applied. 

In  such  a  case  the  buyer  trusts  to  the  manufact- 
urer or  dealer  and  relies  upon  his  Judgment  and 
not  upon  his  owiu   Jones  v.  Just,  supra. 

Where  the  defendant,  a  manufacturer,  supplied 
copper  sheathing  for  the  plaintiff's  vessel  which 
turned  out  to  be  defective  in  a  short  time  after 
use,  and  the  jury  found  that  there  was  some  in- 
trinsic defect  in  the  value  of  the  copper,  the  court 
held  that  as  the  defendant  manufactured  the  cop- 
per and  knew  the  purposes  for  which  It  was  sup- 
plied, there  was  an  implied  warranty  of  fitness. 
Jones  V.  Bright,  8  Moore  &  P.  156,  5  Bing.  583. 

If  the  purchaser  relies  upon  the  judgment  of  the 
seller,  and  informs  him  of  the  use  to  which  the 
article  is  to  be  applied,  the  transaction  carries  with 
it  an  implied  warranty  that  the  thing  furnished 
shall  be  fit  and  proper  for  the  purpose  for  which  it 
was  designed.  Brown  v.  Edgington,  2  Mann.  & 
G.279. 

If  an  order  is  given  for  the  manufacture  or  sup- 
ply of  an  article  to  answer  a  required  purpose,  the 
purpose  and  not  the  specific  article  being  the 
essential  matter,  the  seller  is  bound  to  supply  an 
article  reasonably  fit  for  the  purpose  and  impliedly 
warrants  its  fitness.  Olivant  v.  Bayley,  5  Q.  R  288, 
1  Dav.  &  M.  878. 

In  the  case  of  a  sale  of  goods  by  a  manufacturer 
thereof  not  otherwise  a  dealer  in  them,  there  is,  in 
the  absence  of  usage  in  the  particular  trade  or  as 
regards  the  particular  goods  to  supply  those  of 
other  makers,  an  implied  warranty  that  they  are 
the  manufacturer's  own  make.  Johnson  v.  Bayl- 
ton,  L.  R.  7  Q.  B.  Div.  488. 

Where  the  vendor  undertook  that  copper  sheath- 
ing should  be  sound,  good,  substantial,  and  serv- 
iceable copper,  and  there  was  no  proof  of  a  war- 
ranty such  as  declared  upon,  the  court  held  that 
there  was  no  implied  warranty  against  latent 
defects,  although  sold  as  "copper  sheathing.** 
Gray  v.  Cox,  6  Dowl.  &  R.  200,  8  Dowl.  &  R.  220. 

Where  the  written  instrument  containing  the 
terms  of  the  sale  by  the  builder  of  a  barge  was 
22  L.  R.  A. 


silent  as  to  any  warranty,  the  court  implied  a  war- 
ranty of  fitness  for  the  purposes  for  which  he 
knew  it  to  be  purchased.  Shepherd  v.  Pybus,  4 
Scott,  N.  R.  484,  8  Mann.  &  G.  68. 

Where  a  crane  rope  was  ordered  by  a  wine  mer- 
chant from  a  dealer  who  held  himself  out  as  the 
manufacturer  of  ropes,  and  who  upon  being  told 
of  the  purposes  for  which  it  was  required  stated 
that  one  would  have  to  be  made  specially,  the  court 
held  there  was  an  implied  warrant  of  fitness  even 
though  the  rope  was  not  manufactured  by  such 
dealer  but  made  by  another  under  his  orders. 
Brown  v.  Edgington,  2  Mann.  &  G.  279,  2  Scott,  N. 
R.4m. 

Where  a  safe  was  bought  of  the  manufacturer, 
under  an  alleged  warranty  that  it  was  strong 
enough  to  resist  all  attempts  that  might  be  made 
to  force  it  open,  it  being  broken  open  easily  more 
than  six  years  after  the  sale  and  delivery,  the  court 
held  there  was  an  absolute  warranty  of  security  at 
all  times,  and  was  so  extensive  that  it  was  cogent 
evidence  alone  of  express  warranty  to  that  extent, 
and  was  not  sustained  by  proof  of  mere  repre- 
sentations that  the  safe  would  resist  burglars. 
Walker  v.  Milner,  4  Fost.  &  F.  746. 

Where  the  contract  was  to  take  a  certain  steam 
tug  towing  sailing  barges  a  certain  distance  in  a 
given  time,  and  the  engines  of  the  tug  proved  de- 
fective, of  which  fact  neither  party  had  notice,  and 
delay  was  occasioned  thereby  and  caused  loss  of 
profit  to  the  hirer,  the  court  held  that  the  contract 
being  for  a  specific  vessel,  there  was  no  implied 
warranty  of  reasonable  eificiency,  and  that  the 
plaintiff  was  without  remedy  the  engines  not  being 
shown  to  be  in  a  worse  condition  at  the  time  posses- 
sion was  taken  than  when  the  contract  was  made. 
Robertson  v.  Amazon  Tug  &  Lighterage  Co.  L.  R. 
7  Q.  a  Div.  608,51  L.  J.  Q.  B.  68. 

From  this  decision  Bramwell,  L.  J.,  dissented, 
holding  that  thq/re  was  an  implied  undertakins  that 
the  engines  were  not  defective.    IJiid. 

Where  refuse  oil  was  sold  to  graziers  without  de- 
scription or  knowledge  that  it  was  to  be  used  for 
feeding  cattle,  the  court  held  there  was  no  implied 
warranty  of  fitness.  Jackson  v.  Harrison,  2  Fost. 
&F.782. 

Where  port  wine  was  sold  without  sample,  as  fit 
to  be  laid  down,  and  shipped  and  delivered  as 
"superior  old  port,"  but  proved  sour  owing  to  a 
deficiency  of  spirit  in  bottling,  Kelly,  C.  B.,  held 
that  there  was  a  warranty  of  fitness,  and  Martin 
Plgott  and  Cleasby,  BB.^  that  there  was  evidence 
thereof.    Osborne  v.  Hart,  28  L.  T.  N.  S.  861. 

In  this  last  case,  however,  Martin,  B.,  held  that 
the  maxim  cavetU  emptor  applied,  the  sale  being  of 
specific  goods  which  might  have  been  examined . 
Ibid. 

In  Bigge  V.  Parkinson,  7  Hurlst.  &  N.  065,  the 
court  heJd  that  an  express  warranty  that  troop 
stores  would  "pass  survey  of  the  East  India  Com- 
pany's officers**  did  not  do  away  with  the  implied 
warranty  of  the  fitness  of  the  stores  for  the  in- 
tended purpose.  « 

Where  an  article  is  sold  at  the  market  prlte  for 
a  particular  purpose,  and  turns  out  to  be  defect- 
ive, there  is  an  implied  warranty  of  fitness.  Gray 
V.  Cox,  6  Dowl.  &  R.  200,  8  Dowl.  &  R.  220. 

In  the  sale  of  an  article  for  a  specific  purpose 
there  is  a  warranty  that  it  is  reasonably  fit  for  the 
purpose  even  as  to  latent  defects.  Randall  v.  New- 
son,  L.  R.  2  Q.  B.  Div.  102. 

On  a  sale  of  food  there  is  an  implied  warranty  of 
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we  think  oo  warranty  can  be  implied  in  that 
respect  merely  because  a  full  price  was  paid 
for  a  bull  for  breeding  purposes,  and  the 
seller  knew  he  was  being  purchased  for  that 


purpose, 
suited. 


The   plaintiff   was  rightly  non- 


The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  in  affinned. 


fltneae.  Beer  v.  Walker,  46  L.  J,  C.  P.  677,  where 
rabbita  were  bought  to  be  shipped  to  the  purchaser 
which  on  arrival  were  found  to  be  putrid,  the 
Gourt  boldinfir  that  there  was  an  implied  warranty 
that  the  rabbits  should  be  in  a  merchantable  con- 
dition and  fit  for  consumption  within  a  reasonable 
time  after  reaohinir  the  purchasers,  in  the  absence 
of  anything  exceptional  in  the  transit 

Wliere  meat  sold  in  a  public  market  was  found 
to  be  unfit  for  human  food,  of  which  fact  the  sales- 
man had  no  means  of  knowledge  or  reason  to  sus- 
pect, the  court  held  that  there  was  no  implied  war- 
ranty though  th*e  market  was  within  the  city  of 
London.  Emmerton  y.  Mathews,  7  Hurlst.  &  N. 
586. 

Where  there  is  no  discoverable  defect  in  meat 
detectable  by  ordinary  inspection,  and  the  meat  is 
found  unfit  for  food,  there  is  no  implied  warranty 
in  the  case  of  the  salesman  who  sells  it  to  a  pur- 


chaser who  selects  the  same.  Smith  v.  Baker,  40 
L.  T.  N.  8.  261. 

Where  there  was  a  contract  to  purchase  all  the 
liquor  consumed  upon  certain  premises  from  one 
party  the  law  implied  a  warranty  on  the  port  of 
the  seller  that  it  should  be  fit  to  drink.  Oarke  v. 
Stanciiffe,  7  Ezch.  43e. 

It  has  been  held  that  all  victuaiers,  brewers,  and 
other  common  dealers  in  victuals  selling  provis- 
ions in  their  trade  impliedly  warrant  the  whole- 
someness  thereof,  and  are  liable  for  unsoundness, 
fiumby  V.  Rollitt,  16  Mees.  &  W.  644. 

AlUer,  in  the  case  of  a  sale  by  a  private  party  not 
following  such  trade.    IMd, 

Where  articles  are  sold  for  resale  as  eatable  or 
drlnkablei  there  is  no  implied  warranty,  and  the 
purchaser  cannot  recover  against  the  seller.  Bar- 
man V.  Bennett,  1  Fost  &  F.  460.  R  W. 
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1.  A  llremaA  who  gf^em  into  or  upon  a 
bnminn^  bntldtng  for  the  purpose  of 
oztinmlahlng^  the  fire  acts  under  a  license 
flrlvenoy  the  law,  and  not  by  invitation  of  the 
owner,  so  as  to  brinff  himself  within  the  rule  as 
to  the  owner^s  duty  to  have  the  building  safe  for 
those  whom  he  invites  there. 

8«  Keeping  a  twitldtng  in  a  populous 
eity  safe  for  firemen  is  not  a  duty  of  the 
owner  at  common  law,  independent  of  any  stat- 
ute or  ordinance. 

8«  An  ordinanee  requirinn^  the  owner 
of  a  dangerous  or  insecure  wall  or 
building  to:  make  it  safe  within  twelve 
hours  after  notice,  does  not  apply  to  a  buildlngr 
which  is  safe  for  the  purpose  of  commerce  and 
trade,  but  falls  by  reason  of  .the  large  quantities 
of  water  thrown  into  and  upon  it  in  extinguish- 
ing  a  fire,  while  It  was  stored  with  stationery  by 
a  tenant,  thus  putting  it  to  an  extraordinary 
strain. 

(October  20. 1808.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Marion  County  in 
favor  of  defendant  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover damages  for  personal  injuries  resuUing 
in  death,  and  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by 
defendant's  negligence.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Jteesrs.  Henry  N.  Spaan  and  William 
A«  Ketcham,  for  appellant: 

'*  Every  man  is  required  to  so  use  his  own 
that  he  shall  not  injure  another." 


Negligence  is  the  omission  to  do  something 
which  a  reasonable  man  guided  by  those  con- 
siderations which  ordinanly  regulate  the  eon- 
duct  of  human  affairs  would  do,  or  doing 
something  which  a  prudent  and  reasoaable 
man  would  not  do. 

6  Wait,  Act.  &  Def .  §  2,  p.  503. 

Ordinarily  a  man  may  use  his  own  as  he 
pleases;  but  when  he  unlawfully  works  an 
inlury  his  neighbors  have  the^ight  to  redress. 

The  cases  in  which  actions  Have  been  sought 
to  be  maintained  for  violation  of  this  rale  are 
various,  viz.: 

a.  The  most  common  are  those  where  inju- 
ries have  been  inflicted  upon  passers-by  upon  a 
public  highway,  for  those  are  the  instances  in 
which  injuries  are  most  frequently  sustained. 

b.  The  next  in  order  are  probably  those 
where  property  or  property  rights  in  the  vicin- 
ity are  invaded  or  injured,  and  those  cases 
usually  come  under  the  head  of  nuisances. 

c.  Are  the  instances  where  persons  have 
gone  upon  another's  premises  by  his  invitation, 
express  or  implied,  for  the  mutual  benefit  of 
both  parties. 

d.  Those  cases  where  persons  have  gone  upon 
another's  premises  simply  by  permTssion,  ex- 
press or  implied,  without  any  invitation,  and 
solely  for  their  own  accommodation,  benefit, 
or  convenience. 

These  several  instances  are  of  parties  who, 
at  the  time  of  the  injuir,  are  at  the  place  at 
which  they  are  injured :  (1)  as  a  matter  of 
right ;  (2)  not  as  a  matter  of  right,  but  as  mere 
licensees;  (8)  wrongful  1  v. 

Decedent  was  on  the  Building  as  a  matter  of 
right ;  he  was  a  part  of  the  police  power  of 
the  city  of  Indianapolis  in  the  employ  of  h 
particular  sub-division  of  the  state  represented 
by  the  city  of  Indianapolis  and  in  the  capacity 


NOTC.— The  above  case  seems  to  be  one  of  first 
impression  on  the  common-law  liability  of  owners 
of  buildings  to  keep  them  safe  for  firemen  who 
enter  In  the  exercise  of  their  duties  for  the  purpose 
of  exdngruishlng  Are.  This  is  based  on  the  doc- 
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trine  that  firemen  enter  under  an  implied  lioense, 
and  not  under  an  implied  Invitation,  and  while  the 
distinction  given  by  the  law  is  a  fine  one,  the  differ- 
ence in  the  result  is  very  great. 


im. 
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of  a  fireman.  As  such  he  owed  a  triple  duty  : 
{1)  to  the  public  to  subdae  and  prevent  the 
spread  of  nre  to  adjacent  property  to  the  gen- 
ial injury  of  the  citizens  of  the  city ;  (2)  to 
attempt  to  extinguish,  for  the  protection  and 
Ixnefit  of  the  defendant,  the  fire  which  was 
then  raging  in  his  building,  and  which  threat- 
ened the  entire  destruction  of  the  improvements 
00  his  ground  ;  (8)  to  perform  the  same  office 
in  the  interest  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  tenant, 
the  Bowen-Merrill  Company,  as  to  the  stock 
of  goods  which  it  then  had  on  the  premises 
owned  by  the  defendant. 

With  reference  to  the  Bowen-Merrill  Com- 
psDy,  he  was  there  exclusively  for  its  benefit, 
ffld  impliedly  at  its  invitation.  Considered 
with  reference  to  his  duty  to  the  public,  he  was 
there,  first,  as  a  matter  of  right,  and  second, 
as  a  matter  of  duty. 

From  the  standpoint  of  the  property  holder 
whose  prop^y  is  being  destroyed  by  the  rav- 
ages of  fire,  the  fireman  comes  there  for  the 
particular  benefit  of  the  particular  property 

The  fireman  owed  to  him  personally  as  the 
owner  of  the  property  the  duty  of  beins  at 
such  pomt,  either  on,  m,  or  about  the  builuine 
as  in  his  judgment  or  because  of  the  command 
of  bis  superior  officer,  was  most  conducive  to 
a  successful  effort  to  subdue  and  extinguish 
the  fire. 

He  was  there  as  a  matter  of  right. 

Lvddington  v.  Miller,  4  Jones  &  8.  1;  Mvers 
T.  Malatkn,  6  Hill,  292,  41  Am.  Dec.  744; 
I^n  Y.  Thomson,  6  Jones  &  8. 188;  Parker  v. 
Barnard,  185  Mass.  116,  46  Am.  Rep.  450; 
Lean^  v.  Godfrey,  188  Mass.  815. 

Being  there  as  a  matter  of  riffht,  there  Wjss 
owing  to  him  the  duty  that  the  places  at  which 
he  was,  should  be  ordinarily  and  reasonably 
ttfe  so  far  as  an  ordinarily  reasonable  and 
prudent  man  could  make  and  keep  them  so, 
except  and  except  only  as  to  those  dangers 
which  he  was  conclusively  presumed  to  have 
seoepted  by  engaging  In  Uie  particularly  dan- 
gerous employment  in  which  he  was  occupied. 

LafatfeUe  v.  Alien,  81  Ind.  168;  Turner  v. 
Indtanapolit,  96  Ind.  51. 

The  property  holder  owes  a  dut^  to  third 
parties  who  come  upon  his  premises  not  as 
trespassers,  or  as  mere  licensees,  but  as  a  mat- 
ter of  right  and  duty. 

WalOY,  Mead,  8  Hun,  887;  Church  (tf  the 
AmenHon  v.  Buekhart,  8  HUl,  193;  Whalen  v. 
Olofjcater,  4  Hun,  34;  Vineett  v.  Cook,  Id.  818; 
l^hUe  V.  PhiUipe,  15  C.  B.  N.  8.  245;  Todd  v. 
flight,  9  C.  B.  N.  8.  877;  Mpers  v.  Malcolm, 
^pra;  CarkUm  v.  Franconia  Iron  d  Steel  Co. 
»  Mass.  216;  MvUen  v.  81.  John,  57  N.  Y. 
5^.  15  Am.  Rep.  580;  Lamparter  v.  Wallbaum, 
4510.  444,  92  Am.  Dec.  225;  Hydraulic  Works 
Co.y.  Orr,  88  Pa.  882;  Sehillingy,  Ahemethy, 
112  P*.  487. 56  AnL  Rep.  820;  Durant  v.  PaU 
««•,  29  N.  J.  L.  544 ;  Shipley  v.  Fyty  Asso- 
«Mfet,  lot  Mass.  251,  8  Am.  Rep.  846:  Donald- 
«>Av.  WHion,  60  Mich.  86;  Bouse  v,  Metcalf, 
^Conn,  631;  Qodleu  v.  Hagerty,  20  Pa.  887, 
^  Am.  Dec  781;  Larue  y,  Farren  Hotel  Co, 
116  Mass.  67;  Knause  v.  Brua,  107  Pa.  85; 
^iUy  V.  MuUedy,  78  K  Y.  310,  84  Am.  Rep. 
"BS;  Bennett  v.  Louisville  d  N.  E.  Co.  102  U. 
S.  577.  26  L.  ed.  285;  Qajjg  v.  Vetter,  41  Ind. 
228, 13  Am.  Rep.  822;  ffelwig  v.  Jordan,  58 
28LB.A, 


Ind.  21,  f21  Am,  Rep.  189;  Parker  v.  Maeon, 
89  Ga.  725,  99  Am.  Dec.  486;  Vale  v.  Bliss,  50 
Barb.  858;  Conkhn  v.  Phanix  Mills  of  Seneca 
FaUs,  62  Barb.  299;  Ackart  v.  Lansing,  48 
How.  Pr.  874;  WaUaee  v.  Lent,  29  How.  Pr. 
289;  Jennings  v.  Van  Schaiek,  18  Daly,  488; 
Staub  V.  Soderer,  58  Mo.  88;  (heings  v.  Jones, 
9  Md.  108;  KimmeU  v.  Burfeind,  2  Daly,  155; 
Murray  v.  McShane,  52  Md.  217,  86  Am.  Rep. 
867;  Indennaur  v.  Dames,  L.  R,  2  C.  P.  811; 
Bakin  v.  Broum,  1  £.  D.  Smith,  86. 

Proximate  cause  is  that  cause  which  alone 
or  in  connection  with  other  agencies  ordinarily 
and  reasonably  to  be  expected  produces  the 
result  complained  of. 

Proximate  cause  would  seem  to  be  more  a 
question  of  fact  than  of  law  to  be  decided  in 
each  individual  case  as  it  may  arise,  upon 
which  the  law  Is  to  be  laid  down  by  the  court 
but  the  application  should  be  made  by  the 
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"incett  v.  Cook  and  Myers  v.*  Malcolm,  su- 
pra; Page  v.  Bueksport,  64  Me.  51,  18  Am. 
Rep.  289;  Lane  v.  Atlantic  Works,  111  Mass. 
186;  Pittsburgh  v.  Orier,  22  Pa.  54, 60  Am.  Dec. 
65;  HiU  v.  Winsor,  118  Mass.  251;  PasUne  v. 
Adams,  49  Cal.  87;  Baltimore  d  P.  R,  Co.  v. 
Reaney,  42  Md.  117;  McCahiU  v.  Kipp,  2  E. 
D.  Smith,  418;  Maddor  v.  Cunningham,  68 
Oa.  421,  45  Am.  Rep.  500;  Tarry  v.  Ashton, 
L.  R.  1  Q.  B.  Div.  814. 

An  ordinarily  reasonable  and  prudent  man 
would  regard  the  danger  of  fire  in  a  building 
that  he  was  erecting  as  so  'liable  to  happen  as 
that  he  should  take  it  into  consideration. 

The  fact  that  the  defendant  took  out  a  fire 
insurance  policy  was  the  highest  possible  dec- 
laration that  he  recognized  and  conceded  the 
possibility  of  fire;  in  the  coming  of  fire  he  was 
bound  to  know  that  if  the  fire  should  attain  a 
sufficient  headway,  a  sufficient  amount  of 
water  would  be  thrown  upon  his  feeble  build- 
ing to  endanger  the  life  of  any  one  in  the  vicin- 
ity of  the  fire  and  he  should  have  made  as 
careful  provi.sion  for  others  as  he  did  for  him- 
self, and  failing  to  do  so,  ought  not  to  be 
heard  to  insist  that  it  was  so  remote  and  im- 
possible as  that  it  could  not  be  regarded  as  a 
proximate  cause  of  the  injurv. 

The  ordinance  duly  passed  by  a  municipality 
is  as  to  the  property  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  municipality  and  the  residents  of  that  city 
as  binding  and  conclusive  as  would  be  a  gen- 
eral law  of  the  state  enacted  by  the  General 
Assembly. 

The  erecting  and  maintaining  of  the  building 
upon  which  the  injury  was  occasioned  in  the 
manner  in  which  it  was  shown  to  have  been 
erected  and  maintained  was  a  direct  positive 
violation  of  the  law,  and  whatever  might  be 
the  ruling  in  the  absence  of  any  such  enact- 
ment where  a  law,  whether  statute  or  ordi- 
nance, requires  a  certain  thing  to  be  done 
which  has  been  omitted,  and  an  injury  is  oc- 
casioned thereby,  this  constitutes  actionable 
negligence  for  which  the  party  injured  may 
recover. 

Willy  V.  MuUedy,  78  N.  Y.  810,  84  Am. 
Rep.  536;  Sisk  v.  Crump,  112  Ind.  507;  Mis^ 
sissinewa  Min.  Co.  v.  Patton,  129  Ind.  472. 

Messrs,  Duncan  ft  Smith  and  HowUknd 
ft  Howet  for  defendant: 

If  the  facts  alleged  are  such  as  imply  an  in- 
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vitatioD  or  impose  a  duty,  that  is  sufficient 
without  more;  if  the  facts  alleged  do  not  imply 
an  invitation  or  impose  a  duty,  the  mere  fact 
that  it  is  alleged  that  such  invitation  was  ex- 
tended or  such  duty  existed  adds  nothing 
whatever  to  the  force  of  the  pleading. 

Gibson  v.  Leonard,  37  111.  App.  844;  Sey- 
mour V.  Maddox,  16  Q.  B.  836;  White  v.  Phil- 
lips,  15  C.  B.  N.  S.  245. 

We  must  first  ascertain  what  duty  the  de- 
fendant in  the  action  owed  to  the  injured 
party,  for  where  there  is  no  duty,  or,  if  one, 
it  has  been  performed,  there  can  be  no  negli- 
gence, nor  any  liabilitv. 

PureeU  v.  English,  86  Ind.  84, 44  Am.  Rep. 
255;  MeAtpin  v.  PoweU,  70  N.  Y.  126.  26  Am. 
Rep.  555. 

1.  The  appellee  was  not  guiltv  of  any  ac- 
tionable breach  of  duty  to  the  decedent,  im- 
posed by  statute  or  by  municipal  ordinance. 

It  is  not  claimed  that  appellee  violated  any 
statute,  but  it  is  claimed  that  he  was  guilty  of 
nefflect  of  a  duty  imposed  upon  him  by  the 
ordinance  referred  to. 

The  ordinance  is  of  an  entirely  dififerent 
character  from  those  construed  in  each  of  the 
cases  cited  by  appellant.  The  duty  here  is 
not  a  certain  specific  duty  like  the  erection  of 
railings  around  an  opening,  the  construction  of 
trap  doors  or  fire-escapes. 

The  city,  bv  this  ordinance,  has  conferred 
upon  tbe  chief  fire  engineer  the  duty  of  deter- 
mining whether  walls  are  unsafe  or  not,  and 
of  notifying  the  owner  of  the  repairs  to  be 
made,  specifying  the  object  of  such  repairs 
with  reasonable  certainty.  And  it  is  expressly 
said  that  the  duty  of  the  owner  is  to  act  upon 
receiving  such  notice. 

2.  Whether  appellee  be  regarded  as  owner 
or  occupant,  ana  whether  or  not  he  be  deemed 
to  have  **  invited"  the  decedent  to  enter  the 
building  in  question,  he  was  not  guilty  of  any 
actionaole  breach  of  duty  to  such  decedent. 

What  is  negligence?  It  is  a  relative  term 
signifying  the  absence  of  due  care. 

What  care  is  it  the  duty  of  one  to  use  in  re- 
spect to  another?  It  is  such  care  as  an  ordi- 
narily reasonable  and  prudent  man,  under  the 
circumstances  of  the  particular  case,  as  they 
existed  at  the  time  to  which  the  inquiry  re- 
lates, would  be  expected  to  use  to  avoid  the 
dangers,  if  any,  to  bo  reasonably  apprehended. 

What  dangers  should  an  ordinarily  reason- 
able and  prudent  man  be  supposed  to  appre- 
hend? They  are  such  only  as  such  a  man 
ought  reasonably  to  expect  lo  be,  not  merely 
the  possible,  but  the  natural  and  probable,  re- 
sults of  the  act  or  omission  charged  as  negli- 
gence. 

What  results  ought  an  ordinarily  reasonable 
and  prudent  man  to  expect  as  the  natural  and 
probable  results  of  any  particular  act  or  omis- 
sion? Those  which,  according  to  the  common 
experience  of  mankind,  and,  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  events,  are  the  natural  and  usual  con- 
sequences of  similar  acts  and  omissions. 

Pollock,  Torts,  Negligence,  *852. 

The  conduct  of  the  individual  charged  with 
negligence  must  be  determined,  not  in  the 
light  of  subsequent  events,  but  in  tbe  light  of 
the  circumstances  as  they  existed  at  the  time 
of  the  act  or  omission  charged  as  negligence. 
To  hold  otherwise  would  be,  as  declared  by 
22L.R.A. 


an  eminent  judge,  "  to  say  that  whenever  the 
world  grows  wiser  it  convicts  those  that  came 
before  of  negligence." 

Caretairs  v.  Taylor,  L.  R.  6  Excb.  217;  Terre 
Haute  A  1.  R.  Co.  v.  CUm,  7  L.  R.  A.  588, 128 
Ind.  15;  Wabash,  8t,  L,  A  P,  R.  Go.  v.  Locke,. 
112  Ind.  404. 

Men  must  regulate,  and  we  must  judge, 
their  conduct,  not  by  speculations  as  to  what 
may  possibly  happen,  but  by  considering 
what  may  naturally  and  reasonably  be  ex- 
pected to  occur. 

Pollock,  Torto,  *d6;  Pearson  v.  Oox,  L.  R.  2 
C.  P.  Div.  869;  Central  Branch  U,  P.  B.  Ok  v. 
Henigh,  23  Ran.  847, 88  Am.  Rep.  167;  Bing  v. 
Cohoes,  77  N.  Y.  88,  88  Am.  Rep.  574. 

The  duty  of  the  owner  of  property  to  a  vis- 
itor or  guest  is  the  same  as  that  of  a  master  to  a 
servant. 

Southcote  V.  Stanly,  1  Hurlst  &  N.  247, 

The  duty  of  a  master  to  his  servant  is  that 
he  shall  use  ordinary  care  to  provide  a  reason- 
ablv  safe  place  in  which  the  servant  shall  ex- 
ercise his  employment,  and  to  provide  him 
with  machinery  and  appliances  reasonably  cal- 
culated and  fitted  to  perform  the  work  for 
which  they  are  designated. 

^ogren  v.  HaU,5S  Mich.  274;  Hutchinson  v. 
Boston  Gas  Light  Co,  122  Mass.  219;  Blyihe  v. 
Birmingham  Water  Works  Go.  11  Exch.  781. 

Not  only  is  a  man  not  negligent  in  not  an- 
ticipating and  providing  against  events  extra- 
ordinary in  and  of  themselves;  but  further,  he 
is  not  negligent  in  not  foreseeing  and  providing 
against  an  unusual  and  extraordinary  combi- 
nation and  collocation  of  circumstances,  no 
one  of  which  is  in  and  of  itself  uncommon, 
the  combination  of  them  alone  being  out  of 
the  ordinary. 

Cleveland  y.  New  Jersey  8.  B.  Co.  68  N.  Y. 
306,  89  N.  Y.  627,  125  N.  Y.  899;  Dougan  v. 
Champlain  7Vansp.  Co.  56  N.  Y.  1;  Ltrftvs  v. 
Cnion  Ferry  Co.  84  N.  Y.  455,  38  Am.  Rep. 
588;  Lafflin  v.  Buffalo  &  8.  W.  B.  Co.  106  K. 
Y.  186, 60  Am.  Rep.  488;  J^an  v.  Berkshire 
Apartment  Asso.  31  N.  Y.  S.  R  545;  Durham 
V.  Mussdman,  2  Blackf.  96,  18  Am.  Dec. 
188. 

Appellee  was  not  guilty  of  negligence  in 
not  taking  precautions  to  avoid  the  conse- 
quences 01  a  fire  not  occurring  by  reason  of 
his  own  negligence,  although  he  ma^  be  pre- 
sumed to  have  contemplated  the  possibility  of 
a  fire  occurring,  and  that  if  a  fire  should*  oc- 
cur loss  of  life  might  result. 

Jones  V.  Granite  Mills,  126  Mass.  84, 80  Am. 
Rep.  661. 

8.  Whether  appellee  be  regarded  as  owner  or 
occupant  of  the  building,  and  whether  or  not 
he  be  deemed  to  have  "  invited  "  the  decedent 
to  enter  it,  the  appellee's  negligence,  if  he  was 
guilty  of  any,  was  not  the  proximate  cause 
of  the  injuries  sued  for. 

In  cases  Involving  mere  negligence  the  gen- 
eral rule  is  that  the  party  guilty  of  it  is  oDly 
responsible  for  such  consequences  as,  accord - 
iDg  to  the  experience  of  mankind,  are  natural 
and  usual  and  ought,  therefore,  to  have  been 
foreseen. 

Lousery  v.  Western  U.  Tdeg.  Co.  60  N.  Y'. 
198,  19  Am.  Rep.  154;  1  Sedgw.  Damaires^ 
(7th  ed.)128,  129;  Coolev,  Torts,  69;  Durham 
V.  Musselman,  and  Wabash,  8t.  L,  db  P.  R.  Co, 
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y.  Loehe,  supra;  LouiwiUe,  Jf.  A.  dt  C,R.  Co, 
1.  iVttocft«,  9  L.  R  A.  760.  126  Ind.  229. 

Even  with  respect  to  positive  wroDgs,  the 
law  is  not  an  aveoffiDg  Nemesis,  relentlessly 
pursuing  the  wrongdoer  for  sll  time  and  to  the 
ends  of  the  earth  to  punish  him  for  the  remote 
consequences  of  his  fault. 

8harp  v.  BmBeU,  L.  R,  7  C.  P.  258;  Putnam 
T.  Broadway  d  8.  A.  R.  Go.  55  N.  Y.  106. 14 
Am.  Rep.  190. 

Id  sudi  aca«e  as  this,  we  determine  whether 
the  defendant's  act  or  omission  was  or  was  not 
the  proximate  cause  of  the  accident ,  not  by  de- 
termining whether  it  contributed  in  some  de- 
gree to  the  accident,  nor  by  determining  wheth- 
er it,  in  connection  with  other  events,  produced 
the  accident,  nor  by  determining  whether, 
without  it,  the  accident  would  not  have  hap- 
pened, nor  by  determining  whether  the  inter- 
yeoing  events  were  of  an  extraordinary  char- 
acter, nor  by  determining  whether  they  were 
few  or  many;  but,  considering  all  the  events 
that  intervened,  we  determine  whether  or  not 
the  defendant  at  the  time  of  his  act  or  omis- 
sioD,  which  is  charged  as  negligence,  ought, 
as  a  reasonably  prudent  man,  to  nave  foreseen 
that  such  other  events  would  probably  inter- 
vene and  combine  with  his  act  or  omission  to 
produce  the  result  which  followed. 

Mikoattkee  db  8t.  RB.  Go.  v.  Kdlogg,  94  U.  S. 
469-475.  24  L.  ed.  25&-259: 20  Solicitors'  Jour- 
Dai,  702.  See  also  Cooley,  Torts,  69,  70; 
Etnry  v.  Southern  Plae.  R,  €h.  50  Cal.  176; 
2  Thomp.  Neg.  1088;  BUlman  v.  Indtanapo- 
lii,  C.  db  U  R.  Go,  76  Ind.  166,  40  Am. 
Rep  280;  Derry  v.  Flitner,  118  Mass.  181; 
JWrtfliwb  V.  Kerr,  70  Pa.  86, 10  Am.  Rep.  664; 
TFoAffM,  St.  L.  db  R  R.  Co.  v.  Zocfej.  112  Ind. 
404;  Pennsyltania  Co.  v.  WhiOock,  99  Ind.  16, 
50  Am.  Rep.  71 ;  Alexander  v.  NewcasHe,  115 
lod.  51;  LouistiUe.  N.  A.  db  C.  R.  Go.  v. 
Nit$iAe,  9  L.  H.  A.  760,  126  Ind.  229;  ffoag  v. 
LakeSkoredb  J/.  A  A  Ob.  86  Pa.  298,  27  Am. 
Rep.  658;  Morrison  Y.Datda,  20  Pa.  171,  57 
Am.  Dec.  696;  Denny  v.  New  York  Gent.  R.  Go, 
13  Gray,  481,  74  Am.  Dec.  645;  Memphis  db  C. 
A  Co.  V.  Reeves,  77  U.  8.  10  WalL  176,  19 
L  ed.  909. 

4.  Whether  appellee  be  regarded  as  owner  or 
pampant  of  the  building,  the  decedent  enteied 
it  as  a  mere  licensee  and  appellee  was  not  guilty 
of  any  actionable  breach  of  duty  to  such  licen- 
see. 

A  license  given  by  law  imposes  no  greater 
liability  npon  either  landlord  or  tenant,  and  es- 
pecially upon  the  former,  than  would  be  im- 
posed by  an  express  or  implied  license  given  by 
either. 

Oihton  V.  Leonard,  87  111  App.  844. 

A  mere  licensee  has  some  rights.  The  land- 
owner cannot  shoot  him.  He  cannot  lawfully 
«et  spring  guns  and  trap  for  him.  The  licens- 
or is  liable,  even  to  a  licensee,  if  he  is  guilty  of 
what  in  the  dvil  law  is  termed  **  dolus."  But 
he^ood  this  the  licensor  owes  the  licensee  no 
drty,  certainly  not  the  duty  of  active  diligence, 
to  see  that  no  harm'  come  to  him,  and  when 
the  latter,  without  any  invitation  and  pursuant 
to  a  mere  license,  enters  the  former's  premises, 
IK  takes  the  risk  of  whatever  dangers  may  be 
there. 

^  Biordon  v.  Thomp9on,14A  Mass.  267;  Pollock. 
Torts,  *426;  Gautret  v.  ^^erton,  L.  R.  2  C.  P.  I 
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871;  Rav,  Neg.  28-25;  Mathews  v.  Bensel,6\ 
N.  J.  L."  80;  Parker  v.  Portland  Pub.  Go.  69 
Me.  178,  81  Am.  Rep.  262;  Pittsburgh,  Ft.  W. 
db  C.  R.  Go.  V.  Bingham,  29  Ohio  St.  869,  28 
Am.  Rep.  751;  Larmore  v.  Crown  Point  Iron  Go. 
101  N.  Y.  891,  54  Am.  Rep.  718;  Victory  v. 
fiteAw,  67  N.  Y.  366;  Thiele  v.  MeManus,  8  Ind. 
App.  182;  Lary  v.  Cleveland,  G.  G.  db  1.  R.  Go. 
78  Ind.  828,  41  Am.  Rep.  572:  EcansnUe  db  T, 
H,  R.  Go.  V.  QHffln,  100  Ind.  221.  50  Am. 
Rep.  788;  Indianapolis  v.  Emmelman,  108^ 
Ind.  580,  58  Am.  Rep.  65;  Indiana,  B.  db  W, 
R  Go.  V.  Barnhart,  115  Ind.  899. 

5.  The  building  in  question  being  in  the  ex- 
clusive occupation  and  control  of  appellee's  ten- 
ant,— the  Bowen-Merrill  Company — the  de- 
cedent cannot  be  deemed  to  have  entered  by 
appellant's  invitation  or  license,  and  hence  ap- 
pellee is  not  liable. 

There  are  authorities  of  great  weight  ex- 
preBslv  holding  that  even  where  the  defects 
complained  of  constitute  a  nuisance  and  ex- 
isted at  the  date  of  the  lease,  the  landlord  is 
not  liable  to  a  third  person  injured  thereby 
unless  he  has  covenanted  to  repair. 

Wood,  Land.  &  T.  2d  ed.  (^  586,  p.  1290; 
Pretty  v.  Biekmore,  L.  R  8  C.  P.  401;  Owin- 
neU  V.  Earner,  L.  R.  10  C.  P.  668;  Leonard  v. 
Storer,  115  Mass.  86,  15  Am.  Rep.  76. 

The  tenant  may  stand,  if  he  chooses,  upon 
his  strict  le^i  right  as  virtual  owner  during 
his  term,  and  refuse  to  let  the  landlord  enter. 

Butler  V.  Gusfting,  46  Hun,  531;  Stoeker  v. 
Planet  Building  Soe.  27  Week.  Rep.  877. 

It  is  the  occupier  who  is  prima  fade  liable 
to  third  persons  for  damages  arising  from  any 
defect 

Kiriy  v.  Boyleston  Market  Asso.  14  Gray,  249^ 
74  Am.  Dec.  682. 

Nor  could  the  appellant  maintain  this  action 
against  the  landlord  even  if  he  had  covenanted 
with  his  tenant  to  repair.  Third  parties  are 
strangers  to  the  covenants  between  the  land- 
lord and  the  tenant,  and  cannot  maintain  an 
action  based  upon  such  covenants  either  against 
the  landlord  {Burdick  v.  Cheadle,  26  Ohio  St. 
898,  20  Am.  Rep.  767;  Robltins  v.  Jones,  15  C. 
B.  N.  S.  221-240),  or  against  the  lessee. 

Clancy  v.  Byrne,  56  N.  Y.  129.  15  Am.  Rep. 
891;  GdeU  v.  Solomon,  99  N.  Y.  685. 

A  landlord,  not  being  in  possession,  and  not 
having  the  right  to  enter  himself,  there  can 
be  no  such  thing  as  an  implied  invitation  or 
license  from  him. 

Mellen  v.  MorriU,  126  Mass.  645,  80  Am. 
Rep.  695:  GdeU  v.  Solomon,  supra;  2  Wood, 
Land.  &  T.  2d  ed.  §  586,  p.  1292;  1  Taylor, 
Land.  &  T.  8th  ed.  §  175<i;  Bobbins  v.  Jones, 
supra;  Keates  v.  Cadogan,  10  C.  B.  591;  Boioe 
V.  Bunking,  135  Mass.  880,  44  Am.  Rep.  471; 
Lucas  V.  Coulter,  104  Ind.  81;  Purcell  v.  Eng- 
lish,  86  Ind.  84,  44  Am.  Rep.  255;  Ward  v. 
Famn,  10  L.  R.  A.  147.  101  Mo.  669. 

Where  a  tenant  is  in  the  exclusive  occupa- 
tion and  control  of  the  premises,  there  is  no 
legal  ground  upon  which  the  landlord  can  be 
held  liable  for  injuries  to  third  persons,  unless 
he  has  himself  held  out  some  invitation,  ex- 
press or  implied,  or  has  been  guilty  of  some 
fraudulent  concealment  of  the  defects. 

Pollock.  Torts,  pp.  427,  428;  2  Shearm.  & 
Redf.  Neg.  4th  ed.  g  711;  1  Taylor,  Land.  & 
T.  .8th  ed.  §  175a;  Robbins  v.  Jones  and  Mellen 
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▼.  Morrill,  supra;  Sweeny  v.  Old  Colony  db  N, 
R,  Co,  10  Allen,  368.  87  Am.  Dec.  644;  CarU- 
ton  V.  Franeonia  Iron  d  Steel  Co.  90  Mass.  216; 
Moore  v.  Logan  Iron  d  Sled  Co,  (Pa.)  Oct.  4. 
1886;  O'Brien  ▼.  CapweU,  5»Barb.  497;  Niehol- 
eon  V.  Ene  R.  Co.  41  N.  Y.  539;  Jaffe  v. 
Harteau,  56  N.  Y.  898, 15  Am.  Rep.  488;  Perez 
V.  Baybaud,  7  L.  R.  A.  620,  76  Tex.  191;  Aker- 
ley  V.  WhiU,  58  Hun,  362;  Ddler  v.  Hofferberth, 
127  Ind.  414;  ArmeWongy,  Medtmry,  67  Mich. 
250;  Willeon  v.  TreadweU,  81  Cal.  58;  Burdiek 
V.  CheadU,  26  Ohio  St.  393,  20  Am.  Rep.  767. 

Coffey,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

This  was  an  action  in  the  Marion  county 
x^ircuit  court,  brought  by  the  appellant 
against  the  appellee,  for  actionable  negli- 

§ence  resulting  in  the  death  of  the  appellant's 
ecedent.  The  suit  was  brought  for  the  ben- 
efit of  the  widow  and  children  of  the  de- 
•ceased.  The  complaint  is  in  two  paragraphs, 
to  each  of  which  the  court  sustained  a  de- 
murrer. This  ruling  of  the  circuit  court  is 
assigned  here  as  error.  The  able  counsel  for 
the  aopellant  has  prepared  a  synopsis  of  the 
•complaint,  the  correctness  of  which  is  not 
disputed  by  the  appellee,  and  for  that  reason 
we  adopt  it  as  a  correct  statement  of  the  con- 
tents of  the  complaint.  It  is  as  follows: 
The  first  paragraph  alleges  that  the  decedent, 
Henry^  D.  Woodruff,  was  in  the  employ  of 
the  city  of  Indianapolis  as  a  fireman,  and  as 
such  belonged  to  the  organization  known  as 
the  fire  department  of  the  city,  which  in  turn 
was  composed  of  a  body  of  men  duly  ap- 
pointed and  acting  under  a  code  of  rules, 
whose  dut^r  it  was  to  put  out  any  and  all 
fires  occurring  within  the  limits  of  the  city, 
the  apparatus  therefor  being  furnished  by 
the  city,  and  the  compensation  to  the  firemen 
and  the  cost  of  the  apparatus  being  paid  out 
of  the  city  treasury.  That  as  such  firemen 
the  deceased  and  his  comrades  were  bound, 
whenever  the  alarm  of  fire  was  sounded,  to 
attend  and  do  ail  in  their  power  to  put  out 
the  fire,  and  while  so  doing  were  under  the 
direction  of  the  officers  of  the  fire  department. 
That  on  the  17th  of  March,  1890,  a  fire  broke 
out  in  a  building  owned  by  the  defendant, 
situate  on  Washington  street,  and  deceased, 
with  other  firemen,  in  response  to  the  alarm, 
went  to  the  building  to  put  it  out.  In  at- 
tempting to  so  do,  under  the  control  and  com- 
mand of  the  chief  of  the  fire  department  and 
his  assistants,  in  the  discharge  of  his  duties 
as  fireman,  and  under  the  oraers  of  the  offi- 
cers of  the  fire  department,  he  had  gone  upon 
the  roof  of  the  building,  and  while  there  in 
the  course  of  his  employment,  it  being  a 
proper  place  for  him  to  be  at  the  time  when 
the  accident  occurred,  and  while  he  believed, 
and  had  reason  to  believe,  that  it  was  reason- 
ably safe  for  him  to  be  on  the  roof  in  com- 
pany with  the  other  firemen,  the  roof  and 
other  portions  of  the  building,  without  warn- 
ing, gave  way,  and  precipitated  the  deceased 
and  eleven  other  firemen  into  the  basement 
of  the  building,  midst  the  falling  and  burn- 
ing d^>ris  of  the  roof,  which  caus^  the  death 
of  the  deceased  and  his  eleven  comrades. 
That  he  was  killed  without  any  fault  or 
negligence  on  his  part,  but  because  of  the 
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negligence  of  the  defendant,  as  follows: 
The  defendant,  for  a  long  time  prior  to  the 
17th  of  March,  had  been  a  resident  of  the 
city,  had  owned  the  building,  and,  in  com- 
mon with  other  citizens  of  the  city,  enjoyed 
the  benefits  and  protection  afforded  by  the 
fire  department.  At  the  time,  and  for  a  long 
time  before  that,  he  knew  and  had  known 
that  it  was  the  dutv  of  the  deceased  and  his 
comrades  to  respond  to  alarms  of  fire,  and  to 
attempt  to  put  out  any  fire  that  might  break 
out  in  his  building.  The  building  was  sit- 
uate  in  the  business  center  of  the  city,  and 
in  its  most  frequented  portion,  and  defend- 
ant knew  that  it  was  in  constant  danger  of 
catchinsr  fire,  either  bv  accident  or  design. 
The  defendant  as  a  resident  of  the  city,  and 
as  a  constituent  part  of  the  government,  and 
as  entitled  to  the  protection  of  the  fire  de- 
partment, invited  the  decedent  and  his  com- 
rades, in  their  capacity  as  firemen,  into  and 
onto  the  buildine.  That  at  some  time  prior 
to  the  fire  the  defendant,  as  the  owner  of  the 
building,  had  leased  the  same  to  the  Bowen- 
Merrill  Company,  who  were  in  possession  at 
the  time  of  the  nre  under  the  lease,  but  long 
before  then,  and  before  the  execution  of  the 
lease,  the  defendant  had  changed,  enlarged, 
and  repaired  his  building :  but  when  he  built 
it,  ana  at  the  time  of  the  accident,  it  had  a 
substantial -appearing  iron  front,  and  the  de- 
ceased believed,  and  had  reason  to  believe, 
that  the  building  was  as  substantial  as  it 
appeared,  but  in  fact  it  was  a  remodeled 
building,  made  much  larger  and  higher  than 
it  was  originally,  and  when  defendant  re- 
modeled and  rebuilt  it  he  did  not  increase 
the  strength  of  the  foundation  walls,  and  the 
whole  building,  back  of  the  imposing  iron 
front  thereon,  was  insufficiently  built  and 
insecure,  while  having  the  outward  appear- 
ance of  strength  to  the  deceased  and  others 
whose  duty  called  them  to  the  same.  Dur- 
ing the  time  while  the  building  was  being 
occupied  by  the  Bowen-Merrill  Tympany  as 
a  tenant  of  the  defendant,  the  defendant  was 
the  president  and  chief  executive  officer  of 
the  company,  and  owned  $35,000  out  of  the 
total  capital  of  $80,000,  and  during  the  en- 
tire continuance  of  the  lease  the  right  was 
conceded  to  him  by  the  company  to  come 
upon  the  premises,  and  to  make  thereon  such 
improvements  and  repairs  as  he  might  deem 
necessarv  for  the  protection  and  preservation 
of  the  building.  That  in  remodeling  the 
building  it  was  built  unsafely, -^the  walls 
not  strong  enough,  the  foundation  not  suffi- 
cient to  meet  the  exigencies  and  requirements 
for  which  the  building  was  intended  and 
used.  That  defendant  knew  when  he  leased 
the  building  that  the  company  would  place, 
and  did  place,  in  it  a  stock  of  stationery, 
books,  etc. ,  and  he  also  knew  that  the  build- 
ing was  not  strong  enough  to  bear  the  weight 
of  such  stock.  He  also  knew  at  the  time 
when  he  executed  the  lease  and  at  the  time 
when  the  deceased  was  killed,  that  the  build- 
ing was  not  strong  enough,  and  was  so  inse- 
curely built  that  it  would  not  stand  the 
weight  of  the  stock  and  any  additional  strain 
that  miffht  be  put  upon  it  in  case  of  fire  by 
the  weight  of  the  water  which  would  be 
thrown  upon  the  stock  to  put  out  the  fire. 
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4tnd  at  the  time  of  the  fire  the  weight  of  the 
istock  and  the  weight  of  the  water  becaase  of 
the  weak  and  insufficient  character  of  the 
building  and  foundation  walls,  gave  way. 
That  the  building  was  so  weak,  insecure, 
and  unsafe  as  to  be  dangerous  to  all  who 
mieht  go  about  it  in  case  any  additional 
weight  might  be  placed  upon  the  same  as  in 
•case  of  fire.  At  the  time  of  the  death  of  the 
deceased,  defendant  was  receiving  rent  for 
the  building.  Deceased  did  not  know  of  the 
unsafe  and  negligent  construction  and  condi- 
tion of  the  building  at  and  before  it  fell. 
That  deceased  left  a  widow  and  four  children 
under  nineteen  years  of  age.  The  second 
paragraph  thereof  states  substantially  the 
same  facts  as  the  first,  with  the  following 
iidditions :  The  building  was  85  feet  in  front 
and  120  in  depth.  That  it  had  been  on  fire 
several  times  durlne  the  last  ten  vears,  and 
to  secure  himself  from  loss  by  fire  at  the 
time  of  the  occurrence  of  the  fire,  and  for  a 
long  time  before  that,  defendant  had  carried 
$12, 000  fire  insurance  on  the  building.  That 
on  the  28th  of  April,  1878,  the  city  of  Indian- 
apolis passed  an  ordinance  in  which  it  was 
provid^.  among  other  things :  ''It  shall  be 
unlawful  for  any  person  to  construct,  erect, 
or  maintain  any  unsafe,  insecure,  and  danger- 
ous wall,  building,  or  structure  within  the 
limits  of  this  city,  and  it  shall  be  the  dutv 
of  all  persons  owning  premises  upon  which 
there  is  any  dangerous,  unsafe,  and  insecure 
wall  or  building,  to  make  the  same  safe  and 
secure,  either  by  properly  repairing  the  same 
or  by  rebuilding  the  same  within  twelve  (12) 
hours  after  receiving  notice  from  the  chief 
fire  engineer.  .  .  .  Each  and  every  day 
in  which  such  wall  or  building  is  permitted 
to  remain  unsafe,  dangerous,  and  insecure 
after  the  receipt  of  notice  as  herein  provided, 
shall  be  held  and  taken  as  a  separate  and 
distinct  violation  of  this  ordinance,  and  as 
such  punished.  .  .  .  Sec.  6.  Anv  wall, 
atructure,  or  building  likely  to  fall,  or  to 
take  fire,  shall  be  taken  and  deemed  to  be 
unsafe  and  insecure  within  the  meaning  of 
this  ordinance.  All  brick  walls  less  than 
one  foot  in  thickness,  and  which  form  a  part 
or  are  intended  to  form  part  of  a  building 
more  than  two  stories  in  height,  shall  be 
deemed  unsafe  and  insecure.  *'  This  ordi- 
nance was  in  force  from  its  passage  until 
after  the  fire,  and  deceased  in  his  lifetime, 
and  the  defendant,  knew  that  it  was  in  force. 
When  the  defendant  became  the  owner  of  the 
premises,  they  were  occupied  by  two  store- 
rooms, two  stories  in  height,  with  walls  on 
either  side,  and  a  continuous  wall  in  the 
center  contributed  to  the  support  of  the  roof 
and  floors  sufficiently  to  support  the  build- 
ing in  its  then  condition.  After  defendant 
became  the  owner,  and  after  the  building 
had  been  in  existence  for  over  forty  years 
as  originally  built,  the  defendant,  being 
desirous  of  increasing  jthe  capacity  and  area 
of  his  premises  without  materially  increas- 
ing the  expense,  added  two  stories  to  the 
two  stories  then  existing,  taking  out  the 
center  wall  above  the  basement,  an^  without 
strengthening  or  adding  to  the  capacity  or 
strength  of  the  east  and  west  walls,  or  with- 
out adding  anything  to  the  foundation  under 
22  L.  R.  A. 


the  center  walls,  and  supporting  the  new 
building  thus  erected  in  the  center  with  iron 
and  wooden  pillars,  upon  which,  in  connec- 
tion with  the  side  and  end  walls,  the  floors 
of  the  second  and  third  stories  rested,  and  by 
which  they  were  all  supported.  That  by  the 
manner  of  construction  the  smaller  weight 
before  had  been  distributed  throughout  the 
entire  length  of  the  foundation  of  the  center 
wall,  but  was  very  greatly  increased  by  the 
additional  size  and  weight  of  the  building, 
and,  by  the  substitution  of  columns  for  a 
solid  wall,  the  added  weight.  Instead  of  be- 
inff  distributed  along  the  entire  length,  as  it 
had  been  theretofore,  was  concentrated  upon 
a  few  spots  upon  which  the  pillars  rested, 
thus  producing  an  unequal  pressure  at  these 
places,  and  diminishing  the  bearing  strength 
of  the  foundation  upon  which  the  pillars 
rested.  That  in  making  this  improvement 
the  defendant  took  a^ay  the  original  front 
wall,  which  indicated  to  the  observer  the 
character  of  the  building,  and  substituted  a 
substantia],  strong,  and  Imposing  iron  front 
for  the  entire  height  of  ^e  four  stories,  and 
thus  gave  to  the  building,  which  was  in 
fact  weak  and  insufficient  to  bear  any  great 
weight,  the  appearance  of  being  a  sound, 
substantial,  and  permanent  improvement, 
capable  of  sustaining  not  only  the  building 
and  its  contents,  but  of  being  safe  in  case  or 
fire  or  other  accident  which  would  cause  un- 
usual weight  to  be  borne  bv  the  building. 
That  it  was  known  to  the  defendant  at  the 
time  of  the  fire  that  the  building  and  its 
walls,  more  especially  the  foundation  under 
the  center  columns,  was  unsafe,  insecure, 
and  dangerous,  and  likely  to  fall  and  take 
fire,  but  that  was  not  known  to,  but  was  con- 
cealed from,  the  deceased  and  the  officers  of 
the  fire  department,  and  they  were  prevented 
from  ascertaining  the  defective,  insufficient, 
insecure,  unsafe,  and  dangerous  character  of 
the  foundation  because  of  the  fact  that  it 
was  underneath  the  floor,  and  not  to  be  seen 
bv  any  one  entering  the  premises  in  the  or- 
dinary course  of  business,  and  the  deceased 
and  the  officers  of  the  fire  department  were 
thrown  off  their  guard,  and  prevented  from 
ascertaining  the  condition  of  the  building, 
walls,  and  foundation,  by  the  outward  ap- 
pearance of  strength  and  sufficiency  given  to 
it  by  the  iron  front;  and  ever  since  the  re- 
modeling, rebuilding,  and  enlargement  of 
the  building  upon  his  premises  the  defend- 
ant had  continued  to  maintain  it  in  the  un- 
safe, insecure,  and  danjB^erous  manner  named, 
contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  ordinance, 
well  knowing  that  with  any  extra  weight 
as  in  case  of  any  accident,  or  in  case  of  fire, 
it  would  be  insufficient  to  stand  the  strain, 
and  so  fall.  When  the  fire  broke  out  in  the 
building,  water  was  thrown  upon  the  stock 
in  order  to  put  out  the  fire ;  and  the  weight 
of  the  stock,  together  with  the  weight  of  the 
water,  and  the  unsafe,  insufficient,  insecure, 
and  dangerous  character  of  the  building 
walls,  and  especially  the  foundation  walls, 
caused  it  to  jrive  way  without  being  weak- 
ened or  Impaired  at  all  in  their  bearing 
strength  by  the  fire  wnich  was  burning. 

It  is  contended  by  the  appellant :    First, 
that  the  owner  of  a  building  in  the  heart  of 
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a  populous  city  owes  it  as  a  duty  at  common 
law,  independent  of  any  statute  or  municipal 
ordinance,  to  keep  such  building  safe  for 
purposes  other  than  the  requirements  of  trade 
and  commerce ;  that  such  duty  is  compre- 
hensive enough  to  embrace  the  safety  of  fire- 
men and  other  officers  whose  duty,  in  the 
event  of  a  contingencv,  maV  require  them  to 
be  in  and  about  the  building;  and  that  the 
complaint  in  this  case  shows  a  breach  of  this 
duty  on  the  part  of  the  appellee,  resulting, 
proximately,  in  the  death  of  the  appellant  s 
decedent.  ^Second,  that  it  appears  from  the 
allegations  in  the  complaint  that  the  appellee 
maintained  the  building  therein  described  in 
violation  of  the  ordinance  of  the  city  of  In- 
dianapolis therein  set  out,  the  immediate  re- 
sult or  which  was  the  death  of  the  appellant's 
decedent,  and  that  he  is  for  that  reason  li- 
able for  the  resulting  damages.  On  the 
other  hand,  it  is  contended  by  the  appellee 
Bowen— First,  that,  whether  he  is  to  be  re- 
garded as  the  owner  or  occupant  of  the  build- 
ing described  in  the  complaint,  the  decedent 
entered  it  as  a  mere  licensee,  and  that  he 
was  not  guilty  of  any  actionable  breach  of 
duty  to  him ;  second,  that  whether  he  be  re- 

farded  as  the  owner  or  occupant  of  such 
uilding,  and  whether  he  be  deemed  to  have 
invited  the  decedent  to  enter  the  building, 
he  was  not  guilty  of  any  actionable  breach 
of  duty  to  him ;  third,  that  he  was  not  guilty 
of  any  actionable  breach  of  duty  to  the  de- 
cedent imposed  by  any  municipal  ordinance  ; 
fourth,  that  the  negligence  set  up  in  the  com- 
plaint was  not  the  proximate  cause  of  the 
death  of  the  appellant^s  decedent :  fifth,  that, 
the  building  described  in  the  complaint  be- 
ing in  the  exclusive  possession  of  Uie  appel- 
lee's tenant,  the  decedent  cannot  be  deemed 
to  have  entered  by  his  invitation  or  license, 
and  hence  he  is  not  liable. 

It  is  conceded  that  the  decedent,  at  the  time 
of  his  death,  was  lawfully  in  the  appellee's 
building.  It  is  important,  however,  to  de- 
termine whether  he  was  there  under  an  invi- 
tation from  the  appellee,  either  express  or 
implied,  or  whether  he  was  there  as  a  mere 
licensee.  This  is  important  for  the  reason 
that  the  appellee  would  own  him  a  much 
higher  duty  if  he  was  there  by  invitation 
thaa  he  would  owe  him  if  he  entered  under 
no  other  authority  than  that  of  a  licensee. 
It  is  true,  the  complaint  alleges  that  the  ap- 
pellant, "as  a  resident  of  the  city,  and  as  a 
constituent  part  of  this  government,  and  as 
entitled  to  the  protection  of  the  fire  depart- 
ment, invited  the  decedent  and  his  comrades, 
in  their  capacity  as  firemen,  into  and  onto 
the  buildinff."  But  we  do  not  understand 
this  allegation  as  intending  to  convey  the 
idea  that  any  personal  or  express  invitation 
was  given.  The  pleader  evidently  intended, 
we  think,  to  charge  that  there  existed  a  gen- 
eral implied  invitation  from  the  citizens  of 
the  city,  includinff  the  appellee,  to  the  fire- 
men belongine  to  the  fire  department,  to  enter 
their  houses  fn  case  of  a  conflagration,  for 
the  purpose  of  extinguishing  the  fire.  This 
allegation,  therefore,  does  not  enable  us  to 
determine  whether  the  deceased  was  in  the 
house  of  the  appellee  by  invitation  or  as  a 
licensee.  Judge  Cooley,  in  his  valuable 
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work  on  Torts,  divides  licensees  into  three 
classes.  Of  the  third  class  he  says:  ^'Tlie 
third  class  of  licensees  comprehends  those 
cases  in  which  the  law  gives  permission 
to  enter  a  man's  premises.  This  permission 
has  no  necessary  connection  with  the  own- 
ers' interest,  and  is  always  given  on  public 
grounds^  An  instance  is'where  a  fire  breaks 
out  in  a  city.  Here  the  public  authorities, 
and  even  private  individuals,  may  enter  upon 
adjacent  premises,  as  they  may  find  it  neces- 
sary or  convenient  in  their  efforts  to  extin- 
f^uish  or  arrest  the  spread  of  the  flames.  The 
aw  of  overruling  necessity  licenses  this,  and 
will  not  sufifer  the  owner  of  a  lot  to  stand  at 
its  borders,  and  exclude  .those  who  would 
use  his  premises  as  vantage  ground  to  stay 
the  conflagration.  Indeed,  it  sometimes  be- 
comes necessary  to  destroy  whole  blocks  of 
buildings  to  stop  the  spread  of  fire,  and  the 
sufferer,  instead  of  looking  to  the  ofliciala 
who  command  it,  or  the  parties  who  execute 
their  commands,  must  seek  redress  at  the 
hands  of  the  state  itself,  and  accept  what 
the  state  awards."  Cooley,  Torts,  2a  ed.  p. 
867.  We  think  Judge  Cooley,  in  the  above 
extract,  states  the  law  correctl  v.  It  does  not 
appear  from  the  complaint  before  us  that  the 
deceased  entered  the  house  of  the  appellee, 
where  he  lost  his  life,  by  invitation,  either 
express  or  implied,  but  it  does  appear  that 
he  entered  under  a  license  given  by  law  for 
the  purpose  of  extinguishing  a  fire  raging 
thevein  at  the  time.  It  is  unnecessary,  under 
this  state  of  facts,  to  inquire  what  duty  the 
appellee  would  have  owed  the  deceased  had 
he  entered  the  building  under  an  invitation, 
or  to  inquire  whether  the  premises  were  in 
the  sole  possession  of  a  tenant  of  the  appellee, 
as  the  case  must  turn  upon  the  duty  which 
the  appellee  owed  the  aeceased  at  the  time- 
he  entered  under  a  license  given  by  the  law. 
We  do  not  believe  it  can  be  successfully 
maintained  that  the  appellee  owed  to  the  de- 
ceased, who  entered  his  premises  under  a  li- 
cense created  by  an  overruling  necessity,  a 
higher  duty  than  if  he  had  entered  under  an 
express  license  granted  by  him.  In  the  case 
of  Reardon  v.  Thompson,  149  Mass.  267,  it 
was  said:  "No  doubt  a  bare  licensee  ha& 
some  rights.  The  landowner  cannot  shoot 
him."  He  cannot  lawfully  set  spring  trapa 
for  hin^.  The  licensor  is  liable,  even  to  a 
licensee,  if  he  is  guilty  of  what  the  civil  law 
terms  ^ dolus."  But  beyond  this  the  licensor 
owes  the  licensee  no  duty,— ^certainly  not  the 
duty  of  active  diligence  to  see  that  no  harm 
come  to  him ;  and  when  the  latter,  without 
any  invitation,  and  pursuant  to  a  mere  li- 
cense, enters  the  former's  premises,  he  takea 
the  risk  of  whatever  dangers  may  be  there. 
The  law  is  so  laid  down  in  the  text-books, 
and  is  established  by  a  multitude  of  decis- 
ions. Mr.  Pollock,  in  his  work  on  Torts, 
(*426,)  savs:  ^'In  the  language  of  conti- 
nental jurisprudence  there  is  no  question  of 
culpa  between  a  gratuitous  licensee  and  the 
licensor,  as  re^ras  the  safe  condition  of  th& 
property  to  which  the  1  icense  appl  ies.  Noth  - 
ing  short  of  *  dolus*  will  make  the  licensor 
liable. "  To  substantially  the  same  effect  are 
Ray,  Neg.  28 ;  Packer  v.  P&rUand  Pub.  Co. 
69 'Me.  178,  31  Am.   Rep.   262;   Pittsburgh^ 
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Ft.  W.dC.R  Co.  V.  Binoham,  29  Ohio  St 
$69,  38  Am.  Rep.  751 ;  Larmore  v.  Oroum 
Mnt  Iron  Co,  101  N.  Y.  891,  64  Am.  Rep. 
718:  VitUfry  v.  Baker,  67  N.  Y.  866;  Thiele 
V.  McManus,  3  Ind.  App.  182 ;  Lary  v.  Cltoe- 
land.  C.  a  d  I.  R.  Co,  78  Ind.  328.  41  Am. 
Rep.  572:  EeanniUe  <fc  T.  H.  R,  Co,  v. 
GHffin,  100  Ind.  221.  50  Am.  Rep.  783 ;  In- 
dianavoiU  y.  Emmdman,  108  Indl  580.  58 
Am.  Rep.  65;  Indiana,  B,  db  W,  R,  Co.  v. 
Rirnhmi,  115  Ind.  399. 

The  question  of  the  liability  of  the  prop- 
erty owner  to  a  mere  licensee  was  very  re- 
cently fully  considered  by  this  court  in  the 
caae  of  Faru  y.  Boberg  (Ind.  Hup.)  88  N. 
£.  Rep.  1028.  In  tliat  case,  after  a  careful 
review  of  the  authorities,  the  conclusion  was 
reached  that  one  entering  a  store  on  his  own 
priTste  business,  by  a  way  not  used  by  cus- 
tomers, was  a  mere  licensee,  and  that  the 
owner  of  the  store  owed  him  no  duty.  We 
tbink  that  the  authorities  fully  establish  the 
rule  tiiat  Uie  licensor  owes  to  the  mere  li- 
censee no  duty  except  that  of  abstaining  from 
any  positive  wrongful  act  which  may  result 
in  his  injurr,  and  that  the  licensee  takes  all 
risks  as  to  the  safe  condition  of  the  premises 
upon  which  he  enters.  To  the  question  now 
under  discussion,  decisions  based  upon  ex- 
pn«  statutes  or  ordinances,  as  well  as  de- 
cisions based  upon  the  fact  that  the  injured 
party  entered  the  premises  under  an  invita- 
tion, express  or  implied,  are  not  applicable. 
We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  owner  of  a 
building  in  a  populous  city  does  not  owe  it 
as  a  duty,  at  common  law,  independent  of 
any  statute  or  ordinance,  to  keep  such  build- 
ing safe  for  firemen,  or  other  officers  who  in 
a  contingency  may  enter  the  same  under  a 
license  conferred  by  law.  It  seems  to  be  set- 
tled, however,  that  such  duty  may  be  im- 
post either  by  statute  or  by  an  ordinance 
adopted  for  that  purpose.  mUy  v.  MtUledy, 
78  N.  Y.  810,  34  Am.  Rep.  536 ;  Parker  v. 
Rtrnard,  185  Mass.  116.  46  Am.  Rep.  450 ; 
Rann  V.  Thanuon,  6  Jones  &  S.  138 ;  Lud- 
dington  v.  liiUer,  4  Jones  &  S.  1. 

It  remains,  therefore,  to  inquire  whether 
the  appellee  is  liable  for  the  injury  of  which 
complaint  is  made,  by  reason  of  the  ordinance 
of  the  city  of  Indianapolis  set  out  in  the  com- 
plaint. In  the  case  of  Willy  v.  MuUedy, 
*^iprn,  a  statute  provided  that  the  owners  of 
a  designated  class  of  buildings  in  the  city  of 
Brooklyn  should  provide  the  same  with  fire 
^srt^pes.  It  was  held  that  this  statute  was 
intended  for  the  benefit  of  tenants,  and  the 
^wner  of  a  building  of  the  class  named  who 
failed  to  comply  with  the  statute  was  liable 
to  a  tenant  who  was  injured  by  reason  of 
«uch  failure.  In  the  case  of  Parker  v.  Bam- 
''K  iupra,  there  was  a  statute  which  pro- 
vided that,  in  any  store  or  building  in  the 
<'ity  of  Boston  in  which  there  was  placed  a 
hoistway  or  elevator  hole,  such  hoistway  or 
elevator  hole  should  be  protected  by  a  good 
and  substantial  railing,  and  good  and  suffi- 
cient trapdoors  with  which  to  close  the  same, 
and  that  the  trapdoors  should  be  kept  closed 
«t  all  times  except  when  in  actual  use  by 
the  occupant  of  the  building.  It  was  helid 
that  this  statute  was  intended  for  the  benefit 
of  All  persons  lawfully  entering  such  a  build- 
aLRA. 


ing,  and  that  for  this  reason  a  police  officer 
who  entered  after  night  In  the  discharge  of 
his  official  duty,  and  was  injured  by  reason 
of  a  failure  to  comply  with  the  statute,  might 
recover,  although  he  was  a  mere  'licensee. 
In  the  case  of  Ryan  v.  Thomdon,  mpra,  there 
was  an  ordinance  of  the  city  of  New  York 
similar  to  the  statute  mentioned  in  the  case 
of  Parker  v.  Barnard,  and  it  was  held  that 
such  ordinance  was  intended  for  the  benefit 
of  firemen,  police  officers,  and  others  who  in 
the  performance  of  their  duties  might  be 
called  upon  to  enter  such  houses  after  night, 
and  that  a  policeman  injured  by  reason  of  a 
failure  to  comply  with  the  ordinance  miffht 
recover.  In  the  case  of  Luddington  v.  Afiuer, 
aupra,  a  statute  of  the  United  States  provided 
for  private  bonded  warehouses.  The  statutes 
and  the  regulations  of  the  treasury  depart- 
ment place  such  warehouses  under  the  con- 
trol and  management  of  the  warehousemen 
who  owned  the  same,  so  far  as  the  supervis- 
ion and  management  of  the  hatchways  were 
concerned.  It  was  held  that  if  such  ware- 
houseman negligently  left  open  a  hsfCchway 
in  a  passageway  over  which  a  custom  officer 
would  pass  in  the  discharge  of  his  duties  at 
such  house,  bv  reason  of  which  the  officer 
was  injured,  he  might  recover  for  such  in- 
jury. The  ordinance  under  immediate  con- 
sideration is  fullv  set  out  in  the  complaint,  a 
synopsis  of  wiiich  is  above  set  forth.  There 
is  nothing  in  the  ordinance  to  indicate  that 
the  common  council,  at  the  time  it  was 
adopted,  had  in  mind  the  safety  of  firemen 
in  case  of  a  fire  occurring  in  the  city.  It 
was  evidently  its  purpose  to  protect  the  citi- 
zens and  those  whose  business  required  them 
to  be  in  the  vicinitv  of  walls  and  buildings 
liable  to  fall  and  do  them  injury,  and  also 
to  protect  the  city  against  fire  by  reason  of 
structures  liable  at  any  time  to  take  fire. 
That  the  common  council  did  not  have  in 
mind  the  kind  of  wall  described  in  the  com- 
plaint is  evidenced  by  the  fact  that  the  or- 
dinance in  question  requires  the  owner  of  any 
dangerous,  unsafe,  or  insecure  wall  or  bulla - 
ing  to  make  the  same  safe  and  secure  either 
by  properly  repairing  the  same,  or  by  re- 
building the  same  within  twelve  hours  after 
receiving  notice  from  the  chief  fire  engineer. 
Such  provision,  together  with  other  provis- 
ions in  the  ordinance,  indicate,  we  think, 
that  the  common  council  was  legislating 
with  reference  to  walls  and  buildings  in  im- 
mediate danger  of  falling,  or  in  immediate 
danger  of  taking  fire.  In  this  case,  so  far  as 
it  appears  from  the  facts  alleged  in  the  com- 
plaint, the  appellee  had  erected  a  building 
which,  under  ordinary  circumstances,  was 
reasonably  safe  for  the  purposes  of  commerce 
and  trade.  It  became  unsafe  only  by  reason 
of  the  fact  that  it  was  stored  with  stationery 
by  a  tenant,  and  by  reason  of  the  fact  that 
in  an  extraordinary  emergency  larcre  quanti- 
ties of  water  were  thrown  into  and  upon  the 
building,  thus  putting  it  to  an  extraordinary* 
strain.  We  do  not  think  the  ordinance  be- 
fore* us  was  intended  to  apply  to  a  building 
of  this  character.  The  appellee,  in  the  con- 
struction of  his  building,  was  not,  in  our 
opinion,  bound  to  anticipate  extraordinary 
events,   but,    if  he  constructed  a  building 
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which  was  ordinarily  safe  under  ordinary 
circumstances,  he  was  not  acting  in  violation 
of  the  terms  of  this  ordinance.  This  case  has 
been  ably  argued  orally,  in  open  court,  and 
briefed  on  both  sides  with  unusual  care  and 
ability ;  and  after  a  careful  consideration  of 
all  that  has  been  said,  and  a  careful  examina- 
tion of  all  the  authorities  cited,  we  have  been 
forced  to  the  conclusion  that  the  complaint 


before  us  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  hold 
the  appellee  liable  for  the  injury  set  up  iik 
the  complaint,  either  under  the  common  law 
or  the  ordinances  of  the  city  of  Indianapolis. 
It  follows  from  this  conclusion  that  the  cir- 
cuit court  did  not  err  in  its  ruling,  and  that 
its  judgment  should  be  of 

Rehearing  denied. 
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1*  A  conveyaAce  of  a  pew  prior  to  Stat. 
1866,  chap.  122,  except  in  Boston,  was  required  to 
be  by  deed,  as  the  pew  was  real  estate. 


8«  A  conveyaAoe  of  a  pew  soAcieiit  in 
every  respect  to  convey  real  estate 
except  in  the  want  of  seals,  or  words  call- 
injr  for  seals.  Is  a  basis  of  adverse  possession,  if 
the  grrantees  occupied  under  it,  beiievinff  their 
title  irood. 

8«  The  methods  and  usaf^es  of  the  Bo- 
manlCatholic  Church  do  not  seem  to  touch 


Note.— Tfte  rightt  of  pew  holders. 

I.  The  nature  of  their  fight  and  tiUe, 

a.  English  doctrine, 

b.  United  States  doctrine. 

c.  In  Pennsylvania, 

d.  Cortditions  attached. 

II.  Rights  of  the  parish  or  society. 
in.  Rights  of  the  pew  owner. 

a.  Compensation  upon  removoL 

b.  Action  for  disturbance. 
IV.  Free  church. 

V.  Attachment. 
VL  Assessment  and  taxation. 
VII.  Relief  under  the  English  law. 

I.  The  nature  of  their  right  and  title. 

a.  English  doctrine. 

The  word  '"pew^*  is  said  to  be  derived  from  the 
Dutch  **puye,"  and  to  sigrnify  "^aseat  enclosed  in 
a  church.  Brumfltt  v.  Roberts,  L.  R.  5  0.  P.  ZU; 
Johnson^s  Diet. 

The  right  to  separate  seats  or  pews  in  a  churoh 
did  not  exist  in  Bngland,  except  in  the  case  of  the 
favored  few,  before  .th^  Reformation,  all  parish- 
ioners havingr  the  right  to  use  the  body  of  the 
church;  subsequently,  however,  the  right  to  them 
was  granted  by  the  bishop  or  ordhiary  by  means 
of  a  faculty  the  rights  under  which  were  heard  Id 
the  spiritual  courts  alone.  1  Bu m^s  Ecd.  Law,  title 
Churchy  chap.  7:  Crabbe,  Real  Prop.  §  4,  pi.  90, 9 10, 
pi.  481,  48S. 

Gorven^s  Case,  2  Coke,  106,  Frazer^  ed.,  was  about 
the  earliest  case  upon  this  question.  There  the 
court  held  that  any  person  having  a  bouse  or  land 
in  the  parish  time  out  of  mind,  and  a  seat  in  an 
aisle  of  the  church  maintained  at  his  own  charges 
might  have  a  writ  of  prohibition  against  the  bishop 
if  the  latter  dispossessed  him.  But  that  the  ordi- 
nary could  decide  all  questions  arising  out  of  seats 
in  the  body  of  a  church. 

In  10  Jac.  it  was  resolved  in  the  Star  Chamber, 
that  if  a  man  had  a  house  in  any  parish,  and  time 
out  of  mind  he  and  all  those  whose  estate  he  had 
had  used  to  have  a  certain  pew  in  the  churoh,  if 
the  ordinary  displaced  him  he  had  a  prohibition; 
but  he  must  claim  It  as  belonging  to  the  house. 
Ibid. 

At  common  law  there  was  no  property  in,  nor 
right  to  sell  or  let,  a  pew  or  seat  in  the  body  of  a 
parochial  churoh  or  chapeL  Brumfltt  v.  Roberts, 
suprcL 

By  the  general  law  and  of  common  right,  pews 
23  L.  R.  A. 


in  a  parish  church  were  held  to  be  the  common 
property  of  the  parish.  Fuller  v.  Lane,  2  Add. 
Ecd.  Rep.  436. 

All  parishioners  are  entitled  to  be  seated,  orderly 
and  conveniently,  so  as  best  to  provide  for  the  ac- 
commodation of  all.  Ibid.;  Re  Cathedral  Church 
of  St.  Columb,  Londonderry,  8  L.  T.  N.  S.  SSI. 

But  every  parishioner  has  not  a  right  to  a  pew  in 
the  parish  church.  Re  Cathedral  X^hurch  of  St. 
Columb,  Londonderry,  supra. 

The  freehold  is  generally  in  the  parson,  the  in- 
habitants having  the  right  to  use  the  ohurch  for 
Divine  worship.    Brumfltt  v.  Roberts,  supra. 

The  pew  owners*  interest  is  not  such  as  to  vest 
the  freehold  in  any  portion  of  the  soil  in  him  so  as 
to  give  him  the  right  to  vote;  but  only  an  ease- 
ment, or  qualified  right  to  occupy  and  enjoy  the 
pew  for  the  purpose  of  attending  service,  ibfd..' 
Hlnde  v.  Charlton,  L.  R.  2  C.  P.  104. 

It  is  essentially  a  right  to  use  it  for  the  services 
of  the  church,  and  at  times  when  it  is  open  for  use,, 
subject  to  the  regulations  of  the  churoh;  and  there 
is  no  right  of  access  to  it  or  to  use  it  for  other  pur- 
poses or  in  any  other  manner.  Brumfitt  v.  Rob- 
erts, L.  R.  6  C.  P.  224. 

It  may  be  annexed  to  a  house  by  a  faculty,  or  by 
prescription,  which  supposes  a  faculty,  and  may 
be  transferred  with  the  messuage.  Stocks  v.  Boot  h, 
1 T.  R.  482;  Yard  v.  Ford.  2  Saund.  175;  Brumfltt  v. 
Roberts  and  Corven^s  Case,  supra;  Morgan  v.  Cur- 
tls,  8  Mann.  &  R.  889;  PbUlips  v.  Halltday,  App.  Cas. 
a8ei]  228;  Bfainwaring  v.  Giles,  5  Bam.  &  Aid.  9bA. 

The  ownership  of  a  house  may  legally  carry  with 
it  the  right  to  a  pew  in  the  chancel.  Parker  v. 
Leach,  4  Moore,  P.  C.  C.  N.  S.  180;  Malnwaring  v. 
Giles,  supra. 

But  it  cannot  be  annexed  by  prescription  to  any- 
thing but  a  house  or  messuage;  the  occupier  of  the 
house  and  not  the  owner  of  the  estate  being  alone 
entitled  to  its  use.  Woollocombe  v.  Ouldridge,  3 
Add.  Eccl.  Rep.  1. 

So  the  mere  occupancy  of  a  house  did  not  of  it- 
self give  the  right  to  a  pew  as  they  were  not  ap- 
purtenant to  the  land.  Pettman  v.  Bridger,  1 
PhiUim.  Ecd.  Rep.  816. 

Where  the  right  to  a  pew  exists  as  annexed  to  a 
messuage  by  prescription  it  runs  with  the  occu- 
pancy of  the  house  and  cannot  be  severed  from  it. 
Re  Cathedral  Church  of  St.  Columb,  Londonderry,, 
8L.T.N.S.861, 

The  possessory  right  is  only  coextensive  with  act^ 
uai  possession,  abandonment  causing  the  right  to 
cease  and  determine.  Woollocombe  v.  Ouldridge,. 
supra. 
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the  queBtion  of  the  ri^bts  of  a  pew  holder  who 
has  a  title  to  bis  pew. 

4.  The  owner  of  »  pew  In  »  efaureh  Is 
entttleclto  pagraieiit»  if  the  pew  is  destroyed 
by  takiofrdown  the  buildlnirt  or  otherwise,  when 
'it  is  a  matter  of  ezpediency  merely,  and  is  not 
made  neoesBary  by  the  ruinous  oondition  of  tbe 
bnHding. 

6»  The  mrehbiehop,  who  has  title  to  the 
toil  on  iHileh  a  Roman  Catholic  Chnreh 
■taads*  hae  no  irreater  rights  in  respect 
to  the  demolition  of  a  pew,  owned  by  an  individ- 
ual, therein  than  ao  organiaed  religrious  corpora- 
tion of  any  other  denomination  would  have  by 
reason  of  its  ownership  of  the  church. 

(November  28,  IWB.) 

REPORT  by  the  Superior  Court  of  Middle- 
sex County  for  the  opinion  of  the  Supreme 
Judicial  Court  after  verdict  in  favor  of  de- 
fendant in  an  action  brought  to  recover  dam- 


ages for  the  alleged  wrongful  destruction  of 
certain  pews  in  tbe  81.  John's  Roman  Catholic 
Church  at  East  Cambridge,  which  were  the 
property  of  the  plaintiff,      verdiet  tet  aside. 

In  March,  1842,  property  was  conveyed  to 
the  Roman  Catholic  bishop  of  Boston,  upon 
which  the  church  in  question  was  erected. 
The  bishop  afterwards  executed  tbe  following 
unsealed  instrument: 

"Enow  all  men  by  these  presents, that  in  con- 
sideration of  the  sum  of  one  hundred  and  sev- 
en, 50-100  dollars,  paid  by  John  McOinley  for 
the  use  of  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  of  St. 
John's,  East  Cambridge,  the  receipt  of  which 
is  hereby  acknowledged,  we,  the  undersigned, 
do  hereby  sell  and  convey  unto  the  said  John 
McGinley  a  pew  in  tbe  above  church,  in  the 
north  aisle.  No.  58,  to  have  and  to  hold  to  the 
said  John  McGinley  and  his  heirs  forever,  on 
tbe  following  conditions,  to  wit:  that  he  and 
they  shall  regularly  pay,  or  cause  to  be  paid^ 
a  quarterly  contribution  of  two  dollars  fifty 


A  person  having  a  possessory  title  only,  claimio£r 
tberifffat  as  annexed  to  the  house  by  prescription, 
must  prove  repairs  at  his  own  expense  if  they  have 
been  necesHuy.  Pettman  v.  Bridger,  tupra;  FuUer 
T.  Lane, 2  Ad^  Bed.  Bep.  419;  Walter  v.  Gunner,  1 
Bagg.  Consist  Bep.  8SS;  Kenriuk  v.  Taylor,  1  Wils. 
SSB;  Stocks  v.  Booth,  1  T.  R.  481;  Woollocombe  v. 
Onldridire,  mpro;  Crisp  v.  Martin,  L.  R.  8  Prob. 
Div.  IS;  Charton  v.  Frewen,  L.  R.|S  Bq.  684,  85  L.  J. 
ClL  ese;  Knapp  v.  St.  Mary,  WiUesden,  t  Rob.  BocL 
Bep.  868. 

AUier^  in  an  action  airainst  a  stranirer.  Kenrlck 
V.  Tiylor,  mtpra. 

When  a  peison  has  a  pew  annexed  to  his  house, 
be  may  have  an  action  on  the  case  against  any  one 
diEturbing  him.  GrifBth  v.  Matthews,  6  T.  R.  206; 
Hiiawy  V.  Leyton,  Eastern  Term,  10  Jao. 

Tbe  distribution  of  seats  rests  with  the  church 
wardens  as  the  officers,  and  subject  to  the  control, 
of  tbe  ordinary,  neither  the  minister  nor  the  vestry 
baring  any  right  whatever  to  interfere  with  them 
in  seating  and  arranging  the  parishioners  as  often 
erroneoualy  supposed.  Fuller  v.  Lane,  supra;  even 
tfaougb  a  cathedraL  Re  Cathedral  Church  of  St. 
Columb,  Londonderry,  supra. 

Church  wardens  have  a  discretionary  power  to 
appropriate  the  pews  in  the  church  among  tbe 
piriaboneiB,  and  may  remove  persons  intruding 
upon  seats  already  appropriated.  Reynolds  v. 
Monkton,  2  Mood,  ft  R.  884. 

A  facolty  of  a  pew  to  a  man  and  his  hehrs  is  bad, 
■8  it  may  belong  to  a  party  not  a  parishioner.  By- 
erley t.  Windosa, 7 Dowl.  ft R. 664, 6 Bam. ft  CI. 

Tbe  right  to  a  pew  in  the  body  of  a  churob  can- 
not be  acquired  otherwise  than  by  prescription  by 
ft  nonpaitahloner,  whether  extra- parochial  or  resi- 
dent in  another  pariah,    ihld. 

Bat  a  pew  inHhe  body  of  a  church  may  be  ap- 
porteoant  to  a  house  out  of  the  parish  by  prescrip- 
tion. Lousley  v.  Hayward,  1  Younge  ft  J.  688;  Da- 
TiST.  Wit,  Forrest.  14. 

Presumptive  evidence  of  a  prescriptive  right  to 
•  pev  may  arise  from  tbe  uninterrupted  possession 
of  a  pew  in  the  cbanoel  for  thirty  years,  as  against 
ft  wrongdoer,  but  is  subject  to  rebuttal  by  proof  of 
tt>  ttOD-existenoe  thoae  many  years  back.  Griffith 
v.3Utthewa,5T.  R.»6. 

Where  the  plaintllf  claimed  possession  of  a  pew 
for  tbirty-six  yesra.  bb  appurtenant  to  a  messuage 
Acquiesced  in  by  the  defendant,  the  court  held 
tbere  was  good  presumptive  evidence  of  a  fiiculty. 
Bogers  r.  Brooks,  1  T.  R.  481,  n;  Phillips  v.  Halli- 
day.App.  Qw.  [1801]  28S,  where  the  piaintilf  bad 
Kptiied,  occupied,  and  kept  it  looked  for  several 
2*2  LRA, 


years,  even  though  the  original  possession  was  ac- 
quired in  a  manner  giving  no  legal  title. 

In  case  of  an  interrupted  prescription,  a  faculty, 
by  reason  of  long  undisturbed  poopceslon,  will  not 
be  presumed  by  the  Jury.  Morgan  v.  Curtis,  3 
Mann,  ft  R.  880. 

A  pew  door  hung  upon  hinges  and  removable 
without  interfering  with  the  staple  is  not  part  of 
the  freehold.    Mant  v.  Collins,  16  L.  J.  Q.  B.  248. 

In  Woollocombe  v.  Ouldridge,  8  Add.  Eccl.  Rep» 
1.  the  court  held  that  ordinaries  were  bound  not 
to  issue  faculties  appropriating  pews  to  individuals, 
except  under  special  clrcumstaoces. 

It  does  not,  however,  create  such  a  right  in  the 
freehold  as  will  create  a  right  to  vote  or  to  be 
placed  upon  the  county  register  of  voters.  Hinde 
V.  Charlton,  L.  R.  2  C.  P.  KM;  Greenway  v.  Hock- 
in,  L.  R.  6  C.  P.'286;  Brumfltt  v.  Roberts,  Id.  2S4. 

Where  trustees  were  empowered  by  statute  to  re- 
move and  rebuild  a  chapel  and  appropriate  the- 
pews  to  subscribers  to  the  building  who  were 
deemed  proprietors,  the  pews  being  vested  in  them 
and  their  heirs  forever,  the  court  held,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  proof  as  to  who  the  real  owners  of  the 
freehold  were,  that  the  proprietors  had  not  such  a 
title  as  gave  them  a  right  to  a  county  vote.*  Green- 
way  V.  Hockin,  supra. 

No  action  can  be  maintained  in  an  ecclesiastical 
court  for  tbe  allotment  of  pews  except  the  build- 
ing be  duly  consecrated.  Battiscombe  v.  Eve,  9 
Jur.N.8.210. 

It  would  seem,  however,  that  in  the  case  of  a 
cathedral  which  is  not  a  parish  church  the  seat  can 
alone  be  allotted  by  the  bishop.  Re  Cathedrai 
Church  of  St.  Columb,  Londonderry,  8  L.  T.  N. 
S.861. 

Where  it  was  proved  that  the  pew  in  question 
had  been  one  of  three  adjoining  ones,  used  under 
one  claim  in  respect  of  an  ancient  messuage,  proof 
of  repairs  to  one  pew  was  held  sufficient  evidence 
of  repairs.    Pepper  v.  Barnard.  12  L.  J.  Q.  B.  861. 

But  each  case  must  be  governed  by  its  own  cir- 
cumstances in  relation  to  the  amount  of  evidence 
required.    Rtid. 

The  right  to  a  pew  may  be  apportioned  as  where 
the  pew  was  granted  by  faculty  in  respect  of  a 
dwelling  house  which  was  afterwards  divided  into 
two  houses,  the  court  holding  that  the  occupier  of 
one  part  had  a  rigbt  to  some  part  of  tbe  pew  and 
might  maintain  an  action  against  a  wrongdoer. 
Harris  v.  Drewe,  2  Bam.  ft  Ad.  164. 

In  the  Roman  Catholic  Church,  the  bare  posses- 
sion of  a  pew,  without  title,  will  Justify  the  occu- 
pier in  defending,  by  force,  the  possession  against 
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cents  at  least.  And  in  case  of  a  default  of 
payment  of  the  said  contribution,  during  more 
than  one  year,  then  thirty  days  after  notice 

?:iven,  the  said  pew  may  be  entered,  and  taken 
rom  said  grantee,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  by  said 
grantors,  their  assiras,  or  any  person  or  per- 
sons acting  under  them,  and  shall  be  sold  and 
disposed  of,  as  said  grantors  or  their  assigns 
shall  think  fit,  the  present  deed  and  convey- 
ance notwithstanding,  which  shall  thenceforth 
be  void  and  of  no  effect.  And  the  residue  of 
the  amount  of  the  sale,  after  having  deducted 
the  sum  due  and  charges,  shall  belong  to  the 
said  John  McOinley,  Fealix  McClurt,  or  his 
heirs." 

The  title  to  this  pew  subsequently  became 
vested  in  the  plaintiff,  and  the  plaintiff's  title 
to  the  other  pew  was  derived  under  a  similar 
instrument.  Defendant  is  a  Roman  Catholic 
priest  and  was  placed  in  charge  of  the  St. 
John's  Parish,  with  special  directions  from  the 
bishop  to  build  a  new  church,  the  old  edifice 


having  become  too  small  for  the  needs  of  the 
congregation.  Ground  was  secured  and  the 
church  was  built,  after  which  it  was  decided 
to  use  the  old  edifice  for  general  purposes  con- 
nected with  the  church  work,  and  to  hold  no 
more  services  in  it.  For  the  purpose  of  mak- 
ing the  changes  necessary  to  fit  the  building  for 
its  new  use,  the  pews  were  removed  therefrom 
and  the  woodwork  was  sold  or  destroyed. 

Further  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 

MewTB.  H.  H.  Westoii  and  B.  D.  We«t- 
OB-Smith*  for  plaintiff: 

The  nature  oi  the  property  acquired  bv  the 
plaintiff,  and  his  title  thereto,  must  be  deter- 
mined by  the  laws  of  the  land.  The  laws  of 
the  Roman  Catholic  Church  are  mere  matters 
of  discipline  which  cannot  be  enforced  in  our 
courts. 

8ohier  v.  Irinity  Church,  109  Mass.  1;  Atty- 
Qen,  V.  Proprietors  of  Federal  Street  Meeting- 
House  in  Boston,  8  Gray,  1 ;  Currier  v.  Trustees 
of  Trinity  Soe.  of  M.  E.  Church  in  Charles- 


the  entry  of  one  without  title.    Brett  v.  Mullarkey, 
7lP.  C.  L.Rep.120. 

b.  UniUA  Stales  doctrine. 

The  EnRlish  ecoleslastical  law  forma  the  baaifi 
for  the  law  reffulatlofir  the  affairs  of  the  Episcopal 
Oh  arch  in  this  country,  and  is  in  force  except  so 
far  as  it  has  been  modified  and  changed  by  the 
usages  and  canons  of  the  church.  State  v.  Trinity 
Church  in  Trenton,  45  N.  J.  L.  280;  Lynd  v. 
Henzies,  88  N.  J.  L.  IttB. 

In  these  states  pews  are  said  to  be  held  by  very 
peculiar  titles.  Sohier  v.  Trinity  Church,  108  Mass. 
1;  Church  v.  Wells,  24  Pa,  249;  O'Hear  v.  De  Goes- 
briand,  88  Vt.  088.  80  Am.  Dec.  668;  Atty-Gen.  v. 
Proprietors  of  Federal  Street  Meetinsr-House  in 
Boston,  8  Gray,  1. 

In  the  absence  of  statutory  provisions  declaring 
them  peisonal,  they  are  considered  as  real  estate. 
Trustees  of  First  Baptist  Church  in  Ithaca  v.  Bige- 
low,  16  Wend.  28;  Voorbees  v.  Presbyterian  Church 
of  Amsterdam,  17  Barb.  108;  St.  Paul's  Church  in 
Syracuse  v.  Ford,  84  Barb.  16;  Atty-Gen.  v.  Pro- 
prietors of  Federal  Street  Meeting-House  in  Bos- 
ton, mipra;  Bates  v.  Sparrell,  10  Mass.  828;  Gay  v. 
Baker,  17  Mass.  43K,  9  Am.  Dec.  UW;  Gamble's  Sue 
cession,  28  La.  Ann.  9;  Kimball  v.  Second  Cong. 
Parish  in  Rowley,  24  Pick.  847;  Trustees  of  Third 
Presby.  Church  in  Newark  v.  Andrews,  21 K.  J.  L. 
226:  State  v.  Trinity  Church  in  Trenton,  aiipm; 
Jcbnson  v.  Corbett,  11  Palqre,  276, 6  L.  ed.  184:  Mo- 
Nabb  V.  Pond,  4  Bradf .  1;  Viclle  v.  Osgood,  8  Barb. 
180;  KeUogg  v.  Dickinson,  18  Vt  266:  Hodges  v. 
Green,  28  Vt.  868;  Howe  v.  Stevens,  47  Vt.  262;  Bar- 
uard  V.  Whipple,  29  Vt.  401,  70  Am.  Dec.  422; 
Deutsch  v.  Stone,  27  Ohio  L.  J.  20. 

And  as  such.  Incorporeal  hereditaments  or  ease- 
ments. Barnard  v.  Whipple,  sttpra;  Perrln  v. 
Granger,  88  Vt.  101:  Trustees  of  Third  Presby. 
Church  in  Newark  v.  Andruss,  supra:  First  Bap- 
tist Soc.  in  l4Ped8  v.  Grant,  59  Me.  246;  Proprietors 
of  Union  Meeting-house  in  Hartland  v.  RoweU,  66 
Me.  400;  Gamblers  Succession,  and  McNabb  v.  Pond, 
supra. 

So  that  a  husband  cannotconvey  immediately  to 
his  wife.  Voorhees  v.  Presbyterian  Church  of 
Amsterdam,  supra. 

Neither  are  they  considered  as  real  estate  so  as 
to  give  the  holder  or  owner  the  legal  right  to  elec- 
tion as  sheriff  as  possessing  the  requisite  real  and 
personal  estate.  Hatoheson  v.  Tllden,  4  Harr.  k 
McH.  279. 

It  is  not  considered  as  personal  estate  unless  cre- 
ated by  a  lease  of  a  pew  for  a  term  of  years. 


Johnson  v.  Corbett,  and  McNabb  v.  Pond,  sttpm. 

In  Massachusetts  the  right  to  a  pew  is  regarded 
as  real  property,  except  in  Boston  where  ft  Is  per- 
sonal property.  Atty-Gen.  v.  Proprietors  of  Fed- 
eral Street  Meeting-House  in  Boston*  8  Gray,  1; 
Stat.  1796,  chap.  58,  §  1;  Kimball  v.  Second  Cong. 
Parish  in  Rowley,  24  Pick.  347. 

But  by  the  Massachusetts  Statutes  of  1866,  chap* 
122,  the  pews  of  all  houses  of  public  worship  were 
made  personal  property;  and  see  the  Pennsylvania 
doctrine,  infra. 

The  interest  in  a  pew  created  by  a  lease  in  per- 
petuity is  an  interest  or  estate  in  realty  and  the 
lessees  or  pew  owners  take  title  of  their  pews  as 
real  estate,  with  all  its  incidents.  St.  PauPs  Church 
in  Syracuse  v.  Ford,  84  Barb.  16. 

Pew  holders  have  merely  a  limited  usufructuary 
interest  under  which  they  have  a  right  to  occupy  a 
particular  portion  of  the  church  edifice  for  the  pur- 
pose of  attending  worship  and  for  other  custom- 
ary uses.  Re  New  South  Meettng-House  in  Bos- 
ton, 18  Allen,  497:  Sohier  v.  Trinity  Church,  109 
Mass.  1;  Gamblers  Succession,  23  La.  Ann.  9;  Trus- 
tees of  Third  Presby.  Church  in  Newark  t.  An- 
druss,  21 N.  J.  L.  825:  Freligh  v.  Piatt,  6  Cow.  494; 
White  V.  Trustees  of  First  Soc.  of  M.  E.  Church,  3 
Lans.  477;  Kinoaid's  App.  66  Pa.  411, 5  Am.  Bep.  877. 

The  right  of  pew  owners  in  their  pews  Is  not  ab- 
solute. Daniel  v.  Wood,  18  Mass.  102,  11  Am.  Dec. 
151:  Freligh  v.  Piatt,  savra. 

It  is  a  qualified  property.  Daniel  v.  Wood  and 
Sohier  v.  Trinity  Church,  supra;  Jones  v.  Towne,  68 
N.  H.  462. 42  Am.  Rep.  602;  Kimball  v.  Second  Cong. 
Parish  in  Rowley,  24  Pick.  847:  Wentworth  v.  First 
Parish  in  Canton,  8  Pick.  844;  First  Baptist  Soc.  In 
Leeds  v.  Grant,  69  Me.  246;  Trustees  of  Third  Presby. 
Church  in  Newark  v.  Andruss,mcpra,'  Van  Houten 
V.  McKelway,  17  N.  J.  Eq.  126;  White  v.  Trustees  of 
First  Soc.  of  M.  E.  Church,  snu/pra;  Trustees  of  First 
Baptist  Church  In  Ithaca  v.  Bigelow,  16  Wend.  SB; 
Abemethy  v.  Society  of  the  Church  of  Puritans,  8 
Daly,  1. 

The  right  extends  only  to  an  exouMve  occupa- 
tion of  the  pew  for  the  purposes  of  public  worship 
by  virtue  of  the  pew  owner^s  individual  right  of 
property  therein.  Shaw  v.  Beverldge.  8  Hill,  26, 38 
Am.  Dec.  616:  Sohier  v.  Trinity  Church,  supra;  Gay 
V.  Baker,  17  Mass.  486,  9  Am.  Dear  169;  Daniel  t.' 
Wood.  18  Mass.  102, 11  Am.  Dec  151;  Atty-Gen.  v. 
Proprietors  of  Federal  Street  Meeting-House  In 
Boston,  8  Gray.  1;  Howe  v.  Stevens,  47  Vt.  262;  Kel- 
logg V.  Dickinson,  18  Vt.  266;  White  v.  Trustees  of 
Fkst  Soa  of  M.  B.  Church,  8  Lans.  477;  Abemethy 
V.  Society  of  the  Church  of  Puritans,  supra;  First 
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totrn,  109  Mass.  165;  (/Hear  v.  De  OoesMand, 
33  Vt.  598,  80  Am.  Dec.  658.  See  also  Clia9e 
7.  Chmey.SS  III.  5C9. 11  Am.  Rep.  95;  Calkins 
Y.  Cheney,  92  111.  468. 

No  one  bas  a  right  to  iojure  or  take  down  the 
wood  or  other  material  of  which  the  pew,  as  a 
visible  object,  consists;  the  owner  has  an  ez- 
clusire  ri^t  to  occupy  it,  whenever  the  church 
ii  used  for  public  worship,  and  it  would  seem 
that  this  is  the  owner's  strict  legal  right  when- 
ever the  building  is  used  for  purposes  other 
than  that  of  public  worship. 

Jadc9on  v.  BounsetiUe,  5  Met,  127;  Be  New 
S.yuth  Meeting-House  in  Boston,  18  Allen,  497. 

It  also  app^rs  that,  as  necessarily  incident 
to  his  ownership  of  a  pew,  he  has  certain  rights 
in  sll  the  rest  of  the  building,  because  ''the 
purchasers  must  be  supposed  to  take  with  the 
pewB  that  which  renders  them  valuable/'  and 
*'the sellers  can  have  no  right  to  take  away  the 
viodows  of  the  meeting-house,  or  the  walls,  or 
the  pulpit,  or  the  singers'  loft." 


Rerere  v.  Gannett,  1  Pick.  169. 

Conseouently  even  if  we  assume  that  Arch- 
bishop Williams,  as  ordinary,  was  absolute 
owner  of  the  Church  of  St.  John,  the  defend- 
ant cannot  Justify  the  destruction  of  the  plain- 
tiff's pews  and  dismantling  of  the  church,  as  a 
place  of  public  worship,  bv  showing  that  he 
acted  under  the  archbishop^s  orders. 

Gay  V.  Baker,  17  Mass.  485, 9  Am.  Dec.  159; 
Daniel  v.  Wood,  1  Pick.  102, 11  Am.  Dec.  151; 
Revere  v.  Gannett,  supra;  y^enttoortk  v.  First 
Parish  in. Canton,  8 Pick.  844;  Howard y.  F\rst 
Parish  in  North  Bridgewater,  7  Pick.  188; 
KimbaU  y.  Second  Cong.  Parish  in  Rowley,  24 
Pick,  847;  Fassett  v.  First  Parish  in  Boyiston, 
19  Pick.  861;  Jackson  v.  RounsetnUe,  supra; 
Gorton  v.  Hadsell,  9  Ciish.  508;  Re  New  South 
Meeting-House  in  Boston,  Atty-Gen.  v.  Propri- 
etors of  Federal  Street  Meeting-House  in  Bostmi, 
and  Sohier  v.  Trinity  Churcft,  supra. 

The  proprietors  of  a  meeting-house,  either  by 
the  common  law  or  by  statute,  generally  have 


Baptist  Chiircb  In  Hartford  v.Wttberell.  8  Paige,2M, 

3  L.  ed.  1«,  24  Am.  Dec.  2S8;  Freligh  v.  Piatt,  5  Ck)W. 

m:  Erwin  v.  Hard,  18  Abb.  N.  C.  91;  Cooper  v. 

Trustees  of  First  Presby.  Church  of  Sandy  Hill. 

•3S  Barb.  2S;  Re  Beformed   Dutch    Church   in 

^Saugerties,  16  Barb.  287:  Wheaton  v.  Gates,  18  N. Y. 

•305:  O'Hear  r.  DeOoesbrland,  33  Vt.  608,  80  Am. 

Dec.  6S3:  Curry  v.  Trustees  First  Presby.  Church 

of  Erie,  2  PIttsb.  Mk  Perrin  v.  Granger,  83  Vt.  101; 

Wentworth  v.  Firat  Parish  in  Canton  and  Jones  v. 

Towrne,  mpra. 
The  interest  is  one  in  the  use  of  the  particular 

^eat  or  seats  in  the  building  and  not  in  the  land. 

Re  Brick  Presby.  Church,  3  Edw.  Ch.  166,  6  L.  ed. 
SOT. 

It  gives  no  right  to  remove  the  pew.    Jones  v. 
Tovne,  mpra. 
But  only  when  the  bouse  »  used  for  the  purposes 

for  which  it  was  erected.    Kellogg  v.  Dickinson, 

IJ?  Vt,  308. 

And  is  necesearfly  limited.  Abernethy  y.  Soci- 
ety of  the  Church  of  Puritans,  3  Daly,  1:  Trustees 
of  First  DsptiBt  Church  in  Ithaca  t.  Bigelow,  16 

Weod.  28;  Heeney  v.  Trustees  of  St.  Peter's  Church, 
t  Edw.  Cb.  608, 6  L.  ed.  62ft  Trustees  of  Third  Presby. 
Church  io  Newark  v.  Andrues,  21  N.  J.  L.  885;  Fish- 
er r.  Glover,  4  N.  H.  180;  White  v.  Trustees  of  First 
Soc.  of  M.  B.  Church,  3  Lans.  477:  Re  Brick  Presby. 
Church  and  Freligh  v.  Piatt,  fupra. 

Eveo  though  held  under  valid  leases,  the  title  to 
the  freehold  being  in  the  corporation.  Re  Ke- 
fonned  Dutch  Church  in  Saugertles,  16  Barb.  287. 

Being  subject  to  the  paramount  right  of  the 
parsh.  the  trustees,  society,  or  corporation.  Klm- 
teii  r.  Second  Cong.  Parish  in  Rowley,  24  Pick.  847; 
Pirn  Baptist  8oc.  In  Leeds  v.  Grant,  58  Me.  246; 
Brooson  v.  8t.  Peter*s  Church,  7  N.7.  Legal  Obs.  361; 
M»w  V.  Beveridge.  3  Hill,  26.  88  Am.  Dec.  616; 
'.«v>per  r.  Trustees  of  First  Presby.  Church  of 
r«adv  HilL  32  Barb.  222;  Brwin  v.  Hurd,  18  Abb.  N. 
C.51;  Perrin  v.  Granger,  38  Vt.  100:  Kellogg  v.  Dick- 

A  pew  holder,  or  owner,  has  no  legal  interest  in 
the  chitrcb  edifice,  or  in  the  land  upon  which  it 
^laodi,  the  same  being  In  the  corporation,  society 
'^r  trogtees  and  the  poseeeslon  in  the  trustees.  Ab- 
*Tn«thy  V.  Society  of  the  Church  of  Puritans,  3 
I»jy.  1;  Heeney  v.  Trustees  of  St.  Peter's  Church, 

2  Edw.  Ch.  aoa.  6  Is,  ed.  GSSSt;  Re  Brick  Presby.  Church, 

3  Edw.  Ch.  156,  «  I/,  ed.  807;  Atty-Gen.  v.  Proprietors 
<'f  Federal  Street  Meeting-House  in  Boston,  3  Gray, 
1;  Bi  Xew  Sooth  Meeting-House  in  Boston,  13  Al- 
I^Q.  497:  Gay  ^.  Baker.  17  Mass.  486, 8  Am.  Dec.  160; 
Tnatees  of  Thlrtl  Presby.  Church  in  Newark  v. 
'i2  L.  R.  A. 


Andruss,  21  N.  J.  L.  328:  Wheaton  v.  Gates,  18  N.  Y. 
806;  Re  Reformed  Dutch  Church  io  Saugertles  and 
Cooper  V.  Trustees  of  First  Presby.  Church  of  Sandy 
Hill,  supra;  Voorhees  v.  Presbjterian  Church  of  • 
Amsterdam,  17  Barb.  108:  Woodworth  v.  Payne,  74 
N.  Y.196,  30  Am.  Rep.  298;  Kincaid's  App.  66  Pa. 
411,  6  Am.  Rep.8r7;  Church  v.  Wells,  24  Pa.  249. 

Bven  though  he  claim  under  an  absolute  convey- 
ance he  has  no  legal  interest  in  the  **old  church.** 
Re  Reformed  Dutch  Church  in  Saugertles,  16  Barb. 
287. 

And  the  grant  of  a  pew  in  perpetuity  does  not 
give  the  owner  any  absolute  right  of  property,  as 
in  a  grant  of  land  in  fee.  First  Bapttst  Church  in 
Hartford  v.  WithereU,  8  Paige,  296,  3  L.  ed.  169,  24 
Am.  Dec.  223. 

Neither  has  he  a  separate  or  individual  right  in 
the  timber  or  materialB  of  which  the  church  is  con- 
structed. Cooper  V.  Trustees  of  First  Presby. 
Church  of  Sandy  Hill,  32  Barb.  222. 

The  pew  owner  is  not  a  tenant  in  common  of  the 
estate  whereon  it  stands.  Atty-Gen.  v.  Proprietors 
of  Federal  Street  Meeting-House  in  Ik)6ton,  3 
Gray,  1. 

Neither  is  he  an  equitable  owner  of  an  aliquot 
part  or  share  in  the  property,  the  entire  beneficial 
interest  being  in  the  stockholders.  Re  New  South 
Meeting-House  in  Boston,  18  Allen,  487. 

He  owns  neither  the  soil  beneath  nor  the  space 
above,  and  cannot  alter  or  convert  the  pew  to  any 
other  use.  Trustees  of  Third  Presby.  Church  in 
Newark  v.  Andruss.  21  N.  J.  L.  826. 

The  conveyance  of  a  right  to  use  the  pew  as  a 
seat  in  a  place  of  religious  worship  as  long  as  the 
bouse  might  stand  passes  a  limited  estate,  subject 
to  the  more  general  right  of  the  corporation  in  the 
soil  and  freehold.  Voorhees  v.  Presbyterian  Church 
of  Amsterdam,  17  Barb.  103. 

In  Second  Cong.  Soc.  in  North  Bridgewater  v. 
Waring,  24  Pick.  804,  land  was  conveyed  to  parties 
mostly  members  of  an  Incorporated  religious  so- 
ciety to  hold  to  the  use  of  the  pew  holders,  the 
grantees  becominir  proprietors  under  the  Act 
of  1783,  chap.  39.  The  court  held  that  the  legal  title 
was  in  the  proprietors  in  trust  for  the  pew  hold- 
ers. 

His  rights  can  create  no  bar  to  a  sale  of  the 
church  and  grounds.  Re  Brick  Pres.  Church,  3 
Edw.  Ch.  166,6  L.ed.e07. 

And  if  the  church  edifice  should  be  sold  at  the 
expiration  of  the  lease  the  pew  owner*s  interest 
ceases.    Abernethy  v.   Society  of  the  Church  of 
I  Puritans.  3  Daly,  1. 

I     The  destruction  of  the  building  by  fire  or  other 
14 
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the  power  to  take  down  pews,  whenever  they 
deem  it  necessary,  for  the  purpose  of  building 
a  new  house,  or  of  repairing,  altering,  enlarg- 
ing, removing,  or  rebuilding  a  bouse  already 
built,  in  order  to  make  it  more  suitable  and 
convenient  for  public  worship  ( Wenttoarih  v. 
First  Parish  Chureli  in  Canton  and  Sohier  v. 
Trinity  Church,  supra);  and  in  all  such  cases 
the  pew  holders  are  entitled  to  compensation. 
They  can  be  deprived  of  their  pews  without 
compensation  onlv  when  the  meeting-house  has 
become  so  old,  oecayed,  or  ruinous  as  to  be 
unfit  for  use. 

Kimball  v.  Second  Cong.  Parish  in  Rowley 
and  Oorton  v.  Hadsell,  supra. 

Messrs.  E.  R.  Hoar  and  C.  J.  Meliitlre» 
for  defendant: 

The  plaintiff  had  no  property  in  the  altar, 
pulpit,  woodwork  of  the  pews,  the  statues, 
pictures,  and  other  sacred  fixtures  distinct  from 
the  right  of  enjoying  the  house  for  public  wor- 
ship. 


Revere  v.  GanneU,  1  Pick.  169;  Locke  v.  Bel- 
mont Cong.  8o6. 157  Mass.  689;  Kellogg  v.  Dick- 
inson, 18  Vt.  266. 

Not  the  pew  holders,  but  the  persons  who 
usually  attended  worship  at  the  church,  consti- 
tuted the  society;  and  the  latter  had  power  to 
authorize  the  discontinuance  of  worship  there^ 
and  to  remove  to  the  new  house. 

SiUby  V.  Barlow,  16  Gray,  829;  Pub.  Stat, 
chap.  88,  §  22. 

The  church  building  being  abandoned  for 
public  worship,  and  the  society  removing  to  a 
different  building,  no  one  is  subjected  to  lia- 
bility to  the  proprietor  of  a  pew  in  the  old 
building,  it  not  appearing  that  there  was  any 
wanton  action  in  the  abandonment,  or  attempt 
to  injure  the  plaintiff  or  other  pew  holders. 

Wentworih  v.  First  Parish  in  Canton,  3 
Pick.  844;  Fassett  v.  First  Parish  in  Bqylston, 
19  Pick.  861;  Wheaton  v.  Gates,  18  N.  Y.  395. 

If  the  plaintiff  had  property  in  his  {lews  to 
be  treated  as  real  estate,  his  right  is  subject  to 


casualty  destroys  his  riffbts.  Klnoaid's  App.  06  Pa. 
4IU6  Am.  Rep.  877:  Freliffb  v.  Piatt,  5  Cow.  494. 

Pews  may  be  leased  and  held  dtetinot  from  the 
fee.  Woodworth  v.  Payne,  74  N.  T.  100,  80  Am. 
Bep.»6. 

A  pew  holder  may  be  only  a  tenant  at  will  or 
from  year  to  year.  First  Parish  in  Qulocy  v.  Spear, 
15  Pick.  144,  in/ra,head  *'  Conditions  attached.** 

The  holdiPTS  of  a  pew  under  a  lease  are  tenants  in 
common,  havingr  several  and  distinct  freeholds, 
each  being  solely  and  severally  seised  of  iUs  share. 
Bt.  Paul*8  Churoli  in  Syracuse  v.  Pord,  34  Barb.  10. 

The  pew  bolder  cannot  compel  the  corporation  to 
maintain  divine  service  or  even  to  open  the  house 
for  that  purpose.  Rt  Reformed  Dutch  Church  in 
Saoirerties,  10  Barb.  )!87. 

A  pew  holder  if  a  corporator  will  be 'one  still 
even  after  a  change  of  location.  Re  Brick  Preeby. 
Church,  8  Bdw.  Ch.  US,  0  L.  ed.  007. 

The  owners  of  the  pews  hold  them  In  severalty. 
Shaw  V.  Beveridge,  8  Hill,  90,  88  Am.  Dec.  010; 
O^Hear  v.  De  (Joesbrtand,  88  Vt.  608. 80  Am.  Dec.  068. 

The  ownership  in  or  the  control  over,  a  pew  is 
forbidden  to  a  layman  by  the  canon  law  of  the  Ro- 
man Catholic  Church,  yet  where  a  church  was 
erected  by  means  of  a  subscription  expressed  to  be 
for  the  building  of  a  **Cathollc  chapel,"  it  was  held 
to  be  a  question  of  Uust  and  not  of  law  whether  the 
signers  to  such  paper  recognised  or  adopted  such 
law  upon  which  parol  evidence  was  admissible  to 
show  their  intention  to  have  the  choice  of  pews 
as  their  own  property  in  severalty.  0*Hear  v. 
De  (Joesbriand,  supra. 

It  is  transferable  iv  the  same  manner  as  other 
real  estate.  Barnard  v.  Whipple,  20  V  t.  401, 70  Am. 
Dec  4SS;  Kimball  v.  Second  Cong.  Parish  in  Row- 
ley. S4  Pick.  847;  Mass.  Stat  17lffi,chap.  68;  1881,  chap. 
60. 

A  contract  forthe  sale  thereof  is  within  the  pro- 
visions of  the  statute  of  frauds.  Trustees  of  First 
Baptist  Church  In  Ithaca  v.  Bigelow,  10  Wend.  28; 
Price  V.  Lyon,  14  Conn.  280;  Hodges  v.  Green,  28  Vt. 
868;  Vielie  v.  Osgood,  8  BarlK  180. 

And  is  void  under  the  statute  of  frauds  unless  in 
writing,  signed  by  the  party  to  be  charged.  Vielie 
V.  Osgood,  tupm. 

As  real  estate  it  comes  within  the  provision  of 
the  first  section  of  the  New  Jersey  act  constituting 
courts  for  the  trial  of  small  causes  and  cannot  be 
tried  before  a  justice  of  the  peace.  Trustees  of 
Third  Presby.  Church  in  Newark  v.  Andruas,  21 N. 
J.L.820. 

The  sale  of  a  pew  in  a  church  is  not  a  sale  of  real 
estate,  however,  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act 
22  L.  R.  A.  . 


Respecting  Religious  Societies,  2  R.  L.  210,  which 
declares  that  the  chancellor  may  make  an  order 
for  the  sale  of  any  real  estate  belonging  to  the  cor- 
poration.   Freligh  V.  Piatt,  6  Cow.  404. 

Where  the  auctioneer's  memorandum  of  sale  of 
a  pew  was  lost  the  court  refused  parol  evidence  es- 
tablishing a  different  contract  from  that  oontained 
in  such  memorandum.  Stoddert  v.  Vestry  of  Port 
Tobacco  Parish,  2  GiU  &  J.  287. 

It  descends  to  the  heir  as  an  unoorporeal  heredita- 
ment, and  the  executor  is  not  liable  for  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  sale  thereof.  McNabb  v.  Pond,  4 
Bradf.l. 

If  it  is  sought  to  be  made  liable  for  the  testa tor^s 
debts,  the  creditors  must  take  steps  to  have  It  sold 
as  part  of  his  real  estate  liable  for  debts.   1M(L 

A  widow  has  a  right  in  action  merely  in  a  pew, 
and  until  dower  is  assigned  her  second  huslMind 
has  no  interest  therein.  Branson  v.  St  Peter's 
Church,  7  N.  Y.  Legal  Obs.)|ifl^  ^C  ( 

Where  a  pew  was  ''granted  and  sold"  to  the  dcw 
ceased  owner  his  heirs  and  assigns  forever,  the 
court  held  that  as  under  the  statute  the  deed  would 
be  void  as  an  absolute  conveyance  in  fee,  the  trust- 
ees not  having  the  power  to  create  such  an  estate, 
it  operated  as  a  conveyance  of  the  right  to  occupy 
for  the  purposes  of  divine  service  an  estate  In  the 
nature  of  a  leasehold.   Ibid, 

In  Gamble's  Succession,  28  La.  Ann.  9,  the  court 
applied  the  rule  laid  down  in  article  470  [402]  of  the 
Code.  Incorporeal  things,  consisting  only  in  a 
right,  are  not  of  themselves  strictly  susceptible  of 
the  quality  of  movables  or  immovables:  neverthe- 
less, they  are  placed  in  one  or  the  other  of  these 
classes,  according  to  the  subject  to  which  they  ap- 
ply and  the  rules  hereinafter  established. 

In  Colby  v.  Northfleld  ft  Tilton  Cong.  Soc.,  08  X. 
fl.  08,  where  the  meeting  house  had  been  refmired 
and  altered  with  the  assent  of  the  society  and  the 
location  of  the  pews  changed  by  the  holders,  the 
court  held  that  an  equitable  assignment  by  a  com- 
mittee, of  the  new  pews  among  the  holders,  pur- 
suant to  a  vote  of  the  society,  was  valid.  ' 

o.  In  Piennsi/loania. 

The  interest  or  title  in  or  to  a  pew  can  hardly  be 
said  to  be  property  at  aU  in  the  strict  sense  of  the 
tcmn,  it  being  a  mere  easement  enjoyed  for  a  par- 
ticular purpose.  Curry  V.  Trustees  of  First  Presby 
Chureh  of  Erie,  2  Plttsb.  40. 

It  is  a  right  that  is  entirely  peculiar,  yet  a  sort  of 
interest  in  real  estate.   Church  v.  Wells,  24  Pa.  3«    | 

In  its  nature  it  is  scarcely  divisible  amonfr  heir? 
and  can  scarcely  be  said  to  be  the  subject  of  an  ac- 
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all  the  conditions  and  limitations  incident  to 
such  property.  If  the  edifice  becomes  useless 
by  dilapidation,  or  is  destroyed  by  fire,  or  if 
from  age,  decay,  or  other  injury  the  house  has 
to  be  rebuilt  in  the  same  place,  or  from  some 
necessary  cause  the  location  be  changed,  the 
pew  holder  has  no  claim  either  in  law  or  equity. 

KincaicTs  App.  66  Pa.  411,  5  Am.  Rep.  877; 
AbemUhy  v.  Society  of  the  Church  of  Puritans, 
3  Daly,  1;  Freligh  v.  Piatt,  5  Cow.  494;  Voor- 
heee  v.  Presbyterian  Church  of  Amsterdam,  17 
Barb.  108;  Kimball  v.  Second  Gong,  Parish  in 
Rowley,  24  Pick.  349;  Sohier  v.  Trinity  Church, 
109  Mass.  21. 

The  extent  of  the  right  to  occupy  these  pews 
was  the  right  of  sitting  in  them  at  the  time  of 
public  worship  so  long  as  the  building  should 
be  used  as  a  Catholic  church. 

Kincai^s  App.  supra. 

The  papers  signed  by  Bishop  Fenwick  and 
Bishop  Fitzpatnck  in  legal  effect  amounted  to 
no  more  than  a  revocable  license. 


Wood  V.  Leadbitier,  13  Mees.  &  W.  888;  Mc- 
Crea  v.  Marsh.  12  Gray,  211,  71  Am.  Dec.  745; 
Buggies  y.  Lesure,  24  Pick.  190;  Morse  v.  Cope- 
lahd,  2  Gray,  805;  Curtis  v.  Noonan,  10  Allen, 
409;  Bronson  v.  Coffin,  108  Mass.  186,  11  Am. 
Rep.  835. 

Allen*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

The  plaintiff's  rights  must  be  determined 
independently  of  the  statutes  relating  to  the 
power  of  parishes  or  proprietors  of  meeting 
houses  to  take  down  meeting  houses  and  de- 
stroy pews.  Those  statutes  apply  to  pro- 
prietors of  meeting  houses  who  have  or^n- 
ized  as  corporations,  and  the  powers  given 
therein  are  to  be  exercised  by  the  corpora- 
tions. Pub.  Stat.  chap.  88,  g  27  et  seq. 
There  are  also  statutes  providing  specially 
how  Roman  Catholic  churches  may  become 
incorporated  (Pub.  Stat.  chap.  88,  gg  48, 
50 ;  Stat.  1879,  chap.  108)  ;  but  it  does  not 


tSon  of  partition  or  ejectment,  or  of  a  decree  of 
sale  by  the  orphans*  court  for  the  payment  of 
debts,    ibid. 

As  property,  it  is  so  conditional  and  imper- 
manent that  it  cannot  be  called  real  estate,  and 
must  pass  to  the  personal  representatives.   IMd. 

Yet  from  its  nature  it  would  not  pass  to  the  per- 
sonal representatives  for  use.   Ibid. 

It  passes  to  the  personal  representatives  merely 
for  sale,  as  part  of  the  assets,  and  they  sell  it  sub- 
ject to  its  burdens.    PHU. 

A  pew  rent  is  not  a  rent  in  the  usual  legal  appli- 
cation of  the  term,  for  it  does  not  issue  out  of  a 
coi*poreal  hereditament,  and  is  no  charge  upon  the 
property,  except  by  virtue  of  the  very  ordinary 
provisions  made  by  the  congregation,  that  the  pew 
may  be  sold  for  rent    Ibid. 

Rent  accruing  due  after  the  owner*s  decease  can 
only  be  obtained  by  the  remedy  provided  by  the 
church  itself  in  the  sale  of  the  pew.  or  by  resort  to 
those  who  actually  occupy  it.    JMd. 

The  executor  is  not  personally  bound  to  pay  pew 
rent  except  according  to  his  contract.    Ibid. 

The  family  may  hold  it  together,  and  if  they  do, 
the  executor  cannot  be  charged  with  a  devastavit 
in  not  selling  it.    ibid. 

Where  a  church  charter  which  provided  that 
subscribers  and  others  thereafter  admitted  or  sub- 
,  scribing  should  form  the  corporation,  and  that 
any  member  contributing  to  the  support  of  the 
church,  a  year  prior  to  the  election  about  to  be  heJd, 
a  certain  sum  for  a  pew  or  a  portion  of  a  pew  was 
entitled  to  vote,  and  subsequently  the  pews  were 
made  free  by  proclamation  from  the  pulpit  the 
church  expenses  being  afterwards  defrayed  out  of 
the  congregation's  contributions,  the  court  held 
that  the  renting  or  holding  of  a  pew  was  not  essen- 
tial to  membership  the  change  being  no  infraction 
of  the  constitution.  Com.  v.  Morrison,  18  Pblla. 
186. 

The  right  does  not  give  the  holder  the  privilege 
of  changing  and  decorating  the  pew  according  to 
his  fancy,  or  of  cutting  it  down  and  carrying  it 
away.   Church  v.  Wells,  supra. 

The  saipe  principles  are  declared  in  Craig  v.  First 
Presby.  Church  of  Pittsburgh,  88  Pa.  51, 8S  Am.  Kep. 
417;  and  in  Kincaid's  App.  88  Pa.  411«  6  Am.  Rep. 
377. 

It  cannot  be  used  for  purposes  outside  of  those 
prescribed  by  the  resolutions,  by-laws^  and  regula- 
tions of  the  association  under  which  it  is  held. 
Curry  v.  Trustees  Flret  Presby.  Church  of  Brie,  2 
Pittsb.  40. 

A  pew  right  is  not  of  such  a  character  as  to  pre* 
22L.R.A. 


vent  an  absolute  sale  of  the  church  edifice,  either 
by  contract  or  by  judicial  process.  Church  v. 
Wells,  supra. 

d.  Conditions  attached. 

The  doctrine,  that  conditions  against  alienation 
in  a  conveyance  in  fee  simple  are  void,  has  never 
been  held  to  be  applicable  to  convejrancee  of  pews. 
French  v.  Old  South  Soc.  in  Boston,  106  Mass.  479. 

Where,  upon  a  sale  of  pews,  a  clause  In  the  con- 
ditions restrained  the  sale  or  gift  thereof,  and  pro- 
vided that  the  same  was  tto  descend  in  right  only 
to  such  relation  as  would  be  his  heir-at-law,  pro- 
vided the  latter  belonged  to  the  church,  the  court 
held  that  the  purchaser  became  entitled  to  a  quali- 
fied fee.  Heeney  v.  Trustees  of  St.  Peter's  Church, 
2  Edw.  Ch.  808, 6  L.  ed.  eSBL 

So  where  the  conditions  of  sale  provided  for  pay- 
ment of  an  amount  down,  and  extended  the  bal- 
ance in  certain  portions  with  a  forfeiture  of  the 
firat  amount  in  case  of  default,  the  court  held  that 
the  defendant  purchasing  thereunder  and  not 
makingfthe  subsequent  payments,  acquired  no  title, 
but  only  a  right  to  obtain  one  by  deed  on  comply- 
ing with  the  terms.  First  Parish  in  Qulncy  v. 
Spear,  16  Pick.  144. 

In  such  a  case  the  pew  holder  is  only  a  tenant  at 
will  or  from  year  to  year.    iMd. 

Where,  by  the  conditions  of  the  deed,  the  pew 
was  forfeited  for  nonpasrment  of  taxes  due  for 
more  than  a  year,  it  was  held  that  the  corporation 
had  the  right,  upon  a  sale,  to  deduct  the  taxes  due 
at  that  time  including  those  that  had  been  due  for 
a  less  period.  Mussey  v.  Rulfinch  Street  Soc.  1 
Cush.  148. 

Again  where  the  by-laws  of  an  incorporated  re- 
ligious society  composed  exclusively  of  pew  hold- 
ers, who  held  the  freehold,  prescribed  a  condition 
in  the  deeds  of  the  pews  forfeiting  them  upon  the 
members  leaving  without  offering  them  at  a  given 
price,  the  court  held  it  was  valid,  not  repugnant 
to  the  grant  nor  against  perpetuities.  French  v. 
Old  South  Soc.  in  Boston,  supra. 

And  it  is  a  breach  of  such  a  condition  if  such 
pew  owner  ceases  to  worship  or  to  attend  the  meet- 
ings of  the  society  or  to  act  and  regard  himself  as 
a  member,  and  joins  another,  without  making  or 
offering  to  sell  at  such  fixed  price,  even  if  section 
4,  chap.  80,  of  Rev.  Stat.,  is  not  applicable  to  the 
case.   Ibid. 

A  pew  holder  who,  without  any  apparent  reason 
or  explanation,  uninterruptedly  and  for  a  long 
space  of  time  ceases  to  worship  at  the  society, 
manifests  no  intention  of  returning,  and  habitu. 
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appear  that  the  church  or  society  in  question 
ever  became  incorporated  under  these  stat- 
utes. Under  the  11th  Amendment  of  the 
Constitution,  adopted  in  1833,  the  Ronfan 
Catholic  denomination  stands  on  the  same 
footing  before  the  law  as  other  religious  sects 
and  denominations ;  and  in  the  present  case, 
there  being  no  statutes  having  a  special  ap- 
plication, the  rights  of  the  parties  depend  on 
general  principles  of  law  as  applied  in  Mas- 
sachusetts, and  on  the  usages  which  have 
prevailed  here.  Not  much  fight  is  to  be  got 
from  decisions  as  to  the  rights  of  pew  holders 
in  England  or  elsewhere,  where  different 
laws,  usages,  and  systems  of  religious  ad- 
ministration have  been  established.  Atty- 
Gen.  v.  Proprietors  of  Fedtral  Street  Meeting- 
Hoiue  in  Boston,  3  Gray,  1,  64. 

The  first  question  is,  Wliat  was  the  plain- 
tiff's title?  There  was  evidence  as  to  this, 
and  the  report  states  that  at  the  trial  no  ques- 
tion was  made  as  to  the  plaintiff's  title  to 


the  pews ;  but  the  defendant  contended  that 
they  were  owned  only  as  pews  are  owned  in 
the  Roman  Catholic  church,  according  totiie 
laws  and  usages  of  that  denomination.  We 
have  therefore  to  look  into  the  report  to  set* 
what  sort  of  a  title  the  plaintiff  liad.  The 
title  to  the  soil  stood  in  the  archbishop. 
Prior  to  Stat.  1855,  chap.  122,  pews  excent 
in  Boston  were  real  estate.  Trespass  would 
lie  for  interference  with  the  pew  owner's 
riVht  to  his  pew.  Jackson  v.  BouTisenlle,  5 
Met.  127.  A  conveyance  of  the  pew,  there- 
fore, should  be  by  deed.  The  conveyances 
under  which  the  plaintiff  claims  title  were 
executed  in  1843  and  1852  by  the  archbishop, 
who  owned  the  soil.  These  two  conveyances 
were  in  the  form  of  deeds,  except  that  nei- 
ther of  them  was  under  seal,  nor  called  for 
a  seal.  This  omission  would  render  the  con- 
veyances ineffectual  as  deeds  of  real  estate. 
But  the  plaintiff  claims  title  by  adverse  pos- 
The  conveyances  ran  to  the  grant - 


ally  worshipe  with,  and  apparently  attaches  him- 
self to,  another  religious  society,  abaodons  bis  pew 
within  the  meaninir  of  such  a  condition.  Crocker 
V.  Old  South  Soo.  in  Boston,  106  Ma3s.  489. 

IT.  Bights  of  the  parish  or  society. 

The  rlRhts  of  the  pew  owner  and  of  the  trustee 
are  distinct  and  separate,  and  are  not  In  conflict 
with  each  other.  Shaw  v.  Beveridge,  3  Hill,  26,  38 
Am.  Dec.  616. 

The  absolute  ownership  is  in  the  corporation,  or 
in  the  trustees,  who  can  incumber  such  title,  alter 
the  pews,  raze  and  rebuild  the  church,  without  the 
consent  of  the  pew  holder,  and  without  an  in- 
vasion of  his  riiirht.  Trustees  of  Third  Presby. 
Church  in  Newark  v.  Andruss,  21  N.  J.  L.  8S6. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  consult  the  pew  holders,  as 
such,  when  the  corporation  determines  to  make  a 
sale  or  alteration,  the  right  to  property  in  pews 
giving  no  authority  to  object  to  such  proceeding. 
Sohler  v.  Trinity  Church,  109  Mass.  1. 

A  church  corporation  has  power  to  regulate  and 
order  the  renting  of  the  pews,  but  not  to  make  an 
abaolute  sale  thereof  except  by  order  of  the  court. 
Re  Reformed  Dutch  Church  in  Saugerties,  16  Barb. 
237. 

The  only  power  that  church  trustees  had  under 
the  New  York  Statute  of  March  27,  1801,  relating 
to  the  incorporation  of  religious  societies,  was 
limited  to  a  demise  or  lease  of  the  real  estate,  or  to 
the  renting  of  the  pews.  Montgomery  v.  Johnsou, 
9  How.  Pr.  232,  where  the  pew  was  sold  under  an 
assessment  sale  made  under  a  resolution  by  the 
church  trustees  to  raise  funds  for  repairing,  the  de- 
fendant claiming  title  under  a  prior  sale,  the  court 
holding  that  neither  bad  any  title  the  trustees  hav- 
ing no  power  to  sell  under  the  Act  of  March  27, 
1801,  relating  to  the  incorporation  of  religious  so- 
cieties. 

An  absolute  deed  in  fee,  without  reserving  rent, 
of  a  pew  in  a  church  under  the  general  act  to  in- 
corporate religious  societies  was  held  void  in  Vielie 
V.  Osgood,  8  Barb.  1*). 

Where  a  conveyance  of  land  for  church  pur- 
poses provided  that  the  seats  *'shouid  be  free,"  and 
that  if  they  should  be  "^rented  or  sold"  the  land 
should  revert,  the  court  held  that  the  sale  of  the 
land  for  payment  of  the  debts  of  the  church  was 
not  a  violation  of  the  condition.  Woodworth  v. 
Payne,  74  N.  Y.  106, 30  Am.  Kep.  298. 

The  rights  of  the  society  are  impliedly  reserved 
in  every  grant  of  a  pew.  Fisher  v.  Glover,  4  N. 
H.  180. 

The  property  right  of  the  pew  holder  or  owner  is 
^2  L,  R.  A, 


subject  to  the  right  of  the  majority  of  the  parish 
society  or  corporation  to  take  down  and  destroy 
the  house,  wholly  or  only  in  part,  if  necessary  for 
the  purposes  for  which  erected,  and  to  repair,  en- 
large, or  rebuild  the  same  when  decayed  or  use- 
less. Went  worth  v.  First  Parish  in  Canton,  3  Pick. 
844 :  Re  Rick  Presby.  Church,  3  Ed w.  Ch.  15S,  6  L.  ed. 
607 ;  Church  v.  Wells,  24  Pa.  249;  fleeney  v.  Trust- 
ees of  St.  Peter^s  Church,  2  Edw.  Ch.  608,  6  L.  ed. 
682;  Abernethy  v.  Society  of  the  Church  of  Puri- 
tans, 3  Daly,  1;  White  v.  Trustees  of  First  See  of 
M.  E.  Church,  3  Lans.  477:  Cooper  v.  Trustees  of 
First  Presby.  Church  of  Sandy  Hill,  33  Barb.  2^: 
Jones  V.  Towne,  68  ^.  H.  462,  42  Am.  Rep.  603;  Er- 
whi  V.  Hurd,  18  Abb.  N.  C.  91:  Daniel  v.  Wood,  1 
Pick.  102, 11  Am.  Dec.  151 ;  Gay  v.  Baker,  17  Mass. 
435,  9  Am.  Dec  ISO ;  Sohier  v.  Trinity  Church,  109 
Mass.  1;  Fisher  v.  Glover,  supra;  Van  Houten  v. 
McKelway,  17  N.  J.  Eq.  126;  Trustees  of  Thinl 
Presby.  Church  in  Newark  v.  Andruss,  21  N.  J.  L. 
325. 

If  the  act  is  done  by  the  corporation  in  the  exer- 
cise of  its  legal  rights  it  gives  rise  to  no  constitu- 
tional question.  Cooper  v.  Trustees  of  First 
Presby.  Church  of  Sandy  Hill,  supra. 

The  presumption  is  that  the  trustees,  in  peKoriu- 
ing  such  act,  are  carrying  out  the  legal  and  reason- 
able will  of  the  corporation    Ibid, 

If,  however,  the  authority  is  exercised  in  an 
arbitrary  and  despotic  manner,  the  pew  owner's 
rights  will  not  be  affected  or  concluded.    Ibid. 

No  right  of  such  holder  is  invaded  or  taken  from 
him  when  the  pew  is  destroyed  from  necessity  or 
for  the  purposes  of  expediency  or  convenience. 
Ibid, 

The  right  to  change  or  take  down  pews  rests, 
however,  in  necessity  or  propriety.  Ibid.:  an»t 
oases  supra. 

Where  the  dilapidated  state  of  the  edifice  or  tbo 
increasing  congregation  makes  it  proper  for  the 
trustees  to  rebuild,  they  may  do  so,  and  cannot  tx^ 
restrained  by  the  pew  holders.  Heeney  v.  Trustt^tr^s 
of  St.  Peter's  Church.  2  Bdw.  Ch.  808, 6  L.  ed.  682. 

In  Went  worth  v.  First  Parish  In  Canton,  8  Pick. 
344,  the  court  held  that  the  right  of  the  parish  t4.> 
pull  down  the  building  for  the  purpose  of  rebuilijl> 
ing  existed  without  complying  with  the  terms  of 
the  Statute  of  1817,  chap.  139,  which  only  extended 
Its  proviBions  to  proprietors  of  churches  other  tbau 
parishes. 

By  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Massachusetts,  chap. 
2a  B8  87, 38,  the  parish  has  power  when  neo©««r>- 
for  altering,  repairing,  or  rebuilding  a  meettnjr- 
house  to  take  down  any  pews  therein,  the  pew^ 
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«t^and  their  heirs  forever :  subiect,  however, 
to  a  condition.  They  also  descri bed  the  terms 
on  which  the  jprantees  might  lose  their  ricrhts 
as  owners.  The  conveyances  were  in  form 
adapted  to  convey  a  good  title  to  real  estate 
in  all  respects,  except  in  the  want  of  seals 
or  words  calling  for  seals;  and  the  c^rantees 
occupying  under  them,  if  they  understood 
their  title  to  be  good,  as  they  may  have  done, 
had  a  basis  upon  which  to  begin  an  adverse 
prissession.  Whether  the  plaintiff  had  gained 
a  title  by  adverse  possession  was  a  question 
of  fact.  The  court  could  not  rule  against 
him  as  matter  of  law  as  to  his  title,  and  we 
Think  did  not  intend  to  do  so.  Certainly, 
the  plaintiff  had  a  sufficient  case  for  the  iury 
a$  to  his  title,  unless  the  title  to  pews  in  a 
Catliolic  church  is  different  from  the  title  to 
pews  in  other  churches.  There  is  nothing 
in  the  facts  of  the  case  to  show  that  in  1848 
or  1852  the  title  to  pews  in  Catholic  churches, 
when  conveyed  to  individuals,  was  held  by 


them  in  any  different  way,  or  that  it  con- 
ferred any  different  rights  upon  the  pew  own- 
ers, than  in  the  churches  of  other  religious 
denominations.  The  various  pieces  of  testi- 
mony introduced  to  show  the  methods  and 
usages  of  that  denomination  do  n6t  seem  to 
touch  the  question  of  the  rights  of  a  pew 
holder  who  has  a  title  to  his  pew. 

The  decrees  of  the  council  held  in  1868  go 
to  show  that  many  of  the  ordinary  corporate 
powers  of  proprietors  of  meeting  houses  are 
vested  in  certain  ecclesiastical  officers:  but 
they  do  not  reach  the  question  what  rights  a 
pew  holder  acquires  by  virtue  of  his  owner- 
ship of  a  pew.  In  respect  to  these  rights, 
the  plaintiff,  as  pew  holder,  stood  in  the 
same  position  as  a  pew  holder  in  a  church  of 
anv  other  denomination,  under  the  general 
rules  or  principles  of  law.  The  general  right 
of  a  pew  holder,  as  between  himself  and  the 
parish  or  the  proprietors  of  the  meeting 
house,  is  settled  by  a  course  of  decisions. 


beiiv  flnt  appraised  and  the  appraised  value  beinsr 
payable  to  the  owner,  but  no  oompeDsatlon  is  pay- 
able when  the  pews  are  taken  down  owlnff  to  the 
unfltDess  at  the  house  for  public  worship. 

By  this  statute,  however,  the  provlslonB  of  the 
Act  of  1817  were  extended  to  parishes  as  well  as 
«ociedes.   Mass.  Rev.  Stat.  chap.  20,  B  S7. 

And  equity  will  not  interfere,  by  way  of  injunc- 
tion, with  the  pulling  down  and  rebaOdinsr  or  re- 
moirm]  of  such  church  when  expedient  and  proper. 
Van  fiouten  v.  McKelway,  17  N.  J.  Eq.  U6;  Re 
Brick  Presby.  Church,  3  Bdw.  Ch.  156, 6  L.  ed.  007; 
Heeney  v.  Trustees  of  St.  Peter's  Church,  2  iSdw. 
cii.eoe,6X<.ed.ess. 

Where  a  meetinfr  house  was  erected  solely  for  the 
use  of  a  certain  society,  the  court  held  that  such 
Meiety  could  not  maintain  an  action  quare  elaugum 
frtgll  airainst  a  pew  bolder  for  ocou  pylnff  the  pulpit 
and  preventing  the  society  from  perf orminfir  serv- 
ice.  Beiigioas  Confr.  See.  in  Bakersfleld  v.  Baker, 
15  Vl  119, 40  Am.  Dec  688. 

III.  Righta  of  the  pew  owner. 

a.  CompenMtion  upon  removal. 

TpoD  the  question  of  the  right  to  compensation 
tbe  decisioas  would  appear  to  discord. 

The  point  would  seem,  however,  in  the  majority 
of  cases  to  turn  upon  the  question  of  the  necessity 
for  such  alteration  or  removal,  and  a  distinction 
vo«iid  seem  to  be  made  between  cases  of  the  entire 
removal  or  demolition  of  the  edifice  and  those  of 
tbe  removal  or  demolition  of  pews  only. 

The  pew  owner  cannot  be  despoiled  of  his  prop- 
my.  Kimball  v.  Second  Gong.  Parish  in  Rowley, 
S4l»lck.847. 

If  oeoessity  exislB  the  right  may  be  exercised 
'Without  oompenaatlon  to  tbe  pew  holder.  Cooper 
V.  Tragtees  of  First  Preeby.  Church  of  Sandy  Hill, 
£  Barb.  SES. 

Id  fome  respects  his  rights  are  superior  to  those 
'^  tbe  parish,  and  they  must  exercise  their  general 
ownership  in  subordination  to  them  and  be 
restricted  to  the  general  purposes  for  which 
diorches  are  erected  and  parishes  created.  Revere 
▼•  Gannect,  1  Pick.  160;  Kimball  v.  Second  Cong. 
Parisb  in  Rowley,  supra. 

Tte  eoeiety  has  the  right,  where  necessary,  to  re- 
move or  dertroy  a  pew  paying  or  tendering  to  the 
Pfrw  owner  oompeDaatlon  for  the  loss.  Jones  v. 
Tnvne, »  N.  H.  402, 4$  Am.  Bep.  eoe. 

There  is  no  rigfac  to  compensation  where  the  re- 
laoTaJ  H  caused  by  tbe  dilapidated  condition  of  the 
btfOding,  or  In  case  of  its  destruction  by  fire  or 
either  canaity,  or  in  ease  of  a  necessary  rebuilding 
22LRA. 


through  decay.  Voorheee  v.  Presbyterian  Church 
of  Amsterdam.  17  Barb.  108;  Wbeaton  v.  Gates,  18 
N.  Y.  805;  Church  v.  Wells,  2i  Pa.  24»;  KeUogg  v. 
Dickinson,  18  Vt.  306;  Mayer  v.  Tbe  Temple  Beth  El, 
68  N.  Y.  8.  R.  888;  Abemethy  v.  Society  of  the 
Church  of  Puritans,  8  Daly,  1. 

The  parish  has  a  right  to  take  it  down,  rebuild 
upon  tbe  same  spot,  or  alter  its  form  and  shape  so 
as  to  make  it  more  convenient,  and  if  this  be  done 
for  useful  purposes  and  the  pews  are  destroyed  the 
pew  holders  must  be  indemnified,  the  nature  of  a 
pew  being  such  that  it  is  subject  to  the  regulations 
of  Che  parish.  Gay  v.  Baker,  17  Mass.  436,  0  Am. 
Dec.  168. 

Ko  tort  is  committed  in  the  exercise  of  legal  dis- 
cretion. Kimball  v.  Second  Cong.  Parish  in  Row- 
ley.  24  Pick.  847;  Gay  v.  Baker,  mpra;  Daniel  v. 
Wood,  1  Pick.  1QS,  11  Am.  Dec.  161. 

It  is  only  in  cases  where  tbe  meeting  house  has 
become  so  old,  decayed,  or  rumous  as  to  be  unfit 
for  use,  and  when  in  fact  the  pew  has  ceased  to  be 
of  any  use  or  value  as  a  pew,  that  the  parish  can 
deprive  him  of  It  without  compensation.  Kimball 
V.  Second  Cong.  Parish  in  Rowley,  tupra;  Howard 
V.  First  Parish  In  North  Bridgewater,  7  Pick.  188. 

Where  the  meeting  house  is  so  old  and  ruinous 
that  the  Jury  find  it  necessary  to  take  it  down, 
there  can  be  no  compensation  to  the  pew  holder. 
Howard  v.  First  Parish  in  North  Bridgewater, 
supra. 

In  cases  of  necessity  there  can  be  no  complaint 
even  if  a  different  plan  or  arrangement  of  the  pews 
is  adopted.  Voorhees  v.  Presbyterian  Church  of 
Amsterdam.  17  Barb.  108. 

In  Howe  v.  Stevens,  47  Vt.  888,  however,  it  was 
held  that  where  the  edifice  was  ruinous  so  as  not 
to  be  occupied  for  worship^be  court  held  the  pew 
owner  could  only  recover  nominal  damages. 

It  has  been  held,  however,  that  not  only  must 
the  house  be  decayed,  old,  and  ruinous  so  as  to  be 
unfit  for  worship,  but  that  it  must  also  be  in  such 
a  state  as  to  render  its  entire  demolition  necessary 
in  order  to  bar  the  pew  owner's  right  to  compensa- 
tion. Gordon  v.  Hadsell,  9  Cush.  308;  Wentworth 
V.  First  Parish  in  Canton,  8  Pick.  344;  Howard  v. 
First  Parish  in  North  Bridgewater,  supra. 

Where  the  edifice  is  pulled  down  by  the  resolution 
of  the  majority  of  the  pew  holders,  tbe  minority,  in 
the  absence  of  proof  of  malicious  or  wanton  abuse 
of  power,  have  no  remedy.  Wentworth  v.  First 
Parish  in  Canton,  supra. 

If  the  meeting  house  of  a  parish  is  abandoned 
although  fit  for  public  worship,  and  a  new  house  Is 
built  In  another  location,  the  parish  is  not  liable  to 
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The  parish  or  the  proprietors  may  abandon 
the  meeting  house  as  a  place  of  public  wor- 
ship without  any  liability  to  pew  holders, 
although  the  pews  may  thereby  be  rendered 
nearly  or  quite  useless ;  and  the  fact  that  the 
meeting  house  is  still  fit  to  be  used  does  not 
render  the  parish  or  the  proprietors  liable. 
Fassett  v.  Fir%t  Parish  in  BoyUUni,  19  Pick. 
361.     It  is  within  the  power  of  the  parish  or 


the  proprietors  to  determine  whether  to  take 
down  a  church  or  to  make  alterations  and  re- 
pairs. The  pew  holder  cannot  prevent  them 
from  doing  this.  The  parish  or  the  pro- 
prietors are  the  owners  of  the  soil,  and  they 
may  determine  all  matters  relative  to  the 
structure  to  be  maintained  thereon.  Daniel 
V.  Wood,  1  Pick.  102,  11  Am.  Dec.  151 ;  Qay 
V.   Baker,  17  Mass.   485,  9  Am.   Dec.   159; 


the  pew  holders  in  tbe  old  edifloe  provided  the  acts 
are  not  done  wantonly  or  for  the  purpose  of  in- 
Jury.    Fasaett  v.  First  Parish  In  fioylston,  19  Pick. 

aei. 

In  Fifiher  v.  Glover,  4  N.  H.  180,  the  court  held 
that  a  town  had  the  right  to  remove,  pursuant  to  a 
town  vote,  its  meetlngr  house  from  one  location  to 
another  In  order  to  accommodate  the  town  to  the 
best  advantage,  without  being  liable  for  disturbing 
the  pew  holder  in  his  use  of  the  same. 

So  where  from  overruling  considerations  it  is  ex- 
pedient that  a  sale  should  take  place,  the  interests 
of  the  pew  owners  are  destroyed.  Vheaton  v. 
Gates,  18  N.T.80K. 

And  the  order  of  a  county  court  for  the  sale  of 
the  building  is  valid  and  puts  an  end  to  the  pew 
owner's  rights.    Ibid. 

Where  the  building  was  sold  by  the  corporation 
under  tbe  order  of  the  court,  and  a  new  edifice 
built  upon  a  new  site,  the  court  held  that  the  pew 
owner  was  entitled  to  a  pew  in  the  new  edifice 
corresponding  in  location  to  the  one  he  occupied 
in  the  old  church,  upon  payment  of  such  sum  as  in 
equity  he  ought  to  pay  it  the  new  building  cost 
more  than  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  old  one, 
or  to  compensation  In  damages  in  case  of  ref  usaL 
Mayor  v.  The  Temple  Beth  El,  6S  N.  Y.  S.  R.  888. 

In  Van  flouten  v.  McKelway,  17  N.  J.  Eki.  126, 
where  it  was  sought  to  restrain  the  defendants 
from  selling,  the  court  held  that  the  trustees  or 
owners  of  a  chiu*ch  have  the  right  to  take  down, 
rebuild,  or  remove  the  edifice  for  the  purpose  of 
more  convenient  worship  without  making  com- 
pensation to  (the  !pew  holders  for  the  temporary 
interruption. 

But  where  the  pew  Is  destroyed  for  convenience 
or  from  expediency,  and  not  from  necessity,  the 
owner  has  a  right  to  compensation  and  indemnity.' 
Voorhees  v.Presbjrterian  Church  of  Amsterdam,  17 
Barb.  103. 

To  the  same  effect.  Re  Brick  Presby.  Church.  3 
fidw.  Ch.  166. 6  L.  ed.  607;  Kellogg  v.  Dickinson,  18 
Yt.  266;  Mayer  v.  The  Temple  Beth  El,  supra. 

Where  the  parish  takes  down  a  meeting  house 
which  is  in  good  order,  for  the  purpose  of  rebuild- 
ing one  in  better  taste  or  of  larger  dimensions, 
compensation  must  be  paid.  Howard  v.  First 
Parish  in  North  Bridgewater,  7  Pick.  188. 

Neither  the  corporation,  nor  a  majority  of  the 
congregation,  can.  for  mere  purposes  of  improve- 
ment or  embellishment,  deprive  the  pew  owner  of 
his  property  without  compensation.  Voorhees  v. 
Presbyterian  Church  of  Amsterdam,  supm. 

The  corporation,  however,  has  a  right  to  change 
or  take  down  pews  according  to  propriety,  upon 
giving  compensation.  Cooper  v.  Trustees  of  First 
Presby.  Church  of  Sandy  Hill,  8S  Barb.  282. 

If  reconstruction  is  unnecessary,  a  mere  matter 
of  taste  and  fancy,  and  the  pew  owner  is  dissatisfied 
with  the  change,  he  may  refuse  to  accept  the  new 
pew  and  ask  for  the  price  of  the  old  pew  or  dam- 
ages suffered  by  the  unnecessary  destruction  of  his 
pew.  Curry  v.  Trustees  of  First  Presby.  Cong,  of 
Brie,  2  Pittsb.  40. 

If  tbe  owner  accepts  a  new  pew  in  place  of  the 
old  one  or  in  lieu  of  damages  for  its  removal,  he 
becomes  the  purchaser  of  a  new  and  different  pew. 
XMd, 

^  L.  R  A. 


The  parish  has  the  right  to  remove  or  change  tbe 
form  of  the  pews  for  the  purpose  of  repair  and 
rendering  the  interior  more  convenient,  or  to  de- 
stroy them  altogether  for  the  purpose  of  erecting 
or  substituting  a  more  commodious  or  elegant  edi- 
fice without  compensation  in  cases  of  necessity 
(Kimball  v.  Second  Conir.  Parish  in  Rowley,  24  Pick. 
847:  Gay  v.  Baker,  17  Mass.  485,  0  Am.  Dec.  l», 
Daniel  v.  Wood,  1  Pick.  102. 11  Am.  Dec  151),  as  the 
good  of  the  society  may  require. 

A  temporary  unfitness  may  be  caused  by  acci- 
dent, or  by  partial  decay,  or  by  the  making  of 
necessary  alterations  and  repairs,  and  will  not  bar 
the  pew  owner*s  right.  Gorton  v.  Hadaell,  9  Cusb. 
506. 

The  mere  fact  that  the  house  is  unfit  for  worship 
upon  a  particular  day  is  not  sufficient  to  warrant 
the  grant  of  compensation.    IhiA. 

Where  the  repairs  and  alterations  did  not  inter- 
fere with  the  plaintiff*s  right  to  occupy  his  pew, 
but  consisted  in  the  placing  and  construction  of 
other  pews  in  front  of  his,  the  court  refused  him 
relief.  Bronson  v.  St.  Peter's  Church,  7  N.  ST.  Xiegal 
Ob6.861. 

The  trustees  of  such  a  corporation  have  power 
to  direct  the  alteration;  the  pew  holders  being  left 
to  claim  reasonfible  compensation  for  the  depriva- 
tion of  their  rights.  Cooper  v.  Trustees  of  First 
Presby.  Church  of  Sandy  Hill,  82  Barb.  222. 

Under  Oeneral  Statutes,  chap.  80,  ftl  85, 86,  the 
rights  of  pew  holders  to  compensation  Is  secured. 
Sohier  v.  Trinity  Church,  109  Mass.  1. 

By  Stat.  1817,  chap.  180,  9  6,  the  proprietors  have 
the  right  to  take  down  any  pews  for  the  purposes  of 
repairing,  enlarging,  or  rebuilding,  the  pews  being 
first  appraised,  the  new  pews  to  be  sold,  and  the 
money  arising  from  such  sale  to  be  applied  m  pay- 
ment of  the  pews  removed. 

If  the  parish  act  in;  a  legal  manner  in  removing 
or  destroying  a  pew  they  may  lawfully  tender  the 
owner  thereof  the  appraised  value  thereof,  and 
thus  bar  any  action  for  damages.  Kimball  v.  Sec- 
ond Cong.  Parish  In  tBowley,  24  Pick.  847,  decided 
under  the  Act  of  1817,  chap.  180. 

If  they  take  from  the  owner  the  use  of  the  pew. 
they  must  substitute  its  equivalent  in  money. 
Kimball  v.  Second  Cong.  Parish  in  Rowley,  aupra^ 
in  which  case  they  were  looked  upon  as  purchasers, 
under  Stat.  1817,  chap.  180.  at  a  fair  compensation. 

In  Kimball  v.  Second  Cong.  Parish  in  Rowley, 
9upra,  the  court  applied  the  provisions  of  »tat. 
1817,  chap.  189,  respecting  the  appraisement  of 
pews  upon  removal  to  territorial  parishes,  holding 
that  they  might  proceed  according  to  that  aot. 

b.  Action  for  diiturbanee^ 

The  pew  owner  cannot  be  devested  of  his  rights 
except  by  consent.  Religious  Cong.  Soc.  in  Bakers- 
field  V.  Baker,  15  Vt.  119,  40  Am.  Dec.  668. 

The  right  is  absolute  against  every  other  person, 
and  may  be  enforced  in  trespass,  ejectment,  or  ac- 
tion upon  the  case  according  to  the  circumstances. 
Wentworth  v.  First  Parish  in  Canton,  3  Pick.  844. 

For  the  disturbance  of  the  pew  owner^s  rights  the 
action  is  by  way  of  tresphss  on  the  case.  Perrin  v. 
Granger,  88  Y 1. 101,  where  the  action  was  for  dis- 
turbing the  plaintiff,  an  administrator,  in  the  use 
and  occupation  of  the  pew. 
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Be  New  South  Meeting- Hou9e  in  Boston,  18 
Allen,  497,  507. 

Nevertheless,  the  right  of  the  pew  holder 
is  held  to  be  of  such  a  nature  that  he  is  en- 
titled to  an  indemnity  if  the  parish  or  the 
proprietors  exercise  their  right  to  take  down 
the  charch  when  it  is  in  such  a  condition 
that  its  demolition  ia  not  actually  necessary. 
If  it  has  become  necessary  to  take  down  a 


meeting  house, — that  is  to  say,  if  a  meeting 
house  has  become  so  old  and  ruinous  that  its 
further  use  is  not  practicable, — the  parish  or 
proprietors  need  not  make  payment  to  a  pew 
holder  for  the  removal  of  his  pew.  But  if 
a  meeting  house  is  taken  down,  or  the  pews 
are  remoYod,  merely  as  a  matter  of  expedi- 
ency, the  pew  holoers  are  entitled  to  pay- 
ment.   This  rule  has  been  so  often  stated  and 


To  tbe  nine  effect,  Trdstees  of  Third  Presby. 
Church  In  Newark  v.  Andruas,  21  N.  J.  L.  8S6; 
fiowev.  Stereos,  47  Vt.  SfS;  KeiJogir  t.  IMclEioson, 
IS  Tc  208;  Shaw  y.  Beveridge,  8  HUK  »,  88  Am. 
Dec.  Slfi;  Woodworth  v.Payne,  74  N.  Y.  IM,  80  Am. 
Bep.2B6. 

The  pew  owner  has  an  action  in  trespaas  or  by 
way  of  writ  of  entry,  against  any  one  dteturbinff 
him  in  his  seat.  Oay  y.  Baker,  17  Mass.  43K,  0  Ahl 
Dec.  159. 

Ao  acdon  quare  elautumfregtt  will  lie  for  break- 
ing and  entering  tbe  plalntUTs  pew  so  long  as 
pews  are  considered  as  real  estate.  Jackson  v. 
BouiMevlUe,5Met.l27. 

For  the  viofaition  of  his  right  to  poesession  be 
may  maintain  an  action  of  trespass  q^are  claumm 
frtgiL  O'Hear  v.  De  Goesbriand,  88  Tt.  608, 80  Am. 
DecSSS. 

Tbe  party  aggrieved  has  his  action  upon  the  case 
for  damages,  or  he  may  hoki  a  property  in  the  new 
pews  equal  to  the  old  one.  Daniel  v.  Wood,  18 
iiass.  KK,  11  Am.  Deo.  ISl. 

So  trespass  lies  by  one  tenant  or  pew  owner 
agaioflt  another  owner  as  it  lies  against  a  stranger, 
O'Hear  ▼.  De  Goesbriand,  supra. 

Tbe  owner  has  the  right  to  remove  any  person 
WTx»Qgfully  in  the  occupation  of  the  pew,  upon  re- 
fosal  to  vacate  using  no  more  force  than  absolutely 
necesBary.  Jones  v.  Towne,  58  N.  H.  4B6,  42  Am. 
Bep.6(E. 

Even  against  the  owner  of  the  legal  estate  In 
whom  the  land  is  vested.  0*Hear  v.  De  Goesbri- 
and, supra. 

Eren  though  possession  equal  to  an  ouster  of  the 
aocieCy  may  have  taken  place,  yet  a  pew  bolder 
has  his  action  for  tbe  interference  with  his  rights 
indindually.    Howe  v.  Stevens,  47  Vt.  288. 

Tbe  members  of  a  religious  society  who  are  the 
owners  of  pews  in  a  meeting  house  cannot  main- 
tain a  blU  In  equity  against  the  members  of  the 
iodety  owning  the  house,  under  Qen,  Laws,  chap. 
ISL  S 17.  for  a  sale  of  the  house  and  a  divlBlon  of  its 
proceeds.  Trinitarian  Gong.  Soo.  in  Frances  own 
T.  Union  Cong.  Soo.  in  Francestown,  01 N.  H.  384. 

Bat  tbe  owner  of  a  loose  bench  or  seat  in  a 
diiircb,  occupied  by  the  owner  by  the  mere  will  and 
Uceote  of  the  trustees,  cannot  maintain  trespass 
acBinst  tbem  for  the  removal  thereof,  as  it  is  not 
attached  to  the  freehold.  Niebubr  v.  Piersdolf,  U 
Wi9.31A. 

Ko  action  lies  at  the  suit  of  a  pew  bolder  for  a 
mere  breaking  and  entry  of  the  church  building. 
Howe  V.  Stevens,  gupra. 

In  Solomon  v.  Congregation  B^nal  Jeshurun,  49 
How.  Pr.  284,  the  court  refused  an  injunction  re- 
nzaining  tbe  sodetr  from  removing  and  changing 
tbe  pews  of  the  synagogue  in  violation  of  the 
plainttir^  rights  as  a  pew  holder,  and  as  contrary 
to  tbe  Jewish  cu8to>ma,  usag^  and  doctrine,  the 
BseetlBg  of  tbe  society  being  regular  and  ratified 
hf  tbe  trustees  the  equities  being  denied  and  the 
Astute  giving  tbe  trustees  full  power  to  regulate 
tbe  renting  of  pews:^ 

rv.  Vreeehunih, 

In  tbe  absence  of  any  proof  that,  by  usage  or 
otherwise,  rights  were  acquired  to  special  seats,  the 
trostees  of  a  free  oburch  have  a  right  to  control 


places  where  persons  shall  sit.  Sheldon  v.  Vail,  28 
Hun,  851. 

Where,  by  force  of  an  act  incorporating  religious 
societies  and  its  supplements,  the  church  trustees 
are  its  wardens  and  vestrymen,  who  along  with 
the  rector  control  the  temporal  affairs  of  the 
church  together  with  tbe  discretionary  authority 
in  the  disposition  of  the  seats  and  pews  of  tbe 
church,  tbe  vestry  by-laws  govern  the  church  In 
respect  thereto.  State  v.  Trinity  Church  in  Tren- 
ton, 46  N.  J.  L.  280. 

Therefore  where  the  original  holder  joined  in 
the  adoption  of  tbe  free  church  plan  and  occupied 
the  pews  till  his  death,  when  one  was  given  up,  the 
court  held  that  the  deceased  had  no  alienable  or 
transmissible  Interest  In  the  pew,  the  right  being 
one  In  land  within  the  statute  of  frauds  and  sub- 
ject to  the  rule  that  an  Interest  in  land  must  be 
created  by  deed  under  seal,  and  further  that  at 
most  his  interest  was  merely  leasehold  for  the  term 
for  which  pews  were  usually  rented  at  the  annual 
letting.  State  v.  Trinity  Church  in  Trenton, 
supra. 

Where  the  church  was  free,  without  the  renting 
of  seats,  and  no  proof  was  given  of  any  conditions 
upon  which  parties  were  allowed  to  oocupy  any 
particular  seat,  or  any  seats  at  all,  the  court  held 
that  the  plaintiff  might  be  lawfully  ejected  from 
a  pew  although  he  was  in  the  habit  of  using  a 
particular  pew,  a  request  to  vacate  having  been 
made.    Sheldon  v.  Yail,  supra. 

V.  AttaehmenL 

A  pew  may  be  attached  upon  mesne  process 
without  the  ofBcer  entering  tbe  building.  Ferrin 
V.  Leverett,  13  Mass.  128. 

In  Massachusetts,  whenever  a  pew  is  attached  or 
taken  In  execution,  notice  thereof  shall  be  given 
in  writing,  by  the  attaching  officer  to  the  clerk  of 
the  parish  or  religious  society  holdhig  the  church 
wherein  the  pew  is  situated,  or  left  at  his  dwell- 
ing house  or  usual  place  of  abode.  Stat.  1822,  chap. 
96,  §7. 

Where  the  only  notice  of  attachment  was  an  at- 
tested copy  of  the  writ,  without  copy  of  the  offi- 
cer's return,  and  no  notice  of  the  pew  attached,  the 
the  party  owning  more  than  one,  the  court  held 
there  was  not  sufficient  notice  under  the  statute. 
Sargent  v.  Peirce.  2  Met.  80. 

Where  the  execution  is  never  recorded  it  is  a 
fatal  defect  in  the  tenant's  title,  as  everything 
requisite  to  a  statutory  title  must  appear  of  record. 
Ibid. 

The  levy  of  an  execution  gives  a  legal  title  over 
a  party  holding  a  mere  assignment  of  the  oertlfl- 
oate  of  the  right  to  the  pew,  which  is  a  mere  equi- 
table interest.  Barnard  v.  Whipple,  29  Yt.  401, 70 
Am.  Dec.  422. 

The  debt  or  expense  Incurred  in  rebuilding  a 
church  Is  not  such  an  Incumbrance  upon  the  prop- 
erty as  will  render  the  covenantor  or  grantor  lia- 
ble to  damages  for  a  broken  contract  under 
his  covenant  against  Incumbrances.  Spring  v. 
Tongue,  9  Mass.  28, 8  Am.  Dec.  21. 

TI.  Assessment  and  taxation. 
A  pew  right  by  itself  is  not  the  subject  of  toxa- 
tion.    Church  v.  Wells,  24  Pa.  240. 
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maintained  that  it  must  be  taken  to  be  the 
settled  law  of  this  commonwealth,  however 
the  law  may  be  elsewhere.  Hatcard  v.  Fir$t 
Parish  in  North  Bridgewaier,  7  Pick.  138; 
Kimball  v.  Second  Cong.  Parish  in  Rowley, 
24  Pick.  847,  349;  Gorton  v.  Hadsell,  9  Gush. 
508;  WenttDorth  v.  First  Parish  in  Canton, 
8  Pick.  844.  It  is  obvious  that  if,  for  any 
reason,  the  place  of  public  worship  has  been 


changed  so  that  religious  services  are  no 
loneer  held  in  the  church  which  was  formerly 
used  for  that  purpose,  the  value  of  a  pew  is^ 
much  diminished;  but,  when  such  change 
has  been  made  merely  froih  reasons  of  expedi- 
ency, the  parish  or  proprietors  cannot  go  on 
and  demolish  the  pew  without  making  com- 
pensation to  the  owner  of  it.  He. still  has 
an  existing  right,  which  may  not  be  very 


The  meeting  called  for  the  purpose  of  assesB- 
ment  for  repairs  must  be  one  of  the  corporation 
duly  called  for  that  purpose.  Mayberry  v.  Mead, 
80  Me.  27. 

The  trustees  and  oongreffation  can  adopt  a  bv- 
law  or  resolutfoD  to  equalize  the  amount  neoes- 
sary  for  ItslBUpport,  and  aasesB  the  proportionable 
amount  upon  each  pew  holder,  even  in  the  absence 
of  an  express  provision  in  the  constitution  or  ar- 
ticles of  association  authorizing  them  to  do  so. 
Curry  v.  Trustees  of  First  Presby.  Oong.  of  Brie, 
2Pitt8b.A. 

The  right  to  aasess  a  tax  upon  the  owner  of  a 
pew,  usedTand  occupied  by  him,  and  to  charge 
him  personally  therewith,  if  it  exists  at  all,  is  only 
by  reason  of  the  conditions  and  provisions  of  the 
deed  under  which  the  pew  is  held.  First  M.  E.  Hoc. 
V.  Brayton,  9  AUen,  248. 

In  Mussey  v.  Bulfinch  Street  Boc.,  1  Cush.  148, 
where  thcsoolety  was  duly  incorporated,  the  court 
held  it  bad  a  right  to  sell  its  pews,  adopting  a 
method  of  taxation  with  the  consent  of  all  the  pro- 
prietors, as  means  of  payment  under  its  powers  to 
purchase!ftnd  sell  orfdispose  of  its  property. 

The  taxation  of  a  pew  by  a  corporation  may  be 
assented  to  by  the  pew  owner  by  receiving  the 
deeds  authorizing  the  levy  and  assessment  of  such 
pews.    Ibid. 

The  unaccepted  olfer  made  by  a  pew  holder  to 
the  corporation  under  Oen.  Stat.,  chap.  80,  §  41,  to 
seU  hislpew,  will  not  prevent  the  society*s  selling 
the  same  for  taxes,  especially  where  he  has  ooou- 
pied  the  same  continuously  thereafter  for  a  num- 
ber of  years  the  society  exercising  no  act  of  own- 
ership thereover  or  interfering  with  the  possession. 
Curtis  V.  First  Cong.  Soc.  in  Quincy,  108  Mass.  147. 

Where  the  sale  was  objected  to  upon  the  grround 
that  the  consent  of  all  the  pew  owners  was  not  ob- 
tained to  the  assessment  under  the  Act  of  1852, 
chap.  810,  the  parish  whose  house  was  erected  prior 
to  the  Act  of  184&,  never  having  voted  to  avail 
themselves  of  the  Act  at  a  regular  parish  meeting 
called  for  that  purpose  as  required  by  the  Act  of 
1854,  chap.  8S8,  the  proceedings  being  by  a  direct 
vote  for  that  purpose,  the  court  thought  the  parish 
had  not  placed  themselves  in  a  position  to  pass  a 
vote  to  assess  taxes  on  pews.  First  Parish  in  West 
Newbury  v.  Dow,  8  Allen,  809. 

The  original  owner  of  a  pew  who  bids  for  the 
same  at  an  auction  sale  made  by  the  treasurer  for 
nonpayment  of  taxes,  is  not  estopped  from  object- 
ing to  the  sale  as  illegal  though  he  continue  in  pos- 
session upon  being  sued  for  the  price.    IhUi, 

In  Mayberry  v.  Mead,  80  Me.  S7,  It  was  held  that 
the  assessors  had  no  authority  to  add  to  the  sum 
raised  an  outlay  at  their  pleasure,  and  assess  it  on 
the  pews  in  the  absence  of  statutory  authority,  as 
their  acts  were  in  excess  of  their  powers  and  there- 
fore void. 

The  court  will  not  restrain  the  sale  of  the  pew  by 
the  trustees  for  nonpayment  of  assessments,  upon 
the  ground  that  the  plaintlir  was  deprived  of  bis 
share  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  at  the  end  or  ter- 
mination of  the  lease  of  the  property.  Abemethy 
V.  Society  of  the  Church  of  Puritans,  8  Daly,  1. 

Where  the  terms  of  plaintllf^s  deed  showed  that 
the  grantee  should  pay  an  annual  sum  equal  to  ten 
percent  of  the  original  appraised  value  of  the  pew, 
"•2  L.  R.  A. 


and  whatever  further  assessment  should  be  made 
thereon,  or  forfeit  the  pew  in  case  of  default,  the 
court  refused  to  restrain  a  forfeiture  and  sale  of 
the  pew.   Jbfd. 

Where  a  v'ro  rata  assessment  upon  the  value  of 
the  pews  was  made  by  the  trustees  in  order  to  de- 
fray the  proper  and  necessary  expenses,  the  oew 
owners  will  be  liable  therefor  even  though  higher 
than  the  rate  of  assessment  mentioned  in  the 
deeds.  Curry  v.  Trustees  of  First  Presby.  Cong,  of 
Erie,2Pittsb.40. 

Where  the  plainttir,  whose  pew  was  owned  by 
him  before  the  incorporation  of  the  church  and 
subject  to  all  rates  and  taxes  imposed  thereon  for 
expenses,  eta,  sought  to  restrain  the  defendant 
from  selling  pews  for  nonpayment  of  taxes  assessed 
thereon,  the  court  held  that  it  was  no  objection  to 
such  assessment  that  a  clause  in  the  subsequent 
charter  requiring  the  majority's  assent  to  taxation 
had  been  repealed  even  without  notice  to  him. 
Bailey  v.  Trustees  of  Power  Street  M.  E.  Church,  a 
B.  1. 491. 

Where  an  act  of  incorporation  provided  that  the 
tax  assessment  upon  pew  holders  should  not  ex- 
ceed a  certain  amount  for  repairs,  the  support  of 
the  pastor  and  congregation,  and  payment  of  inci- 
dental expenses,  and  gave  leave  for  any  pew  holder 
to  surrender  his  pew  upon  giving  written  notioeas 
required  thereby,  from  which  time  assessments 
ceased  as  to  him  so  far  as  supporting  was  con- 
cerned, with  the  right  reserved  for  such  owner  to 
reoocupy  and  hold  under  the  same  terms  upon  giv- 
ing the  requisite  notice,  the  court  held  that  such 
surrendered  pews  could  only  be  taxed  to  the  yearly 
amount  spedfled,  and  that  the  pastor's  support 
could  not  be  included.  Second  Universalist  Soc.  v. 
Cooke,  7  R.  I.  60. 

Pew  owners  are  not  liable  in  personam^  tat  as- 
sessments, unless  there  is  some  special  ground  from 
which  a  contract  to  pay  may  be  implied.  St.  PauPs 
Church  in  Syracuse  v.  Ford,  84  Barb.  1& 

The  trustees  of  a  church  have  no  power  to  make 
and  levy  personal  assessments  upon  the  pew 
owners  to  defray  the  salary  of  the  minister  as  auch 
owners  are  not  liable  in  personam  in  the  absence  or 
special  grounds  raising  an  implied  contract  to  i>ay. 
Trustees  of  Fii«t  Presby.  Cong,  in  Hebron  v. 
Quackenbush,  10  Johns.  217. 

Where  the  statute  merely  provided  that  the  pro- 
prietors might  at  a  duly  authorized  meeting  for 
themseloes  to  raise  money  to  repair  when  necessary,, 
the  court  held  that  it  only  contemplated  a  tax  per- 
sonally upon  the  pew  holders,  and  not  the  pews,  no 
provision  for  forfeiture  or  sale  for  nonpayment 
being  provided.    Perrin  v.  Granger,  80  Vt  SWL 

A  Joint  liability  cannot  exist  or  result  from  the 
ownership  of  a  pew  in  common,  any  more  than  a 
joint  liability  of  all  the  pew  owners  results  from  a 
quasi  tenancy  in  common  of  the  whole  church.  St. 
FauPs  Church  in  Syracuse  v.  Ford,  supra,  wbere- 
defendants  were  sought  to  be  charged  as  pew  rent 
on  an  assessment. 

A  parish  is  not  the  proper  party  to  institute  an 
action  to  recover  the  amount  due  for  a  bid  at  an 
auction  sale  of  a  pew  by  its  treasurer,  for  nonpay- 
ment of  taxes  assessed  thereon  for  the  support  of 
public  worship.  First  Parish  in  West  Newbury  v.. 
Dow,  8  Allen,  369. 
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valuable,  but  which,  Devertheless,  is  en- 
titled to  recognition  under  the  laws.  Relig- 
ious services  may  be  re-established  there, 
or  other  uses  of  this  pew  may  be  open  to  the 
pew  holder.  The  archbrishop  had  no  great«T 
rights  in  respect  to  the  demolition  of  the 
plaintiff's  pews  than  an  organized  religious 
corporation  of  any  other  denomination  would 
have  had. by  reason  of  its  ownership  of  the 


church.  The  right  of  tlie  pew  owner  is  not 
subject  to  the  absolute  power  of  such  a  cor- 
poration to  destroy  the  pew ;  and  it  could 
not  properly  be  ruled,  as  matter  of  law,  that 
tlie  plaintiff's  rights  were  wholly  ^one. 
Under  the  terms  of  the  report  in  the  opinion 
of  a  majority  of  the  court,  the  verdict  must 
be  set  aside,  and  the  case  stand  for  trial. 
C(ue  to  stand  for  trial. 


Id  order  to  render  a  title  under  a  tax  «ile  deed 
eeeare,  it  must  t>e  shown  by  the  record  that  a  ma- 
jority of  the  members  of  the  corporation  were 
present  or  voted  to  repair,  raise  the  money  or  as- 
Ns  It  on  the  pews.    Mayberry  v.  Mead,  80  Me.  27. 

Hie  asKMors  of  a  tax  npon  pews  for  the  repair 
of  the  cbiirch  have  no  power  tor  add  to  the  sifm  as- 
Ksed  an  overlay  at  their  pleasure,  and  assess  It  on 
the  pews  In  the  absence  of  statutory  authority. 
JWd. 

IMitf  under  EnfjUth  laic. 

lo  order  to  entitle  a  party  to  a  rfpht  of  action  for 
dlstuitanoe  In  the  use  of  his  pew,  It  must  be  an- 
nexed to  a  house  or  messuage  in  the  parish.  Main- 
waring  V.  Giles,  5  Bam.  ft  Aid.  866,  and  see  oases 
Mpm,  bead,  *'  English  doctrine." 

Sixty  years*  possession  without  proof  of  either  a 
preecrlptive  right  or  a  faculty  Is  not  sufficient  to 
RTDondan  action  for  disturbance.  Stocks  v.  Booth, 
IT.  R.  428. 

The  grant  of  a  part  of  the  chanoel  by  a  lay  im- 
propriator to  not  sufficient  in  law  to  enable  the 
grantee  to  maintain  an  action  for  pulling  down  the 
pews  therein.  CUfford  v.  Wicks,  1  Bam.  &  Aid.  496. 

In  order  to  prove  a  title  by  prescription  in  a  pew 
tt  muat  beabown  that  the  plaintiff  has  repaired  It 
from  time  to  time.  Woollooombe  v.  Ouldiidge,  8 
Add.  Bcel.  Hep.  1. 

case  Ib  the  proper  remedy  In  case  of  a  disturb- 
ance of  the  right  of  the  owner.  Bryan  v.  Whistler, 
8Bam.ftC.2M. 

Yet  the  action  on  the  case  did  not  lie  if  the  pew 
was  not  annexed  to  a  boose,  the  disturbance  being 
one  of  oocleelastloal  cognizance  only.  Malnwaring 
V.  6068.6  Bam.  ft  Aid.  866. 

But  trespass  will  not  lie,  as  the  bolder  has  not  the 
cxdndve  possession.    Stocks  v.  Booth,  1  T.  R.  481. 

Chancery  has  power  in  vacation  to.  issue  an  ex 
Wrtg  problbltlon  restraining  a  spiritual  court  from 
eying  a  claim  by  prescription  to  pews  In  parfeh 
ebrndies.   K«  fisteman,  L.  R.  9  Eq.  MO. 

A  spiritual  court  will  be  restrained  by  prohibi- 
tion from  proGeedIng  in  a  suit  by  a  nonresident  or 
extrs  parochial  person  fur  a  pew  In  the  t>ody  of  the 


parish  church.  Byerley  v.  Wlndus,  7  Dowl.  ft  R. 
664. 6  Bam.  ft  C.  1. 

So  such  a  court  will  be  restrained  by  prohibition, 
from  proceeding,  where  the  pew  is  claimed  other- 
wise than  by  prescription.    Ibid. 

Bven  when  so  claimed,  if  the  defendant  deny 
such  prescription.    Ibid. 

Where  the  temporal  right  was  In  question,  the 
court  granted  a  prohibition  against  the  disturb- 
anoe  of  a  seat  in  a  church.  Witcher  v.  Chesiam,  1 
Wito.  17. 

Where  the  consistory  court  adjudged  the  right 
to  the  pew  to  be  In  the  plaintUf  and  admonished  the 
defendant  not  to  sit  in  It,  and  the  court  of  arches 
reversed  the  sentence,  butstUl  admonished  the  de- 
fendant not  to  use  It  again,  the  court  held  these 
sentences  not  conclusive  evidence  of  the  plaintiff's 
light  in  an  action  between  the  same  parties.  Cross 
V.Salter, 8 T.  R.  689. 

The  ecclesiastical  court  has  Jurisdiction  over  the 
grant  of  a  faculty  to  appropriate  certain  parts  of  a 
parish  church,  which  the  queen's  bench  will  not 
presume  to  hare  been  improperly  exercised  nor 
restrain  its  Judgment  thereon  even  though  the  fac- 
ulty may  be  larger  than  the  court  had  power  to 
grant.    Hallack  v.  Oambridge  University,  1  Oale 

ft  D.  100, 1 Q.  R  eoa 

In  St.  Mary  Magdalen  Bermondsey  Church  In 
Southwark,  2  Mod.  822,  the  court  held  that  a  vestry 
on  notice  griven  for  the  purpose  by  the  church- 
wardens to  the  parish  might,  in  ease  the  church 
were  ruinous  and  unrepairable,  make  a  rate  for 
pulling  it  down  and  rebuilding  it  upon  Its  old 
foundation. 

Such  rate  would  be  good  though  it  include  both 
the  naves  and  chancel.    Ibid, 

And  wasenforclMeby  the  spiritual  court  Ibid, 

And  prohibition  will  not  be  against  a  suit  to  re- 
cover it.   Jbid. 

Yet  such  a  rate  cannot  be  set  by  a  spiritual  court. 
Ibid, 

It  would  seem  that  seotion  2  of  the  English  Pre- 
scription Act,  2  ft  8  Wm.  IV.,  chap.  41,  does  not  ap- 
ply to  the  case  of  a  pew  in  the  nave  of  a  parish 
church.    Crisp  v.  Martin,  L.  R.  2  Prob.  Dlv.  16. 
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1.  The  f  Mng  of  private  property  only 
Is  ftvtlMiriaed  by  statutes  providing  for  the 
exercise  of  the  power  of  eminent  domain,  unless 
there  is  either  express  or  dearly  implied  author- 
ity to  extend  them  to  public  property. 


8.  Tide  lajids  cannot  be  condemned  tar 
railroad  ngea,  by  reason  of  a  statutory  pro- 
vision as  to  the  appropriation  of  **state,  school^ 
or  county  land,"  under  the  Washington  constitu- 
tion and  statutes,  in  the  nomenclature  of  which 
*%tate"  lands  did  not  include  tide  lands. 

8.  The  Ikct  that  a  territorial  legisla- 
ture had  no  power  ower  tide  lands  does 
not  change  the  elfect  of  a  territorial  statute  as  to 
railroads  along  "any  river,  stream  of  water, 
watercourse,  etc.,"  after  the  admission  of  the  ter- 
ritory as  a  state. 


ICOBL-A  peculiar  case  in  respect  to  the  right  of  |  pose  of  crossing  is  presented  above  with  an  eJab- 
«»  railroad  company  to  overlay  the  tracks  of   orate  discussion  of  the  general  rights  of  railroads 
tnother  company  in  a  narrow  place  for  the  pur-  I  as  to  crossing  each  other. 
22L.R.A 
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4.  The  staiet  as  owner  of  the  fee  of  tide 

.  lands  over  which  a  street  runs  and  of  lands 
abutting  on  both  sides  of  the  street,  is  entitled  to 
damages  for  the  occupation  of  the  street  for  or- 
dinary railroad  purposes. 

K.  The  laying  oat  of  a  street  oTor  tide 
Hi^wii^  is  authorized  only  for  the  extension  of 
existing  streets,  under  Act  March  84, 180Q,  giving 
a  city  the  right  **to  project  or  extend"  streets 
over  such  lands. 

6«  The  leng^  of  a  railroad*  or  the 
amount  of  its  bn«lneai»  does  not  affect  its 
right  to  retain  its  right  of  way  as  against  a  rail- 
road which  subsequently  desires  to  appropriate 
a  portion  of  it,  although  the  amount  of  damages 
may  be  thereby  affected. 

7»  Railroad  tracks  Gonetruetedleng^- 
wise  of  a  pobltc  street  cannot  be  made  to 
constitute  a  part  of  the  company^s  yard  so  as  to 
come  ivithin  the  provisions  of  a  statute  forbid- 
ding the  crossing  of  a  yard  by  the  tracks  of  other 
companies. 

8»  The  statutory  rli^ht  of  one  railroad 
to  cross  another  does  not  apply  to  a 
commingling  of  tracks  for  400  feet  or  more  along 
a  80-foot  right  of  way  making  it  impracticable  to 
operate  either  track,  or  set  of  tracks,  when  any 
one  of  the  other  tracks  is  in  actual  use. 

9.  The  convenience  ofthe  railroad  to  be 
crossed  and  the  probability  of  some  other 
means  of  accomplishing  the  same  purpose  may  be 
considered  in  determining  the  necessity  of  appro- 
priating any  part  of  the  right  of  way  by  another 
company,  where  the  statute  requires  the  Judge  to 
be  satisfied  by  Oompetent  proof  of  such  necessity. 

10.  The  points  and  nuuiner  of  cr«>ssinj^» 

the  place  where,  and  whether  under,  over,  or  at 
grade  are  to  be  decided  by  the  court,  on  an  ap- 
plication by  one*  railroad  for  the  right  to  cross 
another,  under  Qen.  Stat.,  §  1571. 

11.  A  daim'of  the  ri^ht  to  lay  Ibur 
tracks  on  another  railroad's  ri^ht  of 
way  may  be  denied  by  the  court,  where  th 
place  is  practically  a  street  and  the  whole  room 
applicable  to  railroad  purposes  is  extremely  lim- 
ited, and  allowing  two  tracks  will  give  better  fa- 
cilities than  the  other  road  enjoys. 

18.  An  attempt  to  a^ppee  as  to  the  points 
and  nuuiner  of  crossing  must  be  made  by 
a  railroad  which  desires  to  cross  another  before 
It  can  seek  the  aid  of  the  court,  under  Gen.  8tat., 
81571. 

18.  It  is  n<»t  error  Ibrajudge  who  heard 
a  case  on  the  question  of  the  necessity  of  the 
condemnation  of  land,  under  Code  Prac,  8661,  to 
send  the  Jury  trial  to  another  Judge. 

14.  It  is  proper  Ibr  a  railroad  destrfng 
to  cross  another  to  pay  the  expense  of 
necessary  frogs  and  crossing  apparatus. 

(August  9, 1888.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  decree  of  the 
Superior  Court  for  King  County  in  favor 
of  petitioner  in  a  proceeding  instituted  to  con- 
demn a  right  of  way  for  railroad  purposes. 
Bevened, 
The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 
Messrs.  Ashton  A  Gnapman  and  An- 
drew F.  Burleii^h*  for  appellants,  the  rail- 
road companies: 

The  petition  shows  upon  its  face  that  it  is 

beyond  the  power  of  the  superior  court,  or  a 

^**dge  thereof,  to  order  the  appropriation  of  the 

.R.A. 


property  of  the  appellants  to  the  use  of  the  pe- 
titioner it  beine  alreadjr  devoted  to  a  public  use 
of  as  high  ana  of  a  similar  nature  to  that  to 
which  the  petitioner  seeks  to  appropriate  it, 
to  wit,  railroad  purposes. 

The  petition  shows  upon  its  face  that  the  ap- 
propriation sought  to  be  made  is  of  the  tracks 
and  railroad  yards  and  property  of  the  appel- 
lants longitudinally  for  the  purpose  of  enabling 
the  petitioner  to  lay  its  tracks  and  yards  along, 
over,  and  upon  the  same  space,  to  be  used  for 
the  same  purposes,  and  none  other,  to  which 
the  appellants  are  devoting  the  property. 

Neither  the  petition  nor  the  proof  ^ows  a 
necessity  for  the  taking  as  proposed. 

Under  the  general  authority  to  locate  and 
construct  a  rauroad  from  one  point  to  another 
the  company  so  authorized  is  not  empowered 
to  take  the  property  of  other  railroads  in  use 
for  railroad  purposes. 

Lewis,  Em.  Dom.  §g  267, 276;  HousatcrUe  R. 
Co.Y.LeeA  H.  R.  Co.  118  Mass.  891;  Worcester 
d  N.  R.  Co.  V.  Railroad  Comrs.  118  Mass.  561: 
Boston  dt  M.  R.  v.  LouM  d  L.  R,  Co.  m 
Mass.  868;  Alexandria  A  F.  R.  Co.  v.  AUz- 
andria  A  W.  R.  Co.  76  Va.  780,  40  Am.  Rep. 
748;  Oremn  Cascade  R.  Co.  v.  Bailtf,  8  Or.  164; 
Contra  Costa  Coal  Mines  R.  Co.  v.  Moss,  28  Cal. 
828;  California  Pac.  R.  Co.  v.  Central  Pac.  R. 
Co.  47  Cal.  549;  Chicago  db  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v. 
Chicago  A  E.  R.  Co.  112  111.  589;  Re  Boston  d 
A.  R.  Co*s  PstiOon,  58  N.  Y.  574;  Baltimore 
AC.  AC.  R.  Co.  V.  North,  108  Ind.  486;  StaU 
V.  Drummond,  46  K.  J.  L.  644;  Milwaukee  A 
8t.  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Faribault,  28  Minn.  167;  Pros- 
pect Park  A  C.  L  R.  Co.  v.  WiUiatnson,  91  N. 
Y.  552;  Re  New  York  Cent.  A  H.  R.  R.  Co's 
Petition  v.  Metropolitan  Oas  Light  Co.  68  N. 
Y.  826;  Re  Buffalo,  68  N.  Y.  167;  Re  Providence 
A  W.  R.  Co*s  Petition,  17  R.  I.  824. 

Under  a  general  authority  a  part  of  the 
right  of  wav  of  a  railroad  cannot  be  taken 
longitudinally  for  the  purposes  of  a  highway, 
nor  can  the  way  be  laidthrough  depot  grounds, 
shops,  and  the  like  which  are  devoted  to 
special  uses  in  connection  with  the  road  and 
necessary  to  its  operation  and  in  constant  use 
in  connection  therewith. 

New  Jersey  8.  R.  Co.  v.  Long  Branch 
Comrs.  89  N.  J.  L.  28;  Bridgeport  v.  New  York 
A  N.  H.  R.  Co.  86  Conn.  255,  4  Am.  Rep.  68; 
8t.  Paul  Union  Depot  Co.  v.  ^S^.  Paul,  80  Minn. 
859;  Milwaukee  A  St.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  FaribauU. 
and  Prospect  Park  A  C.  L  R.  Co.  v.  William- 
son, supra;  Atlanta  v.  CentrcU  R.  A  Bkg.  Co. 
58  Ga.  120;  Lewis,  Em.  Dom.  §  266. 

The  right,  however,  of  one  railroad  company 
to  cross  the  tracks  of  another  where  such  cross- 
ing is  necessary  is  undoubted. 

6  Am.  AEng.  Encyclop.  Law,  587  C:  North- 
ern Pac.  R.  Co.  V.  St.  Paui,  M.  A  M.  R.  Co. 
1  McCrary,  802,  8  Fed.  Rep.  702;  Lewis,  Em. 
Dom.  268;  Re  Boston,  H.  T.  A  W.  R.  Co.  79 
N.  Y.  64;  National  Docks  A  N.  J.  J.  C.  R.  Co. 
V.  State,  58  N.  J.  L.  217;  PitUHmrgh  Junction 
R  Co's  App.  122  Pa.  511;  Barre  R.  Co.  v. 
Montpelier  A  W.  R.  R.  Co,  4  L.  R.  A.  785.  61 
Vt.  1;  United  N  J.  R.  A  Canal  Co.  v.  National 
Docks  A  N.  J.  J.  a  R.  Co.  52N.  J.  L.  90; 
Sharon  R.  Co's  App.  122  Pa.  588. 

The  power  which  the  petitioner  seeks  to  ex- 
ercise is  in  derogation  of  private  rights. 

Therefore  constitutional  provisions  or  stat. 
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utes  authorizing  its  exercise  mast  be  strictly 
■coDstrued. 

1  Rorer.  RaUroads,  p.  298. 

The  coDstitutioDal  proTision  makin)^  the 
qaestion  of  public  use  a  judicial  question  can 
in  DO  manner  change  or  modify  this  principle. 

Lewis,  Em.  Dom.  §  814;  Narrit  v.  Hill,  1 
Hicfa.202;  Clark  Y.  Teller,  SO  Mich.  618;  J/c- 
Cmniek  v.  We$t  Chicago  Park  Comn,  118  HI. 
055. 

The  words  "intersect"  and  **  cross,"  in  sec- 
tion 13,  article  12,  and  the  same  words  in  section 
1571  of  the  Statutes,  have  a  well-defined  legal 
meaning,  which  does  not  permit  one  railroad, 
in  crossing  or  intersecting  another,  to  include 
in  tbe  space  occupied  bv  such  "*  crossing"  an 
area  fully  occupied  by  ihe  tracks  of  the,jail- 
Toads  being  crossed,  and  which  in  effect  en- 
tire]? destroys  the  yard  of  one  of  such  rail- 
roadkand  renders  the  operation  of  the  main 
Mnesand  additional  tracks  of  each  impracti- 
^ble,  thereby  destroying  the  greatest  public 
benefit  which  is  tbe  yery  object  of  the  legisla- 
ti?e  power. 

Rorer,  Railroads,  p.  86. 

The  words  "  intersect"  and  "  cross"  are  syn- 
onymous. 

StaU  V.  New  Haten  <t  N.  R.  Co.  46  Conn. 
^;  SprinafiM  22oad,78  Pa.  127;  FitUburgy, 
Clvky,  74  Pa.  2B»;UnitedN,  J.R  dtCanalCo, 
T,  National  Docks  4b  N.  J.  J.  C.  R.  Co.  iupra; 
FUnt  d  R  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Detroit  db  B.  C.  R.  Co, 
^  Mich.  850;  Proepeet  Park  d  C.  1.  R  Co.  v. 
WiUiameon,  ntpra. 

There  must  be  a  yeiy  clear  expression  of  the 
legislative  intent  to  authorize  the  taking,  by 
the  power  of  eminent  domain,  of  property 
which  has  already  been  deyoted  to  the  public 
nse  by  an  earlier  exercise  of  the  same  power. 
If  both  uses  cannot  stand  together  with  some  tol- 
erable interference  which  may  be  compensated 
Inr  damages,  or  if  the  latter  use,  when  exer- 
cised, must  supersede  the  former,  it  is  not  to 
be  implied  that  the  legislature  meant  to  sub- 
ject property  deyoted  to  a  public  use,  to  such 
bordcns. 

Sutherland,  Stat.  Constr.  p  888,  889. 

The  necessity  for  such  taking  must  be  so  ab- 
^lute  that  without  such  appropriation  the 
grant  to  the  latter  company  will  be  defeated. 

Sharon  R.  Co^e  App.  eupra;  Evergreen  Ceme- 
teryAsso.  y.  New  Haven,  48  Conn.  234, 21  Am. 
Bep.  648;  Re  8t.  Paul  A  N.  P.  R.  Co.  87  Minn. 

Assuming  Railroad  ayenue  to  haye  been  law- 
fully creatal,  the  petitioner  by  virtue  of  the 
ordinance  permitting  the  laying  of  its  tracks 
on  said  avenue,  could  acquire  no  rights  over 
tracks  of  anpellant 

Be  New  York,  L.  d  W.  R,  Co*e  Petition,  99 
N.  Y.  12,  23  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  R.  Cas.  p.  48. 

The  right  of  way  and  tracks  of  a  railroad 
company  cannot  be  taken  for  the  use  of  an- 
other, unless  tbe  public  good  and  interest  de- 
maadit 

N<frthem  Railroad  v.  Concord  d  C.  Railroad, 
27  N.  H.  183;  New  York,  H.  d  N.  R.  Co.  y. 
Bo^im,  U.dKRCo.m  Conn.  196. 
bThe  only  exceptions  to  the  rule  that  one  road 
caoDot  take  longitudinally  the  property  of  an- 
other are  when  there  is  some  physical  neces- 
sity, created  by  natural  obstructions,  federal 
or  stale  prohibitions ;  or  when  the  expense 
22LR.A, 


would  be  so  enormous  as  to  be  inconsistent  with 
the  accomplishment  of  the  undertaking,  or  so 
large  as  to  make  the  future  operations  thereof 
unprofitable,  any  of  which  may  create  impos- 
sibilities or  render  the  construction  impracti- 
cable, as  those  terms  are  imderstood  in  this  class 
of  cases. 

1  Rorer,  Railroads,  p.  284;  Mobile  d  Q.  R. 
Co.  y.  Alabama  Midland  R.  Co.  87  Ala.  501. 
89  Am.  <&  Eng.  •R.  R  Cas.  6;  Sharon  R.  Co's 
App.  supra. 

The  petition  fails  to  state  a  case  within  either 
of  the  above  exceptions. 

Re  New  York  Cent.  R.  Co.  66  N.  Y.  407. 

It  is  not  shown  either  by  the  petition  or  proof 
that  the  petitioner  and  appellants  cannot  agree 
upon  the  points  and  manner  of  a  crossing;  sim- 
ply that  the  appellants  cannot  agree  to  the  per- 
emptoxy  demand  of  the  petitioner  for  this  par- 
ticular taking  of  their  property.  , 

1  HiD's  Code.  ^  1571. 

This  case  presents  an  attempt  upon  the  part 
of  the  petitioner  to  compel  an  agreement  to  its 
plan,  but  having  no  opportunity  for  voluntary 
action,  or  the  exercise  of  discretion  on  the  part 
of  respondents.  They  must  agree  to  this  or 
nothing;  accede  to  this  demand  or  the  court 
would  decree  it  against  their  will. 

Lewis,  Em.  Dom.  ^§  801>804,  806,  and 
authorities  there  cited;  1  Hill's  Code,  g  1571; 
Re  Marsh,  71  N.  Y.  815;  Reitenbaugh  v. 
Chester  Valley  R.  Co.  21  Pa.  100;  Powers  v. 
Haulton  d  L.  R.  Co.  88  Ohio  St.  429;  Oregon 
R.  d  Nav.  Co.  v.  Oregon  Real  Estate  Co.  10  Or. 
444;  Whisler  v.  Lenawee  County  Drain  Comr. 
40  Mich.  591;  Dickinson  v.  Van  Warmer,  89 
Mich.  141;  Lincoln  v.  Colusa  County,  28  Cal. 
662;  WiUiams  v.  HarUard  d  N.  H.  R.  Co. 
18  Conn.  397;  Moses  v.  St.  Louis  Sectional  Dock 
Co.  84  Mo.  242. 

In  so  far  as  the  ordinance  purportin/ir  to 
nant  rights  to  the  Seattle  &  Montana  Railway 
Company  conflicted  with  the  rights  previously 
granted  to  the  appellants,  it  was  inoperative 
and  void  and  the  petitioner  acquired  no  rights 
thereby  to  enter  into  or  take  the  whole  or  any 
portion  of  the  property  devoted  by  the  appel- 
lants to  their  railroad  purposes. 

Valparaiso  v.  Chicago  d  O.  T.  R.  Co.  128 
Ind.  467;  Seymour  v.  Jeffersonville,  M.  d  L  R. 
Co.  126  Ind.  466. 

There  was  no  power  of  eminent  domain 
vested  in  the  city  of  Seattle. 

Taeoma  v.  State,  4  Wash.  64. 

As  bearing  more  or  less  directly  upon  the 
questions  involved  in  this  case  we  cite  the  court 
to  the  following  decisions: 

St.  Louis,  J.  d  €.  R.  Co.  v.  Springfield  d  N. 
W.  R.  Co.  96  111.  274;  East  St.  I/mis  Cmnect- 
ingR.  Co.  v.  East  St.  Louis  Union  R.  Co.  108 

III.  265;  Newcastle  d  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Peru  d  L  R. 
Co.  8  Ind.  464;  Grand  Rapids,  N.  d  L.  S.  R. 
Co.  V.  Grand  Rapids  d  L  R.  Co.  85  Mich.  265, 
24  Am.  Rep.  545;  Morris  d  E.  R.  Co.  v.  Cen- 
tral R.  Co.  81  N.  J.  L.  205;  South  Carolina  R. 
Co.  v.  Columbia  d  A.  R.  Co.  13  Rich.  Eq.  339; 
Union  Pac.  R.  Co.  v.  Burlington  d  M.  R.  R. 
Co.  1  McCrary,  452;  Union  Pac.  R.  Co.  v.  Leav- 
enworth, N.  d  S.  R.  Co.  29  Fed.  Rep.  728; 
Brooklyn  Cent,  d  J.  R.  Co.  v.  Brooklyn  City 
R.  Co.  88  Barb.  420;  Market  Street  R.  Co.  v. 
Central  R.  Co.  51  Cal.  583;  Lvnn  d  B.  R.  Co. 

I V.  Boston  dL.  R.  Corp.  114  Mass.  88;  Chicago, 
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St,  L.  d  P.  R,  Co.  V.  Cincinnati,  W.  <fe  M.  R, 
Co,  126  Ind.  518;  MohiU  dt  O,  R.  Co.  v.  Ala- 
bama Midland  R,  Co.  87  Ala.  601;  California 
Pae.  R,  Co.  v.  Central  Pae.  R.  Co.  47  Cal.  649; 
Baltimore  &  0.  R,  Co.  v.  Pitteburg,  W,  dt  K. 
R.  Go.  17  W.  Va.  812;  Peoria,  P.  d  J.  R.  Go. 
V.  Peoria  d  8.  R.  Co.  66  III.  174;  Sirth  Ave.  R. 
Co.  V.  Rerr,  45  Barb.  138,  72  N.  Y.  330;  Penn- 
tylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Baltimore  d  0.  R.  Go.  60 
Md.  263;  Central  dtp  Eoree*R,  Co.  v.  Fort 
Cla/rk  Hor9e  R.  Co.  81  111.  528;  Eldridge  v. 
Smith,  34  Vt.  484;  Renmlaer  d  S.  R  Co.  v. 
Davie,  48  N.  Y.  187;  State  v.  Mansfield  Comrs. 
!^  N.  J.  L.  510;  Redf.  Hailwavs,  249,  g  641;  1 
Redfield,  Am.  Railway  Caa.  29*9;  Re  New  York, 
L.  d  W.  R.  Go's  Petition^  N.  Y.  12;  Penn- 
eyltania  R.  C&»  App.  98  Pa.  150;  Little  Miami 
d  C.  and  Xenia  R.  Cos.  v.  Dayton,  28  Ohio  St. 
510;  Pittsburg  d  C.  R.  Go.  v.  Southioest  Pa,  R. 
Go.  77  Pa.  178;  Cake  v.  Philadelphia  d  E,  R, 
Co,  87  Pa.  307;  Hickok  v.  Hine,  23  Ohio  St. 
528,  18  Am.  Rep.  255;  Sharon  R.  Go's  App. 
122  Pa.  588;  Lake  Shore  d  M.  S.  R.  Go.  v. 
Chicago  d  W.  L  R.  Co.  100  III.  21;  1  Wood, 
Railway  Law,  669;  Lake  Shore  d  M.  S.  R.  Go. 
V.  New  York,  C.  d  St.  L.  R.  <Jo.  8  Fed.  Rep. 
858;  Baltimore  dO.  R.  Co.  v.  Pittsburg,  W.  d 
K.  R.  Co.  17  W.  Va.  812. 10  Am.  &  Eng.  R. 
R.  Cas.  444;  Alexandria  d  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Alex- 
andria d  W.  R.  Co.  75  Va.  780.  40  Am.  Rep. 
743,  10  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  R.  Cas.  23;  United 
States  V.  Chicago,  48  U.  8.  7  How.  195,  12  L. 
ed.  686;  Kaiser  v.  St.  Paul,  S.  d  T.  F.  R.  Go. 
22  MinD.  149;  Baxter  v.  Spuyten  Duyml  d  P. 
M.  R.  Co.  61  Barb.  428;  State  v.  Montdair  R. 
Co.  35  N.  J.  L.  828;  Cincinnati,  S.  d  C.  R.  Co. 
V.  Belle  Centre,  48  Ohio  St.  278;  Union  Depot 
Co.  Y.  St.  Louis,  8  Mo.  App.  412;  Re  New  York 
Gent,  d  H.  R.  R.  Co.  77  N.  Y.  248;  Sheen  v. 
StoViart,  29  La.  Ann.  680;  I/mg  Branch  Omrs. 
V.  West  End  R  Go.  29  N.  J.  Eq.  566;  Etergreen 
Cemetery  Asso.  v.  New  Haven,  48  Conn.  284,  21 
Am.  Rep.  643;  Re  Rochester  Water  Comrs.  66  N. 
Y.  418;  Chicago,  R.  L  d  P.  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Joliet, 
79  111.  26;  Hannibal  v.  Hannibal  d  St.  J.  R. 
Co.  49  Mq.  480;  Iron  R.  Co.  v.  Ironton,  19  Ohio 
St.  299;  Com.  v.  Old  Colony  d  F.  R.  R.  Go.  14 
Gray,  98;  Gentralia  d  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Henry,  31 
111.  App.  456. 

Mr.  James  A.  Haiflrht,  with  Mr.  W.  C. 
Jones,  Atty-Oen.,  for  appellant  the  State: 

The  general  law  in  re^rard  to  the  exercise  of 
the  right  of  eminent  domain  by  railway  com- 
panies does  not  expressly  apply  to  the  state, 
and  cannot  therefore  be  hela  to  govern  the 
state. 

The  state  is  not  bound  by  an  act  of  the  leg- 
islature unless  specially  named  therein. 

This  was  true  at  common  law  of  the  sover- 
eign. 

Broom,  Legal  Maxims,  72;  Willion  v.  Berk- 
ley, Plowd.  289;  Magdalen  College  Case,  11 
Coke,  66;  Rex  v.  Cook,  3  T.  R  519;  Reg.  v. 
McCann,  L.  R.  3  Q.  B.  141;  Dixon  v.  London 
Small  Arms  Co.  1  App.  Cas.  632;  Rex  v.  Allen, 
15  East,  838. 

It  is  tnie  of  the  United  States,  whether  the 
statute  is  an  Act  of  Congress  ( United  States  v. 
Greene,  4  Mason,  427;  Dollar  Sav.  Bank  v. 
United  States,  86  U.  S.  19  Wall.  227,  289,  22 
L.  ed.  80,  82),  or  an  act  of  a  state  legislature. 

Swearingen  v.  Uriited  States,  11  Gill  &  J. 

H.A. 


It  is  true  of  the  state. 

Com.  V.  Baldwin,  1  Watts,  54,  26  Am.  Dec. 
83;  People  v.  Herkimer,  4  Cow.  345,  15  Am. 
Dec.  879;  Sedgw.  Stat.  &  Const.  L.  2d  ed.  387; 
State  V.  Kinne,  41  N.  H.  288;  Josselyn  v.  Stone, 
28  Miss.  758. 

Statutes  conferring  right  of  eminent  domain 
are  strictly  construed. 

Sutherland,  Stat.  Constr.  §  387;  Gray  v. 
Liverpool  dB.  R.  Go.  9  Beav.  891;  Martin  v. 
Rushton,  42  Ala.  289;  Alabama  O.  S.  R.  Co. 
V.  Gilbert,  71  Ga.  591;  Chicago  d  E.  L  R.  Co. 
V.  Wiltse,  116  111.  449;  Spofford  v.  Buck^rt  d 
B.  R.  Co.  66  Me.  26;  Binney*s  Case,  2  Bland, 
Ch.  99;  Cox  V.  Tipton,  18  Mo.  App.  450;  Belch- 
er Sugar  Rd".  Co.  v.  St.  Louis  Grain  Elevator 
Co.  82  Mo.  l2V,Watson  v.  Acquackanonck  Water 
Co.  36  N.  J.  L.  195;  Jersey  City  v.  Central 
R.  Co.  40  N.  J.  Eq.  417;  J^te  v.  Hudson  Ter- 
minal R.  Co.  46  N.  J.  L.  289;  Re  Amsterdam 
Water  Comrs.  96  N .  Y.  851 ;  Lea  v.  Johnston,  81 
N.  C.  15;  Miami  Coal  Go.  v.  Wigton,  19  Ohio 
St.  560;  Pittsburgh  d  L.  E.  R.  Go.  v.  Bruce, 
102  Pa.  23. 

The  statute  conferring  the  right  of  eminent 
domain  applies  to  lands,  and  not  to  waters. 

The  federal  laws  relating  to  the  public  lands 
and  public  domain  do  not  apply  to  navigable 
Tvatc^rs 

Baeir  v.  Moran  Bros.  Go.  2  Wash.  608. 

This  Act  of  February  1 ,  1888,  was  enacted 
by  the  territory  of  Washington,  which  at  that 
time  had  no  control  over  the  tide  waters  of  the 
state  and  whose  assumed  control,  if  embodied 
in  any  act  of  the  legislature,  must  be  deemed 
beyond  its  power  and  void,  or  the  act  itself 
must  be  deemed  repealed  by  the  constitution. 

Eisenbach  v.  Hatfield,  12  L.  R.  A.  682,  2 
Wash.  286. 

The  tract  proposed  to  be  taken  being  navig- 
able waters,  is  already  devoted  to  the  public 
use,  and  therefore  cannot  be  appropriated  to 
another  public  use,  the  statute  not  expressly 
authorizing  such  appropriation. 

Lewis,  Em.  Dom.  §55  272,  276;  Wellington, 
Petitioner.  16  Pick.  87,  26  Am.  Dec.  681;  Re 
New  York  d  B.  B.  R.  Go.  20  Hun,  201;  R» 
Boston  d  A.  R  Go's  Petition,  58  N.  Y.  574; 
State  V.  Montdair  R.  Co.  35  N.  J.  L.  328;  Hyde 
Park  V.  Oakwoods  Cemetery  Asso.  119  111.  141; 
Baltimore  d  0.dC.R.Co.v.North,103  Ind.  486. 

Waters  where  the  tide  ebbs  and  flows,  and 
navigable  streams,  whether  tidal  or  not,  stand 
upon  the  same  footing  as  public  highways  and 
other  property  devoted  to  public  use.  They 
cannot  be  interfered  with  under  a  mere  general 
authority  to  take  property  for  public  use. 

Lewis,  Em.  Dom.  §  278;  State  v.  Anthoine, 
40  Me.  485;  MarUeheadv.  Essex  County  Comrs. 
5  Gray,  451;  CharlesUnon  v.  Middlesex  County- 
Comrs.  8  Met.  202;  Stevens  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  21 
N.  J.  Eq.  259;  Com.  v.  Coombs,  ^  Mass.  489; 
Atiy-(4en.  v.  Stevens,  1  N.  J.  Eq.  869,  22  Am. 
Dec.  526;  Tucker  v.  Burlington  County  Chosen 
Freeholders,  1  N.  J.  Eq.  282;  AUen  v.  Mon- 
mouth County  Chosen  .Freeholders,  18  N.  J.  Eq. 
68;  Simmons  v.  Mumford,  2  R.  I,  172;  United 
Staies  V.  New  Bedford  Bridge,  1  Woodb.  &  M. 
401. 

Courts  have  not  hesitated  to  recognize  and 
enforce  their  duty  to  prevent  the  usurpation 
by  the  legislature  of  functions  not  pertaining 
to  it. 


im. 
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Davi^  V.  Saginaw  County  Supra.  89  Mich. 
295;  Northern  Pae.  E.  Co.  v.  Traill  County, 
115U.  S.  6(K),  29L.  ed.  477. 

The  dedication  of  the  tract  in  (question  for 
street  purposes,  if  there  were  a  dedication,  was 
Dot  a  aedication  for  railroad  purposes.  A  rail- 
road is  foreigD  to  the  legitimate  uses  of  a  high- 
way. 

Lewis.  Em.  Etom.  §  til. 

Metttrs.  Barke«  Sbepard  A  Woods*  for 
lespoDdent:  • 

Whatever  rights  the  railroad  respondents 
have  in  the  premises,  either  by  virtue  of  their 
right  of  way  along  a  80  foot  strip  granted  by 
what  is  known  as  the  "Ram's  Horn  Fran- 
chise," or  by  virtue  of  an  alleged  pre-etpption 
right  in  the  Columbia  &  Puget  Sound  Railroad 
Company,  based  on  its  ownership  of  abutting 
upland  and  of  improvements  on  these  prem- 
ises in  existence  at  the  dale  of  the  Tide-land 
Act  of  1890,  these  rights  are  certainly  subordi- 
nate to  the  right  which  the  city  has  exercised, 
in  pursuance  of  the  power  of  selection  con- 
ferred upon  cities  by  section  8  of  article  15  of 
the  State  Constitution,  to  extend  Washington, 
Main,  and  Jackson  streets  from  the  upland 
over  these  intervening  tide  lands  to  th^  harbor 
line;  and  railroad  tracks  can  hardly  be  said  to 
ccnstitute  a  "yard**  when  their  usefulness  for 
yard  purposes  is  cut  short  by  their  being 
traversed  at  intervals  of  240  feet,  by  streets 
sixty  six  feet  wide,  within  the  limits  of  which 
it  is  ahsolutely  unlawful  to  switch  cars  or  leave 
them  standing. 

Lake  8/tore  dt  M.  S,  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago  d  W. 
L  R.  Co.  97  111.  506;  National  Docks  d  N,  J, 
J.  C.  R.  Co,  T.  State,  53  N.  J.  L.  217;  National 
bocki  R.  Co.  V.  Central  R.  Co.  82  N.  J.  Eq. 
V)^\  Mills.  Em.  Dom.  ^11;  Lewis,  £m.  Dom. 
^5  162.  288.  887,  398;  Ii\yrd  v.  Chicago  d  N. 
^-  R,  Co.  14  Wis.  609,  80  Am.  Dec.  791; 
SmiOt  V.  Chicago  d  W.  L  R  Co.  105  111.  511; 
^"^^vth  Chicago  R.  Co.  v.  Dix,  109  HI.  237;  Re 
y^v  York  Cent,  d  H.  R,  R  Co,  77  K  Y.  248; 
C7U3MO.  RldR  R.  Co.  v.  Lake,  71  HI.  888; 
Be  New  York  Cent,  d  H.  R.  R.  Co*%  Petitum 
V.  Metropolitan  Oa9-Light  Co.  68  N.  Y.  826; 
Chkago  d  W.  L  R,  Co.  v.  Dunbar,  100  III. 
110;  Mimnippi  d  R.  R.  Boom  Co.  v.  Patter- 
m,  98  U.  S.  406.  25  L.  ed.  207;  Colorado 
Etiiern  R.  Co,  v.  Union  Pae.  R.  Co.  41  Fed. 
Rep.  293;  Chicago  d  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Joliet,  L.  d 
A  R,  Co.  105  111.  888,  44  Am.  Rep.  799;  1 
HiU'a  Code,  §  1571;  2  Hill's  C«ie.  fc^  10,  p.  842, 
^  13,  p.  888;  Endlich,  Interpretation  of  Stat- 
utes, §  368. 

The  appropriation  decreed  does  not  give  the 
petitioner  rights  superior  to  those  left  to  the 
respondents  on  the  premises,  but  only  such 
riehts  as  are  implied  from  every  right  to  make 
a  raflway  crossing,  and  these  with  the  proper 
limitotion  in  favor  of  the  existing  lines. 

C'hieago  d  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Joliet,  L.  d  A.  R.  Co. 
*^'pra. 

The  right  which  the  petitioner  claims  to 
condemn  as  against  the  state  rests  on  the  fol- 
lowing clause  found  in  that  section  of  the  Acts 
of  1890,  authorizing  the  appropriation  of  prop- 
«1y  by  private  corporations  for  corporate  pur- 
poses. 

lo  case  the  land,  real  estate,  premises,  or 
other  property  sought  to  be  appropriated  is 
state,  school,  or  county  land,  the  notice  shall 
22L.R.A. 


be  served  on  the  auditor  of  the  county  in  which 
the  land,  real  estate,  premises,  or  other  prop- 
erty sought  to  be  appropriated  is  situated. 

iStat.  1890,  g  2,  p.  294. 

The  law  can  have  no  application  whatever 
unless  condemnation  proceedings  can  be  insti- 
tuted against  the  state  in  respect  to  state  land. 
The  needs  of  the  state,  its  topographical  feat- 
ures, the  absolute  impracticability  if  not  im- 
possibility of  building  railway  lines  in  many 
places  without  their  traversing  areas  lying  be- 
low the  line  of  high  tide,  the  duty  resting  up- 
on the  state  to  encourage,  instead  of  resisting, 
enterprises  that  will  develop  its  commerce  and 
utilize  its  resources,  all  argue  in  favor  of  a 
construction  of  this  act  that  will  enable  public 
carriers  to  acquire  title  as  against  the  state, 
even  to  its  submerged  lands  when  necessary. 

Lewis.  Em.  Dom.  §  285;  Re  New  York  Cent. 
d  H.  R,  R.  Co.  9upra;  Hamilton  v.  Vicksburg, 
8.  d  P.  R.  Co.  119  U.  S.  280, 282, 80  L.  ed.  898, 
394:  Clark  v.  Barnard,  108  U.  8. 436, 446-447. 
27  L.  ed.  780,  784;  Kerr  v.  West  Share  R  Co, 
127  N.  Y.  269. 

The  contention  that  the  construction  of  rail- 
rbad  tracks  along  a  street  is  foreign  to  its 
proper  use  as  such  has  much  authority  opposed 
to  it;  and  is  especially  untenable  in  this  case. 
Railroad  avenue  having  evidently  been  created 
for  the  express  purpose  of  affording  a  pathway 
for  steam  transportation. 

Mills,  Em.  Dom.  §^  200,  201;  Snyder  v. 
Pennsylvania  R.  Co,  55  Pa.  840;  Milburn  v. 
Cellar  Rapids,  12  Iowa,  246;  Barney  v.  fCeo- 
kvk,  4  Dill.  598,  94  U.  8.  824,  24  L.  ed.  224. 

The  petitioner  was  rightly  allowed  to  assume, 
by  a  stipulation  tendered,  the  burden  of  con- 
struction and  maintenance  of  the  crossings. 

Chicago  d  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Joliet,  L,  d  A,  R. 
Co.  105  111.  388,  44  Am.  Rep.  799. 

Stiles.  «/.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  was  a  proceeding  for  the  condemna- 
tion of  a  ri^ht  of  way  for  respondent's  rail- 
road, and  involves  three  different  appel- 
lants,—the  state,  the  Columbia  &  Puuret 
Sound  Railroad  Company,  and  the  Northern 
Pacific  Rai  Iroad  Company.  The  right  of  way 
sought  to  be  appropriated  lies  over  land  be- 
tween the  high  and  low  wat^r  marks  in  El- 
liott bay,  on  the  water  front  of  the  city  of 
Seattle. 

1.  The  state  appeared  by  the  attorney-gen- 
eral, and  moved  to  dismiss  the  proceeding  as 
against  it,  on  the  ground  that  the  court  had 
no  jurisdiction  to  entertain  it,  which  motion 
was  denied.  We  think  the  court  erred  in  its 
ruling  on  this  point,  for  the  following  rea- 
sons :  The  state  is  the  owner  of  this  land,  and 
there  is  no  authority,  either  express  or  im- 
plied, in  the  statutes,  for  the  taking  of  any 
part  of  it  through  exercise  of  the  power  of 
eminent  domain.  Our  eminent  domain  act, 
as  applied  to  railroads  (Gren.  Stat.  ^§  1569, 
1570;  Code  Proc.  title  18,  chap.  5),  must  be 
construed,  as  are  all  such  acts,  as  having 
regard  only  to  the  taking  of  private  prop- 
erty, unless  there  is  either  express  or  clearly 
implied  authority  to  extend  them  further. 
Lewis,  Em.  Dom.  ^  278 :  State  v.  Antlioine, 
40  Me.  435 ;  MarbleJiead  v.  Essex  (-ounttf 
Coinrs.  5  Gray,  451 ;  Charlestmen  v.  Middlesex 
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County  C&mrs,  8  Met.  202 :  Stevens  v.  Erie  R, 
Go.  21  N.  J.  Eq.  269.  The  respondent,  we 
believe,  concedes  thus  much,  but  it  claims  to 
avoid  the  force  of  it  by  citing  that  portion  of 
Code  Proc. ,  §  649,  providing  for  service  of 
notice  in  condemnation  cases,  which  reads  a^ 
follows:  *^In  case  the  land,  real  estate, 
premises,  or  other  property  sought  to  be  ap- 
propriated is  state,  school,  or  county  land,  the 
notice  shall  be  served  on  the  auditor  of  the 
county  in  which  the  land,  etc. ,  is  situated.  ^ 
Tide  lands  are  "state''  lands  in  a  certain 
.  sense ;  that  is,  they  beloni;  to  the  state ;  but 
in  all  the  nomenclature  o?  our  constitution 
and  statutes  the  latter  term  does  not  include 
the  former.  Articles  15  and  17  of  the  Con- 
stitution treast  of  tide  lands,  while  article  16 
is  devoted  to  school  and  granted  or  state 
lands.  Title  3,  chap.  7,  Gen.  Stat. ,  provided 
for  a  ** state  land  commission,"  to  whose  su- 
pervision "all  public  lands  now  owned  by  or 
the  title  to  which  may  hereafter  vest  in  the 
state''  was  committed.  But  this  sweeping 
term  "public  lands"  did  not  include  school 
lands,  tide  lands,  the  harbor  areas,  the  capi- 
tol  grounds,  nor  any  of  the  lands  upon  whi^h 
the  public  institutions  of  the  state  are  lo- 
cated, all  of  which  are  committed  to  the 
supervision  of  other  boards  or  officers.  As 
well  might  it  be  contended  that  because  a 
railroad  Is  authorized  to  enter  upon  and  con- 
denm  "  any"  land  for  its  tracks,  depots,  shops, 
roundhouses,  etc.,  it  could,  by  serving  a  no- 
tic^  upon  the  auditor  of  Thurston  county, 
take  the  entire  ten  acres  upon  which  the 
state  capi  tol  stands  for  a  depot  and  shops. 

This*  much  for  construction  of  the  term 
"state  lands."  But  it  would  seem  that  the 
legislature,  in  expressly  conferring  upon 
railroad  companies  the  ri^rht  to  construct 
their  lines  "across,  along,  or  upon  any  river, 
stream  of  water,  watercourse,  etc. ,  which  the 
route  of  such  railway  shall  intersect  or 
touch"  (Oen.  Stat.  ^  1572),  has  gone  as  far 
as  it  intended  in  this  direction.  True,  this 
law  was  passed  in  1888,  when  the  territorial 
legislature  had  not  full,  nor  perhaps  any, 
jurisdiction  over  such  lands  as  that  in  ques- 
tion ;  but  no  change  has  been  made  in  the 
law,  and  we  can  only  interpret  it  as  we  find 
it.  What  it  meant  then  it  means  now ;  the 
change  in  the  conditions  from  territorial 
times  to  the  present  has  not  changed  the 
meaning  or  intent  of  the  statute.  The  argu- 
ment from  convenience  is  strongly  urged 
upon  us,  and  It  is  said  that,  unless  tide  lands 
are  thus  subject  to  condemnation,  much  em- 
barrassment will  ensue  to  the  building  of 
railroads,  because  the  situation  of  the  land  in 
many  places,  and  particularly  at  this  place, 
is  such  that  no  land  is  available  for  tracks 
and  railway  terminal  facilities  except  along 
the  shores  of  tide  waters  and  upon  the  tide 
flats.  The  state  of  Washini^n,  by  its  con- 
stitution, has  taken  an  advanced  and  de- 
cided position  with  regard  to  navigable 
waters  and  the  lands  beneath  them;  a  posi- 
tion which  is  scarcely  anywhere  paralleled 
by  the  written  law.  It  proposes  to  determine 
for  itself  what  shall  be  the  disposition  of  these 
lands,  and  how  the  facilities  for  transporta- 
tion upon,  to,  and  from  its  great  natural  wa- 
ter highways  shall  be  managed  and  enjoyed. 
^  L.  R.  A. 


It  will  doubtless  encourage  and  invite  the- 
building  of  railways,  so  as  to  take  advantage- 
of  these  lands  and  waters;  but  it  proposes  to- 
say  how  that  shall  be  done,  and  when  and  by 
whom.  All,  railways  built  upon  its  tide 
lands,  and  all  which  mav  be  built  there  until 
it  shall  have  provided  for  them  by  law,  will 
be  there  at  sufferance,  subject  to  be  removed 
or  rearranged,  as  the  legislature  subject  ta 
the  constitution  may  ordain.  It  has  harbor 
lines  to  lay*  in  front  of  the  city  of  Seattle 
which  must  be  inviolate  and  the  lands  be- 
tween which  must  be  inalienable,  except  as- 
the  constitution  permits ;  and  it  has  its  own 
policy  as  announced  in  legislation  already 
enacted,  concerning  the  disposal  of  the  other 
tide  lands. 

2.  The  disposition  of  the  case  is,  at  this 
point,  complicated  with  another  matter,  viz. , 
the  fact  that  the  place  over  which  this  con- 
demnation was  sought  was  within  what  is 
known  as  "Railroaa  Avenue,"  a  street  laid 
out  by  the  city  council  of  Seattle  in  1889,  be- 
fore the  adoption  of  the  constitution,  and  per- 
petuated in  the  freeholders'  charter  of  1890. 
The  court  below  held  that,  inasmuch  as  this 
was  a  street  authorized  to  be  laid  out  by  the 
constitution  ai^d  the  statutes  of  the  state,  the 
state,  although  a  proper  and  necessary  party 
to  this  proofing,  was  not  entitled  to  any 
consideration  in  the  assessment  of  damages 
for  the  layinff  of  the  railroad  along  the  street. 
We  are  unable  to  see  why  the  state,  as  owner 
of  the  fee,  and  of  lands  abutting  on  both  sides 
of  the  street,  should  not  be  entitled  to  dam- 
ages for  the  occupation  of  the  street  for  or- 
dinary railroad  purposes,  even  <fonceding  this 
to  be  a  lawful  street,  unless  we  were  to  adopt 
the  theory  that  such  occupation  is  not  an  ad- 
ditional burden  for  which  the  abutting  owner 
may  claim  damages, — a  theory  which  could 
hardly  stand  under  our  constitutional  pro- 
visions against  the  taking  or  damaging  of 
property  without  compensation,  as  the  state 
would  certainly  be  entitled  to  rank  as  a  pri- 
vate owner  in  such  a  case.  Hatch  v.  Tacmna^ 
0.  di  0.  H.  K  Go.  6  Wash.  1.  Neither  the 
constitution  nor  the  statute  assumes  to  confer 
the  fee  of  any  tide  lands  for  streets ;  an  ease- 
ment  only  is  given. 

The  court's  ruling  last  referred  to,  how- 
ever, would  not  cut  an  important  figure  in 
this  case,  in  view  of  a  dismissal  as  to  the 
state.  But  the  main  question  is  left, — 
whether  Railroad  avenue  has  any  legal  ex- 
istence,— and  this  question  vitally  concerns 
the  other  parties  to  the  proceed ing.  This 
street  was  aeclared  to  be  a  public  street  of  the 
city  immediately  after  the  fire  of  1889,  when 
air  of  the  ground  covered  by  it  was  free  from 
buildings  or  other  structures,  and  it  has  been 
kept  free  ever  since,  although  it  occupies 
some  of  the  space  where  such  structures  for- 
merly stood.  It  begins  at  a  point  on  the 
northeasterly  shore  of  Elliott  bay,  and  skirt« 
the  bay  for  several  miles,  much  in  the  form 
of  the  letter  U.  It  does  not  touch  the  upland 
at  any  point  except  where  it  begins,  but 
keeps  mostly  within  the  low-tide  line,  untiT 
it  passes  south  of  King  street,  where  the  land 
recedes  to  the  south  and  east,  forming  a  large 
inner  bay,  which  the  street  crosses.  It  is  120 
feet  wide,  tod  Is  not  the  extension  of  any 
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city  street  While  it  was  laid  out  as  and  de- 
clared to  be  a  public  street,  its  real  purpose 
WW  undoubtedly  to  a£Ford  an  open  space  for 
the  use  of  railroads,  and  its  entire  width,  ex- 
cept space  lor  sidewalks,  has  been  coyered  by 
specific  grants  to  railroad  companies,  of  a 
certain  number  of  feet  each.  When  fully  oc- 
cupied, in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  these 
charters,  the  public  will  have  no  practical 
enjojment  of  any  part  of  it  except  at  street 
crossings.  Ordinarily,  a  city  has  no  power 
to  take  land  merely  for  the  purpose  of  fur- 
Dishing  a  railroad  company  witB  a  rieht  of 
way.  Railroad  companies  are  endowed  with 
the  same  power  of  eminent  domain  which 
cities  have,  to  enable  them  to  take  care  of 
themselves.  Neither  corporation  can  make 
use  of  its  power  to  condemn  land  for  the  use 
of  the  other.  Chicago  dN.  W.  R,  Oo.  v.  Qalt, 
183  111.  657,.  672 ;  lAgare  v.  Chicago,  139 
111.  46.  But  the  application  of  this  rule 
to  the  present  case  may  not  be  admitted, 
inasma<£  as  this  street  was  not  procured  by 
condemnation. 

Waiving  the  fact  that  the  ordinance  estab- 
lishing Railroad  avenue  at  the  place  in  oon- 
m>yers7  was  passed  in  July,  1889,  when  the 
city  of  Seattle  had  no  Jurisdiction  to  extend 
stnets  over  tide  lands,  we  shall  tfeat  the 
declarations  of  the  charter  of  1890  as  in  all 
respects  a  formally  sufficient  exercise  of  the 
authority  conferred  upon  cities  to  extend 
streets  over  tide  lands,  even  if  the  ordinance 
obtained  no  force  at  the  adoption  of  the  con- 
stitution. The  article  of  the  constitution  on 
harbors  and  tide  waters  (15) ,  after  providing 
for  the  reservlition  of  an  outer  harbor  area  not 
leas  than  15  nor  more  than  600  feet  wide  along 
the  water  front  of  all  incorporated  cities  **  for 
landings,  wharves,  streets,  and  other  con- 
veniences of  navigation  and  commerce, "  and 
further  providing  for  the  leasing  of  rights  to 
build  structures  In  aid  of  commerce  upon  the 
harbor  areas,  contains  this  language :  **  Sec. 
3.  Municipal  corporations  shall  have  the 
rieht  to  extend  their  streets  over  intervening 
tide  lands  to  and  across  the  area  reserved  as 
herein  provided. "  This  provision  is  claimed 
to  be  self -executing,  though  it  would  seem 
that  such  a  construction  might  be  very  em- 
barrsssing  when  the  matter  of  the  disposal 
of  tile  inner  tide  lands  comes  up  (that  matter 
being  committed  entirely  to  the  control  of 
the  legislaturo),  since  the  state*s  officers  can 
have  n6  official  knowledge  of  any  city  or- 
dinance laying  out  streets  unless  provision 
is  made  for  the  authentication  of  such  or- 
dinances and  their  deposit  amonff  the  rec- 
ords of  the  state.  But,  passing  this  point, 
the  legislature,  in  the  Act  of  March  24, 
1890,  providing  for  the  government  of  cities 
of  20,000  inhabitants,  confirmed  the  right 
granted  in  the  constitution,  in  its  enumera- 
tion of  the  powers  of  such  cities,  in  these 
words:  "Thirty  seventh.  To  project  or  ex- 
tend its  streets  over  and  across  any  tide  lands 
within  its  corporate  limits,  and  along  or 
aooss  the  harbor  areas  of  such  city,  in  such 
manner  as  will  best  promote  the  interests  of 
commeroe.''  In  Columbia  S  P.  8,  B.  Co.  v. 
tieaUU,  6  Wash.  883,  we  construed  this  stat- 
ute as  it  reads,  to  enlarge  the  authority  ex- 
presnd  in  the  constitution,  so  as  to  authorize 


a  city  to  extend  its  streets  across  any  tide 
lands,  although  the  streets  extended  might 
never  touch  the  harbor  area.  But  now  the 
position  is  taken  that  this  statute  covers  the 
laying  out  of  a  street,  at  the  will  of  a  city 
of  the  first  class,  in  any  direction,  and  to  any 
extent,  whether  there  was  a  street  to  begin 
with  or  not.  If  that  is  the  construction,  it 
must  be  found  within  the  language  of  the 
statute,  or  by  a  plain  implication  therefrom. 
The  constitutional  provision  will  clearly  not 
admit  of  any  such  construction,  for  the  worda 
there  used  clearly  imply  that  the  only  pur- 
pose sought  to  be  subserved  was  to  enable  the 
public  to  freely  reach  the  harbor  area,  where, 
of  necessity,  commerce  between  the  land  and 
the  water  must  meet.  The  statute  broadens 
the  right  to  extend  streets,  and  will  be  en- 
forced as  enacted.  But,  in  searching  for  the 
authority  claimed  by  the  respondent,  we 
note :  (1)  That  the  power  is  to  extend  or 
project  streets,  and  by  those  two  words  we 
understand  the  legislatiure  to  have  meant  the 
same  thinjr.  They  are  common  words,  and, 
when  applied  to  an  existing  thing,  like  a 
street,  they  mean  to  construct  it  in  the  same 
direction  and  with  the  same  width.  (2)  They 
are  used  with  reference  to  existing  thinirs^ 
since  what  a  city  may  extend  is  its  streets. 
(8)  The  power  is  exhausted  with  the  exten- 
sion of  existing  streets. 

Counsel  pleads  for  a  common-sense  con- 
struction of  the  statute,  and  suggests  the 
absurdity  of  a  case  where  the  harbor  area  is- 
a  half  mile  or  more  from  the  shore,  and  only 
streets  to  it  can  be  laid  out  because  the  city 
is  so  situated  that  there  can  be  no  streets  to 
extend  crosswise.  We  admit  the  absurdity 
that  would  occur  if  such  a  state  of  things 
were  left  to  continue  for  any  great  length  of 
time.  But  we  submit  that  we  nave  exhausted 
the  sense  of  this  statute,  common  and  all, 
when  we  have  read  it  according  to  its  plain 
and  unmistakable  language ;  and  we  can  only 
repeat  what  h'as  been  said  before,— that  thia 
matter  is  all  in  the  bands  of  the  legislature, 
which  will,  no  doubt,  remedy  any  absurditiea 
which  may  result  from  the  administration  of 
this  law  as  it  was  enacted.  We  may,  per- 
haps, be  permitted  to  doubt,  however, 
whether  the  legislature  will  ever,  advisedly, 
authorize  the  opening  of  such  a  street  as  thia 
one  seems  to  be,  in  a  portion  of  its  length, 
and  the  surrender  of  it  bodily  to  three  or 
four  railroad  companies  in  specific  grants,  to 
the  practical  exclusion  of  all  other  possible 
railroads  from  the  city,  except  as  they  may 
pay  tribute  to  those  already  in  possession. 
This  street  was  laid  out  120  feet  wide,  which 
is  an  unusual  width,  and  perhaps  a  greater 
width  than  that  of  most  of  the  city's  streets ; 
but  if  120  feet,  why  not  200,  or  as  ffreat  a 
width  as  the  city  may  determine  ?  Ana  if  any 
action  of  this  kind  which  the  city  may  take 
for  the  benefit  of  railroad  companies  is  to  be 
held  binding  upon  the  state,  why  not  go  fur- 
ther, and  claim  that,  where  the  route  of  this 
street  passes  to  the  southward  over  tide  fiats  a 
mile  or  more,  it  might  be  widened  indefinite- 
ly, so  that  broad  ground  would  be  furnished 
for  side  tracks.  U  is  said  in  this  record  that 
the  respondent  has  acquired  140  acres  of  these 
tide  flats  for  its  terminal  purposes  by  paying 
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for  them,  but  the  principle  which  it  invokes 
as  against  the  state  would  have  applied 
almost  as  well  had  the  city  extended  another 
street  over  that  whole  area,  and  then  given 
it  a  franchise  to  lav  tracks  across  it.  It  is 
not  the  business  of  municipal  corporations 
either  to  build  railroads  or  to  specially  fa- 
cilitate railroad  companies.  They  have  the 
power  to  regulate  them,  and  nothinc;  more. 
Gen.  Stat.,  §o20,subdiv.  9.  Having  disposed 
of  the  state's  part  of  this  case,  we  now  turn 
to  the  other  appellants. 

3.  The  respondent  is  constructing  a  new 
railroad,  which,  together  with  other  allied 
roads,  will  constitute  the  main  line  of  the 
Great  Northern  Railway  system,  extending 
from  St.  Paul,  Minn.,  and  West  Superior, 
Wis.,  to  the  city  of  Seattle.  It  will  need, 
and  has  already  arranged  for,  large  terminal 
and  repairing  and  building  facilities  at 
Seattle,  a  part  of  which  are  to  the  north  of 
the  city,  and  the  remainder  are  to  be  at  a 
distance  of  some  five  miles  from  the  others, 
at  the  south.  Ground  for  a  passenger  station 
has  been  obtained  in  the  neighborhood  of 
Jackson  and  Third  streets,  and  the  place  in- 
tended for  the  freight  yards  is  the  140  acres 
above  spoken  of .  Its  franchise  over  Railroad 
avenue  consists  of  a  permission  to  use  60  feet 
In  width  of  that  street  throughout  its  length 
for  one  or  more  tracks.  This  width  will  ac- 
xiommodate  four  tracks,  and  it  is  prepared  to 
place  them  all  at  once.  But  when  it  reaches 
A  point  opposite  the  principal  business  por- 
tion of  the  city  it  comes  upon  ground  w&ich 
has  for  many  years  been  wharf ed  over  by  the 
appellants,  and  used  by  them  for  railroad 
purposes,  partly  under  ordinances  of  the  cit^, 
joue  of  which  was  under  discussion  in  this 
court  recently  in  the  case  of  Columbia  dt  P. 
S.  R.  Go.  V.  Seattle,  and  partly  without  any 

fiublic  authority  shown  oy  the  record.  A 
ittle  to  the  northward  of  Washington  street 
the  four  tracks  of  the  respondent,  curving  to 
the  westward,  meet  two  of  ^he  appellants' 
tracks,  curving  slightly  to  the  east.  But  for 
the  fact  that  Railroad  avenue,  in  the  middle 
of  which  the  respondent's  tracks  are,  curves 
to  the  west  of  this  point,  there  might  be  no 
necessity  for  any  crossing  or  interference  of 
the  two  sets  of  tracks,  for  by  running  its  line 
•some  60  feet  to  the  west  over  private  property 
and  street  crossings,, respondent  could  lay  its 
tracks  substantially  parallel  to  the  others. 
Proceeding  further  southward,  the  position 
of  the  appellants*  two  tracks  is  such,  curving 
as  they  do  from  nearly  the  center  of  Railroad 
.avenue  at  Washington  street,  to  nearly  the 
extreme  west  side  of  the  avenue  at  Main 
street,  one  block  further  south,  and  back 
across  the  avenue  to  its  extreme  east  side  at 
Jackson  street,  still  another  block  south,  that 
within  a  distance  of  some  700  feet  the  re- 
spondent.'s  two  easterly  tracks  will  cross  the 
appellants'  said  two  tracks  twice,  and  its  two 
westerly  tracks,  for  about  500  feet,  will  be 
upon  and  among  said  two  tracks  in  such  a 
manner,  owing  to  appellants'  curves,  that  no 
part  of  either  track  can  be  operated  while  any 
portion  of  another  is  in  use.  Add  to  this  that 
60  feet  south  of  Washington  street  the  Co- 
lumbia &  Puget  Sound  company,  which  uses 
♦1.^  easterly  of  appellants'  said  two  tracks, 
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has  a  side  track  extending  thence,  parallel  to 
its  other  track,  to  Jackson  street  and  beyond  ; 
at  Main  street  another  side  track  commences 
within  respondent's  west  track,  and  curves 
to  the  north  and  west  to  a  wharf  where  the 
Columbia  &  Puget  Sound  Company  has  its 
passenger  station ;  at  Jackson  street  the 
Northern  Pacific  Company,  beginning  about 
the  east  line  of  Railroad  avenue,  runs  out  a 
spur,  and  crossing  all  of  respondent's  tracks 
ffoing  west  to  a  wharf;  and  just  north  of 
Jackson  street  the  Columbia  &  Puget  Sound 
Company  turns  off  two  side  tracks  near  the 
east  side  of  Railroad  avenue,  which  tracks 
run  to  Washington  street.  The  four  main 
tracks  of  respondent  do  not  touch  the  last- 
mentioned  side  tracks,  but  at  Main  street  it 
is  proposed  to  run  two  tracks'  from  its  two 
easterly  main  tracks,  by  about  an  eight-de- 
gree curve,  easterly  across  appellant  Colum- 
bia &  Puget  Sound  Company's  two  side 
tracks  to  its  station  grounds  at  Jackson  and 
Third  streets ;  and  again  at  King  Street,  the 
Columbia  &>  Puget  Sound  Company  has  two 
elevated  coal  bunkers  for  delivering  coal  to 
ships,  with  several  tracks  on  each.  One  of 
these  bunkers  is  high  enough  to  permit  of 
trains  of  cars  passing  under  it,  but  the  other 
is  not, 'and,  in  order  that  room  may  be  made, 
it  is  proposed  to  rearrange  and  rebuild  this 
bunker.  There  is  no  practical  po8sibilit3''  of 
respondent's  passing  these  bunkers  to  the 
southward  in  any  other  way  than  that  pro- 
posed, unless  its  entire  road  be  carried  to  the 
east  past  its  passenger  station,  and  thence 
across  appellants'  tracks  beyond  where  the 
bunker  tracks  commence.  By  keeping  its 
tracks  to  the  west,  from  Washington  street 
south  to  about  Jackson,  respondent  can  avoid 
all  of  the  complicated  crossings,  and  by  that 
method,  if  it  pursues  the  plan  of  continuing 
its  four  tracks  southward,  they  will  cross 
only  the  spur  of  the  Columbia  &  Fuget  Sound 
Company  to  its  wharf,  the  spur  of  uie  North - 
em  Pacific  Company  to  its  wharf,  and  the 
elevated  tracks  to  the  coal  bunkers ;  all  of 
which  crossings  will  be  nearly  at  right  an- 
gles; and  its  passenger  station  tracks  will 
need  to  cross  but  three  of  appellants'  tracks 
once  at  Jackson  street.  The  proof  shows  such 
an  arrangement  would  be  practically  as  easy 
a  line  for  respondent  to  build  and  operate  as 
the  one  proposed  by  it.  It  was  the  testimony 
of  every  witness  upon  the  stand  in  the  case 
that  the  plan  proposed  by  respondent  made 
a  most  undesirable  series  of  crossings,  which 
are  to  be  avoided,  from  a  railroad  point  of 
view,  by  all  means,  if  reasonably  possible ; 
and  from  the  standpoint  of  the  public,  which 
has  occasion  to  use  the  cross  streets  constant- 
ly, and  which  will  furnish  the  patronage  of 
all  these  railroad  companies,  the  desirability 
of  some  other  scheme  is  equally  as  great,  for 
the  constant  dangers  arising  from  the  opera- 
tion of  a  railroad  traffic  amounting  to  from  200 
to  400  train  movements  a  day,  accordine  to 
the  estimates  of  both  parties,  are  too  obvious 
for  argument,  occurring  as  they  will  in  the 
heart  of  a  busy  city.  As  proposed,  in  the 
space  of  700  feet  there  are  28  crossings  at  such 
a  sharpness  of  angle  that  trains  could  not 
move  upon  some  of  the  tracks  which  lie  sub- 
stantially parallel  to  each  other  without  col- 
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lision;  and  such  facilities  as  the  Columbia 
^  Puget  Sound  Company  has  for  the  transac- 
tioQ  of  its  local  business  in  the  city,  over  the 
side  tracks  mentionsd,  to  waspns,  would  be 
j&lmost  entirely  destroyed.  Time  and  effort 
were  expended  in  showing  that  this  arrange- 
meat  of  tracks  could  be  operated  by  means  of 
interlocking  switches  and  watchmen.  Of 
course,  it  could  be  done,  and  it  does  not  take 
evidence  to  demonstrate  it ;  but  neither  does 
it  take  evidence  to  show  that  it  must  be  a 
most  embarrassing  situation  to  all  the  par- 
ties to  the  case,  as  well  as  to  the  public. 
Respondent  suggested  that,  in  so  far  as  the 
appellants'  principal  tracks  were  concerned, 
they  oould  save  the  most  of  these  crossings 
bj  moving  their  tracks  over  to  the  east  side 
of  Railroad  avenue,  where  the  city  has  voted 
them  SO  feet  of  the  avenue  for  that  purpose ; 
but  it  is  well  understood  that  one  railroad 
company  is  not  thus  required  to  turn  out  of 
its  established  way  for  another  coming  into 
the  same  neighborhood  later.  The  last  comer 
must  accommodate  itself  to  the  first,  unless 
another  contention  of  respondent,  to  be  no- 
ticed later,  is  sustained.  Probably  much, 
perhaps  all,  of  this  difficulty  has  arisen  from 
the  attempted  establishment  of  Railroad  ave- 
nue, and  the  assumption  of  the  respondent 
that  it  could  not  travel  outside  of  its  limits. 
If  so,  an  ordinance  from  the  city  is  all  that 
lies  in  the  way  of  correcting  the  error. 

Other  matter  in  the  case  related  to  the  com- 
parative length  of  the  respective  railroads, 
and  the  traffic  upon  tliem  past  and  prospect- 
ive. Particular  obloauy  was  sought  to  be 
cast  upon  the  Columbia  «&  Puget  Sound  road 
because  it  is  but  a  short  line,  leading  into 
some  fXA\  districts.  But  the  statutes,  and  the 
administration  of  them  by  courts,  do  not 
make  the  right  of  eminent  domain  depend 
upon  the  length  of  a  railroad  or  the  amount 
of  its  business ;  and  neither  does  the  right  of 
a  railroad  company  to  keep  what  it  is  in  good 
faitli  employing  in  such  business  as  it  has 
depend  upon  the  like  considerations.  Those 
matters  relate  entirely  to  the  damages  to  be 
allowed  when  it  is  proposed  to  cross  their 
rights  of  way  and  tracks, — a  subject  which 
this  opinion  will  not  discuss.  The  evidence 
clearly  showed  that  neither  of  the  appellants 
had  such  facilities  in  Seattle  as  they  ouffht 
to  hava  These  were  somewhat  awkwardly 
situated  for  the  present  and  future  operation 
of  the  mads,  but  they  woie  put  there  when 
th^  had  to  serve  a  much  smaller  community, 
and  the  owners  now  have  to  operate  them  as 
best  they  may.  All  of  this,  however,  does 
not  detract  from  the  riffht  of  these  companies, 
ss  against  the  respondent,  to  have  them  re- 
main as  they  are,  undisturbed,  except  as  its 
Qta^ssities,  as  an  equal  servant  of  the  pub- 
lir*.  may  require  them  to  be  trenched  upon. 

^  All  this  is  certainly  true,  unless  a  point 
DOW  to  be  noticed  is  sostained.  Section  1571, 
Oen.  Stat.,  reads  as  follows:  "Every  cor- 
poration formed  under  this  chapter  for  the 
<»n8truction  of  a  railroad  shall  have  the 
power  to  cross,  intersect,  join  and  unite  its 
railway  with  any  other  railway  before  con- 
structcd  at  any  point  in  its  route,  and  upon 
the  grounds  of  such  other  railway  com- 
paD7»  with  the  necessary  turnouts,  sidings, 
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switches  and  other  conveniences  in  further- 
ance of  the  object  of  its  connections,  and 
every  corporation  whose  railway  is,  or  shall 
be  hereafter,  intersected  by  any  new  railway, 
shall  unite  with  the  corporation  owning  such 
new  railway  in  forming  such  intersections 
and  connections,  and  grant  the  facilities 
aforesaid  ;  and  if  the  two  corporations  cannot 
agree  upon  the  amount  of  compensation  to  be 
made  therefor,  or  the  points  and  manner  of 
such  crossings  and  connections,  the  same 
shall  be  ascertained  and  determined  in  the 
manner  provided  by  law  for  the  taking  of 
lands  and  other  property  which  shall  be  nec- 
essary for  the  construction  of  its  road.** 
Without  any  direct  provision  on  the  subject, 
one  railroad  must  have  the  rieht  to  cross  an- 
other, since  the  authority  to  build  railroads 
from  one  part  of  the  country  to  another  could 
not  be  exercised  without  it ;  and  the  forego- 
ing section  merely  regulates  tJie  manner  of 
acquiring  that  riffht,  with  some  others.  Ap- 
pellants contend,  no wever,  that  the  plan  pro- 
posed by  respondent  is  no^  entitled  to  be 
treated  as  a  crossing,  but  as  a  longitudinal 
taking  of  their  property  devoted  to  public 
uses,  and  therefore  not  authorized  either  by 
the  statute  or  by  decisions  of  courts.  It  is  a 
general  rule  that  property  which  Is  already 
devoted  to  one  public  use,  such  as  streets, 
parks,  burying  ff rounds,  state,  county,  and 
other  public  institutions,  and  railroad  rights 
of  way,  station  ^rounds,  terminal  grounds, 
yards,  and  the  like,  cannot  be  taken  for  an- 
other public  use  under  the  eminent  domain 
laws,  unless  there  is  express  or  clearly  im- 
plied statutory  authority  therefor.  Gen. 
Stat.,  gg  1574,  1575,  provide  for  cases  where 
public  grounds  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
counties  and  cities  are  necessary  for  railroad 
purposes,  but  there  is  nothing  further  in  our 
statutes  on  that  subject  except  that  Code 
Proc. ,  §  658,  makes  provision  for  the  cases 
where  it  is  necessary  for  a  railroad  to  go 
through  a  canyon,  pass,  or  defile  already  oc- 
cupied by  an  earlier  road.  The  leading  cases 
on  this  point  are  Be  Boston  d  A.  R.  Co, ,  58 
N.  Y.  575,  concemine  the  taking  of  a  public 
park,  and  Be  Buffalo^  68  N.  Y.  167,  where 
lands  used  for  railroad  yards,  tracks,  and 
switches  were  sought  to'  be  taken  for  the 
building  of  a  canal.  Others  are :  Baltimore 
dhO.  dbC.  B.  Go.  V.  North,  103  Ind.  486 ; 
Providence  d  W,  B,  We  Petition,  17  R.  I.  824 ; 
8t,  Paul  Union  Depot  Co.  v.  St.  Paul,  80 
Minn.  a59 ;  Barre  R.  Co.  v.  Montpelier  B.  Go, 
61  Vt.  1,  4  L.  R.  A.  785 ;  Sharon  B,  Co'e 
App.  122  Pa.  588. 

Appellants,  as  an  inducement  to  the  hold- 
ing that  the  respondent's  plan  amounts  to  a 
longitudinal  taking,  ask  a  finding  that  the 
tracks  to  be  crossed  constitute  a  part  of  their 
yard,  but  we  do  not  think  they  make  out  a 
case  for  the  application  of  the  rule  as  to 
yards.  Certainfy  the  Northern  Pacific  Com- 
pany does  not,  for  it  has  only  one  track  and 
one  switch  leading  to  its  wharf  within  the 
disputed  ffrotmd ;  lind  as  to  both  appellants, 
if  the  ordinance  No.  262,  sustained  in  Co- 
lumbia db  P.  S.  B.  Co.  V.  Seattle,  eupra,  is  to 
have  any  force  in  limiting  its  authority  to 
lay  tracks  along  the  water  front,  they  ex- 
hausted their  right  to  lay  tracks  when  they 
15 
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constructed  a  double  track  along  the  80- foot 
right  of  way  designated  by  the  ordinance,  for 
there  was  no  mention  of  side-tracks  in  the 
ordinance  except  switches  to  wharves.  As 
to  the  bunker  tracks  in  Kins  street,  we  think 
it  safe  to  say  that  no  railroad  company  should 
be  permitted  to  claim  that  tracks,  no  matter 
how  numerous,  when  constructed  lengthwise 
upon  a  public  street,  constitute  a  part  of 
.  its  yard,  so  that  they  may  not  be  crossed  by 
a  new  railroad  where  there  is  a  reasonable 
necessity  therefor.  In  such  case,  all  that  the 
railroad  has  is  a  permanent  license,  not 
coupled  with  any  interest  in  or  ownership  of 
the  land,  or  any  contingency  through  which 
it  may  acquire  the  land.  '  But,  notwithstand- 
ing we  cannot  find  these  to  be  yards  of  the 
appellants,  it  appears  obvious  from  the  maps 
on  file  in  the  case  that  as  to  the  two  westerly 
tracks  of  respondent  there  is  much  more  than 
a  crossing,  or  even  a  double  crossing,  for 
these  two  tracks  lie  lengthwise  of  the  ap- 
pellants' 30- foot  right  of  way,  or  so  nearly 
so  that  for  a  distance  of  more  than  400  feet 
it  will  be  impracticable  to  operate  either 
track  or  set  of  tracks  when  any  one  of  the 
otbef  tracks  is  in  actual  use,  for  want  of 
passing  room.  We  do  not  think  that  the 
creation  of  such  a  situation  is  what  the  law 
means  when  it  gives  one  railroad  the  right 
to  cross  another,  nor  did  any  of  the  witnesses, 
some  of  whom  were  persons  of  large  ex- 
perience as  engineers  and  practical  railroad 
operators,  speak  of  anv  such  case  existing. 
One  instance  of  a  double  crossing  caused  by 
the  straight  track  of  one  road  intersecting  the 
curved  track  of  another  at  Dayton,  O. ,  was 
shown  to  have  existed  for  some  years,  ending 
fifteen  years  ago ;  but  whether  that  case  was 
brought  about  by  condemnation  proceedings 
or  not  did  not  appear.  It  was  testified  that 
there  were  some  worse  crossings  than  this 
proposed,  all  things  considered ;  and  the 
respondent,  as  an  example,  put  in  evidence  a 
number  of  the  Chicago  Engineering  News, 
containing  a  cut  of  a  certain  set  of  crossings 
in  that  city  at  Stewart  avenue  and  Twenty- 
First  street.  The  crossings  illustrated  look 
complicated  enough  certainly,  but,  although 
five  different  railroads  cross  each  other's 
tracks  at  that  point,  none  of  them  having;  less 
than  two,  and  one  of  them  having  four  tracks, 
there  is  not  one  double  crossing,  and  there  is 
no  instance  of  a  track  or  set  of  tracks  over- 
laying and  running  parallel  to  and  upon  the 
tracks  of  another  road.  Moreover,  the  article 
to  which  the  illustration  belongs  is  devoted 
to  a  lamentation  over  the  state  of  things  in 
Chicago  growing  out  of  the  numerous  and 
complicated  grade  crossings  of  railroads,  of 
which  the  Stewart  avenue  crossing  is  pre- 
sented as  a  fair  sample,  and  to  a  consideration 
of  the  best  method  of  doing  away  with  what 
has  become  such  a  nuisance  that  the  city  of 
Chicago,  as  the  article  shows,  has  ordered  the 
elevation  of  all  such  tracks,  at  immense  cost, 
or  their  removal  from  an  area  half  a  mile 
wide  by  two  or  three  miles  long.  The  argu- 
ment to  be  drawn  from  this  example  is  not 
favorable  to  this  proposition,  considered  as 
a  crossing.  Concerning  a  proposed  crossing 
very  mudi  less  complicated  than  this,  it  was 
said  in  Missouri,  K,  A  T,  R.  Co,  v.  Texas  db 
22L.R.A. 


St,  L,  R,  Co.,  10  Fed.  Rep.  497 :  "The  most 
common  experience  has  little  need  of  the 
testimony  of  experts  to  aid  it  in  reaching  the 
conclusion  that  such  crossing's  as  this  ap- 
plication seeks  to  have  restrained  would  be 
such  a  source  of  danger  of  collision  in  the 
transit  of  trains  as  could  not  be  adequately 
compensated  by  any  moneyed  consideratiou, 
and  such  as  should  not  be  permitted  except 
under  the  pressure  of  some  paramount  ne- 
cessity for  the  service  of  the  public  con- 
venience or  of  the  state. " 

5.  But  passing  this  matter,  the  final  posi- 
tion of  the  respondent  is  that,  no  matter  what 
may  be  the  character  of  the  crossing,  or  how 
destructive  of  the  property  of  the  existing 
road,  **it  is  for  the  corporation  building  the 
new  line  to  select  its  route,  as  all  the  con- 
siderations bearing  upon  that  selection  dic- 
tate to  it ;  and  that,  if  such  route  requires  a 
crossing  and  recrossing  of  an  existing  Hue, 
the  new  corporation  has  as  much  right,  under 
the  statute,  to  make  such  crossing  and  recross- 
ing, as  it  would  have  to  make  a  single  cross- 
ing, though  it  admits  that  an  attempted  cross- 
ing in  bad  faith,  merely  for  the  purpose  of 
vexing  the  senior  road,  should  not  be  per- 
mitted. This  is  to  say  that,  so  long  as  the 
junior  road  is  not  convicted  of  bad  faith  in 
Its  proposition,  the  courts  have  no  right  to 
inquire  into  the  necessity  of  the  place  and 
manner  of  crossing,  but  must  simply  proceed 
with  an  assessment  of  damages ;  and  this  re- 
quires a  study  of  our  statutes  on  the  subjc^ct. 
Certainly  all  of  the  provisions  of  Oen.  Stat., 
cliap.  5.  title  18,  conferring  these  powers  on 
railroad  corporations,  are  to  be  exercised  in 
the  manner  provided  for  in  Code  Proc. ,  chap. 
6,  title  9,  known  as  the  **  Eminent  Domain 
Act.''  Section  1571  of  the  former  volume, 
concerning  crossings,  expressly  makes  the 
latter  law  applicable  where  the  companies 
cannot  agree.  Now,  it  is  a  provision  of  Code 
Proc.  g  o51,  that  if  at  the  time  and  place  ap- 
pointed for  the  hearing  of  the  petition  the 
court  or  judge  shall  be  satisfied  by  competent 
proof  **  that  the  land,  real  estate,  premises,  or 
other  property  so  sought  to  be  appropriated, 
are  required  and  necessary  for  the  purposes 
of  such  enterprise,"  he  shall  make  an  order 
for  a  jury.  The  mere  statement  of  the  peti- 
tioner is  not,  under  this  law,  to  be  taken  as- 
final,  but  the  court  must  be  satisfied  by  "  com- 
Eetent  proof,"  and  upon  that,  and  that  alone, 
e  is  authorized  to  act  further.  Nothioflp  is 
said  about  cases  where  there  may  be  a  fai lure 
of  such  proof,  but  the  plain  implication  fol- 
lows that  if  the  proof  is  not  made  the  proceed- 
ing must  fall ;  and  this  proof  must  satisfy  the 
court  that  the  condemnation  as  proposed  is 
"  required  and  necessary, "  a  mere  showing  of 
convenience  or  lessening  of  expense  not  being- 
sufficient.  Lewis,  Em.  Dom.  §  898 ;  ^  iV>io 
York  Cent,  R,  Co.  66  N.  Y.  407 ;  Sharon  R. 
Co's  App.  122  Pa.  S8Q\  Re  St,  Paul  <£  N,  P. 
R.  Co,  87  Minn.  164.  The  same  rule  applies 
to  a  crossing,  and  according  to  the  recora  the 
respondent  must  have  been  proceeding  in  the 
court  below  in  exact  accordance  with  it,  for 
it  voluntarily  begun  the  case  by  offering 
proof  to  sustain  the  claim  that  the  croasinir 
proposed  was  necessary,  and  some  hundreds 
of  pages  of  testimony  are  devoted  to  nothing 
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else.  But  respondent's  claim  goes  further, 
and  asserts  that  if  there  exists  a  necessity  for 
it  to  proceed  in  the  way  it  has  laid  out,  the 
coart  is  not  to  consider  the  convenience  of  the 
railroad  to  be  crossed,  or  the  practicability 
of  some  other  means  of  accomplishing  the 
same  purpose.  Plainly,  however,  if  the 
jaoior  road  proposes  to  cross  at  a  place  or  in 
a  manner  which  will  be  disproportionately 
iDjorious  to  the  senior  road,  and  there  be, 
near  by,  some  other  place  where  the  junior 
road  can  pass  and  go  on  its  way  without  any 
crossing  at  all,  it  must  follow  that  there  is 
no  necessity  for  the  crossing ;  or,  if  there  be 
some  other  point  or  means  of  crossing  impos- 
ing less  cost  and  difficulty  of  operation  to 
the  senior  road,  and  merely  additional  ex- 
pense 10  the  junior,  the  like  want  of  neces- 
sity is  evident.  Respondent  does  not  suggest 
what  disposition  is  to  be  nuule  of  that  por- 
tion of  Gen.  Stat.,  §  1571,  which  provides 
that,  **if  two  corporations  cannot  agree  upon 
.  .  .  the  points  and  manner  of  such  cross- 
ings .  .  .  the  same  shall  be  ascertained 
and  determined  in  the  manner  provided  by 
law  for  the  taking  of  lands. "  But  it  is  very 
important,  and,  it  seems  to  us,  is  decisive  of 
this  whole  matter ;  and  it  is  especially  perti- 
nent here,  because  there  must  be  some  crossT 
ing  of  appellants'  tracks  to  enable  respondent 
to  prosecute  its  enterprise.  The  matter  of  the 
points  and  manner  of  crossing — the  place 
where,  and  whether  under,  over,  or  at  grade — 
is  to  be  decided  upon  the  application  to  the 
coort,  and  by  the  court,  since  it  is  an  exer- 
cise of  its  equitable  powers.  Chicago  dt  N. 
W,  R,  Co.  V.  Chicago  A  P.  R.  Co.  6  Biss. 
2\^\HumesUm  &  S.  R.  Co,  v.  Chicago,  St. 
P.  d  K.  C.  R.  Co.  74  Iowa,  554. 

Lake  Shore  A  M.  S.  R.  Go.  v.  Chicago  <fc 
W.  I  R  Co.,  97  111.  606,  is  cited  in  support 
of  the  contrary  view,  to  the  effect  that  the 
junior  road  can  determine  the  point  of  cross- 
ing for  itself,  so  long  as  it  is  willing  to  pay 
for  the  damage  it  dot;s,  which  was  assessed 
in  Lake  Shore  A  M.  8.  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago,  St. 
P.  dK.  a  R.  Co.  loom.  21.  In  the  former 
case  the  court  was  construing  a  statute  in  the 
exact  words  of  our  General  Statute,  §  1571, 
with  this  important  difference :  that  whereas 
our  statute  provides  that  where  there  is  no 
agreement  between  two  corporations  as  to 
the  points  and  manner  of  crossing,  ^the 
same  shall  be  ascertained  and  determined  in 
the  manner  provided  by  law  for  the  taking 
of  lands,"  etc.,  the  Illinois  statute  merely 
provided  that  *'the  same  shall  be  ascertained 
and  determined  in  manner  prescribed  by 
law."  111.  Stet.  1885,  p.  19f4.  Moreover, 
the  eminent  domain  act  there  under  discussion 
did  not  oontain  any  provision  requiring  the 
coort  to  be  satisfied  of  the  necessity  of  the 
proposed  taking.  Id.  p.  1041  et  seq.  Counsel 
in  the  case  were  contending  that,  although 
the  authority  to  cross  was  expressly  conferred 
by  the  statute,  it  was  Inoperative,  because  it 
▼as  a  takinjT  of  property  which  could  not  be 
taken  without  oompensation,  and  no  law  had 
been  enacted  for  the  ascertainment  of  such 
compensation,  or  the  determination  of  the 
points  and  manner  of  crossing.  This  neces- 
sitated the  court  to  say  that,  if  the  contention 
set  up  were  sastained,  it  must  result  that  in 
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Illinois  no  railroad  could  cross  another  at  any 
point,  and  it  held  that  the  eminent  domain 
act  was  adapted  and  intended  to  ascertain 
damages  for  railroad  crossings  as  well  as 
other  condemnations  of  land ;  but  it  confessed 
that  the  law  had  not  provided  the  method  of 
ascertaining  the  points  and  manner  of  cross- 
ing, and  therefore  fell  back  upon  the  lan- 
guage of  the  act,  which  gave  to  every  rail- 
road company  the  right  to  cross  any  other 
railroad  **at  any  point  on  its  route,''  and  in- 
terpreted it  to  mean  that  the  petitioner  could 
fix  its  own  point  of  crossing,  referring  at  the 
same  time  to  a  former  law  which  authorized 
commissioners  to  fix  points  and  manner  of 
crossing.  The  difference  between  the  two 
statutes  is  so  obvious  that  comment  is  unnec- 
essary. Lake  Stuyre  A  M.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Ctn- 
cimuUi,  W.  cfc  M.  R.  Co.,  116  Ind.  578,  was 
a  discussion  of  a  statute  exactlv  like  our 
General  Statute,  g  1571,  except  that  in  case 
of  disagreement  the  points  and  manner  of 
crossing  were  to  be  fixed  in  the  first  place  by 
commissioners,  as  was  the  amount  of  com- 
pensation. On  a  question  as  to  the  sufficiency 
of  allegations  showing  an  inability  to  agree, 
one  side  arguing  that  the  necessity  for  show- 
ing disagreement  onlv  went  to  compensation, 
the  court  said:  ''We  cannot  see  how  it  is 
possible,  looking  solely  to  the  words  of  the 
statute,  to  hold  that  all  that  it  refers  to  is  the 
matter  of  compensation,  since  to  reach  such 
a  conclusion  many  strong  and  clear  words 
must  be  rejected.  The  language  is  plain,  * 
but,  plain  as  it  is  we  think  it  is  not  more 
plain  than  the  object  the  legislature  intended 
to  accomplish.  It  is  very  evident  that  the 
legislature  did  not  mean  to  invest  the  younger 
company  with  power  to  cross  at  any  point 
and  in  any  mode  it  might  elect,  but  that,  on 
the  contrarv,  it  meant  to  prevent  the  arbi- 
trary exercise  of  the  right  to  cross  the  older 
line.  .  .  .  Our  conclusion  is  that  the 
negotiations  which  the  statute  requires  the 
two  corporations  to  conduct,  are  negotiations 
concerning  the  three  things  we  have  enu- 
merated [compensation  and  points  and  man- 
ner of  crossing]  ;  and  that  if  these  three  things 
cannot  be  settled  by  negotiation  they  must 
be  brought  before  the  appropriate  tribunal 
for  adjudication." 

Cases  upon  statutes  similar  to  ours  and  that 
of  Indiana  are  found  in  St.  Louie  Transfer  R. 
Co.  V.  St.  Louie.  L  M.  A  S.  R.  Co.  100  Mo. 
419 ;  Montana  Gent.  R.  Co.  v.  Helena  d  R.  M. 
R.  Go.  6  Mont.  416 ;  Toledo,  S.  dt  M.  R.  Co. 
V.  East  Saginaw  A  St.  C.  R.  Co.  72  Mich. 
206;  Union  Pac.  R.  Co.  v.  Leavenworth,  N, 
dt  S.  R.  Co.  29  Fed.  Rep.  728 ;  Re  Lockjmt 
dtB.  R.  Go.  77  N.  Y.  557 ;  ife  Minneapolie  db 
St.  L.  R.  Co.  86  Minn.  481,  and  Re  St.  Pctul 
dt  JV.  P.  R.  Co.  87  Minn.  164, -in  all  of 
which  the  matter  of  the  points  and  manner  of 
crossing  are  treated  as,  or  held  to  be,  matters 
of  judicial  determination,  and  not  of  arbi- 
trary exercise  by  the  petitioning  corporation. 
In  the  case  cited  above  from  6  Biss.,  the 
United  States  circuit  court  of  the  northern 
district  of  Illinois  held  that  although  the 
general  policy  of  the  legislation  of  that  state 
was  to  allow  a  new  railroad  to  cross  an  ex- 
isting road  at  grade,  equity  would  interfere 
to  compel  it  to  cross  overhead,  at  a  different 


Pennsylvania  Supreme  Court. 


Oct., 


place,  although  at  some  cost,  where  the  cross- 
ing proposed  would  materially  interfere  with 
the  business  of  the  senior  road.  Judging  this 
case  by  our  own  statute,  and  by  these  authori- 
ties, we  do  not  think  the  respondent  made  out 
a  case  of  necessity  that  it  should  cross  appel- 
lants' tracks  at  the  point  ietnd  in  the  manner 
proposed,  except  as  to  the  crossing  beneath 
the  coal  bunkers  of  the  Columbia  &  Pu^et 
Sound  Company.  One  of  the  items  in  which 
it  failed  has  not  yet  been  mentioned,  viz. 
its  proposed  crossing  with  four  tracks.  It 
showed  no  definite  intentions  as  to  the  use  of 
so  manv  tracks,  but  suggested  that  it  would 
probably  use  the  easterly  two  tracks  for  the 
passage  of  its  freight  and  passenger  trains, 
the  third  track  for  the  passing  and  repassing 
of  locomotives,  and  the  fourth  track  for  con- 
nections with  wharf  spurs.  All  of  these 
tracks  it  calls  ''main  tracks,"  but  they,  are 
obviously  so  in  name  only.  The  main  line 
consists  of  but  a  single  track,  and  the  three 
lidditional  tracks  are  for  mere  connections 
between  the  shops  and  the  freight  yard.  Con- 
ceding, however,  that  a  necessity  was  shown 
for  two  tracks  for  the  purposes  of  such  con- 
nection through  the  city,  it  was  not  suggested 
why  these  two  tracks  could  not  perform  the 
entire  service  required  or  likely  to  be  re- 
quired. Ordinarily,  under  the  statute,  a 
railroad  company  is  permitted  to  condemn 
land  to  a  certain  width,  and  may  maintain 
thereon  as  many  tracks  as  it  sees  fit,  but  in 
such  a  case  as  this,  which  the  principal  of 
respondent's  witnesses  likens  to  the  case  of 
a  canyon  or  defile,  the  right  of  way  allowed 
to  be  taken  should  be  limited  to  what  is  nec- 
essary, and  no  more.  With  two  tracks — an 
inward  and  an  outward— it  would  have  facil- 
ities far  better  than  those  of  either  of  the 
appellants,  and  equal  to  those  of  nine  rail- 
roads in  ten  in  the  country.  Being  located 
,  practically  upon  the  streets  of  a  city,  where 
the  whole  room  applicable  to  railroad  pur- 
poses is  shown  to  be  extremely  limited,  it 
should  not  expect  more,  and  certainly  the 
public  interest  would  not  be  subserved  by 
conceiling  more  for  the  purposes  set  forth. 


6.  Appellants  claim  tliat  there  was  no  at- 
tempt on  the  part  of  respondent  to  agree 
with  them  as  to  the  points  and  manner  of 
crossing,  and  the  record  sustains  them.  In 
cases  oi  crossings  like  this  one  courts  will 
not  be  technical  in  requiring  an  eifort  to 
agree,  but  the  theory  adopted  by  respondent, 
and  its  letter  to  the  appellants,  shows  that 
it  purposely  limited  its  proposition  to  one  of 
compensation  for  the  specific  crossing  de- 
scribed, and  none  other.  The  importance  of 
showinff  an  attempt  to  agree  upon  the  three 
cardinal  points  appears  from  the  cases  we 
have  cited  elsewhere. 

7.  We  do  not  think  there  was  error  on  the 
part  of  the  judge  who  heard  the  case  on  the 
question  of  necessity  in  sending  the  Jury  trial 
to  another  judge,  for  the  case  consisted  of  two 
distinct  branches.  If  a  judge  should  die,  or 
retire  from  the  bench  after  ordering  a  jury, 
there  could  certainly  be  no  necessity  for  go- 
ing over  the  preliminary  part  of  the  ease 
again  ;  but  on  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  before 
the  second  judge  we  think  the  whole  case 
would  be  open  for  re-examination,  and  the 
better  practice  would  be  for  the  same  Judge 
to  hear  the  entire  matter. 

8.  The  proposition  of  the  respondent  to 
stipulate  that  it  would  put  in  and  maintain 
at  its  own  expense  all  necessary  fro^  and 
crossing  apparatus  was  proper,  and  is  sus- 
tained by  authority.  Chicago  dk  A.  R.  Co. 
V.  Miet,  L.  dkA.  A,  Co.  105  111.  388,  44  Am. 
Rep.  799.  So,  also,  we  think,  would  be  the 
proposition  to  construct  and  maintain  the 
overhead  arrangement  for  the  crossing  under 
the  bunkers,  the  manner  of  construction  be- 
ing left  to  the  court  in  case  the  parties  could 
not  agree. 

Other  questions  in  the  case  appealed  have 
either  been  covered  or  are  immaterial  to  a  de- 
cision. 

The  decree  of  appropriation  mil  be  reverted, 
and  the  petition  dismissed. 

Dunbar,  Ch.  J. ,  and  Anders  and  Scott, 
«/«/.,  concur. 
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POTTSVILLE  IRON  &  STEEL  CO.,  Appt. 

am  Pa.  900.) 

The  immunity  trovk  taxation  of  the 
capital  stock  of  a  corporation  "ezdu- 
sively  en^air^  ^  mannlkcturing,**  un- 
der the  Act  of  1889,  Is  not  lost  by  its  poesession  of 
the  ancillary  power  of  minlntr  to  supply  its  own 
raw  material,  especially  where  it  has  never  used, 
or  goug^bt  to  use,  this  power. 

(October  2, 1808.) 


APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  for  Dauphin 
County,  settling  the  account  of  the  auditor 
general  and  state  treasurer  of  a  tax  on  the 
capital  stock  of  the  defendant  corporation  for 
the  vears  1890  and  1891.    Eeveraed. 

The  materisl  portion  of  the  opinion  of  the 
court  below  was  as  follows: 

"(I)    The  Pottsville  Iron  &  Steel  Com 
pany,  defendant,  has  a  capital  stock  of  $450.  - 
000.     It  paid  no  dividends  during  the  tax 
years  1890  and  1891,  and  its  proper  officers 
made  and  returned  to  the  auditor  general  for 


NOTB.— See.  on  the  question  of  the  exemption  of 
manufaoturlnff  corporations,  the  case  next  follow- 
ing. Com.  y.  Juniata  Ck)ke  Co.  (Pa.)  poeU  28S,  also 
the  earlier  oases  of  Com.  v.  Northern  Electric  L.  ft 

"»L.R.A. 


P.  Co.  (Pa.)  14  L.  R.  A.  107,  with  note  on  the  questloD^ 
What  constitutes  manufactured— and  People  v. 
Wemple  (N.  Y.)  14  L.  R.  A.  708. 
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eftch  of  said  years  a  valuation  of  the  capital 
stock  at  par  or  $450,000.  The  auditor  gen- 
eral thereupon  settled  and  entered,  and  the 
state  treasurer  approTed,  an  account  for  tax 
for  said  years,  charging  tax  at  three  mills 
upon  the  aporaised  value  of  the  stock  for 
each  of  said  years,  the  tax  amounting  to 
$1,350  for  each  year,  or  $2,700  for  the  two 
years.  From  the  account  so  settled,  entered 
and  approved,  the  company  duly  appealed  to 
this  court. 

*"  (2)  Defendant  was  chartered  undef  clause 
17  of  section  2  of  the  General  Corporation 
Act  of  1874,  which  provides  for  the  incorpo- 
ration of  companies  for  *the  manufacture  of 
iron  or  steel,  or  both,  or  of  any  other  metal, 
or  of  any  article  of  commerce  from  metal  or 
wood,  or  both. '  Section  88  of  said  Act  pro- 
vides that— 'companies  incorporated  under 
the  provisions  of  this  Act  for  the  manufact- 
ure of  iron  or  steel,  or  both,  or  of  any  other 
metal,  or  of  any  article  of  commerce  from 
wood  or  metal,  or  both,  unless  otherwise  pro- 
vided by  this  Act,  shall,  from  the  date  of  the 
letters-patent  creating  the  same,  have  the 
powers  and  be  governed,  managed,  and  con- 
trolled as  follows : 

•*  'Clause  1.  Every  such  corporation  may, 
in  the  manner  prescribed  in  this  Act,  increase 
its  capital  stock  to  an  amount  not  exceeding 
five  million  dollars,  and  shall  have  the  right 
to  purchase,  lease,  hold,  mortgage,  and  sell 
real  estate  and  mineral  rights,  to  prove  and 
open  mines,  to  mine  and  prepare  for  market, 
or  for  their  own  use  and  consumption,  coal, 
iron  ore,  and  other  minerals,  and  to  erect  and 
construct  furnaces,  forges,  mills,  foundries, 
manufactories  and  such  other  improvements 
and  erections  as  they  may  deem  necessary, 
and  to  manufacture  iron  and  steel,  or  any 
other  metal,  or  either  thereof,  in  all  shapes 
and  forms,  and  either  of  these  metals,  ex- 
closively  or  in  combination  with  other  metals 
or  wood,  and  to  transport  all  of  said  articles 
or  any  of  them  to  market,  and  to  dispose  of 
the  same,  and  to  do  all  such  other  acts  and 
things  as  a  successful  and  convenient  prose- 
cution of  said  business  may  require ;  Pro- 
tided,  They  shall  not  at  any  one  time  have 
more  than  ten  thousand  acres  of  land  within 
this  commonwealth,  including  leased  lands. ' 

^  (3)  In  its  application  to  the  governor  for 
charter  the  company  set  forth  that  its  object 
in  seeking  incorporation  was  for  the  purpose 
of  'having  the  right  to  dig  iron  ore,  build 
and  operate  furnaces,  forges,  manufactories, 
rolline  mills,  and  to  manufacture  machinery 
and  other  manufactures  of  iron  and  steel,  and 
to  have  and  exercise  all  of  the  rights  and 
privileges  conferred  by  the  Act  of  April  29, 

"The  company  has  no  powers,  privileges, 
or  franchises  except  such  as  are  conferred  by 
the  General  Corporation  Act  of  1874  upon  all 
tnrporations  chartered  since  the  date  of  its 
passage  for  the  manufacture  of  iron  or  steel. 

"(4)  The  capital  stock  of  the  defendant 
companv  is  now,  and  was  in  1890  and  1891, 
invested  exclusively  in  blast  furnaces,  roll- 
ing and  steel  mills  fully  equipped,  and  in 
sundry  building,  appertaining  thereto,  in 
which  said  blast  furnaces,  rolling  and  steel 
mills  it  was  and  is  engaged  in  the  manufact- 
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ure  of  pig  iron,  railroad  iron,  steel  beams, 
channels,  bars,  plates,  etc.,  for  structural 
purposes  in  the  county  of  Schuylkill,  em- 
ploying constantly  from  800  to  1,200  men  in 
said . manufacturing  business. 

**  (5)  The  defendant  has  never  at  an^  time 
exercised  the  right  of  eminent  domain,  nor 
engaged  in  the  business  of  brewing  or  distil- 
ling spirits  or  malt  liquors. 

**  (6)  The  defendant  companv  is  not  and 
never  has  been  engaged  in  any  business  other 
than  that  of  manufacturing,  as  aforesaid.  No 
part  of  its  capital  is  invested  in  iron  or  coal 
land,  it  does  not  dig  or  mine  iron  ore  or  coal 
either  to  sell  to  others  or  for  use  in  its  own 
furnaces,  but  all  of  its  capital  is  invested  in 
its  strictly  manufacturing  plant,  property 
and  business,  and  its  corporate  energies  are 
confined  exclusively  to  such  manufacturing 
business. 

**  Upon  the  above  facts  defendant  claims  to 
be  within  the  proviso  to  sectk>n  21  of  the 
Revenue  Act  of  1889,  which  relieves  from 
taxation  upon  their  capital  stock  corpora- 
tions 'organized  exclusively  for  manufactur- 
ing purposes  and  actually  carrying  on  manu- 
facturing within  the  state'  and  we  should  so 
hold  were  it  not  for  the  decision  of  the  su- 
preme court  in  Gam.  v.  Westinghaute  Electric 
dt  Mfg.  Co.,  161  Pa.  265,  which,  as  we  un- 
derstand it,  requires  us  to  deny  any  exemp- 
tion whatever  to  any  corporation  in  whose 
charter  we  find  a  power,  used  or  unused,  to 
eneage  in  any  business  other  than  manufact- 
uring. In  dmii.  V.  LackatDanna  Iron  d  Coal 
Co.,  129  Pa.  846,  it  was  held  that  the  owner- 
ship of  iron  ore  and  coal  properties  and  the 
mining  of  iron  ore  and  coal  for  the  supply 
of  raw  materials,  while  frequently  conven- 
ient and  desirable,  were  nevertheless,  not  es- 
sential or  legally  incident  to  the  business  of 
manufacturing,  and,  as  we  find  that  the  law 
under  which  defendant  is  incorporated  and 
which  constitutes  its  charter  coniers  upon  it 
authority  to  o?m  coal  and  ore  lands  and  mine 
coal  and  iron  ore,  we  must  hold  that  it  is 
authorized  to  make  investments  and  do  things 
not  absolutely  essential  to  a  manufacturing 
business,  and  that,  therefore,  within  the  rul- 
ing in  the  WestingJiou^e  Com,  it  is  not  en- 
titled to  exemption,  but  is  taxable  upon  its 
entire  capital  stock,  although,  as  matter  of 
fact,  it  is  not  engaged  in  any  other  business, 
and  its  whole  capital  is  invested  in  manu- 
facturing. But  in  so  ruling  we  reiterate 
what  was  said  by  McPherson,  «/. ,  in  Com.  v. 
Natumal  Oil  Co.,  Limited,  167  Pa.  516,  viz.  : 

"  '  While,  however,  in  this  case  and  in 
others,  we  have  cheerfully  obeyed  the  de- 
cisions made  last  year  (reported  in  150  and 
151  Pa.),  and  do  not  question  in  the  least 
the  soundness  of  the  abstract  reasoning  upon 
which  they  rest,  we  have  met  with  so  many 
practical  difficulties  in  the  effort  to  follow 
them  that  we  respectfully  request  the  su- 
preme court  to  reconsider  those  decisions,  and 
m  the  light  of  these  unforeseen  obstacles  to 
reverse  the  Judgment  we  are  about  to  enter 
and  declare  taxable  only  upon  so  much  of  the 
defendant's  capital  as  is  not  invested  in  its 
manufacturing  operations. 

"  '  The  phrase  used  by  the  Act  of  1889—"  ex- 
clusiycly  organized**— is  confessedly  ambig- 
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uous.  Its  meaninir  in  the  statute  may  differ 
from  its  meaning  in  the  dictionaries,  and 
ev^idently  depends  upon  the  ^  point  of  time 
which  is  relied  uponas  fixing  the  character 
of  the  corporation  for  the  purpose  of  this 
particular  tax.  If  the  time  of  granting  the 
charter  is  taken,  no  other  conclusion  can 
rationally  be  reached  than  that  which  has 
been  announced  in  the  cases  referred  to ;  but 
if  the  time  of  imposing  the  tax  is  taken,  then 
the  actual  business  of  the  corporation  is  the 
natural  test.  This,  we  respectfully  submit, 
may  fairly  be  concluded  to  have  been  the 
lejBpislatiye  intention,  because  (the  language 
bein^  doubtful)  this  construction  allows  ap- 
portionment'wherever  justice  and  equity  de- 
mand it,  and  thus  avoids  the  inequality  of 
burden  which  otherwise  must  result ;  while 
the  construction  now  adopted  forbids  appor- 
tionment altogether  in  a  large  number  of 
cases  the  inevitable  result  being  much  fric- 
tion and  unifltended  injustice. 

"  'We  majr  be  permitted  to  give  a  few  ex- 
amples of  inequality.  Here  are  two  iron 
manufacturing  companies,  alike  in  all  re- 
spects except  that  the  charter  of  one  contains 
a  power  to  mine  ore  or  coal.  This  power  is 
not  used  and  never  has  been  used ;  neverthe- 
less, although  their  business  is  precisely  sim- 
ilar, one  is  exempt  and  the  other  is  taxed. 
Again,  the  General  Corporation  Act  of  1874, 
under  which  the  majority  of  charters  now 
exist,  gives  mining  powers  in  section  88  to 
certain  manufacturing  companies.  What  is 
to  be  done  with  this  class  of  cases?  Are 
these  minine  powers  to  be  considered  as 
written  in  the  charters,  alUiough  they  are 
not  formally  expressed?  If  so — and  section 
25  of  the  Act  of  1874  declares  that  ''the  fran- 
chises granted  shall  be  construed  according 
to  the  same  rules  of  law  and  equity  as  if 
(the  corporation)  had  been  created  by  special 
charter"— there  is  not  an  iron  manufacturing 
company  in  the  state,  incorporated  under  the 
Act  of  1874,  which  is  entitled  to  exemption. 
On  the  contrary,  all  are  already  liable  for 
considerable  arrears.  But,  if  these  powers 
are  not  to  be  considered  as  written  in  the 
charters,  with  what  justice  is  the  tax  imposed 
on  a  corporation  chartered  by  a  special  act, 
merely  because  the  right  to  mine  is  specially 
given?  The  right  exists  as  really  in  the  one 
case  as  in  the  other,  and  ought  to  affect  both 
corporations  alike. 

**  'Take  also  the  case  of  two  corporations 
doins;  a  similar  manufacturing  business,  both 
of  which  are  usurping  a  power  not  ^iven  by 
their  charters,  but  only  one  of  which  pos- 
sesses an  unused  franchise  which  is  not  man- 
ufacturing. Surely,  both  ought  to  be  treated 
alike ;  and  yet,  one  is  taxed  only  upon  the 
capital  invested  in  the  unauthorized  busi- 
ness, and  the  other  is  taxed  upon  its  whole 
capital  stock,  although  the  operations  of  the 
two  companies  are  identical.  And  this  in- 
equality becomes  more  conspicuous,  if  the 
case  is  slightly  varied  and  two  corporations 
are  considered,  one  of  which  has  an  exclu- 
sively manufacturing  charter,  but  is  usurp- 
ing another  franchise,  while  the  other  has  a 
similar  manufacturing  power  and  in  addition 
possesses  the  franchise  to  do  lawfully  what 
the  other  is  doing  unlawfully.  If  any  dis- 
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crimination  is  to  be  made,  it  would  seem 
that  the  violater  of  law  should  bear  the  heav- 
ier  burden.  But  the  fact  is  otherwise ;  the 
usurper  pays  tax  only  upon  the  capital  un- 
lawfully invested,  while  the  other  is  taxable 
upon  its  whole  capital  stock. 

**  'Additional  examples  might  be  given, 
but  these  may  suffice,  for  a  moment's  thought 
will  bring  to*  mind  the  slate  companies,  the 
cuke  companies,  the  fire  brick  companies  and 
others  of  that  class,  to  say  nothing  of  many 
others  that  possess  special  charters  containing 
particular  privileges.  We  will  only  add, 
that  the  examples  we  have  given  are  neither 
fanciful  nor  imaginary,  and  that  wc  would 
not  have  made  this  unusual  application  if 
we  were  not  abundantly  convinced  by  our 
experience  (which  necessarily  embraces  a 
large  number  of  cases  that  are  not  brought  to 
the  attention  of  the  supreme  court)  that  it  is 
hardly  possible  to  apply  the  present  rule 
without  severe  and  extensive  hardship.  Un- 
questionably serious  practical  difficulties 
exist  and  very  considerable  numbers  of  cor- 
porate taxpayers  are  either  injured  or  threat- 
ened, because  of  the  rule  we  are  now  bound 
to  apply.  We  venture  to  express  the  hope, 
that  a  reconsideration  of  the  subject  will  find 
no  serious  obstacle  to  adopting  the  alternative 
construction  of  a  doubtful  phrase,  and  may 
thus  permit  us  to  return  to  the  hitherto  well- 
established  and  equitable  rule  of  taking  the 
actual  business  as  the  test  of  corporate  char- 
acter. This  inevitably  leads  to  apportion- 
ment in  all  proper  cases,  and,  with  restored 
freedom  of  apportionment,  these  difiSculties 
will  disappear.  So  diverse  and  multiform 
are  the  charters  and  the  powers  and  the  actual 
business  of  manufacturing  corporations  that, 
without  a  full  power  to  apportion,  they  can 
neither  be  fairly  exempted  nor  fairly  taxed.' 

**  In  this  case  there  would,  indeed,  be  no 
need  of  apportionment,  because  there  is  no 
investment  of  capital  outside  of  the  purely 
manufacturing  business  of  the  company.  We 
can  hardly  conceive  that  it  was  not  in  the 
minds  of  the  legislators  to  exempt  such  a 
corporation  as  this.  If  it  is  to  be  taxed  there 
is  neither  equity  nor  justice  In  exempting 
any  other  manufacturine  corporation,  and 
yet,  for  the  reasons  stated,  and  in  obedience 
to  the  ruling  in  the  Wettinghoum  Com^  we 
must  hold,  as  a  conclusion  of  law,  that  de- 
fendant is  not  orjsranized  exclusively  for  man- 
ufacturing purposes,  and,  therefore,  not  en- 
titled to  any  exemption  whatever." 

Mesars.  M.  E.  Olmstead  and  D.  0.  Hen- 
ninfl^  for  appellant. 

3^ssTS.  W.  U.  Hensel^  Atty-Oen,,  and 
James  A«  Stranahan,  Deputy  Atty-Oen.^ 
for  the  Commonwealth : 

The  powera  conferred  by  its  charter  con- 
clusively show  that  appellant  is  nonorgan- 
ized exclusively  for  manufacturing  busi- 
ness." 

The  powers  contained  in  the  charter  of  the 
defendant  company,  brings  it  within  the 
ruling  of  Com.  v.  Westinghonae  Electric  dk 
Mfg.  Go,  161  Pa.  265. 

See  also  Com.  v.  Lackawanna  Iron  d  Goal 
Go.  129  Pa.  S46. 

It  cannot  be  contended  in  a  case  like  the 
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present  that  the  taxation  of  its  capital  stock 
would  be,  upon  the  part  of  the  common- 
wealth, any  embarrassment  to  the  employ- 
ment of  capital  in  the  class  of  manufacturing 
business  that  this  company  might  be  engaged 
in  this  state  digging  ore.  It  could  not  drive 
the  employment  of  labor  outside  of  the  state, 
because  the  employment  of  labor  in  that  part 
of  the  business  authorized  by  thtt  charters  of 
this  company  that  is  not  strictly  manufactur- 
ing purposes  could  not  be  driven  into  another 
«tate.  because  the  ore  production  is  not  there. 
This,  therefore,  would  come  within  the  rul- 
ing in  Com,  v.  Northern  Electric  Z,  &  P.  Co, 
14  L.  R.  A.  107,  145  Pa.  105. 

Williams, «/.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

The  defendant  company  was  incorporated 
under  the  provisions  of  the  (General  Law  of 
1874  (Pub.  Laws,  78).  One  section  of  that 
act  gives  to  companies  incorporated  under  it 
for  the  manufacture  of  iron  and  steel  the 
right  to  hold  mineral  land  and  mine  coal, 
iron,  and  other  minerals  for  their  own  use 
and  for  sale  in  market.  In  the  application 
to  the  governor  for  letters- patent  this  com- 
pany stated  its  objects  to  be  to  secure  the 
right  to  ''dig  iron  ore,  build  and  operate  fur- 
naces, forces,  manufactories,  rolling  mills, 
and  manufacture  machinerv  and  other  man- 
ufactures of  iron  and  steel  and  to  have  and 
exercise  all  the  rights  and  privileges  con- 
ferred by  the  Act  of  April  39.  1874."  The 
right  to  mine  was  conferred  by  the  Act  of 
1874,  and  was  applied  for  by  the  defendant 
as  ancillary  to  the  business  of  manufactur- 
ing, and  not  as  an  additional  or  alternate 
line  of  business  to  be  pursued  by  the  com- 
pany at  its  own  election.  The  findings  of 
the  learned  ludge  of  the  court  below  show 
that  the  ancillarv  power  thus  provided  by 
general  law  and  by  the  articles  of  incorpora- 
tion has  never  been  used.  It  was  conferred 
by  the  legal  organization,  but  when  the 
breath  of  life  had  been  breathed  into  the  new 
companv  its  first  work  was  to  settle  the  char- 
acter of  Its  business  organization,  and  arrange 
its  plant  accordinglv.  In  doing  this  it  seems 
to  have  determinea  that  its  entire  capital 
should  be  invested  in  and  devoted  to  the 
business  of  manufacturing.  It  bought  no 
mineral  lands,  and  has  at  no  time  owned, 
leased,  or  operated  anv  mine.  Upon  these 
facts  the  question  raised  is  whether  this  com- 
pany is  entitled  to  the  exemption  of  its  cap- 
ital stock  from  taxation  as  a  manufacturing 
company.  The  court  below,  with  uncon- 
cealed reluctance,  held  that  it  was  not,  and 
placed  its  judgment  on  the  recent  case  of 
Com,  V.  WcBtinghovM  Electric  d Mfg.  Co,,  151 
Pa.  265.  An  examination  of  that  case  con- 
vinces us  that  it  does  not  rule  this.  Incor- 
poration had  been  effected  in  that  case,  not 
under  the  general  law  providing  for  the  in- 
corporation of  manufacturing  companies,  but 
under  one  of  those  odious  special  charters,  so 
frequently  described  as  "omnibus  charters." 
It  was  organized  under  the  Act  of  April  9, 
1872,  entitled  ''An  Act  to  Incorporate  the 
Chartiers  Improvement  Company,  and  to  De- 
fine the  Powers  thereof. "  These  powers  were 
defined  by  a  reference  to  the  Act'  of  May  12, 
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1871,  entitled  "  An  Act  to  Incorporate  the  Im- 

?rovemcnt  and  Co-operative  Comi)any,"  etc. 
'here  is  no  hint  of  manufacturing  in  the  title 
of  either  of  these  acts  or  in  the  body  of  them. 
In  the  language  of  our  Brother  Heydrick,  the 
grant  of  powers  in  these  acts  was  "  so  vaguely 
defined  that  it  would  be  unsafe  to  say  what 
was  not  authorized,  if  anything  could  be 
authorized  by  such  generalities,  except  the 
issue  of  its  own  obligations  as  currency, 
which  was  expressly  excluded,  and  manu- 
facturing, which  the  most  liberal  construc- 
tion of  the  Act  of  1871  would  not  compre- 
hend. "  The  Westinghouse  Company  did  not 
show,  therefore,  that  it  was  ever  organized 
as  a  manufacturing  company  by  the  law  cre- 
ating it,  or  that  it  had  by  any  distinct  cor- 
porate act  limited  and  defined  the  objects  and 
purposes  of  its  business  organization.  In 
this  case  the  defendant  company  was  organ- 
ized under  the  law  providing  for  the  incor- 
poration of  manufacturing  companies.  The 
purpose  of  its  creation  was  to  engage  in  man- 
ufacturing. Its  investments  have  been  made 
and  its  business  arranged  and  conducted  for 
this  single  purpose  from  first  to  last.  It  is 
in  name,  in  the  nature  of  its  corporate  pow- 
ers and  characteristics,  and  in  its  actual  bus- 
iness  operations,  a  manufacturing  company, 
and  nothing  else.  The  mere  possession  of 
an  ancillary  power  which  it  has  never  used 
or  sought  to  use,  which  it  had  express  legis- 
lative permission  to  hold,  and  which  was 
evidently  intended  for  use  only  in  aid  of  its 
manufacturing  enterprises,  does  not  change 
the  character  of  the  corporation,  or  deprive 
it  of  its  privileges  and  immunities  as  a  man- 
ufacturing corporation. 

It  is  urged  that  the  word  "exclusively," 
which  is  found  in  the  Act  of  1889,  but  was 
not  found  in  that  of  1885,  requires  us  to  draw 
a  sharper  line  of  demarkation  between  com- 
panies whose  capital  stock  is  exempt  from 
taxation  and  those  whose  stock  is  suDject  to 
it  than  has  been  heretofore  drawn,  ana  sub- 
jects the  entire  capital  of  all  manufacturing 
companies  to  taxation,  if,  under  a  mistake 
about  their  rights,  they  have  secured  the 
grant  of  any  ancillary  privilege  not  abso- 
lutely indispensable  to  manufacturing.  We 
are  not  prepared  to  assent  to  this  proposition. 
It  would  seem  that  in  the  use  of  this  word 
the  legislature  had  the  old  system  of  omnibus 
legislation,  in  mind,  and  intended  to  dis- 
criminate against  that  class  of  corporations 
organized  under  special  charters  granted  be- 
fore the  present  constitution  was  adopted. 
Charters  were  then  granted,  and  some  of  them 
are  still  in  existence,  conferring  upon  a  sin- 
gle company  the  powers  of  a  mining,  a  man- 
ufacturing, and  a  transportation  company. 
Such  a  charter  was  actually  before  the  court 
in  Com,  v.  Weatinghouie  EUctric  Mfg,  Co,, 
supra.  The  manufacturing  which  is  done 
by  such  a  company  ma^  be  in  aid  of  its  min- 
ing or  its  transportation  business.  Such  a 
company  is  not  organized,  either  as  to  its 
corporate  powers  or  its  actual  busines,  ex- 
clusively as  a  manufacturing  company,  and 
is  entitled  to  no  exemption  upon  \X%  capital 
stock.  Many  railroad  companies  make  en- 
gines and  cars  for  their  own  use,  but  they  do 
not  become  manufacturing  companies  there- 
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by,  or  entitled  to  the  exemption  extended 
to  such  companies.    A  manufacturing  com- 

ry,  on  the  other  hand,  does  not  cease  to 
such  because  it  seeks  to  supply  its  raw 
material  by  production  instead  of  purchase. 
It  may  subject  so  much  of  its  capital  as  is 
so  employed  to  taxation,  but  it  does  not  lose 
its  own  identity.  The  question  whether  a 
given  company  is  incorporated  as  a  manu- 
facturing company,  and  is  actually  engaged 
in  the  business  of  manufacturing,  is  to  be 
decided  upon  the  proofs.  The  court  will 
look  at  its  title,  its  articles  of  association  or 
charter,  and  the  provisions  of  the  statute  un- 
der which  the  incorporation  has  been  eifected. 
If  these  do  not  e£Fectually  settle  the  character 
of  the  company,  recourse  must  then  be  had 
to  the  business  organization,  the  character 
of  the  plant,  and  the  actual  business  entered 
upon.  Applying  these  tests  to  this  case,  we 
could  not  bold  that  the  company  was  organ- 
ized for  mining,  or  for  any  purpose  other 
than  that  of  manufacturing.  It  has  shown 
by  its  name,  its  legal  organization,  the  stat- 
ute under  the  provisions  of  which  it  was 
incorporated,  and  by  its  whole  course  of  cor- 
porate conduct,  that  it  was  organized  for 
manufacturing  Iron  and  steel,  and  for  no 
other  purpose.  It  is  therefore,  within  the 
words  and  the  spirit  of  the  Act  of  1889,  a 
manufacturing  cx)mpany,  and  as  such  entitled 
to  exemption  from  taxation  on  its  capital 
stock.  Having  reached  this  conclusion,  we 
congratulate  ourselves  upon  being  able  to  do 
in  tnis  case  that  which  it  is  rarely  in  our 
power  to  do,  reverse  a  judgment  of  the  court 
below  with  the  cordial  approval  of  the  court 
by  which  the  judgment  was  rendered. 

Tht  Judgment  is  reversed,  and  judgment  is 
entered  in  favor  of  the  defendant  below,  on 
the  findings  of  the  learned  trial  judge  and 
the  evidence. 

MeColliim.  /.,  not  present. 


COMMONWEALTH  of  Pennsylvania 

V. 

JUNIATA  COKE  CO.,  Appt. 

{m  Fa.  JS07.) 

The  exereise  of  the  power  to  mine  its 
own  coal  by  m  manufketarin^  eorpo- 
ration  to  supply  itself  In  part  wlUi  toe  raw  ma- 
terial used  by  it  does  not  defeat  the  exemption 
of  tbe  capital  stock  of  the  manufacturiogr  com- 
pany from  taxation,  under  the  Act  of  1889,  but 
requires  such  exemption  to  be  limited  to  that 
part  of  the  capital  which  is  used  exclusively  In 
manufacturings. 

(October  2, 1883.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  iudgment  of 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  for  Dauphin 
Countv  which  confirmed  a  tax  account  against 
defendant's  capital  stock,  which  had  been  set- 


tled by  the  auditor-general  and  state  treasurer. 
Reverseu, 

Defendant  claimed  to  be  exempt  from  tax- 
ation under  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  June 
1,  1889,  which  provides:  ''The  provisions  of 
this  section  shall  not  apply  to  the  taxation  of 
the  capital  stock  of  corporations,  limited  part- 
nerships, and  joint-stock  associations  organ- 
ized exclusively  for  manufacturing  purposes 
and  actually  carrying  on  manufacturing  within 
the  state,  except  companies  engaged  in  the 
brewing  or  distilHng  of  spirituous  or  malt 
liquors,  and  such  as  enjoy  and  exercise  the 
right  of  eminent  domain." 

The  court  below  refused  to  recognize  the 
exemption  and  entered  judgment  against  de- 
fendant for  the  full  amount  of  the  tax. 

Further  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs,  Lyman  D.  Gilbert,  John  H* 
Weiss  and  n*  M.  Cochran,  for  appellant: 

When  the  legislature  in  tbe  twenty-first  sec- 
tion of  the  Revenue  Act  of  1889  exempted 
from  taxation  the  capital  stock  of  corporations, 
it  had  in  view  companies  having  a  franchise 
for  mining  coal  and  included  them  within  the 
tax  exemption. 

Com.  V.  Iforthern  Electric  L.  d  P.  Co.  14  L. 
R.  A.  107,  145  Pa.  105. 

The  court  did  not  exempt  that  portion  of  the 
capital  stock  of  the  appellant  which  was  em- 
ployed in  strictly  manufacturing  operations. 
To  this  partial  measure  of  right  the  appellant 
is  undoubtedly  entitled. 

0am.  V.  Lackatoanna  Iron  db  Coal  Co.  129 
Pa,  846. 

Messrs.  W.  U.  Hensel,  Atty-Oen.,  and 
James  A.  Stranahan,  Deputy  Atty-Gen., 
for  the  Commonwealth. 

Williams,  </. ,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  case  involves  a  question  not  settled  by 
Qm.  V.  PottsviUe  Iron  A  Steel  Co.,  ante,  228, 
which  has  just  been  decided.  In  that  case  a 
power  had  been  conferred  upon  a  manufactur- 
ing company  to  mine  its  raw  materials,  but 
when  the  company  came  to  make  its  invest- 
ments and  organize  its  business  it  discarded 
this  power,  and  arranged  to  supply  itself 
with  Its  materials  and  fuel  by  purchase.  We 
held  in  that  case  that  the  mere  possession  of 
a  power  ancillary  to  its  manufacturing  busi- 
ness, which  had  never  been  used,  and  the  use 
of  which  had  been  effectually  declined  by  the 
character  of  its  business  organization,  did 
not  deprive  a  manufacturing  company  of  the 
exemption  of  its  capital  stock  from  taxation 
under  the  proviso  in  the  Act  of  1889.  In  this 
case  we  have  the  power  to  mine  coal  for  the 
manufacture  of  coke,  and  we  have  the  con- 
tinued use  of  this  power  as  a  means  of  pro- 
vidiuj^  itself  with  the  coal  from  which  the 
coke  IS  made.  The  production  of  coke  from 
coal  is  a  process  of  manufacture.  The  pro- 
duction of  coal  by  removing  it  from  its  bed 
and  bringing  it  to  the  surface  is  a  process  of 
mining.  They  have  no  necessary  connection. 
The  legislature  has  seen  fit  to  separate  and 


Nora.— On  tbe  question  of  the  exemption  of  i  also  earlier  oases  Id  this  series:  Com.  v.  Northerly 
manufaoturingr  corporations  from  taxation  which    Bleotric  L.  ft  P.  Co.  (Pa.)  U  L.  R.  A.  107,  with  note 
has  become  in  recent  yean  a  question  of  much  im-  I  on  the  question,  What  constitutes  manufacture? 
portanoe  in  several  states,  see  the  case  precedlnert   and  People  v.  Wemple  (N.  Y.)  U  L.  R.  A  706. 
22  L.  R.  A. 
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classify  corporate  powers,  and  to  confer  upon 
one  class  or  corporations  an  exemption  from 
taxes  which  other  classes  are  required  to 
pay.  Manufacturing  companies  must  pur- 
chase their  supplies  in  the  market.  It  may 
be  convenient  for  them  to  produce  their  raw 
material,  as  in  the  case  of  the  appellant,  and 
the  denial  of  the  power  to  do  so  may  work 
some  inconvenience,  and  increase  the  cost  of 
the  manufactured  article ;  but  the  exemption 
is  conferred  upon  the  manufacturer,  as  dis- 
tinguished from  the  mining,  the  transporta- 
tion, the  storage,  or  other  business  agency 
employed  in  handling  the  raw  materiai-~the 
fuel — and  other  supplies  required  by  the 
manufacturer.  It  ought  not  to  be  extended 
so  as  tc  cover  operations  outside  tlie  legiti- 
mate processes  of  manufacturing.  We  are 
in  this  case  to  determine,  therefore — First, 
whether  the  appellant  is  a  manufacturing 
company  ;  next,  whether,  if  a  manufacturing 
company,  it  is  using  any  part  of  its  capital 
in  such  a  manner  as  to  infringe  upon  the  field 
occupied  by  corporations  that  are  required 
to  pay  taxes  on  their  capital  stock.  We 
understand  from  the  findings  of  the  court 
below  and  from  the  evidence  that  this  com- 
pany was  organized  as  a  manufacturing  com- 
pany, and  has  been  steadily  engaged  in  the 
manufacture  of  coke.  We  understand  that 
it  has  the  power  to  mine  its  own  coal,  and 
has  in  fact  done  so  from  the  first,  and  that  it 
has  in  this  w&j  supplied  itself  in  part  with 
the  raw  material  it  has  used.  This,  as  we 
have  held  in  Com.  v.  PotttviUe  Iron  d  Steel 
Go, ,  supray  does  not  strip  it  of  its  character 
as  a  manufacturiniF  company,  or  of  the  pro- 
tection which  the  law  has  extended  to  man- 
ufacturers. But,  on  the  other  hand,  the  fact 
that  its  business  is  manufacturing  will  not 
enable  it  to  bring  under  the  protection  of  its 
privile^re  any  ancillary  line  of  business  in 
which  it  may  find  it  economical  or  convenient 
to  engage  or  cover  the  employment  of  its 
capital  lor  any  other  than  strictly  manufact- 
uring purposes.  What,  then,  is  the  situation 
of  the  appellant?  It  is  in  name,  in  business 
purposes,  and  in  product  prepared  for  the 
market,  a  manufacturing  company.  In  the 
conduct  of  its  manufacturing  business  it  seeks 
to  cheapen  its  raw  material,  and  thereby  the 


cost  of  its  product,  by  mining  the  coal  it 
consumes.  This  is  not  necessary  to  the  proc- 
ess of  manufacture,  though  it  may  be  both 
economical  and  convenient  for  the  manufact- 
urer. It  is  therefore  the  employment  of  part 
of  its  capita]  for  a  purpose  not  within  the 
letter  or  the  spirit  of  the  exemption.  As  to- 
so  much  of  its  capital  it  is  subject  to  taxa- 
tion, precisely  as  though  no  exemption  ex- 
isted. The  use  of  the  word  "exclusively"  in 
the  proviso  in  the  Act  of  1889,  given  the  office 
we  have  assigned  to  it  in  the  Pottaville  Irottr 
dh  Steel  Co.  (Sue,  does  not  stand  in  the  way 
of  our  conclusion  in  this  case.  It  was  in- 
tended, as  .we  there  held,  to  disc;riminat& 
between  companies  organized  for  the  conduct 
of  two  or  more  lines  of  business  simulta- 
neously and  such  as  were  organized  for  the 
purpose  of  manufacturing.  A  company  in- 
corporated for  the  latter  purpose  will  not  lose 
its  character  or  its  privileges  because  of  an 
effort  to  supply  itself  with  what  it  needs  for 
its  manufacturing  business  in  some  cheaper 
way  than  by  purchase.  Such  effort,  and  the 
reservation  'of  the  power  to  make  it;  are  in 
aid  of  the  purposes  of  the  company  as  a  man- 
ufacturer. Neither  as  to  the  public  nor  the 
commonwealth  is  it  a  change  of  organization 
or  of  business.  Whether  the  appellant  mines 
its  coal  or  buys  it  makes  no  difference  with 
its  product,  except  as  to  its  cost.  In  either 
case  it  makes  ana  it  sells  coke,  and  nothing 
else.  It  is  not  a  mining  company.  It  neither 
sells  coal  nor  offers  it  for  sale.  It  simply 
seeks  to  provide  itself  by  mining,  instead  of 
purchase,  with  the  coal  needed  for  its  ovens. 
This,  as  we  have  seen,  is  such  a  use  of  a  part 
of  its  capital  as  takes  the  sum  so  used  out 
from  under  the  exemption  provided  by  the 
Act  of  1889,  and  subjects  it  to  taxation  in  the 
same  manner  and  at  the  same  rates  that  other 
capital  so  employed  is  subject  to.  This  is 
a  proper  case  for  apportionment.  The  ap- 
pellant is  entitled  to  exemption  as  a  manu- 
facturing company.  Upon  so  much  of  its 
capital  as  is  employed  in  the  effort  to  supply 
itself  with  coal  it  must  pay  taxes. 

J7ie  judgment  is  reversed,  and  record  remit- 
ted, that  the  apportionment  may  be  made. 

MeCollnm,  «7. ,  not  present. 
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*U  Am  m  i^eneral  rule  two  eonditioiui 
miist  eonciir  to  urive  »  eonrt  of  equity 
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JiirUidietion  to  enjoin  »  : 
on  property:  Firs^  the  oomplainant^s  title 
must  be  admitted,  or  ieffally  established;  and, 
seoond,  the  treepAflS  must  be  of  such  a  nature  as 
to  cause  irreparable  damaflre,  not  susceptible  of 
complete  pecuniary  compensadon.  The  inade- 
quacy of  the  legal  remedy  is  the  foundation  and 
indispensable  prerequisite  for  tlie  interposition  of 
chancery  in  such  cases,  for  the  reason  that  a  legal 
remedy  bas  been  devised  to  redress  such  wrongs. 


NOTB.— Jnfunetion  against  trespass  to  etct  timber. 

Injunctive  relief  seems  to  have  been  granted 
quite  early  in  cases  of  waste,  but  the  courts  de- 
clined for  a  long  time  to  extend  the  relief  to  cases 
in  which  there  was  no  privity  between  the  parties 
and  which  were  therefore  cases  of  trespass  simply. 

In  Mogg  V.  Mogg,  i  Dick.  070,  in  which  the  de- 
22li.RA. 


fendant,  with  absolutely  no  right,  persuaded  ten- 
ants to  cut  down  timber,  the  chancellor  refused  an 
injunction  on  the  grround  that  defendant  was  a 
trespasser,  and  as  such  liable  to  an  action  at  law. 

Id  Smith  v.  GoUyer,  8  Yes.  Jr.  89,  where  plaintiffs 
were  in  receipt  of  the  rents,  claiming  as  devisees, 
and  the  defendants  were  cutting  timber,  claiming 
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Oct., 


and  so  long  as  tbis  remedy  Is  adequate,  equity  basS.   Whenever  the  complaliuuit's  title  la 


no  riffbt  to  interfere. 
iB«   The  pracUee  of  fl^rantiiig^  injunctions 

.  in  caaofi  of  treflpaes*  it  seems,  is  more  lib- 
eral now  than  it  was  formerly,  but  a  clear  case  of 
the  inadequacy  of  Che  legal  remedy  must  still  be 
showo  in  order  to  Justify  the  interference  of  the 
court  of  chancery. 

3*  While  ineolrency  alone  of  the  de- 
fendant may  not  be  snUleient  to  an^ 
thoriae  an  ii^Junction,  yet  it  is  an  important 
element  in  many  cases  in  determining  whether 
or  not  a  court  of  chancery  should  act  in  grant- 
ing injunctions. 

4*  In  eases  of  repeated  trespasses 
where  it  becomes  necessary  to  qniet  a 
rif  htftilt  admitted,  or  established  pos- 
session* chancery  has  often  interposed  to  pre~ 
vent  a  multiplicity  of  suits,  although  there  may 
be  a  remedy  at  law.  This  court  will  not,  how- 
eyer,  grant  an  injunction  against  one  person 
merely  because  he  is  guilty  of  repeated  tres- 
passes, where  the  legal  remedy  affords  an  ade- 
quate and  complete  redress  in  damages.  The 
rule  seemmgly  well  sustained  by  authority  is  that 
before  a  court  of  chancery  will  interfere  to  pre- 
vent a  multiplicity  of  suits,  there  must  be  several 
persons  controverting  the  same  right,  and  each 
standing  upon  his  own  pretension  of  right. 


disputed  in  cases  of  trespass,  a  court  of  equity 
will  not  interfere  by  injunction  on  the  ground 
of  a  multiplicity  of  suits  until  he  has  Buccea»- 
f  ully  established  his  tiUe  by  trial  at  law. 
6.  Where  the  allesred  trespass  or 
threatened  injury  is  to  trees  standing 
on  land*  in  order  to  Justify  the  granting  of  an 
injunction  by  a  court  of  equity,  it  must  appear 
that  the  trees  are  of  such  peculiar  value  and  im- 
portance to  the  estate  as  that  the  alleged  injury 
to  them  will  so  affect  the  uses  and  purpoeee  for 
which  the  estate  was  designed  as  to  make  the  In- 
Jury  to  them  an  irreparable  loss  to  the  owner. 
An  allegation  that  the  trees  are  valueless  except 
for  turpentine  and  timber,  and  without  them  In 
a  condition  to  produce  turpentine  and  timber, 
the  land  would  be  of  little  value,  and  that  the 
acts  of  defendants  in  extracting  turpentine  from 
the  trees  greatly  lessens  their  value  as  timber 
producing  trees,  does  not  show  that  the  injury 
complained  of  amounts  to  a  destruction  of  the 
estate,  or  that  the  injury  done  could  not  be  ade- 
quately compensated  in  damages.  This  was  the 
rule  prior  to  the  enactment  of  section  146B,  Re- 
vised Statutes. 

(October  0, 1808.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  decree  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Escambia  County 


as  heirs-at-iaw,  the  court  said  that  the  title  of 
plaintiffs  being  denied,  the  case  was  trespass  and 
not  waste  upon  the  showing  of  the  parties,  and  the 
right  being  disputed,  no  order  was  issued  in  the 


In  Courthorpe  v.  Mapplesden,  10  Yes.  Jr.  280,  in 
which  the  person  cutting  the  timber  was  acting  in 
collusion  with  the  tenant  and  the  suit  was  by  the 
landlord,  the  court  said  that  the  trespass  partakes 
of  the  nature  of  waste  and  that  therefore  the  in- 
junction could  be  granted.  In  that  case  the  some- 
what similar  case  of  Hamilton  v.  Worsefold,  in 
which  an  injunction  was  firranted  by  IJord  Thurlow, 
js  cited. 

But  in  Grookford  v.  Alexander,  16  Yes.  Jr.  188, 
the  defendant  had  obtained  possession  under  a 
contract  to  purchase  and  the  court  was  inclined  to 
treat  the  case  as  one  of  trespass,  and  granted  the 
injunction  although  from  the  fiicts  of  the  case  it 
seems  that  it  might  have  been  treated  as  a  case  of 
waste. 

And  in  Lowndes  v.  Settle,  88  L.  J.  Gh.  461,  It  is 
said  that  the  tendency  of  the  decisions  is  to  break 
down  the  distinction  between  trespass  and  waste. 

The  injunction  was  issued  in  Kelly  v.  Robb,  68 
Tex.  877. 

Courts  connervcMve  in  extending  relief. 

The  principles  upon  which  the  courts  will  act  in 
granting  an  injunction  to  prevent  cutting  trees 
are  not  yet  settled.  Some  courts  have  granted  the 
relief  in  cases  where  other  courts  have  said  it  was 
not  appropriate,  but  the  general  tendency  is  to  be 
conservative  in  extending  the  use  of  the  writ. 

If  the  cutting  of  timber  is  a  simple  act  of  tres- 
pass for  which  there  may  be  adequate  remedy  at 
law,  injtmction  will  not  lie.  Wilson  v.  Hughell, 
Morris  (Iowa)  481;  Cowles  v.  Shaw,  2  Iowa,  488. 

The  injunction  will  not  be  granted  to  restrain  a 
mere  trespass,  if  it  is  not  shown  that  the  wrong  ia 
not  abundantly  capable  of  compensation  in  dam- 
ages by  ordinary  suit  at  law.  Hatcher  v.  Hamp- 
ton, 7  Ga.  48. 

Injunction  will  not  lie  in  case  of  an  ordinary 
trespass  upon  land  and  cutting  down  timber,  where 
the  plaintiff  is  in  possession  and  has  an  adequate 
and  complete  remedy  at  law,— at  least  where  there 
82  L.  R.  A. 


is  nothing  so  special  and  peculiar  as  to  call  for 
such  relief.  Stevens  v.  Beekman,  ;i  Johns.  Ch.  318, 
lL.ed.166. 

The  injunction  will  not  issue  if  it  appears  that  the 
trees  have  no  peculiar  value  and  that  adequate 
compensation  for  their  destruction  may  be  obtained 
at  law.    Powell  v.  Kawlings,  88  Md.  288. 

Where  plaintiff  is  in  possession  and  the  person 
cutting  the  timber  is  an  utter  stranger,  not  claim- 
ing under  color  of  right,  the  tendency  is  not  to 
firrant  an  injunction,  unless  there  be  special  droum- 
stances,  but  to  leave  the  plaintiff  to  his  remedy  at 
law;  but  if  the  acts  l^nd  to  a  destruction  of  the  es- 
tate, an  injunction  may  be  granted.  Lowndes  v. 
Bettle,88L.J.Ch.46L 

An  injunction  will  not  lie  to  prevent  the  commis- 
sion or  repetition  of  a  trespass  in  entering  and  cut- 
ting down  timber  on  land  of  which  the  plaintiff  is 
in  possession  as  owner  and  has  adequate  remedy 
at  law  for  the  trespass,  there  appearing  nothing  in 
the  case  so  especial  or  peculiar  as  to  call  for  that 
particular  relief.   Thomas  v.  James,  82  AJa.  72& 

In  Hanson  v.  Gardiner,  7  Yes.  Jr.  806,  an  injunc- 
tion to  prevent  the  cutting  of  timber  by  defend- 
ants, who  claimed  some  rights  to  common  of  esto- 
vers, was  dissolved,  where  it  appeared  that  the 
plaintiff  had  brought  an  action  to  prevent  the  al- 
leged unlawful  acts  and  had  permitted  hlmaelf  to 
be  nonsuited  and  had  subsequently  recognised  the 
claimed  rights  on  the  part  of  the  defendants  in  a 
negotiation  with  defendants  to  compensate  them 
for  shutting  them  out. 

A  bill  to  enjoin  a  trespass  is  fCitally  defective  if  it 
does  not  aver  a  good  title  in  the  plaintiff,  contains 
no  charge  of  insolvency  against  defendants,  and 
does  not  show  that  irreparable  damage  would  re- 
sult If  the  injunction  is  denied.  Western  M.  ft  M. 
Co.  V.  Yirginia  Gannel  Coal  Co.  10  W.  Va.  260. 

An  allegation  in  the  complaint  that  at  a  certain 
time  the  defendants  commenced  cutting  wood  and 
that  they  "threaten  and  intend,  as  the  complainants 
believe,  to  cut  down  and  take  away  very  large 
quantities  of  wood  and  timber,"  is  not  sufficient  to 
cause  an  interference  by  injunction.  Oomellua  v. 
Post,  8  N.  J.  Eq.  186. 

The  injunction  will  not  be  granted  where  there 
has  been  nothing  excepting  threats  on  the  part  of 
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ID  favor  of  complainants  in  a  suit  brought  to 
enjoin  defendants  from  committinff  certain  al- 
leged trespasses  on  complainants  land.    JRe^ 

tened. 

Statement  b^  Kabzyy '/.: 

This  is  a  bill  for  an  injunction  file<l  bv 
lippellees  against  appellants.  The  bill  al- 
leged that  complainants  were  the  owners  in 
fee  of  a  certain  tract  of  land  situated  in  Es- 
cambia coanty,  Florida,  consisting  of  six 
hundred  and  forty  acres,  described  by  metes 
jind  bounds,  ana  known  as  the  Ben  1am in 
Hadley,  or  Richland  Pond,  tract,  and  that 
they  and  Benjamin  Had  lev,  under  whom 
they  claim  title  as  heirs,  had  been  in  posses- 
sion of  this  land  with  interruptions  for  more 
than  sixty  years,  and  were  then  in  possession ; 
that  said  land  was  very  thickly  studded  with 
pitch  pine  trees  of  large  size  and  of  trreat 
value,  and  that  defendant  Carney  and*  his 
foreman  Gilchrist  and  Carmichael  have  from 
time  to  time,  during  two  years  prior  to  filing 
the  bill,  trespassed  upon  the  said  land  for  the 
purpose  of  box  ins  the  trees,  and  thereby 
proaucing  tuli>entine  which  they  have  re- 
moved from  said  trees  and  from  said  land ; 
that  not .  nlv  does  tl.e  removal  of  the  turpen- 


tine from  said  trees  and  land  deprive  com- 
plainants of  the  said  turpentine  and  the  value 
thereof,  but  its  extraction  from  said  trees 
greatly  lessens  the  value  of  the  same  as  timber 
producing  trees,  and  except  for  the  purpose 
of  the  production  of  turpentine  and  timber 
said  trees  are  valueless ;  that  said  trees  con- 
stitute in  large  part  the  value  of  said  land, 
and  without  them  in  a  condition  to  be  made 
valuable  for  turpentine  and  timber  the  said 
land  is  of  little  value ;  that  the  trespasses  of 
respondents  are  continuous  and  frequent,  and 
they  threaten  not  only  to  trespass  in  the  fut- 
ure upon  said  land  for  the  purpose  of  remov- 
ing turpentine  already  collected  in  boxes  on 
the  trees,  but  from  time  to  time  to  trespass 
for  the  purpose  of  boxing  and  re- scraping 
said  trees;  and  that  said  respondents  reside 
in  the  state  of  Alabama  and  are  possessed  of 
no  property  of  any  kind  in  the  state  of  Flor- 
ida, and  unless  they  are  restrained  from  their 
said  repeated  and  innumerable  trespasses, 
complainants  are  remediless,  save  by  repeat- 
ed, vexatious,  and  multiplied  suits  against 
respondents,  which  would  be  fruitless  in  the 
state  of  Florida  because  of  their  alleged  want 
of  pro{>erty  in  this  state.  The  bill  prays 
among  other  things  for  an  order  restraining 


the  defendant.    Oriffio   v.  Wlnne,   10  Hun,  671; 
Woods  V.  Kirkland«  2  La.  Ann.  887. 

11h€  initauilon  may  be  awarded  if  there  is  tio  ade- 
quate remedy  at  law. 

Subject  to  some  dJsaffreement  as  shown  below  as 
to  bow  far  the  title  must  be  first  settled,  the  ffen- 
em  rule  is  that  equity  will  aid  by  injunction  if 
there  Is  no  adequate  remedy  at  law.  There  is,  bo  w- 
erer.  some  further  disagreement  as  to  when  there 
ii  and  when  there  Is  not  such  remedy. 

lo  Keriln  ▼.  West,  4  N.  J.  Bq.  4fie,  it  is  said  that  in 
applyioff  the  principle  of  injunctive  protection  to 
woodland  it  is  not  always  easy  to  discriminate  be- 
tween the  mere  trespass  and  the  irreparable  mis- 
chief which  may  destroy  the  inheritance  or  jeopard 
its  value;  that  beln^  done  the  case  is  oiear. 

To  jostlf y  the  interposition  of  an  injunotlon  the 
threatened  injury  must  be  irreparable.  Leininger^s 
App.  106Fa.aO6. 

The  tejonction  will  not  issue  if  it  is  not  St  own 
that  the  trespass  is  destructive  of  the  estate.  Mc- 
MiUan  v.  TwrelU  7  W.  Va.  288. 

Ao  iojunctioa  wiU  lie  to  prevent  the  outtinff 
down  of  trees  on  the  boundary  line  of  two  adjoin- 
iof  owners.  If  such  conduct  would  cause  irrepar- 
ble  injury  to  the  complaining  party.  Musch  v. 
fiiirkhan»12L,R.  A.484«  88  Iowa,  301. 

la  West  Point  Iron  Co.  v.  Beymert,  46  N.  Y.  706, 
timber  is  placed  In  a  class  of  subjects  which  the 
«ourt  nid  are  protected  by  injunction,  upon  the 
ITouod  that  Injuries  to  and  depredations  upon 
them  are  or  may  cause  irreparable  damagre,  and 
aifo  with  a  view  to  prevent  a  multiplicity  of  ac- 
tions for  damaires  that  might  accrue  from  a  con- 
tiQQous  violation  of  the  rights  of  the  owners. 

The  fact  that  the  damage  is  charged  to  be  almost 
instead  of  absolutely  irreparable  will  not  defeat  the 
injunction.    Davis  v.  Beed,  14  Md.  158. 

When  remedy  at  taw  is  inade<niate. 
If  complainant  has  bought  land  in  proximity  to 
hi»  mill  for  the  timber  trees  it  contains  and  an  ac- 
tioo  at  Uiw  cannot  be  tried  before  defendant  has 
fltripped  the  land  of  the  trees,  injunction  may  be 
Knuted,  beoaose  the  loss  of  the  use  of  the  mUI 
SDd  the  profits  cannot  be  recovered  at  law.  Wads- 
worth  T.  Goiee  (Ala.)  April  12, 18BSS. 
22LIL  A. 


If  plainf  iflr  is  a  married  woman  and  seeks  to  re- 
strain  defendant  from  cutting  timber  on  lands  be- 
longing to  her  separate  estate  under  a  license  from 
her  husband  as  trustec'there  is  not  an  adequate 
remedy  at  law  and  an  injunction  will  be  issued* 
Thomas  v.  James,  88  Ala.  788. 

If  a  farm  contain  a  small  tract  of  woodland,  the 
preservation  of  wlilch  Is  necessary  for  the  proper 
use  of  the  farm,  as  well  as  a  building  site  for  the 
owners  resldenoe,  many  of  the  trees  betaig  large 
and  of  ancient  growth,  the  destruction  of  them  by 
a  naked  trespasser,  without  title  or  claim  of  right 
leaving  the  owner  without  wood,  shade,  or  proper 
building  site.  Is  ground  for  an  injunction.  Powell 
V.  Cheshhpe,  TO  Qa.  857. 

Destroying  the  fruit  and  ornamental  trees  and 
Bhrubt)ery  around  a  dwelling  house  in  a  city  is  ir- 
reparable damage.  Wilson  v.  Mineral  Point,  80 
Wis.  100. 

Injimction  will  lie  to  restrain  a  trespasser  from 
cutting  the  trees  growing  on  the  only  wood-lot 
owned  by  the  plamtiff,  when  it  works  a  permanent 
injury  to  the  land,— especially  when  there  is  no  de- 
nial of  the  allegation  of  Irreparable  Injury.  Smith 
v.  Rock,fleVt.282. 

Acts  which  will  result  in  the  destruction  of  all 
the  timber  on  a  man^s  home  plantation,  where 
wood  and  timber  are  necessary  to  the  enjoyment 
of  the  property  in  that  character  will  justify  an 
injunction.    Davis  v.  Reed,  14  Md.  168. 

Where  the  land  belougs  to  complainant  and  is 
occupied  by  him  as  a  dwelling  plantation  contain- 
ing timber  particularly  valuable  to  the  estate,  de- 
fendants will  be  enjoined  from  clearing  up  the 
timber  land  and  converting  It  into  waste  and  past- 
ure hind.  Shipley  v.  Ritter,  7  Md.  408,  61  Am. 
Dec.  871. 

To  warrant  the  injunction,  it  must  appear  that 
the  trees  have  a  peculiar  value,  or  are  of  great  im- 
portance to  the  estate,— as  that  they  are  fruit  or 
ornamental  trees,  or,  if  timber  and  wood,  that  the 
enjoyment  of  the  estate  will  be  so  aflfected  by  their 
destruction  as  to  make  the  damage  irreparable. 
Green  v.  Keen,  4  Md.  08. 

Cutting  maple  timber  which  is  the  chief  value  of 
the  estate,  is  Irreparable  injury  witbin  the  power 
of  equity  to  prevent  Butman  v.  James,  34  Bilnn. 
547. 
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appellants  from  trespassing  upon  the  said 
land  for  the  purpose  of  boxing  or  scraping 
or  otherwise  injuring  the  trees  upon  saia 
land,  and  from  removing  the  turpentine  al- 
ready in  the  boxes  on  the  same. 

The  injunction  as  prayed  for  was  granted, 
and  respondents  answered  the  bill.  The  an- 
swer denies  the  alle^ration  that  complainants 
were  the  owners  of  the  said  tract  of  land,  or 
any  part  of  it,  or  that  they  or  any  of  them 
were  then  in  possession  of  the  same;  or  have 
at  any  time  been  in  possession  except  for  a 
few  days  during  the  month  of  March,  1888, 
when  they  or  their  agents  went  upon  a  por- 
tion of  said  land,  but  were  notllied  that  they 
were  trespassers  by  Carney,  one  of  the  re- 
spondents, or  his  agent,  and  they  shortly 
thereafter  left  said  premises  and  have  not 
since  made  any  effort  to  take  possession  of 
same ;  that  said  land  was  deeded  December 
18,  1820,  by  Benjamin  Hadley.  the  ancestor 
through  whom  complainants  claim  title,  for 
valuable  consideration  to  one  William  Den- 
man,  and  the  same  has  never  been  reconveyed 
to  said  Hadley  or  his  heirs;  that  said  land 
belongs  to  and  is  the  propertv  of  William 
M.  Carney,  one  of  the  respondents,  and  that 
he  is  in  possession  of  same  as  owner  and  ad- 


versely to  all  others,  and  has  been  so  in  pos- 
session since  the  81st  dav  of  August,  1882, 
when  the  same  was  deeded  to  him  by  John 
D.  Reilly  for  valuable  consideration,  and 
said  deed  was  duly  recorded  on  the  16th  day 
of  February,  1888.  Further,  that  when  saicl 
Reilly  executed  said  deed  he  was  in  actual 
possession  of  said  land  as  owner  thereof  under 
a  deed  conveying  same  to  him  by  James  J. 
Milstead,  bearing  date  March  27,  ia52,  and 
that  he  (Reilly)  had  been  in  possession  of  the 
said  land  since  the  date  of  said  deed ;  that 
said  Milstead  at  the  time  of  making  said  deed 
to  Reilly  was  in  possession  of  said  land  un- 
der chain  of  title  from  said  William  Denman, 
to  whom  Benjamin  Hadley  had  conveyed. 

The  allegation  that  respondents  were  with- 
out property  in  the  state  of  Florida  is  denied, 
and  it  is  averred  that  Carney,  one  of  them, 
owns  about  six  thousand  acres  of  land  in 
Escambia  county,  Florida,  and  further,  that 
a  suit  for  damages  alleged  to  have  been  sus- 
tained by  complainants  by  reason  of  the  al- 
leged trespasses  on  the  part  of  respondents 
was  then  pending  between  said  parties  in 
Escambia  county,  Alabama.  It  is  also  al- 
leged that  the  matters  contained  in  complain- 
ants' bill  are  determinable  at  law,  and  do 


The  destruction  of  forest  and  other  trees  is  an 
irreparable  injury  from  which  parties  may  be  re- 
strained by  injunction.  De  la  Croix  v.  Villere,  11 
La.  Ann.  80. 

Cuttlng^  timber  on  land  is  an  irreparable  injury, 
where  it  constitutes  the  chief  value  of  the  prop- 
erty.   Shreve  v.  Black,  A  N.  J.  Bq.  177. 

But  it  has  been  held  that  cuttinir  off  the  timber 
from  a  tract  of  pine  land,  valuable  only  or  chiefly 
for  the  wood  on  It,  is  not  such  a  case  of  Irreparable 
mischief  as  will  warrant  the  errantinK  of  an  in- 
junction.   West  V.  Walker.  8  N.  J.  Bq.  270. 

A  plaintlfl  in  possession  who  has  reserved  for 
preservation  some  young  growing'  walnut  trees 
may  maintain  a  suit  for  injunction  against  a 
mere  trespasser  who  is  attempting  to  cut  them 
down.    Thatcher  v.  Humble,  07  Ind.  444. 

But  in  Dunkart  v.  Rinehart,  87  N.  C.  224,  it  was 
held  that  the  cutting  and  canying  away  of  walnut 
trees  does  not  of  Itself  show  irreparable  injury. 

In  some  of  the  cases  the  insolvency  of  defendant 
in  addition  to  the  acts  which  he  is  committing  may 
render  the  remedy  at  law  inadequate  when  the  acts 
themselves  would  not  do  so. 

Thus'an  allegation  that  a'  trespasser  Is  about  to 
commit  irreparable  injury  by  boxing  and  working 
turpentine  trees  and  by  cutting  timber  and  making 
staves,  leaving  the  land  fit  only  to  be  cultivated  for 
its  products,  without  an  averment  of  the  defend- 
ant's insolvency.  Is  insufficient.  Gause  v.  Perkins, 
66  N.  G.  177. 00  Am.  Dec.  72B. 

So  it  is  said  that  to  warrant  the  Injunction  the  de- 
fendant must  be  insolvent  or  the  injury  irrepara- 
ble, so  that  adequate  compensation  cannot  be  ob- 
tained at  law.    Hillman  v.  Hurley,  88  Ky.  620. 

Cutting  timber  on  the  land  of  another  without 
color  of  title  may  be  enjoined  as  a  destructive  tres- 
pass, if  the  defendant  Is  insolveot  and  the  injunc- 
tion is  necessary  to  prevent  a  multiplicity  of  suits. 
Eohert  v.  Ferst,  10  Phila.  514. 

The  mere  fact  that  the  timber  on  the  land  Is  needed 
for  developing  the  minerals  lying  under  it,  and  that 
there  Is  no  other  timber  in  the  neighborhood  and 
no  means  of  easily  obtaining  any,  is  not  sufficient 
to  warrant  an  injunction,  if  it  is  not  shown  that 
defendant  is  not  pecuniarily  responsible  for  the 
damage  done.  Heaney  v.  Butte  ft  M.  C.  Go.  10 
Mont.  600. 

>  L.  R.  A. 


MuXHpliciiy  of  suite. 

The  circumstances  may  be  such  as  to  Justify  the 
Injunction  to  prevent  a  multiplicity  of  suits. 

The  injunction  may  be  aUowed  for  the  purpose 
of  preventing  a  multiplicity  of  suits,  where  one  ac- 
tion at  law  has  been  decided  in  favor  of  the  com- 
plainant and  another  action  is  pending  in  which 
the  same  question  is  raised.  Livingston  v.  Living- 
ston, 6  Johns.  Ch.  60a  2  L.  ed.  108. 

But  it  has  been  held  that  the  fact  that  the  tres- 
passer is  guilty  of  continued  and  repeated  tres- 
passes will  not  authorize  an  Injunction  to  prevent 
a  multiplicity  of  suits.  Hatcher  v.  Hampton,  7 
Ga.40. 

Where  plaintiff,  the  owner  of  agricultural  land 
containing  an  orchard  of  fruit  trees  and  also  orna- 
mental trees  and  shrubbery,  had  recovered  two 
verdicts  against  a  mining  company  for  entering 
upon  the  land  and  destroying  the  trees  in  their 
mining  operations,  the  court  granted  an  in  JuncUon 
against  further  trespasses  on  the  ground  that  the 
plaintiff  was  not  obliged  to  take  the  money  for  the 
property  destroyed.  Daubenspeck  v.  Grear,  18 
Cal.444. 

The  quetMon  of  possesion  or  tUie, 

The  Influence  of  the  conservative  tendency  of 
the  courts  has  created  some  ootafuslon  as  to 
what  must  be  the  state  of  the  titie  or  possession  In 
order  to  warrant  the  relief.  On  the  one  side  it  is 
held  that  the  action  will  not  lie.  unless  it  Is  shown 
that  plaintiff  is  not  only  entitied  to  the  poseeasion, 
but  that  he  is  in  actual  possession.  Hillman  v. 
Hurley,  82  Ky.  626. 

Also  the  injunction  cannot  be  sustained  If  the 
complainant  fails  to  show  titie  in  himself.  Tate  v. 
Vance,  27  Gratt.  671. 

Also  if  plaintiff  falls  to  show  that  he  has  the  title 
to  the  land  or  the  possession  of  it,  the  Injunction 
will  not  issue.    Wearin  v.  Munson,  68  Iowa,  4W. 

But  on  the  other  side  in  Hicks  v.  Michael,  15  GaL 
116,  the  court  seems  to  regard  it  as  settled  that  a 
plaintiff  out  of  possession  may  have  an  Injunction 
to  prevent  waste  of  the  estate,  even  before  he 
brings  his  action  at  law;  but  It  is  stated  that  ordi- 
narily the  injunction  will  not  be  granted  before  a 
hearing  on  the  merits,  except  in  cases  of  urgent 
necessity  or  when  the  subjeot-matter  of  the  com> 
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DOt  constitute  any  ground  for  relief  in  a  court 
of  equity,  and  pray  the  same  advantage  by 
their  answer  as  if  they  had  demurred  to  said 
bill. 

Respondents  moved  to  dissolve  the  injunc- 
tion because  the  material  allegations  of  the 
bill  had  been  denied,  and  at  a  subsequent 
date  moved  to  dissolve  the  injunction  and 
dismiss  the  bill  for  want  of  iurisdiction  in 
the  court  appearing  upon  the  face  of  the  rec- 
ord. The  motions  to  dissolve  were  refused 
sod  the  case  proceeded  regularly  to  final 
hearing,  when  upon  the  pleadings  and  proofs 
a  final  decree  was  rendered  adjudging  com- 
plainants to  be  the  owners  of  the  land  in 
question,  and  that  the  respondents  and  their 
agents  and  attorneys  be  perpetually  enjoined 
from  going  upon  said  land  to  box  or  scrape 
the  pine  trees  thereon  or  to  remove  any  tur- 
pentine therefrom,  and  from  committing  any 
acts  of  trespass  on  the  land.  Respondents 
appealed. 

Memrg.  Kailorjr  A  Uaswell  for  appel- 
lants. 
Xo  appearance  for  appellees. 


M«rbr3r»  «/l,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

According  to  the  allegations  of  the  bill  be- 
fore us,  the  acts,  against  the  doing  of  which 
an  injunction  was  sought  and  obtained, 
amounted  to  a  trespass  upon  real  estate.  This 
trespass,  according  to  the  bill,  consisted  in 
entering  upon  land  of  complainants,  boxing 
the  pine  trees  standing  thereon  for  the  pro- 
duction of  turpentine  and  the  removal  of  the 
turpentine  from  the  trees  and  the  land.  The 
case  arose  and  was  determined  in  the  circuit 
court  before  the  enactment  of  chapter  8884, 
Laws  of  1889,  and  must  be  disposed  of  inde- 
pendently of  the  provisions  of  that  Act. 

Courts  of  equity  do  not  ordinarily  extend 
the  harsh  remedy  of  injunction  to  cases  of 
trespass,  but  leave  the  r^ress  of  such  griev> 
ances  to  the  courts  of  law  where  originally 
jurisdiction  in  such  matters  was  lodged.  It 
IS  said  that  originally  courts  of  equity  did 
not  grant  injunctions  to  restrain  trespasses  in 
any  case,  but  whether  in  analogy  to  the  rem- 
edy to  prevent  waste,  or  to  prevent  injuries 
supposed  not  to  be  adequately  recompensed 
by  damages  in  the  legal  forum,  it  is  now 


plaint  to  free  from  oontroversy,  or  irreparable  in- 
jnrj  will  be  produced  by  Its  oontinuanoe. 

^  if  an  heir  is  in  pooMOBlon  dlsputioff  the  validity 
of  the  will,  he  may  be  restrained,  pendinflr  proceed- 
ings to  determine  the  validity  of  the  wilU  from 
<uttiog  timber,  which  amounts  to  spoliation. 
Fiofal  r.  Blake,  2  MoUoy,  50. 

But  if  the  defendant  is  in  possession  and  building 
in  the  ordinary  couree  of  agriculture,  the  injunc- 
tion will  not  issue  merely  on  the  ground  that  he  is 
insolvent.  Thompson  v.  Williams,  54  N.  C.  176. 

So  where  a  defendant  is  in  possession,  and  a 
plaintiir  claiming  posaesaion  seeks  to  restrain  him 
from  cutting  timber,  tbe  court  will  not  interfere, 
nnlen  the  acts  amount  to  such  flagrant  instances 
or  ipoflation  as  to  Justify  tbe  court  in  departing 
from  the  general  rule.  Lowndes  v.  Bettle,  88  L. 
J.Ch.451. 

And  if  a  person  claiming  ownership  seeks  to  re- 
cover land  from  one  in  possession,  before  he  can 
enjoin  the  cutting  and  boxing  of  turpentine  trees 
by  tbe  latter,  he  must  show  that  defendant  is  una- 
ble to  respond  in  damages.    McCormick  v.  Nixon, 

«x.c.iia. 

So  it  has  been  held  that  a  denial  of  the  pialntUTs 
title  defeats  the  suit. 

The  aDegatton  of  an  adverse  claim  by  defendant 
to  tbe  land  preaenis  an  obstacle  to  injunctive  re- 
lief; especially  when  no  suit  at  law  is  pending  or 
offered  to  be  brought  to  establish  the  plaintiff^s 
right.  West  V.  Walker,  8  N.J.  Eq.  279. 

Where  there  is  a  contest  between  the  parties  for 
tbe  pomenion  of  the  land,  each  claiming  the  legal 
Utle.  and  the  answer  fairly  meets  every  material 
allegation  of  the  complaint  and  denies  insolvency, 
the  tDjonction  will  not  Im  granted  to  restrain  the 
working  of  turpentine  trees.  Bell  v.  Chadwick, 
71X.C.W. 

Although  It  has  been  held  that  in  a  suit  for  in- 
junction to  prevent  the  cutting  down  of  trees,  the 
bfU  may  be  read  as  an  aiBdavit  to  contradict  the 
answer.   Uoyd  v.  Heath,  45  N.  C.  41. 

The  hijanotion  will  not  be  granted  if  it  appears 
from  the  plwdlngs  that  the  title  to  the  premises  is 
disputed,  and  tbe  facts  do  not  show  that  the  dam- 
aae  would  be  Irreparable.  Schoonover  v.  Bright, 
«W.Va.4DII. 

An  hijunction  will  not  be  issued,  in  a  suit  by  the 
toiaed  States  to  annul  a  railroad  land  grant,  to 
prevent  the  cutting  of  timber  on  the  land  in  dis- 
28L.R.A. 


pute  prior  to  a  Judgment  of  forfeiture,  if  the  plead- 
ings in  the  case  set  out  facts  which,  if  proved,  will 
sustain  the  title  in  the  railroad  company.  United 
States  V.  Southern  Pac.  R.  Go.  5ft  Fed.  Rep.  ftOA. 

But  it  has  been  said  that  where  a  person  in  pos- 
session seeks  to  restrain  one  who  claims  by  an  ad- 
verse title,  the  tendency  is  to  grant  an  injunction, 
at  least  if  the  acts  done  either  constitute  or  tend 
to  constitute  a  destruction  of  tbe  estate.  Lowndes 
V.  Bettle,  88  L.  J.  Ch.  451^ 

It  has  been  held  that  a  defendant  in  possession 
under  color  of  title  will  not  be  disturbed. 

A  defendant  having  color  of  title  to  the  property' 
and  being  In  possession  will  not  hQ  enjoined  from 
cutting  timber  therefrom  pending  an  action  to  try 
the  tiUa    Sbreve  v.  Black,  4  N.  J.  Bq.  177. 

Defendants  will  not  he  restrained  from  cutting 
timber  pending  a  suit  to  try  the  title,  if  their  an- 
swer shows  that  the  title  has  been  in  litigation  for 
nuiny  years,  and  that  they  have  maintained  their 
right  to  the  property  during  all  that  time.  Cor- 
nelius V.  Post,  9  N.  J.  Eq.  198. 

The  injunction  will  not  be  granted  if  the  defend- 
ant is  in  possession  claiming  exclusive  title  and 
was  in  the  actual  possession  at  the  time  that  plain- 
tilf  acquired  his  right.  Powers  v.  Heery,  R.  M. 
Charlt.  (Ga.)  628. 

Prevtntino  vsaste  pending  litigation. 

Some  of  the  cases  have,  however,  manifested  a 
tendency  to  impound  tbe  subject-matter  of  a  litiga- 
tion and  preserve  it  in  statu  quo  whenever  such 
reUef  has  been  asked. 

If  tbe  title  Is  in  dispute  equity  may,  in  its  discre- 
tion, enjoin  the  cutting  of  timber  upon  the  prem- 
ises until  the  question  of  title  has  been  settled. 
Griffith  V.  HiUlard,  64  Vt.  018. 

It  is  not  necessary  that  the  legal  title  should  be 
established  before  the  aid  of  equity  is  sought,  but 
if  the  bill  sets  out  that  an  action  has  been,  or  is 
about  to  be.  Instituted  for  the  purpose  of  estab- 
lishing the  title,  an  injunction  may  be  issued  to 
preserve  the  subject^nmtter  of  the  action.  Oause 
V.  Perkhis,  66  N.  C.  177, 69  Am.  Dec.  788. 

The  injunction  will  be  granted  to  preserve  the 
estate  pending  a  suit  to  try  the  title.  Shubrick  v. 
Guerard,  2  Desauss.  Eq.  616. 

Where  there  is  a  controversy  pending  in  equity 
involving  the  title  to  land,  an  injunction  may  be 
firranted  to  restrain  the  conmiission  of  waste  pond- 
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firmly  settled  that  injunctiona  will  be  grant- 
ed to  restrain  trespasses  under  certain  condi- 
tions. The  inadequac^r  of  the  legal  remedy 
is  the  foundation  and  indispensable  prereq- 
uisite for  the  interposition  of  chancery  in 
such  matters  for  the  obvious  reason  that  a 
legal  remedy  has  been  devised  to  redress  such 
wroncs,  and  so  long  as  the  law  provides  an 
adequate  remedy,  equity  has  no  right  to  in- 
terfere. The  general  rule,  as  has  often  been 
stated,  is  that  in  order  to  ^ive  the  court  of 
equity  jurisdiction  to  enjoin  torts  to  prop- 
erty, two  conditions  must  concur:  First, 
the  complainant's  title  must  be  admitted,  or 
be  established  by  a  le^al  adjudication ;  and, 
second,  the  threatened  injury  must  be  of  such 
a  nature  as  will  cause  irreparable  damage, 
not  susceptible  of  complete  pecuniary  com- 
pensation. The  courts  have  generally  ac- 
cepted the  statiOment  of  the  rule  here  given  as 
correct,  although  they  have  encountered  con- 
siderable difficulty  in  its  application  to  the 
facts  of  the  various  cases  that  have  arisen  out 
of  the  complication  of  human  transactions. 
Jerome  v.  iSoM,  7  Johns.  Ch.  316,  2  L.  ed. 
305,  11  Am.  Dec.  484 ;  Gauw  v.  Perkins,  66 
N.  C.  177,  69  Am.  Dec.  728;  McMillan  v. 
Ferrell,  7  W.  Va.  228 ;  Gitizene  Coach  Co,  v. 
Camden  Horse  R.  Co,  29  N.  J.  Eq.  299; 
Eehdkamp  v.  Schroder,  45  Mo.  505;  Hamil- 
ton V.  Ely,  4  Gill,  84;  Catching  v.  Terrell, 
10  Ga.  576;  Frederick  v.  Qroslion\  30  Md. 
436 ;  Indian  Biver  8.  B,  Co,  v.  East  Coast 
Tramp,  Co,  28  Fla.  387.  To  authorize  the 
issuance  of  the  writ  of  injunction  by  a  court 
of  chancery  the  injury  threatened  must  be  of 
such  a  peculiar  nature  that  compensation  in 
money  cannot  atone  for  it.     The  view  ex- 


pressed by  Chancellor  Kent  is,  that  **  it  must 
be  a  strong  and  peculiar  case  of  trespass,  go- 
ing to  the  destruction  of  the  inheritance,  or 
where  the  mischief  is  remediless,  to  entitle 
the  party  to  the  interference  of  this  court  by 
injunction.^'  Jerome  v.  Bdss,  supra.  In  one 
case  of  cutting  timber  where  the  petition  al- 
leged that  the  defendants  were  continuing 
the  trespass  with  a  view  to  carrying  away 
the  timber,  and  that  they  intenaed,  if  not 
restrained,  to  take  and  carry  away  the  timber 
(converted  into  cord  wood)  from  the  prem- 
ises, and  so  dispose  of  it  as  to  put  it  beyond 
the  reach  of  petitioners,  the  court  in  holding 
this  not  to  be  sufficient,  said :  "*  We  do  not 
say  that  there  may  not  be  cases  where  the 
legal  remedy  would  be  incomplete,  and  in 
which  an  injunction  might  properly  issue. 
For  instance,  as  above  suggested,  the  defend- 
ants might  be  entirely  insolvent ;  the  trespass 
mi^ht  grow  into  a  nuisance  or  waste ;  num- 
berless suits  might  have  to  be  brought,  in 
order  to  make  the  remedy  complete ;  the  tres- 
pass might  be  by  a  party  occupying  a  fidu- 
ciary relation ;  or  the  injury  of  such  a  char- 
acter that  the  loss  would  be  irreparable,  and 
not  be  compensated  in  dollars  and  cents ;  and 
in  any  such,  or  similar  cases,  an  injunction 
might  be  proper."  CowUs  v.  Shuw,  2  Iowa, 
496.  It  is  apparent  that  quite  a  field  for  the 
exercise  of  chancery  powers  is  here  opened 
up,  and  many  cases  show  that  this  court  has 
extended  its  jurisdiction  in  the  directions 
indicated.  It  is  said  that  a  more  liberal 
practice  prevails  now  in  granting  injunctions 
than  obtained  formerly.  But  the  rule  seems 
to  have  been  adhered  to,  however,  in  the 
cases,  that  a  clear  case  of  the  inadequacy  of 


\xig  the  RUlt  for  the  preservation  of  tbe  estate. 
Green  v.  Keen,  4  Md.  98. 

An  injunction  is  proper  to  preserve  the  estate 
for  the  benefit  of  those  ultimately  entltJed  to  It. 
Fulton  V.  Harman,  44  Md.  251. 

Complainants  in  poesesslon  may,  pending  pro- 
ceedings to  determine  the  validity  of  an  alleged 
title  claimed  by  defendants,  who  are  unable  to  re- 
spond in  damages  for  the  trespasses  committed, 
restrain  the  stripping  of  the  land  of  its  timber 
which  constitutes  its  chief  value.  Sullivan  v. 
Babb,  86  Ala.  4S8. 

Where  trees  standing  in  a  lane  were  alleged  by 
plaintilf  to  belong  to  his  estate  and  to  be  extremely 
ornamental  to  the  mansion  house  and  park,  and 
defendant  claimed  that  the  trees  were  standmg  on 
a  part  of  the  waste  of  a  manor  of  which  he  was  the 
lord,  the  injunction  was  granted  to  preserve  the 
property  until  the  title  could  be  determined  at  law. 
Kinder  v.  Jones,  17  Ves.  Jr.  109. 

Where  complainants  and  those  under  whom  they 
claim  had  been  in  poesesslon  for  many  years  de- 
fendants, who  were  pecuniarily  irresponsible,  were 
enjoined  from  selling  off  from  the  premises  wood 
and  timber  which  constituted  their  chief  value, 
although  defendant  had  brought  an  action  of 
ejectment  to  try  the  title  to  the  property.  Piper 
v.  Piper,  88  N.J.  Eq.  81. 

In  Duvall  v.  Waters,  1  Bland,  Ch.  689, 18  Am.  Dec. 
860,  the  chancellor  says  that  it  is  general  practice 
in  Maryland  to  restrain  a  defendant  in  possession 
from  committing  waste  by  cutting  timber  pend- 
ing an  action  at  law  to  establish  the  title. 

But  in  Hamilton  v.  Ely,  4  Gill,  84,  it  is  said  that 
it  is  not  the  established  chancery  doctrine  to  re- 
strain tbe  repetition  of  a  mere  trespass  pending  an 
action  to  try  title. 
82  L.  R.A. 


And  in  another  Maryland  case  in  which  the  ques- 
tion was  not  as  to  tbe^cutting  of  timber,  it  was  de- 
cided that  an  liUunctlon  will  not  lie  to  restrain  the 
commission  of  a  mere  trespass  pending  proceed- 
ings at  law  to  try  the  right,  except  in  cases  of  ir- 
reparable mischief,  or  to  prevent  a  multiplicity  of 
suits,  or  where  peculiar  circumstances  imperative- 
ly demand  such  a  conservative  remedy.  Amelung 
V.  Seekamp,  9  Gill  &  J.  468. 

If  both  parties  claim  title,  both  may  be  restrained 
from  Interfering  with  the  land  pending  tbe  settle- 
ment of  the  adverse  claim.  Johnson  v.  Hall,  88 
Ga.28L 

Incase  of  an  application  for  an  injunction  against 
Interference  with  the  property  on  a  mining  claim, 
in  which  the  Issuance  of  the  Injunction  was  re- 
sisted on  the  ground  that  the  title  was  in  dispute,, 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  said:  ^*It 
is  now  common  practice,  in  cases  where  irrepara- 
ble injury  Is  being  done  or  threatened,  going  to  the 
destruction  of  the  substance  of  the  estate,  such  as 
the  cutting  down  of  timber,  to  exercise  the  author- 
ity of  the  court  to  preserve  the  property  troxn  de- 
struction, although  the  title  is  In  litigation.*^  Er- 
hardt  v.  Boaro,  118  U.  S.  637,  28  L.  ed.  1110. 

And  the  same  doctrine  is  announced  in  a  case 
where  the  alleged  trespass  was  the  placing  of 
buildings  on  the  property,  the  oourt  deolarlnir  that 
in  cases  where  tbe  title  is  in  dispute,  a  stronger  and 
clearer  case  of  irreparable  mischief  must  be  pre- 
sented than  where  the  title  is  undisputed.  IieRoy 
V.Wright,  4  Sawy.  680. 

In  Wood  V.  Braxton.  64  Fed.  Rep.  100&.  it  la  said 
that  the  Jurisdiction  of  equity  by  way  of  injunction 
to  prevent  the  cutting  of  timber  is  of  oompara- 
tivelyrecent  origin,  but  that  it  is  now  fully  recog- 
nized and  well  established,  and  that  if  the  nature 
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the' legal  Temedy  must  be  shown  in  order  to 
justify  the  interposition  of  the  court  of  chan- 
cery by  the  harsh  remedy  of  injunction. 

The  trespasses  alleged,  in  the  bill  under 
consideration  consist  m  entering  the  land  of 
complainants  and  boxing  trees  for  the  pro- 
duction of  turpentine.  These  trespasses  arc 
alleged  to  be  continuous  and  frequent,  and 
that  the  defendants  reside  in  the  state  of  Ala- 
bama and  have  no  property  in  this  state ; 
also,  unless  the  said  defendants  be  restrained 
from  their  repeated  and  innumerable  tres- 
passes, complainants  were  remediless  save 
by  repeated,  vexatious,  and  multiplied  suits 
which  would  be  fruitless  in  this  state  because 
of  the  alleged  want  of  property  in  this  juris- 
diction by  the  respondents.  The  answer  pos- 
itively denies  the  allegation  in  the  bill  that 
respondents  were  not  possessed  of  any  prop- 
erty in  this  state^  and  it  is  alleged  that 
Carney,  who  is  the  only  person  asserting  any 
claim  to  th^  land,  owns  at  least  six  thousand 
acres  in  Escambia  county,  Florida.  It  seems 
that  a  suit  for  damages  in  reference  to  the 
subject-matter  of  this  proceeding  and  between 
the  same  parties,  is  pending  in  Escambia 
county,  Alabama.  No  effort  was  made  on 
the  part  of  appellees  to  establish  the  alle- 
gation that  appellants  were  not  possessed  of 
any  property  in  Florida,  but  the  showing 
made  by  the  latter  is  clear  that  Carney  at 
the  time  of  filing  the  bill  was  possessed  of 
considerable  real  property  situated  in  Es- 
cambia county,  Florida,  amounting  to  at 
least  six  thousand  acres.  Insolvency  Is  an 
element  in  determining  whether  or  not  the 
court  should  act  in  granting  an  injunction 
in  a  case.  In  GaiL9e  v.  Perkins,  supra,  it  is 
said  that  the  ^  injury  must  be  of  a  peculiar 
nature,  so  that  compensation  in  money  can- 
not atone  for  it ;  where  from  its  nature  it 
n»y  he  thus  atoned  for,  if  in  the  particular 
case  the  party  be  insolvent,  and  on  that  ac- 
count unable  to  atone  for  it,  it  will  be  con- 


sidered irreparable."  ■  And  in  many  of  the 
cases  where  injunctions  have  been  granted  to- 
restrain  trespasses  the  insolvency  of  the  tres- 
passer has  been  an  important  element.  Our 
court  has  said  that  insolvency  alone  of  the 
defendant  will  not  be  sufficient  to  authorize 
an  injunction.  Pensacola  d  O.  R.  Co.  v. 
Sjyratt,  IS  Fla.  26,  91  Am.  Dec.  747.  Under 
the  proof  in  the  record  before  us  insolvency 
cannot  be  claimed  in  support  of  the  decree. 
The  showing  is  that  one  of  the  respondents, 
and  who  is  the  real  party  in  interest  in  the- 
subject-matter  of  this  suit,  owns  considerable- 
property  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court, 
and  liable  to  any  judgment  for  damages  that 
may  be  recovered  against  him. 

In  cases  of  repeated  trespasses  where  it  is- 
necessary  to  quiet  a  rightful  admitted  or  es- 
tablished possession,  chancery  has  often  in- 
terposed to  prevent  a  multiplicity  of  suits, 
although  there  may  be  a  remedy  at  law,  and 
this  is  a  well -recognized  head  of  chancery 
jurisdiction  when  a  proper  case  is  presented. 
The  court  will  not,  however,  grant  an  in- 
junction against  one  person  merely  because 
he  is  guilty  of  repeated  trespasses  where  the 
legal  remedy  affords  an- adequate  and  com- 
plete redress  in  damages.  The  rule,  as  stated 
by  many  decisions,  is,  that  to  justify  the 
interference  of  a  court  of  equity  in  cases  of 
trespass  in  order  to  avoid  a  multiplicity  of 
suits,  there  must  be  several  persons  contro- 
verting the  same  right,  and  each  standing 
upon  his  own  claim  or  pretension.  Jerome 
V.  Bass,  supra;  Haie/ier  v.  Hampton,  7  Ga. 
49 ;  Nicodemus  v.  Nicodeinus,  41  Md.  529 ; 
Thorn  v.  Sweeney,  12  Nev.  251 ;  J^hn  A, 
Eoebling  Sans'  Go.  v.  First  Nat.  Bank  of 
Bicfimand,  30  Fed.  Rep.  744;  High,  Inj. 
§700. 

The  bill  is  filed  against  Carney  and  two 
others  alleged  to  be  his  foremen.  Carney  is- 
the  only  person  who  is  making  any  claim 
to  the  land  as  against  appellees,  and  is  the 


of  the  injury  goes  to  the  substance  of  the  estate, 
eqatty  will  fnterf ore  wttbout  regard  to  the  question 
of  the  fnwlveocy  of  the  defendant,  and  tliat  this 
ioterfereooe  may  take  place  to  preserve  the  estate 
iatMst  pending  an  appeal  to  a  higher  court  from  a 
Judgment  settilng  the  title  in  one  of  the  adverse 


Bot  other  courts  have  held  that— 

llie  mera  fact  that  an  ejectment  suit  is  pending 
forpowciiion  of  the  land  is  not  sufficient  to  wai^ 
not  tbe  court  in  enjoining  defendant  from  cutting 
the  timber  and  removing  it  from  the  land  pending 
nidi  suit   Goz  v.  DouglasB,  £0  W.  Y  a.  176. 

8o  theeotting  of  the  timber  will  noi  l)e  restrained 
pending  a  suit  to  establish  the  title,  if  the  cutting 
it  an  ordinary  uee  of  the  property  and  there  is 
ootfaing  to  show  that  a  money  consideration  will 
not  gire  an  adequate  compensation  for  all  the 
dunage  suffered  by  the  prevailing  paity.  John  L. 
Boper  Lumber  Co.  v.  Wallace,  08  N.  a  82;  Lewis  v. 
John  L.  Boper  Lumber  Go.  98  N.  C.  IL 

ProeeedfngB  in  equity  cannot  be  maintained  for 
tbe  porpose  of  settling  the  question  of  the  title  to 
tbe  land.   Watson  v.  F^rrelU  94  W.  Ya.  400. 

SUA^ttory  |>roni0fofw. 

Joriidietion  over  trespass  is  given  in  certain  cases 
by  tbe  Georgia  Code.  Powell  v.  Cheshire,  7D  Ga.  857. 

Under  the  North  Carolina  Act  of  188&,  chap.  401, 
itiBnotnecenary  to  allege  insolvency  in  case  of 


the  cutting  or  destruction  of  timber  trees.    John 
L.  Boper  Lumber  Go.  v.  Wallace,  swpra. 

Cutting  timber  on  public  land  is  waste,  within 
the  Washington  Code,  B  068,  which  provides  that 
where  there  are  opposing  claimants  to  public  land, 
and  one  is  threatening  to  conunit  on  such  land 
waste  which  tends  materially  to  lessen  the  value  of 
the  inheritance,  and  which  cannot  be  compensated 
by  damages,  he  may  be  enjoined  therefrom.  Ar- 
ment  v.  Hensel,  6  Wash.  152. 

AUeoatUm  of  irrepaa-able  injury  not  sufficient. 

Some  of  the  courts  have  held  that  it  is  not  suffi- 
cient for  the  bill  to  simply  allege  that  the  injury 
would  be  irreparable,  but  facts  must  be  stated 
which  will  show  that  such  will  be  the  case.  Thomp- 
son V.  WUliams,  64  N.  C.  176;  Bogey  v.  Shute,  64  N. 
C.180. 

The  facts  constituting  the  irreparable  Injury 
must  be  set  out.  Schoonover  v.  Bright,  24  W.  Ya^ 
666;  Watson  v.  Eerrell,  84  W.  Ya.  406. 

Interference  with  eontmct  rlghis. 
The  vendors  who  have  sold  property  may  be  en^ 
Joined  from  stripping  the  timber  therefrom  at  the 
suit  of  the  vendee.    Smithes  App.  69  Pa.  479. 

One  who  has  purchased  the  timber  on  a  tract  of 
land  may  enjoin  a  subsequent  purchaser  of  the 
land  with  notice  of  his  rights  from  cutting  and  re- 
moving the  timber.  Grass  Lumber  Co.  v.  Leitner 
(Ga.)  July  24, 1«».  H.  P.  F, 
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sole  moving  agency  in  the  alleged  invasion 
of  their  rights.  The  other  persons  named 
are  simply  agents  and  servants,  and  they  do 
not  assert  any  claim  to  the  land.  What  they 
do  is  for  Carney  and  in  his  name,  and  the 
controversy  in  reference  to  the  land  is  solely 
between  appellees  and  appellant  Carney. 
According  to  the  rule  just  stated,  there  would 
be  no  occasion  for  the  interference  of  chan- 
cery on  account  of  the  multiplicity  of  suits 
between  the  parties.  But  in  addition  to  the 
rule  mentioned,  it  seems  to  be  clearly  settled 
that  whenever  the  complainant's  title  is  dis- 
puted a  court  of  equity  will  not  interfere  by 
injunction,  or  make  perpetual  an  injunction 
already  granted,  on  the  ground  of  a  multi- 
plicity of  suits,  until  he  has  procured  his 
title  to  be  established  by  a  successful  trial 
at  law.  The  ground  upon  which  this  action 
is  based  is  because  as  a  general  thing  courts 
of  equity  do  not  try  disputed  legal  titles  to 
land.  1  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  §  252 ;  P^yer  v.  Des 
IHaines,  128  111.  Ill ;  Carlisle  v.  Cooper,  21 
N.  J.  Eq.  576;  Irwin  v.  Davidson,  38  N. 
O.  811 :  fkvro  v.  Pmsaeola  Citv  Co,  19  Fla. 
766.  The  answer  shows  that  the  title  of  ap- 
pellees was  disputed,  and  an  examination  of 
the  testimony  in  the  record  does  not  dispel 
the  presence  of  a  serious  issue  between  the 
parties  as  to  the  le^al  title  to  the  land  in 
question.  In  any  view  we  take  of  the  case 
there  is  nothing  to  help  the  final  decree  in 
favor  of  appellees  on  the  ground  of  the  right 
of  the  court  to  interfere  on  account  of  a  mul- 
tiplicity of  suite. 

But  can  the  decree  in  favor  of  appellees 
making  the  injunction  perpetual  be  sup- 
ported on  the  ground  that  appellants  were 
committing  an  irreparable  injury  within  the 
meaning  of  the  rule  already  stated?  It  is 
safe  to  say  that  even  in  cases  of  the  destruc- 
tion of  timber  by  cutting  and  removing  it 
from  the  land,  it  is  not  sufficient  in  order  to 
obtain  an  injunction  to  simply  allege  that 
such  cutting  and  removal  amount  to  irrepar- 
able injury  to  the  land,  and  a  great  damage 
and  loss  to  the  owner.  In  addition,  it  must 
appear  that  the  trees  are  of  such  peculiar 
value  and  importance  to  the  estate  as  that 
their  destruction  or  injury  will  so  affect  the 
uses  and  purposes  for  which  it  is  designed 
as  to  make  their  loss  an  irreparable  injury 
to  the  owner.  If  adequate  compensation  can 
be  made  in  money,  the  remedy  is  at  law.  In 
Green  v.  Keen,  4  Md.  98,  the  allegation  as 
to  the  trespass  was,  in  substance,  that  the 
defendant  had  entered  upon  the  premises 
mentioned  and  had  felled  timber  trees  and 
other  trees  standing  upon  the  land,  and  com- 
mitted other  and  further  waste  thereon  by 
drjving  wagons  and  other  vehicles  over  the 
same,  and  luid  threatened  to  fell  other  timber 
trees  on  the  land  to  ite  irreparable  injury 
and  to  the  great  damage  and  loss  of  com- 
plainant. This  was  held  not  sufficient  to 
authorize  an  injunction. 

It  was  alleged  in  Shipley  v.  Bitter,  7  Md. 
408,  61  Am.  Dec.  871,  that  complainant's 
home,  consisting  of  two  hundred  and  forty 
acres,  had  on  a  part  of  it  timber  consisting 
of  oak,  chestnut,  hickory,  and  other  growth 
common  to  the  country,  and  that  It  was 
"  particularly  valuable  and  desirable  to  com- 
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plainant  as  timber  land,  so  much  so  that  it 
would  be  and  is  attended  with  irreparable 
injury  for  the  same  to  be  cut  down  and  de- 
stroyed, or  converted  into  pasture  or  waste 
land ;  that  a*  portion  of  said  timber  land,  and 
the  portion  which  is  in  part  the  subject  of 
the  waste  and  destruction  hereinafter  com- 
plained of,  is  so  situated  in  reference  to  com- 
plainant's house  and  outbuildings  that  it 
affords  them  protection  and  shelter  from  the 
severity  of  the  seasons  of  summer  and  winter, 
besides  being  ornamental,  and  that  on  these 
accounte  also  the  waste  and  destruction  here- 
inafter set  forth  and  complained  of  is  attended 
with  and  is  an  irreparable  injury  to  com- 
plainant." The  trespass  of  entering  upon 
and  destroying  the  timber  by  defendants  was 
also  alleged.  The  same  court  held  this  bill 
to  be  sufficient  for  an  inlunction.  The  prin- 
ciple applied  here  is  this — the  trespass  com- 
plained of  went  to  the  destruction  of  that 
which  was  essential  to  the  value  of  the  es- 
tate, and  to  the  destruction  of  the  estate  it- 
self, in  the  character  in  which  it  had  been 
enjoyed.  When  such  an  injury  is  inflicted 
it  IS  irreparable,  in  the  meaning  of  the  rule, 
and  cannot  be  compensated  by  the  legal  rem 
edy,  and  hence  a  court  of  chancery,  ever 
ready  to  prevent  an  injustice,  steps  forward 
with  its  restraining  power  to  prevent  the 
threatened  injury.  The  character  of  the  in- 
jury as  being  capable  of  compensation,  or 
such  as  is  irreparable  in  ite  nature,  is  the 
distinguishing  feature  in  deteimining  the 
jurisdiction  of  chancery  in  such  cases.  West 
V.  Walker,  3  N.  J.  Eq.  279;  Thompson  v. 
WiUiams,  64  N.  C.  176 ;  POti^ll  v.  Ba^oUngs, 
38  Md.  289 :  Thatcher  v.  HumbU,  67  Ind.  444  ; 
Hateher  v.  Hampton,  supra;  Thomas  v.  James, 
82  Ala.  728 ;  Hillmnn  v.  Hurley,  82  Ky.  626. 
The  avermente  of  the  bill  in  Oanse  v.  Ber- 
kins,  to  which  reference  has  already  been 
made,  were  that  most  of  the  land  was  fit  for 
little  else  than  the  production  of  turpentine, 
staves,  and  timber,  and  that  defenoant  had 
entered  upon  the  land  by  his  agente  and 
servante  and  boxed  some  25,000  trees  for  pro- 
ducing turpentine,  and  had  carried  on  the 
business  of  making  turpentine  on  this  land 
and  carrying  it  off  and  selling  the  same  in 
large  quantities.  Further,  that  he  was  over- 
working the  trees,  and  in  a  few  years  they 
would  oe  worn  out,  useless,  and  unfit  for 
making  turpentine,  and  defendant  was  at  the 
time  of  filing  the  bill  engaged  in  committing 
other  wastes,  spoil,  and  destruction  upon  the 
laud,  and  was  thus  doing  an  irreparable  in- 
jury to  the  land  and  would  render  the  same 
utterly  useless  and  valueless  unless  he  was 
restrained  by  injunction.  The  court  decided 
in  this  case  that  the  boxing  of  pine  trees  for 
turpentine,  and  working  them  for  such  pur- 
pose, was  not  destruction,  and  that  the  court 
could  not  see  that  the  injury  would  be  ir- 
reparable unless  it  was  shown  that  the  de- 
fendant was  insolvent,  and,  on  that  account, 
unable  to  atone  for  any  injury  that  he  might 
do  the  complainant.  In  another  case.  Beiiv. 
CJiadwiek,  71  N.  C.  829,  where  an  injunction 
against  working  pine  trees  for  turpentine 
was  sought,  the  court  said :  **  It  should  be 
a  very  clear  case  of  trespass,  and  irreparable 
mischief,  to  justify  a  court  in  crippling  the 


Morton  v.  New  York. 


^1 


icdastiy  of  the  country  and  preventing  the 
full  development  of  our  resources."  As  was 
said  in  a  still  later  case,  MeCormiek  v.  yiron, 
83  N.  C.  113,  the  decisions  in  that  state  were 
placed  upon  the  ground  of  justice  to  the  party 
«ou2ht  to  be  enjoined,  and  in  obedience  to 

{mblic  policy,  which  favors  the  use  to  which 
ands  are  adapted  as  means  of  developing  the 
resources  of  the  country.  We  have  been  un- 
able to  find  any  case  holding  that  the  simple 
working  of  pine  trees  for  turpentine  in  the 
customary  manner  was  irreparable  injury,  t> 
prevent  which  a  court  of  equity  would  grant 
an  injunction.  In  Stevens  v.  Beekman,  1 
Johns.  Ch.  318,  1  L.  ed.  155,  the  allegation, 
in  eifect,  was  Uiat  defendant  had  entered  the 
premises,  cut  down  and  taken  away  timber, 
and  that  the  part  of  the  land  on  which  such 
waste  was  committed,  was  principally,  if 
not  exclusive ly,  valuable  on  account  of  the 
timber.  This  was  held  insufficient  to  sustain 
the  injunction.  So  far  as  the  loss  of  the 
turpentine  is  concerned,  or  damage  to  the 
trees  in  the  production  of  turpentine,  the 
bill  entirely  rails  to  exhibit  a  case  of  irrep- 
arable injury.  It  is  made  to  appear  that  the 
trees  are  valueless  except  for  turpentine  and 
timber,  and  without  them  in  a  condition 
to  produce  turpentine  and  timber  the  land 
would  be  of  little  value ;  also  that  appellees 
■were  being  deprived  of  the  turpentine  by  rea- 
»n  of  the  acts  of  appellants.   It  does  not  ap- 


pear from  this  that  the  working  of  the  trees 
for  turpentine  will  be  a  destructibn  of  them, 
nor  does  it  appear  that  the  alleged  Injury  is 
of  such  a  nature  as  that  it  cannot  be  fully 
compensated  in  damages.  There  is  an  alle- 
gation in  connection  with  the  above,  that 
the  extraction  of  the  turpentine  from  the  trees 
greatly  lessens  their  value  as  timber  produc- 
ing trees,  but  here  again  there  is  an  absence 
of  any  clear  showing  that  the  injury  result- 
ing from  the  source  amounts  to  a  destruction 
of  the  estate,  or  is  such  as  cannot  be  fully 
atoned  for  in  money,  and  that  a  recovery  for 
the  damage  done  to  the  trees  as  timl^r  in 
working  them  for  turpentine  would  not  be 
full  and  adequate  for  all  the  injury  sustained. 
There  is  no  special  allegation  of  damaffe 
showing  that  pecuniary  compensation  will 
not  compensate  for  all  the  loss. 

The  court  we  think  was  in  error  in  n6t 
dissolving  the  injunction  on  final  hearing, 
without  reference  to  the  question  of  appel- 
lees' title.  The  answer  denied  the  title  and 
possession  of  appellees,  and  on  the  proof  it 
is  contended  by  appellants  that  the  court 
should  have  refused  relief  on  the  ground  of 
want  of  title  in  appellees.  What  we  have 
said  disposes  of  the  case,  and  we  need  not 
discuss  the  question  of  title. 

The  decree  of  the  court  thtntld  be  reversed  and 
it  is  so  ordered. 
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Mayor,  etc,  of  NEW  YORK,  AppU, 

a40  N.  Y.  207.) 

1.  The  IflgUbKttTe  authority  which  wlU 
■halt«r  an  aetnml  aolMuioe  miist  be 

PilHWy  or  a  dear  and  unqaestfonable  impli- 
catioo  from  powers  oonf erred,  certain  and  un- 
amblgaooB,  and  such  as  to  show  that  the  leglsla- 
tare  must  have  intended  and  contemplated  the 
dofnir  of  the  very  act  in  question. 
8.  The  riffat  of  a  eity  to  bidld  a  piamp- 
iag  statioa  for  waterworks  on  its  own 
lead  eo  near  the  premieee  of  a  private 
owner  that  baildiDgsisabBeqaently  erected  by 
him  win  be  made  antenaotable  by  the  noise  and 
Tibiatlon  of  the  pumpinir  machinery,  is  not 
<»iiferred,  even  if  the  legislature  has  power  to 
confer  it  wftbout  oompenaation  to  him,  by  a  gen- 
enrautbority  to  locate  necessary  structures  and 
nuchloery  for  the  waterworks. 

(November  88, 1898.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Geoeral  Term  of  the  Supreme  Court, 

50TB.— It  is  dear  that  ooorts  in  modem  cases 
t«Bd  oBore  and  more  to  the  protection  of  the  rights 
of  indiTidnals  as  against  the  public  evidently 
BiDdf ol  of  the  fact  that  the  public,  rather  than  a 
siaslelndlrldaal,  ought  to  bear  the  expense  or  loss 
^  acta  done  for  the  benefit  of  the  public.  While 
^  above  OMe  does  not  decide  that  the  legislature 
"Coald  not  anthorlae  a  nuisance  to  private  property 
28L.R.A. 


First  Department,  reversing  a  Judgment  of  the 
New  York  Circuit  in  their  favor  m  an  action 
brought  to  recover  damages  for  the  alleged 
depreciation  of  the  value  of  plaintiff's  prop- 
erty by  reason  of  the  operation  of  a  pumping 
station  by  defendants  on  adjoining  land. 
Affirmed, 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Charles  Blandy,  with  ifr.  WUUam 
H«  Clark*  for  appellants: 

The  pumping  station  in  question  was  erect- 
ed and  maintained  under  the  direct  authority 
and  sanction  of  the  legislature. 

Laws  1878,  chap.  886. 

The  plaintiff  was  bound  to  submit  gracious- 
ly to  his  inconvenience  and  damage,  because 
the  pumping  station  was  a  lawfm  structure 
engaged  in  doing  work  of  a  public  character 
and  for  the  public  good.  Damages  from  law- 
ful acts  cannot  usually  be  made  Ube  basis  of  an 
action. 

Weeks,  Damnum  Absque  Injuria,  §  8;  Bel- 
linger V.  New  York  Gent.  R,  Co.  28  IT.  Y.  42; 
RaddiffY,  Brooklyn,  4  N.  Y.  195,  58  Am.  Dec. 
857;  Graves  v.  Oiw.  2  HUl,  466;  Wilson  v. 
New  York  1  Denio,  595,  48  Am.  Dec.  719; 
Mills  V.  Brooklyn,  82  N,  Y.  489;  Henry  v. 

in  the  interest  of  the  public  without  compensation 
to  the  owner  of  such  property,  it  applies  a  strict 
rule  of  construction  to  the  claim  of  such  lecrisla- 
tlve  authority.  For  brief  reference  to  illustrations 
of  the  tendency  above  referred  to,  see  notes  to 
FoTster  v.  Scott  (N.  Y.)  18  L.  R.  A.  548,  and  Mem- 
phis &  C.  R.  Co.  V.  Birmlnffham,  8.  ft  T.  R.  B.  Ck>. 
(Ala.)  18  L.  B.  A.  168. 
16 
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PittOmrgh  <fe  A.  Bridge  Co.  8  Watte  &  S.  86; 
Monongahela  Nav.  Co.  v.  Coom,  6  Watts  &  S. 
101;  fU  Philadelphia  <fc  T.  R.  Co.  6  Whart. 
48,  86  Adl  Dec.  202. 

A  muDicipal  corporation,  acting  under  the 
authority  or  its  charter  or  of  the  general 
statute,  cannot  he  subjected  to  a  liability  for 
damages  arising  from  the  exercise  by  it  of  the 
authority  conferred,  so  long  as  the  authority 
is  properly  exercised,  and  not  exceeded,  unless 
a  statute  or  the  fundamental  law  expressly 
gives  a  right  to  such  damages. 

15  Am.  &  Ens.  Encyclop.  Law,  p.  1158; 
Badcliff  V.  Brooklyn,  supra;  Re  Furman 
Street,  17  Wend.  667;  Seifert  v.  Brooklyn,  101 
N.  Y.  136,  54  Am.  Rep.  664;  Kamnagh  ▼. 
Brooklyn,  88  Barb.  282;  WaddeU  v.  New  Fork, 
8  Barb.  95;  DaviB  v.  l/eu>  York,  14  N.  Y.  606. 
67  Am.  Dec.  186;  Cohen  v.  New  York,  4  L.  R. 
A.  406,  118  N.  Y.  586;  Fobes  v.  Rome,  W.  d 
0.  R.  Co.  8  L.  R.  A.  453,  121  N.Y.  505;  Bohan 
V.  Port  Jerm  Qas  Light  Co,  9  L.  R.  A.  711, 
122  N.  Y.  18;  Uline  v.  New  York  Cent.  S  H. 
R.  B.  Co.  101  N.  Y.  98,  58  Am.  Rep.  128,  noU, 
54  Am.  Rep.  621;  Conklin  Y.New  York,  0.  <fc 
W,  R.  Co.  102  N.  Y.  107;  Cooley.  Const. 
Lim.  5th  ed.  671. 

In  Atwater  y.  Canandaigva  Trustees,  124 
N.  Y.  602.  the  court  decided:  "No  liability 
resto  upon  the  village,  which  in  the  exercise  of 
iU  powers  conferred  by  statute  (Laws  154, 
chap.  852,  §  1),  constructed  a  coffer-dam  in  the 
channel  of  the  outlet  of  a  lake  for  the  purpose 
of  enabling  them  to  build  a  bridge  in  the  high- 
way across  the  outlet,  and  thereby  caused  the 
overflow  of  pasture  land  bordering  the  lake 
and  a  mile  distant  from  the  dam." 

Raddiff  v.  Brooklyn,  4  N.  Y.  195,  58  Am. 
Dec.  857;  BeUinger  v.  New  York  Cent,  R.  Co. 
28  N.  Y.  42;  MoyerY.  New  Ywk  Cent.  &  H. 
R.  R.  Co.  88  N.  Y.  851;  Vline  v.  New  York 
Cent.  &  K  R,  R.  Go,  supra;  Northern  Transp, 
Co.  of  Ohio  v.  Chicago,  99  U.  S.  685,  24  L.  ed. 
886;  Pumpelly  v.  Green  Bay  tSt  M,  Canal  Co.  80 
U.  8.  18  Wall.  166,  20  L.  ed.  557;  Paine  v. 
DMi,  5  L.  R.  A.  797,  116  N.  Y.  224;  Kane  v. 
New  York  Elev.  R.  Co.  11  L.  R.  A.  640,  126 
N.  Y.  166;  Waterloo  WooUn  Mfg  Co.  v.  man- 
ahan,  14  L.  R.  A.  481,  128  N.  Y.  845;  SiMy 
Mfg.  Co,  v.  /State,  104  N.  Y.  562;  Reaford  v. 
Knight,  11  N.  Y.  813;  American  Bank  Note 
Co.  V.  New  York  Elev,  R.  Co.  129  N.  Y.  252; 
Benner  v.  Ailaniie  Dredging  Go.  17  L.  R  A. 
220,  134  N.  Y.  156;  Hudson  River  Teleph,  Co, 
V.  WaterUiet  Tump.  <k  R.  Co,  17  L.  R  A. 
674,  135  N.  Y.  398. 

Goolev  on  Constitutional  Limitations,  on 
page  678,  says:  "  So,  if  in  consequence  of  the 
construction  of  a  public  work  an  injury  oc- 
curs, but  the  work  was  constructed  upon  prop- 
er plan  and  without  negligence,  and  the  injury 
is  caused  by  accidental  circumstances,  the  in- 
jured party  cannot   demand  compensation." 

Sprague  v.  Worcester,  13  Gray,  193;  Brown  v. 
Cayuga  db  8.  R,  Co.  12  N.  Y.  486;  Pumpdlyj. 
Green  Bay  d  M.  Canal  Co.  supra;  Eaton  v.  Bos- 
Um,C.AM.  RCo,6\  N.  H.504, 12  Am.  Rep.  147. 

In  Rutt  v.  St.  Louis,  7  Fed.  Rep.  488,  cir- 
cuit court  of  Missouri,  1881,  where  a  state  au- 
thorized a  structure  protruding  into  a  navi- 
gable river  which  caused  plainuff's  land  to  be 
waslied  away,  it  was  held,  while  such  would 
be  considered  a  private  nuisance  if  done  by  a 
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private  citizen,  yet  where  such  a  structure  is 
authorized  by  the  state,  ite  own  citizens  must 
accept  the  legal  consequences. 

Northern  Transp,  Co.  of  Ohio  v.  Chicago,  99 
U.  8.  685,  24  L.  ed.  336;  Weeks,  Damnum 
Absque  Injuria,  §  8;  Raddiff  v.  Brooklyn,  4 
N.  Y.  195,  58  Am.  Dec.  857;  Imler  v.  Spring- 
field, 55  Mo.  125,  17  Am.  Rep.  645;  and  vari- 
ous other  cases;  Morrison  v.  Hinkson,  87  III. 
587,  29  Am.  Rep.  77;  Fort  Worth  v.  Crawford, 
64  Tex.  202,  63  Am.  Rep.  753;  DanieU  v. 
Keokuk  Waler  TForAw,  61  Iowa,  649;  Chicago 
V.  Taylor,  126  U.  8. 164,  31  L.  ed.  640. 

A  municipal  corporation  is  not  impliedly 
liable  to  an  action  for  damages  either  for  the 
nonexercise  of  or  for  the  manner  in  which  in 
good  faith  it  exercises  discretionary  powers  of 
a  public  or  legislative  character. 

Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  S  949;  Urguhart  v.  Ogdens- 
burg,  91  N.  Y.  67,  43  Am.  Rep.  666;  MiUs  v. 
Brooklyn,  32  N.  Y.  489;  Wilson  v.  New  Y&rk, 
1  Denio,  595,  43  Am.  Dec.  719;  Seifert  v. 
Brooklyn,  101  N.  Y.  136,  64  Am.  Rep.  664. 

Mr.  B.  P.  Tracy*  for  respondent: 

The  pumping  station,  erected  and  maintained 
by  the  defendant  upon  its  own  land,  was  a  nui- 
sance, specially  injurious  to  the  houses  and 
lots  of  the  plaintiff  adjoining  and  in  ita  imme- 
diate vicinity. 

Had  the  acts  complained  of  been  committed 
by  a  private  person,  his  liability  to  the  plaintiff 
for  the  injury  sustained  would  not  be  doubted, 

McKeon  v.  See,  51  N.Y.  800, 10  Am.  Rep.  659; 
Fishy,  Dodge,  4  Denio.  311,  47  Am.  Dec.  254; 
Tipping  v.  St.  Helen's  Smelt.  Co.  4  Best  &  S. 
608;  Bohan  v.  P&rt  Jertis  Gas  Light  Co.  9  L. 
R  A.  711, 122  N.  Y.  28. 

In  such  cases  it  is  not  necessary  to  allege  and 
prove  negligence. 

CogmteU  v.  New  York,  N,  H,  db  H,  R,  R.  Co. 
103  N.  Y.  10,  57  Am.  Rep.  701;  OampbdlY. 
Seaman,  68  N.  Y.  568,  20  Am.  Rep.  567;  Beeg 
V.  Licht,  80  N.  Y.  579,  86  Am.  Rep.  654;  Mc- 
Keon V.  See,  51  N.  Y.  806,  10  Ara.  Rep.  659; 
Baltimore  db  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Fifth  Baptist  Church, 
108  U.  8.  829,  27  L.  ed.  744;  Bo?ian  v.  PKfrt 
Jertis  Gas  Light  Co.  supra. 

The  fact  that  the  defendant  is  a  municipal 
corporation  does  not  relieve  it  from  liability. 

Noonan  v.  Albany,  79  N.  Y.  476,  85  Am. 
Rep.  540;  Bailey  v.  New  York,  8  Hill,  581.  88 
Am.  Dec.  669;  OHffin  v.  New  Ywk,  9  N,  Y. 
466.  61  Am.  Dec.  700. 

One  who  pleads  legislative  authority  for  par- 
ticular acts,  which  would  otherwise  be  a  nui- 
sance must  show  that  the  legislature  author- 
ized, in  express  terms,  or  by  clear  and  unques- 
tionable implication,  the  doing  of  the  very  acts 
complained  of;  or  that  the  statute  was  impera- 
tive and  could  not  be  executed  without  caus- 
inga  nuisance. 

IJniied  States  v.  Fisher,  6  U.  8.  2  Cranch. 
890,  2  L.  ed.  814;  CogsweUy.  New  York,  JV.  12. 
dtH.  R,  R,  Co.  108  N.  Y.  10.  57  Am.  Rep,  701; 
HiU  V.  Metropolitan  Asylum  Dist,  Managers, 
L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  Dlv.  438,  S.  C,  on  appeal,  6 
App.  Cas.  198;  Truman  v.  London,  B,  db  JS,  C. 
R.  Co.  L.  R.  26  Ch.  Div.  428;  Reg,  v.  Bradford 
Nav,  Co.  6  Best  &  8.  681;  AttyOen,  v.  Colney 
Hatch  Lunatic  Asylum,  L.  R  4Ch.  147;  Hook- 
er V.  New  Eaten  dt  if.  Co,  14  Conn.  146,  36 
Am.  Dec.  477,  16  Conn.  812. 

The  fact  that  the  plaintiff's  dwelling  houses 
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Trere  erected  after  the  pumping  station  was  in 
operation  is  immaterial. 

Wood,  Nuisance,  2d  ed.  §  520;  Com.  v. 
VpUm,  6  Gray,  473;  Campbell  v.  Seaman,  68 
X.  Y.  584,  20  Am.  Rep.  567;  Taylor  v.  Peo^, 
6  Park.  Crim.  Rep.  852;  Wier^9  App.  74  Pa. 
230;  Brady  v.  Weeks,  8  Barb.  157;  BarweU  ▼. 
Brooks,  1  L  T.  454. 

O'Brien,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 

court: 

The  municipal  authorities  of  the  city  of 
New  York  were  empowered  by  chapter  886 
of  the  Laws  of  1878  to  extend  and  enlarge  the 
distribution  of  Croton  water  throughout  the 
city,  and  for  that  purpose  to  raise  and  expend 
a  sum  of  money  not  to  exceed  $1,500,000. 
The  aathority  thus  conferred  is  to  be  found 
in  the  second  section  of  the  Act,  which  reads 
as  follows:  "The  commissioner  of  public 
works  of  the  city  of  New  York,  when  there- 
unto anUiorized  by  three- fourths  vote  of  all 
the  members  elected  to  the  common  council 
of  said  city,  to  be  approved  bv  the  mayor  of 
said  city,  is  hereby  authorized  to  expend  for 
materials  and  labor  and  other  services  in  such 
manner  as  the  said  commissioner  shall  deem 
for  the  best  interest  of  said  city,  in  laying 
pipes  to  extend  and  enlarge  the  distribution 
of  Ooton  water  throughout  the  city  of  New 
York,  including  the  two  new  wards,  and  to 
furnish  a  sufficient  supply  thereof  to  the  in- 
stitutions in  charge  of  the  department  of  pub- 
lic charities  and  correction,  located  on  Biack- 
weirs  island,  Ward*s  island  and  Randall's 
island,  and  in  laving  mains  and  erecting  or 
cc^nstmcting  such  structures  and  fixtures  as 
the  said  commissioner  of  publ  ic  works  may 
deem  necessary  to  deliver  said  water  at  higher 
levels  and  in  greater  quantities,  an  additional 
sum  not  exceeding  $1, 500. 000.  ^  The  common 
council  and  the  commissioner  of  public  works 
proceeded  to  execute  the  power  conferred  by 
this  act,  and  erected  upon  certain  lots  owned 
by  the  city  a  building,  in  which  were  placed 
pumping  engines,  tank,  and  other  fixtures, 
and  laia  the  necessary  mains  and  pipes  to 
connect  the  points  to  be  served  with  the 
worce  of  supply.  The  object  of  the  im- 
prurement  was  to  supply  water  at  higher 
elevations  to  the  portions  of  the  ciXj  built 
^41  high  ground.  The  pumping  station  was 
eoastructed  some  time  after  the  passage  of 
the  act,  and  in  the  year  1888  had  been  in 
operation  some  years.  About  this  time  there 
vu  erected  a  row  of  brick  dwelling  houses 
extending  from  the  west  wall  of  the  pump- 
ing station  westerly,  twelve  in  number, 
which,  on  the  13th  of  July,  1888,  were  all 
conveyed  to  the  plaintiff.  The  three  houses 
nearest  to  the  station  are  known  as  Nos.  116, 
11^  and  120 ;  the  first  having  been  built 
<']o6e  to  the  west  line  of  the  lot  upon  which 
the  stmctures  of  the  city  had  been  placed. 
The  injnry  for  which  the  plaintiff  com- 
plained was  that,  by  reason  of  the  operation 
of  the  pumps  and  machinery  in  the  station, 
the  noise  and  vibration  therefrom  greatly 
damaged  the  three  houses  next  adjoining, 
'raderiog  them  untenantable,  or  at  least 
gRatl^  aiminiahing  the  rental  value.  The 
vibration  and  noise  affected  the  three  houses 
is  proportion  to  tbelr  proximity  to  the  sta- 
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tion.  It  is  conceded  by  the  learned  counsel 
for  the  defendant  that  the  plaintiff  at  the 
trial  proved  that  the  three  houses  were  seri- 
ously affected  by  the  action  of  the  machinery 
in  use  in  the  pumpine  station,  and  that  the 
vibrations  ana  noise  therefrom  produced  act- 
ual pecuniary  loss  to  the  plaintiff.  There  is 
no  complaint  of  negligent  management  on 
the  part  of  the  municipal  authorities,  but 
the  plaintiff's  contention  is  that  he  was 
entitled  to  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  prop- 
erty which  ho  owned  free  from  such  annoy- 
ance or  loss.  On  the  other  hand,  the  defend- 
ant insists  that  it  is  not  liable  for  the  results 
of  the  injury,  for  the  reason  that  it  acted  in 
the  exercise  of  powers  for  public  purposes 
conferred  by  express  legislative  authority. 
These  positions  assumed*  by  the  respective 
parties  sufficiently  disclose  the  nature  of  the 
legal  question  involved.  The  defendant's 
position  was  sustained  by  the  trial  court,  and 
the  complaint  dismissed,  but  the  general  term 
has  reversed  the  judgment. 

The  defendant,  by  the  exercise  of  the  power 
of  eminent  domain,  could  have  taken  such 
portion  of  the  adjoining  property  as  would 
enable  it  to  conduct  its  operations  without 
damage  to  what  remained,  and  the  owner 
would  then  be  entitled  to  compensation.  It 
may  be  a  question  worthy  of  consideration 
whether,  upon  the  facts  disclosed,  the  de- 
fendant's acts  do  not  virtual Ijr  amount  to  a 
taking  without  any  compensation,  to  the  ex- 
tent of  the  damage  caused  ;  but  a  considera- 
tion of  this  feature  of'  the  case  is  rendered 
unnecessary  by  recent  decisions  of  this  court, 
which,  when  applied  to  the  facts  disclosed 
by  the  records,  fully  sustain  the  view  taken 
by  the  learned  general  term.  These  cases 
have  grafted  unon  the  principle  contended 
for  in  behalf  of  the  defendant^that  legal  li- 
ability in  damages  cannot  result  from  acts 
done  by  a  corporation  in  the  performance  of ' 
a  public  duty  by  express  legislative  author- 
ity, resulting  in  consequential  injury  to 
others,  and  which  as  between  individuals, 
would  be  regarded  as  a  nuisance — an  impor- 
tant limitation.  It  is  that  the  authority 
which  will  shelter  an  actual  nuisance  must 
be  express,  or  a  clear  and  unquestionable  im- 
plication from  powers  conferred,  certain  and 
unambiguous,  and  such  as  to  show  that  the 
legislature  must  have  intended  and  contem- 
plated the  doing  of  the  very  act  in  question. 
HiU  V.  New  York,  189  N.  Y.  495 ;  Bohari  v. 
F&rt  Jervis  Gas  Light  Co,  122  N.  Y.  18,  9  L. 
R.  A.  711 ;  CogmeU  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  A 
H.  R.  R  Co,  108  N.  Y.  10,  57  Am.  Rep. 
701. 

The  authorities  cited  show  that  this  quali- 
fication of  the  general  doctrine  is  founded  in 
reason  and  justice,  and  that  it  is  not  by  any 
means  a  new  principle.  It  only  remains  to 
point  out  its  application  to  this  case.  The 
legislature  undoubtedly  authorized  the  de- 
fendant to  construct  a  building,  and  to  place 
in  it  the  necessary  machinery  to  accomplish 
the  purpose  in  view.  But  that  is  not  the  act 
complained  of,  or  which  produced  the  injury 
to  the  plaintiff's  property.  The  wrong  con- 
sisted in  placing  the  building  and  machinery 
so  near  to  the  aaloining  property  as  to  inju- 
riously affect  it  by  the  noise  and  vibration. 
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The  city  has  a  rij^ht  to  build  upon  its  own 
land,  but  there  was  nothing  in  the  statute 
that  required  it  to  place  the  structure  where 
it  did.  It  could  perform  every  duty  imposed 
by  the  statute  by  building  the  pumping  sta- 
tion at  such  distance  from  the  adjoining 
houses  as  to  avoid  the  results  of  which  the 
plaintiff  justly  comulains.  If  it  was  not 
possible  or  practicable  to  do  that  upon  the 
land  that  the  defendant  owned,  then  more 
could  have  been  acquired  for  the  purpose. 
The  legislature  did  not  select  the  place  for 
the  station,  but  the  defendant  did.  A  gen- 
eral authority  to  raise  and  expend  money  for 
the  purpose  of  extending  ana  enlarging  the 
supply  of  water,  and  erecting  the  necessary 
structures  and  machinery  for  that  purpose, 
is  neither  an  express  nor  implied  authority 
to  construct  a  pumping  station  which  adjoins 
the  walls  of  another  house,  or  block  of  houses, 
in  such  manner  as  to  render  them  untenanta- 
ble by  the  noise  and  vibration.  It  was  en- 
tirely possible  to  execute  the  statute  without 
invading  the  property  rights  of  others.  (Gen- 
eral powers  for  the  accomplishment  of  a  gen- 
eral purpose  were  conferred  upop  the  defend- 
ant, but  no  express  or  implied  power  or 
authority  was  conferred  to  do  the  very  act 
complained  of,  nor  can  it  be  said  that  the  leg- 
islature contemplated  it.     It  is  quite  likely 


that  all  the  power  intended  to  be  conferred 
by  the  statute  was  to  enable  the  city  to  raise 
and  expend  the  monejr  for  the  purpose  indi- 
cated. Aside  from  this  power  the  cit^  prob- 
ably could,  if  it  had  the  means,  build  the 
station  under  existing  law,  and  without  any 
additional  legislation.  But,  however  that 
may  be,  it  cannot  be  said  that  the  legislature 
contemplated  the  selection  of  such  a  place  for 
the  station  that  the  operation  of  the  pumps 
and  machinery  would  inevitably  expose  pri- 
vate property  to  destruction  or  injury.  The 
language  of  Chief  Justice  Marshall  in  United 
States  V.  Fisher,  6  U.  S.  2  Cranch,  390,  2  L. 
ed.  814,  is  applicable:  ** Where  rights  are 
infringed,  where  fundamental  principles  are 
overthrown,  where  the  general  svstem  of  the 
laws  is  departed  from,  the  legislative  inten- 
tion must  be  expressed  with  irresistible  clear- 
ness to  induce  a  court  of  justice  to  suppose 
a  design  to  effect  such  objects."  It  is  plain, 
we  think,  that  the  specific  act  of  the  defend- 
ant which  resulted  in  the  injury  is  not  with- 
in the  express  words  of  the  statute,  or  any 
necessary  implication. 

The  order  appealed  from  should  therefore  be 
affirmed,  and  judgment  absolute  ordered  for 
the  plaintiff,  with  costs. 

All  concur. 
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Caroline  DAVENPORT,  AppL, 

V. 

George  GWILLIAM8. 

(188  Ind.  142.) 

The  general  langfnafl^  of  »  deed  with 
coTenaAtfl  auflleieiit  to  pass  the  estate 
of  the  grantor  la  not  limited  by  a  clause 
which  recites  that  it  is  intended  to  convey  abso- 
lutely all  the  interest  of  his  wife  who  is  named 
therein  as  one  ot  the  irraators  but  who  has  only 
an  inchoate  dower  interest  therein. 

(September  14, 1802.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Benton  County  in 
favor  of  defendant  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover possession  of  certain  real  estate  formerly 
owned  by  plaintiff's  deceased  husband,  who 
had  joined  with  his  former  wife  in  a  deed 
which  was  alleged  to  have  conveyed  only  her 
interest  in  the  property.    Affirmed, 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Edwin  P.  Hammond,  Matthew 
H.  Walker,  Oeorfi^e  H.  Gray  and  Wil- 
liam B.  Austin,  for  appellant: 

The  deed  to  Whaples,  as  shown  by  the 
instrument  itself  and  the  circumstances  sur- 
rounding its  execution,  was  plainly  intended 


to  convev  only  the  interest  of  the  wife,  Sarah, 
and,  as  she  had  only  an  inchoate  interest  as  the 
wife  of  Joseph,  the  deed  was  a  nullity  and 
passed  no  title  whatever. 

Attempted  conveyances  convey  nothing. 

Sharp  V.  Bailey,  14  Iowa,  887,  81  Am.  l>ec. 
489;  MaHin  v.  Dtoelly,  6  Wend.  9,  21  Am.  Dee. 
245;  Vertver  v.  Humphreys,  14  Smedes  &  M. 
180;  Board^  Trustees  v.  Davison,  63  III.  124; 
Beaton  v.  Fryberger,  88  Iowa,  185;  Smith  v. 
JSUiott,  89  Tex.  201;  Leftwiteh  v.  Mai,  7  W. 
Va.  669;  Little  v.  Dodge,  82  Ark.  468. 

This  is  not  an  action  to  reform  a  deed. 
Appellee  claims  title  under  the  deed  as  it  is. 

Htimmelman  v.  Mounts,  87  Ind.  178. 

The  rule  of  construction,  as  between  appar- 
ently repugnant  clauses  in  a  deed,  is,  that  the 
meaning  of  general  words  are  restrained  by 
more  specific  and  particular  words.  Under 
this  rule  the  general  words  of  conveyance  in 
the  granting  part  of  the  deed  in  controversy, 
which,  stanaing  alone.. would  be  sufficient  to 
convey  the  title  of  both  Joseph  and  his  wife, 
are  qualified  by  the  particular  and  specific 
words  of  the  grant  whereby  it  was  decku-ed  to 
be  the  intent  of  the  parties  to  convey,  tlie 
interest  of  Sarah. 

Oreen  Bay  &  M.  Canal  Co,  v.  HeweU,  55 
Wis.  96,  42  Am.  Rep.  701;  Bates  v.  Foster,  69 
Me.  157,  8  Am.  Rep.  406. 


Note.— On  the  oonstructlon  of  deeds  several  im- 
portant recent  oases  have  been  reported  in  this 
series.  As  to  condition  for  specified  charitable 
public  or  quasi-public  purpose,  see  Greene  v. 
O'Connor  (R.  I.i  10  L.  EL  A.  8S3,  and  noU, 

For  other  valuable  oases  on  the  construction  of 
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deeds,  see  MoLeod  v.  Tarrant  (8.  G.)  20  L.  R.  A.  84fi; 
Flaten  v.  Moorhead  (Minn.)  19  L.  R.  A.  105;  Mans- 
field  V.  Place  (Mich.)  18  L.  R.  A.  8B;  Rupert  v. 
Penner  (Neb.)  17  L.  R.  A.  824;  Hubbard  v.  Oreeley 
(Me.)  17  L.  R.  A.  511. 


Davenport  v.  Gwilliamb. 
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The  cardinal  and  -fundameDta]  rule  of  all 
coDStniction  is  to  ascertain  the  Intention  of  the 
ptirtieB,  and  this  intention  is  to  be  arrived  at  l^ 
taking  the  instrument  as  a  whole  and  giving 
appropriate  meaning  to  every  clause  andevery 
word. 

Bishop,  Cont.  €  884;  Basmtt  v.  Budkmg,  77 
3Gch.  m;  IngaUs  v.  NewhaU,  189  Mass.  268. 

If  the  full  and  entire  intention  of  the  parties 
does  not  appear  from  the  words  of  the  contract, 
and  if  it  can  be  interpreted  from  any  custom 
or  nsace  of  the  place  where  it  is  made,  that 
coarse  is  to  be  adopted. 

Story,  Confl.  L.  g  270:  Jaekaan  v.  MyerB,  8 
Johns.  888,  3  Am.  Dec.  504. 

Nothing  being  disclosed  in  the  record  to  the 
contrary,  this  coiut  will  presume  that  the 
common  law  prevailed  in  Connecticut  when 
the  Davenport  deed  was  made. 

1  Jones,  Mortg.  §  22;  Chamberlain  v. 
Thmpton,  10  Conn.  248,  26  Am.  Dec.  890. 

By  this  law,  the  mortgagee  held  the  legal 
title,  was  entitled  to  possession,  and  could 
maintain  ejectment  against  the  mortgagor. 
After  condition  broken,  the  mortgagor's  estate 
was  forfeited  at  law  apd  his  only  remedy 
was,  after  tender  of  payment  or  demand  for 
accoanting,  to  apply  to  a  court  of  equity  to 
redeem. 

With  this  law,  believed  by  the  parties  to  be 
applicable  to  the  mortgage  in  question,  it  re- 
quires no  fanciful  imagination  to  grasp  the  sit- 
uation of  the  parties  as  it  appeared  to  them. 
The  legal  title,  as  it  seemed  to  them,  was  in 
Whaples,  Hunn's  executor,  who  held  the 
mortgage.  The  mortgage  debt  being  past  due, 
Joseph  Davenport's  utle  was  forfdted.  His 
only  remedy  was  to  go  into  a  court  of  equitv 
to  redeem,  which  to  him  was  no  remedy  at  all, 
iD?olying  as  an  indispensable  condition  the 
payment  of  tbe  mortgage  debt.  He  had  noth- 
ing to  pay  witli.  He  was  wholly  without 
means,  "nien,  as  it  appeared  to  bavenport 
fnd  Whaplea,  the  title  of  the  former  was  to  all 
inteDts  and  purposes  gone,  and  was  vested 
absohitely  in  the  Tatter*  subject  to  the  inchoate 
<lower  of  the  wife  who  had  not  joined  in  the 
°u>rtj;8ge.  All,  as  the  parties  thought,  that 
vas  essential  to  make  Whaples'  title  perfect 
vas  a  deed  conveying  to  him  this  inchoate  In- 
terest. And  this  was  plainly  and  manifestly 
the  only  object  of  the  deed  in  controversy. 

Had  the  law  in  Indiana  been  as  the  parties 
supposed,  we  are  not  t>repared  to  say  that  the 
deed  would  have  been  ine£Fectual  for  the  pur- 
po0e  intended,  namely,  to  convey  the  interest 
of  tbe  wife  alone,  that  of  the  husband  having, 
^  the  parties  believed,  previously  passed  by 
themortgue. 

MeCorvMc  v.  Hunter,  50  Ind.  186;  Dunn  v. 
Tou«y,  80  Ind.  288. 

The  niistakeD  view  of  the  parties  respecting 
the  law  of  Indiana  by  which  the  validity  of  the 
I^venport  deed  is  to  be  tested,  cannbt  change 
tbe  Iqpi]  effect  of  that  instrument. 

In  executing  the  deed  in  controversy  the 
pvties  used  a  printed  blank,  and  all  that  por- 
tkm  of  the  deed,  containing  in  general  words 
the  naot  whereby  it  is  claimed  that  the  title  of 
the  hnsfaand  was  conveyed,  is  in  print,  while 
that  portion  in  which  speciflc  and  particular 
words  are  used,  limiting  the  conveyance  to  the 
maeA  of  the  wife,  ia  in  writing.    In  such 
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case,  the  written  are  given  pre-eminence  over 
the  printed  words  in  arriving  at  the  intention  of 
the  parties. 

Bates  V.  Foster,  59  Me.  157,  8  Am.  Dec.  406; 
Flagg  v.  Eames,  40  Yt.  16,  94  Am.  Dec.  868; 
Bassett  v.  BndUmg,  77  Mich.  888. 

Messrs,  Coflk^tla  A  Stuart  and  4m,y  H. 
Adanaa  for  appellee. 

McBride*  Ch.  </.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court : 

While  several  errors  are  assigned  in  this 
case,  they  all  hinge  upon  the  construction 
of  the  following  deed:  ''To  all  people  to 
whom  these  presents  shall  come,  greeting : 

**  Know  ye,  that  we,  Joseph  Davenport  and 
Sarah  Davenport,  his  wife,  of  the  town  of 
West  Hartford  county  of  Hartford,  and  State 
of  Connecticut,  for  the  consideration  of  one 
dollar  received  to  our  full  satisfaction  of 
Shubael  H.  Whaples,  of  the  town  of  New- 
ington,  in  said  countv,  executor  of  the  will 
of  Albert  8.  Hunn,  deceased. 

"Do  give,  grant,  bargain,  sell  and  confirm 
unto  the  said  Shubael  H.  Whaples,  executor 
as  aforesaid,  a  certain  piece  of  land  situated 
in  the  county  of  Benton,  State  of  Indiana, 
being  the  northwest  \  section  seventeen,  and 
the  east  half  of  section  eighteen,  in  the  town- 
ship number  twenty-five,  ranee  seven  west 
containing  four  hundred  and  eighty  acres  of 
land.  Said  premises  were  mortgaged  by  deed 
recorded  in  mortgage  records  oook  No.  9  at 
pages  181  and  182.  by  Joseph  Davenport  to 
said  Albert  S.  Hunn,  intending  thereby  to 
convey  absolutely  to  said  grantee  as  executor 
as  aforesaid,  all  the  interest  of  Sarah  Daven- 
port in  said  premises. 

"To  have  and  to  hold  the  above  granted 
and  bargained  premises  with  the  appurte- 
nances thereof  unto  the  said  grantee,  his  heirs 
and  assigns  forever  to  his  and  their  own 
proper  use  and  behoof.  And  also  I  the  said 
grantors  do  for  ourselves,  our  heirs,  executors 
and  administrators,  covenant  with  the  said 
grantee  his  heirs  and  assigns  that  at  and  un- 
til the  unsealing  of  these  presents  we  are 
well  seised  of  the  premises  as  a  good,  inde- 
feasible estate  in  fee  simple,  and  have  right 
to  bargain  and  sell  tbe  same  in  manner  and 
form  as  is  above  written,  and  that  the  same 
is  free  from  all  incumbrances  whatsoever. 

"And  furthermore  we,  the  said  grantors, 
do  by  these  presents  bind  ourselves  and 
our  heirs  forever  to  warrant  and  defend  the 
above  granted  and  bargained  premises  to  him 
and  the  said  grantee,  his  heirs  and  assigns 
a^inst  all  claims  and  demands  whatsoever, 
with  the  exception  of  such  taxes  as  may  have 
been  assessed  dr  become  due  since  March  80, 
1878. 

*•  In  witness  whereof,  we  have  hereunto  set 
our  hands  and  seals  this  fourteenth  day  of 
April,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord,  One  Thousand 
Eight  Hundred  and  Seventy-nine. 

"Joseph  Davenport,  (L.  S.) 
"Sarah  Davenport.   (L.  S.) 

"Signed,  sealed  and  delivered  in  the  pres- 
ence of  Henry  Talcott,  Sarah  J.  By  water.** 

When  the  deed  was  executed  Joseph  Daven- 
port was  owner  in  fee  of  the  land  in  contro- 
versy, subject  to  the  mortgage  referred  to  in 
the  deed.     Sarah  Davenport  owned  no  inter- 
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est  whatever  therein,  except  her  inchoate  in- 
terest as  his  wife.  We  quote  from  the  brief 
of  counsel  for  the  appellant  their  statement 
of  the  contention : 

"'  The  tiontention  between  the  parties  arises 
upon  the  construction  of  the  Davenport  deed 
to  Whaples.  Appellee  claims  that  it  was 
effective  to  convey  Joseph  Davenport's  title. 
Appellant  insists"^  that  its  manifest  purpose 
was  to  convey  onljr  the  inchoate  interest  of 
Davenport's  first  wife,  and  that  as  her  death 
occurred  before  that  of  her  husband  the  deed 
was  inoperative  and  void." 

This  argument  rests  upon  the  use  bv  the 
parties  of  the  words,  ^intending  hereby  to 
convey  absolutely  to  said  grantee  as  executor 
aforesaid  all  the  interest  of  Sarah  Davenport 
in  said  premises,''  which  they  insist  are 
words  of  limitation,  serving  to  limit  the  es- 
tate convened  to  the  inchoate  interest  of  the 
wife  therein  referred  to.  The  construction 
contended  for  by  the  appellant  would  violate 
many  well -settled  rules  for  the  construction 
of  deeds.  The  purpose  of  all  such  rules  is 
to  ascertain  the  intention  of  the  parties. 
Washb.  Real  Prop.  *622-681. 

A  deed  should  if  possible  be  so  construed 
that  some  effect  will  be  given  it.  It  will 
be  assumed  that  the  parties  did  not  intend 
that  it  should  be  a  nullity,  and  did  intend 
that  it  should  be  operative.  It  will  be  up- 
held)  rather  than  defeated.  2  Parsons,  Cont. 
506 ;  Irm7i  v.  KiUmm,  104  Ind.  113 ;  Oano 
V.  Aldridqe,  27  Ind.  204. 

"When  It  becomes  necessary  to  resort  to 
rules  of  construction  to  determine  the  mean- 
ing and  purport  of  a  deed  because  of  any 
ambiguity  in  the  terms  used,  that  construc- 
tion will  be  adopted  which  is  most  favorable 
to  the  grantee.  Hunt  v.  Fraricis,  6  Ind.  802 ; 
Haddeman  v.  Henry  County  Camrs.  78  Ind. 
162;  2  Parsons,  Cont.  mpra. 

It  is  also  a  cardinal  rule  in  the  construc- 
tion of  deeds  that  it  be  made  on  the  entire 
deed,  and  not  merely  upon  a  particular  part 
of  it,  and  therefore  every  part  of  a  deed 
ought,  if  possible,  to  take  effect  and  every 
word  to  operate.  Hi  1  Hard,  Real  Prop.  401 ; 
Williams  v.  Omn,  116  Ind.  70;  Allen  v. 
Holtan,  20  Pick.  458. 


If  the  words  in  controversy  had  been  omit- 
ted from  the  deed  there  would  have  been  no 
room  for  doubt  as  to  its  meaning.  It 
is  clear  that  the  deed  without  them  would 
have  conveyed  the  entire  interests  of  both 
grantors.  Giving  to  that  clause,  however, 
the  effect  contended  for  by  the  appellant 
renders  it  inoperative  and  defeats  it  as  a  con- 
veyance. The  inchoate  ripfht  of  the  wife  in 
the  lands  of  her  husband  is  not  a  present  es- 
tate. So  long  as  the  title  of  the  husband  re- 
mains vested  in  him  such  inchoate  ri^ht 
alone  cannot  be  conveyed.  A  deed  which 
attempts  to  convey  such  inchoate  ri^ht  and 
no  more,  leaving  the  husband's  title  m  him. 
is  void.  MeCormick  v.  Hunter,  50  Ind.  186 ; 
Favius  V.  Latta,  93  Ind.  34 ;  Snodcly  v.  Le^ir- 
itt,  106  Ind.  357 ;  Hud»(m  v.  Emns,  81  Ind. 
596 ;  Rupe  v.  HadUy,  113  Ind.  416. 

Such  construction  is  not  that  most  favor- 
able to  the  grantee,  but  is  destructive  of  his 
interests.  It  assumes  that  the  parties,  with 
all  the  formalities  attending  the  execution 
of  a  valid  conveyance  of  land,  executed  a 

F taper  which  conveys  nothing  and  is  a  nul- 
ity.  These  words  relate  solely  to  the  wife's 
interest  in  the  land  and  declare  the  purpose 
of  the  parties  to  convey  such  interest  to  the 
grantee.  The  language  previously  used  is 
ample  to  convey  that  interest.  The  words 
in  question,  wliile  surplusage,  are  not  con- 
tradictory of,  nor  are  they  inconsistent  with 
any  other  portion  of  the  deed.  Treating 
them  as  surplusage,  while  it  convicts  the 
parties  of  using  unnecessary  and  redundant 
language,  acquits  them  of  the  char)i:e  of  in- 
consistency and  of  making  a  void  instrument. 
It  upholds,  instead  of  striking  down  the 
deed.  The  latter  construction  harmonizes 
all  of  the  provisions  of  the  deed,  and  is,  in 
our  opinion,  the  correct  one. 

The  conclusion  we  have  reached  is  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  Judgment  of  the  Circuit 
Court,  and  its^w^^m^n*  is  therefore  aftrmed, 
with  costs. 

Petition  for  rehearing  denied  December  22, 
1892. 


SOUTH  CAROLINA  SUPREME  COURT. 


Elizabeth  H.  EDWARDS  et  cU.Mppts., 

V, 

CHARLOTTE,  COLUMBIA  &  AUGUSTA 
R.  CO.,  Bespt. 


(. 


..S.C.. 


.) 


The  commoii-ULw  mle*  reg^ardin^  rnnr- 
fttee  water  as  a  eommoii  enemy  which 
a  landowner  may,  when  neoeseary  for  the  pro- 
tection of  his  property,  throw  back  on  neighbor- 
ing land  to  thedamafire  of  the  owner  thereof. 


exists  in  South  Carolina,  under  Qen.  Stat.,  I  ?73i, 
adopting  the  oommon  law  of  Bngland. 

(September  89,  1898.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiffs  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Common  Pleas  Circuit  Court  for  Aiken 
County  in  favor  of  defendant  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  damages  for  injuries  al- 
leged to  have  been  caused  by  defendant's  un- 
lawful interference  with  the  flow  of  surface 
water.    Affirmtd. 


Note.— The  law  of  surface  waters  as  affecting  the 
right  to  obstruct  the  flow  and  throw  back  the  water 
although  in  much  conflict  is  fully  shown  in  the  ez- 
22L.R.  A, 


haustive  note  covering  the  whole  subject  of  sur- 
face waters  which  is  published  with  the  oaae  of 
Gray  v.  McWUliams  (Gal.)  21 L.  K.  A.  608. 


1898. 


Edwabdb  v.  Charlotte,  C.  &  A.  R.  Co. 
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The  facts  sufflcienly  appear  in  the  opinioo. 
JKsMf9.  Henderson  Bros,  and  Jolin  R« 

Clay,  for  appellants: 

The  proper  role  on  the  subject  is  the  civil- 
Iftw  mle. 

WaUaee  Y.Columbia  ^  (?.  K  Co,  84  S.  C.  66, 
87  S.  C.  885;  Philadelphia,  W.  iS:  B.  R  Co,  v. 
Dam,  68  Md.  280,  84  Am.  &  £ng.  R.  R.  Cas. 
143;  Shane  v.  Kansas  City,  8t,  J,  A  C,  B.  R. 
Co.  71  Mo.  287,  86  Am.  Rep.  480;  Bryant  v. 
Bigeiow  Carpet  Co.  181  Mass.  491;  Louis- 
tiUedN.  R.  Co,  V.  Hays,  11  Lea.  882.  47  Am. 
Rep.  291;  5Stoton  t.  N<yrfoUc  &C,R.Co.  17  L.  R 
A  888,  111  N.  C.  278. 

The  caaes  which  sustain  defendant's  propo- 
sition are  not  in  accord  with  the  more  recent 
sod  better  authorities,  and  they  are  rapidly 
being  submerged  by  the  steady  and  increasiug 
current  of  judicial  decision. 

Lewis,  £m.  Dom.  g  S66. 

Mtmrs,  Creft  A  Clukfee*  for  respondent: 

As  regards  the  hindrance  to  the  flow  of  sur- 
face water  from  its  natural  course  no  cause  of 
action  lies  if  what  the  railroad  has  done  was 
proper  and  necessary  for  Uie  safety  of  its  road- 

Kansas  City  <fi  E,  R.  Co.  y.  Riley,  88  Ean. 
874,  20  Am.  t  Eng.  R.  R,  Cas.  117;  Cairo  A 
V.  R  Co,  ▼,  Stewns,  78  Ind.  278, 88  Am.  Rep. 
139;  Dill  Mun.  Corp.  g  798.  and  notes;  Angell, 
Watat»ttrses,  g  106;  1  Addison,  Torts,  105; 
Cooley,  Torts,  574;  Hilliard,  Torts,  584;  TayUyr 
V.  Piekas,  64  Ind.  167, 81  Am.  Rep.  114;  8chlich- 
ter  T.  PhiUipy,  67  Ind.  201;  Cannon  ▼.  Harga- 
donAO  Allen,106. 87  Am.  Dec.  625;  0^ Connor  v. 
Fonddu  Lae,  A.  d  P.  R,  Co.  52  Wis.  526, 88  Am. 
Rep.  754;  PMgrew  ▼.  Ehfanmille,  25  Wis.  228, 8 
Am,  Rep.  50;  Fryer  v.  Warne,  29  Wis.  511;  Ab- 
bott y.  Kansas  City,  8t,  J,  ds  C.  B.  R.  Co.  88 
Ho.  271,  58  Am.  Rep.  581,  20  Am.  &  Eng.  R. 
R.  Cas.  108. 

Section  2788  of  the  General  Statutes  reads: 
"Eveiy  part  of  the  common  law  of  England 
not  aiteied  by  this  act,  nor  inconsistent  with 
tlie  constitution  of  this  state  and  the  customs 
ud  laws  thereof,  is  hereby  continued  in  full 
force  within  this  state  in  the  same  manner  as 
before  the  passage  of  this  act." 

Messrs,  CothearU  A  Abney  also  for  re- 
spondent 

llelTer,  Ch.  •/.,  deliyered  the  opinion  of 
the  court : 

The  plaintiff,  who  is  a  married  woman, 
joittini^  her  husband  with  her  as  a  coplain- 
tiff,  brings  this  action  against  the  Charlotte, 
Columbia  &  Augusta  Railroad  Company  to 
recoTi;r  damages  alleged  to  haye  been  done 
to  her  property,  as  well  as  to  her  health,  by 
Teason  of  the  obstruction,  by  the  defendant 
company,  of  the  natural  flow  of  surface  water 
orer  and  across  the  right  of  way  and  railroad 
track  of  defendant.  The  allegations  in  the 
complaint,  substantially,  are  that  some  time 
ID  the  year  1867  the  defendant  company  con- 
structed its  railway  through  the  town  of 
Graniteyille,  over  and  along  Canal  street  of 
said  town,  running  north  and  south,  parallel 
with  Horse  creek,  a  natural  watercourse,  on 
the  west  of  the  railway  ;  that  plaintiff  is  the 
lessee  of  certain  premises  situate  at  the  north- 
east comer  of  Canal  street  and  Cottaee,  the 
latter  being  a  street  running  perpendicular 
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to  the  former ;  that  on  the  eastern  side  of  the 
town  of  Graniteyille  the  land  Is  hilly,  and 
gradually  slopes  towards  Horse  creek ;  and 
that  the  surface  water  which  would  accumu- 
late on  the  eastern  side  was  accustomed  to 
flow,  in  part,  down  and  alone  Cottage  street, 
across  Canal  street,  to  said  Horse  creek,  pre- 
yious  to  the  construction  of  defendant's  road, 
and  for  some  time  afterwards,  without  injury 
to  plaintiff's  premises,  but  that  some  time 
in  the  year  1878  "the  defendant  negligently, 
unlawfully,  and  unnecessarily"  erected  a 
laree  sand  bank,  at  the  intersection  of  Canal 
ana  Cottage  streets,  whereb^r  the  surface 
water  was  forced  back  on  plaintiff's  prem- 
ises, and  has  continued  to  maintain  and  in- 
crease said  sand  bank.  The  defendant  claims 
that  the  sand  bank  complained  of  (which 
was  constructed  on  defendant's  right  of  way) 
WHS  necessary  to  protect  its  roadbed  and  right 
of  way  from  being  undermined  and  washed 
away  by  the  flow  of  the  surface  water,  and 
therefore  its  construction  was  no  inyasion  of 
the  legal  rights  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  de- 
fendant is  not  liable  for  any  damages  which 
plaintiff  may  haye  sustained  by  reason  of 
such  obstruction  of  the  flow  of  the  surface 
water.  The  circuit  judge,  in  effect,  charged 
the  jury  that  the  first  question  for  them  to 
determine  was  whether  the  construction  of 
the  sand  bank  was  necessary  for  the  protec- 
tion of  defendant's  roadbed  and  right  of  way, 
and,  if  so.  then  the  defendant  was  not  liable. 
The  jury,  under  this  instruction,  found  a 
yerdict  in  fayor  of  the  defendant,  and.  judg- 
ment being  entered  thereon,  the  plaintiff  ap- 
peals upon  the  seyeral  grounds  set  out  in  the 
record.  Under  the  yiew  which  we  take  we 
do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  repeat  these 
grounds,  for  the  whole  case,  in  our  judg- 
ment, turns  upon  the  inquiry  whether  there 
was  any  error  in  the  instruction  thus  giyen 
to  the  jury. 

It  is  not.  and  cannot  be.  denied  that  the 
rule  in  regard  to  interference  with  the  flow 
of  surface  water  is  wholly  different  from  that 
which  preyails  in  regara  to  the  waters  of  a 
natural  watercourse.  We  shall  therefore  con- 
fine our  attention  entirely  to  the  rule  as  to 
surface  water.  What  that  rule  is  has  been 
the  subject  of  debate  in  numerous  cases  in 
the  other  states,  many  of  which  we  haye  ex- 
amined in  preparing  this  opinion.  Some  of 
the  states  haye  adopted  what  is  known  as  the 
**ciyil-law  rule,"  while  others  seem  to  haye 
adopted  what  is  designated  as  the  **  interme- 
diate rule,''  while  ouiers,  again  (a  majority 
of  the  states,  as  is  said  in  a  note  to  Qoddard 
y.  Harpswell,  30  Am.  St.  Rep.  891),  adhere 
to  the  rule  of  the  common  law.  In  this  state, 
so  far  as  we  are  informed,  there  is  no  adju- 
dication upon  the  subject,  for  what  was  said 
upon  the  subject  by  the  late  Chief  Justice 
Simpson  was  "^not  intended  as  a  final  adjudi- 
cation, and  conclusiye  of  said  question  in  the 
future,  *'  as  he  himself  expressly  said  in  that 
opinion,  but  simply  his  own  opinion  as  to 
the  comparatiye  merits  of  the  seyeral  rules. 
But  in  view  of  the  express  declaration  of  the 
lawmaking  power,  as  embodied  in  section 
2784  of  the  General  Statutes,  we  feel  bound 
to  declare,  in  the  absence  of  any  constitu- 
tional proyision,  statute,  or  even  authorita- 


248 


Geobgia  Sufrbhe  Coubt. 


May, 


live  decision  to  the  contrary,  that  the  com- 
mon-law rule  must  still  be  recognized  as 
controlling  here,  for  that  section  expressly 
declares  that  '*eyerv  part  of  the  common- law 
of  England,  not  altered  by  this  act  nor  in- 
consistent with  the  constitution  of  this  state, 
and  the  customs  and  laws  thereof,  is  hereby 
continued  in  full  force  and  virtue  within 
this  state  in  the  same  manner  as  before  the 
passage  of  this  act.  **  Under  the  common-law 
rule,  surface  water  is  regarded  as  a  common 
enemy,  and  every  landed  proprietor  has  a 
right  to  take  any  measures  necessary  to  the 
protection  of  his  own  property  from  its  rav- 
ages, even  if,  in  doing  so,  he  throws  it  back 
upon  a  coterminous  proprietor,  to  his  dam- 
age, which  the  law  regards  as  a  case  of  dam- 
num absque  injuria,  and  affording  no  cause 
of  action.  This  rule  was  applied  in  a  case 
very  much  like  the  present, —iZotw  v.  St. 
Paul,  M,  d  M,  R.  Go,  41  Minn.  384.  Also 
in  Cairo  &  V.  R,  Co,  v.  Steoem,  78  Ind.  278, 
88  Am.  Rep.  139 ;  0*Coniwr  v.  Fond  du  Lac, 
A.  d  P.  A  Co,  52  Wis.  526,  38  Am.  Rep. 
754 ;  Johnson  v.  Chicago,  St,  P,  M.  d  0,  R 
Co,  80  Wis.  641,  14  L.  R.  A.  495.  See  also 
Chadeayne  v.  Robinson,  55  Conn.  845,  and 
Abbott  V.  Kansas  City,  St,  J,  &  C,  B.  R,  Co, 
88  Mo.  271,  58  Am.  Rep.  581 ;  in  which  the 
case  of  Shams  v.  Kansajs  City,  St,  J.  &  C,  B, 
R,  Co,  71  Mo.  287,  86  Am.  Rep.  480,  relied 
upon  by  appellant,  as  well  as  the  case  of 
McCormick  v.  Kansas  City,  St.  J,  A  C.  B,  R, 
Co.  70  Mo.  859,  85  Am.  Rep.  481,  are  com- 
mented on  and  practically  overruled,  so  far 
as  the  question  now  under  consideration  is 
concerned.  These  cases,  as  well  as  many 
others  which  might  be  referred  to,  together 
with  those  cited  oy  respondent's  counsel  in 
his  argument,  abundantly  show  that  there 
was  no  error  on  the  part  of  the  circuit  judge 
in  giving  the  instruction  complained  of  to 
the  Jury.  The  case  of  Staton  v.  Norfolk  d  C, 
R.  Co,,  recently  decided  bv  the  supreme 
court  of  North  Carolina,  111  N.  C.  278,  17  L. 
R.  A.  888,  seems  to  be  much  relied  on  by  the 


counsel  for  appellant.  But  we  do  not  think 
it  in  point.  The  question  there  was  different 
from  that  presented  here,  and  the  discuasion 
was  principally  devoted  to  an  inquiry  inta 
the  rights  acquired  by  a  railroad  company 
from  uie  exercise  of  its  right  to  condenm 
lands  under  the  power  of  eminent  domain, 
with  which  we  are  not  concerned  here.  Here 
we  freely  and  fully  concede  the  doctrine 
laid  down  in  that  case,  that  a  railroad  com- 
pany has  no  higher  rights  in  reference  to  the 
treatment  of  surface  water  than  an  individual 
land  proprietor;  and  that  is  as  far  as  that 
case  is  applicable  to  the  present.  Besides. 
as  we  understand,  North  Carolina  is  one  of 
the  staties  which  recojpizes  the  civil- law 
rule  in  reference  to  surrace  water,  and  hence 
the  decisions  in  that  state  would  afford  no 
assistance  where  the  common- law  rule  pre- 
vails. So,  too,  the  cases  of  MiUs  v.  Green- 
mile  d  C,  R.  Go.  18  S.  C.  97,  and  Wallace  v. 
Columbia  d  0,  R.  Co.  84  8.  C.  66,  and  again 
reported  in  87  S.  C.  885,  being  cases  in  ref- 
erence to  natural  watercourses,  and  not  cases 
of  surface  water,  have  no  application  to  the 
present  case.  Nor  are  we  able  to  discover 
anything  in  the  case  of  Oregory  v.  Layton, 
86  S.  C.  98,  which  throws  any  light  upon 
our  present  inquiry.  Under  the  view  which 
we  have  taken,  the  other  grounds  of  appeal 
become  immaterial ;  for,  even  if  the  alleged 
errors  there  complained  of  were  well  founded, 
the  result  reached  would  not  have  been  af- 
fected. Assuming,  as  we  must  do,  that  the 
jury  found  as  matter  of  fact  that  the  sand 
bank  complained  of  was  necessary  for  the 
protection  of  defendant's  right  of  way  and 
roadbed,  we  are  unable  to  see  how  the  in- 
structions complained  of  could  possibly  have 
affected  the  result.  We  may  add,  however, 
that  we  see  no  error  in  any  of  the  instructions 
complained  of. 

The  judgment  oj  this  court  is  that  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Circuit  Court  be  affirmed. 

Me€k>wan  and  Pope*  J  J,,  concur. 


GEORGIA  SUPREME  COURT. 


Joseph  SPIPSON,  Plff.  in  Err,, 

STATE  of  Georgia. 
( Ga ) 

*1«  A  person  in  »  boat  on  the  Savan- 
nah riTor*  within  thirty  yards  of  the  Georgia 
side,  at  a  point  where  the  river  is  at  least  175  yards 
wide,  is  prima  faoie  in  the  state  of  Georgria. 

2«  The  offense  of  ahootiny  at  aaotber 
Is  committed  in  this  state  when  one  in  the 
state  of  South  Carolina,  without  malice  afore- 
thought, but  not  in  bis  own  defense,  or  under 
other  ciroumstanoes  of  Justification,  alms  and 
fires  a  pistol  at  another  who  at  the  time  is  in  this 
state,  althouflrh  the  ball  misses  him,  and  su-ikes 
the  water  In  this  state,  near  the  boat  which  he 
occupies. 

*Headnotes  by  Luhpkin,  J, 


NOTB.— For  rivers  and  lakes  as  state  boundaries, 
see  note  to  Buck  y.  Ellenbolt  (Iowa)  15  JL  R.  A 187. 
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8«  The  eridenoe  warranted  the  Terdiet 

and  there  was  no  error  in  denying  a  new  trial. 

(May  29, 1888.) 

ERROR  to  the  Superior  Court  of  Hart  Coun- 
ty to  review  a  judgment  convicting  de- 
fendant of  the  statutory  offense  of  shootmg  at 
another.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  suflSciently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Mr,  A.  O.  MeCnrry,  for  plaintiff  in 
error: 

The  defendant  is  indictable  where  the  ctvax- 
inal  act  is  committed. 

A  common-law  court  has  Jurisdiction  only 
over  transactions  within  its  own  county. 

1  Bishop,  New  Crim.  L.  §  111;  1  Bishop, 
Crim.  Proc.  8§  47,  49. 

Subject  to  exceptions  to  be  stated,  no  man  is 
to  suffer  criminally  for  what  he  does  out  of  the 
territorial  limits  of  the  county. 


1993. 


tiufPfiON  V.  State. 


^9^ 


1  mshop.  New  Crim.  L.  g  110,  and  authori- 
ties there  cited. 

The  exception  referred  to  is  this:  If  one 
personally  oat  of  the  county  puts  in  motion  a 
force  which  takes  effect  in  it  he  is  answerable 
where  the  evil  is  done  though  his  presence  is 
elsewhere,  as  where  a  man  standing  beyond 
the  outer  line  of  our  territory  by  diM^harging 
a  ben  over  the  line  kills  another  within  it. 

1  Bishop,  New  Crim.  L.  §  110.  See  the 
doctrine  also  in  1  Whart.  Crim.  L.  ^  279. 

Where  any  felony  or  misdemeanor  shall  be 
began  in  one  county  and  completed  in  another, 
it  may  be  dealt  with,  etc.,  in  either  county  as 
if  it  were  wholly  commiUed  therein. 

1  Archbold,  Crim.  Pr.  A  PI.  217. 

Venue  is  a  fact  to  be  proven  by  the  state 
sod  unless  proven  a  conviction  will  not  stand. 

Davii  V.  iitate,  82  0&  206. 

It  must  be  proved  as  laid. 

State  V.  ffartnett,  75  Mo.  261,  4  Am.  Crim. 
Rep.  572. 

In  all  the  cases  cited  in  the  books  something 
was  done  in  the  territory  where  the  prosecu- 
tion was  had. 

In  the  case  of  shooting  at  another  the  offense 
is  complete  by  aiming  and  firinff  the  gun  or 
pistol  irrespective  of  the  ezecut&n  that  may 
be  done  and  irrespective  of  the  range  and  dis- 
tsnce  of  the  bullet.  If  the  balls  from  Mr. 
Simpson's  pistols  did  not  take  effect  within 
Georgia's  jurisdiction— if  be  aimed  and  fired 
m  the  state  of  South  Carolina—and  if  the 
crime  of  shooting  at  another  is  completed  by 
aiming  and  firing,  then  there  was  no  criminal 
act  and  no  part  of  the  crime  committed  in 
Georgia  so  as  to  bring  the  case  within  any  of 
the  exceptions  to  the  general  rule. 

Mr.  WUliam  M.  Howard*  8ol,  Oen,, 
for  the  State. 

Liuapkiii*  J. ,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 

court: 

1.  According  to  the  convention  of  Beaufort 
between  the  states  of  Georgia  and  South 
Carolina,  agreed  on  by  the  commissioners  of 
both  states  on  the  28th  of  April,  1787,  the 
current  or  main  thread  of  the  channel  of  the 
Sarannah  river  is  the  boundary  between  the 
two  states.  Code,  $  16 ;  Hotchkiss'  Btat.  918- 
917.  This  beinff  so,  at  a  point  where  the 
rlFerisnot  less  tnan  176  varas  wide,  a  person 
in  a  boat  not  more  than  thlrtv  yards  from  the 
Georgia  side  is  prima  facie  in  this  state.  In 
the  present  case  it  was  practically  conceded 
that  the  testimony  showed  the  person  as- 
Baulted  was  on  the  Georgia  side  of  the  main 
corrent  of  the  river. 

2.  Under  the  evidence  introduced  in  behalf 
of  the  state,  and  which  the  Jury  evidently  be- 
lieved to  be  true,  the  accused  shot  twice  at  the 
prosecutor,  intending  the  balls  from  the  pis- 
tol used  to  take  effect  upon  him.  At  the  time 
of  the  firing  the  prosecutor  was  in  a  boat  upon 
the  Savannah  river,  and  within  the  state  of 
Georgia,  and  the  accused  was  standing  upon 
the  bank  of  the  river  in  the  state  of  South  Car- 
olina. It  was  conceded  that  if  either  or  both 
of  the  balls  had  struck  the  prosecutor  an  of- 
fense of  some  kind  would  have  been  committed 
in  Georgia,  upon  the  idea  that  the  act  of  the 
tecosed  took  effect  in  this  state ;  but  it  was 
contended  that,  inasmuch  as  the  prosecutor 
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was  not  struck,  no  effect  whatever  was  pro- 
duced in  Georgia  by  the  act  in  question. 
This  contention  is  not  well  founded  in  point 
of  fact,  for  the  evidence  shows  conclusivelv 
that,  although  the  prosecutor  was  not  injured, 
the  balls  did  strike  the  water  of  the  river  in 
close  proximity  to  him,  within  this  state,  and 
therefore  it  is  certain  that  they  took  effect  in 
Georgia,  although  not  the  precise  effect  in- 
tended, assumiuff  that  the  verdict  correctly 
finds  it  was  the  ^liberate  purpose  of  the  ac- 
cused to  actually  shoot  at  the  prosecutor. 
What  the  accused  did  was  a  criminal  act,  and 
it  did  take  effect  in  this  state.  Mr.  Bishoj^ 
says :  **  The  law  deems  that  a  crime  is  com.- 
mitted  in  the  place  where  the  criminal  act 
takes  effect.  Hence,  in  many  circumstances, 
one  becomes  liable  to  punishment  in  a  partic- 
ular jurisdiction  while  his  personal  presence 
is  elsewhere.  Even  in  this  way  he  may  com- 
mit an  offense  against  a  state  or  county  upoi> 
whose  soil  he  never  set  his  foot."  1  Bishop, 
Crim.  Proc.  §  68.  And  see  Bishop,  Crim. 
Law,  g  110.  Of  course,  the  presence  of  the 
accused  within  this  state  is  essential  to  make 
his  act  one  which  is  done  in  this  state,  but 
the  presence  need  not  be  actual.  It  may  be 
constructi  ve.  The  wel  I  - establ ished  theory  of 
the  law  is  that,  where  one  puts  in  force  an 
agency  for  the  commission  of  crime,  he,  in 
legal  contemplation,  accompanies  the  same 
to  the  point  where  it  becomes  effectual. 
Thus,  a  burglary  may  be  committed  by  in- 
serting into  a  building  a  hook  or  other  con- 
trivance by  means  of  which  goods  are  with- 
drawn therefrom ;  and  there  can  be  no  doubt 
that,  under  these  circumstances,  the  burglar, 
in  leffal  contemplation,  enters  the  building. 
So,  if  a  man  in  the  state  of  South  Carolina 
criminally  fires  a  ball  into  the  state  of 
Georgia,  the  law  regards  him  as  acoompanv- 
ing  the  ball,  and  as  being  represented  by  it, 
up  to  the  point  where  it  strikes.  If  an  un- 
lawful shooting  occurred  while  both  the  par- 
ties were  in  this  state,  the  mere  fact  of  miss- 
ing would  not  render  the  person  who  shot  any 
the  less  guilty.  Consequently,  if  one  shoot- 
ing from  another  state  ffoes,  in  a  legal  sense, 
where  his  bullet  goes,  the  fact  of  his  mlssing^ 
the  object  at  which  he  aims  cannot  alter  the 
legal  principle.  Cases  are  numerous  in  which 
it  nas  been  held  that  where  a  person  wounds 
another  in  one  state  or  country,  .but  the  person 
wounded  dies  elsewhere,  c)eyond  its  ter- 
ritorial boundaries,  the  courts  of  the  state  or 
country  in  which  death  occurred  have  juris- 
diction to  try  the  offense.  A  leading  case  on 
this  line  is  that  of  Tyler  v.  PeopU,  8  Mich. 
820,  in  which  there  was  a  dissenting  opinion 
by  Juetiee  Campbell.  Tbe  ruling  of  the 
ma j oritur  of  the  court,   however,    was   ap- 

£  roved  in  the  case  of  (hm.  v.  Maclaon,  101 
[ass.  1.  Justice  Gray,  who  delivered  the 
opinion  in  the  latter  case,  says,  on  page 
7,  that  if  one's  **  unlawful  act  is  the  efficient 
cause  of  the  mortal  injury,  his  personal  pres- 
ence at  the  time  of  its  beginning,  its  con- 
tinuance, or  its  result,  la  not  essential.  He 
may  be  held  guilty  of  homicide  by  shooting, 
even  if  he  stands  afar  off,  out  of  sight,  or  m 
another  jurisdiction  ;"  and  the  words  quoted 
are  followed  by  apt  illustrations.  On  page 
17  of  the  same  report  Justice  Gray  disapproves 
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the  diiBsentinK  opinion  of  Justice  Campbell 
above  mentioned.  There  is,  however,  a  clear 
distinction  between  cases  like  the  one  just 
cited,  where  a  wound  is  inflicted  in  one  juris- 
diction and  death  ensues  in  another,  and  cases 
like  the  present,  where  the  accused  in  one 
fitate  puts  in  operation  a  force  which  takes 
effect  in  another.  On  page  343  of  8  Mich. , 
^upra,  this  distinction  is  clearly  stated  by 
Justice  Campbell.  He  says  the  doctrine  of 
constructive  presence  is  not  applicable  to  a 
case  like  that  with  which  he  was  then  deal- 
ing, and  then  uses  the  following  language 
which  sustains  our  ruling  in  the  case  at  bar. 
Speaking  of  constructive  presence,  he  says : 
**  All  that  it  amounts  to  is  tnat  the  crime  shall 
be  regarded  as  committed  where  the  injurious 
act  is  done.  A  wounding  must,  of  course, 
be  done  where  there  is  a  person  wounded,  and 
the  criminal  act  is  the  force  against  his  per- 
son. That  is  the  immediate  act  of  the  assap- 
ant,  whether  he  strikes  with  a  sword  or  shoots 
a  fcvLu ;  and  he  may  verv  reasonAly  be  held 
present  where  his  forcible  act  becomes  di- 
rectly operative.  '*  This  doctrine  is  supported 
by  Rorer,  Interstate  Law,  241,  248,  244,  cit- 
ing Johns  V.  StaU,  19  Ind.  421,  428,  81  Am. 
Dec.  408.  And  see  Whart.  Confl.  L.  §826, 
and  notes  on  pages  717,  718 ;  Whart.  Crim. 
L.  8§  278-280.  In  Adams  v.  Ihiople,  1  N.  Y. 
178,  it  appeared  that  the  accused  forged  a 
paper  in  Ohio,  upon  which  he  procured 
money  in  New  York,  through  an  innocent 
agent,  without  going  into  me  latter  state. 
He  afterwards  voluntarily  went  into  that 
state,  and  was  indicted  and  tried  for  the 
crime.  It  was  conceded  by  both  court  and 
counsel  that  he  was  guilty  of  committing  the 
crime  in  the  state  of  New  York,  and  the 
question  upon  which  the  case  turned  was 
simply  whether  or  not,  inasmuch  as  he  owed 
no  allegiance  to  that  state,  be  could  be  tried 
and  punished  therein.  In  United  States  v. 
Dans,  2  Sumn.  482,  it  appeared  that  a  gun 
was  fired  from  an  American  ship  lying  in  the 
harbor  of  Raiatea,  one  of  the  Societv  isles, 
by  which  a  person  on  a  schooner  belonging 
to  the  natives,  and  lying  in  the  same  harbor, 
was  killed ;  and  it  was  held  that  the  act,  in 
contemplation  of  law,  was  done  on  board  the 
foreign  schooner,  where  the  shot  took  effect, 
and  that  jurisdiction  of  the  crime  belonged  to 
the  foreign  government,  and  not  to  the  courts 
of  the  Unitea  States.  In  Hawes  on  Jurisdic- 
tion of  Courts  (sec.  110),  it  is  laid  down  that 
**a  crime  may  be  committed  within  the  juris 
diction  of  a  state,  although  the  person  com 
mitting  it  never  was  within  its  borders,  if 
the  act  takes  effect  there.  ^'  An  interesting 
discussion  pertinent  to  the  miestion  involved 
may  be  found  in  6  Crim.  L.  Mag.,  beginning 
on  page  155,  in  an  article  entitled  **  Dynamit- 
ing and  Extraterritorial  Crime.  ^  **  A  party 
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who,  in  one  jurisdiction,  or  in  one  county, 
may  put  in  operation  a  force  that  does  harm 
in  another,  may  be  liable  in  either  for  the  of- 
fense. "    Brown,  Jurisdiction  of  Courts,  §  92. 
This  section  also  contains  numerous  illus- 
trations which  are  apt  and  pertinent.     See 
also  Rsg.  v.  Hogers,  14  Cox,  C.  C.  22.     The 
above  authorities  demonstrate  beyond  ques- 
tion that  a  criminal  act  begun  in  one  state  and 
completed  in  another  renders  the  person  who 
does  the  act  liable  to  indictment  in  the  latter. 
In  view  of  these  authorities,  there  cannot  in 
the  present  case  be  any  doubt  whatever  that 
Simpson  would  have  oeen  indictable  in  Geor- 
gia if  a  ball  from  his  pistol  had  actually 
wounded  Sadler.     That  this  would  be  true  is 
too  well  established  for  serious  controversv. 
The  able  and  zealous  counsel  for  the  plaintiff 
in  error  candidly  conceded  that  such  would 
be  the  law,  but  contended  that,  as  the  balls 
"took  no  effect  in  Georgia,''  the  entire  act 
of  the  accused  was  committed  in  South  Caro- 
lina, and  that  he  really  did  nothing  in  this 
state.     We  have  endeavored  to  show  that  this 
contention  is  not  sound.     As  we  have  already 
stated,  Che  act  of  the  accused  did  take  effect 
in  this  state.     He  started  across  the  river  with 
his  leaden  messenger,  and  was  operating  it 
up  to  the  moment  when  it  ceased  to  move,  and 
was,  therefore,  in  a  legal  sense,  after  the. ball 
crossed  the  state  line,  up  to  the  moment  that 
it  stopped,  in  Georgia.     It  is  entirely  im- 
material that  the  object  for  which  he  crossed 
the  line  failed  of  accomplishment.     It  hav- 
ing been  established  by  abundant  authority 
and  precedent  that  in  crime  there  may  be  a 
constructive  as  well  as  an  actual  presence, 
there  can  be,  in  a  case  of  this  kind,  m  which 
the  act  of  the  accused,   when  analyzed,    is 
simply  an  attempt  to  unlawfully  wound  an- 
other by  shooting,  no  rational  distinction  in 
principle,  as  to  the  question  of  jurisdiction, 
whether  the  attempt  is  successful  or  not.    The 
criminality  was  complete,   and  the  offense 
was  perpetrated  in  Georgia,   irrespective  of 
results. 

8.  The  evidence  was  conflicting.  Accord- 
ing to  that  introduced  by  the  accused,  and 
supported  by  his  statement,  he  did  not  intend 
to  shoot  the  prosecutor  at  all ;  but  the  evi- 
dence of  the  latter  was  amply  sufficient  to 
warrant  the  jury  in  concluding  that  the  ac- 
cused actually,  deliberately,  and  without 
any  legal  excuse  or  justification  whatever, 
undertook  to  shoot  him.  In  view  of  this  evi- 
dence, the  jury  might  well  have  found  the 
accused  guilty  of  assault  with  intent  to 
murder,  and  he  cannot  complain  that  they 
found  him  guilty  of  the  lesser  offense  of 
shooting  at  another.  There  was  no  error  in 
denying  a  new  trial. 

Judgment  affii'med. 
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PENNSYLVANLA.  R.   CO.,  Hff.   in  3rr., 

V. 

Howaid  PARRY. 
( N.J ) 

A  round-trip  Ueket  *'▼!»  Burllnc^toii 
htmntik*^tpamm  point  oa  the  mmin  line 
of  a  imilroad  to  apoint  im  the  braneh 

liBOf  with  a  provfeton  that  it  is  *^ot  good  to 
stop  off  en  nmW*^  is  subject  to  a  reirulatioQ  of  the 
compaoy  maldng  it  good  on  the  main  line  onJy 
upon  those  trains  which  connect  with  the  trains 
on  the  branch,  and  does  not  entitle  a  passenger, 
on  reaching  the  Junction  upon  his  return  trip, 
to  take  an  accommodation  on  the  main  line 
which  stops  at  his  destination,  but  which  he  is 
enabled  to  catch  only  because  it  is  late,  and  by 
leaving  the  branch  train  while  it  stands  on  a  Y 
track  and  walking  to  the  depot,  although  he 
migrht  have  ridden  on  the  accommodation  train 
without  paying  any  more  for  his  ticket  if  he  had 
bought  separate  tickets  for  the  round  trip  on 
each  line,  and  although  by  taking  the  accommo- 
dation he  could  avoid  waiting  a  half  hour  or 
more  for  the  so-called  connecting  train. 

(November  20,  1888.) 

ERROR  to  the  Supreme  Court  to  review  a 
judgment  affirming  a  Judgtnentof  the  Cir- 
cuit for  Burlington  Couuty  in  favor  of  plain- 
tiff in  an  action  brought  to  recover  damages 
for  the  alleged  wrongful  ejection  of  plaintiff 
fTom  defendant's  train  in  breach  of  defendant's 
•coDtract  of  carriage.    Eever$ed. 

Statement  by  MeCUU,  Ch,: 

The  plaintili  below,  Howard  Parry,  on  the 
f  ^  of  December,  1890,  purchased  an  excur- 
sion ticket  from  Riverton,  where  he  lived, 
to  Mt.  Holly,  both  places  being  in  Burling- 
ton county.  Riverton  is  on  the  main  line  of 
the  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company,  be- 
tween Trenton  and  Camden  ;  and  Mt.  Holly 
is  upon  a  branch  line,  called  the  Burlington 
Branch.  The  ticket  purchased  by  Parry  in- 
dicated that  his  route  was  to  be  '^  via  Burling- 
lon  branch,"  and  that  the  ticket  was  ''not 
good  to  stop  off  en  route. "  The  regulations 
of  the  Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company  re- 
quired that  passengers  holding  such  tickets, 
in  going  from  Riverton  to  Mt.  Holly  and 
returning,  should  change  cars  at  its  Broad 
street  station,  in  the  city  of  Burlington,  into 
which  statton  both  the  trains  of  the  branch, 
^  the  main  lines  of  Its  railroad  ran.  Upon 
returning  from  Mt.  Holly,  in  the  afternoon 
of  the  day  named.  Parry  took  a  train  that  left 
Mt  Holly  at  4 :88  o'clock,  and  should,   ac- 


cording to  the  company's  regulations,  con- 
nect at  the  Broad  street  station  with  a  train 
which  would  leave  Trenton  at  5 :20  o'clock. 
That  connection  req^uired  passengers  destined 
for  Riverton  to  wait  at  the  Broad  street  sta- 
tion a  half  hour,  or  more,  for  the  arrival  of 
the  train  from  Trenton.  On  the  day  in  oues- 
tion,  the  train  which  Parry  took  at  Mt.  Holly 
reached  the  end  of  the  branch  line  at  tlie  city 
of  Burlington,  and  came  to  a  stop  upon  the 
Y  track,  which  connected  with  the  main  line 
about  half  a  mile  from  the  Broad  street  sta- 
tion, and  there  waited  to  allow  a  belated  train 
upon  the  main  line  to  pass,  before  it,  into  the 
Broad  street  depot.  That  train  was  a  local 
accommodation,  scheduled  to  stop  at  River- 
ton, but  was  not  one  of  the  connecting  trains 
with  Mt.  Holly.  With  a  view  to  saving  the 
half  hour's  delay  at  the  Broad  street  station, 
in  waiting  for  the  proper  connecting  train, 
Parry  and  a  friend  got  off  the  train  from  Mt. 
Holly  while  it  stood  on  the  Y  track,  and, 
walking  the  half  mile  to  the  Broad  street, 
station,  reached  it  in  time  to  catch  the  belated 
train,  which  would  stop  at  Riverton.  Upon 
that  train,  Parry  presented  the  return  half 
of  his  excursion  ticket,  and  was  informed 
that  It  was  good  only  on  trains  which  con- 
nected with  the  Burlinflfton  Branch  Railroad 
at  the  Broad  street  station,  according  to  the 
regulations  of  the  company,  and  that,  as  the 
train  he  was  on  did  not  make  such  connection, 
the  ticket  was  not  good  upon  it.  Parry  re- 
fused to  pay  his  fare,  and  was  put  off  the 
train  at  a  way  station,  before  Riverton  was 
reached,  without  unnecessary  force  or  in- 
dignity. Upon  the  appearance  of  the  above - 
stated  facts,  in  the  case  made  by  the  plaintiff 
below,  the  defendant  moved  for  a  nonsuit, 
and.  upon  the  denial  of  that  motion,  error  is, 
among  other  things,  now  assigned. 

Mr.  S.  H.  Grey*  for  plaintiff  in  error: 
A  stop-off  is  not  a  right  resulting  from  the 
contract  to  carry,  but  is  a  matter  of  consent  by 
or  contract  with  the  carrier.    To  break  the 
journey  is  to  break  the  contract. 

State  V.  Overton,  24  N.  J.  L.  486.  61  Am. 
Dec.  671;  Ripley  v.  New  JevBey  R,  d  Tranap. 
Co.  81  N.  J.  L.  888;  Petrie  v.  Pennsylvania  B. 
Co.  42  N.  J.  L.  449;  Wyman  v.  Northern  Pae. 
R,  Co,  84  Minn.  210;  Stone  v.  Chicago  A  N  W. 
R.  Co.  47  Iowa,  82,  29  Am.  Reo.  458;  CJiurchill 
V.  Chicago  &  A,  R.  Co.  67  111.  890;  McClure  v. 
Philadelphia,  W.  &  B.  R.  Co.  84  Md.  685,  6 
Am.  Rep.  845;  Drew  v.  Central  Pae.  R.  Co.  51 
Cal.  425;  Dietrich  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  71 
Pa.  482.  10  Am.  Rep.  711;  OH  Creek  A  A.  R. 


XoTB.— The  above  case  is  a  peculiar  one  In  Its 
lacts,  and  the  decision  is  not  likely  to  command 
uirivenal  approvaL  The  interpretation  of  the 
^ootnct  seems  unusually  strict  in  view  of  the  fact 
c^t  the  riirht  claimed  by  the  passenger  is  denied 
Berely  because  he  took  one  ticket  instead  of  two 
vUch  he  might  have  had  for  the  same  price,  and 
also  of  the  fact  that  the  carrier  would  not  seem  to 
Ik  hi  any  way  injured  or  put  to  a  disadvantage  by 
carrying  him  on  the  earlier  train  which  was  an  or- 
dlnttyaoconunodatlon  train.  It  seems  difficult  to 
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see  any  r3a8CQ  for  denying  the  n^at  claimed  ex- 
cept to  compel  the  passenger  to  pay  twice  for  the 
same  ride.  These  considerations  make  the  con- 
struction of  the  contract  as  to  what  is  a  '^oonneot- 
ing"  train  seem  unnecessarily  technical.  For 
other  cases  involving  questions  remotely  similar 
to  the  above,  see  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Henry 
(Tex.)  16  L.  R.  A.  818:  Gulf.  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v. 
Looney  (Tex.)  16  L.  R.  A.  471,  and  note;  Nichols  v. 
Southern  Pae.  Co.  (Or.)  18  L.  R.  A.  65,  and  note. 
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New  Jersey  Court  of  Errors  and  Appeals. 


Nov., 


Co.  V.  C7ar^,  72  Pa.  381;  Cleceland,  C,  &  O. 
R,  Co,  v.  Bartram,  11  Ohio  St.  457;  Batten 
V.  yeioark  d  J.  C,  R.  Co.  89  Ohio  St.  875; 
Cheneji  v.  Bo$ton  d  M.  R.  Co.  II  Met.  121,  45 
Am.  Dec.  190. 

If  Parry  entered  the  train  for  the  parpose  of 
testing  his  rights,  and  with  a  view  of  making 
a  case,  it  has  been  held  by  respectable  courts 
that  under  such  circumstances  there  could  be 
no  recovery  of  damages  for  injury  to  his  feel- 
ings. 

Cincinnati,  H.  <ft  D.  R.  Co.  v.  Cole,  29  Ohio 
St.  128,  28  Am.  Rep.  729;  8t.  Louis  db  8.  F. 
R.  Co.  V.  THmUe,  54  Ark.  854. 

Messrs.  John  W.  Wescott  and  Samuel 
K«  Robbins»  for  defendant  in  error: 

The  right  of  the  plaintiff  to  show  the  con- 
struction put  upon  this  contract  by  the  com- 
pany, as  evidenced  by  general  usage,  or  the 
custom  upon  the  road  is  distinctly  recognized 
by  Chief  Justice  Green  in  his  opinion  in  State 
V.  (henon,  24  N.  J.  L.  489.  81  Am.  Dec.  871. 

The  conduct  of  the  parties  to  a  contract  may 
be  shown  in  order  to  settle  its  true  interpreta- 
tion. 

Burlew  v.  HiUman,  18  N.  J.  Eq.  27. 

The  railroad  company  made  an  unjust  dis- 
crimination against  the  plaintiff  in  refusing 
his  ticket. 

Messenger  v.  Penmylmnia  R.  Co.  87  N.  J. 
L.  681,  18  Am.  Bep.  754;  8taU  v.  Delaware, 
L.  dkW.  R.  Co.^N.  J.  L.  55,  57  Am.  Rep.  543. 

The  contract  is  to  be  taken  most  strongly 
against  the  defendants,  as  the  language  is 
their  own. 

Daneey  v.  Grand  Trunk  R.  Co.  of  Canada, 
19  Ont.  App.  Rep.  864,  52  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  R. 
Cas.  181. 

The  railroad  company,  notwithstanding  this 
provision,  claitned  to  have  required  the  holder 
of  such  ticket  to  stop  off  at  Burlington  station 
for  nearly  an  hour,  before  forwarding  him  to 
his  destination. 

Was  he  required  to  remain  at  the  station 
during  this  time  to  avoid  a  breach  of  the  con- 
tract? 

If  he  had  walked  from  the  Junction  to  Bur- 
lington station  and  taken  the  5:20  train  from 
Trenton,  or  if  he  had  walked  or  ridden  to 
Beverly  and  resumed  his  journey  on  the  5:20 
train  from  Trenton,  his  ticket  would  have  been 
good  on  that  train. 

Auerbach  v.  New  York  Cent,  df  H.  R.  R.  Co. 
89N.Y.  281,42  Am.  Rep.  290;  8  Wait,  Act.  & 
Def.  p.  181. 

By  either  of  these  courses  he  would  have 
stopped  off  en  route  longer  and  more  effectual- 
ly than  he  did  in  this  instance. 

It  was  the  duty  of  the  railroad  company  to 
forward  the  plaintiff  to  his  destination  prompt- 
ly, and  a  serious  delay  like  that  involved  in 
awaiting  the  arrival  of  the  5:  20  train  from 
Trenton  warranted  him  in  taking  a  different 
train,  if  by  so  doing  he  could  expedite  his 
journey. 

Wilsey  v.  LouismOe  d  N.  R,  Co.  88  Ey.  511, 
26  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  R.  Cas.  258,  confirmed  on 
appeal  October  24,  1889,  reported  in  89  Am. 
&  Eng.  R.  R.  Gas.  418. 

Me€Hll«  Ch.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  motion  to  nonsuit  presented  to  the 
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court  below  this  question :  Whether  the  con- 
tract between  Mr.  Parry  and  the  railroad  com- 
pany permitted  Mr.  Parry  to  quit  the  branch 
road  train  before  it  reached  its  destination, 
and,  proceeding  in  advance  of  it,  continue^ 
his  journey  in  a  train  with  which  it  did  not 
connect,  and  was  made  available  to  him  only 
by  accidental  delay.  It  is  established  by  the 
course  of  judicial'  decision  that  when  a  per- 
son who  purchases  a  railway  ticket  to  a  cer- 
tain place  takes  his  seat  in  a  particular  train, 
that  goes  to  his  destination,  he  cannot,  with- 
out permission  of  the  railway  company, 
while  the  train  is  reasonably  pursuing  tne 
duty  of  the  carrier,  leave  it,  and  take  another 
train,  and  complete  his  journey  under  the 
same  contract.  The  reason  is  that  his  con- 
tract is  entire,  and  neither  he  nor  the  com- 
pany can  be  required  to  perform  it  in  frag- 
mente.  State  v.  Oaerton,  24  N.  J.  L.  485,  61 
Am.  Dec.  671 ;  Petrie  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co. 
42  N.  J.  L.  449 ;  Chtmey  v.  BosUm  d  M.  R. 
Co.  11  Met.  121,  45  Am.  Dec.  190;  Dietrich 
V.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  71  Pa.  482,  10  Am. 
Rep.  711 ;  Oil  Creek  d  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Clark, 
72  Pa.  231 ;  Vankirk  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co. 
76  Pa.  73,  18  Am.  Rep.  404 ;  Hamilton  v.  New 
York  Cent.  R.  Co.  51  N.  Y.  100 ;  Wyman  v. 
Northern  Pac,  R.  Co.  34  Minn.  210 ;  MeClure 
V.  Philadelphia,  W.  d  B.  R  Co.  84  Md.  582, 
6  Am.  Rep.  845 ;  Stone  v.  Chicago  d  N.  W. 
R.  Co.  47  Iowa,  82,  29  Am.  Rep.  458 ;  Church  - 
HI  V.  CliicagodA.  R.  Co.  67  111.  390:  Cleix- 
land,  C.  d  C.  R.  Co.  v.  Bartram,  11  Ohio- 
St.  457 ;  HatUn  v.  Newark  d  J.  C.  R.  Co.  8J> 
Ohio  St.  875 ;  Wilsey  v.  Louisville  d  N.  R. 
Co.  88  Ky.  511.  It  is  not  necessary  that  the 
contract  of  carriage  should  be  fully  set  out 
in  the  passenger's  ticket.  The  ticket  is  & 
mere  token  that  the  fare  has  been  paid,  and 
that  the  passenger  has  the  right  to  be  carried 
to  the  destination  it  indicates,  according  U> 
the  reasonable  regulations  of  the  railway 
company.  Such  regulations— at  least,  so  far 
as  they  are  known  to  the  passenger — enter 
into  the  contract  of  passage,  and  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  passenger  to  conform  to  them. 
The  proofs  or  the  plaintiff  below  very  clearly 
exhibited  that  Mr.  Parry  was  famifiar  witlk 
the  regulations  under  which  the  defendant 
company  was  accustomed  to  transport  pas- 
sengers between  Riverton  and  Mt.  Holly 
upon  such  tickets  as  the  one  he  purchased. 
He  admits  that  he  knew  that  the  local  ac- 
commodation train  was  apt  to  be  belated,  and 
that  the  train  upon  the  branch  road  did  not 
connect  with  it,  and,  hence,  that  the  latter 
train  would  not  continue  to  the  Broad  street 
station  in  Burlington  until  the  former  had 
passed,  and  that  it  was  possible,  occasion - 
allv,  to  catch  it  by  quitting  the  branch  road 
train  while  it  was  waiting  upon  the  Y,  and 
walking  a  half  mile  to  the  Broad  street  depot. 
Indeed,  it  was  his  accurate  knowledge  of  the 
regulations  of  the  company,  and  the  delay 
they  occasioned,  that  prompted  him  to  dis- 
regard them,  when  he  sa^  an  opportunity  to 
expedite  his  transit.  He  states  that  he  could 
have  purchased  an  excursion  ticket  from 
Riverton  to  Burlington  and  back,  and  another 
from  Burlington  to  Mt.  Holly  and  return,  for 
the  same  price  that  he  paid  for  the  single 
excursion  ticket  from  Riverton  to  Mt.  Holly 
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jLiid  return,  and  in  that  way  have  secured  the 
undoubted  right  to  return  "by  the  local  ac- 
<x)mmodation,  if  he  could  have  caught  it. 
Bat  he  did  not  purchase  the  two  excursion 
tickets,  and  niake  his  contract  in  that  way. 
He  chose,  rather,  to  buy  the  single  ticket 
which  expressly  provided  that  he  should  be 
transported  between  the  terminal  points  of  his 
joamey  *^ftia  Burlington  branch,"  and  sub- 
lected  him  to  the  regulations  that  he  should 
be  carried  to  the  Broad  street  station,  and 
there  change  to  the  cars  of  a  connecting  train. 
Under  authority  of  the  rule  referred  to,  even 
in  absence  of  the  express  notice  upon  his 
ticket  that  he  should  not  ^'stop  off  en  raute,^ 
«fter  he  had  once  started  in  a  train,  it  may 
be  questionable  whether  it  would  not  have 
been  an  abandonment  of  his  contract  if  he  had 
left  the  train,  while  it  was  duly  performing 
its  duty,  at  any  other  point  than  that  which 
the  regulations  designated  for  that  purpose. 
The  notice  upon  the  ticket  simply  served  to 
'Call  attention  to  that  rule.  But,  in  deciding 
this  case,  it  is  not  necessary  to  determine  that 
question.  The  additional  fact  that,  with  the 
express  notice  which  the  ticket  ^ve  before 
him.  he  quit  the  branch  train  with  the  de- 
liberate intention  of  not  again  taking  either 
it  or  its  connecting  train,  appears ;  and,  in 
light  of  such  fact,  his  nonconformity  to  the 
regulations  which  entered  into  his  contract, 
4nd  consequent  infraction  of  that  contract, 
and  abandonment  of  his  rights  thereunder, 
become  too  connpicuous  to  admit  of  doubt. 
There  was  nothing  in  the  evidence  to  indicate 
that  the  regulations  of  the  defendant  company 
were  not  reasonable,  and  it  is  admitted  that 
the  train  abandoned  was  pursuing  its  way  as 
those  regulations  required.  Under  these  con  - 
di lions,  the  conductor  was  justified  in  de- 
manding a  new  fare,  and,  upon  the  refusal  of 
Mr.  Parry  to  pay  it,  to  remove  him  from  the 
train,  in  the  manner  that  was  adopted. 
State  V.  (herUm,  mvra.  It  is  our  conclusion 
that  the  plaintiff  below  should  have  been 


nonsuited,  and,  hence,  that  the  jtidgment  noic 
remetMd  must  be  reversed. 

JULmgietJ.,  dissenting: 
Parry  held  a  return  ticket  which  expressed 
the  contract  of  the  railroad  company  to  carry 
him  from  Mt.  Holly  to  Hiverton  *^via  Bur- 
lington branch.**  There  was  no  condition  in 
the  contract  that  he  should  take  a  con- 
tinuous train,  and  there  was  no  such  train. 
Nor  was  there  in  it  any  condition  that  he 
should  take  a  connecting  train,  and,  strictly 
speaking,  there  was  no  connecting  train  with 
that  on  which  he  rode  from  Mt.  Holly  to 
Burlinffton.  Passengers  by  that  train  were 
obligea  to  wait  in  Burlln^on  for  a  con- 
siderable time  before,  in  ordinary  course,  a 
train  left  for  Riverton.  The  only  condition 
of  the  contract  affecting  Parry  was  that  for- 
bidding him  to  **  stop  off  en  route.  **  Had  the 
train  which  brought  Parry  from  Mt.  Holly 
moved  on  to  the  station  in  Burlington,  he 
would  have  been  obliged  to  alight,  and,  in 
the  absence  of  stipulations  to  the  contrary, 
could  take  the  next  train  on  the  main  line  to 
Riverton,  even  though  that  train  was  a 
belated  train,  not  usually  running  at  that 
time.  But  this  train  which  brouffnt  Parry 
from  Mt.  Holly  had  in  fact  passed  over  the 
branch  road,  and  arrived  at  tne  main  line  at 
the  junction.  When  Parry  alighted  there, 
he,  perhaps,  forfeited  bis  right  to  be  carried 
to  the  station ;  but  by  such  alighting,  and 
walking  the  short  distahce  to  the  station,  he 
did  not  forfeit  his  rieht  to  be  carried  from 
there  to  Riverton,  unless  his  act  was  a  stop- 
ping off  en  route.  Whether  Parry's  conduct 
violated  the  condition  depended  on  whether 
he  acted  with  intent  to  break  the  continuity 
of  his  journey.  That  was  a  question  for  the 
'ury,  and  it  was  properly  left  to  them, 
^inding  no  error,  I  shall  vote  to  affirm. 
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Abb«tt»  Browii«    and  Kreugevt  JJ., 
concur. 


MASSACHUSETTS  SUPREME  JUDICIAL  COURT. 


C.  F.  JEWETT  PUBLISHING  CO. 

V. 

Benjamin  F.  BUTLER. 
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1.  AnagreomentbyanMitliortolBdem- 
oiiy  UspabliBlier  for  any  costs  and  damaires 
by  reason  of  the  publioatlon  is  not  invaUd,  on  the 
moQod  that  an  unlawful  publioatlon  is  intended, 
where  it  does  not  appear  that  there  was  any  in- 
tention on  the  part  of  either  to  write  or  publish 
aoythioff  Ubelous. 

Z.  DoaMs  as  to  the  •olTeBcj' of  a  pub- 
MaAimy  eorporatloii  will  not  Justi^  the 
breach  of  a  contract  to  furnish  it  a  book  for  pub- 
hcation. 


8.  Tho  disgrace  attaehlng  to  the  name 
of  a  corporation  on  account  of  the  con- 
dnct  of  its  fbrmer  president  and  manager, 
whose  name  it  bears,  is  not  sufficient  grround  for 
breaklnfir  a  contract  to  f umtoh  it  a  book  for  pub- 
lication. 

(Lathrop^  Jm  dissents.) 

(October  19,  1808.) 

REPORT  by  the  Supreme  Court  for  Suffolk 
County  for  the  opinion  of  the  full  court  of 
an  action  brought  to  recover  damages  for 
breach  of  contract  to  furnish  the  manuscript  of 
a  certain  book,  written  by  defendant,  to  the 
plaintiff  for  publication.  Judgment  for  plain- 
tiff. 


Xon.— The  Oleffality  of  a  contract  to  indemnify 
a  penon  anainst  liability  for  pubHahing  a  libel  can 
hardly  be  questioned^  but  the  above  case  presenta 
a  cootraet  easily  subject  to  different  interpreta- 
tions as  appears  in  the  disagreeing  opinions,  but 


which  is  held  to  be  merely  an  indemnity  a«rainst 
possible  liability  for  unintentional  libel.  In  this 
respect  the  case  is  apparently  novel  as  well  as  in- 
teresting. 
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The  contract  recited  that  defendant  "is 
minded  and  intending  to  write  and  have  xmb- 
lished  two  volumes  in  the  nature  of  autobiog- 
raphy or  reminiscences  of  his  life  and  the  acts 
and  doings  of  other  public  men  so  far  as  they 
may  seem  to  him  to  elucidate  the  history  of  the 
country  or  public  affairs/'  and  stipulated  that 
plaintiff  should  do  the  publishing.  The  con- 
tract also  contained  a  clause  relating  to  the 
publication  of  libels.  Defendant  agreed  to 
furnish  the  material  for  the  book  within  a  lim- 
ited time.  Shortly  after  the  con  tract  was  made, 
defendant  furnished  some  manuscript,  but  be- 
fore he  supplied  any  more,  C.  P.  Jewett.  an 
agent  of  the  plaintiff  corporation  and  for  whom 
it  was  named,  absconded,  having  issued  a  larger 
sum  of  its  capital  stock  than  it  was  entitled  to 
on  his  private  account.  Defendant  thereupon 
placed  the  publication  of  his  book  in  anotner 
house  and  plaintiff  brought  this  action  to  re- 
cover the  damages  which  it  had  sustained  in 
preparing  for  the  publication  and  in  the  loss 
of  profits  whicli  it  would  have  made  from  the 
sale. 

Further  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs,  E.  C.  Bmnpiis*  Samuel  J.  El- 
der»  and  William  Cnshins^  Wait,  for 
plaintiff: 

The  contract  indicates  no  purpose  to  com- 
mit an  illegal  act.  The  defendant  was  to  as- 
sume the  responsibility  and  pay  costs  and 
damages.  The  assumption  of  responsibility 
does  not  in  any  sense  imply  that  it  was  his  pur- 
pose to  commit  wrong.  ^People  do  not  adver- 
tise a  purpose  to  commit  libel  in  advance. 
*'  Ordinarily  when  parties  enter  into  such  a  con- 
tract, it  is  done  in  such  a  manner  as  in  form 
to  conceal  its  illegality." 

Riley  v.  Jordan,  m  Mass.  281;  Babcodk  v. 
Terry,  97  Mass.  482. 

Because  the  defendant  proposed  to  write  a 
book  "without  illegal  intent''  as  the  report 
finds,  on  public  men,  and  affairs  of  his  time,  it 
is  fair  to  presume  that  his  purpose  was  to  tell 
the  truth  and  commit  no  hbel,  rather  than  to 
willfully  traduce  public   men   of  his  4.ime. 

Waugh  v.  Morris,  L.  R.  8  Q.  B.  2(»-208; 
Haroey  v.  Vamey,  98  Mass.  118;  Guernsey  v. 
Cook,  120  Mass.  601;  Richardson  v.  Mellish,  2 
Bing.  229;  Ormes  v.  Dauchy,  82  N.  Y.  448,  37 
Am.  Rep.  588;  Hunt  v.  EUioU,  80  Ind.  245, 
41  Am.  Rep.  494. 

Doubtless  if  after  the  beginning  of  the  publi- 
cation the  book  had  become  libelous  in  its  char- 
acter the  plaintiff  could  only  have  continued  to 
publish  it  at  his  peril,  after  the  knowledge  had 
been  brought  to  him.  But  what  might  have 
happened  is  of  no  consequence  as  to  the  con- 
dition of  affairs  at  the  time  his  contract  was 
broken. 

In  Oale  v.  LeckU,  2  Stark.  N.  P.  107,  where 
the  author  after  beginning  to  prepare  material 
for  publication  abandoned  it  and  claimed  that 
he  was  exonerated  from  his  contract  from  fear 
of  prosecution,  Ellenborough,  Ch,  J,,  says, 
that  the  withdrawal  of  an  author  from  his 
work  on  the  plea  that  he  may  be  subject  to 
prosecution,  is  insufilcient  without  proof  that 
the  work  he  was  doing  or  was  to  do  was  ille- 
gal. On  the  contrary  it  is  to  be  presumed  in 
the  absence  of  evidence  that  it  was  not  in  vio- 
lation of  law. 

In  Clay  v.  Tales,  25  L.  J.  Exch.  287,  where 
22  L.  R.  A. 


the  printer  ascertained  that  the  book  after  the 
beginning  of  publication  contained  libelous 
matter,  he  was  allowed  to  recover  for  his 
services  up  to  the  time  of  the  libel. 

This  clause  may  have  been  put  into  the  con- 
tract with  an  idea  of  protection  if,  perchance, 
in  the  course  of  writing  an  extensive  work,  any- 
thing should  happen  to  get  into  the  book  that 
would  subject  the  publisners  to  litigation:  but 
such  might  well  have  been  put  in  any  contract 
relating  to  any  book  that  has  ever  been  pub- 
lished. Would  that  fact  have  the  slighest  ef- 
fect upon  any  contract  unless  it  should  appear, 
in  conjunction  with  it,  that  there  was  a  wicked 
purpose  to  libel,  or  that  the  character  of  the 
book  to  be  published  would  of  necessity  create 
a  libel?  Again,  such  a  contract  as  that  could 
not  have  been  enforced  in  the  event  of  the 
plaintiff's  having  published  the  book  and  been 
mulcted  for  libel. 

Arnold  v.  Clifford,  2  8umn.  238;  Shaekell  v. 
Rosier,  2  Bing.  N.  C.  684.  See  also  Baboock 
V.  Terry,  supra. 

The  defendant's  doubts  of  the  solvency  of 
the  plaintiff  did  not  authorize  him  to  terminate 
the  contract. 

Hobbs  V.  Columbia  Falls  Brick  Go,  157  Mass. 
109;MorganY.Bain,L.  R.IOC.P.  15;  Bxparte 
Stapleton,  L.  R.  10  Ch.  Div.  586;  Ex  parte 
Chalmers,  L.  R.  8  Ch.  289;  Boorman  v.  Nash, 
9  Bam.  &  C.  145;  Re  Phcenix  Bessemer  8Uel  Co. 
L.  R.  4  Ch.  Div.  108. 

Messrs.  John  Lowell  and  E.  M*  Johnson 
for  defendant. 

Morton*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  first  question  is  whether  the  contract 
is,  as  the  defendant  contends,  illegal  on  its 
face.  The  wvrds  relied  on  to  show  that  it 
is  are  as  follows:  "The  party  of  the  first 
part  agrees  to  accept  full  responsibility  of 
all  matter  contained  in  said  work,  and  to 
defend  at  his  own  cost  any  suits  which  may 
be  brought  against  the  party  of  the  second 
part  for  publishing  any  statements  contained 
in  said  work,  and  to  pay  all  costs  and  dam- 
ages arising  from  said  suit. "  The  presiding 
justice  found  that  "  the  contract  was  made 
without  illegal  intent,  unless  and  except  so 
far  as  the  words  used  import  one  as  matter 
of  law. "  Do  the  words  used,  as  quoted  above, 
import  one  as  matter  of  law?  We  think  not. 
The  parties  were  contracting  respecting  a 
book  which  was  not  in  existence,  but  was  to 
be  written.  There  was  nothing  in  the  char- 
acter of  the  proposed  work  which  naturally 
or  necessarily  involved  the  publication  of 
scandalous  or  libelous  matter,  as  was  the 
case,  for  instance,  in  Shaekeli  v.  Rosier,  2 
Bing.  N.  C.  684,  referred  to  by  the  defend- 
ant. At  the  same  time  it  was  not  impossible 
that,  in  spite  of  due  care  and  good  faith  on 
the  part  of  the  author  and  publisher,  the 
proposed  book  might  contain  matter  which 
others  perhaps  would  deem  libelous.  In  such 
a  case  it  would  be  no  more  unlawful  for  the 
parties  to  provide  that  the  author  should  save 
the  publisher  harmless  from  all  costs  and 
damages  to  which  he  might  be  subiected  bv 
reason  of  the  publication  of  the  book  than  ft 
would  be  for  a  patentee  to  agree  with  hift 
licensee  that  he  would  protect  him  against 
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all  costs  and  damages  to  which  he  might  be 
subjected  in  consequence  of  using  the  patent 
to  which  the  license  appl  led.  The  case  stands 
on  grounds  entirely  different  from  those  on 
which  it  would  stand  if  it  appeared  that  the 
parties  intended  to  publish  or  contemplated 
the  publication  of  libelous  matter.  There  is 
nothing  in  the  agreement  fairly  to  show  that 
such  was  Uieir  purpose.  The  most  that  can 
be  said  is  that,  though  there  was  no  intention 
to  write  or  publish,  nor  any  contemplation 
of  writing  or  publishing,  libelous  matter  on 
the  part  of  the  author  or  publisher,  it  might 
turn  out,  after  the  book  was  published,  that 
it  did  contain  libelous  matter.  But  that  is 
very  far  from  saying  that  the  parties  had  in 
yiew  an  illegal  purpose  in  publishing  the 
book.  We  see  nothing  unlawful  in  a  con- 
tract which  provides,  without  anything  more, 
that  the  author  shall  indemnify  the  publisher 
lor  costs  and  damages  to  which  he  may  be 
subjected  by  reason  of  the  publication  of  a 
book  to  be  written  by  the  author.  Moreover, 
it  was  possible  in  this  case  that  the  book 
might  not  bontain  libelous  matter,  although 
libel  suits  against  the. publisher  might  grow 
out  of  it.  It  would  be  hard  to  say,  in  such 
event,  that  the  publisher,  who  mieht  have 
published  the  book  without  any  libelous  pur- 
pose, and  in  the  full  belief  that  it  contained 
nothing  libelous,  could  not  recover  of  the 
author  under  this  clause  in  the  contract  the 
costs  and  damages  to  whioh  he  had  been  put 
by  such  suits.  In  order,  we  think,  to  render 
the  contract  unlawful,  it  should  appear  that 
&ere  was  an  intention  on  the  part  of  the 
author  and  publisher  to  write  and  publish 
libelous  matter,  or  that  the  author  proposed, 
wiUi  the  knowledge  and  acquiescence  of  the 
publisher,  to  write  libelous  matter,  or  that 
the  contract  on  its  face  provided  for  or  pro- 
moted an  illegal  act.  We  do  not  think  the 
clause  in  question  is  fairly  susceptible  of 
either  construction.  Fletcher  v.  Ha/rcot,  Hut- 
ton,  55 ;  Baiier9ey*s  Ckm,  Winch,  E.  B.  49 ; 
BdU  V.  Gibbina,  2  Ad.  &  El.  57 ;  Adamson 
?.  Jarcis,  4  Bing.  66 ;  Waugh  v.  Morris^  L. 
R.  8  Q,  B.  202 ;  Pearce  v.  Brook9,  L.  R.  1 
Eich.  213 ;  Canruin  v.  Bryce,  8  Bam.  &  Aid. 
179:  Qrava  v.  Johnson,  156  Mass.  211.  15  L. 
R.  A.  834. 

The  defendant  contends,  in  the  next  place, 
that  he  was  Justified  in  his  refusal  to  go  on 
with  the  contract  because  of  his  doubts  as  to 
the  solvency  of  the  plaintiff  corporation,  and 
because  of  the  disgrace  attaching  to  its  name 
in  consequence  of  the  conduct  of  Jewett. 
The  first  ground  l^us  taken  would  seem  to  be 
disposed  of  by  the  recent  case  of  Hdbib%  v. 
CcLumUa  Falls  Brick  Co,,  157  Mass.  109,  and 
need  not,  therefore,  be  further  considered. 
As  to  the  second  ground,  it  is  to  be  observed 
that  the  contract  was  not  made  with  Jewett 
penooally,  but  with  the  corporation  which 
bore  his  name.  Moreover,  Jewett  has  fled, 
and  it  fairly  may  be  presumed  that  his  place 
tt  president  and  manager  has  been  filled  by 
the  election  of  another  person,  so  that  the 
defendant  cannot  and  will  not  be  obliged  to 
come  into  farther  association  with  him.  It 
is  well  known  that  corporations  are  fre- 
quently organized  which  bear  as  part  of  their 
corporate  name  the  name  of  some  individual. 
28L.RA. 


Tlie  contention  of  the  defendant  would  re- 
quire us  to  hold  that  in  all  such  cases  a  party 
making  a  contract  with  such  a  corporation 
would  be  justified  in  refusing  to  go  on  with 
it  if  the  person  whose  name  the  corporation 
bore  committed  an  act  rendering  him  liable 
to  punishment  as  a  criminal,  or  bringing  him 
into  disgrace  and  rendering  further  associa- 
tion with  him  unprofitable  and  injurious  to 
the  other  party  to  the  contract.  But  a  cor- 
poration does  not  in  such  a  case  impliedly 
guarantee  as  an  element  of  the  contract  entered 
into  with  it  that  the  person  whose  name  it 
bears  shall  continue  to  be  a  reputable  mem- 
ber of  society.  The  corporation  is  distinct 
from  the  person  whose  name  it  bears.  Its 
interests  and  those  of  its  stockholders  in  con- 
tracts made  by  it  with  other  parties  are  not 
to  be  affected  by  the  disgraceful  or  criminal 
conduct  of  the  person  wnose  name  it  bears, 
and  for  whicii  it  is  in  no  wa;^  responsible. 
A  majority  of  the  court  think  the  entry 
should  be,  judgment  Jar  plaintiff  for  $fS,66o 
and  interest  from  June  9,  1890,  and  it  is  so 
ordered. 

Laihrop,  J.,  dissenting; 

I  am  unable  to  concur  in  the  opinion  of  the 
majority  of  the  court  that  the  contract  sought 
to  be  enforced  is  a  valid  contract.  The  con- 
tract provides  for  the  publication  of  a  work 
to  contain  the  author*s  autobiography  "or 
reminiscences  of  his  life,  and  the  acts  and 
doings  of  other  public  men,  so  far  as  they 
may  seem  to  him  to  elucidate  the  history  of 
the  country  or  public  affairs.**  It  is  in  ref- 
erence to  a  work  of  this  character  that  the 
defendant  agrees  to  do  three  things :  First, 
**to  accept  full  responsibility  of  all  mattera 
containea  in  said  work;**  secondly,  ''to  de- 
fend at  his  own  cost  any  suits  which  may  be 
brought  aeainst  the  party  of  the  second  part 
for  publiiwing  any  statements  containea  in 
said  work;"  thirdly,  **to  pay  all  costs  and 
damages  arising  from  such  suits. "  The  ob- 
ligation  of  the  defendant  is  not  limited  to 
paying  legal  expenses,  but  includes  costs  and 
damages  recovered  against  the  publisher  ''for 
publishing  any  statements  contained  in  said 
work.**  While  it  is  found  that  the  parties 
acted  without  illegal  intent,  ^et  if  the  legal 
effect  of  the  language  used  is  to  make  the 
contract  against  the  policy  of  the  law.  this 
court  oug^ht  not  to  enforce  it.  It  seems  to 
me  to  be  impossible  to  say  that  the  language 
used  applies  only  to  groundless  suits,  and 
that  it  should  be  so  construed.  What  the 
parties  contemplated,  and  what  they  intended 
to  provide  for,  was  that  actions  mi^ht  be 
brought  against  the  publisher  for  libelous 
matter  contained  in  the  work;  that  these 
actions  might  be  successfully  maintained 
against  the  publisher,  who  would  then  be 
compelled  to  pay  damages  and  costs.  In  this 
event  the  writer  agreed  to  indemnify  the 
publisher.  Could  such  an  agreement  have 
been  enforced?  In  my  opinion,  it  could  not, 
and  this  view  is  sustained  by  the  authorities. 
ShaekeU  v.  Hosier,  2  Bing.  N.  C.  634 ;  Col- 
bum  V.  Patmore,  1  Cromp.  M,  A  R.  78 ;  Gaie 
V.  Leckie,  2  Stark.  N.  P.  107 ;  Clay  v.  Tales, 
1  Hurlst.  &  N.  78;  Arnold  v.  Clifford,  2 
Sumn.  238 ;  Odgers,  Slander  &  Libel,  2d  ed. 
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8.  See  also  Bradlaugh  v.  Netodegaie^  L.  R. 
11  Q.  B.  Div.  1,  12;  Babeoek  v.  Terry,  97 
Mass.  482. 

It  follows  that  the  whole  contract  was 
tainted  with  illegality,  and  neither  party 
was  bound  to  go  on  with  it.     Eobinson  v. 


Green,  8  Met.  159,  161 ;  Perkins  y,  Oumminge, 
2  Gray,  258;  Woodrriff  v.  Wenticorth,  188 
Mass.  809 ;  Bishop  r,  Falm&r,  146  Mass.  469 ; 
Laund  v.  Grimtoade,  L.  R.  89  Ch.  Div.  605, 
618. 


CALIFORNIA  SUPREME  COURT. 


Charles  E.  BREEZE  el  al.,  Appts,, 

V, 

John  BROOKS  et  al.,  Bespis. 
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1.  Permittln«rtlieroeordtltleofUuidto 
remain  in  another  will  Bot-mike  a«ub- 
■eqnent  oonveyanee  to  the  real  owner 
firandnlent  as  to  the  oredlton  of  the  former 
where  they  gave  the  debtor  credit  merely  on  his 
own  representatioDS  of  ownership  and  his  pooBOo 
sioo  and  did  not  rely  on  the  records  or  any  aot  of 
the  owner. 

S«  The  flndini^ofthe  trial  court  ehonld 
reeeiTe  sneh  oonstmetion  as  will  uphold 
rather  than  defeat  its  Judgment  thereon. 

(December  24, 1868.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiffs  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  San  Mateo  County 
in  fatror  of  defendants  in  an  action  brought  to 
•enforce  a  judgment  recovered  against  John 


Brooks  upon  lands  belonging  to  his  brother 
Patrick  Brooks,  which  at  the  time  the  debt  was 
contracted  were  standing  in  the  name  of  John 
upon  the  public  records.    Affirmed, 

The  facts  suflScientlv  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Mr,  S.  F.  Lieb,  with  Messrs,  OeorM  W. 
Fox  and  Oeorm  C.  Ross*  for  appellants. 

Messrs,  E.  B.  Maetick  and  W.  C. 
Belcher  for  respondents. 

Harrison,  </.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court : 

The  plaintiffs  brought  this  action  to  sub- 
ject certain  lands  of  Patrick  Brooks,  which 
he  had  allowed  to  stand  of  record  in  the  name 
of  his  brother  John,  to  their  claim  as  credit- 
ors of  John,  upon  the  ground  that  the  sub- 
sequent transfer  from  John  to  Patrick  was 
fraudulent,  and  with  intent  to  de&aud  them 
as  creditors.  Judgment  was  rendered  in 
favor  of  the  defendants,  and  the  plaintiffs 
have  appealed  upon  the  ludgment  roll  alone, 
claiming  that,    upon  the  findings   of  fact 


NOTB.— Jgffltoppel  of  landtywner  by  attowing  record 
mle  to  remain  in  another. 

The  oases  are  not  numerous  In  which  the  question 
of  estoppel  has  turned  simply  on  the  fact  tbat  the 
record  title  was  in  one  person  while  the  beneficial 
title  was  in  another. 

Sale  hy  record  owner. 

There  seems  to  be  no  question  but  that  if  the  one 
having  the  record  title  sells  the  land  to  a  stranger 
who  pays  the  purchase  money  to  him  without  no- 
tice of  the  claim  of  the  true  owner  the  purchaser 
will  acquire  a  good  title. 

The  purchaser  for  a  valuable  consideration  from 
a  patentee  in  poesessloo,  and  whose  patent  is  re- 
corded in  the  proper  register's  oflUce  takes  free  of 
all  equitable  claims  as  against  patentee's  title  of 
which  be  had  no  actual  notice,  although  docu- 
mentary evidence  of  a  mistake  in  the  issue  of  the 
patent  existed  in  the  files  and  records  of  the  gen- 
eral land  oflUce.  Sohnee  v.  Schnee,  28  Wis.  377,  09 
Am.  Dec.  188. 

If  a  person  holding  the  legal  title  permits  the 
record  title  to  remain  in  another,  who  sells  the 
property  to  a  third  person  who  makes  valuable  im- 
provements on  it,  the  real  owner  will  not  be  per- 
mitted to  set  up  his  claim.  Bidridge  v.  Walker,  80 
III.  270. 

If  the  owner  of  land  executes  a  deed  with  a  blank 
space  for  the  grantee's  name  and  places  it  in  the 
hands  of  an  agent  for  the  purpose  of  having  the 
property  sold,  and  the  agent  fills  the  blank  with  his 
own  name  and  subsequently  convesrs  the  property 
to  a  third  person  ignorant  of  the  facts  in  the  case, 
the  true  owner  will  be  estopped  from  claiming  the 
title  as  against  him.  Pence  v.  Arbuckle,  22  Minn. 
417. 

There  are  also  a  few  oases  in  which  there  were 
elements  of  estoppel  in  addition  to  the  mere  fact  of 
record  tlUe  in  the  one  who  sells  the  property.  The 
22  L.  R.  A. 


decisions  in  these  cases  are  analogous  to  those 
which  had  been  made  prior  to  the  pasBage  of  the 
recording  acts. 

Before  the  passage  of  the  recording  acts,  a  grantee 
who  concealed  his  deed  from  the  world  and  left 
the  grantor  in  possession,  permitting  him  to  deal 
with  the  property  as  his  own,  would  not  be  per- 
mitted to  assert  title  as  against  subsequent  grant- 
ees, especially  if  he  has  also  permitted  the  subse- 
quent grantees  to  expend  money  on  the  faith  of 
their  title.  Wendell  v.  Van  Bensselaer,  1  Johns. 
Ch.  344, 1  L.  ed.  165. 

So  where,  after  a  new  settlement  of  an  estate  In 
favor  of  the  settlor  for  life  and  after  his  death  to 
his  sons  in  tail  male,  the  settlor  makes  a  lease  for  a 
term  of  years  to  one  ignorant  of  the  true  state  of 
the  title,  one  ot  the  sons,  who,  knowlncr  of  the 
lease,  falls  to  caution  the  lessee  but  permits  him 
to  go  on  and  make  repairs  and  improvements  on 
the  faith  of  the  lease,  will  not  be  permitted  to  as- 
sert his  title,  after  the  death  of  his  father,  until  the 
expiration  of  the  lease.  Banning  v.  Ferrers,  1  Eq. 
Gas.  Abr.  857. 

Andfwhere  a  tenant  in  tall  with  remainder  to  an- 
other, not  knowing  of  the  entail,  makes  a  settle^ 
ment  which  is  engrossed  by  the  remainderman,  who 
does  not  disclose  his  rifrhts  until  after  the  death  of 
the  first  taker,  the  remainderman  wlU  not  l>e  per- 
mitted, as  against  the  claimants  under  the  settle- 
ment, to  set  up  his  rights  under  the  entail.  Howrey 
V.  Walsh,  8  Cow.  288. 

And  where  a  woman,  being  the  absolute  owner 
of  a  term,  is  present  at  a  treaty  for  her  sonls  mar- 
riage and  hears  him  declare  that  the  term  is  to 
come  to  him  on  his  mother's  death,  and  siirns  the 
deed  as  a  witness,  whereby  the  reversion  of  the  term 
is  settled  on  the  issue  of  the  marriage  after  the 
mother's  death,  she  will  be  compeUed  to  make  the 
settlement  good.  Hunsden  v.  Cheyney,  2  Vem.  tSO. 


1S9B. 


Breeze  y.  Bbooks. 


257 


iudgment  should  have  been  eiven  in  their 
laTor.  Upon  a  former  appeal  nerein  (71  Cal. 
169),  the  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plain- 
tiffs was  reversed  upon  the  ground  that  the 
findings  did  not  sustain  it,  and  the  action 
was  remanded  for  a  new  trial.  Unless,  there- 
fore, the  facts  now  presented  are  materially 
different  from  those  presented  upon  the  former 
appeal,  the  judgment  of  the  court  below 
must  be  affirmed. 

The  findings  of  fact  which  were  before  the 
court  on  the  former  appeal  are  substantially 
set  forth  in  the  report  of  the  case,  and  were 
a^ain  made  by  the  court  upon  the  subsequent 
tnal,  and  in  the  same  language  as  before. 
In  addition  thereto  the  court  has  now  found 
that,  during  the  time  that  the  legal  title  to 
the  land  strnxi  in  John,  he  was  generally  re- 
puted and  believed  in  his. neighborhood,  and 
among  his  neighbors,  and  bv  the  community 
generallv,  to  be  the  legal  and  equitable 
owner  of  the  land ;  that  the  deed  to  him  was 
delirered  to  him  in  person  by  the  grantors, 
and  was  taken  by  him  to  the  recorder's  office 
for  record,  and  was  recorded  at  his  request : 
that,  during  the  time  that  it  stood  of  record 
in  his  name,  it  was  assessed  to  him  and  in 
his  name,  and  that  he  had  paid  certain  taxes 
thereon ;  that  in  the  year  1869  he  commenced 
an  action  against  the  Spring  Valley  Water- 
works for  damages,  which,  after  having  been 
partly  tried,  was  compromised  between  the 
parties  without  going  to  judgment,  under 
which  the  defendant  paid  him  certain  mon- 
eys ;  that  at  the  trial  thereof  Patrick  testified 
as  a  witness  in  his  favor,  and  it  was  stipu- 


lated by  counsel  for  the  respective  parties  in 
open  court,  and  in  the  presence  of  Patrick, 
that  John  was  the  owner  in  fee  of  the  land. 
The  court  also  finds  certain  details  of  the 
transactions  between  John  and  the  plaintiffs, 
by  which  he  incurred  the  indebtedness  for 
which  he  save  them  the  promissory  note  on 
which  they  recover  the  judgment  they  are 
now  seeking  to  enforce,  and  that  during  all 
this  time  the  only  information  which  Patrick 
had  that  John  was  obtaining  credit  from  the 

glaintiffs,  or  dealing  with  them,  was  that 
e  was  informed  of  an  error  which  the  plain- 
tiffs made  in  September,  1872,  by  charging 
two  items,  amounting  to  about  $20,  to  John, 
instead  of  to  himself,  and  of  the  subsequent 
correction  of  the  error  by  transferring  the 
items  to  his  own  account. 

A  comparison  of  the  facts  found  at  the 
last  trial  with  those  before  the  court  on  the 
former  appeal  shows  that  they  do  not  take 
the  case  out  of  the  principles  then  laid  down, 
or  call  for  the  application  of  any  different 
principles.  It  was  then  held  necessary  that 
the  plaintiffs,  in  order  to  entitle  them  to  a. 
recovery,  should  show  that  Patrick  was  in 
some  way  privy  to  John's  obtaining  credit 
from  them,  or  that  in  giving  such  cr^lt  they 
relied  upon  some  affirmative  statement  or  act 
of  Patrick,  other  than  his  permitting  the 
title  to  stand  of  record  in  John's  name ;  and 
that  the  mere  fact  that  Patrick  allowed  the 
title  to  the  land  to  stand  of  record  in  the 
name  of  John  was  unavailing  to  the  plain- 
tiffs, unless  they  could  establish,  to  the  sat- 
isfaction of  the  court,  that  they  relied  there- 


to tf  a  penoa  havinir  title  to  real  estate  aoquiesoes 
in  a  sale  of  it  by  a  peraon  pratendinir  to  have  title 
nod  haviiiff  oolor  of  title,  he  will  be  bound  by  the 
nJe,  proflded  no  fraud  was  practiced  upon  him* 
Fnnk  t.  Newcomer,  10  Md.  801^ 

Especially  if  he  advises  and  enoouraires  the  sale. 
StoRB  V.  Barker,  6  Johns.  Ch.  168, 2  L.  ed.  88, 10  Am. 
Dec  316. 

If  one  having  the  legal  title  permits  the  land  to 
be  sold  by  one  having  color  of  title,  being  fully 
aware  of  his  rights  and  IntentioDally  or  by  groes 
neirUgence  encouraging  or  influenclDg  the  pur- 
chase, he  wiU  not  be  permitted  to  subsequently  as- 
sert bis  rights.    Morris  v.  Moore.  11  Humph.  488. 

Following  the  principle  of  those  cases  it  has  been 
lield  that- 

If  the  grantee  of  land  permits  the  record  title  to 
stand  in  the  grantor  and  subsequently  prevails 
npoQ  a  third  person  to  purchase  the  land  from  the 
grantor,  assuring  him  that  the  grantor  has  the 
legal  title,  he  will  be  estopped  from  subsequently 
WKfting  his  rights.  Money  v.  Ricketts,  62  Miss.  209. 

So  one  who,  holding  a  bond  for  title  to  real  es- 
tite.  permits  the  former  owner  to  sell  it  as  his  own, 
▼ill  be  estopped  from  subsequently  compelling  a 
coaverance  to  himself  from  the  purchaser,— 
«8peclaUy  if  be  received  a  part  of  the  purcluue 
Prtce.   Breeding  v.  Stamper,  18  B.  Mon.  17S. 

If  a  person  has  ooosented  that  the  legal  title  to 
luds  ahaU,  t^  absolute  conveyance,  be  passed 
orer  to  another,  or  disoovers  that  another  has 
tTaodolently  obtained  the  legal  title  and  put  it  on 
the  market,  he  cannot  stand  by  and  see  third  par- 
ties acquire  rights  upon  suqb  apparent  title  and 
iftcTward  ask  for  relief.    Ford  v.  Loomis,  88  Mich. 

If  ■  penoa  holding  an  unrecorded  deed  to  land 
^  pntent  when  his  grantor  sells  the  same  land  to  a 
tUrdpeison  and  aasista  In  the  sale,  witnessing  the 
22LR.A. 


deed,  he  will  be  estopped  from  subsequently  set- 
ting up  his  own  tiUe.  BherrUl  v.  SherHll,  78  N. 
C.8. 

A  son  to  whom  a  father  deeds  his  property,  but 
who  neglects  to  put  the  deed  on  record,  and  who 
is  subsequently  present  when  the  father  settles 
the  same  property  among  all  bis  children,  without 
disclosing  his  own  claim,  will  not,  after  the  death 
of  the  father,  be  permitted  to  take  the  property 
from  the  other  children.  Sasser  v.  Jones,  88  N. 
C.  19. 

In  Osl>onf  V.  Elder,  66  Oa.  800,  without  discussing 
the  question  of  the  condition  of  the  record  title,  it 
Is  decided  that  if  one  having  the  legal  title  to  land 
Is  present  at  a  sherilTs  sale  of  It  under  a  levy 
against  a  third  person  and  does  not  disclose  his 
title  or  forbid  the  sale,  he  will  be  estopped  from 
afterwards  claiming  It. 

If  one  having  an  unregistered  deed  to  land  stands 
by  and  sees  it  sold  at  auction  as  the  land  of  the 
grantor,  and  permits  a  third  person  to  buy  it  and 
pay  the  purchase  money  under  the  impression  that 
he  Is  getting  a  good  title,  he  will  not  subsequently 
be  permitted  to  dispute  It  Saunderson  v.  Bal- 
lance,  66  N.  C.  8S8, 67  Am.  Dec.  318. 

If  the  owner  of  the  land,  whose  deed  Is  not  re- 
corded, attends  and  bids  at  a  sheriff^s  sale  of  the 
land  as  the  property  of  the  former  owner,  he  will 
be  estopped  from  asserting  his  title  as  against  the 
purchaser  at  the  sheriff's  sale.  Rice  v.  Bunce,  49 
Mo.  S31, 8  Am.  Rep.  129. 

And  the  same  Is  true  if  he  stands  by  and  en- 
courages another  in  Ignorance  ot  such  title  to  con- 
tract for  the  purchase  of  the  land  with  one  having 
the  legal  title.  Guffey  v.  O'Relley,  88  Mo.  418,  W 
Am.  Rep.  484. 

So  the  vendor  who  has  permitted  the  record  title 
to  be  in  his  vendee,  and  who  encourages  a  third 
person  to  loan  money  on  the  faith  of  such  title, 
17 


California  Supreme  Court. 


Nov., 


on  as  an  indncement  to  give  credit  to  John. 
The  court  says  in  its  opinion:  "The  find- 
ings negative  the  idea  that  the  plaintiffs,  in 
giving  credit  to  John,  relied  on  any  state- 
ment of  Patrick  that  John  owned  the  land ; 
nor  is  it  intimated  that  they  examined  the 
records  of  deeds,  or  that  of  the  partition 
suit,  to  find  out  what  they  disclosed  in  ref- 
erence to  John's  title  or  relied  on  them  in 
any  way  to  induce  the  credit  which  they  ex- 
tend to  John.  They  seem  to  have  relied  on 
the  facts  that  John  lived  on  the  land,  claimed 
it  in  his  conversations  with  them  as  his,  and 
that  he  was  insolvent,  and  Patrick  knew  it ; 
and  that  is  all  which  it  is  there  claimed  even 
tends  to  show  Patrick  as  having  been  privy 
in  any  way  to  John's  obtaining  credit  from 
the  plaintiffs.  .  .  .  Sb  f ar  as  the  find- 
ings disclose  Patrick  did  no  act  to  induce 
cr^itors  of  John  to  believe  the  land  was 
John's  save  that  he  allowed  the  title,  upon 


the  record,  to  stand  in  John's  name,  which 
record  these  creditors  never  examined.  It 
does  not  appear  that  Patrick  had  any  knowl- 
edge that  John  was  getting  credit  from  any 
one  upon  the  faith  of  his  apparent  ownership 
of  the  land.  There  was,  therefore,  on  the  * 
part  of  the  former,  no  such  carelessness  or 
negligence  as  amounted  to  even  the  smallest 
degree  of  turpitude ;  and  in  such  a  case  we 
understand  the  authorities  all  to  agree  that 
one  cannot  be  estopped  to  set  up  that  which, 
but  for  such  act,  would  be  A  gCKMi  legal  title 
to  land.  ^  Instead  of  there  being  affirmative 
findings  in  their  favor,  as  in  the  opinion 
upon  the  former  appeal  was  held  to  be  es- 
sential to  a  recovery  by  them,  the  findings 
now  presented  fail  to  show  that  the  plain- 
tiffs had  any  knowledge  of  the  relation  held 
by  John  to  the  land,  or  of  his  acts  in  refer- 
ence thereto.  It  is  not  found  that  they  knew 
that  he  was  generally  reputed  or  believed  to 


cannot  set  up  hia  vendor^s  Uen  as  axalDst  the  mort- 
gagre.    Alexander  v.  BUison,  79  Ky.  148. 

Giving  credit  to  one  having  record  tiJUt. 

In  Ludwlg  V.  Hlffhley,  6  Pa.  182,  In  which  the 
legal  title  was  in  one  In  trust  for  another,  and  the 
creditors  of  the  one  havlnsr  the  legal  title  insisted 
that  the  true  owner  was  estopped  from  asserting 
his  claims  to  the  property  on  the  ground  that  he 
had  permitted  the  other  to  hold  himself  out  as  the 
ostensible  owner  of  the  premises  and  thereby  ac- 
quire a  false  credit,  the  court  held  that  the  rule 
which  estops  a  party  permitting  the  apparent  own- 
ership of  property  to  remain  in  another  from  set- 
ting up  title  against  those  who  have  given  a 
persona]  credit  on  the  faith  of  it,  is  confined  to 
chattels,  and,  in  the  absence  of  actual  fraud,  does 
not  apply  to  realty. 

The  question  has  arisen  most  frequently  in  cases 
where  a  married  woman  has  permitted  the  title  to 
her  .property  to  stand  on  the  record  in  her  hus- 
band*8  name. 

A  wife  who  has  permitted  the  title  to  her  lands 
to  stand  in  the  name  of  her  husband  is  not  es- 
topped to  claim  It  as  against  a  creditor  of  the  hus- 
band, who  did  not  extend  the  credit  on  the  faith 
of  the  land.    DeVore  v.  Jones,  82  lowf,  66. 

A  wife  who  permits  her  husband  to  manage  her 
property  is  not  estopped  to  assert  title  to  it  before 
he  becomes  insolventfrom  the  fact  that  credit  has 
been  given  him  because  of  the  title  being  recorded 
in  his  name,  if  there  was  no  fraud  or  misrepresen- 
tation and  she  was  not  aware  that  the  credit  had 
been  given  on  the  faith  of  the  property.  Marston 
V.  Dreaen  (Wis.)  June  21, 1808. 

Bat  a  wife  who  permits  the  title  to  her  land  to 
remain  in  her  husband  '^  because  of  business  con- 
veniences and  considerations"  will  not  be  permitted 
to  assert  title  as  against  one  who  has  given  the 
husband  credit  on  the  faith  of  such  title  and  repre- 
sentations that  the  husband  owned  the  lot.  Sop- 
kins  V.  Joyce,  78  Wis.  448. 

And  if  a  married  woman  who,  together  with  her 
husband,  is  In  possession  of  real  estate,  neglects  to 
record  her  deed  until  after  her  husband  has  con- 
tracted for  improvements  thereon,  she,  by  permit- 
ting him  to  hold  himself  out  ba  the  owner,  is 
estopped  from  repudiating  the  contract  so  as  to  de- 
feat a  mechanics*  hen.  Anderson  v.  Armstead,  60 
I1L462. 

Judgment  or  aU(uihment  o/gaingt  one  Mving  legal 
title. 
A  recovery  in  tort  against  the  owner  in  whose 
name  the  legal  title  stands  will  not  prevent  a  sub- 
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sequent  transfer  of  the  property  to  the  true  owner» 
Lillis  V.  Gallagher,  80  N.  J.  Eq.  08. 

The  holder  of  an  unrecorded  deed  wilt  be  post^ 
poned  to  an  attaching  creditor  without  notioe  of 
the  deed.  First  Nat  Bank  of  Denver  v.  Campbell, 
2  CJolo.  App.  271. 

Under  the  Colorado  statutes,  the  holder  of  an  un- 
recorded deed  is  postponed  to  a  purchaser  at  a 
subsequent  sheriff^  sale  under  a  Judgment  against 
the  grantor.    McMurtrie  v.  Rlddell,  9  Colo.  407. 

Notice  to  one  deaiing  idth  the  land. 

That  the  title  of  the  true  owner  is  not  on  record 
is  immaterial,  if  the  person  dealing  with  the  prop- 
erty has  notice  of  it.  Copeland  v.  Copeland,  28 
Me.  626. 

The  mere  fact  that  the  wife  has  permitted  the 
title  to  her  property  to  stand  In  the  name  of  her 
hust>and  for  two  years  will  not  estop  her  from 
asserting  her  claim  to  the  proceeds  of  its  sale  as 
against  the  claim  of  one  who  purchased  knowing 
of  her  claim  to  damages  for  the  husband^s  deceit  in 
making  the  sale.  Brown  v.  Wright  (Ark.)  21  L.  R. 
A.  467. 

If  land  is  conveyed  to  a  trustee  to  secure  the  pay- 
ment of  a  debt  and  subsequently  a  third  person 
assumes  the  debt  and  takes  a  conveyance  from  the 
debtor  of  his  equity  of.  redemption  which  he  sells 
to  one  who  inunediately  takes  possession,  and  sub- 
sequently the  trustee,  having  the  legal  title,  sells 
the  property  at  auction  to  one  who  is  notified  of 
the  true  state  of  the  case,  the  owner  in  possession 
will  not  be  estopped  from  asserting  his  rights  by 
the  fact  that  the  legal  title  was  in  the  trustee. 
Mayo  V.  Leggett,  06  N.  C.  287. 

If  the  true  owner  is  in  possession  of  the  land,  the 
fact  that  a  mortgage  is  given  by  the  one  in  whose 
name  the  legal  title  stands  and  that  the  true  owner 
did  not  notify  the  mortgagee  of  his  claim,  will  not 
defeat  his  rights  as  against  the  mortgagee.  Jowers 
v.  Phelps,  38  Ark.  466. 

But  if  the  owner  In  possession  is  asked  In  remrd 
to  his  rights  and  fails  to  disclose  them,-  theretvy 
permltting  a  purchase  to  be  made  from  the  one 
holding  the  legal  title,  he  will  not  be  permitted  to 
assert  his  rights.    Yates  v.  Hurd,  8  Colo.  843w 

So  the  fact  that  the  real  owner  is  in  possession  of 
the  property  and  that  the  one  In  whose  name  the 
title  stands  gives  a  mortgage  on  the  property  with- 
out authority  will  not  defeat  the  title  of  the  mort- 
gagee, if  the  real  owner,  by  silence  when  learning 
of  the  mortgage,  misled  the  mortgagee  to  his  in- 
Jury.  Lathrop  v.  Groton  Sav.  Bank,  81  N.  J.  Eq. 
273.  HL  P.  F. 
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"be  the  owner,  or  had  any  information  of  the 
litigation  between  him  and  the  Spring  Valley 
Waterworks,  or  of  what  waa  done  by  him  or 
by  Patrick  during  that  litigation;  and  it 
cannot,  therefore,  be  said  that  it  appeared  to 
the  trial  court  that  they  In  any  way  relied 
thereon  in  giving  credit  to  John.  On  the 
contrary,  the  court  finds  that  the  plaintiffs 
believed  the  statements  of  John,  that  he  was 
the  owner  of  the  land,  and  knew  that  he  was 
in  exclusive  possession  of  the  property,  ''and 
relied  on  said  statements,  ana  were  wholly 
ignorant  of  the  fact  that  he  (John)  was  not 
the  eauitable  owner  thereof,  or  that  said 
Patrick  had  or  claimed  to  have  any  interest 
therein,  and  solely  by  reason  of  said  state- 
ments, apparent  ownership,  and  belief,  ^ave 
said  Jolm  said  credit,  ana  would  not  nave 
eiven  him  credit  except  for  said  statement, 
belief,  and  apparent  ownership."  Neither 
do  the  facts  found  by  the  court  show  that 
Patrick  had  any  knowledge  that  John  was 
obtaining  credit  with  the  plaintiffs  upon  the 
faith  of  Sis  apparent  ownership  of  the  land. 
The  court  does  not  find  that  he  had  any  such 
knowledge,  and  its  finding  that  he  knew  of 
the  charge  to  him  of  certain  items  which 
should  hsLve  been  charged  to  himself,  and 
the  subsequent  correction  of  the  mistake, 
cannot  be  construed  as  equivalent  to  a  knowl- 
edge that  thejr  were  charged  to  John  upon 
any  faith  in  his  ownership  of  the  land.  We 
are  not  at  liberty  to  assume,  as  is  urjced  on 
behalf  of  appellants,  that  because  of  the  re- 
lation between  Patrick  and  John,  and  of  the 
knowledge  which  Patrick  had  of  John's  re- 


lation to  the  land,  and  his  knowledge  that 
he  was  dealine  with  the  plaintiffs,  he  must 
have  known  that  they  gave  him  this  credit 
upon  their  faith  in  his  apparent  ownership 
of  the  land.  The  findings  of  the  trial  court 
are  to  receive  such  a  construction  as  will 
uphold,  rather  than  defeat,  its  judraient 
thereon  ;  and  whenever,  from  the  facts  found 
by  it,  other  facts  may  be  inferred,  which 
will  support  the  judgment,  such  inference 
will  be  deemed  to  have  been  made  by  the 
trial  court,  and  upon  an  appeal  from  that 
judgment  this  court  will  not  draw  from  those 
facts  any  inference  of  .fact  contrary  to  that 
which  may  have  been  drawn  by  the  trial 
court  for  the  purpose  of  rendering  such  judg- 
ment. The  trial  court,  in  this  case,  had  be- 
fore it  the  opinion  of  this  court  on  the  former 
appeal,  and  must  be  deemed  to  have  made 
its  findings  of  fact  from  the  evidence  before 
it,  in  the  light  of  what  was  then  held  to  be 
essential  to  a  recovery  by  the  plaintiffs.  Its 
failure  to  find  from  the  evidence  the  facts 
then  declared  essential  to  a  recovery,  as  well 
as  its  own  construction  of  the  findings,  which 
it  has  made  bv  rendering  a  judgment  there- 
on in  favor  of  the  defendants,  must  be  re- 
garded as  its  own  conclusion  that  the  evi- 
dence was  insufficient  to  justify  such  findings 
as,  under  the  former  opinion  of  this  court, 
would  authorize  a  decision  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiffs. 

The  judgment  i$  affirmed. 

We  concur:    Pat«rsoii»  </.;  Oarontte* 
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holiUng  a  flx«(- 


IHmi  the  oompaiij'  if  his  request  to  the  con- 
ductor for  a  seat  in  a  flrst-claas  coach  Is  met  by 
an  explosion  of  profane  and  contemptuous  wrath 
and  he  1b  compelled  to  stand,  althou^rh  passen^rers 
in  the  oar  are  oooupjing  more  seats  than  they  are 
entitled  to. 

(October  Term,  1891.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Claiborne  County 


Vorm.-'BUfht  of  pauenger  to  a  seat. 

The  right  of  a  passenger  to  a  seat  is  generaUy 
recognised. 

Tbe  ooDtract  of  carriage  requires  the  furnishing 
^f  a  seat  fai  the  usual  mode  of  oonvejrance,  and  a 
carrier  cannot  require  the  surrender  of  a  ticket 
QpOQ  proffer  of  transportation  alone,  but  it  must  in 
addttioo  proffer  a  seat.  8t.  Louis,  I.  M.  &  8.  R.  Ck>. 
V.  LelglL,  46  Ark.  868, 55  Am.  Rep.  668. 

In  PDllman  Palace  Car  Co.  v.  Reed,  75  lU.  125,  80 
Am.  Bep.  288,  the  court  Impliedly  recognized  the 
rifrfatof  a  passengrer  to  a  seat  by  stating  that  it  is 
veU-recognfased  law  that  carriers  of  passengers 
may  lawfnlly  require  those  seeking  to  be  carried  to 
pardMse  tickets  wben  convenient  faculties  to  that 
enl  are  afforded  by  the  carrier  to  exhibit  them  to 
pwsons  derignated  by  the  carrier  for  that  purpose, 
UKl  inireoder  them  after  securing  their  seats  In 
the  car  or  vehicle  used  for  transportation  when  re- 
qoired  by  tbe  person  in  immediate  charge  of  the 
tnnsportation. 

And  in  Hardenbererh  t.  St.  Paul,  M.  ft  M.  R.  Co.,  88 
MUm.  a,  the  court  states  that  it  is  too  well  estab- 
Hibed  to  need  citation  of  authorities  that  a  railroad 
««B|Nuiy  must  provide  those  whom  it  carries  with 
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the  usual,  reasonable  aocommodation  for  comfort 
in  traveling,  including  seats. 

A  statute  requiring  a  railroad  company  to  fur- 
nish passengers  with  proper  acoommodations  in- 
cludes seats,  and  a  failure  to  provide  seats  will 
prevent  the  company  from  taking  advantage  of  a 
rule  prohibiting  passengers  from  standing  on  the 
platform.    Willis  v.  Long  Island  R.  Co.  82  Barb.  899. 

But  in  Camden  ft  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Hoosey.  99  Pa.  482, 
44  Am.  Rep.  ISO,  it  was  held  to  be  such  contributory 
negligence  to  stand  on  the  platform  of  a  car  as  to 
preclude  a  recovery  for  injuries  received  in  being 
thrown  therefrom,  although  there  was  not  suffi- 
cient room  inside  to  obtain  a  seat. 

A  passenger  who,  upon  entering  the  train  finds 
persons  standing  in  tbe  aisles  may  take  a  seat  in  a 
drawing-room  car  without  liability  to  ejectment 
by  tbe  persons  in  charge  of  it;  and  before  doing  so 
he  is  not  compelled  to  ask  the  conductor  for  a  seat, 
although  some  of  the  seats  in  the  ordinary  coach 
are  occupied  by  ba«rgage,  if  it  is  not  plainly  appar- 
ent that  tbe  seats  so  occupied  were  more  than 
sufficient  for  the  persons  standing.  Thorpe  v. 
New  York  Cent,  ft  U.  K  R.  Co.  75  N.  Y.  404, 88  Am. 
Rep.  885. 
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in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover damages  for  alleged  breach  of  defend- 
ant's contract  to  provide  plaintiff  with  a  seat 
in  its  car,  and  to  treat  him  respectfully.  Af- 
firmed. 

Plaintiff,  a  white  man,  purchased  a  first- 
class  ticket  between  two  points  on  defendant's 
road.  He  went  into  a  coach  provided  for 
white  passengers  having  first-class  tickets.  He 
found  the  seats  occupied  with  baggage  and 
passengers,  some  of  whom  were  asleep  and 
occupy iug  more  room  than  they  were  entitled 
to.  The  conductor  informed  him  that  he 
could  not  get  a  seat  in  that  car.  He  went  into 
another  car  provided  for  colored  passengers,  in 
which  the  conductor  refused  td  permit  him  to 
remain.  He  then  went  into  the  smoker,  but 
being  uncomfortable  went  back  to  the  first- 
class  coach  and  insisted  that  the  conductor 
should  procure  for  him  a  seat.  The  conductor 
replied  in  an  angry  tone  and  with  profanity, 
that  he  could  get  no  seat  there.  Plaintiff  left 
the  train  at  the  first  stopping  place  and  brought 


this  suit  for  damages.  He  recovered  in  the 
justice's  court.  Defendant  appealed  to  tbe 
circuit,  where  plaintiff  recovered  a  verdict 
and  judgment  for  $75,  whereupon  defendant 
again  appealed. 

Mean's.  Mayes  A  Harris  for  appellant 

Mr,  T.  Dabney  Marshall,  with  Mr,  C. 
A.  French,  for  appellee: 

Passengers  are  entitled  to  equal  accomoda- 
tions who  hold  the  same  class  of  tickets. 

See  Acts  188U,  §  8,  p.  46. 

A  carrier  is  bound  to  use  the  utmost  care  in 
providing  safe  and  sufficient  vehicles  and 
means  of  transportation  of  passengers,  and  in 
their  management. 

Lawson,  Gar.  p.  16,  g  15. 

Every  person  who  has  been  inlured  by  the 
negli^nt  performance  of  the  work  of  carrying 
is  entitled  to  an  action  against  the  carrier. 

Addison,  Torts,  g  1288,  p.  1008. 

Riding  on  a  car  platform  against  the  rule  of 
the  company,  and  without  reasonable  excuse, 
has  been  held  negligence  perse.    But  not  where 


The  rule  setting  apart  a  particular  car  for  ladies 
and  their  escorts  cannot  be  enforced  against  per- 
sons who  are  not  provided  with  seats  in  other  cars 
but,  in  such  cases  in  the  selection  of  the  persons  to 
ifo  into  the  ladies*  oar,  the  object  of  the  reirulatlons 
may  be  regarded  and  observed,  and  the  officials  may 
select  those  to  be  admitted  into  that  car.  Bass  v. 
Chicago  &  N.  W.  K.  Co.  86  Wis.  4S0, 17  Am.  Rep.  406. 

And  that  decision  was  recognized  in  Baas  v.  Chi- 
cago  k  N.  W.  R.  Ck>.,  39  Wis.  630,  43  Wis.  664, 24  Am. 
Rep.  487. 

It  seems  that  in  some  instances  the  tickets  them- 
selves  coll  for  seats,  as  in  Dietrich  v.  Pennsylvania 
R.  Co.,  71  Pa.  48S.  10  Am.  Rep.  711.  where  it  is  stated 
that  a  ticket  reading  ^*good  for  one  seat**  meant  a 
seat  on  the  train  which  the  passenger  first  entered 
to  be  carried. 

A  distinction  seems  to  l)e  made  between  long- 
distance carriers  and  those  where  only  short  trips 
are  to  be  made,  under  circumstances  where  some 
of  the  passengers  may  prefer  to  stand. 

Thus  in  a  case  where  a  woman  sixty -seven  j'ears 
old  was  compelled  to  stand  in  a  ferry  boat  crossing 
between  Camden  and  Philadelphia  and  was  thrown 
down  and  injured  by  reason  of  the  boat  striking 
an  obstacle,  an  effort  was  made  to  hold  the  ferry 
boat  responsible  for  failure  to  provide  her  a  seat, 
and  the  court  stated  that  it  did  not  appear  that  a 
loss  number  of  seats  was  provided  than  was  cus- 
tomary and  sufficient  for  those  who  ordinarily  pre- 
ferred to  be  seated  whUe  crossing  that  ferry,  and 
that  no  circumstances  were  disclosed  that  would 
have  Justified  a  finding  that  a  proper  degree  of 
care  required  the  company  to  provide  seats  suffi- 
cient for  the  accommodation  of  ail  the  passengers 
that  its  boat  could  safely  carry,  or  of  such  number 
of  passengers  as  ordinarily  traveled  in  it.  Burton 
V.  West  Jersey  Ferry  Co.  114  U.  8.  474. 29  L.  ed.  215. 

The  duty  to  provide  for  the  comfort  of  passen- 
gers is  so  strongly  recognized  that  in  Pittsburgh, 
Ft.  W.  &  C,  R.  Co.  v.  Hinds,  53  Pa.  512, 91  Am.  Deo. 
224,  it  is  stated  that  to  allow  undue  numbers  to 
enter  a  car  is  a  great  wrong. 

While  in  Gordon  v.  Manchester  ft  L.  R.  Co.,  62  N. 
H.  602, 18  Am.  Rep.  97,  it  appeared  that  a  train  ran 
past  a  station  without  making  the  scheduled  stop, 
in  a  suit  by  a  passenger,  holding  a  ticket,  for  dam- 
ages, the  court  excused  the  company  upon  the 
ground  that  there  had  been  such  a  large  number 
of  penons  to  take  passage  on  the  train  at  prior 
stations  that  they,  together  with  those  waiting  at 
the  station  where  plaintiff  wished  to  take  passage, 
would  have  dangerously  overloaded  the  train. 

It  is  not  the  duty  of  the  passenger  to  furnish  a 
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seat  for  himself,  but  the  duty  devolves  upon  the 
carrier.    Willis  v.  Long  Island  R.  Co.  84  N.  Y.  670. 

And  attempting  to  pass  from  one  car  into  an> 
other  while  the  train  is  In  motion  under  the  in- 
structions of  the  conductor,  who  is  attemptinir  to 
provide  a  seat,  will  not  prevent  a  passenger  from 
recovering  damages  for  injuries  received  by  being 
Jostied  by  a  brakeman  on  tbe  platform.  LouJsvilJe 
ft  N.  R.  Co.  V.  Kelly,  92  Ind.  871,  47  Am.  Rep.  149. 
And  a  similar  decision  was  made  in  Mclntyre  v. 
New  York  Cent.  R.  Co.  87  N.  Y.  294. 

But  a  passenger  who  goes  from  one  oar  to  an- 
other of  a  moving  train  to  find  a  seat  does  not, 
while  upon  the  platform,  take  the  risk  of  collision 
with  another  train.  Dewire  v.  Boston  ft  M.  R.  Co. 
2  L.JEL  A.  166, 148  Mass.  848. 

RighU  of  pasgenger  when  seat  ia  refu&ed. 

A  person  cannot  demand- free  transportation  be- 
cause he  is  compelled  to  stand,  but  if  he  boards  the 
train  knowing  that  it  is  overcrowded,  he  may  be 
compelled  to  pay  his  fare  or  to  leave.  Memphis  ft 
C.  R.  Co.  V.  Benson,  85  Tenn.  627. 

A  person  who,  on  failure  to  obtain  a  seat,  refuses 
to  pay  tare  and  is  told  to  leave  the  train  at  tbe  next 
stopping  place  but  who  there  secures  a  seat  cannot, 
while  recognizing  the  original  contract  of  trans- 
portation, refuse  fare  for  the  distance  he  was  com- 
pelled to  ride  without  a  seat,  although  it  may  be 
possible  for  him  to  abandon  that  contract  and  rely 
on  a  contract  of  carriage  from  the  point  where  tbe 
seat  was  secured.  Davis  v.  Kansas.City,  St.  J.  ft  C. 
a  R.  Co.  68  Mo.317,  U  Am.  Rep.  467. 

A  passenger  who,  upon  finding  the  seats  all  occu- 
pied, refuses  to  surrender  his  ticket  or  pay  fare 
without  being  furnished  a  seat  and  abuses  the 
conductor  in  a  violent  manner  and  with  profane 
language  may  lawfully  be  ejected  from  the  car. 
Pittsburgh,  C.  ft  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Van  Houten,  48 
Ind.  90. 

A  passenger  to  whom  a  carrier  refused  to  fur- 
nish a  seat  may  leave  the  train  and  sue  for  breach 
of  the  carriage  contract,  but  he  cannot  Insist  on 
renuilning  in  the  train  without  delivery  of  his 
ticket,  and  if  he  attempts  to  do  so  the  company 
may  lawfully  eject  him  therefrom.  St.  Louis,  L  M. 
ft  S.  R.  Co.  V.  Leigh,  46  Ark.  868,  56  Am.  Rep.  568. 

But  refusal  to  pay  fare  until  a  seat  Is  provided 
does  not  entitie  the  company  to  treat  the  one  mak- 
ing such  refusal  as  a  trespasser  who  can  be  ejected 
from  the  train  at  any  place,  but  a  reasonable  op- 
portunity must  be  given  him  to  leave  in  a  suiuble 
and  reasonable  place.  Hardenl)ergh  v.  St.  Paul, 
M.  ft  M.  R.  Co.  89  Minn.  8.  H.  P.  F. 
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the  car  is  so  crowded  and  there  is  not  room  to 
be  had  within. 

Whittaker's  Smith,  Neg.  p.  42;  WiUs  v. 
Lynn  <Sb  B,  R.  Co.  129  Mass.  861. 

Appeliee  was  not  guilty  of  negligence  in  this 
instance,  for  the  conductor  would  not  provide 
him  with  a  seat  in  the  first  class  car. 

A  failure  to  perform  a  statutory  duty  is 
negligence  per  w. 

Whittaker's  Smith,  Neg.  p.  44. 

A  carrier  of  passengers  must  provide  cars  or 
vehicles  sufficient  as  to  strength  and  other 
requisites  for  their  safe  conveyance,  and  he  is 
liable  for  the  slightest  negligence  or  fault  in 
that  regard. 

PenngyUania  Co,  v.  Boy,  102  U.  S.  451,  26 
L.  ed.  141. 

A  passenger  in  a  railway  train  is  entitled  to 
the  ordinary  comforts  of  a  seat  therein,  and  is 
not  bound  to  pay  fare,  or  surrender  his  ticket, 
if  he  has  one,  until  a  seat  be  furnished  to  him. 

2  Rorer,  Railroads,  p.  968;  lUinois  Cent.  R. 
Co.  V.  Able,  59  111.  181;  Davis  v.  KanMS  City, 
St.  J.  <fe  C.  B.  R.  Co.  58  Mo.  817. 14  Am.  Rep. 
467;  Mwnphis  d  C.  B.  Go.  v.  Benson,  85  Tenn. 
627. 

If  he  would  claim  damages  for  not  being 
carried  according  to  contract,  which  is  im- 
plied by  the  ticket,  he  should  leave  the  train 
at  the  first  suitable  opportunity. 

Davis  V.  Kansas  City,  8t.  J.  cfc  O.  B.  R.  Co. 
supra;  8t.  Louis,  L  m.  d  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Leigh, 
46  Ark.  868,  55  Am.  Rep.  558;  Memphis  A  C. 
R.  Co.  V.  Benson,  supra;  Barden  v.  Boston,  C. 
<fe  F.  R.  Co.  121  Mass.  426;  Bishop,  Noncont. 
L.  §  1091. 

This  is  just  what  appellee  did. 

A  railroad  company  is  bound  to  furnish  its 
passengers  reasonable  and  proper  accomoda- 
tions for  traveling,  and  if  it  has  an  insufficient 
number  of  cars  so  that  passengers  are  com- 
pelled to  ride  on  the  platform  it  is  liable  for 
injuries  received  by  them  while  riding  there. 

Field,  Priv.  Corp.  §  544;  Willis  v.  Long 
IslandRCo.MN.Y.  670. 

The  carrier  must  provide  every  passenger 
with  a  seat. 


Lawson,  Rights,  Rem.  &  Pr.  §  1890;  Bass 
V.  Chicago  dtJV.  W.  R.  Co.  86  Wis.  450, 17  Am, 
Rep.  495,  89  Wis.  686,  42  Wis.  654,  24  Am. 
Rep.  437;  WiUis  v.  Long  Island  R.  Co.  82 
Barb.  899,  84  N.  Y.  670;  Hardenhergh  v.  St. 
Pavl,  M.  d  M.  R.  Co.  89  Minn.  8. 

The  passenger  is  not  bound  to  find  himself  a 
seat.  This  is  the  carrier's  duty.  He  has  no 
right  to  have  him  stand  in  the  aisle  of  the  car. 

WiUis  V.  Long  Island  R.  Co.  supra;  Lawson, 
Rights,  Rem.  &  Pr.  ^  1890. 

u.  he  rides  on  a  train,  and  refuses  to  pay  his 
fare  or  surrender  his  ticket,  for  want  of  a  seat, 
and  is  ejected,  he  may  not  recover  for  the 
ejection  but  only  for  the  breach  of  contract  to 
fumish  &  seA,t 

St.  Louis,  LM.  dS.  R.  Co.  v.  Leigh,  45  Ark. 
868,  55  Am.  Rep.  558;  Lawson,  Rights,  Rem. 
&  Pr.  §  1890. 

Appellee  had  no  right  whatever  to  remove 
valises  in  order  to  provide  himself  with  a  seat. 

Lawson,  Rights,  Rem.  &  Pr.  §  1890;  Thorpe 
V.  JViw  York  Cent,  d  H.  R.  R.  Co.  76  N.  Y.  402, 
82  Am.  Rep.  825. 

Woods,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  appellee  paid  for  a  seat  in  a  first-class 
coach,  and  was  entitled,  as  matter  of  right, 
to  have  the  servants  of  the  railway  company 
who  were  in  charge  of  the  train  furnish  him 
such  seat,  unless  a  sudden  and  unusual  influx 
of  passengers  rendered  this  impracticable.  It 
is  perfectly  clear  from  all  the  evidence  in 
this  case  that  the  conductor  in  charge  of  the 
train  could  and  should  have  made  provision 
for  seating  the  appellee.  It  is  equally  cer- 
tain that  a  proper  application  of  the  appellee 
to  that  effect  provoked  not  only  a  refusal  from 
the  conductor,  but  subjected  the  audacious 
passenger  to  an  explosion  of  profane  and 
contemptuous  wrath  from  that  official.  That 
a  jury  awarded  the  trivial  sum  complained 
of  is  proof  positive  that  no  undue  prejudice 
existed  against  the  corporation.  Let  the  com- 
pany thank  Gkxl,  and  take  courage. 

Affirmed. 


NEW  JERSEY  SUPREME  COURT. 


Silas  MATTHEWS 

V. 

DELAWARE.  LACKAWANNA  &  WEST- 
ERN R.   CO.  ei  al. 

( N.  J ) 

^1.   One  injured  by  a  collision  between 
a  loeomotive  of  a  railroad  company 

and  a  car  (in  which  he  was  a  passensrer)  of  a 
street-railway  company  may  maintain  a  Joint  ac- 
tion against  both  companies  if  the  collisfon  was 
produced  by  the  neglect  of  the  railroad  company 
to  give  notice  of  the  approach  of  the  locomotive, 
concurring  with  the  neglect  of  the  railway  com- 
pany to  observe  proper  care  In  crossing  the  rail- 
road track. 
8«  Althougfh  snch  duties  are  diverse* 
*Headnote8  by  Maois.  J. 

NOTB.~Tbe  opinion  in  the  above  case,  although 
brief,  very  clearly  presents  the  law  on  the  question 
of  iolnt  liability  for  injuries  received  In  a  railroad 
oouision. 
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and  the  neglect  to  perform  each  is  separate  and 
disconnected,  yet.  as  the  wrongdoing  of  one  com- 
pany unites  with  that'of  the  other  in  causing  in- 
jury, the  tort  is  Joint,  and  one  or  both  tort- 
feasors may  be  sued. 
8*  If  the  Jury  ne^^tlTe  the  ne^rliflrence 
charged  against  one  of  such  tortfeasors,  a  ver- 
dict against  the  other  is  not  objectionable. 

(November  10,  1888.) 

CASE  CERTIFIED  by  the  Circuit  Court 
for  Essex  County  for  the  advisory  opinion 
of  the  Supreme  Court  after  the  granting  of 
orders,  upon  plaintiff  to  show  cause  why  a 
verdict  against  the  defendant  railroad  com- 
pany should  not  be  set  aside  and  a  new  trial 
granted,  and  upon  defendant  the  Newark  Pas- 
senger Railway  Company  to  show  cause  why 
a  verdict  in  its  favor  should  not  be  set  aside 
and  a  new  trial  granted,  in  an  action  brought 
to  recover  damages  for  personal  injuries  al- 
leged to  have  resulted  from  the  joint  negligence 


New  Jehsut  Supbeme  Court. 


Nov.. 


of  the  two  defendants. 
advised. 


Discharge  cf  both  rtUes 


Statement  hv  Itta^e*  J. : 

Matthews,  the  plaintiff,  brou/^ht  an  action 
of  tort  in  the  Essex  circuit  against  the  defend- 
ants to  recover  damages  for  an  injury  re- 
ceived in  a  collision  between  a  locomotive 
of  the  railrc^  company  and  a  car  (in  which 
he  was  a  passenger)  of  the  railway  company. 
There  was  a  verdict  in  favor  of  the  railway 
company  and  against  the  railroad  company. 
The  railroad  company  obtained  a  rule  to  show 
cause  whj  the  verdict  against  it  should  not 
be  set  aside.  Plaintiff  obtained  a  rule  to 
show  cause  why  the  verdict  in  favor  of  the 
railway  company  should  not  be  set  aside. 
The  rules  were  consolidated  and  certified  to 
this  court  for  its  advisory  opinion. 

Mr.  R.  Wasme  Parker  for  plaintiff. 

Mr.  Flavel  McC^e  for  defendant  Del- 
aware, L.  &  W.  R.  Co. 

Mr.  Samuel  Kaliech  for  defendant 
Newark  Pass.  Ry.  Co. 

Mafi^e»  J.J  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Counsel  for  the  railroad  company  first  ur|2:es 
that  the  verdict  finding  it  to  have  been  neg- 
ligent was  not  supports  bv  evidence,  or  was 
contrary  to  the  weight  o!  evidence.  It  is 
unnecessary  to  review  in  detail  the  case. 
The  discussion  of  counsel  was  thorough 
and  exhaustive,  and  much  consideration  has 
been  given  to  the  evidence.  The  conclusion 
reached  is  that  there  was  evidence  of  the  neg- 
lect of  the  railroad  company  to  give  due 
notice  of  the  approach'  of  its  train  sufficient 
to  go  to  the  jury,  and.  although  there  was 
much  opposing  evidence,  it  did  not  so  pre- 
ponderate as  to  require  or  justify  a  new  trial 
on  this  ground. 

It  is  next  claimed  that  the  verdict  awarded 
excessive  damages.  The  amount  awarded 
was  large,  but,  considering  the  proofs  of  in- 
jury, it  was  not  so  large  as  to  indicate  mis- 
take or  misconduct  on  the  part  of  the  jury. 
The  verdict  ought  not  to  be  disturbed  on 
that  ground. 

It  is  lastly  contended  in  behalf  of  the  rail- 
road company  that  the  verdict  against  it 
should  be  set  aside,  because  there  was  no 
proof  of  joint  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
two  defendants.  The  claim  is,  as  I  under- 
stand from  the  argument,  that  these  defend- 
ants cannot  be  jointly  sued  for  an  injury 
occasioned  bv  such  a  collision,  unless  the 
nejB^lect  which  caused  the  collision  was  of  a 
joint  duty  owed  by  both  defendants,  and 
that,  on  failure  of  proof  of  a  joint  duty  and 
joint  neglect,  neither  defendant  can  be  held. 
If  this  contention  is  sound,  it  is  obvious  that 
the  declaration  was  demurrable,  for  it 
charged  that  the  railroad  company  owed  to 
plaintiff  a  duty  to  give  notice  of  the  passage 
of  its  trains  across  the  tracks  of  the  railway 
company,  and  that  the  railway  company  owed 
to  him  a  duty  to  take  precautions  in  carrying 
him  across  the  tracks' of  the  railVoad  com- 
panv,  and  it  averred  that  each  company  had 
'^-^oted  to  perform^the  several  duties  thus 
^  and  that  thereby  the  collision  which 
A. 


injured  plaintiff  occurred.  But  the  conten- 
tion is  wholly  inadmissible,  and  the  decla- 
ration would  plainly  have  been  good  on  de- 
murrer. The  error  arises  out  of  a  misconcep- 
tion as  to  the  nature  of  a  joint  tort.  If  two 
or  more  persons  owe  to  another  the  same  duty, 
and  bv  their  common  neglect  of  that  duty 
he  is  injured,  doubtless  the  tort  is  joint,  and 
upon  well-settled  principles  each,  any,  or  all 
of  the  tortfeasors  may  be  held.  But  when 
each  of  two  or  more  persons  owe  to  another 
a  separate  duty,  which  each  wrongfully  neg- 
lects to  perform,  then,  although  the  duties 
were  diverse  and  disconnected,  and  the  neg- 
ligence of  each  was  without  concert,  if  such 
several  neglects  concurred  and  united  to- 
gether in  causing  injury,  the  tort  is  equally 
loint,  and  the  tortfeasors  are  subject  to  a  like 
liability.  This  doctrine  was  announced  in 
this  court  by  the  chief  justice  in  Newman  v. 
Fowler,  87  N.  J.  L.  89.  The  like  doctrine 
was  applied  hj  the  court  of  appeals  in  New 
York  to  a  case  identical  with  that  under  con- 
sideration. Colegrave  v.  New  York  dt  y.  H. 
R.  Co.  20  N.  Y.  492.  That  case  has  been 
mentioned  with  approval  In  Barrett  v.  Third 
Ate.  R.  Go.  45  N.  Y.  628 ;  Slater  v.  Mer- 
sereau,  64  N.  Y.  188 ;  Arctic  F.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Austin,  69  N.  Y:  470,  30  Am.  Rep.  221.  See 
also  Cooper  v.  Eastern  Tranep.  v6.  75  N".  IT. 
116.  The  same  view  is  taken  in  other  courts. 
Wabash,  St.  L.  <fc  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Shacklet,  105 
111.  864,  44  Am.  Rep.  791 ;  Union  Transit 
Co.  V.  Shacklet,  119  Ul.  282;  CartertfiUe  v. 
Cook,  129  111.  152,  4  L.  R.  A.  721 ;  Ouddif  v. 
Horn,  46  Mich.  596,  41  Am.  Rep,  178.  I 
have  not  discovered  any  dissent  from  this 
doctrine,  except  in  Pennsylvania,  the  courts 
of  which  state,  while  admitting  the  general 
rule,  make  an  exception  of  cases  where  the 
injured  party  was  the  passenger  of  a  carrier 
whose  negligence  concurred  with  the  neg- 
ligence of  another  in  producing  the  injury. 
The  reason  of  this  exception,  however,  is 
that  those  courts  adhere  to  the  doctrine  of 
Thorogood  v.  Bryan,  8  C.  B.  115,  which  has 
always  been  repudiated  in  New  Jersey,  and 
is  now  expressly  overruled  in  England.  The 
Bemina,  L.  R.  12Prob.  Div.  58,  18App.  Cas. 
1.  The  Pennsylvania  case^  are  Lodhart  v. 
LichtenthaUr,  46  Pa.  151 ;  CarlisUy.  Brisbane, 
118  Pa.  544,  57  Am,  Rep.  488 ;  DeanY.  Bsnn- 
sylvania  R.  Co.  129  Pa.  620,  6  L.  R.  A.  14S : 
Klauder  v.  McQrath,  85  Pa.  128.  78  Am.  Dec. 
829 ;  North  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Mahoney,  57 
Pa.  187. 

The  declaration  therefore  set  out  a  g^ood 
cause  of  action  against  two  joint  tortfeasors, 
and  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  in  such  an 
action  one  defendant  may  be  held  liable  alone 
if  the  proof  justify  it.  The  verdict  against 
the  railroad  company  should  not  be  dis- 
turbed. 

The  verdict  in  favor  of  the  railway  con\- 
panv   is  also  questioned  by  the  plaintiff. 

There  was  strong  evidence  of  its  negligence 
tending  to  produce  plaintiff's  injury,  but  it 
was  encountered  by  contradictory  evidence. 
The  question  was  fairly  submitted  to  the 
jury,  and  no  sufficient  reason  to  disturb  their 
verdict  appears. 

Tjct  the  Circuit  Court  be  advised  to  discharge 
both  rules. 


1893. 


HoovBR  V.  Pbnnstlyania  R.  Co. 


PENNSYLVANIA  SUPREME  COURT. 


A.  M.  HOOVER  tt  al 

V, 

PENNSYLVANIA  R  CO.,  Appt. 
(lSePa.290.) 

1.  GlTiaic  lower  ratea  fbr  Umnsporta- 
tioB  of  eoftl  to  a  mannfkctniing  eom« 
paajr  than  to  a  ooal  dealer  is  not  undue  or  un- 
reMOoable  disorlmlnation.  In  violation  of  Oonst. 
187i  I  a.  of  tlie  Act  of  1888,  wbioh  f  urtber  speoifles 
that  tbe  equality  of  rates  required  shall  be  for  '*a 
likeserrloe  from  tbe  same  plaoe,  upon  like  oon- 
^lidons  and  under  similar  oiroumstanoes,**  wbere 
the  maouteoturinff  company  consumes  tbe  coal 
is  creating  products  which  furnish  a  large 
amount  of  additional  transportation  to  the  car- 
ried—and especially  where  the  carrier  was 
bound  to  ffive  such  company  the  lower  rate  by  a 
oootract  made  years  before  the  coal  dealer  be- 
gan businefis. 

8.  It  Is  amatter  of  public  history  that 
ftloof  tho  walleys  of  the  I^tbigh  and 
SebnyUdUrlwers  there  are  p:*eat  num- 
bers of  Uaet  ftnnaoee*  rolling  mUls,  rail 
mills,  founderies,  machine  shops,  and  numerous 
other  manufacturing  establishments  which  con- 
sume enormous  quantltlee  of  the  ooal  output  of 
the  state,  and  at  the  same  time  Immensely  large 
industry  in  buying  and  selling  coal  for  domestic 
consomption  is  prosecuted  In  every  village,  town, 
and  city  in  this  region. 

8*  A  mannfkcturing  oompaaj'  wiolatefl 
its  right  to  accept  lower  rates  fbr  the 
transportatloii  of  ooal  than  are  given  to  a 
coal  dealer  if  It  sells  coal,even  to  its  own  em- 
ploy^ and  the  carrier  on  notice  of  such  sales 
must  charge  such  company  the  same  rates  that 
are  charged  to  coal  dealers. 

4*  Notice  by  a  carrier  of  special  rates 
toother  shippers  entitled  thereto  by  diller- 
eooe  of  conditions  need  not  be  given  to  re«ular 
shippen  in  order  to  protect  the  carrier  from  the 
Cham  of  unreastmable  discrimination. 

B,  The  aaunmt  of  li^t^iry  soffsred  by  a 
•Upper  on  accoimt  of  lower  rates  giv- 
sn  to  another  shipper  for  which  he  may  re- 
cover from  the  carrier,  under  the  Act  of  1888, 
cannot  be  taken  without  proof  to  be  the  differ- 
ence in  the  rates  charged. 

(July  19, 1868.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  lud/j^ment  of 
tbe  Couri;  of  Common  Pleas  for  Hunting- 
ton County  in  favor  of  plaintiffs  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  tbe  statatory  damages  for 
alleged  discrimination  against  plaintiffs  in 
freight  rates.    Reversed. 

Id  1881  defendant  contracted  with  tbe  Belle- 
foDte  Iron  &  Nail  Company  to  haul  coal  under 
certain  conditions  from  tbe  Snow  8boe  district 
to  its  works  for  30  cento  per  ton.  The  agree- 
meot  was  that  the  coal  was  to  be  billed  at  the 
Qsoal  public  rate  of  60  cents  per  ton,  and  a 
rebate  of  20  cents  per  ton  would  be  paid  by 


the  railroad  company,  to  the  nail  oompanr.  In 
1889  plaintiffs  became  retail  coal  dealers  in 
Bellefonte,  and  having  been  charged  the  regu- 
lar tariff  rates  on  their  coal,  without  the  rebate, 
and  having  learned  of  the  contract  between 
the  railroad  company  and  the  coal  company, 
brought  this  suit  under  the  Act  of  June  4, 1888. 
Defendants  presented  pointe  which,  together 
with  their  aaswers,  were  as  follows: 

1.  The  agreement  to  charge  a  uniform  rate 
to  the  Bellefonte  nail  works,  made  in  1881, 
was  binding  on  the  defendant;  and  its  per- 
formance was  not  an  undue  and  unjust  dis- 
crimination against  the  plaintiffs.  Annoer: 
So  far  as  to  the  contract  being  binding  on  the 
defendant  in  1889  and  up  to  1891,  we  are  not 
prepared  to  affirm  the  point.  This  action  is 
not  brought  to  enforce  that  contract.  The 
question  of  the  contract  is,  therefore,  imma- 
terial and  irrelevant.  We  cannot  say,  as  mat- 
ter of  law,  that  the  contract  was  binding 
upon  the  company.  Its  terms  seem  to  be  in- 
definite, and  whether  they  could  or  could  not 
have  retreated  from  it  is  a  question  that  is  not 
important  here:  and  if  it  be,  we  cannot  say  it 
was  binding  upon  them.  But  whether  or  not 
the  performance  of  that  contract  resulted  in 
undue  and  unjust  discrimination  against  these 
plaintiffs  \b  a  question  we  submit  to  you  in  our 
general  charge.  If  it  operated  in  a  certain 
manner  it  would  be  undue  and  unjust,  and  if 
it  did  not  operate  in  that  manner  it  would  not 
be  undue  and  unjust.  For  further  answer  we 
refer  to  our  general  charge  as  to  the  fact  of 
discrimination. 

2.  The  defendant  has  made  no  undue  charge 
or  unjust  discrimination  against  the  plaintiffs 
if  they  were  charged  the  same  as  other  buyers 
and  sellers  of  coal.  Answer:  This  point  we 
cannot  affirm.  The  fact  involved  in  the  point 
will  be  for  the  determination  of  the  jury. 

8.  A  lower  charge  to  a  manufacturer  of 
nails  is  not  an  unjust  discrimination  to  a  buyer 
and  seller  of  coal  only.  Ansteer:  We  cannot 
affirm  that  as  a  principle  of  law.  It  may  be 
or  may  not  be,  according  to  the  circumstances 
of  the  case;  but  whether,  in  this  case,  it  re- 
sulted in  an  undue  and  unjust  discrimination 
must  be  determined  by  you  under  the  evidence. 

4.  As  there  was  no  undue  discrimination  in 
furnishing  facilities  for  transportation,  treble 
damages  cannot  be  recovered  in  this  case;  and 
the  verdict  must  be  for  the  defendant.  Re- 
fused. 

5.  Under  all  the  evidence  in  the  case  the 
verdict  must  be  for  the  defendant.  Anstoer: 
We  refuse  this  point  because,  as  the  case  is 
presented  by  the  plaintiffs,  we  submit  tbe  ques- 
tion of  undue  and  unjust  discrimination  to 
you. 

A  verdict  was  returned  in  favor  of  plaintiffs 
and  defendants  appealed,  assigning  for  error 
the  answers  to  the  above  instructions,  and  also 
that  the  judgment  was  unlawful  as  conflicting 


Kon.— An  ezceedlnglr  interesting  and  valuable 
^iicoaikm  of  the  right  of  a  oarrler  to  discriminate 
io  rates  between  classes  of  patrons  on  account  of 
other  advantages  to  the  carrier  In  building  up  one 
«ii«  of  buafneas  along-  its  line  Is  presented  in  the 
•bore  case  which  is  clearly  the  most  important  if 
22LR.A. 


not  the  first  on  tbe  precise  question  involved. 
For  a  note  on  the  question  of  a  oarrler^s  common- 
law  right  to  discriminate,  see  Louisville,  B.  &  St. 
L.  Consol.  R.  Co.  v.  Wilson  (Ind.)  18  L.  R.  A.  105; 
also  tbe  case  of  Cowden  v.  Pacific  Coast  S.  S.  Co. 
(CaUlSL.  R.A.  231. 
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Pennbylvakia  Supbemk  Court. 


July 


with  the  Constitution,  art.  3,  §  7.  which  for- 
bids any  special  law  regulating  labor,  trade, 
mining,  or  manufacturing. 

Messrs.  David  W.  Sellers  and  W.  A  J. 
D.  Dorris*  for  appellant: 

The  agreement  to  charge  a  uniform  rate  to 
the  Bellefonte  nail  works,  made  in  1881,  was 
binding  on  defendant;  and  its  performance 
was  not  an  undue  and  unjust  discrimination 
against  plaintiffs. 

Coxe  T.  Lehigh  Valley  R.  Cc'Z  Inters.  Com. 
Rep.  460;  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  v. 
Baltimore  d  0.  R  Co.  145  U.  S.  275,  86  L. 
ed.  708,  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  92;  Her^  v. 
Northern  Cent,  R.  Co,  74  Pa.  182;  Munhall  v. 
Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  92  Pa.  150;  Borda  v. 
Philadelphia  A  R.  R.  Co,  141  Pa,  484. 

A  railroad  company  may  increase  its  busi- 
ness by  special  rates  to  shippers. 

Baxendale  v.  Great  Western  R,  Co.  5  C.  B. 
N.  8.  886;  Nicholson  v.  Great  Western  R,  Co, 
5  C.  B.  N.  S.  866;  FitehJburg  R.  Co,  v.  Gage, 
12  Gray,  898;  Messenger  v.  Pennsylvania  R. 
Co.  86  N.  J.  L.  408, 18  Am.  Rep.  467. 

As  there  was  no  undue  discrimination  in 
furnishing  facilities  for  transportation,  treble 
damages  cannot  be  recovered  in  this  case;  and 
the  verdict  must  be  for  defendant. 

Wigton  v.  Pennsylvania  R,  Co.  25  W.  N.  C. 
857. 

The  Act  of  1888  is  special  with  regard  to 
the  trade  of  a  common  carrier  considered  as  a 
division  of  labor  or  a  pursuit,  or  relatively  to 
the  railroad  as  a  special  method  of  domestic 
transportation.  For  centuries  the  pursuit  of  a 
common  carrier  has  been  private  like  that  of 
an  innkeeper.  Each  owes  duties  to  the  pub^ 
lie,  but  this  does  not  make  the  pursuit 
public. 

Ttodfth  Street  Market  Co.  v.  Philadelphia 
d  R.  Terminal  R.  Co.  142  Pa.  581. 

Mr.  Oeor^  B.  Orlady-*  for  appellees: 

When  a  contract  of  this  character  is  made 
and  plead  as  a  protection,  the  railroad  com- 
pany is  bound  to  know  who  the  other  party  to 
the  contract  is,  and  what  the  effect  of  enforc- 
ing it  would  be;  their  duty  to  the  public  as  a 
common  carrier  Is  not  discharged  by  simply 
calling  a  selected  friend,  a  manufacturer  of 
nails,  an  iron  and  nail  company,  or  a  corpo- 
ration; they  must  go  farther  and  allow  all  of 
the  class,  to  which  the  other  party  in  fact  be- 
longs, to  have  the  benefit  of  the  same  favors. 
It  must  be  public  and  not  secret;  and  as  in 
this  cade,  must  not  be  made  with  one  who 
buys  and  sells  anthracite  and  bituminous  coal 
in  the  open  markets  to  all  comers,  in  addition 
to  making  muck  bar  and  nails,  and  by  reason 
of  secret  rebates  is  enabled  to  undersell  busi- 
ness rivals  in  the  coal  trade. 

The  contract  between  a  railroad  company 
and  a  shipper  that  the  latter  shall  pay  the 
regular  established  rates  of  freight  the  same  as 
all  other  shippers,  and  that  the  company  shall 
pay  back  to  him  by  way  of  rebate  a  certain 
proportion  of  freight  so  charged  and  paid, 
whereby  a  less  rate  of  freight  is  paid  than  by 
the  public  generally,  is  void  and  against  pub- 
lic policy. 

Indianapolis,  D.  d  8.  R.  Co,  v.  Erwin,  118 
111.  250,  27  Am.  &  Eng.  R  R.  Cas.  8;  Riee  v. 
Atchison,  T,  d  S.  F.  R,  Co.  8  Inters.  Com. 
22L.aA. 


Rep.  268;  New  England  Exp,  Co.  v.  Maine 
Cent.  R.  Co,  57  Me.  188,  2  Am.  Rep.  81; 
Hutchinson,  Carr.  §  297. 

The  contention  that  the  company  can  desig- 
nate a  favored  shipper  by  a  particular  name 
and  secretly  arrange  for  repayment  of  freight 
charges,  under  the  facts  in  this  case,  can  find 
no  parallel.  AH  are  intended  to  stand  equal 
before  the  bulletin  board  of  freight  charges. 

Camblos  v.  Philadelphia  d  R.  R.  Co.  4 
Brewst,  568. 

The  effect  of  a  reduced  rate  to  a  favored 
dealer  is  to  reduce  the  plaintiff's  profits  to  the 
extent  of  such  reduction,  making  an  undue 
and  unjust  discrimination. 

Goodridge  v.  Union  Pae.  R.  Co.  87  Fed. 
Rep.  182. 

A  jury  is  to  determine  whether  the  rebate 
under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  amounts 
to  an  unjust  discrimination  to  the  injury  and 
prejudice  of  the  plaintiff. 

The  reasonableness  of  a  freight  charge  is  a 
question  of  fact;  and  in  general  what  amounts 
to  undue  preference  is  a  question  of  fact  and 
not  of  law. 

Hutchinson,  Carr.  §447:  Houston  d  T,  C.  R, 
Co.  V.  Rust,  68  Tex.  98;  Root  v.  Long  Island  R. 
O?.  4  L.  R.  A.  881, 2  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  576, 114 
N.  Y.  800,  11  Am.  St.  Rep.  643,  40  Am.  & 
Eng.  R.  R.  Cas.  55. 

By  goods  of  the  same  class  is  meant,  goods 
similar  in  those  qualities  which  affect  the  risk 
and  expense  of  carriage;  by  shipment  under 
the  same  circumstances,  is  meant  that  the 
goods  are  conveyed  under  like  circumstances, 
where  the  route,  risk,  and  expenses  are.  in  the 
opinion  of  the  jury,  the  same,  otherwise  not. 

Paxon  V.  Illinois  Cent,  R.  Co,  56  Iowa,  427, 
6  Am.  &  En^.  R.  R.  Cas.  591. 

The  provision  for  treble  damages  to  the  party- 
injured  is  not  intended  as  compensation  s&onc» 
but  with  it  a  penalty  intended  as  a  punishment 
for  violation  of  law;  they  are  regarded  as  a 
unit  and  recovered  in  one  action. 

Herriman  v.  Burlington,  G,  R,  d  N,  R.  Co^ 
57  Iowa,  187. 

The  statute  is  but  declaratory  of  the  com- 
mon law,  and  the  penalty  imposed  is  within 
legislative  power  to  compel  observance  of  a 
charter  duty. 

Shipper  V.  Pennsylvania  R,  Co,  47  Pa.  838; 
Audenreid  v.  Philadelphia  dR.Co,eS  Pa.  870, 
8  Am.  Rep.  195. 

The  claim  that  the  words  "this  provision,*'' 
refer  only  to  the  ''furnishing  facilities  for 
transportation,"  is  untenable. 

Wigton  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co,  25  W.  K. 
C.  857. 

Discriminations  based  solely  upon  the 
amount  of  freight  shipped  without  reference 
to  any  conditions  tending  to  increase  cost  of 
transportation  are  in  favor  of  capital,  contrary 
to  sound  public  policy,  in  violation  of  that 
equality  of  rights  guaranteed  to  every  citizen » 
and  a  wrong  to  disfavored  party. 

Kinsley  v.  Buffalo,  N.  T.  d  P,  R,  Co.  87  Fed, 
Rep.  181,  in  which  case  Hays  v.  Pennsylvania 
Co,  12  Fed.  Rep.  809,  is  approved  in  full. 

Seofield  v.  Lake  Shore  d  M.  S,  R,  Co.  43 
Ohio  SL  571,  54  Am.  Rep.  846,  28  Am.  <& 
Eng.  R.  R.  Cas.  612;  Rot/ischUd  v.  Wabash  B. 
Co.  15  Mo.  App.  242. 

A  railroad  has  no  right  by  any  diacrimina- 
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tioD  not  grounded  in  reason,  to  put  any  single 
dealer,  whether  a  large  dealer  or  a  small  dealer, 
to  any  distracted  advantage. 

Promdenee  Goal  Co.  v.  Pnmdenee  db  W.  R. 
Co.  1  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  868. 

Although  permitted  to  establish  its  rates  for 
transportatioo,  a  common  carrier  must  do  so 
without  injurious  discrimination  as  to  indi- 
Yiduals. 

ViMxnt  V.  Chicago  db  A.  R.  Go,  49  111.  35. 

A  rebate  secretly  paid  to  certain  shippers 
being  an  unjust  discrimination  against  others 
shipping  the  same  class  of  goo£,  under  the 
same  conditions,  at  the  same  rate,  without  re- 
bate, is  illegal  at  common  law. 

Gook  V.  micago,  R,  I.  <fc  P.  R.  Co,  75  Iowa, 
m.  9  Rv.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  8,  45  Am.  &  Eng.  R. 
R  Gas.  297;  Sharplm  v.  Pfiiladelpfna,  21  Pa. 
W,  59  Am.  Dec.  758;  New  England  Exp,  Go. 
V.  Maine  Cent,  R,  Go.  57  Me.  188.  2  Am.  Rep. 
31;  MeDufeeY.  P&Hland  4b  R,  R,  Co,  52  N.  H. 
4^,  13  Am.  Rep.  72;  Memenger  t.  Penneyl- 
tmia  A  Cfe.  36  N.  J.  L.  407,  18  Am.  Rep. 
457;  Me$mnger  v.  Pennsylvania  R,  Co,  87  N. 
J.  L.  581,  18  Am.  Rep.  754;  Sinking  Fund 
Cam,  99  U.  S.  719,  26  L.  ed.  501. 

Even  where  the  rate  charged  is  reasonable 
the  tendencies  of  modem  authorities  and  recent 
legislation  is  to  stamp  discrimination  as  unjust 
and  unlawful,  if  it  subjects  others  to  unreason- 
able disadvantages  or  is  made  in  order  to  give 
one  a  preference. 

Boffan  y.  Aiken,  9  Lea,  609,  40  Am.  Rep. 

A  contract  in  consideration  of  a  greater 
qoantity  of  freight  being  fumiahed,  and  ame- 
mg  to  make  a  rebate  on  published  tariff  on 
snch  freights,  is  contrary  to  public  policy  and 
Toid. 

Scofi^  V,  Lake  Shore  db  M,  S,  R,  Co,  eupra. 

A  regulation,  to  be  valid,  must  operate  on 
all  alike.  If  it  deprives  any  persons  of  the 
benefits  of  the  road,  or  grants  exclusive  privi- 
leees  to  others,  it  is  against  law  and  void. 

Sandford  v.  Catawieea  R.  Co.  24  Pa.  878. 
64  Am.  Dec.  667;  Cumberland  Valley  R.  Co*s 
Am  62  Pa.  218. 

Baflroad  companies  are  common  carriers, 
receiving  from  the  state  a  delegation  of  a  por- 
tion of  its  soverei^  powers  for  the  public 
good.  Being  public  agents  and  in  the  place 
and  stead  of  government,  exercising  public 
dnlies,  they  are  therefore  subject  to  the  legis- 
lative and  judicial  authority  to  correct  the 
abuse  of  their  privileges  and  powers. 

Seojleld  v.  LakeShore  db  M.  8.  R.  Co.  supra; 
Ang.  &  A.  Corp.  p.  894. 

An  act  of  assembly  to  be  repugnant  to  the 
Federal  or  state  Constitution  on  the  ground 
tbat  it  impairs  the  obligation  of  the  contract, 
mast  operate  directly  on  the  contract  and 
literally  impair  its  obligations. 

Erie  ^  N.  E.  R.  Co.  v.  Casey,  28  Pa.  287; 
Skarpless  v.  Philadelphia,  21  Pa.  147,  59  Am. 
Dec.  759;  PUtcher  v.  Peek,  10  U.  S.  8  Cranch, 
87, 3  L.  ed.  162;  Cooper  v.  Telfair,  4  U.  8.  4 
Ml.  14.  1  L.  ed.  721;  Moore  v.  Houston,  8 
Serg.  &  R.  178;  BaHn  v.  Ravb,  12  Serg.  &  R. 
330:  Com.  v.  Smiifi,  4  Binn.  128. 

Or«ai»  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
coort: 

The  third  section  of  the  seventeenth  ar- 
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tide  of  the  Constitution  of  1874  is  in  the 
following  words :  **8ec.  3.  All  individuals, 
associations,  and  corporations  shall  have 
equal  right  to  have  persons  and  property 
transport^ed  over  railroads  and  canals,  and  no 
undue  or  unreasonable  discrimination  shall 
be  made,  in  charges  for,  or  in  facilities  for, 
transportation  of  freight  or  passengers,  with- 
in the  state,  or  coming  from,  or  going  to  any 
other  state.  Persons  and  property  transported 
over  any  railroad  shall  be  delivered  at  any 
station,  at  charges  not  exceeding  the  charges 
for  transportation  of  persons  ana  property  of 
the  same  class,  in  the  same  direction  to  any 
more  distant  station  ;  but  excursion  and  com- 
mutation tickets  may  be  issued  at  special 
rates."  For  the  purpose  of  enforcing  the 
foreiroin&r  provision  of  the  constitution,  the 
Legfslature  enacted  the  law  of  the  4th  of 
June,  1883  (Pub.  Laws,  72).  The  first  and 
second  sections  are  as  follows:  ** Section  1. 
That  any  undue  or  unreasonable  discrimina- 
tion by  any  railroad  company  or  other  com- 
mon carrier  or  anv  officer,  superintendent, 
manager,  or  agent  tnereof  in  charges  for  or  ia* 
facilities  for  the  transportation  of  freight 
witliin  this  state  or  coming  from  or  going  to 
any  other  state  is  hereby  declared  to  be  un- 
lawful. Sec.  2.  No  railroad  company  or 
other  common  carrier  engaged  in  the  trans- 
portation of  property,  shall  charge,  demand, 
or  receive  from  any  person,  company,  or  cor- 
poration, for  the  transportation  of  property, 
or  for  any  other  service,  a  greater  sum  than 
it  shall  receive  from  any  other  person,  com- 
pany, or  corporation  f6r  a  like  service  from 
the  same  place  upon  like  conditions  and  under 
similar  circumstances;  and  all  concessions  in 
rates  and  drawbacks  shall  be  allowed  to  all 
persons,  companies,  or  corporations  alike,  for 
such  transportations  and  services,  upon  like 
conditions,  under  similar  circumstances  and 
during  the  same  period  of  time.  Nor  shall 
any  such  railroad  company  or  common  carrier 
make  any  undue  or  unreasonable  discrimina- 
tion between  individuals  or  between  indi- 
viduals and  transportation  companies,  or  the 
furnishing  of  facilities  for  transportation. 
Any  violation  of  this  provision  shall  make 
the  offending  company  liable  to  the  party  in- 
jured for  damages  treble  the  amount  of  in- 
jury suffered." 

The  action  in  the  present  case  was  brought 
to  recover  treble  damages,  under  the  second 
section  of  the  Act  of  1883,  for  an  alleged  un- 
just and  unreasonable  discrimination  against 
the  plaintiffs  in  charges  for  freights  on  coal 
shipped  from  Snow  ShoetoBelleionte,  within 
this  state,  over  lines  of  railroad  owned  or 
controlled  by  the  defendant  company.  The 
period  of  time  covered  by  the  claim  of  the 
plaintiffs  was  from  September,  1889,  to 
April,  1891,  and  it  was  alleged  that  the 
plaintiffs  were  overcharged  20  cents  per  ton 
on  10,607  tons  carried  over  the  defendant's 
road  during  the  time  named.  Substantially 
the  defense  set  up  by  the  defendant  was  that 
in  the  year  1881  certain  citizens  of  Bellefonte 
and  vicinity,  having  in  contemplation  the 
erection  of  a  manufacturing  plant  at  Belle- 
fonte for  the  manufacture  *bi  nails,  waited 
upon  the  defendant  company,  through  Gov. 
A.  G.  Curtin,  who  represented  them,  and  en- 
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deavored  to  make,  and  did  make,  a  special 
contract  that  if  the  plant  was  erected  the  com- 
pany should  not  charge  them  more  than  80 
cents  per  ton  for  all  coal  shipped  from  Snow 
Shoe  to  the  works  at  belief onte ;  that  such 
contract  was  made,  and  the  plant  was  then 
erected,  and  the  manufacture  of  nails  thereat 
was  carried  on  from  1881  until  and  after  the 
time  covered  by  the  plaintiffs'  claim;  that 
the  Dlaintiffs  were  coal  dealers  only,  who 
merely  bought  and  sold  coal,  and  returned  no 
freight  to  the  defendant  as  the  product  of  any 
manufacturing  operations ;  that  they  did  not 
do  any  business  as  coal  dealers,  in  fact,  did 
not  come  into  existence,  until  the  year  1889, 
eight  years  after  the  nail  company  was  or- 
ganized and  commenced  business,  and  while 
the  defendant  company  was  subject  to,  and 
bound  by,  the  terms  of  their  contract  with 
the  nail  company;  and  that  the  plaintiffs 
were  not  discriminated  against  at  all,  because 
they  were  charged  only  the  same  freights  as 
were  charged  to  all  others  who  were  coal 
dealers  only,  and  it  was  contended,  as  matter 
of  law,  by  the  defendant,  that  the  discrimi- 
nation in  the  rates  of  freight  between  the 
nail  company  and  the  plaintiffs  was  not,  in 
view  of  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case, 
an  undue  or  unreasonable  discrimination, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  constitutional  pro- 
vision or  of  the  Act  of  1888.  In  reply  to 
points  put  to  the  court  on  the  trial  on  this 
subject  the  learned  judge  who  tried  the  cause 
charged  the  jury  that  the  question  of  unjust 
discrimination  was  a  question  of  fact  to  be 
determined  by  them,  and  he  refused  the  de- 
fendant's point  on  that  subject ;  but  he  did, 
nevertheless,  also  instruct  the  jury,  as  matter 
of  law,  that  the  distinction  between  a  dealer 
and  a  manufacturer,  set  up  bv  the  defendant, 
was  not  a  defense,  and  would  not  exempt  the 
defendant  from  the  penalties  of  the  Act  of 
1888.  He  said :  '*The  defense  claim,  as  an 
exemption  from  the  penalty  of  this  act,  the 
fact  that  the  one  may  be  classed  as  a  manu- 
facturer, and  the  other  simply  as  a  dealer. 
I  do  not  rerard  the  law  as  makin/ir  that  class- 
ification. I  think  that  the  classification 
which  the  Act  of  1883  intended  was  a  classi- 
fication relating  to  the  carriage,  and  not  to 
the  shipper  himself.  It  may  charge  more  for 
one  kind  of  freight  than  for  another.  It 
may  charge  more  for  live  freight  than  for 
wood,  coal,  iron,  or  ore.  It  "may  charge 
more  for  a  certain  portion  of  its  road  than  it 
does  for  others.  These  things  are  governed 
largely  by  the  expense  to  which  the  common 
carrier  is  subjected.  Common  carriers  may 
charge  more  when  they  ship  but  a  small 
quantity  than  they  do  when  they  ship  by 
wholesale.  .  .  .  But  I  do  not  think  the 
law,  or  the  policv  of  the  law,  permits  them 
to  classify  the  kind  of  dealer ;  that  is,  that 
they  may  make  a  discrimination  between  the 
character  of  the  consignor  or  consignee  or- 
dinarily. .  .  .  The  evidence  here  is  that 
each  shipment  was  by  carloads,  during  the 
same  period  of  time,  and  under  like  circum- 
stances. The  fact  that  one  party  was  a  man- 
ufacturer and  the  other  party  were  coal 
dealers  we  think  is  not  material  in  this  case. " 
The  same  idea  was  repeated,  and  a  positive 
instruction  was  given  that,  upon  the  facts 
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stated  in  the^plaintiffs'  point,  ''the  service 
and  conditions  were  alike,  and  the  circum- 
stances the  same. "  We  regard  this  as  a  bind- 
ing instruction  to  the  jury  upon  the  law  of 
the  case,  which  left  them  no  discretion  but 
to  find  for  the  plaintiffs ;  the  only  question 
for  them  being  the  amount  of  damages  to  be 
found. 

After  a  very  patient  examination  of  all  the 
testimony  and  of  all  the  authorities  cited  on 
both  sides,  we  find  ourselves  unable  to  agree 
with  the  learned  court  below  either  as  to 
their  interpretation  of  the  law  or  their  judg- 
ment upon  the  facts.  So  far  as  the  law  of 
the  case  is  concerned,  there  is  no  doubt  that 
the  Act  of  1888  does  not  prohibit  all  discrim- 
ination. It  prohibits  only  discrimination 
which  is  undue  or  unreasonable,  and  the  pro- 
hibited discrimination  is  further  .limitea  by 
the  consideration  that  it  must  be  **  for  a  like 
service,  from  the  same  place,  upon  like  con- 
ditions, and  under  similar  circumstances." 
If,  therefore,  ths  discrimination  in  a  given 
case  is  upon  conditions  which  are  not  alike, 
and  circumBtances  which  are  not  similar,  the 
act  is  inapplicable,  and  its  penalties  arc  not 
incurred.  Nor  can  we  regard  this  question 
as  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury  alone.  The 
ascertainment  of  the  actual  facts  of  the  case, 
of  course,  is  for  them,  but  where  these  are 
established  by  undisputed  testimony,  or  are 
presented  by  proper  points  which  cover  the 
facts  in  evidence,  the  resulting  question  is 
whether  the  facts  established,  or  undisputed, 
or  exhibited  in  properly  drawn  points,  bring 
the  case  within  the  operation  of  the  woitls  or 
necessary  meaning  of  the  statute ;  and  that, 
of  course,  is  a  question  of  law  for  the  court, 
for  the  question  then  is  one  of  interpreta- 
tion. Do  the  words  of  the  statute  extend  to 
and  embrace  the  established  facts  of  the  case, 
or  do  they  not?  If  they  do  not,  the  statute 
is  not  applicable ;  if  they  do,  it  is,  and  the 
court  alone,  as  in  all  other  similar  cases, 
must  determine  that  question.  It  is  beyond 
the  function  of  the  jury. 

Let  us  now  recur  to  the  well-established  and 
the  undisputed  facts  of  the  case,  and  inquire 
whether  there  are  any,  and,  if  so,  what,  dif- 
ferences in  the  conditions  and  in  the  circum- 
stances which  attended  the  shipping  of  the 
coal  to  the  plaintiffs  and  to  the  Ehellefonte 
Iron  &  Nail  Company,  respectively.  In  the 
first  place,  we  find  the  undisputed  testimony 
of  Gov.  Curtin  to  the  effect  that  in  1881,  and 
prior  to  the  erection  of  the  nail  works,  he 
called  upon  the  defendant's  ofilcials,  for  the 
purpose  of  having  them  agree  to  carry  the 
30$kl  for  the  prospective  works  at  80  cents  per 
ton.  This  testimony  is  clear,  distinct,  posi- 
tive, and  entirely  uncontradicted,  and  it  was 
followed  by  proof  that  the  contract  was  car- 
ried out  by  the  defendant  after  some  delay  in 
the  adiustment.  Oov.  Curtin  said :  "  I  went 
to  Philadelphia  for  the  purpose  of  having  the 
arrangement  made.  I  there  saw  Mr.  Creigh- 
ton,  who  was  the  freight  agent  of  the  Penn- 
svlvania  Railroad  Company,  and,  after  some 
time  in  negotiating,  he  agreed  that  the 
freight  should  be  reduced  to  thirty  cents  per 
ton  where  the  amount  consumed  per  day  was 
twenty  tons  or  more.  He  wrote  me  a  letter, 
in  which  it  was  settled  and  fixed  at  thirty 
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<;ent8  per  ton.  ^  He  then  explained  the  loss 
•of  the  letter,  and  his  search  for  it,  and  said : 
**  But  of  the  contents  of  the  letter  I  am  per- 
fectly clear  in  my  recollection  of  it,  and  it 
was  "one  of  the  inducements  which  con- 
tributed to  the  erection  of  the  nail  works  in 
this  place.  There  were  other  parties  in  this 
place  engaged  in  other  industries  which 
would  have  had  a  right  to  the  reduction, 
motably  Valentine's  works  in  operation,  and 
the  glass  works,  when  they  used  the  quantity 
indicated. "  As  the  court  below  chars^ed  df- 
Tectly  against  anv  effect  being  attached  to  the 
subject-matter  of  this  testimony,  the  defend- 
ant is  entitled  to  have  it  regarded  as  proof 
of  an  establii^ed  fact :  and,  this  bein^  so,  we 
have  the  following  differences  ih  the  con- 
editions  and  circumstances  attending  the  ship- 
ments to  the  plaintiffs  and  the  nail  works, 
respectively;  (1)  The  defendant,  when  it 
began  carrying  coal  for  the  pisrintiffs,  in 
September,  1889,  was  bound  by  the  terms  of 
■a  contract  made  With  the  nail  works  ei^ht 
years  before,  and  during  all  the  intervening 
time  the  plaintiffs  were  not  even  in  existence 
.as  a  firm,  and  were  doing  no  coal  business 
whatever.  We  know  of  no  reason  why  that 
•contract  was  not  binding  on  the  defendant, 
especially  as  Gov.  Curtin  testified,  without 
•contradiction,  that  all  the  other  industries  at 
Bellefonts  were  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  it, 
if  they  took  the  requisite  quantity  of  twenty 
tons  daily.  This  being  so,  the  defendant's 
hands  were  tied,  and  it  could  not  charge  the 
nail  works  50  cents  a  ton  if  it  had  desired  to 
•do  so.  This  constituted  a  most  material  dif- 
ference in  the  conditions  and  circumstances 
of  the  shipments.  In  an  action  by  the  nail 
works  to  recover  the  20  cents  a  ton  higher 
charge,  if  it  bad  been  made,  to  equalize  it 
with  the  rate  charged  to  the  plaintiffs,  it 
would  have  been  no  defense  to  say  that  a  com- 
pany of  coal  dealers  had  lately  come  into 
•existence  who  were  getting  coal  over  the  same 
road  from  the  same  point,  and  therefore  the 
defendant  would  be  obliged  to  charge  50  cents 
per  ton  thereafter.  (2)  The  nail  works  were 
bound  to  take  twenty  tons  every  day,  while 
the  plaintiffs  were  under  no  such  obligation. 

(3)  The  plaintiffs  were  dealers  in  coal 
merely,  while  the  nail  company  was  a  manu- 
facturer of  fabrics,  and  itself  consumed  the 
■coal  it  received.  They  were  therefore  not 
competitors  in  the  same  business,  and  a  lower 
rate  to  the  manufacturer  would  not,  under  the 
contract,  affect  the  business  of  the  plaintiffs 
injuriously.  It  is  true  there  was  proof  that 
the  nail  company  did  sell  some  coal  to  their 
own  workmen,  but.  as  it  is  not  shown  that 
the  defendant  had  any  knowledge  of  this 
fact,  they  cannot  be  held  responsible  for  it. 

(4)  The  business  of  the  plaintiffs  paid  but 
one  freight  to  the- defendant,  while  the  busi- 
ness of  the  nail  company ^paid  not  only  that 
freight,  to  wit,  for  hauling  the  coal  to  the 
nail  works,  but  also,  in  addition  to  that,  an- 
other«  and  entirely  independent,  freight,  to 
the  defendant  on  all  the  products  manu- 
factured by  the  nail  company.  This  was  a 
most  important  and  vital  difference  in  the 
conditions  and  circumstances  of  the  two  ship- 
ments. The  authorities  are  very  clear  and 
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strong  that  where  an  additional  freight  is 
obtained  by  means  of  the  lower  charge,  the 
discrimination  is  justified,  both  at  common 
law  and  under  the  statutes.  The  importance 
of  this  factor  in  the  discussion  is  at  once 
manifested  by  certain  testimony  given  by  the 
plaintiffs,  through  one  of  their  witnesses,  L. 
E.  Munson,  who  was  the  superintendent  of 
the  Bellefonte  Iron  &  Kail  Company.  On  ex- 
amination by  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  he  was 
asked :  **  Question.  What  did  you  say  the 
capacity  of  the  nail  works  was  as  to  outgoing 
freight?  Answer.  About  thirty  tons  a  day ; 
thirty  or  forty  tons  a  day.  Q.  That  would 
be  three  hundred  kegs,  would  it?  A.  We  have 
a  capacity  of  five  hundred  kegs.  -  Q.  That 
was  your  outgoing  freight?  A.  I  suppose 
part  of  the  time  we  made  a  hundred  thousand 
kegs  a  year ;  from  seventy-five  to  one  hundred 
and  twenty-five  thousand  ke^s  a  year.  Q. 
Would  that  mean  about  one  car  a  day  on  a 
three-hundred  kegs  basis?  ^.  Yes,  sir.  Then 
we  shipped  considerable  muck  bar.  Q.  Were 
you  shipping  muck  bar  at  the  time  you 
were  shipping  nails?  A.  Sometimes;  when 
we  were  making  nails  out  of  steel  rods.  Q. 
Were  you  making  muck  bar  at  the  timeyou 
were  making  nails?  A.  Yes,  sir.  Q,  Were 
you  makinii:  bar  iron,  and  shipping  it,  at  the 
time  you  were  making  nails?  A.  Yes,  sir." 
As  the  foregoing  testimony  was  given  by  the 
plaintiffs,  and  was  not  at  all  contradicted  by 
the  defendant,  the  plaintiffs  are  bound  by  it, 
and  it  must  be  taken  as  establishing  the  fact 
which  it  develops ;  and  the  fact  thug  estab- 
lished is  of  the  greatest  possible  consequence 
in  the  case.  It  entirely  destroys,  in  our  opin- 
ion, the  fundamental  allegation  of  the  plain- 
tiffs that  the  shipments  of  coal  to  the  plain- 
tiffs and  the  nail  works  were  made  ^  upon 
like  conditions,  and  under  similar  circum- 
stances ;*'  for  the  shipments  of  coal  to  the 
plaintiffs  yielded  but  one  freight  to  the  de- 
lendant,  while  the  shipments  to  the  nail 
works  yielded  not  only  the  same  incoming 
freight  on  the  coal  of  at  least  twenty  tons  a 
day,  but  an  additional  outgoing  freight  of 
thirty  to  forty  tons  a  day  of  fabrics  manu- 
factured by  the  nail  works.  In  view  of  this 
testimony,  how  can  it  possibly  be  said  that 
the  conditions  of  the  two  shipments  are  alike, 
and  their  circumstances  similar?  That  a 
railroad  company  may  lawfully  secure  to 
itself  so  important  an  addition  to  its  business 
by  making  a  lower  charge  to  one  customer 
than  to  others  is  fully  established  by  the  au- 
thorities, as  we  shall  presently  see.  (5)  The 
manufacture  and  sale  by  the  nail  works  of 
nails  and  muck  bar  were  outside  of,  and  en- 
tireljf  harmless  to,  the  business  of  the  plain- 
tiffs, and  hence  a  lower  price  for  the  coal 
consumed  by  the  nail  works  was  neither  an 
undue  nor  an  unreasonable  discrimination 
against  the  plaintiffs,  because  it  was  an  im- 
material circumstance  as  affecting  their  busi- 
ness. This  is  self-evident.  The  plaintiffs 
did  not  deal  in  nails  or  muck  bar,  and  the 
sale  of  those  commodities  by  the  nail  com- 
pany necessarily  could  have  no  effect  upon 
the  plaintiff's  business,  which  was  the  sell- 
ing of  coal  to  persons  who  consumed  it.  (6) 
As  to  all  persons  who  did  sell  coal  at  Belle- 
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fontc,  they  were  charged  the  same  freights 
precisely  as  were  charged  to  the  plaintiffs. 
This  is  the  undisputed  testimony. 

Let  us  now  see  what  is  the  voice  of  the  au- 
thorities upon  the  subject  of  discriminations 
in  freifirht  charges  by  carrying  companies. 
The  suBiect  is  an  old  one.  Prior  to  any  stat- 
utes in  England  or  in  this  country,  the  com- 
mon law  had  pronounced  upon  the  rights  and 
duties  of  carriers  and  freighters,  and  in  the 
enactment  of  statutes  little  more  has  been 
done  than  to  embody  in  them  the  well-known 
principles  of  the  common  law.  It  happens, 
somewhat  singularly,  that  the  very  question 
we  are  now  considering,  of  a  discrimination 
in  the  rates  charged  to  coal  dealers  and  to 
manufacturers  who  use  coal  as  a  fuel,  does 
not  appear  to  have  arisen  ;  and  yet  it  is  very 
certain  that  such  discrimination  does  prevail, 
and  has  prevailed  for  a  lon^;  time,  on  all  1  ines 
of  railway 'and  canal.  It  is  highly  probable 
that  the  absence  of  litigation  upon  such  dis- 
crimination is  due  to  Uie  general  sentiment 
of  its  fairness  and  justness.  Within  the 
writer's  knowledge,  in  the  section  of  the  state 
in  which  he  lives,  a  much  greater  difference 
between  the  rates  charged  to  dealers  and  those 
charged  to  manufacturers  by  the  coal -carry- 
ing companies  has  always  existed,  and  now 
exists,  without  any  question  as  to  its  just- 
ness or  its  legality.  It  is  matter  of  public 
history  that  along  the  valleys  of  the  Lehigh 
and  the  Schuylkill  there  are  great  numbers 
of  blast  furnaces,  rolling  mills,  rail  mills, 
founderies,  machine  shops,  and  numerous 
other  manufacturing  establishments,  which 
consume  enormous  quantities  of  the  coal  out- 
put of  the  state,  and,  at  the  same  time,  in 
every  village,  town,  and  city  which  abound 
in  these  regions,  an  immensely  large  in- 
dustry in  the  buying  and  selling  of  coal  for 
domestic  consumption  is  also  prosecuted. 
And  what  is  true  of  the  eastern  end  of  the 
state  is  without  doubt  equally  true  through- 
out the  interior  and  western  portions  of  the 
common  weal  tlr,  where  similar  conditions 
prevail.  Yet  from  no  part  of  our  great  state 
has  ever  yet  arisen  a  litigation  which  called 
in  question  the  legality  or  the  wisdom  or  the 
strict  justice  of  a  discrimination  favorable  to 
the  manufacturing  industries  as  contrasted 
with  the  coal -selling  industries.  This  fact 
can  scarcely  be  accounted  for,  except  upon 
the  theory  that  such  discrimination  as  has 
thus  far  transpired,  has  not  been  felt  to  be 
undue  or  unreasonable,  or  contrary  to  legal 
warrant.  In  point  of  fact,  it  is  perfectly 
well  known  and  appreciated  that  the  output 
of  freights  from  the  great  manufacturing 
centers  upon  our  lines  of  transportation  con- 
stitutes one  of  the  chief  sources  of  the  reve- 
nues which  sustain  them  financially.  Yet 
no  part  of  this  income  is  derived  from  those 
who  are  mere  buyers  and  sellers  of  coal. 
When  the  freight  is  paid  upon  the  coal  they 
buy,  the  revenue  to  be  derived  from  that  coal 
is  at  an  end.  Not  so,  however,  with  the 
revenue  from  the  coal  that  is  carried  to  the 
manufacturers.  That  coal  is  consumed  on 
the  premises  in  the  creation  of  an  endless 
variety  of  products,  which  must  be  put  back 
upon  the  transporting  lines,  enhanced  in  bulk 
and  weight  by  the  other  commodities  which 
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enter  into  the  manufactured  product,  and  is 
then  distributed  to  the  various  markets  where 
they  are  sold.  In  addition  to  this,  a  manu- 
facturing plant  requires  other  commodities 
besides  ooai  to  conduct  its  operations,  whereas 
a  coal  dealer  takes  nothing  but  his  coal,  and 
the  freight  derived  by  the  carrier  from  the 
transportation  of  these  commodities  forms  an 
important  addition  to  its  traffic,  and  consti- 
tutes a  condition  of  the  business  which  has 
no  existence  in  the  business  of  carrying  coal 
to  those  who  are  coal  dealers  only.  Thus  a 
blast  furnace  requires  great  quantities  of  iron 
ore,  limestone,  coke,  sand,  machinery,  lum- 
ber, fire  bricks,  and  other  materials,  for  the 
maintenance  of  its  structures  and  the  conduct 
of  its  business  none  of  which  are  necessary  to 
a  mere  coal  -  sel  ling  business.  These  are  some 
of  the  leading  considerations  which  establish 
a  radical  difference  in  the  conditions  and  the 
circumstances  which  are  necessarily  incident 
to  the  two  kinds  of  business  we  are  consider- 
ing. Another  important  incident  which  dis- 
tinguishes them  is  that  the  establishment  of 
manufacturing  industries  and  the  conducting 
of  their  business  necessitates  the  employment 
of  numbers  of  workmen  and  other  persons 
whose  services  are  needed  and  these  with 
their  families  crei^te  settlements  and  new 
centers  of  population  resulting  in  villages, 
towns,  boroughs,  and  cities,  according  to  the 
extent  and  variety  of  the  industries  estab- 
lished, and  all  these,  in  turn,  furnish  new 
and  additional  traffic  to  the  lines  of  transpor- 
tation. But  nothing  of  this  kind  results  from 
the  mere  business  of  coal  selling.  In  fact 
that  business  is  one  of  the  results  of  the  man- 
ufacturingbusiness,  and  is  not  a  co-ordinate 
with  it.  The  business  of  the  cual  dealer  is 
promoted  by  the  concentration  of  population 
which  results  from  the  establishment  of  man- 
ufacturing industries,  and  these  two  kinds  of 
business  are  not  competitive  in  their  essential 
characteristics,  but  naturally  proceed  to- 
gether, side  by  side,  the  coal  selling  increas- 
ing as  the  manufacturing  increases  in  mag- 
nitude and  extent. 

These  considerations  are  generic,  and  are 
suggested  for  the  purpose  of  illustrating  the 
differences  between  the  fundamental  condi- 
tions and  circumstances  of  the  two  industries 
we  are  considering.  Recurring  now  to  the 
authorities,  we  find  that  the  British  Statute 
of  17  &  18  Vict.,  chap.  81  (1854),  is  perhaps 
the  earliest  instance  of  direct  legislation  upon 
this  subject.  That  statute  prohibited  *^  un- 
due or  unreasonable  preference  or  advanta^e*^ 
in  transportation  charges,  but  lacked  the  re- 
stricting words  **from  the  same  place,  upon 
like  conditions,  and  under  similar  circum- 
stances," which  appear  in  our  Act  of  1^. 
Yet  it  was  held  in  nan^ome  v.  Eastern  Coun- 
ties R.  Co.,1  C.  B.  N.  S.  437,  and  Oxlade  v. 
Northeastern  IL  Co.,  Id.  454,  that  it  was  com- 
petent for  a  railway  company  to  enter  into  a 
special  agreement  for  the  carriage  of  goods 
for  a  particular  individual  or  companv  at  a 
lower  rate  in  respect  of  large  quantities  of 
goods  and  longer  distances  than  for  one  who 
sends  them  in  small  quantities  and  shorter 
distances.  In  Banstnne's  Case  it  was  said  by 
Cresswell,  J.,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of 
the  court :    "  After  a  good  deal  of  considera- 
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tioQ,  we  thiak  that  the  fair  interests  of  the 
railway  ought  to  be  taken  into  the  account.** 
In  the  case  of  Nicholson  v.  Chreat  Wettem  R, 
Co.,  5  C.  B.  N.  S.  366.  the  same  doctrine  was 
held,  and  it  was  also  held  that  the  second 
section  of  the  Railway  TrafBc  Act  (17  &  18 
Vict.  chap.  31)  was  not  contravened  by  a 
railway  company  carrying  at  a  lower  rate,  in 
consideration  of  a  guaranty  of  large  quanti- 
ties and  full  train  loads  at  regular  periods, 
provided  the  real  object  of  the  company  be 
to  obtain  thereby  a  greater  remunerative 
profit,  by  the  diminished  cost  of  carriage, 
although  the  effect  may  be  to  ezclwle  from 
the  lower  rate  those  persons  who  cannot  give 
such  a  guaranty.  Crowder,  «7.,  said  in  the 
opinion:  ''When  the  statute  speaks  of  *  un- 
due and  unreasonable  preference  or  advan- 
tage,' and  'undue  or  unreasonable  prejudice 
or  disadvantage, '  it  uses  language  implying 
that  there  may  be  advantage  to  one  person  or 
one  class  of  traffic  and  prejudice  to  another, 
which  would  not  be  within  the  act  of  parlia- 
ment. The  preference  and  prejudice  must  be 
•undue'  or  'unreasonable*  to  be  within  the 
statute,  and  although,  in  the  case  now  before 
the  court,  it  is  quite  manifest  that  the  Rau- 
bon  Coal  Company  have  many  and  important 
advantages  in  carrying  their  coal  on  the 
Oreat  Western  Railroaa,  as  asrainst  the  com 
plainants  and  other  coal  owners  in  the  forest 
of  Dean,  still  the  question  remains,  are  thej 
'undue'  or  'unreasonable'  advantages?  This 
mainlv  depends  upon  the  adequacy  of  the 
consicferation  given  in  return  to  the  railway 
company  for  the  advantages  afforded  to  the 
Raabon  Coal  Companv."  The  justice  then 
proceeds  to  show  that  it  was  to  the  advantage 
and  profit  of  the  railway  company  to  carry 
coals  for  the  Raubon  Company  at  a  lower 
rate  than  for  the  complainants,  and  con- 
cludes, in  the  language  of  the  syllabus  above 
quoted,  that  this  was  no  violation  of  the  act. 
All  of  the  foregoing  cases  recognize  the  prop- 
osition that  if  the  interest  of  the  railway 
company  was  subserved  by  charging  the 
lower  rate  to  the  one  company  than  to  other, 
the  act  was  not  violated.  That  conclusion 
was  reached  in  a  case  where  the  complainant 
was  in  the  same  business  with  the  favored 
companv,  and  was  injuriously  affected  by  the 
discrimination,  but  the  court  held  that  this 
was  permissible  if  the  interests  of  the  railway 
company  were  thereby  subserved .  With  how 
much  greater  force  can  it  be  said  that  here, 
where  there  is  no  competition  in  the  disposal 
of  the  coal  of  the  plaintiffs  and  the  products 
of  the  nail  companv,  and  also  where  the  in- 
dncement  to  the  defendant  to  make  the  lower 
Tate  for  the  nail  company  is  a  largely  in- 
creased traffic  on  the  deiendant's  road,  neither 
the  letter  nor  the  spirit  of  our  Act  of  1883 
was  violated. 

The  doctrine  of  the  cases  above  cited  was 
also  declared  in  the  case  of  Baxendale  v.  Great 
W'wtfm  R.  Co.,  n  C.  B.  N.  8.  886,  where 
C)ckbQm,  J. ,  said :  **  If  an  arrangement 
were  nuuie  by  a  railway  company  whereby 
persons  bringing  a  larger  amount  of  traffic 
to  the  railway  should  have  their  goods  carried 
OQ  more  favorable  terms  than  those  bringing 
■  leas  quantity,  a  court  might  uphold  such 
an  arrangement  as  an  ordinary  incident  of 


commercial  economy,  provided  the  same  ad- 
vantage were  extended  to  all  persons  under 
the  like  circumstances.  "^  This  latter  incident 
would  of  course  be  essential  where  all  of  the 
favored  class  were  in  the  same  business.  In 
the  case  of  Messenger  v.  Pennsvlrumia  R.  Co. , 
37  N.  J.  L.  531,  18  Am.  Rep."'  7S4,  cited  for 
the  appellee,  the  court  was  careful  to  say  that 
**•  it  must  not  be  inferred  that  a  common  car- 
rier, in  adjusting  his  price,  cannot  regard  the 
particular  circumstances  of  the  particular 
transportation.  Many  considerations  may 
properly  enter  into  the  agreement  for  carriage 
or  the  establishment  of  rates,  such  as  the 
quantitv  carried,  its  nature,  risks,  the  ex- 
pense or  carriage  at  different  periods  of  time, 
and  the  like ;  but  he  has  no  right  to  give  an 
exclusive  advantage  or  preference  m  that 
respect  to  some  over  others  for  carriage  in  the 
course  of  his  business."  In  that  case  there 
was  a  very  clear  preference  to  one  party  over 
all  others  in.the  same  business  by  the  railroad 
company  giving  him  a  specific  drawback 
upon  freights  on  hogs  carried  from  the  same 
points,  and,  of  course,  as  this  was  direct  pref- 
erence over  all  others,  it  was  in  violation  of 
the  law.  But  that  decision  has  no  appl  icatioii 
to  this  case.  In  the  case  of  Interstate  Com- 
merce  Commission  v.  Baltiinore  dh  O.  R,  Co., 
145  U.  S.  268,  36  L.  ed.  699,  3  Inters.  Com. 
Rep.  92,  it  was  held  that  the  issue  by  a  rail- 
way company  engaged  in  interstate  commerce 
of  a  party- rate  ticket  for  the  transportation 
of  ten  or  more  persons  at  a  rate  less  than  that 
charged  to  a  single  individual  for  a  like 
transportation  on  the  same  trip  did  not  make 
an  unjust  or  unreasonable  charge,  nor  an  un- 
just discrimination,  now  give  an  undue  or 
unreasonable  preference  or  advantage  to  the 
purchasers  of  the  party-rate  ticket,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  several  provisions  of  the  In- 
terstate Commerce  Act  of  1887.  There  was 
much  discussion  of  the  general  subject  of  the 
prohibition  of  the  general  statute  in  the  opin- 
ion of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  in  this  case,  from  which  it  will  be  in- 
structive to  present  some  quotations.  The 
English  Traffic  Act  of  1854,  above  referred 
to,  was  fully  considered,  and  the  Cases  of 
Oxlade  and  Ransome,  and  others  hereinbefore 
cited,  were  recognized  and  followed.  Among 
other  things,  it  was  said  by  Mr.  Justice 
Brown,  who  delivered  the  opinion:  "It  is 
not  all  discriminations  or  preferences  that 
fall  within  the  inhibition  of  the  statute ;  only 
such  as  are  unjust  and  unreasonable.  For 
instance,  it  would  be  obviously  unjust  to 
charge  A.  a  greater  sum  than  B.  for  a  single 
trip  from  Washington  to  Pittsburg ;  but  if 
A.  agrees  not  only  to  go,  but  to  return  by  the 
same  route,  it  is  no  injustice  to  B.  to  permit 
him  to  do  so  for  a  reduced  fare,  since  the 
services  are  not  alike,  nor  the  circumstances 
and  conditions  substantially  similar,  as  re- 
quired by  section  2,  to  make  an  unjust  dis- 
crimination. Indeed,  the  possibility  of  just 
discrimination  and  reasonable  preferences  is 
recognized  by  these  sections  ih  declaring 
what  shall  be  deemed  unjust.  ...  In 
order  to  constitute  an  unjust  discrimination 
under  section  2,  the  carrier  must  charge  or 
receive  directly  from  one  person  a  greater  or 
less  compensation  than  from  another,  or  must 
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accomplish  the  same  thing  indirectly,  by  a 
special-rate  rebate,  or  other  device ;  but  in 
cHher  case  it  must  be  for  a  ""like  and  con- 
temporaneous service,  in  the  transportation 
of  a  like  kind  of  traffic,  under  substantially 
similar  circumstances  and  conditions. "  To 
bring  the  present  case  within  the  words  of 
this  section  we  must  assume  that  the  trans- 
portation of  ten  persons  on  a  single  ticket  is 
substantially  identical  with  the  transporta- 
tion of  one,  and,  in  view  of  the  universally 
accepted  fact  that  a  man  may  buy,  contract, 
or  manufacture  on  a  large  scale  cheaper  pro- 
portionately than  upon  a  small  scale,  this  is 
impossible.  In  this  connection  we  quote  with 
approval  from  the  opinion  of  Judge  Jackson 
in  the  court  below :  "To  come  within  the 
inhibition  of  said  sections  the  differences 
must  be  made  under  like  conditions ;  that  is, 
there  must  be  contemporaneous  service  in  the 
transportation  of  like  kinds  of  traffic,  under 
substantially  the  same  circumstances  and  con- 
ditions. ...  In  short,  the  substance  of 
all  these  decisions  is  that  railway  companies 
are  only  bound  to  give  the  same  terms  to  all 
persons  alike,  under  the  same  conditions  and 
circumstances,  and  that  any  fact  which  pro- 
duces an  inequality  of  conditions  and  a 
change  of  circumstances  justifies  an  in- 
equality of  charge.  .  .  .  But,  in  so  far 
as  relates  to  the  question  of  'undue  pref- 
erence, '  it  may  be  presumed  that  congress, 
in  adopting  the  language  of  the  Engli^  act, 
had  in  mind  the  construction  given  to  these 
words  by  the  English  courts,  and  intended  to 
incorporate  them  into  the  statute.  McDonald 
V.  Hof)ey,  110  U.  S.  619,  28  L.  ed.  269. 

In  the  case  of  FitchJburg  R.  Co,  v.  Gage,  12 
Gray,  893,  the  right  to  discriminate  upon  the 
basis  of  a  carriage  for  a  certain  time,  and  in 
certain  quantities,  was  declared.  The  claim 
of  the  shipper  was  for  an  equality  of  charges 
for  shipments  of  ice  with  charges  for  ship- 


ments of  bricks,  because  they  were 
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same  class  of  freight ;  but  the  claim  was  not 
allowed.  The  court  said,  by  way  of  illustra- 
tion of  the  principle  upon  which  there  might 
be  a  lawful  discrimination  of  rates  upon  the 
same  class  of  goods :  "  If,  for  special  reasons, 
in  isolated  cases,  the  carrier  sees  fit  to  stipu- 
late for  the  carriage  of  goods  or  merchandise 
of  any  class  for  individuals  for  a  certain  time, 
or  in  certain  quantities,  for  less  compensation 
than  what  is  the  usual,  necessary,  and  reason- 
able rate,  he  may  undoubtedly  do  so  without 
entitling  all  other  persons  and  parties  to  the 
same  advantage  ana  relief."  And  this  court 
said  in  the  case  of  Skipper  v.  Pennsylvania 
R.  Co.,  47  Pa.  888:  "We  are  not  prepared 
to  sav  that  a  railroad  companv  may  not  dis- 
criminate in  its  rate  of  tolls  in  favor  of 
domestic  trade  over  foreign,  in  favor  of  home 
products  over  those  which  are  extraterri- 
torial ;  especially  when  the  railroad  lies 
wholly  within  the  state.  Ownership  may  not 
be  a  reasonable  ground  for  a  distinction,  but 
weight,  bulk,  value,  place  of  production, 
and  many  other  things,  may  be.  ^ 

These  cases  are  cited  as  illustrations  of 
various  reasons  and  principles  upon  which 
lawful  discriminations  may  be  made  even  in 
charges  for  the  carriage  of  the  same  goods 
over  the  same  roads,  and  to  be  used  for  the 
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same  purposes.  But  in  the  present  case, 
where  not  only  a  particular  quantity  must 
be  furnished  to  the  railroad  every  day,  but 
the  goods  at  the  point  of  delivery  are  to  be 
used  for  totally  different  purposes,  which  do 
not  conflict  or  comp€[te  with  each  other,  the 
reason  for  a  discrimination  has  an  infinite- 
ly greater  force.  In  Hutchinson  on  Carriers 
(page  358),*  after  a  protracts  review  of  all 
the  cases,  (and  they  are  very  numerous) ,  the 
writer  sums  up  the  result  thus:  "Mere  in- 
equality in  charges  does  not,  therefore,  of 
itself  amount  to  an  unjust  discrimination. 
It  only  becomes  such  when  a  discrimination 
is  made  in  the  rates  charged  for  transporta- 
tion of  goods  of  the  same  class,  of  different 
shippex)^,  under  like  circumstances  and  con- 
ditions. So  a  mere  reduction  from  the  estab- 
lished rate  is  not  necessarily  an  unjust  dis- 
crimination, but  it  becomes  such  when  it  is 
either  intended,  or  has  a  natural  tendency, 
to  injure  another  shipper  in  his  business,  and 
destroy  his  trade  by  giving  to  the  favored 
shipper  a  practical  monopoly  of  the  busi- 
ness.** 

We  come  now  to  consider  the  case  of  Borda 
V.  Philadelphia  &RK  Co,,  141  Pa.  484.     It 
was  an  action  of  case  brought  against  the 
Philadelphia  &  Heading  Railroad  Company 
by  the  plaintiffs,  who  w^e  shippers  of  coal, 
to  recover  damages  for  alleged  illegal  dis- 
criminations in  the  freiffht  charged  to  the 
plaintiffs  on  shipments  of  coal  over  the  de- 
fendant's road,  as  against  lower  rates  charged 
to  other  shippers  over  the  same  road.     The 
case  was,  by  agreement  of  the  parties,  re- 
ferred to  Mr.  Peter  McCall  as  referee,  who 
made  a  most  exhaustive  and  elaborate  report 
denying  the  claim  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  his 
report  was  affirmed  by  this  court.     As  the 
shipments  had  been  made  prior  to  the  adop- 
tion of  our  Constitution  of  1874,  a  prelimi- 
nary question  arose,  whether  it  was  the  duty 
of  the  defendant  to  carry  without  discrimina- 
tion.   The  referee  held  that  such  was  the  duty- 
of  the  defendant,  saying :    "  I  regard  it,  then, 
as  settled  law  in  tbis  state  that  a  railroad 
company,  a  common  carrier,  owes  a  duty  of 
equality  to  every  citizen ;  and  I  adopt  the 
position  taken  by  Mr.  Bullitt  in  argument 
that  railroad  companies  have  no  right  to  make 
any  undue  discrimination  or  preference   in 
their  charges,  and  a  charge  made  to  one  ship- 
per higher  than  another,  for  the  same  service. 
under  like  circumstances,  constitutes  undue 
preference  and  discrimination,  and,  by  con- 
sequence, renders  the  charge  unreasonable. 
Such  is  the  general  rule,  ana  it  is  vastly  im- 
portant to  the  general  public  that  there  be  no 
undue  relaxation  of  this  rule ;  for,  exercising, 
as  they  practically  do,  a  monopoly  of  trans- 
portation on  their  ro«ids,  railway  managers 
nave  in  their  hands  a  tremendous  power,  by 
discrimination,  to  enrich  one  man  and  ruin 
another.    The  equality,  however,  which  is 
thus    prescribed  is  not  a  strict  and  literal 
equality  under  all  circumstances,  however 
varying  and  different.    It  is  rather  an  equal  • 
ity  in  the  sense  of  freedom  from  unreasonable 
discrimination.    It  is  only  unjust,  undue,  or 
unreasonable  discrimination  against  which 
the  law  has  set  its  canon.    Arbitrary  dis- 
crimination   is    illegal ;   is  discrimination 
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made  with  a  view  of  giving  advantage  to  one 
penoD.  But  the  tniism  that  clrcumstaoces 
alter  cases  applies  here,  and  under  a  different 
state  of  circumstances  a  discrimination  may 
be  reasonable  and  lawful,  which,  were  the 
circomstances  the  same,  would  l)e  undue  and 
unreasonable.  In  order  to  render  lawful  an 
inec^uality  of  charge,  the  itoods  must  be 
earned  under  different  circumstances,  and  the 
question  whether  the  difference  is  material  or 
essential  arises  in  each  particular  case. "  The 
writer  regards  the  foregoing  as  the  most  pre- 
cise and  the  most  felicitous  expression  of  the 
law  upon  the  general  subject  under  considera- 
tion that  he  has  met  with,  and  therefore 
quotes  it  entire. 

The  claim  of  the  plaintiffs  was  to  recover 
damages  to  the  amount  of  upwards  of  $60,000 
fur  unjust  discrimination  in  favor  of  Auden- 
ried  &  Co.,  rival  coal  shippers  to  the  plain- 
tifiEs,  by  the  payment  to  Audenried  &  Co.  of 
rebates  on  coal  shipped  from  Port  Richmond 
to  points  beyond  New  Brunswick  at  the  rate 
of  $1.65  for  steamer  coal,  and  other  rates  for 
other  grades.  It  was  proved  that  these  rebates 
were  paid  under  agreements  between  Auden- 
ried k  Co.  and  the  defendant,  made  at  the 
beginning  of  the  season,  and  to  continue 
throughout  the  season,  and  the  referee  was  of 
opinion,  and  so  found,  that  these  contracts 
for  continuous  shipments  during  the  whole 
season  at  fixed  rates  constituted  such  a  differ- 
ence in  the  conditions  and  circumstances  of 
the  shipments  for  Audenried  &  Co.  and  the 
plaintiffs,  respectively,  as  to  justify  the  dis- 
crimination, and  prevent  it  from  being  il- 
legal. In  expressing-  his  conclusions  the 
leferee  says:  ''The  aefendant*s  case  denies 
that  the  discrimination  was  willful,  and 
made  with  any  such  design  as  imputed  by  the 
plaintiffs.  It  rests  upon  the  ground  that  the 
payment  of  the  drawbacks  to  Audenried  <& 
Co.  was  under  an  honest  and  bona  fide  belief 
that  they  were  entitled  to  them,  under  an 
arrangement  by  which,  in  consideration  of 
their  havinir  made  contracts  early  in  the 
spring  for  Belivery  of  coal  at  fixed  prices 
throughout  the  season,  they  were  allowed  the 
drawSicks  in  question.  ...  On  the  whole, 
I  am  of  opinion^  upon  the  best  consideration 
I  have  been  able  to  give  the  subject,  that  the 
defendant  did  not  pajr  to  Audenried  &  Co. 
the  drawbacks  complained  of  In  the  first  and 
additi<H)al  count  of  the  declaration  willfully, 
and  wi^  intent  to  enable  them  to  increase 
their  bosiness  at  the  expense  of  the  plaintiffs, 
but  that  it  paid  the  same  in  eood  faith,  under 
the  belief  that  Audenried  £  Co.  had  made 
contracts  in  the  spring  at  a  fixed  price  for 
the  delivery  of  the  coal.  .  .  .  I  am  of 
opinion,  therefore,  that  the  defendant  could 
legally  have  allowed  the  drawbacks  to  Au- 
denried <&  Co.  which  it  did  allow,  if  that 
firm  bad  had  contracts  made  in  the  early  part 
of  the  season  for  deli  very  of  coal  in  the  eastern 
market  at  fixed  prices.  In  that  case,  although 
the  service  rendered,  to  wit,  the  transporta- 
tion, would  have  been  the  same  as  that  ren- 
dered to  the  plaintiffs,  yet  the  circumstances 
were  different,  and  the  difference  of  circum- 
stances would  have  justified  the  discrimina- 
tion." While  this  court  did  not  review  the 
testimony  taken  before  the  referee,  because  it 
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was  not  before  us,  we  affirmed  the  judgment 
in  favor  of  the  defendant  upon  the  report, 
conceding  the  facts  to  be  as  found  by  the 
referee.  It  will  be  perceived,  therefore,  that 
in  that  case  the  circumstance  that  the  coal 
was  shipped  for  Audenried  &  Co. ,  under  con- 
tracts mi^e  at  the  beginning  of  the  season,  at 
fixed  prices,  and  to  continue  throughout  the 
season,  was  held  a  sufficient  reply  to  a  charge 
of  unjust  discrimination,  although  the  com- 
modity shipped  was  the  same,  to  wit,  an- 
thracite coal,  and  the  shipments  were  between 
the  same  points,  to  wit,  from  Port  Richmond 
to  points  east  of  New  Brunswick,  and  the 
plaintiffs  were  engaged  in  the  same  business 
as  Audenried  &  Co.,  whereas  here  the  plain- 
tiffs were  not  engaged  in  the  same  business, 
as  the  Bellefonte  Nail  Company.  There 
could  not  be  any  competition  between  them 
in  the  products  sold,  and  the  rate  at  which< 
coal  was  carried  for  the  nail  company  was  a 
matter  of  absolute  indifference  to  the  plain- 
tiffs. We  repeat  again  that  we  do  not  regard 
the  sales  of  coal  by  the  nail  com  pan  v  to  its 
own  employes  as  of  any  moment  m  the  case, 
(1)  because  there  is  no  proof  that  they  were 
made  with  the  knowledge  of  the  defendant, 
but  there  is  positive  and  uncontradicted  proof 
that  they  were  made  without  such  knowl- 
edge; (2)  because  the  defendant  is  not  re- 
sponsible for  such  sales  by  the  nail  company ; 
(8)  because  the  coal  carried  by  the  defendant 
for  the  nail  company  was  not  carried  for  pur- 
poses of  sale  at  retail,  but  for  the  purpose  of 
manufacturing  nails  and  muck  bar;  (A)  be- 
cause there  is  no  proof  that  the  plaintiffs  sus- 
tained any  damage  by  reason  of  the  sales  of 
the  nail  company  to  their  employes.  But  it 
must  be  understood,  and  we  so  decide,  "^  that 
a  manufacturing  company  has  no  right  to- 
engage  in  the  business  of  selling  coal,  even 
to  its  own  employ^ ;  and  if  it  does  so,  and 
the  transporting  company  is  notified  of  such 
selling,  it  musf  thereupon  cease  to  carry  coal 
to  the  manufacturing  company  at  any  less 
rate  than  it  charges  to  the  coal  dealers,  or 
incur  the  penalties  of  unjust  discrimination. 
The  ruling  of  the  court  below  would  re- 
quire that  coal  carried  to  blast  furnaces,  roll- 
inir-mills,  rail  mills,  founderies,  and  all 
other  manufacturing  enterprises,  should  be 
carried  for  the  same'price  as  the  coal  carried 
to  any  retail  dealer  in  the  same  locality, 
though  the  quantity  consumed  by  the  former 
might  extend  to  many  thousands  of  tons  each 
year,  while  the  quantity  carried  for  the  latter 
might  be  a  few  hundred  tons  only,  and  al- 
though the  manufacturing  companies  gave 
back  to  the  carrier  man^  thousands  of  tons  of 
freight  each  year,  while  the  retail  dealer 
gave  back  none,  and  although  the  business  of 
the  manufacturer  in  no  wise  competes  with 
the  business  of  the  dealer.  We  think  the 
differences  in  these  respects  between  these 
two  kinds  of  business  are  such  as  to  justify  a 
discrimination  in  the  rates  of  freight  charged 
to  each,  and  the  conditions  of  the  two  are  not 
alike,  and  their  circumstances  are  not  simi- 
lar, within  the  meaning  of  our  Act  of  1888, 
and  therefore  there  can  be  no  recovery  in  this 
Qase.  The  fact  that  the  payment  of  the  re- 
bates was  not  known  to  the  plaintiffs  is  of  no 
possible  consequence,  both  oecause  they  had 


272 


Pennsylvania  Supreme  Cotjbt. 


Jttly 


DO  right  to  know  it,  under  our  present  rulinj; 
that  the  circumstances  were  not  similar,  and 
the  conditions  not  alike,  and  also  because,  if 
the  discriminating  charge  was  lawful,  the 
absence  of  notice  to  the  plaintiffs  would  not 
make  it  unlawful .  The  same  point  was  made 
And  ruled  in  the  Borda  Com,  The  referee 
said ;  ''But  in  point  of  law  I  do  not  think 
that  the  duty  of  giving  notice  to  the  world 
M  every  special  rate  rests  upon  the  carrier, 
under  penalty  of  being  guilty  of  unlawful 
discrimination  by  his  omission  to  give  such 
notice.  How  and  to  whom  is  such  notice  to 
be  given?" 

It  remains  only  to  be  added  that  differences 
.of  freight  rates  on  coal  to  manufactures  and 
to  mere  dealers  are,  and  have  been  for  many 
years,  in  universal  practice,  and  not  a  single 
x^ase  other  than  this  has  as  yet  reached  the 
courts  of  last  resort  in  England  or  in  the 
United  States,  questioning  the  entire  legality 
and  propriety  of  such  differences,  and  that 
.circumstance  is  ample  proof  that  both  the 
professional  and  the  lay  mind  have  assented 
<o  the  practice. 

Speaking  upon  a  similar  subject,  —the  dif- 
ference in  passenger  rates  upon  ordinary  tick- 
■ets  and  thousand- mile  tickets  or  go  and  return 
tickets, — the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
.States,  in  the  case  of  Interstate  Oommet-ee 
Commission  v.  BaUiinore  dt  0.  K  Co, ,  145  U. 
S.  263,  86  L.  ed.  690,  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep. 
•92,  said :  **  In  view  of  the  fact,  however, 
that  every  railway  company  issues  such  tick- 
.ets ;  that  there  is  no  reported  case,  state  or 
federal,  wherein  their  illegality  has  been 
questioned ;  that  there  is  no  such  case  in 
England ;  and  that  the  practice  is  universally 
acquiesced  in  by  the  public, — it  would  seem 
that  the  issuing  of  such  tickets  should  not  be 
held  an  unjust  discrimination  or  an  unreason- 
able preference  to  the  persons  traveling  upon 
them.  **  On  the  question  of  damages  the  court 
below  charged  the  jury  :  "" If  the  nail  works 
paid  twenty  cents  less  freight  per  ton  on  their 
coal,  they  had  that  much  of  an  advantaire 
over  others ;  and  the  law  would  seem,  in  the 
mind  of  the  court,  to  fix  that  excess  as  the 
measure  of  the  plaintiffs*  damages."  We 
think  this  was  serious  error.  The  Act  of  1888 
contains  no  language  justifying  an  instruc- 
tion that  the  party  injured  can  recover  three 
times  the  amount  of  the  difference  in  the  rates 
charged.  The  words  of  the  act  are :  ^  Any 
violation  of  this  provision  shall  make  the 
offending  company  or  common  carrier  liable 
to  the  party  injured  for  damages  treble  the 
amount  of  injurv  suffered. "  The  **  amount  of 
injury  suffered"  is  the  measure  of  the  single 
damages  to  be  allowed.  But  ic  does  not  at 
all  follow  that  tlie  amount  of  injury  suffered 
is  ^the  difference  in  the  rates  charged.  It 
might  be,  or  it  mifcht  not  be,  but,  in  any 
event,  it  must  be  a  subject  of  proof,  and 
there  was  no  proof  in  the  case  of  the  actual 
damage  sustained.  How  does  it  follow  that 
because  the  defendant  company  paid  in  1889 
to  the  nail  company  a  rebate  of  some  |6.000 
on  all  the  shipments  that  had  been  made  from 
1881,  and  a  few  sums  thereafter,  the  plain- 
ti  ffs  suffered  damage  to  any  extent  ?  In  poi  nt 
of  fact  the  nail  company  paid  the  full  freight 
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of  50  cents  a  ton  net  during  all  these  years, 
and  their  claim  for  rebates  was  not  adjusted 
until  1889.  How,  then,  does  it  appear  that 
damage  was  suffered  by  the  plaintiffs  in  con- 
seauence  of  the  payment  of  the  rebates  to  the 
nail  company?  It  does  not  appear  that  the 
plaintiffs  sold  their  coal  for  any  less  than  the 
current  market  price  at  any  time  except 
when  they  and  the  other  dealers  were  engaged 
in  a  war  of  prices,  and  sold  it,  far  below 
actual  cost  in  a  struggle  to  capture  the  mar- 
ket, and  it  does  not  appear  but  that  the  plain- 
tiffs would  have  sold  their  coal  at  20  cents 
less  than  they  did  if  they  had  received  the 
rebate.  The  natural  inference  is  that  that  is 
precisel  v  what  they  would  have  done  in  the 
contest  for  the  market.  But  of  all  this  there 
is  not  a  word  of  testimony,  and  yet  it  is  only 
actual  damage  that  they  can  recover.  The 
proof  for  the  defendant  was  that  they  never 
cut  the  market  price  to  their  men,  but  main- 
tained it  even  when  the  coal  dealers  of  the 
town  were  slaughtering  each  other's  trade  by 
selling  below  cost.  As  three  times  the  actual 
damage  is  the  penalty  the  defendant  would 
have  to  pay  if  the  judgment  were  sustained, 
thev  have  a  right  to  require  very  clear  and 
deflniteproof  as  to  what  the  actual  damage 
was.  When  blast  furnaces  and  great  iron 
mills  are  built,  they  are  not  placed  in  cities 
or  towns,  but  in  the  open  country,  where  land 
is  abundant  and  cheap,  and  of  course  on  the 
1  i  ne  of  a  rai  I  road .  When  they  are  establ  ishcd 
there  is  no  population  at  the  place  of  erec- 
tion. The  railroad  companies  are  ver^  will, 
ing  to  make  as  favorable  terms  as  possible  for 
freights  on  all  the  materials  that  are  brought 
to  the  plants,  and  on  all  products  that  are 
carried  from  them,  because  thev  ^t  a  lar^ly 
increased  business  from  such  enterprises. 
When  the  works  are  erected,  houses  are  built 
for  the  men  and  officials  of  the  companies. 
After  that  come  the  usual  accessories  required 
to  supply  the  wants  of  the  population,  to 
wit,  merchants,  tradesmen,  mechanics,  butch- 
ers, bakers,  grocers,  and,  among  others,  coal 
dealers.  But  the  moment  the  last  of  these 
arrive,  if  the  priqciples  which  prevailed  in 
the  court  below  in  this  case  are  correct,  the 
whole  freight  system  agreed  upon  between 
the  transporter  and  the  Tnanfacturer  thereto- 
fore must  be  changed  and  advanced  to  the 
frei|2:ht  rates  chareed  to  the  retail  dealers,  or 
else  all  the  rates  charged  to  such  dealers  must 
be  lowered  to  conform  to  the  rates  charged  to 
the  manufacturer.  If  this  is  not  done,  the 
manufacturer  incurs  the  risk  of  being  visited 
years  afterwards  with  claims  for  treble  dam- 
ages, which  may  embrace  any  period  of  six 
years,  and,  as  all  the  dealers  have  the  same 
right  of  action  in  this  regard  that  any*  of 
them  has,  and  every  town  or  city  along  the 
line  has  some  or  many  retail  coal  dealers  and 
manufacturing  establishments  also  wiUiin  ita 
limits,  it  is  easy  to  see  that  the  aggregate  of 
such  claims  many  soon  absorb  the  entire 
property  and  assets  of  the  stron^t  transport- 
ing companies  of  the  state.  We  do  not  find 
anything  in  the  law  that  renders  necessary  or 
possible  any  such  results  as  these,  and  Tee 
think  it  wiser  and  better  to  administer  the 
law  so  that  the  rights  and  interests  of  all  may 
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be  conaeryed  .^itbin  rational  and  sensible 
limits. 

We  sustain  the  first,  second,  third,  and  fifth 
^sslgumenta  of  error.    The  fourth  and  sixth 


assignments  have  no  merit,  and  are  not  sus- 
tained. 
Judgment  reverted. 
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William  B.  KOPP  et  aL,  AppU,, 
Cora  E.  REITER. 

(146IU.487.» 

▲  deed  placed  in  escrow  but  not  delivered 
cannot  be  regarded  as  a  sufllolent  memorandum 
of  a  parol  agreement  for  the  sale  of  the  land  to 
nttofy  the  statute  of  frauds,  where  j  It  does  not 
recite  the  terms  of  the  coutraot 

(March  81, 1886.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Cook  Countv  in 
favor  of  oomplaiDant  in  an  action  brouffht  to 
cancel  a  certain  contract  and  trust  deed  as  a 
cloud  on  complainant's  tiUe.    Affirmed, 


Statement  by  Haffmder,  J. : 

The  original  bill  in  this  case  was  filed  in 
the  circuit  court  of  Cook  county  on  July  8, 
1891,  by  the  appellee  Cora  £.  Reiter,  against 
the  appellant  William  P.  Kopp,  the  ap- 
pellee Edward  Reiter,  and  B.  F.  Cronkrite 
and  Henry  M.  Bacon,  for  the  purpose  of  re- 
moving the  contract  and  trust  deed  herein- 
after described  as  clouds  upon  her  title  to  a 
lot  owned  by  her,  and  situated  in  the  town  of 
Hyde  Park,  in  said  county.  Subsequently, 
the  appellants  William  A.  Hammond  and 
Frank  C.  Vierlinff,  claiming  to  be  the  real 
purchasers  of  the  Jot  in  Eopp*s  name,  were 
made  defendants.  Answers  were  filed  to  the 
original  bill,  and  a  cross-bill  and  amended 
cross-bill  were  filed  by  Kopp,  Hammond,  and 
Vierling  against  Cora  E.  and  Edward  Reiter, 


SoTE^—UftdeUvered  dud  as  memorandum  to  Buittfy 
etatute  of  frauds. 

Tbere  appears  to  be  some  cooiUot  of  authorities 
as  to  whether  an  undelivered  deed  will  satisfy  the 
statute  of  frauds,  but  some  oases  that  sustain  such 
a  contract  do  so  on  the  grroudd  that  the  deed  em- 
bodies tbe  substance  of  the  contract,  giving  parties 
coDSideratioo,  description  and  terms  of  sale.  Jen- 
kins V.  Harrison,  06  Ala.  345;  Ma  Gee  v.  Blaokenship, 
«N.C.fifi8;  Bowles  v.  Woodson,  6Gratt.78:  Griel 
T.  Lomaz,89  Ala.  430;  Johnston  v.  Jones,  86  Ala. 
2B6. 

And  the  same  is  held  where  the  deed  supplies  the 
tenns  of  contract,  taken  in  connection  with  other 
irrlttoga.  Thayer  v.  Luce,  2S  Ohio  St.  6& 

The  same  was  held  in  Work  v.  Cowhick,  81  111. 
97.  although  one  of  the  judges  in  this  case  puts 
bis  decWon  on  the  ground  that  the  statute  of 
fimuds  does  not  apply  to  a  sale  made  by  an  execu- 
tor under  an  order  of  court,  under  Act  July  1, 1874. 

But  other  cases  hold  without  discussing  the  ques- 
tion whether  tbe  terms  of  the  contract  are  fully 
recited  in  the  deed  that  a  deed  which  is  not  deliv- 
ered will  not  of  itself  constitute  a  memorandum 
of  contract  so  as  to  satisfy  the  statute  of  frauds.  In 
so  actfoD  by  the  grantor  against  the  grantee. 
Sands  v.  Thompeon,  48  Ind.  16;  Gratiam  v.  Theis« 
47  6a.  479;  Oagger  v.  Lansing,  48  N.  Y.  660,  reversing 
Si  Barb,  m ;  Allebach  v.  Godshalk,  116  Pa.  3»,.  19 
W.N.  C.  446. 

And  that  it  is  not  sufllcienc,  even  if  vendor  has 
ft  regirtered,  although  the  vendee  had  altered  with 
bis  own  hand  a  draft  of  the  conveyance.  Haw- 
kins t.  Holmes,  1  P.  WoulTTO.. 

8o  an  undelivered  deed  destroyed  by  consent  of 
vendee  will  not  be  held  to  be  a  sufficient  contract 
vbexe  the  land  is  attempted  to  be  sold  under  ez- 
«cotioo  against  the  vendee.  SuUivan  v.  O^Neal,  66 
Tei.flBL 

A  <Ieed  from  A  to  B  undelivered  is  not  evidence 
in  favor  of  C  In  an  action  by  him  against  A  for 
hreacb  of  the  contract  of  sale  where  there  is  no 
vritiog  to  connect  A  and  C  and  B  never  performed 
bis  part   Henderson  v.  Beard,  61  Ark.  488. 

And  a  deed  undelivered  is  not  of  itself  sufficient 
to  satisfy  tbe  statute  of  frauds.  In  an  action  to  com- 
pel an  exchange  of  lands,  and  this  is  held  on  the 
rround  that  the  contract  is  not  complete  without 
<^very.  Nichols  v.  Oppermaim,  6  Wash.  618. 


And  the  same  was  held  in  an  action  by  vendee 
against  the  vendor.    Overman  v.  Kerr,  17  Iowa,  485. 

And  the  same  was  held  lo  an  action  by  a  vendee 
against  his  vendor,  where  a  deed  by  vendor  and 
mortgage  by  vendee  had  been  executed  but  not 
delivered.  Wlerv.  Batdorf,24  Neb.  83;  Ck>mer  v. 
Baldwin,  16  Minn.  17%;  Parker  v.  Parker,  1  Gray 
409. 

And  the  same  applied  In  an  action  by  the  execu- 
tor of  a  vendor  against  the  vendee.  Day  v.  La- 
caase,85Me.842. 

So  it  was  held  in  an  action  against  a  vendor  to 
compel  specific  performance,  that  a  deed  which  Is 
not  delivered  and  that  does  not  contain  the  whole 
contract,  there  being  no  other  memorandum  in 
writing,  will  not  satisfy  the  statute  of  frauds. 
Thomas  v.  Sowards,  26  Wis.  681. 

And  the  same  was  held  in^au  action  by  vendee 
against  the  vendor  to  compel  specific  performance. 
OampbeU  v.  Thomas,  4»  Wis.  487,  24  Am.  Bep.  427; 
Swain  v.  Bumette,  89  Cal.  564. 

An  undelivered  deed  was  not  sufficient  to  satisfy 
the  statute  of  frauds,  in  a  suit  by  tbe  vendee 
against  another  purchaser  from  his  vendor  with 
notice,  where  a  letter  ofTering  a  certain  price  for 
the  property  which  was  not  described  was  accepted, 
freeland  v.  Chamley,  80  Ind.  182. 

So  a  bill  of  sale  of  personalty  and  crop  setting 
forth  that  it  was  on  a  tract  of  land  which  ''Is  this 
day  conveyed  by  me  to  F.  P."  that  Is  signed  to- 
gether with  a  deed  that  is  undelivered  will  not  be 
a  sufficient  contract  In  an  action  by  vendee  against 
vendor.    Popp  v.  Swanke,  68  Wis.  864. 

So  where  possession  of  the  property  has  been 
taken  under  an  undelivered  deed,  the  same  was 
held  sufficient  coupled  with  the  fact  of  part  per- 
formance. Parrill  V.  McKinley,  9  Gratt.  1,  58  Am. 
Dec.  212;  Hart  v.  Carroll,  85  Pa.  606. 

And  where  the  possession  of  an  executed  deed 
has  been  obtained  by  the  vendee  by  fraud,  if  such 
deed  is  relied  upon  by  the  vendor,  it  will  be  re- 
garded as  an  executed  contract,  in  a  suit  by  vendor 
for  the  purchase  money.  Smith  v.  Arthur,  110  N. 
C.400. 

So  a  deed  executed  in  blank  and  left  in  escrow 
to  be  filled  when  sale  Is  made  may  after  delivery 
be  enforced  as  a  contract  to  convey.  Blaoknall  v. 
Parish,  59  N.  C.  70, 78  Am.  Dec.  239.  1.  T. 
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praying  for  a  specific  performance  of  said 
contract,  which  cross- bills  were  answered  by 
the  defendants  thereto,  and  in  the  answers  the 
statute  of  frauds  was  pleaded.  The  bill  was 
afterwards  dismissed  as  to  Cronkrite  upon  his 
delivering  into  the  hands  of  the  clerk  of  the 
court  the  said  contract  and  the  $250  therein 
mentioned.  The  cause  was  referred  to  a 
master  to  take  the  evidence  and  report  his 
findings  thereon.  Upon  the  hearing,  the 
circuit  court  decreed  in  favor  of  the  com- 
plainant in  the  original  bill,  granting  the 
relief  therein  prayed,  and  dismissed  the  cross- 
bill, ordering  the  clerk  to  pay  over  the  $250 
to  said  Kopp,  and  directing  Bacon,  the 
trustee,  to  release  the  trust  deed.  From  this 
decree  the  case  is  brought  here  by  appeal. 

On  December  27,  1890,  and  prior  thereto 
and  thereafter,  the  appellee  Cora  E.  Reiter 
was  the  owner  in  her  own  right  of  the  lot  in 
question.  On  that  day  her  husband,  Edward 
Keitor,  entered  into  a  written  contract  with 
said  Kopp,  agreeing  to  sell  the  lot  to  him  for 
$5,000,  Kopp  paying  $250  down  as  earnest 
money,  and  agreeing  to  pay  $2,750  within 
five  clays  aftor  the  title  should  be  examined 
and  found  good,  provided  a  warranty  deed 
conveying  a  good  title  should  then  be  ready 
for  delivery,  and,  for  the  balance,  to  give  his 
note  for  $2,000,  payable  in  one  year,  with 
interest  at  the  rate  of  6  per  cent  per  annum, 
secured  by  a  trust  deed  ubon  the  property ; 
an  abstract  of  title  to  be  furnished  within  a 
reasonable  time,  eto.  Before  December  27th, 
Edward  Reiter  had  placed  a  sale  board  upon 
the  lot,  offering  it  for  sale  in  his  own  name, 
and  had  also  authorized  the  real  estate  firm 
of  B.  P.  Cronkrite  &  Co.  to  place  their  sale 
board  upon  it.  Reiter  and  Kopp  were  brought 
together  by  George  E.  Farley,  an  employe  of 
Cronkrite  &  Co.,  at  whose  office  the  contract 
was  drawn  by  Farley,  and  with  whom  the 
earnest  money  and  the  contract  were  left.  On 
December  81,  the  abstract  was  delivered  to 
Kopp.  Within  te#days  thereafter,  Kopp 
presented  to  Cronkrite  &  Co. ,  as  the  only  ob- 
jection to  the  title  raised  by  his  attorney,  a 
written  memorandum  suggesting  that  an  af- 
fidavit be  obtained  showfne  the  death  of  a 
party  whose  death  was  recitea  in  a  deed  in  the 
chain  of  title.  On  January  7,  1891.  Farley 
drew  up  a  warranty  deed  and  a  note  and  trust 
deed,  as  above  specified.  The  warranty  deed 
was  executed  on  January  7th  or  8th,  by  Mrs. 
Reiter  and  her  husband,  but  was  retained  by 
the  latter  and  never  delivered  ;  nor  does  it  ap- 
pear that  it  was  ever  approved  by  Kopp,  or 
submitted  to  him  or  seen  by  him.  The  note 
and  trust  deed  appear  to  have  been  thereafter 
executed  by  Kopp,  but  were  never  delivered 
to  or  received  by  Keiter,  though  he  examined 
the  original  drafts  before  their  execution. 
Reiter  never  obtained  the  required  afl9davltB, 
and  treated  the  objection  to  the  title  as 
trivial,  claiming  that  it  was  made  for  delay 
only.  Matters  remained  in  this  condition, 
Reiter  calling  at  the  ofiSce  of  Cronkrite  &  Co. 
several  times  to  know  why  the  money  and 
note  and  trust  deed  were  not  ready,  and  Kopp 
calling  to  ask  if  the  affidavit  was  obtained, 
until  January  16,  1891,  when  the  residence 
of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Reiter  was  destroyed  by  fire. 
On  the  morning  of  January  17th,  which  was 
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Saturday,  Mrs.-  Reiter  told  her  husband  that 
she  was  tired  of  the  delay,  and  that,  imlesa 
the  matter  was  closed  that  day,  she  would  not 
allow  the  deed  to  be  delivered.  Accordingly 
he  went,  during  the  forenoon  of  that  dayf  to 
the  office  of  Cronkrite  &  Co. ,  and  demanded 
that  the  matter  be  closed.  Farley  at  once 
telephoned  to  Kopp,  who  was  at  work  in  a 
bank,  informing  him  of  Reiter's  presence  and 
demand.  Upon  being  told  that  the  affidavit 
was  not  yet  procured,  Kopp  answered  that  he 
would  waive  the  production  of  the  affidavit^ 
as  he  was  to  receive  a  warranty  deed,  but 
could  not  leave  the  bank,  and  would  not  be 
able  to  pay  the  money  until  Monday,  January' 
19th.  When  this  answer  was  communicated 
by  Farley  to  Reiter.  the  latter  stated  that  the 
transaction  must  be  completed  on  that  day 
(Saturday) ,  or  not  at  all.  On  Monday,  Kopp 
came  to  the  office  of  Cronkrite  &  Co.  to  pay 
the  money  and  exchange  the  papers,  but  waa 
told  that  it  was  too  late.  On  Wednesday, 
January  21st,  he  tendered  to  Mr.  Reiter  the 
$2, 750  and  the  note  and  trust  deed,  and  de- 
manded the  deed,  but  Reiter  refused  to  de- 
liver the  deed,  or  to  accept  the  money  and 
securities.  On  January  21st,  Kopp  recorded 
a  copy  of  the  contract,  and  also  the  trust 
deed..  Some  days  afterwards,  Reiter  destroyed 
the  deed. 

Me98r$.  Oeor§^  R.  Grant  and  Charles 
E*  Pope  for  appellant. 

Messrs,  AsheraCft  ft  Gordon  for  ap- 
pellee. 

Maiprudery  «/.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court : 

Under  the  facts,  did  Mrs.  Reiter,  the  owner 
of  the  lot,  make  any  such  contract  for  its  sale 
and  conveyance  as  a  court  of  equity  wil  1  com- 
pel her  to  perform?  Section  2  of  'the  Statute 
of  Frauds  provides  as  follows:  "No  action 
shall  be  brought  to  charge  any  person  upon 
any  contract  for  the  sale  oi  lands,  etc., 
.  unless  such  contract  or  some  memo- 
randum or  not^,  thereof  shall  be  in  writing, 
and  signed  by  the  party  to  be  charged  there- 
with, or  some  other  person  thereunto  by  him' 
lawfully  authorized  in  writing,  signed  by 
such  party.''  1  Starr  &  C.  Anno.  Stat.  chap. 
59,  §  2,  p.  1192.  It  cannot  be  contended  here 
that  there  has  been  any  such  part  performance 
of  a  parol  contract  by  pavmente,  possession, 
and  improvements  as  will  take  the  case  out 
of  the  statute  of  frauds.  The  purduiaer, 
Kopp,  never  took  possession  of  the  lot,  nor 
made  any  improvements  upon  it.  The  only 
payment  he  made  was  that  of  the  earnest 
money,  $250.  This  amount,  however,  was 
not  paid  to  Mrs.  Reiter,  but  to  Cronkrite  & 
Co. ,  who  never  had  any  authority  from  her. 
written  or  otherwise,  to  make  sale  of  the  lot. 
or  to  take  any  other  steps  in  regard  to  it.  We 
have  held  in  a  number  of  cases  that,  in  order 
to  ascertain  what  sort  of  writing  is  sufficient 
to  meet  the  requirementa  of  the  statute  as 
above  (quoted  no  form  of  language  is  nec- 
essary, if  only  the  intention  can  be  gathered, 
and  that  any  kind  of  writing,  from  a  solemn 
deed  down  to  mere  hasty  notes  or  memoranda 
in  books,  papers,  or  letters,  will  suffice,  but 
that  the  writings,  notes,  or  memoranda  must 
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contain  on  their  face,  or  by  reference  to 
others,  the  names  of  the  parties,  vendor  and 
vendee,  a  sufficiently  clear  and  explicit  de- 
scription of  the  property  to  render  it  capable 
of  being  identified  from  other  property  of 
like  kind,  together  with  the  terms,  condi- 
tions (if  there  be  any) ,  and  price  to  be  paid, 
or  other  consideration  to  be  given ;  and  such 
writing,  note,  or  memorandum  must  be 
(signed  by  the  party  to  be  charp^ed,  or^  if 
signed  by  an  agent,  the  authority  of  such 
agent  must  be  in  writing,  signed  by  the 
party  to  be  charged,  and  the  contract  or 
memorandum  or  note  thereof  made  by  the 
af^ent  must  also  be  in  writing,  and  signed- 
bv  him.  MeConneU  v.  BHUhart,  17  111.  854, 
65  Am.  Dec.  661 ;  Comtt  v.  Hobbs,  56  111. 
281 ;  Wood  V.  DaviB,  82  111.  811 ;  Albert^on  v. 
A$kUyii,  102111.  50;  C^pp^v.  MeKnight,  108 
in.  570 ;  LoBher  v.  Gardner,  124  111.  441.  The 
only  writing  ever  signed  by  Mrs.  Reiter  in 
this  case  was  the  warranty  deed  which  she 
executed  on  or  about  January  7,  18^1,  and 
which  remained  in  the  hands  of  her  husband, 
and  was  never  delivered  to  Kopp,  or  to  Vier- 
1  inff  or  Hammond .  We  do  not  think  that  this 
deed  can  be  regarded,  under  the  facts  dis- 
closed by  the  record,  as  such  a  memorandum 
or  note  of  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  the  land 
as  is  sufficient  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  stat- 
ute of  frauds.  The  contract  of  December  30, 
1880,  was  executed  by  and  between  Mr. 
Reiter  and  the  appellant,  Kopp,  but  not  by 
Mrs.  Reiter,  the  owner  of  the  lot.  She  gave 
her  husband  no  written  authority  to  act  as 
her  agent  for  the  sale  of  the  lot,  or  to  sell 
it.  or  to  sign  any  contract  for  the  sale  of  it. 
We  think  Siat  the  findings  of  the  master,  to 
whom  the  cause  was  referred,  and  whose  re- 
port was  confirmed  by  the  court  below,  are 
sustained  by  the  evidence.  He  finds  in  his 
report  that,  before  said  contract  was  exe- 
cuted, Mrs.  Reiter  was  not  consulted  about 
it.  and  did  not  consent  to  it,  and  did  not 
even  give  her  husband  any  parol  authority 
to  sell  the  lot.  The  testimony  shows  that  she 
was  opposed  to  selling  the  lot,  and  reluc- 
tantly executed  the  deed  at  the  request  of  her 
hustkand.  Although  he  informed  her  of  the 
execntion  of  the  contract  after  he  had  signed 
it,  yet  it  was  never  shown  to  her,  and  she 
never  saw  it  until  the  hearing  of  the  cause. 
The  master  has  found,  and  the  evidence 
shows,  that  the  deed  was  not  executed  with 
reference  to  the  previous  written  contract  be- 
tween Reiter  and  Kopp,  but  with  the  under- 
standing that  Mr.  Reiter  was  to  deliver  it 
upon  receiving  $8,000  in  money  and  a  note 
and  trust  deed  for  $2,000.  The  deed  simply 
purported  to  convey  the  premises  from  the 
CTantors  to  the  grantee  for  a  consideration  of 
flOOO,  but  it  did  not  recite  the  terms  of  the 
contract,  or  in  any  manner  refer  to  the  con- 
tract. Counsel  for  appellant  disclaim  any 
reliance  upon  the  undelivered  deed  as  a  con- 
Teyanoe  of  title,  but  contend  that  it  is  such 
written  evidence  of  the  contract  of  sale  as 
satisfies  the  statute  of  frauds,  whose  object 
and  meaning  **  is  to  reduce  contracts  to  a  cer- 
tainty, in  order  to  avoid  perjury  on  the  one 
hand  (by  the  setting  up  of  parol  evidence, 
which  is  easily  fabricated),  and  fraud  on  the 
other"  {Wdfard  v.  Beaxely,  8  Atk.  508)  ;  that 
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the  nondelivery  of  the  deed,  regarded  as  such 
written  evidence,  is  immaterial ;  that  it  is 
immaterial  whether  Mrs.  Reiter  did,  or  did 
not,  intend  to  charge  herself  therebjr ;  and 
that  the  deed  was  an  admission  in  writing  of 
what  the  contract  was.  It  is  true  that  an  un- 
delivered deed  is  sometimes  rpsorted  to  in 
order  to  help  out  the  requirements  of  the 
statute  of  frauds,  but  it  can  hardly  be  said 
that  the  circumstances  under  which  such  a 
deed  can  be  so  used  are  disclosed  by  the  facts 
in  the  present  record.  The  language  of  the 
statute  is,  "  some  memorandum  or  note  there- 
of." TTie  word  **  thereof"  refers  back  to  the 
word  "contract."  There  must  be  some  mem- 
orandum or  note  in  writing  of  the  contract. 
Hence,  if  an  undelivered  deed  executed  by 
the  owner  can  be  regarded  as  meeting  the  re- 
quirements of  the  statute,  it  must  be  a  mem- 
orandum or  note  of  the  contract,  or  in  other 
words,  mu^t  refer  to  the  terms  and  conditions 
of  the  contract. 

In  Caggor  v.  Larmng,  48  N.  Y.  550.  it  is 
said :  **  The  counsel  .  .  .  insists  that  the 
deed  executed  by  the  intestate,  and  delivered 
in  escrow,  is  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  the  land 
executed  by  the  intestate.  This  position  can- 
not be  sustained.  The  deed  purports  to  be  a 
conveyance  of  all  the  intestate's  interest  in 
the  premises,  for  a  consideration  therein  ex- 
pressed of  $1,000,  but  is  wholly  silent  as  to 
the  terms  of  the  contract  pursuant  to  whidh 
it  was  made."  In  Campoell  v.  Thomas,  42 
Wis.  487,  24  Am.  Rep.  427.  it  was  held  that 
one  who  had  deposited  a  deed  with  a  third 
person,  with  directions  to  deliver  it  to  the 
grantee  on  the  happening  of  a  certain  event, 
but  had  made  no  valid  executorv  contract  to 
convey  the  land,  could  revoke  the  directions 
to  the  depositary,  and  recall  the  deed  at  any 
time  before  the  conditions  of  the  deposit  had 
been  complied  with,  provided  those  condi- 
tions were  such  that  the  title  did  not  pass  at 
once  to  the  grantee  upon  delivery  of  the  deed 
to  the  depositary ;  and  it  was  there  said  :  "  If 
a  person,  who  has  made  a  parol  agreement  to 
sell  land,  sign  an  instrument  in  the  form  of 
a  conveyance  of  such  land  to  the  vendee,  and 
deposit  it  in  escrow,  if  such  instrument  con- 
tains the  terms  of  the  parol  agreement  includ- 
ing the  consideration,  it  is  a  sufficient  com- 
pliance with  the  requirements  of  the  statute 
of  frauds."  In  Swain  v.  Bumette,  89  Cal. 
564,  it  was  held  that  an  undelivered  deed, 
executed  i  n  pursuance  of  an  oral  agreement 
of  sale,  cannot  be  regarded  as  a  sufficient 
memorandum  to  satisf  v  the  statute  of  frauds, 
unless  it  is  shown  to  nave  contained  a  mem- 
orandum of  the  oral  agreement.  Freeland  v. 
Chamley,  80  Ind.  182 ;  Parker  v.  Parker,  1 
Gray,  409 ;  Overman  v.  Kerr,  17  Iowa,  485 ; 
Cannon  v.  Cannon,  26  N.  J.  Eq.  816 ;  John- 
ston V.  Jones,  S5  Ala.  286. 

Many  of  the  cases  cited  as  authority  for  the 
position  that  a  deed  executed  by  an  owner  of 
land,  but  not  delivered,  is  a  sufficient  mem- 
orandum of  a  contract  of  sale,  under  the  stat- 
ute, will  thus  be  found,  upon  examination, 
to  refer  to  deeds  containing  the  terms  of  the 
contract.  In  the  case  at  bar,  however,  as 
has  already  been  stated,  the  deed  executed  by 
Mrs.  Reiter  and  her  husband  was  a  simple 
I  conveyance  of  the  lot  for  a  consideration  of 
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$5,000,  and  was  silent  as  to  the  terms  of  the 
contract  of  December  27,  1890.  Where  the 
owner  of  land  has  signed  a  written  contract 
of  sale,  or  some  writing  amounting  to  such 
a  contract,  but  has  failed  therein  to  properly 
describe  the  property,  a  deed  executed  by 
him,  but  not  yet  delivered,  mav  be  looked  to 
as  a  part  of  the  transaction,  and  may  be  made 
to  aid  the  prior  agreement,  and  secure  its  en 
forcement.  by  supplying  the  defect  in  such 
description.  Thus,  in  Jenkins  v.  Harrison, 
66  Ala.  846,  to  which  reference  is  made  by 
counsel  for  appellant,  a  memorandum  in 
writing,  purporting  to  contain  the  terms  of  a 
contract  tor  the  sale  of  land,  and  signed  by 
both  of  the  parties,  failed  to  describe  the 
property  with  the  certainty  and  definiteness 
required  to  a  specific  performance,  but  deeds, 
inoperative  for  want  of  delivery,  were  exe- 
cuted bv  the  parties  a  few  days  afterwards, 
which  aid  correctly  describe  the  land ;  and  it 
was  held  that  such  undelivered  deeds,  and  the 
memorandum  signed  by  the  parties,  mi^ht, 
when  taken  together,  satisfy  the  requisitions 
of  the  statute  of  frauds,  the  court  saying: 
"^  When  the  memorandum  .  .  .  is  taken 
and  read,  as  it  must  be,  in  connection  with 
the  deeds  subsequently  executed,  there  is  no 
doubt  or  uncertaintv  as  to  the  terms  of  the 
contract  for  the  sale  of  the  lands.  True, 
the  deeds  do  not  expressly  refer  to  the  mem- 
orandum, but  they  were  all  executed  as  parts 
of  a  single  transaction,  between  the  same 
parties,  having  reference  to  the  same  subject- 
matter."  In  Work  v.  Cowhick,  81  111.  817. 
property  was  struck  off  to  appellant  as  the 
highest  bidder  at  an  administrator's  sale,  and 
the  administrator's  deed  of  the  land,  and  a 
note  signed  by  the  purchaser,  in  which  she 
promised  to  pay  to  the  administrator  the 
purchase  money  ''for  land  purchased  by  Eliz- 
abeth Worth  this  day  at  administrator's  sale, " 
were  left  with  a  third  person  to  be  held  until 
the  purchaser  should  obtain  personal  security 
on  the  note,  and  execute  a  mortgage,  at 
which  time  the  deed  was  to  be  delivered.  It 
was  held,  in  a  suit  by  the  administrator 
against  the  purchaser  for  a  failure  to  carry 
out  the  sale,  that  the  making  of  the  deed  and 
the  signing  of  the  note  might  be  regarded  as 
one  transaction,  and  that  together  ttiey  con- 
stituted such  proof  as  amounted  to  a  com- 
pliance with  the  statute  of  frauds;  the  de- 
scription in  the  deed  indicating  what  land 
was  referred  to  by  the  imperfect  description 


in  the  note.  So,  in  Wood  v.  Davis,  supra, 
written  authority  to  an  agent  to  sell  land, 
and  the  terms  of  a  contract '  of  sale,  were 
embodied  in  letters  written  by  the  owner, 
who  also  sent  t-o  the  agent  an  executed  deed 
to  be  delivered,  but  which  was  never  in  fact 
delivered,  and  when,  after  refusal  by  the 
agent  to  consummate  the  trade,  suit  for  dam- 
ages was  brought  by  the  purchaser  against 
the  owner,  it  was  held  that  such  a  contract 
was  established  as  took  the  case  out  of  the 
operation  of  the  statute  of  frauds,  and  that, 
although  the  memoranda  contained  no  de- 
scription of  the  land,  the  description  in  the 
undelivered  deed  could  be  referred  to  to  sup- 
ply the  defect. 

It  is  manifest,  however,  that  all  these  cases 
differ  from  the  case  at  bar.  Here,  the  unde 
livered  deed  executed  by  Mrs.  Reiter  cannot 
be  used  to  supplement,  or  supply  any  defect 
in,  a  prior  contract  of  sale,  or  a  prior  note  or 
memorandum  of  a  contract  of  sale,  because 
there  was  no  prior  contract  or  note  or  mem- 
orandum which  she  had  signed,  or  to  which 
she  was  a  party,  or  which  sne  had  authorized 
to  be  made.  The  contract  of  sale,  therefore, 
entered  Into,  was  made  by  Mr.  Reiter,  with- 
out either  written  or  parol  authority  from 
her.  Nor  can  her  undelivered  deed,  subse- 
quently destroyed,  be  regarded  as  a  ratifica- 
tion of  the  agreement  made  by  her  husband, 
because  it  was  not  made  in  pursuance  of  that 
agreement,  or  to  carry  it  out,  but  without 
any  reference  to  it.  Where,  as  is  the  case 
here,  the  owner  of  land,  without  making  a 
valid  executory  contract  to  convey  it,  de- 
posits a  deed  of  it  with  a  third  person,  to  be 
delivered  to  the  grantee  upon  certain  terms, 
he  may  cancel  the  instructions  eiven  to  such 
third  person,  and  recall  the  deedf,  at  any  time 
before  the  specified  terms  have  been  complied 
with ;  nor  can  such  deed,  invalid  as  a  con- 
veyance for  want  of  delivery,  be  considered 
as  a  memorandum  in  writing,  signed  by  the 
owner,  agreeing  to  convej  the  land  therein 
described,  so  as  to  authorize  a  decree  of  spe- 
cific performance.  A  deed  which  has  not  been 
delivered  is  not.  by  its  own  force,  and  aside 
from  any  contract  to  which  it  may  be  re- 
lated, a  sufficient  writing  to  meet  the  require- 
ments of  the  statute  of  frauds. 

For  these  reasons  we  think  that  the  decree 
of  the  Circuit  Court  was  right,  and  tlu  same  is 
accordingly  affirmed. 


PENNSYLVANIA  SUPREME  COURT. 


Be  Henry  GIBBS'  ESTATE. 

APPEAL  OP  W.  P.   HALSTEAD.   Guar- 
dian of  Mary  E.  Clapp  and  Henry  Clapp. 

am  Pa,  M.) 

1.   A  corporation  is  an  artificial  person 

created  by  law]  as  the  representative  of  those 


persons,  natural  or  artlfioiaJ,  who  contribute  to 
or  become  holders  of  shares  in  the  property  in- 
trusted to  it  for  a  common  purpose. 

8*   A  corporation  de  flbcto  is  an  appc^ent 
corporate  organization,  asserted  to  be  a  cor- 
poration by  its  memljer  and  actually  acting  a 
such,  but  lacking  the  creative  flat  of  the  law. 

8*   TJbe  Ibundation  of  a  partnerahip  &■ 
a  contract  expressed  or  implied.    It  restilts 


I  be  also  a  law  or  charter  under  which  such  corpora- 


Note.— Pre»umptton  flw  to  incorporation, 

1 .  In  civil  cases.  \  tion  might  be  created.    Methodist  Bpisoopal  Union 

The  exercise  of  corporate  acts  and  user  will  not   Church  v.  Pickett,  19  N.  Y.  488. 
afford  presumption  of  inoorporatiOD,  there  must  I     And  user  alone  will  not  suffice  to  establish  a  cor. 
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from  tbe  act  of  the  parties,  not  from  the  act  of 
the  law. 

4.  Tlie  burden  of  pvcfving  that  m  bank 
wm8  a  partnership  ta  oq  the  one  who  aa- 
serts  It,  especially  where  the  proof  shows  its  or- 
ganiiatlOD  under  the  name  of  the  Home  Savings 
Bank,  with  a  president,  cashier,  and  board  of 
directors. 

6.  Proof  tbat  a  person  porehaiied 
■hares  In  a  Hanlr,  which  was  then  organized 
and  doing  business,  and  received  dividends  de- 
clared by  the  directors  and  paid  to  him  in  a 
cashier's  checlE,  does  not  show  any  liability  as  a 
partner. 

(October  2, 1808.) 

APPEAL  by  W.  F.  Halstead  as  guardian  of 
Maiy  £.  Glapp  and  Henry  Clapp  from  a 
decree  of  the  Orphan's  Court  for  Bradford 
County  dismissing  exceptions  to  the  report  of 
an  auditor  appointed  to  settle  the  accounts  of 
E.  B.  Gibbe,  deceased,  ivho  disallowed  a  claim 
aguDst  such  estate  presented  by  appellant. 
Afirmed. 

Henry  Gibbs  was  a  stockholder  in  the  Home 
Savings  Bank.  W.  F.  Halstead,  as  guardian, 
was  a  depositor  in  said  bank  to  the  amount  of 
13,900.46.  The  bank  failed  and  the  guardian 
claimed  to  recover  the  amount  of  his  deposit 
from  the  estate  of  Henry  Gibbs  on  the  ground 


that  it  was  a  partnership,  and  that,  as  one  of 
the  partners,  Henry  Gibbe  was  liable  for  the 
debts  of  the  bank.  From  the  auditor's  report 
the  following  facts  appear: 

The  exceptants  to  the  account  of  the  admin- 
istrator ask  .to  take  out  of  the  fuhds  for  dis- 
tribution the  sum  of  986,167.68  and  interest. 
This  request  is  based  on  the  position  that  the 
Home  Savings  Bank  was  not  a  corporation,  or 
a  limited  partnership  or  a  joint-stock  associa- 
tion, and  therefore  was  a  common  partnership.  • 
That,  being  a  common  partnership,  and  Henry 
Gibbs  having  been  a  stockholder  therein,  bis 
individual  estate  is  liable  for  the  entire  amount 
of  money  deposited  in  said  bank  duriog  the 
time  said  Gibbs  was  a  member  thereof,  and  un- 
paid, with  what  interest  may  be  dqe  thereon. 

The  first  question  is.  Have  the  exceptants 
proved  this  was  a  partnership,  of  which  Henry 
Gibbs  was  a  member  at  the  time  thev  deposited 
their  money  in  thia  bank,  and  for  all  the  debts 
aod  defalcations  of  which  his  estate  is  liable? 

The  evidence  offered  by  them  shows  that  in 
September,  1878,  a  bank  was  opened  at  South 
Waverly  in  this  state;  that  it  had  over  its  door 
the  name  ''The  Home  Savings  Bank;"  that  it 
organized  by  electing  a  board  of  directors  and 
a  president  and  cashier:  that  ita  capital  stock 
was  divided  into  shares  of  one  hundred  dollars; 
that  to  each  holder  of  stock  it  Issued  certifi- 
cates of  stock,  saying  upon  their  face  that  the 


pontion,  88  people  cannot  cremate  corporations 
merely  Iqr  actin^r  as  such;  there  must  be  at  least  an 
omnlcation  under  some  existing  charter  or  law. 
Welch  y.  Old  Dominion  Mln.  &  R.  Go.  81 N.  T.  8.  R. 
91ft. 

De  Witt  V.  Hastings.  8  Jones  &  8.  468,  holds  this 
tlflo,  and  that  stock  lasue  is  not  recognized  as  an 
act  of  user. 

So  acts  of  user  alone  will  not  establish  a  corpora, 
tkm  in  an  action  by  a  bank  to  recover  money  paid 
out  by  mistake  on  checks.  United  States  Bank  v. 
8teiini«,lSWend.H14. 

So  transacting  business  by  a  president  and  sec- 
mary  will  not  ndae  the  presumption  of  incorpo- 
rttioo.  Clark  v.  Jones,  87  Ala.  474. 

And  iMoing  a  policy  of  insurance,  using  the 
mune  "'Penn  Mutual  Life  Insorance  Company  of 
PtiUadelpUa,^  and  having  a  president,  secretary, 
aod  treasorer,  will  not  raiae  the  presumption  of 
iooorporation  of  an  insurer  where  the  premium 
oote  payable  to  an  individual  was  claimed  to  belong 
to  a  foreign  insurance  corporation  which  had  not 
complied  with  the  laws  of  the  state  where  suit 
va§  brouirht.   Cunyus  v.  Ouenther  (Ala.)  Nov.  2, 

m. 

2^  an  act  of  incorporation  will  not  be  presumed 
in  an  action  against  certain  trustees,  elders,  and 
<ieaoon8  of  a  church,  sued  individually  on  a  con- 
tract under  their  seals,  which  does  not  show  that 
the  organisation  was  incorporated.  Ernst  v.  Bartle, 
Uobn8.Cas.819. 

The  exercise  for  years  by  the  Yearly  Meeting  of 
QuakeiB  of  certain  acts  which  are  not  such  as  cor- 
Poiatluos  are  alone  competent  and  individuals  in- 
competent to  perform,  will  not  authorize  the  pre- 
fumpdoD  of  incorporation  so  as  to  give  power  to 
<ake  a  devise.  Greene  v.  Dennis,  6  Conn.  202,  16 
Am.  Dec  58. 

Or\1lle  ft  V.  R,  Co.  v.  Plumas  County  Suprs.,  87 
Ou.  361.  claims  that  there  are  no  cases  holding  that 
no  proof  ie  required  of  the  corporate  existence  of 
tpiaiDtttr  suing  as  a  corporation  except  in  states 
vhere  the  pleading  waives  that  proof. 

Itat  the  exercise  of  corporate  acts  and  rights  for 


many  years  will  alford  the  presumption  of  incor- 
poration where  there  is  a  charter.  Selma  ft  T.  R. 
Co.  V.  Tipton,  5  Ala.  787, 80  Am.  Dec.  844. 

And  the  same  applies  where  a  school  district 
claimed  to  have  t)een  organized  under  a  general 
act.    Robie  v.  Sedgwick,  85  Barb.  819. 

And  the  same  applies  to  a  religious  organization 
claiming  a  devise.  Chittenden  v.  Chittenden  (N. 
Y.  Sup.  Ct.)  1  Am.  L.  Reg.  688. 

United  States  Bank  v.  ^ndrldge,  26  U.  S.  12 
Wheat.  70, 6  L.  ed.  664,  holds  that  a  charter  may  be 
presumed  to  have  been  given  to  persons  who'  have 
long  acted  as  a  corporation  and  assumed  the  exer- 
cise of  the  powers  of  a  corporate  body,  although 
this  question  was  not  directiy  involved  la  the 
case. 

Where  the  question  occurs  on  pleadings,  incor- 
poration may  sometimes  be  presumed.  This,  how- 
ever, may  arise  from  estoppel  although  not  ex- 
pressly given  as  a  reason  in  such  decisions. 

As  defendants  alleged  to  be  a  corporation  will 
be  presumed  to  be  incorporated,  where  they  have 
recognized  the  corporate  existence  and  acted  as 
corporators.  Tipton  Fire  Co.  v.  Barnheisel,  92  Ind. 
88,  6  Am.  Sc  Eng.  Corp.  Cas.  94. 

So  where  the  defendant  is  sued  as  a  corporation 
and  answers  as  such.  Derrenbacher  v.  Lehigh 
Valley  R.  Co.  21  Hun,  612, 69  How.  Pr.  288. 

It  will  be  presumed  on  demurrer  to  a  petition  by 
the  ^'Bennington  Iron  Company^*  that  this  is  the 
name  of  an  incorporated  company  having  a  right 
to  sue  in  that  name.  Bennington  Iron  Co.  v.  Ruth- 
erford, 18  N.  J.  L.  106.  86  Am.  Dec.  1^. 

There  being  public  and  private  statutes  relating 
to  the  incorporation  of  trustees  of  the  Methodist 
Episcopal  Church  in  Wisconsin  it  is  presumed  that 
trustees  of  such  a  church  are  incorporated  where 
they  sue  as  plaintiifs  alleging  that  the  society  is 
'"duly  organized."  Skinner  v.  Richardson,  76  Wis. 
464. 

So  an  association  suing  as  a  corporation,  pur- 
suing corporate  forms  of  action,  will  be  presumed 
to  be  Incorporated  under  Cal.  Civ.  Code,  6  858,  pro- 
viding that  due  incorporation  claimed  in  good  faith 
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bank  was  organized  under  act  of  the  legisla- 1 
ture  of  Pennsylvania;  that  its  authorized  dap* 
ital  was  $100,000;  that  these  certificates  had 
on  their  back  blank  powers  of  attorney  for 
transfer,  and  in  all  respects  were  in  the  form 
and  style  usually  adopted  by  ban^s;  that  these 
certificates  when  issued,  were  signed  by  the 
president  and  cashier,  and  to  some  of  them  the 
seal  was  affixed.  It  had  a  seal  which  was 
affixed  to  all  cashier's  checks;  that  said  bank 
registered  in  the  office  of  the  auditor-general, 
under  section  1  of  Act  of  June  7,  1879;  that  it 
filed  these  separate  reports  in  said  office  of  its 
net  earnings  or  income  under  the  10th  section 
of  said  Act;  that  it  also  filed  in  said  office  at 
least  six  reports  for  publication,  covering  the 
four  quarters  of  the  year  in  accordance  with 
the  requirements  of  the  Act  of  April  10,  1860, 
and  April  17,  1861;  that  it  paid  dividends  to 
its  stockholders;  that  it  failed  and  passed  into 
the  hands  of  a  receiver;  that  none  of  the  cer- 
tificates of  stock,  certificates  of  deposit,  bogks 
of  account  with  customers,  bills,  letters,  checks 
or  drafts  bore  upon  their  face  the  names  of 
any  member  other  than  the  president  and 
cashier,  and  the  person  to  whom  addressed  or 
issued;  that  the  transfer  of  any  stockholder's 
interest  was  at  his  own  option,  and  neither 
such  transfer  nor  the  death  of  any  stockholder 
worked  any  chani^  in  the  name  or  conduct  of 
the  business;  that  so  slight  was  the  effect  upon 
the  business  of  the  death  of  Mr.  Gibbs,  that  a 
large  amount  of  claims  have  been  presented 
before  the  auditor  for  allowance,  for  money 


deposited  after  his  death;  or  deposited  before 
and  re-deposited  and  new  certificates  therefor 
issued  after  bis  death.  What  is  there  in  all 
this  evidence  from  beginning  of  the  business 
to  the  failure  tending  to  prove  a  partnership? 
What  in  it  all  inconsistent  with  a  corporate  ex- 
istence? Only  one  thing  has  been  urged  upon 
the  auditor,  and  that  is  to  be  found  in  the  form 
of  the  reports  made  by  the  bank  to  the  auditor 
general  of  its  net  earnings  or  income  under 
§  10  of  Act  1879;  and  the  position  was  taken 
that  the  provisions  of  this  section  only  apply 
to  unincorporated  banks.  While  it  is  true  that 
in  the  printed  portion  of  these  reports  the  word 
•*firm"  is  used  instead  of  ''corporation,"  yet  re- 
membering that  these  printed  forms  were  not 
made  by  the  bank,  but  were  sent  to  it  from 
the  auditor  general's  office;  and  that  they  were 
made  and  returned  under  an  act  which  is  not 
applicable  solely  to  unincorporated  banks,  but 
applies  to  those  which  are  incorporated  as  well, 
and  as  at  most  it  was  only  the  declaration  of 
one  member  in  the  absence  of  and  without  the 
knowledge  of  any  others,  the  auditor  does  not 
deem  this  single  fact  sufilcient  to  overcome  the 
preceding  evidence  of  the  incorporation,  or. 
more  accurately,  to  prove  the  partnership. 

This  comprises  the  affirmative  evidence  of 
the  exceptants.  It  is  supplemented  by  some 
of  a  negative  character,  showing  that  searches 
in  the  office  of  the  recorder  of  deeds  in  this 
county  have  failed  to  find  any  record  of  this 
bank  as  a  limited  partnership;  and  that  searches 
in  the  auditor  general's  office  have  proved 


shall  not  be  inquired  into  collaterally.  Lakeside 
Ditch  Co.  V.  Crane,  80  Oal.  181. 

In  an  action  a^lnst  a  railroad  company  to  re- 
cover a  statutory  penalty  allowed  against  any 
person  obstructlnir  a  biirbway,  it  will  be  presumed 
that  it  is  an  incorporated  company,  and  as  such  is 
allowed  under  another  statute  to  cross  highways, 
and  no  penalty  is  provided  for  the  same.  Cummins 
v.  Evansville  &  T.  H.  R.  Co.  115  Ind.  417. 

And  where  plaintifliB  claim  that  defendants  are 
liable  as  partners  and  not  as  an  incorporation  the 
presumption  will  be  against  such  claim,  if  plaintiff 
has  the  evidence  relating  thereto  in  his  control  in 
another  state  and  fails  to  produce  it.  Hallstead  v. 
Curtis,  18  L.  R.  A.  970, 148  Pa.  864. 

2.  In  crimindl  cases. 

In  criminal  prosecutions  where  the  corporation 
is  not  a  party  but  the  question  of  incorporation 
arises  incidentally,  as  in  embezdement,  incorpora- 
tion  will  be  presumed  from  user  and  exercise  of 
corporate  privileges  and  acts.  Calkins  v.  State,  18 
Ohio  St.  806, 96  Am.  Dec.  121. 

And  the  same  was  held  in  a  prosecution  for  burg- 
lary. State  V.  Thompson,  28  Kan.  886^  88  Am.  Rep. 
166. 

And  for  larceny.  People  v.  Barric,  49  Oal.  842; 
Braithwalte  V.  State.  28  Neb.  882;  Smith  v.  State,  28 
Ind.  822. 

So  in  a  prosecution  for  destroying  a  vessel  with 
intent  to  injure  the  underwriters.  United  States  v. 
Amedy,  24  U.  S.  11  Wheat  892, 6  L.  ed.  602. 

So  in  a  prosecution  for  arson  with  intent  to  de- 
fraud the  insurance  company.  People  v.  Hughes, 
29  Cal.  267. 

And  for  obtaining  money  from  a  corporation  by 
false  pretenses.  Reg.  v.  Langton,  L.  ]^.  2  Q.  B.  Dlv. 
296. 

So  in  forgery  of  draft  on  a  corporation.  People 
v.  Frank,  28  Cai.  607. 

So  in  a  prosecution  for  counterfeiting  bank 
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notes,  or  having  in  one>  possession  counterfeit 
notes  on  an  incorporated  bank.  Reed  v.  State,  16 
Ohio,  217;  Sasser  v.  State,  18  Ohio,  4S8;  People  v. 
Chadwick,  2  Park.  Crim.  Rep.  168;  People  v.  Davis, 
21  Wend.  808;  People  v.  Ah  Sam.  41  CaL  645. 

And  in  State  v.  Carr,  6  N.  H.  867,  it  was  held  that 
in  a  prosecution  for  passing  counterfeit  money  of 
a  bank  of  another  state  it  is  sufficient  to  show  that 
such  a  bank  was  chartered,  and  it  is  whoily  imma- 
terial whether  the  corporation  had  complied  with 
the  requisites  of  the  charter  or  not. 

And  incorporation  will  be  presumed  from  user 
and  exercise  of  corporate  privileges  and  acts,  in  a 
prosecution  for  stealing  bank  bills,  but  some  evi- 
dence must  be  produced  from  which  incorporation 
may  be  presumed.  Johnson  v.  People,  4  Denio, 
864:  People  v.  Caryl,  12  Wend.  547. 

And  Jones  v.  State,  6  Sneed,  846,  in  a  proseoution 
for  counterfeiting  required  a  copy  of  the  bank 
charter  to  be  produced,  under  Tennessee  Penal 
Code,  1 70,  providing  that  a  copy  of  a  charter  of  a 
corporation  legally  authenticated  should  be  shown 
in  evidence  of  its  existence. 

And  Stone  v.  State,  20  N.  J.  L.  401,  holds  that  in  a 
prosecution  for  having  a  blank  unfinished  note  on 
an  incorporated  bank  with  intent  to  issue  the  same 
as  genuine,  strict  proof  of  incorporation  must  be 
produced. 

And  in  People  v.  Steams,  21  Wend.  409,  and  State 
V.  Calvin,  R.  M.  Charlt.  (Ga.)  161,  where  the  chu^e 
was  forgery,  the  charter  of  the  corporation  was 
in  fact  proved. 

But  Brown  v.  State,  11  Ohio,  276,  holds  in  a  pToe> 
ecution  for  acting  as  an  officer  of  an  unin- 
corporated bank,  that  since  all  the  laws  in- 
corporating banks  in  Ohio  are  public  laws,  the  jury 
being  supposed  to  know  these  laws  may  presume 
that  the  bank  operated  by  the  accused  was  not  in- 
corporated, if  such  was  the  fact,  thus  throwing  the 
burden  of  proving  it  to  be  incorporated  on  the  ac- 
cused. I.  T. 
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tqoaUy  futile  in  finding  any  record  of  its  in- 
corporation. From  these  two  negatives  the 
«u<^tor  18  urged  to  find  an  affirmative.  In 
other  words,  as  no  record  can  be  found  sho^- 
in^  this  bank  to  have  been  a  limited  partner- 
ship or  a  corporation,  it  must  have  been  a 
simple  partnership. 

Upon  the  certificates  issued  to  Mr.  Gibbs 
each  time  he  acquired  stocic  in  this  bank,  it 
declared  it  was  organized  under  "Act  of  the 
iegislature  of  Pennsylvania. "  If  this  was  true, 
A  search  among  those  local  acts  of  the  legisla- 
ture which  filled  our  pamphlet  laws  prior  to 
1874  might  have  been  better  rewarded. 

BqI  is  it  true  that  if  this  was  not  a  corpora- 
tioD  or  a  limited  partnership  it  follows  neces- 
tarflv  that  it  was  a  common  partnership  ?  This 
has  been  urged  with  much  force,  and  the  audi- 
tor admits  that  be  entertained  that  belief  at  the 
OQUset  of  this  case;  but  from  authority  con- 
sulted and  reflection,  he  has  come  to  a  differ- 
ent conclusion.  A  partnership  inter  »e  cannot 
result  from  any  aggregation  of  negatives.  The 
formation  of  suc£  a  partnership  is  a  positive 
ftcttoD  and  cannot  exist  without  an  agreement 
of  some  kind  among  all  its  members.  Parsons 
in  his  work  on  Partnership,  in  discussing  who 
are  liable  as  partners,  says:  *'The  first  thing 
to  be  remembered  is  that  persons  may  fa« 
charged  as  partners  of  a  firm,  on  either  one  of 
two  perfectly  distinct  grounds;  one  of  them  is 
that  the  person  actual^  is  a  partner,  the  other 
is  that  he  has  with  his  owti  knowledge  and 
consent  held  forth  as  a  partner  to  the  person 
having  a  cUiiro,  or  to  the  public  generally." 
Tpon  which  of  these  two  distinct  grounds  can 
Mr.  Gibbs  be  charged  as  a  partner  in  this  case? 
Certainly  not  upon  the  first;  for  no  articles  of 
partnership  and  no  agreement  to  be  partners, 
and  no  agreement  of  any  kind  existed  between 
Mr.  Gibbs  and  the  other  stockholders;  and  no 
person  can  be  a  partner  in  fact  in  a  partnership 
having  no  existence.  If,  then,  this  estate  is  to 
be  charged,  it  must  be  upon  the  second  around 
above  mentioned.  But  the  evidence  fails  to 
show  any  holding  forth  of  him  as  a  partner  by 
the  bank  or  by  himself.  His  name  nowhere 
appears  in  any  business  tran6action  of  the  bank 
with  others;  be  took  no  part  in  its  management 
or  control;  be  never  held  any  official  position 
therein;  no  one  of  these  complainants  knew 
that  be  was  a  stockholder  therein  at  the  time 
of  depositing  their  money;  the  bank  never 
represented  to  any  one  of  them  that  it  was  a 
pvtnership,  and  none  of  them  dealt  with  it  as 
such,  and  the  evidence  does  not  show  that  Mr. 
Oibbe  bad  any  knowledge  of  the  transactions 
between  the  bank  and  these  claimants,  or  had 
t  personal  acquaintance  with  them.  But  on 
the  contrary  the  weight  of  the  evidence  tends 
to  show  that  this  bank  held  itself  out  to  the 
world  and  to  Mr.  Gibbs  as  a  corporation  and 
nothing  else. 

Bm,  it  is  said,  Mr.  Gtbbs  took  dividends  on 
bis  stock,  and  hence  his  estate  is  liable  in  this 
ose.  As  tending  to  discharge  the  burden  rest- 
ing upon  thedaimants,  to  prove  that  this  bank 
was  a  partnership  instead  of  a  corporation,  the 
fact  of  the  receipt  of  dividends  does  not  go  far; 
because  the  taking  of  dividends  is  as  consistent 
with  the  corporate,  as  with  the  partnership  re- 
latioQ. 

^'or  does  this  fact  standing  alone  and  dis- 
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connected  with  any  agreement  between  the 
stockholders,  or  any  holding  forth  of  Mr. 
Gibbs  as  a  partner  by  the  bank  or  by  himself, 
or  with  any  credit  ^ven  to  the  bank  by  the 
claimants  knowing  Mr.  Gibbs  to  be  in  any 
way  connected  therewith*  make  his  estate  lia- 
ble in  the  opinion  of  the  auditor. 

Profits  can  only  exist  after  payment  ot  all 
liabilities;  and  how  anv  one  who  shares  only 
in  what  may  remain  after  all  creditors  are  se- 
cured, takes  from  them  any  security,  is  not 
quite  plain.  This  is  especially  true  of  the 
banking  businesa  Every  man  Duying  stock 
in  a  bank  that  is  conducted  upon  usual  and 
sound  banking  principles,  as  he  has  a  right  to 
expect  it  will  be,  knows  that  he  will  get  no 
dividends,  only  such  as  may  remain  after  all 
liabilities  are  deducted.  When  a  person  in- 
duces others  to  credit  a  firm  upon  the  assur- 
ance or  belief  that  he  is  a  member  thereof,  his 
property  should  make  good  any  loss  thereby 
sustained  by  such  creditor,  whether  such  per- 
son receives  any  dividend  or  not;  but  to  hold 
one  who  puts  money  into  a  business  and  draws 
out  no  part  of '  the  principal,  and  but  a  small 
part  of  the  interest,  liable  for  all  debts,  should 
rest  upon  better  reason  than  that  he  has  re- 
duced the  creditors'  security.  Mr.  Gibbs'  pur- 
chase of  this  stock  and  the  receipt  of  dividends 
thereon,  did  nothing  to  lessen  the  amount 
these  exceptants  may  or  have  realized  on  their 
claims.  He  put  in  $6,000,  and  drew  out 
$1,820,  thereby  making,  the  fund  for  creditors 
$4,180  larger.  That  this  fund  was  diverted  or 
misappropriated,  does  not  make  him  liable;  it 
not  having  been  done  by  him  or  by  any  aeent 
of  his,  in  fact  or  in  law.  It  has  fcieen  said  in 
support  of  these  claims  that  there  must  be  a 
liability  somewhere,  that  persons  doing  busi- 
ness in  this  state  must  do  it  subject  to  the  lia- 
bility either  of  incorporators,  partners,  or  in- 
dividuals. Suppose  this  is  admitted.  Is  there 
a  want  of  all  liability  here?  If  this  bank  were 
solvent  to-day,  and  these  claimants  brought 
suit  against  it  as  a  corporation,  what  would 
prevent  their  recovery?  Having  declared  to 
the  world  for  nearlv  eiji:hteen  vears  that  it  was 
a  corporation,  and  having  induced  these  par- 
ties to  trust  it  as  such,  what  court  would  now 
permit  it  to  defend  on  the  eround  that  it  was 
not  incorporated,  and  thereby  allow  it  to  ben- 
efit by  its  own  fraud? 

^e9ar»,  Willsird,  Warren  ft  Knapp  and 
Herenr  ft  Hereur,  for  appellant: 

Rightfully  dividends  can  only  be  paid  out  of 
profits. 

5  Am.  &  £ng.  Encyclop.  Law,  725;  1  Bou- 
vier  Law  Diet.  489. 

Profit  is  the  excess  of  receipts  over  expense, 
but  for  the  purpose  of  business,  and  of  facili- 
tating annual  divisions  of  profits,  a  distinction 
is  made  between  ordinary  and  extraordinary 
receipts  and  expenses;  and  whilst  all  extraor- 
dinary expenses  are  frequently  defrayed  out  of 
capital,  and  out  of  money  raised  by  borrowing, 
the  ordinary  expenses  are  defrayed  out  of  the 
returns  of  the  business;  and  the  profits  divisible 
in  any  year  are  ascertained  b^  comparing  the 
ordinary  receipts  with  the  ordinary  expenses  of 
that  year. 

2  Lindley,  Partn.  §  791,  p.  1055. 

A  participant  in  profits  directly  as  such  is  as 
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to  third  persons  a  partner,  whatever  may  be 
the^arrangeoQent  between  the  partners. 

Edwards  v.  Tracy,  62  Pa.  874;  Caldwell  v. 
mUer,  127  Pa.  446. 

The  declarations  and  acts  of  an  officer  or  a 
member  of  a  partnership  firm  even,  are  bind- 
ing upon  the  other  members,  if  done  within 
the  scope  of  the  business  of  the  partnership. 

London  6av.  Fund  Soc.  v.  Hagerstown  Sav. 
Bank,  36  Pa.  498,  78  Ajn.  Dec.  390. 

The  directors  of  a  company,  and  such  other 
persons  if  any,  as  may  be  entrusted  with  the 
management  of  its  affairs,  are  its  only  agents. 

1  Lindley,  Partn.  §  244,  p.  322. 

The  admissions  of  one  partner  with  refer- 
ence to  a  partnership  transaction  are  evidence 
against  the  firm. 

•  1  Lindley.  Partn.  §  264,  p.  344;  Welsh  v. 
Speakman,  «  Watts  &  8.  257;  Taphr  v.  Hen- 
derson, 17  Serg.  &  R.  453:  Johnston  v.  Warden, 
3  Watts,  101;  Eeed  v.  Eremer,  111  Pa.  482; 
Brown  v.  Beeeher,  120  Pa.  590. 

So  a  bank  is  bound  by  the  declarations  of 
its  officers  within  their  particular  ran^e. 

Whart.  Ag.  §§  679,  683,  pp.  449,  451;  Ear- 
rwburg  Banker.  Tyler,  3  Watts  &  S.  373;  Spald- 
ing V.  Bank  of  Susquehanna  County ^  9  Pa.  28; 
Bank  of  Monroe  v.  Field,  2  Hill,  445;  United 
Brethren  Mut,  Aid  Soc,  of  Pennsyig^ania  v.  Mc- 
Dermond,  12  W.  N.  C.  73. 

It  is  shown  by  the  reports  that  the  Home 
Savings  Bank  did  by  its  duly  authorized  offi- 
cers, hold  themselves  out  to  the  public  that 
their  business  was  a  paitnership. 

The  Home  Savings  Bank  was  therefore  a 
joint  stock  company  or  a  partnership. 

According  to  Parsons,  jwige  541,  CJollyer, 
page  1198,  and  Cook  on  Stock  &  Stockholders, 
section  508,  it  was  a  Joint-stock  company.  We 
are  inclined,  however,  to  think,  although  it 
possess  many  of  the  elements  of  a  joint-stock 
company,  it  is  nearer  a  partnership. 

Oliver's  Estate,  9  L.  R.  A.  421,  136  Pa.  58. 

But  whether  it  is  a  ioint-stock  company  or 
a  partnership,  the  liability  of  the  appellant  is 
practically  the  same. 

Cook,  Stock  &  Stockholders,  §  508;  KeOogg 
Bridge  Co.  v.  United  States,  15  Ct.  CI.  Ill; 
WesteoU  v.  Fargo,  61  N.  Y.  542,  19  Am.  Rep. 
300;  WitJierhead  v.  AUen,  3  Keyes,  562. 

All  unincorporated  banks  are  partnerships. 

Hess  V.  WerU,  4  Serg.  &  R.  359;  Witmer  v. 
Schlatter,  2  Rawle,  359;  Ridgely  v.  Ddbson,  3 
Watts  &  S.  118;  Beaver  v.  MeOrath,  50  Pa. 
479;  Be  Fry's  Account,  4  Phila.  183;  ProtcheU 
V.  Schaefer,  11  Phila.  166;  T/iomson's  Estate,  5 
W.  N.  C.  14. 

So  are  unincorporated  joint- stock  com- 
panies. 

Kramer  v.  Arthurs,  7  Pa.  165;  Hedge's  App, 
63  Pa.  278;  Clarke's  App,  107  Pa.  436;  Oliver's 
Estate,  supra. 

The  shareholders  are'therefore  each  person- 
ally liable  for  all  the  debts  of  the  bank. 

2  Lindley,  Partn.  §1088.  p.  1421;  1  Lindley, 
Partn.  §  376,  p.  518. 

Where  persons  enter  into  articles  of  associa- 
tion for  banking  purposes,  and  without  any 
charter  assume  a  name,  open  a  stock  book, 
subscribe  for  shares  of  stock,  and  a  portion 
pay  small  sums  thereon,  hold  meetings,  elect 
directors,  publish  the  names  of  such  directors, 
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enter  into  and  transact  business  as  a  bank,  they 
are  all  liable  as  partners. 

Pettis  V.  Atkins,  60  Rl.  454. 

As  to  creditors,  each  member  of  an  inbo^v. 
ent  voluntary  association  is  liable  for  all  the 
debts  the  same  as  in  ordinary  partnerships. 

Hodgson  v.  Baldwin,  65  Rl.  532:  Boston  &  A. 
R.  Co.  V.  Pearson,  Id  Rep.  81;  Jessup  v.  Car- 
negie, 12  Jones  &  S.  261 ;  Shamburg  v.  BuggUi, 
83  Pa.  148;  Clark  v.  Fletcher,  96  Pa.  416;  Sham- 
burg V.  Abbott,  112  Pa.  6;  ChrUty  v.  SiU,  131 
Pa.  492;  Weiterhausen  v.  Shaner,  29  Pitts.  L 
J.  218. 

No  partnership  is  limited  in  Pennsylvania 
unless  it  be  formed  in  strict  compliance  with 
the  acts  of  assembly  relating  to  limited  part- 
nerships. 

Andrews  v.  Schott,  10  Pa.  47;  Richardson  v. 
Hogg,  88  Pa.  155;  Vandikev.  Rosskam,  67  Pa: 
380;  Maloney  v,  Bruce,  94  Pa.  249;  Eliot  w 
Himrod,  108  Pa.  579;  Hite  Nat.  Oas  Go's  App. 
118  Pa.  486;  HiU  v.  Stetler,  127  Pa.  145;  Van- 
home  V.  Corcoran,  4  L.  R.  A.  386,  127  Pa. 
255;  Sheble  v.  Strong,  128  Pa.  815. 

Participation  in  the  profits  must  be  consid- 
ered as  evidence  tending  to  establish  a  partner- 
ship relation,  and  in  the  absence  of  other  proof 
is  to  be  regarded  as  sufficient  to  make  out  a 
partnership. 

Meehan  v.  Valentine,  19  W.  N.  C.  206. 

A  partnership  may  be  created  without  any 
express  agreement  to  that  end. 

Parsons,  Partn.  pp.  8,  9;  1  Lindley,  Partn. 
§  17,  pp.  19,  20;  Cook,  Stock  &  Stockholders, 
§506;  Re  MendenhaU,  9  Nat.  Bankr.  Reg.  497; 
Whipple  V.  Parker,  29  Mich.  869;  FosUr  v. 
Pray  (Minn.)  July  17,  188«;  National  Union 
Bank  of  Watertown  v.  Landon,  45  N.  Y.  412. 

Two  things  must  be  shown  to  estabUsh  the 
existence  of  a  corporation  de  facto,  viz.:  first, 
the  existence  of  a  charter  or  some  law  under 
which  such  a  corporation  with  the  powers  as- 
sumed might  be  created;  second,  a  user  by  the 
party  assuming  to  be  such  corporation,  of  the 
rights  claimed  to  be  conferred  by  such  charter 
or  law. 

Methodist  Episcopal  Union  Church  v.  Pickett, 
19  N.  Y.  482.      .. 

Persons  who  enter  into  a  contract  in  the 
name  of  a  corporation  which  has  no  legal  ex- 
istence become  individualiv  liable  thereunder. 
One  who  contracts  with  others  under  a  corpo- 
rate name  believing  that  he  is  contracting^  with 
a  corporation,  when  none  in  fact  exists,  is  not, 
in  a  suit  against  such  persons,  to  enforce  the 
contract,  estopped  to  deny  that  they  were  a 
corporation. 

Glenn  v.  Bergmann,  20  Mo.  App.  348;  Hurt 
V.  Salisbury,  55  Mo.  810;  Sheble  v.  Strong, 
supra. 

A  corporate  creditor  seeking  to  enforce  the 
payment  of  his  debt,  may  ignore  the  existence 
of  the  corporation  (alleged)  and  may  proceed 
against  the  supposed  stockholders  as  partners, 
by  proving  that  the  prescribed  method  of  be- 
coming incorporated  was  not  complied  with. 

Cook,  Stock  &  Stockholders.  ^  233. 

Messrs.  D*A.  Overton  and  H.  F.  Elliott, 
for  appellee: 

The  finding  of  fact  by  an  auditor  that  a  party 
sought  to  be  charged  as  a  partner  was  not  a 
partner,  either  in  fact  or  as  to  third  parties. 
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being  approved  by  the  court  below,  will  not 
be  reversed  in  the  supreme  court  except  for 
clear  error. 

Boffenmjfer^i  EataU,  Hen's  App.  150  Pa.  540; 
St€t€M  V.  Philadelphia  BaU  Club,  11  L.  R.  A. 
860, 142  Pa.  52. 

A  partnership  is  not  the  necessary  result  of 
ED  abortive  attempt  to  organize  a  corporation, 
or  of  the  purchase  of  stock  in  good  faith  by  a 
person  in  an  institution  which  he  has  reason  to 
suppose  is  legally  incorporated. 

Gartnde  Coal  Co.  v.  MaxteeU,  22  Fed.  Rep. 
197,  6  Am.  &  £ng.  Corp.  Cas.  859;  Morawetz, 
Priv.  Corp.  6  740;  Blanchard  v.  KauU,  44  Cal. 
440;  Fay  v.  aVciftfe,  7  Cush.  188;  Spahr  v.  Fartn- 
en  Bank  €f  Carlisle,  H  Pa.  429;  Cochran  v. 
Arnold,  58  Pa.  899;  Stevens  y.  PhUadelpfiia 
BaU  Clfib^  supra. 

Williams,  J. ,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 

court: 

This  case  involves  substantially  the  same 
question  that  was  heard  and  determined  in 
EalUtead  v.  Coleman,  148  Pa.  854,  18  L.  R. 
A.  diD.  The  appellant  seeks  to  charge  the 
estate  of  Henry  Oibbs  with  money  deposited 
by  him,  as  guardian,  in  the  Home  Savings 
Bank,  located  at  South  Waverlv,  on  the  the- 
ory that  the  bank  was  a  general  partnership, 
and  that  the  decedent  was  one  of  the  part- 
ners. The  appellees  deny  that  the  Home 
Savings  Bank  was  a  partnership,  and  assert 
that  the  decedent  purchased  shares  of  stock 
in  the  hank  as  and  for  the  shares  of  stock  in 
an  iacoiporated  bank,  and  not  otherwise.  At 
this  point  it  seems  desirable  to  define  the 
words  over  which  the  contest  extends. 

First.  What  is  a  corporation  ?  The  several 
answers  ffiven  by  text- writers  may  be  redu(^ 
to  the  following  formula :  A  corporation  is 
an  artificial  person  created  by  law  as  the  rep- 
resentative of  those  persons,  natural  or  arti- 
ficial, who  contribute  to,  or  become  holders 
of  shares  in,  the  property  intrusted  to  it  for 
a  common  purpose.  As  it  is  the  creature  of 
positive  law,  its  rights,  powers,  and  duties 
are  prescribed  by  the  law.  Beyond  the  le- 
gitimate purposes  which  it  was  created  to 
serve,  and  the  lines  of  limitation  the  law  has 
drawn  around  it,  it  is  without  power  to  act 
or  capacity  to  take.  Thus  a  banking  corpo- 
ration, while  fully  competent  to  do  what  is 
usual  and  necessary  in  its  own  business,  may 
not  own  and  operate  a  railroad,  or  engage 
permanently  in  any  other  business  than  that 
for  which  it  was  created.  It  has  neither  the 
legal  capacity  nor  the  right  to  do  so ;  and  if 
it  undertakes  to  go  in  any  direction  beyond 
iu  corporate  powers  its  acts  are  ultra  vires. 
The  creation  of  a  corporation  is  not  within 
the  power  of  the  individuals  who  subscribe 
to  its  stock.  It  is  exclusively  the  work  of 
the  law,  and  the  best  evidence  of  the  existence 
^t  a  corporation  is  the  grant  of  corporate 
powers  by  the  commonwealth. 
,  Second.  What  is  a  corporation  defaetof  It 
IS  an  apparent  corporate  organization,  as- 
serted to  be  a  corporation  by  its  members,  and 
actually  acting  as  such,  but  lacking  the  cre- 
ative fiat  of  the  law.  In  Taylor.  Pnv.  Corp. 
145,  it  is  said  that  a  defou^to  corporation  may 
exist  "  when  a  body  of  men  are  acting  as  a 
corporation  under  color  of  apparent  organi- 
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zation,  in  pursuance  of  some  charter  or  en- 
abling act.**  Their  organization  may  be 
imperfect,  so  that  upon  a  quo  warrantAhev 
could  not  show  a  sufficient  complianoe  with 
the  law  to  justify  the  exercise  of  corporate 
powers,  but  as  to  parties  dealing  with  them, 
and  as  to  each  other,  they  are  estopped  to 
deny  that  they  are  what  they  hold  themselves, 
out  to  be.  In  a  recent  case  in  Minnesota— 
Finnegan  v:  Knights  of  Labor  Bldg.  Asso. ,  51 
Minn.  — ,  18  L.  R.  A.  778.  —  it  was  held  that 
a  de  facto  corporation  Exists  when  these  three 
things  concur,  viz.,  a  law  under  which  the 
alleged  corporation  might  be  created,  an  at- 
tempt to  organize  under  the  law,  an  assump- 
tion and  exercise  of  corporate  powers  under 
such  attempted  organization.  In  Methodist 
Episcopal  Union  Church  v.  Pickett,  19  N.  Y. 
482,  only  two  things  were  held  necessary, 
viz.  "the  existence  of  a  charter  or  law  under 
which  a  corporation  with  the  powers  assumed 
might  be  lawfully  created,  and  a  user  by  the 
party  to  the  suit  of  the  rights  claimed  to  be 
conferred  by  such  a  charter  or  law. "  Where- 
there  has  been  a  substantial  compliance  with 
the  law,  the  corporation  is,  of  course,  dejure. 
Where  there  has  been  no  substantial  compli- 
ance, but  there  has  been  nevertheless  ah  as- 
sumption and  exercise  of  corporate  powers  in 
pursuance  of  an  attempted  organization,  the 
al  leged  corporation  is  such  de  facto  only.  Tho 
Minnesota  courts  hold  the  correct  rule,  and 
three  things  are  necessary  to  create  the  lia- 
bility :  A  law  or  charter  under  which  an 
organization  de  jure  might  be  effected ;  an 
attempt  to  organize,  which  falls  so  far  short 
of  the  requirements  of  the  law  or  charter  as 
to  be  ineffectual ;  an  assumption  and  exercise 
of  corporate  powers  hotwithstanding  the  fail- 
ure to  conoply  with  the  law  or  charter. 
.  Third.  What  is  a  partnership?  Perhaps 
the  best  definition  is  that  given  by  Story :  A 
relation  created  by  a  "contract  between  two 
or  more  persons  to  place  their  money,  effects, 
labor,  or  skill,  or  some  or  all  of  them,  in 
lawful  commerce,  and  divide  the  profits  be- 
tween them."  Its  foundation  is  a  contract, 
express  or  implied.  It  results  from  the  act 
of  the  parties,  not  from  the  act  of  the  law. 
Hedge's  App.  63  Pa.  273 ;  17  Am.  &  Eng. 
Encyclop.  Law,  829?  See  also  Moddewell  v. 
Keever,  8  Watts  &  S.  63 ;  Channel  v.  Fassitt, 
16  Ohio,  166;  Murray  v.  Bogert,  14  Johns. 
318,  7  Am.  Dec.  466 ;  Phillips  v.  Phillips,  4» 
111.  437.  But  as  to  third  parties  one  may  be 
held  liable  as  a  partner  oy  implication  of 
law  arising  upon  his  own  acts,  contrary  even 
to  his  own  intention.  Thus  the  officers  and 
acting  members  of  a  corporation  de  facto  may 
be  liable  as  partners  if  their  conduct  has  led 
others  to  trust  the  concern  upon  that  basis. 
Stafford  Nat.  Bank  v.  Palmer,  47  Conn.  443. 
But  without  a  contract  of  oartnership,  or  such 
acts  and  declarations  as  lead  others  to  infer 
its  existence,  and  to  extend  credit  on  that 
basis,  there  is  no  foundation  on  which  lia- 
bility as  a  partner  can  rest.  The  best  evi- 
dence of  the  existence  of  a  partnership  is  the 
contract  creating  it.  If  proof  of  the  contract 
is  not  within  reach,  its  existence  may  be  in- 
ferred from  proof  of  contribution  to  the  part- 
nership stock.  If  d irect  proof  of  contribution 
cannot  be  had,  it  may  be  inferred  from  par- 
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ticipation  in  profits.  In  the  absence  of  all 
this^the  acts  and  declarations  of  the  parties 
sou^t  to  be  charged  majr  be  resorted  to. 
Participation  in  profits  is  not  conclusive 
proof  of  the  existence  of  the  partnership  re- 
lation {Edwards  v.  Tracy,  62  Pa.  874)  ;  but 
both  in  England  and  in  this  country  it  is 
cogent  evidence  upon  the  question.  It  puts 
the  defendant  upon  his  proofs  explanatory  of 
the  fact.  If  he  is  able  to  show  that  such 
participation  was  referable  to  some  other  rea- 
son, such  as  compensation  for  services  ren- 
dered by  him  as  agent,  broker,  salesman,  or 
otherwise, ' the  prima  facies  is  overcome.  So, 
if  the  participation  in  the  profits  is  refer- 
able to  some  other  relation  than  that  of  part- 
nership between  the  participants,  such  as 
membership  in  a  joint-stock  association  or  a 
corporation,  the  effect  of  proof  of  participa- 
tion will  be  overcome. 

In  the  light  of  these  well -settled  rules,  let 
us  consider  oriefiy  the  position  of  the  parties, 
and  the  important  findings  of  fact  made  by 
the' learned  auditor  in  this  case.  The  claim- 
ant's right  to  share  in  the  fund  in  court  rested 
on  the  theory  that  the  Home  Savings  Bank, 
in  which  the  money  of  his  wards  had  been 
deposited,  was  a  partnership,  and  that  the 
decedent  was  a  partner.  The  burden  of  prov- 
ing the  fact  that  the  bank  was  a  partnership 
was  on  him ;  and,  as  was  said  in  HallsUad 
V.  Coleman,  148  Pa.  854,  18  L.  R.  A.  870, 
^  until  that  proof  was  given,  the  defendants 
were  not  called  upon  to  enter  upon  their  de- 
fense. **  The  proof  made  upon  this  subject 
showed  the  organization  of  a  bank  under  the 
name  of  the  Home  Savings  Bank,  with  a 
president,  cashier,  and  ^  board  of  directors. 
This  is  the  mode  of  organization  usually 
adopted  by  corporations,  and  did  not  tend  to 
prove  a  partnership.  It  was  then  shown  that 
the  decedent  bought  and  held  certificates  of 
stock  in  the  bank,  after  its  organization, 
which  recited,  not  the  formation  of  a  partner- 
ship, but  the  organization  of  a  bank  under 
the  laws  of  the  state,  and  the  division  of  its' 
capital  into  shares  of  $100  each.  This  is  not 
the  usual  way  in  which  partnerships  are 
created  and  partners  admitted.  It  is  the 
usual  way  in  which  shocks  are  issued  and 
transferred  in  corporations.  Proof  w^as  then 
made  of  the  receipt  by  the  decedent  of  sev- 
eral dividends  upon  his  stock.  These  did 
not  purport  to  be  shares  in  the  profits  of  firm 
business,  but  dividends,  declared  in  the  man- 
ner usual  among  corporations,  upon  the  stock 
of  the  bank ;  and  were  paid  l)y  dividend 
checks  drawn  under  the  authority  of  a  board 
of  directors.  The  only  other  evidence  was 
the  returns  made  by  the  officers  of  the  bank 
under  the  Tax  Law  of  1879,  which  threw 
very  little  light  upon  the  character  of  the 
organization  of  the  bank.  Upon  this  proof 
the  questions  for  the  auditor  were  whether 
the  bank  was  shown  to  be  a  partnership,  and 
the  decedent  a  partner.  The  bank  did  busi- 
ness for  a  number  of  years,  and  then  failed. 
Its  books  and  papers  were  in  the  hands,  or 
subject  to  the  control  of,  the  receiver.  The 
manner  of  its  organization  was  not  shown. 
The  partnership  agreement,  if  any  such  ex- 
isted, was  not  produced.  No  proof  was  given 
that  the  officers  or  stockholders  claimed  or 
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held  out  to  the  public  that  the  stockholders 
were  partners,  or  the  bank  a  partnership  en- 
terprise. It  was  not  al  leged  that  the  decedent 
participated  in  any  manner  in  the  business, 
or  exercised  an^  control  over  it.  The  whole 
case  against  him  rested  on  the  fact  that  he 
had  purchased  shares  in  a  bank,  then  organ- 
ized and  doing  business,  and  received  div- 
idends declared  by  the  directors,  and  paid  to 
him' in  a  cashier  s  check.  Wo  are  not  sur- 
prised that  the  learnt  auditor  was  led  to 
ask,  *"  What  is  there  in  all  this  evidence, 
from  the  beeianing  of  the  business  to  the 
failure,  tending  to  prove  a  partnership?^  nor 
that  he  answered  his  own  question  by  holding 
that  this  proof  was  insufficient  to  establisn 
prima  facie  the  existence  of  the  partnership 
relation.  On  the  other  hand,  there  was  much 
tending  to  show  that  Henry  Gibbs  understood 
that  he  was  the  holder  of'  stock  in  an  incor- 
porated bank,  and  that  tJie  bank  assumed  and 
exercised  corporate  powers,  and  was  dealt 
with  by  the  public  as  a  corporation.  The 
form  of  its  certificates,  the  manner  ol«  their 
transfer,  the  election  of  directors  by  the  stock- 
holders, the  management  of  the  business  of 
the  bank  by  the  directors  and  the  officers 
elected  by  them,  the  mode  of  declaring  and 
paying  dividends,  were  all  suggestive  of  a 
corpojration.  They  were  not  suggestive  of  a 
partnership.  We  are  unable,  therefore,  to 
say  that  the  auditor  erred  in  finding  that  the 
bank  was  not  shown  to  be  a  partnership.  The 
learned  judge  who  heard  the  exceptions  to 
this  report  seems  to  have  concurred  with  the 
auditor,  and  we  require,  under  such  circum- 
stances, to  be  satisfied  that  a  mistake  was 
made  before  interfering  with  the  findings. 
We  are  not  so  satisfied ;  but  are  of  opinion 
that  the  state  of  the  evidence  justified  the 
auditor's  conclusion.  This  disposes  of  the 
whole  case.  It  is  said  with  earnestness  and 
energy  that  this  is  a  case  in  which  the  de- 
positors deserve  protection.  We  assent  to 
this  proposition.  We  can  extend  protection 
to  them,  however,  in  accordance  with  the 
established  rules  of  law,  and  in  no  other 
manner.  What  the  Home  Savings  Bank  was 
in  its  organization,  in  what  capacity  those 
who  held  its  stock  were  liable  to  its  deposi- 
tors, are  questions  not  now  before  us.  It  may 
have  been  a  corporation  dejure,  a  corporation 
de  facto,  a  Joint-stock  association,  or  a  gen- 
eral partnership,  so  far  as  we  are  able  to 
declare.  What  we  say  is  that  the  evidence 
in  this  case  is  not  sufficient  to  make  a  case, 
prima  facie,  a^inst  Henry  Qibbs  as  a  part- 
ner, or  the  bank  as  a  general  partnership.  It 
does  not  appear  that  the  bank  was  organized 
as  a  partnership,  conducted  business  as  a 
partnership,  or  held  itself  out  to  the  public 
as  such.  It  does  not  appear  that  Gibbs  un- 
derstood the  bank  to  be  other  than  what  his 
certificates  of  stock  indicated,  or  that  he 
treated  the  business  of  the  bank  as  that  of  a 
firm,  or  exercised  the  slightest  control  over 
or  influence  upon  it,  or  misled  the  appellant 
or  any  other  depositor  by  act  or  word  as  to 
his  relation  to  it.  What  does  appear  is  that 
he  purchased  shares  of  stock  in  the  usual 
manner,  and  received  some  dividends  there- 
on. These  circumstances  are  naturally  ref- 
erable to  the  relation  of  a  stockholder  to  a 
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corporation;  and,  standing  alone,  are  not 
proof,  prima  facie,  of  the  appellant's  prop- 
osiiioD  that  the  bank  was  organized  as  a 
partnenhip,  and  that  the  purchase  of  shares 
of  stock  made  Gibhs  a  partner.  If  he  had 
received  profits  from  a  business  apparently 
conducted  by  a  partnership,  he  would  have 
been  put  upon  his  explanation,  and,  failing 
to  make  one,  would  have  been  held  to  be  a 
partner.  The  burden  in  that  case  would  have 
been  on  him.  Having  leceived  dividends, 
declared  by  a  board  of  directors  upon  the 
stock  into  which  the  capital  of  the  bank  was 
divided,  be  could  rest  securely  upon  the  ap- 
parent character  of  the  transaction  and  the 
iDferenoes  naturally  to  be  drawn  from  it. 
The  burden  of  explanation  necessary  to  give 
another  character  to  the  dividend  declared, 
and  to  the  stock  on  which  it  was  paid,  was 
on  him  who  asserted  that  such  other  was  the 
troe  character  of  these  circumstances. 

It  was  also  said  in  the  argument  that  the 
recitals  in  the  stock  certificates  are  not  evi- 
dence of  actual  incorporation  as  against  a 
ftruger.  This  must  be  granted.  Thev  do 
not  prove  incorporation  ;  but  the  appellees 
are  not  bound,  upon  the  evidence  in  this 
case,  to  prove  incorporation.  The  siffniflcant 
question  is.  Where  is  the  proof  that  this  bank 
was  organized  or  conducted  as  a  partnership 
concern?  The  certificates  do  not  prove  that, 
but  the  inferences  naturally  drawn  from  them 
tend  the  other  way.  It  will  not  do  for  the 
appeilant  to  say :  **  We  have  shown  that  the 
decedent  was  a  stockholder  In  this  bank,  and 
received  dividends  upon  bis  stock.  Now  you 
must  flhow  that  the  bank  was  incorporated. 


or  be  liable  to  us  as  a  general  partner.  ^  This 
is  attempting  to  change  the  burden  ofjproof . 
Again,  the  learned  counsel  says:  **TDis  is 
the  sole  fact  [the  form  of  the  certificate]  that 
is  before  the  court,  and  if  it  is  sufficient  to 
authorize  a  court  to  find  an  incorporation  in 
this  case,  whv  is  It  not  in  any  other?"  The 
court  below  did  not  find  that  the  bank  was 
a  corporation.  That  question  was  not  before 
jit.  it  was  alleged  by  the  appellant  to  Be  a 
partnership,  but  the  auditor  and  the  judge 
of  the  court  below  regarded  the  evidence  m 
suoport  of  that  .allegation  insufficient  to  Jus- 
tify a  fitiding  that  tne  bank  was  not  *^ organ- 
ize by  act  of  the  legislature  of  Pennsyl- 
vania" as  its  certificates  alleged,  but  by  the 
parties  as  copartners.  The  appellant  failed, 
not  because  the  bank  was  held  to  be  a  cor- 
poration, but  because  it  was  not  shown  to  be 
a  partnership.  Until  evidence  in  support  of 
the  appellant's  position  is  given  sufficient  to 
lead  fairly  to  the  conclusion  that  the  bank 
was  organized  as  a  partnership,  or  that  Henry 
Oibbs  contracted  to  become  a  partner  when 
he  bought  his  stock,  or  that  he  led  the  pub- 
lic by  tiis  acts  and  declarations  to  deal  with 
him  or  the  bank  on  the  basis  of  his  being  a 

Sartner,  there*  is  nothing  that  makes  it  the 
uty  of  his  representatives  to  enter  upon  a 
defense,  or  that  makes  it  possible  for  the 
court  to  decide  upon  the  character  of  the 
bank.  In  such  a  state  of  the  evidence  the 
court  can  only  say  as  the  court  below  said 
in  this  case,  *^it  is  not  shown  that  the  bank 
Ms  a  partnership,"  and  for  that  reason  the 
I  claimant  fails.  The  assignments  of  error  are 
I  not  sustained,  and  the  decree  is  afflrtned. 
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A  raUroad  traek  owned,  malntalnad, 
and  repaired  hy  a    eiantilkctiariiig 


oompaiij- and  need  bjr  a  railroad  oom- 
pany  ooJy  under  a  lioense  or  invitation  to  de- 
liver frelffbt  under  a  oontract  ]»  not  a  part  of  the 
railroad  oompany^s  ''ways,**  within  the  meanlnjr 
of  Stat.  1887,  chap.  870, 92,  ores  tins:  a  liability  for 
the  death  of  an  employ^  by  reason  of  any  defect 
in  such  ways. 

(December  S,  1808.) 


Nom.— LioMKty'  of  raUroad  company  to  employs 
for  infwies  received  in  the  line  of  Me  duty  from 
dtfteUee  track  not  owned  by  the  mcuter, 

Tbii  question  ^eenis  to  have  arisen  in  very  few 
cuei.  So  tar  as  the  courts  havepasBed  upon  the 
<inatloii  they  seem  to  aerree  that  if  the  employer 
iM  |>nu;tioaUy  made  the  track  where  the  injury 
oocun  its  own  It  will  be  held  responsible  for  its 
eooditloB:  as  stated  in  the  brief  and  dissentiog 
opinion  in  Bsqml  t.  Nbw  York,  Provioencb  & 
BonoKR.  Co. 

Id  Stetler  v.  Chicaflro  &  N.  W.  R.  Go.,  46  Wis.  487, 
thecoart  says  that  the  authorities  are  quite  uni- 
fonn  that  one  railroad  track  ualnflr  the  tracks  of 
tcother  for  the  purposes  of  its  business  should  be 
mpoQsibleto  pasoonyers  and  owners  of  property 
by  reason  of  the  defective  condition  of  such 
^ncks,  and  further  states  that  the  same  rule 
slKnild  apply  between  the  railroad  company  and 
tts  employ^ 

8o  it  has  been  held  that  it  is  no  defense  to  a  rall- 
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road  company  sued  for  an  injury  to  a  servant  by 
reason  of  an  unsafe  track,  that  the  track  is  owned 
by  another  company  and  only  used  by  the  employ- 
er under  a  contract  which  binds  the  owner  to 
make  repairs  to  be  paid  for  Jointly  by  the  two 
companies.  Smith  v.  Memphis  &  L.  H.  Go.  18  Fed. 
Rep.aC4. 

So  in  a  case  where  the  employ^  was  injured  by  a 
defect  in  the  roadbed  while  attempting  to  couple 
cars,  it  was  held  that  the  fact  that  the  track  where 
an  injury  occurred  did  not  belony  to  the  master 
was  no  defense,  if  it  neffliffently  used  the  defective 
track.  LittleBook&Ft.8.R.Go.v.Ca(rle,(»Ark. 
847. 

And  it  has  been  stated  that  where  the  employ^ 
of  a  raUroad  company  is  directed  to  use  the  road 
of  another  company  in  the  business  of  his  employ- 
er, he  has  the  right  to  treat  such  road  as  the  ruad 
of  the  company  employing  him:  and  every  rail- 
road company  whose  employ^  use  the  road  of  an- 
other company  under  its  direction  or  for  its  bene- 
fit owes  it  as  a  duty  to  such  employes  to  see  that 
such  road  is  not  in  a  condition  which  will  unnec- 


28i 


Massachubbtts  Sufbbme  Judicial  Court. 


Dbc.» 


EXCEPTIONS  by  plaintiff  to  rulings  of  the 
Superior  Court  for  Worcester  County 
which  resulted  in  a  verdict  in  favor  of  defend- 
ant in  an  action  brought  to  recover  damages 
for  the  death  of  defendant's  employe  because 
of  an  alleged  defect  in  its  way,  within  the  pro- 
visions of  Statute  1887,  chap.  270,  g  2.  Judg- 
ment on  the  terdict. 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs,  Frank  M.  Forbush  and  John 
W.  Keith,  for  plaintiff: 

The  wooden  structure  crossed  the  track  at  a 
height  less  than  that  required  by  the  statute 
and  did.  not  have  any  guards  as  required  by 
the  statute. 

Pub.  Stat.  chap.  112.  g§  120,  160. 

The  way  was  constructed  and  used  for  the 
special  purpose  of  moving  freight  by  the  means 
of  railway  cars.  Its  operation  was  confined 
to  the  exclusive  use  of  the  defendant  corpora- 
tion. The  defendant  corporation  received  com- 
pensation for  the  transport  of  freight  over  this 
particular  track  in  the  same  manner  as  for 
similar  transport  of  freight  over  its  main  line 
or  any  other  tracks  operated  and  controlled 
by  it. 

In  Com.  V.  Boston  A  Z.  R,  Co.,  126  Mass.  61, 
under  circumstances  far  from  presenting  the 
strength  of  the  plaintiff's  contention  in  the  case 
At  bar,  the  court  found  the  place  of  the  acci- 
dent to  be  upon  a  way  operated  and  main- 
tained by  the  defendant. 

In  Stetlery.  Chicago  db  N.  W.  R.Co.,4»  Wis. 
497,  Taylor,  J.,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of 
the  court,  says:  "The  authorities  are  quite 
uniform,  that  where  one  railroad  company 
uses  the  track  of  another  company  for  the  pur- 
pose of  transporting  passengers  or  property, 
the  company  transporting  the  persons  or  prop- 
erty is  liable  for  any  damages  which  may  be 
sustained,  either  by  the  passenger  or  by  the 
owners  of  the  property  so  transported,  caused 
by  any  defects  in  the  road  of  the  other 
company  so  used.  .  .  .  We  are  also  of 
the  opinion  that  the  same  rule  should  apply 
as  between  the  railroad  company  and  its  em- 
ployes." 

This  decision  was  upheld  when  the  same 
case  again  came  before  the  supreme  court  of 
Wisconsin  in  49  Wis.  609. 

The  same  doctrine  is  laid  down  in  Little 
Rock  cfe  Ft.  8.  R.  Co.  v.  Cagle,  58  Ark.  847. 


See  also  Wisconsin  Cent.  R.  Co.  v.  Ross,  142 
III.  9. 

It  may  be  observed  that  the  machinenr  or 
plant,  etc.,  need  not  be  the  property  of  the 
employer,  the  words  of  the  act  being  ap- 
parently chosen  so  as  to  avoid  this  restrictloD. 

Roberts  &  Wallace.  Employer's  Liability, 
8d  ed.  p.  248. 

In  John  V.  Bacon,  L.  R.  5  C.  P.  437,  39  L. 
J.  C.  P.  865,  the  defendant  was  held  liable  for 
the  state  of  a  hulk  belonging  to  a  third  person. 
which  he  was  allowed  to  use  for  his  own  pur- 
poses, on  the  ground  that  it  was  under  his 
control,  and  that  he  had  invited  the  plamtiff 
to  come  on  board  it. 

Mr.  William  A.  Gile,  for  defendant: 

The  provision  of  Pub.  Stat.,  chap.  112,  g  120, 
is  as  follows:*  ''If  the  railroad  is  constructed 
to  pass  under  the  way— no  bridge  for  any  pur- 
pose shall  be  "constructed  over  a  railroad  at  a 
height  less  than  eighteen  feet  above  the  track 
of  said  railroad,  except  by  consent  in  writing 
of  the  board." 

This  section  must  be  held  to  mean  the  way 
referred  to  in  the  preceding  or  119th  section, 
which  is  a  "highway  or  other  way,"  and  it  ba* 
been  held  this  does  not  include  a  private  way. 

See  Boston  Oas  Light  Co.  v.  Old  Colony  & 
N.  R.  Co.  14  Allen,  444. 

The  fact  that  the  defendants  used  the  track 
of  the  Washburn  &  Moen  Manufacturing 
Company  for  the  purpose  of  receiving  and 
discharging  the  freight  of  that  manufacturing 
company  does  not  make  that  track  a  part  oT 
the  ways,  works,  and  machinery  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Employers'  Liability  Act. 

The  ''ways,  works,  and  machinery"  for 
which  an  employer  can  be  held  responsible 
must  be  "something  provided  by  the  em- 
ployer." 

Coffee  V.  New  York,  N.  H.  6b  H.  R.  Co.  155 
Mass.  21. 

Where  there  was  a  defective  track  used  by 
one  corporation  over  which  it  has  no  control, 
said  track  does  not  by  the  occasional  or  fre- 
quent use  of  said  track  render  the  corporation 
using  said  track  liable  for  its  defects  as  a  part 
of  their  Ways,  works,  arid  machinery. 

Trask  V.  Old  Colony  R.  Co.  156  Mass.  298. 

Enowledee  of  a  defect  and  appreciation  of 
the  danger  by  an  employ^  is  a  defense  under 
the  Employers'  Liability  Act. 


essarily  endanger  their  lives  or  Umbs.  Wisoonsln 
Gent.  H.  Co.  v.  Ross.  142  111.  9. 

If  private  parties  owning  a  spur  track  have  al- 
lowed it  to  be  and  remain  out  of  repair  and  in  a 
danirerous  condition  for  use  for  railroad  purposes, 
a  railroad  company  voluntarily  running  its  trains 
upon  It  is  responsible  for  injuries  to  its  employ^ 
by  reason  of  the  defective  condition  of  the  track, 
although  the  trains  were  running  carefully  and 
slowly,  and  it  is  immaterial  that  a  state  statute  re- 
quires the  delivery  of  goods  at  their  destination 
over  the  tracks  not  belonging  to  the  carrier. 
Stetler  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  49  Wis.  009. 

A  distinction  was  made  in  Trask  v.  Old  Colony 
R.  Co.,  166  Mass.  296.  which  seems  to  have  been  de- 
veloped somewhat  more  fully  in  Emobl  v.  New 
York,  Providkncb  ft  Bobtok  R.Co. 

In  Trask  v.  Old  Colony  R.  Co.,  166  Mass.  298,  it  was 
held  that  while  it  may  not  be  necessary  to  ren- 
der the  employer  liable  for  injury  to  the  employ^ 
22  L.  R.  A. 


I  that  the  track  should  belong  to  him,  yet  it  should 
lit  least  appear  that  he  has  control  of  it  and  that  it 
is  used  In  his  business  by  his  authority,  express  or 
implied,  and  it  was  therefore  held  that  the  mere 
fact  that  the  employer  in  exchanging  cars  with 
another  company  Occasionally  runs  its  engines  on 
to  the  latter^s  track  will  not  render  it  liable  for  in- 
juries to  the  employ^,  if  the  employer  has  no  con- 
trol over  the  track  so  used. 

Another  distinction  is  that  a  railroad  company 
sending  its  locomotive  engineer  (employed  by  the 
month)  with  one  of  its  engines  to  haul  temporarily 
for  another  company  the  trains  of  the  latter  over 
the  line  of  such  latter  company.  Is  not  responsible 
to  the  engineer  for  the  bad  condition  of  the  track 
nor  for  the  want  of  adaptation  of  the  engine  to 
the  Itrack,  it  not  being  alleged  that  the  employer 
company  knew  of  such  bad  condition  or  want  of 
adaptation,  and  concealed  its  information.  Dun- 
lap  V.  Richmond  ft  D.  R.  Co.  81  G  a.  186.    H.  P.  F. 
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(fMaley  y.  Stmth  BMton  Oas  Light  Co,  158 
Mass.  135. 

Holmes*  J,,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

This  is  an  action  brought  under  Stat.  1887, 
cbap.  270,  §  2.*  to  recover  damages  for  the 
death  of  the  plaintiff's  intestate  through  an 
allesed  defect  in  the  condition  of  the  defend- 
ant's ways.  The  question  is  whether  the 
cause  of  the  accident  is  within  the  statute. 
The  deceased  was  killed  by  being  knocked 
oflf  a  car  of  the  defendant  by  a  slanting  bridge 
or  chute  over  the  track  between  two  buildings 
of  the  Washburn  &  Moen  Manufacturing 


sible  that  there  maybe  a  liability  on  the  part 
of  the  Washburn  &  Moen  Company.  Pin- 
negan  v.  Fall  River  Gas-  Works  Co.  159  Mass. 
811 ;  Otbtn-ne  v.  Morgan,  130  Mass.  102,  104, 
89  Am.  Rep.  437. 
Judgment  on  the  verdict. 

Knowltoiif  </.,  dissenting: 

The  opinion  of  the  majority  of  the  court 
puts  upon  an  important  clause  of  the  Em- 
ployers' Liability  Act  a  construction  whicli 
seems  to  me  wrong.  The  trick  on  which  the 
plaintiff's  intestate  was  killed  was  of  the 
same  kind,  and  used  by  the  defendant  in  tho 
same  war,  as  ordinary  side  tracks  constructed 


Company,  in  that  company's  yard.   The  track  |  for  the  delivery  of  freight  to  manufacturing 


was  that  company's  "track,  owned,  main- 
tained, and  repaired  by  it,  the  bridge  of 
course  was  its  bridge,  and  the  defendant  came 
on  the  track  only  as  licensee  or  invited  under 
A  contract  by  which  the  defendant  delivered 
freight  in  the  Washburn  <&  Moen  Company's 
jara  on  certain  terms.  A  majority  of  the 
•court  are  of  opinion  that  the  track'  was  no 
port  of  the  defendant's  ways,  within  the 
meaniDg  of  the  statute. 

We  could  not  come  to  a  different  result 
without  repudiating  the  reasoning  of  Tra»k 
T.  (M  GoUmy  R.  Co,,  156  Mass.  298,  804,  and 
the  tests  sanctioned  by  that  case  and  by  Coffee 
V.  yew  Tin-K  N.  H.  cfe  H.  R.  Co,,  155  Mass. 
%  23.  See  also  Regan  v.  Donovan,  159  Mass. 
1  The  track  is  not  provided  by  the  defend- 
ant, or  subject  to  its  control.  In  the  language 
of  Roberts  <fe  Wallace  (Emoloyer's  Lia- 
hility,  3d  ed.  249) ,  the  defendant  had  not 
arlopted  it  as  its  own.  We  are  not  dissatisfied 
with  these  tests,  and  we  think  that  neither 
the  language  of  the  statute  nor  good  sense 
would  permit  us  to  hold  an  employer  liable 
under  the  act  for  defects  which  he  cannot 
help,  in  a  place  out  of  his  control,  to  which 
his  employes  once  in  a  while  may  be  called 
for  a  few  minutes.  It  will  be  understood  that 
our  view  by  no  means  requires  ownership  as 
a  condition  of  the  defendant's  liability. 

The  words  of  the  act  are,  **  which  arose  from 
or  had  not  been  discovered  or  remedied  owing 
to  itie  negligence  of  the  employer  or  of  any 
ptnoo  in  the  service  of  the  employer  and  in* 
trusted  by  him  with  the  duty  of  seeing  that 
the  ways  .  .  .  were  in  proper  condition. " 
These  words  mean  that  the  oefect  must  be 
one  which  the  employer  has  a  right  to  remedy 
if  he  does  discover  it,  and  of  tC  kind  which 
it  is  possible  to  charge  a  servant  with  the 
duty  of  netting  right.  They  cannot  be  made 
clearer  by  discussing  the  principles  of  com- 
nion-law  liability,  or  by  referring  to  decis- 
ions upon  a  wholly  different  kind  of  statute, 
like  Cam.  v.  Boston  dt  L,  R,  Co.,  126  Mass. 

Our  decision  may  not  leave  the  plaintiff 
remediless.    If  there  was  a  defect,  it  is  pos- 


"Oiriiif  a  lifffat  of  action  a^nst  the  employer 
for  tbe  detth  or  the  employe  where,  in  the  ezerctoe 
of  due  care  and  diiigence.  he  Is  killed  by  reason  ot 
any  defect  in  the  condition  of  tbe  ways,  works,  or 
nuchiDery  oonnected  with  or  used  hi  the  business 
of  tbe  employer,  which  arose  from,  or  had  not  been 
discovered  or  remedied  owinir  to,  the  oeffliffenoe  of 
tbe  employer,  or  of  any  person  in  the  service  of  the- 
etoployer,  and  intrusted  by  him  with  the  duty  of 
*mDK  that  tbe  ways,  works,  or  machinery  were  in 
iwoper  oonditioQ. 


companies  having  works  near  tlie  line  of 
railroad.  It  was  used  by  the  defendant  in 
the  transportation  of  freight  for  hire.  Freight 
carried  over  the  defendant's  railroad  was  re- 
ceived and  delivered  at  the  works  of  the 
Washburn  &  Moen  Manufacturing  Company 
without  extra  charge,  the  price  paid  for  trans- 
portation to  and  from  other  stations  including 
the  transportation  over  this  track.  Freight 
sent  away  by  other  railroads  or  received  from 
them  was  carried  over  this  track  by  the  de- 
fendant for  a  stioulated  price  paid  by  th^e 
Washburn  &  Moen  Manufacturing  Company. 
There  can  be  no  doubt  that  if  the  defendant 
had  owned  the  track  it  would  have  been  a 
part  of  its  ways  and  works,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  statute.  Is  such  a  track  any  the 
less  a  part  of  the  ways  and  works  of  a  rail- 
road company,  as  between  the  company  and 
its  employ^,  if  it  is  hired  from  a  third  party, 
or  furnished  for  use  by  the  owner  of  the 
freight?  If  it  is  owned  and  kept  in  repair 
by  the  freight  owner,  that  fact  presumably 
is  taken  into  account  in  fixing  the  terms  on 
which  the  freight  is  carried,  and  its  use  by  the 
carrier  in  his  business  is  in  that  way  paid  for 
by  the  carrier  as  much  as  if  it  were  hired  from 
a  third  party.  TIic  statute  is  intended  to  de- 
fine the  rights  and  liabiHtiea  of  employer  and 
employ^.  The  question  what  constitutes  the 
ways,  works,  or  machinery  is  a  question 
which  arises  only  between  employer  and  em- 
ploye, and  should  be  answered  in  such  a  way 
as  to  give  effect  to  the  meaning  of  the  stat- 
ute. The  employ^  finds  a  track  of  this  kind 
used  like  other  side  tracks  belonging  to  the 
corporation,  adapted  to  the  convenient  trans- 
action of  its  freighting  business.  Ordinarily, 
he  has  no  means  of  knowing  whether  the 
track  is  owned  and  maintained  by  the  rail- 
road corporation  or  by  the  manufacturer 
whose  freight  is  brought  over  it.  All  he  can 
see  or  know  is  that  it  is  connected  with,  and 
used  in,  the  business  of  the  corporation  in 
delivering  freight.  Whether  an  additional 
price  is  paid  for  the  transportation  of  its  cars 
or  of  the  cars  of  other  railroads  over  that 
track  he  does  not  know,  nor  is  it  important 
for  him  to  know.  It  is  a  place  specially 
fitted  for  the  work  of  his  employer,  on  which 
his  employer  sets  him  at  work,  and  in  which 
the  employer  presumably  has  rights  for  the 
time  being.  It  ought  to  make  no  difference 
under  the  statute  how  the  employer  procures 
the  ways,  works,  or  machinery  connected 
with  and  used  in  his  business,  or  by  what 
kind  of  title  he  holds  them.     So  long  as  they 
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are  connected  with  his  business,  and  used  in 
it,  it  is  his  duty  to  have  them  safe,  so  that 
his  employes  may  not  be  unnecessarily  ex- 
posed to  danger.  If  another  owns  and  fur- 
nishes the^i,  and  agrees  to  keep  them  safe,  it 
is  his  duty,  as  between  him  ana  his  employ^, 
to  see  that  the  owner  properly  does  what  he 
agrees  to  do. 

It  is  a  general  rule  at  the  common  law  that 
a  railroaa  corporation  is  liable  for  an  injury 
to  a  passenger,  or  for  loss  of  freight,  arising 
from  a  defect  In  •  track  of  another  corporation 
over  which  it  runs  its  cars,  as  if  it  owned 
the  track.  As  between  the  two  corporations, 
the  only  duty  to  maintain  the  track  in  repair 
under  their  contract  may  be  upon  the  owner 
of  the  road,  but,  as  between  the  first-men- 
tioned corporation  and  a  passenger  or  owner 
of  freight,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  carrier  to  have 
the  track  safe,  whether  it  owns  it  or  hires  it. 
MeWLroy  v.  Nashtui  db  L,  B,  Corp.  4  Gush. 
400,  60  Am.  Dec.  794;  McCluery.  Manchester 
d  L,  R,  Go.  18  Gray,  124,  74  Am.  Dec.  624; 
FeiUd  Y.  Middlesex  K  Co.  109  Mass.  308,  12 
Am.  Rep.  720;  Murch  v.  Concord  E.  Corp. 
29  N.  H.  9,  61  Am.  Dec.  681 ;  Wabash,  8t.  L. 
&  P.  E.  Co.  V.  Pej/ton,  106  111.  584,  46  Am. 
Rep.  705 ;  2  Redf.  Railroads,  4th  ed.  §  204. 
See  also  Illinois  Cent.  E.  Co.  v.  Barron,  72 
U.  8.  5  Wall.  90,  18  L.  ed.  591 :  Spragus  v. 
Smith,  29  Vt.  421,  70  Am.  Dec.  424 ;  Webb  v. 
Portland  dt  K.  B.  Co.  57  Me.  117,  128. 

The  duty  of  a  railroad  corporation,  to  fur- 
nish for  its  employ^  safe  tracks,  cars,  lo- 
comotive engines,  and  other  machinery, 
tools,  and  appliances  with  which  its  business 
is  to  be  carried  on,  is  similar  in  kind  to  Its 
duty  to  passengers  in  these  respects,  although 
the  degree  of  care  required  is  less.  In  either 
case  its  duty  is  the  same  when  the  tracks, 
cars,  and  engines  are  hired  or  used  under  a 
license  from  others,  as  when  they  are  owned 
by  the  employer.  Spaulding  v.  W.  N.  Flynt 
Granite  Co.  (Mass.)  84  N.  E.  Rep.  1184 ;  Wis- 
consin Cent.  B.  Co.  v..  Boss,  142  111.  9; 
Stetler  v.  Chicago  A  JV.  W.  B,  Co.  46  Wis. 
497,  49  Wis.  609 ;  Little  Bock  d:  Ft.  8.  B. 
Co.  v.  Cagle,  58  Ark.  847 ;  Stnith  v.  Memphis 
<fe  L.  B.  Co.  18  Fed.  Rep.  804.  In  Stetler  v. 
Chicago  &  N.  W.  B.  Co.,  46  Wis.  497,  the 
facts  were  similar  to  those  in  the  case  at  bar. 
An  ice  company  laid  and  maintained  a  track 
to  its  icehouse,  which  was  used  by  the  de- 
fendant corporation  in  taking  cars  to  and  from 
the  icehouse  at  the  request  of  the  company. 
The  plaintiff  was  injured  while  assisting  in 
the  work  of  transporting  the  cars,  and  the 
defendant  was  held  liable  to  its  employ^  for 
the  defective  condition  of  the  track,  which 
the  ice  company  ought  to  have  kept  in  re- 
pair. The  court  says  in  the  opinion  :  ^'The 
authorities  are  quite  uniform,  that  where  one 
railroad  company  uses  the  track  of  another 
company  for  the  purpose  of  transporting  pas- 
sengers or  property,  the  company  transport- 
ing the  persons  or  property  is  liable  for  any 
damages  which  may  be  sustained,  either  by 
the  passengers  or  by  the  owners  of  the  prop- 
erty so  transported,  caused  by  any  defects 
in  the  road  of  the  other  company  so  us^. 
.  .  .  We  are  also  of  the  ooinion  that  the 
same  rule  should  apply  as  between  the  rail- 
road compaily  and  its  employes.  ...  In 
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the  case  at  bar  there  would  seem  to  be  every 
reason  for  holding  that  the  same  rule  should 
apply.  The  company,  when  the  accident 
happened,  was  running  its  trains  over  a  short 
line  of  road,  which  terminated  at  the  main 
track  of  its  road,  which  was  never  used  as  a 
railroad  for  any  purpose  except  as  the  trains^ 
of  the  defendant  ran  over  it,  and  for  all 
practical  purposes  was  of  no  use  as  a  railroad 
except  as  used  by  the  defendant.  '.  .  .He 
was  directed  by  the  proper  agents  of  the  de- 
fendant to  assist  in  runninir  its  cars  and  en- 
gines over  it.  As  between  itself  and  its  em- 
ployes, who  were  directed  to  use  the  road  in 
the  business  of  the  defendant  company,  such 
employes  have  the  right  to  treat  the  road  as 
the  company's  road,  and  the  company,  as  to 
its  employes  was  bound  to  see  that  such  road, 
whilst  so  used  for  its  benefit  by  its  employ^, 
was  in  such  condition  as  not  to  unnecessarily 
endanger  their  lives  or  limbs."  I  am  of 
opinion  that  a  railroad  company  is  liable  for 
an  injury  to  its  employe  in  such  a  case  at 
the  common  law,  and  the  reason  for  holding 
it  liable  seems  to  me  equally  applicable  to 
the  clause  of  the  Employers'  Liability  Act 
under  which  this  action  is  brought.  Indeed, 
there  is  an  additional  reason  for  giving  such 
a  construction  to  this  clause  in  the  language 
which  in  terms  includes  not  only  the  ways, 
works,  and  machinery  that  belong  to  the  em- 
ployer in  the  ordinary  sense,  but  those  which 
he  permits  to  be  used  in  his  business.  See 
also  Stat.  1898,  chap.  859. 

In  determining  whether  he  was  negligent 
in  not  discovering  or  remedying  the  defect, 
of  course  the  fact  that  another  primarily  has 
the  duty  of  keeping  the  works  in  a  safe  con- 
dition IS  important,  for  then  he  is  only  re- 
quired to  use  reasonable  care  and  supervision 
to  see  that  this  duty  has  been  done.  To  that 
extent,  under  his  contract  with  the  owner, 
he  has  a  right  in  the  track  and  a  kind  of  con- 
trol of  it.  In  Cojfee  v.  New  York,  N.  H.  d 
H.  B.  Co.,  155  Mass.  21,  28,  a  case  arising 
under  this  statute,  Mr.  Justice  Allen  says,  in 
giving  the  opinion  of  the  court :  **  The' want 
of  ownership  by  the  defendant  is  not  of  much 
significance*;  but  by  the  terms  *ways,  woiks. 
or  machinery  connected  with  or  used  in  tlie 
business  of  the  employer,'  we  understand 
something  in  the  place,  or  means,  appliances, 
or  instrumentalities  provided  by  the  employ- 
er, for  doing  or  carrying  on  the  work  which 
is  to  be  done."  Was  not  the  track  in  the 
present  case  something  in  the  place,  or 
means,  appliances,  or  instrumentalities  pro- 
vided for  the  employ^  by  the  employer  for 
carrying  on  the  work  which  the  employ^  was 
hired  to  do?  In  the  recent  case  of  Svaulding 
V.W.N.  Fiynt  Granite  Co.  (Mass. )  34  N.  E.  Rep. 
1184,  an  action  at  common  law,  it  was  held 
that  the  defendant  was  liable  for  the  defect- 
ive condition  of  a  borrowed  car  as  if  it  had 
owned  the  car ;  and  Mr.  Jtistice  Holmes,  in 
giving  the  opinion,  refers  to  Coffee  v.  Nar 
York,  N.  H.  <fe  H.  B.  Co..  sujyra,  in  such  a 
way  as  plainly  to  imply  that  in  this  respect 
the  same  rule  applies  to  cases  under  the  Em- 
ployers' Liability  Act  as  to  those  at  the  com- 
mon law.  The  language  of  the  opinion  in 
Trask  V.  Old  Colony  B.  Co.,  156  Maas.  298, 
should  be  read  in  its  application  to  the  facts. 
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In  that  case  the  arrangemenU  of  the  two 
roads  called  for  a  delivery  of  cars  by  one 
road  at  the  terminus  of  its  line,  and  the  re- 
ception of  them  by  the  other  at  the  same 
point  at  the  terminus  of  its  line,  and  in  the 
tnuisaction  of  its  regular  business  neither 
company  had  any  contract  or  arrangement  to 
nae  the  line  of  the  other.  Neither  road  was 
obliged,  under  its  contract,  to  go  upon  the 
tracks  of  the  other,  and  neither  was  under  any 
obligation  to  keep  its  tracks  in  repair  for  the 
use  of  the  other.  The  passage  of  a  car  or  en- 
gine beyond  the  terminus  6)^  the  road  then 
running  it  was  not  in  the  nature  of  a  regular, 
authorized  use  of  the  track  of  another  cor- 
poration in  its  business,  and  the  track  was 
m  no  proper  sense  connected  with  or  used  in 
its  business.  .  There  was  rather  an  occasi onal , 
and  almost  accidental,  running  of  its  engines 
or  can  beyond  its  own  tm&  in  doing  a 
business,  the  regular  prosecution  of  which 
did  not  extend  beyond  its  own  line.  The  de- 
fendant had  no  control  nor  right  of  control, 
nor  right  to  demand  a  safe  condition  of  the 
track  of  the  other  railroad.  But  in  the  pres- 
ent case  the  track  is  furnished  to  the  defend- 
ant as  a  place  on  which  to  do  its  regular 
business  for  pay,  and  the  defendant  has  the 
control  of  it  in  the  sense  that  it  has  a  riffht 
to  insist  on  its  being  ke^t  in  a  safe  condition 
for  the  transaction  of  the  business  which  it 
has  agreed  to  do. 


The  doctrine  contended  for  by  the  defend- 
ant, as  I  understand  it,  comes  to  this:  If  a 
manufacturer,  instead  of  owning  the  ways, 
works,  and  machinery  necessary  to  be  used 
in  his  business,  arranges  with  another  person 
who  owns  a  manufacturing  establishment  to- 
furnish  it  for  his  use,  ana  to  keep  it  con- 
stantly in  good  condition,  and  if  one  of  his 
employes  is  instantly  killed,  by  a  defect  neg- 
ligently suffered  to  be  in  the  ways,  works,  or 
machinery  which  he  is'using  under  this  ar- 
rangement, he  will  not  be  liable  under  the  stat- 
ute because  the  ways,  works,  and  machinery 
are  not  his.  The  owner  wil  1  not  be  1  i able  under 
the  statute,  for  he  is  a  stranger  to  the  manu- 
facturing business  carried  on  there,  and  the 
person  killed  is  not  his  employ^.  Neither 
the  employer  nor  the  owner  of  the  establish- 
ment will  be  liable  at  the  common  law,  for 
the  common  law  permits  no  recovery  for  a 
death  resulting  from  negligence.  The  widow 
and  children  of  the  deceived  employ^  will 
therefore  be  left  remediless.  It  seems  to  me 
that  such  a  construction  of  the  statute  tenda 
to  defeat  the  purpose  of  the  legislature.  In 
the  present  case  the  deceased  brakeman  waa 
not  an  employ^  of  the  Washburn  &  Moen 
Manufacturing  Company,  and  in  my  view  of 
the  law  the  plaintiff  can  have  no  remedy* 
against  that  corporation. 
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E.  C.  NEUFELDER,  Assignee,   etc.,  of  C. 
H.  Knox,  Appt., 

V. 

GERMAN  AMERICAN  INSURANCE 
CO.,  Begpt. 

(6  Wash.  886.) 

I.  A  foirm^gu  earporatloii  mmy  be 
'  charged  aui  gamiehee  in  all  oases  where 
•  an  origtnal  acdon  miflrbt  be  maintained  against  it 
for  the  reoovery  of  the  property  or  credit  in  re> 
ipeet  to  which  the  ffamishment  is  served, 
e.  A  fltead  kept  hy  »  Ibreiirn  iiieimuaee 
ciwuimny  in  one  state  for  the  pa  jment 
ttfloeaee  in  thftt  and  another  state,  is 
•al^Nt  to  gamishnient  at  the  instance  of  credit- 
on  of  an  insured  in  the  latter  state  to  the  amount 
of  the  deht  of  the  company  for  a  Iom  upon  a 
policy  ianied  in  the  latter  state,  although  no  por- 
tion of  such  fund  has  been  specifically  appropri- 
ated to  such  loss,  under  a  statute  providing  that 
any  credit  or  otber  personal  property  in  the  pos- 
aenton  or  under  the  control  of  any  person,  or 
debts  owing  the  defendant,  may  be  attached. 

(May  10, 1803.; 


APPEAL  hj  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  King  County  in 
favor  of  deiendant  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover the  amount  alleged  to  be  due  on  a  policy 
of  fire  insurance.     Affirmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mewrs.  Stradwiek,  Peters  it  Van 
'^C^ckt  for  appellant: 

There  is  a  distinction  between  process  to  sub- 
ject tangible  property  of  the  defendant,  in  tbe 
hands  of  a  garnishee,  to  the  payment  of  a  debt, 
and  process  to  enforce  the  paymeot  of  a  debt 
due  from  tbe  garnishee  to  the  defendant. 

BotrfoTd  V.  SimmoM,  82  Mich.  862. 

The  California  court  in  said  attachment  pro- 
ceedings did  not  acquire  any  jurisdiction  over 
the  person  of  the  defendant,  and  there  being 
no  pro|3erty  of  defendant  in  that  state,  at  tbat 
time,  its  proceedings  were  void  as  against  the 
plaintiff,  and  constitute  no  bar  to  this  action. 

A  policy  of  insurance  is  a  chose  in  action, 
i.  e.:  "a  right  of  proceeding  in  a  court  of 
law  to  procure  the  payment  of  a  sum  of  money.'" 

8  Am.  &  Eng.  Encyclop.  Law,  p.  285. 

It  is  therefore  personal  property. 

Enoz  is,  and  at  all  times  has  been,  a  nonresi- 


Xon.— The  sttiw  of  a  debt  for  the  purpose  of 
nniiliiiieot,  which  is  a  matter  of  much  impor- 
taooe  and  mnch  doubt  in  the  law,  is  here  held  as  in 
Boaar  prior  coses  to  be  at  the  residence  of  tbe 
tebtor.  The  same  is  held  in  the  recent  Wisconsin 
cafe  of  Bngg  v.  Gaynor,  21 L.  R.  A.  ISl,  aod  is  reo- 
ofoindfai  Dooglaas  v.  Pbenlz  In8.Ck>.  (N.  Y.)  20  L. 
R-  A.  11&  But  vigorous  opinions  to  the  contrary 
Ittve  been  expressed  in  otber  Jurisdictions  as 
^Mnra  \if  the  wAe  to  Illinois  Cent.  R.  Go.  v.  Smith 
«L.RA 


(Mies.)  19  L.  R.  A.  677.  The  only  hope  of  uniformity 
in  the  law  on  this  subject  must  rest  on  the  federal 
courts,  aod  probably  could  be  reached  only  by  de- 
ciding that  garnishment  of  a  debt  due  to  a  nonresi- 
dent without  any  service  on  him  is  not  due  process 
of  law.  It  seems  ditBcult  to  Justify  a  proceeding 
which  condemns  or  appropriates  a  debt  without 
notioe  to  the  creditor  or  opportunity  to  protect  his 
property  right  therein. 
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dent  of  California,  and  a  resident  of  Washing- 
ton, and  no  personal  service  of  process  of  the 
California  court  was  ever  made  upon  him,  but 
the  service  of  process  in  the  attachment  cases 
w:is  made  upon  him  by  publication  in  a  news- 
paper, and  by  mailing  a  copy  of  the  summons 
to  said  Knox,  and  said  Knox  never  appeared 
in  said  actions.  Any  personal  judgment  there- 
fore rendered  by  the  California  court  against 
said  Enox  must  be  invalid. 

Pennoyer  v.  Neff,  95U.  8.  714, 24  L.  ed.  565. 

In  proceedings  against  one  as  garnishee,  it  is 
necessary  that  both  the  i)erson  sought  to  be 
charged  and  the  property  in  his  hands,  which 
is  the  subject  of  the  attachment,  be  brought 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court. 

Lattismlle  dk  N.  R.  Go.  y,  Dooley,  78  Ala. 
524;  Buchanan  v.  Hunt,  98  N.  Y.  560;  Jones 
V.  CdmingSf  6  N.  H.  497;  Commercial  Nat. 
Bank  of  Chicago  v.  Chicago,  M.  <fe  St.  P.  R.  Co. 
45  Wis.  172;  Carpenter  v.  Tatro,  86  Wis.  298; 
Morgan  v.  Neville,  74  Pa.  52;  Wright  v.  Chi- 
cago, B.  cfe  q.  R.  Co.  19  Neb.  175,  56  Am.  Rep. 
747. 

Unless  this  is  done,  the  proceedings  are  void. 

Drake,  Attachm.  6th  ed.  §§  87a,  876,  692, 
698,  711  (5). 

There  is  a  distinction  between  movables,  that 
is  visible,  tangible  personal  property,  and  debts 
choses  in  action,  like  the  right  to  leoover  upon 
a  policy  of  insurance. 

Ouaiander  v.  Hotoell,  85  N.  Y.  662. 

A  chose  in  action  cannot  be  said  to  have  any 
situs  in  the  place  where  the  debtor  resides:  as 
a  general  principle  it  is  payable  at  the  residence 
of  the  creditor. 

Ibid. 

On  the  contrary,  so  far  as  it  has  a  situs,  the 
tiighest  authorities  hold  that  the  domicil  of  the 
<»reditor  decides  and  controls  the  situs  of  the 
debt. 

Whart  Confl.  L.  §  868;  KirOand  v.  Hotch- 
kiss,  100  U.  8.  491,  25  L.  ed.  558;  £eyser  v. 
Rice,  47  Md.  211,  28  Am.  Rep.  448. 

The  situs  of  this  debt  must  be  controlled  and 
fixed  by  one  or  more  of  the  following  consid- 
.erations: 

1.  The  lex  loci  contractus. 

2.  The  domicil  of  the  debtor. 

8.  The  place  of  payment  of  the  debt. 

4.  The  domicil  of  the  creditor. 

The  lex  loci  rei  sites  has  no  application  to  this 
.discussion  because  that  doctrine  seems  to  ap- 
ply only  to  visible,  tangible  chattels,  and  not  to 
'Choses  in  action. 

OuiUander  v.  Howell,  supra. 

I.  This  contract  was  made  and  entered  into 
by  the  defendant  outside  of  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  courts  of  the  state  of  California,  and  with- 
in the  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  the  state  of 
Washington. 

II.  Mr.  Wharton  in  his  Conflict  of  Laws, 
•section  861  (2)  says:  "Because  the  debtor's 
domicil  is  the  place  of  payment  it  has  no  neces- 
sary connection  with  the  terms  of  the  debt. 
It  may  be  that  in  jurisdictions  where  debtors 
are  only  suable  in  their  domicil  it  may  be  sup- 
posed to  give  the  applicatory  law.  It  is  not  so 
where  debtors  are  suable  wherever  they  can  be 
found." 

The  domicil  of  this  debtor,  insurance  com- 
pany, so  far  as  this  contract  evidenced  by  this 
policy  of  insurance  is  concerned,  and  for  all 
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the  purposes  of  this  action,  was  and  is  the  state 
of  Washington. 

The  flreneral  rule  that  the  situs  of  a  debt  is 
at  the  domicil  of  the  debtor,  has  an  exception 
in  the  case  of  debts  due  by  a  corporation  char- 
tered in  one  state  and  doing  business  in  another 
under  the  laws  of  the  latter.  When  such  cor- 
poration, by  the  laws  of  the  latter  state  has 
property  there  and  an  agent  to  accept  service 
andfcan  be  compelled  by  judicial  process  to 
pay  its  debts  there,  that  is  its  domicil  as  to 
debts  payable  in  said  state. 

Brantley,  Pers.  Prop.  §  819;  New  England 
Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Woodworth,  111  U.  S.  138, 
28  L.  ed.  879. 

III.  Said  policy  of  insurance  provided  that 
said  policy,  at  the  execution  thereof  by  said 
corporation,  through  Its  president  and  secre- 
tary, would  not  be  valid  unless  countersigned 
by  its  duly  authorized  agent  at  the  city  of 
Seattle.  This  provision  of  the  policy  made  the 
debt  thereby  eyldenced,  in  case  of  loss,  payable 
at  Seattle. 

May.  ins.  2d  ed.  §  66;  Whart.  Confl.  L. 
§  899;  Am.  &  Eng.  Encyclop.  Law,  p.  551. 

rV.  The  weight  of  authority  seems  to  be 
conclusive  that  the  domicil  of  the  creditor  con- 
trols the  situs  of  the  debt. 

Whart.  Confl.  L.  §|  859-864-  iSwitt*  v.  Bu- 
channan,  1  East,  6;  Caskie  v.  Wd>ster,  2  Wall. 
Jr.  181;  Braynard  y.  MarshaU,  8  Pick.  194; 
Mead  v.  Dayton,  28  Conn.  38;  Clark  v.  Con- 
necticut Peat  Co.  85  Conn.  808;  PondY.  Cooke 
45  Conn.  182.  29  Am.  Rep.  668;  Ooodwin  v 
HMrook,  4  Wend.  877;  Ouaiander  v.  How^, 
85  N.  Y.  657;  Speed  v.  May,  17  Pa.  91.  55  Am. 
Dec.  540;  Poe  v.  Duck,  5  Md.  1;  Keyser  v. 
Rice,  47  Md.  203,  28  Am.  Rep.  448;  KlHn  v. 
French,  57  Miss.  662;  Kirtland  v.  Hotchkiss, 
100  U.  8.  491,  25  L.  ed,  558. 

This  debt,  in  the  absence  of  personal  service 
upon  the  assured  C.  H.  Knox  was  not  subject 
to  the  process  of  the  California  courts,  unless 
the  debt  was  payable  within  that  state. 

Missouri  Pac.  R.  Co.  v.  Maltby,  84  Ran.  125; 
Wright  v.  Chicago,  B.  d-  Q.  R.  Co.  19  Neb.  175. 
56  Am.  Rep.  747;  Bebee  v.  Hartford  County 
Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  25  Conn.  51,  65  Am.  Dec.  553; 
T&wle  v.  Wilder,  57  Vt.  622;  Wheat  v.  Platte 
aty  4b  F.  D.  R.  Co.  4  Kan,  870;  8  Am.  &  Eng. 
Encyclop.  Law.  806. 

The  proceeding  in  the  California  court  was 
a  proceeding  in  rem. 

8  Am.  &  Eng.  Encyclop.  Law,  p.  1103  (6): 
Drake,  Attachm.  6th  ed.  §  452. 

Whether  a  person  is  liable  to  garnishment 
in  a  state,  other  than  that  of  his  residence,  is  a 
question  of  jurisdiction. 

8  Am.  &  Eng.  Encyclop.  Law,  1129, 

The  process  of  the  courts  of  a  state  is  limited 
in  its  operation  by  state  lines. 

Ibid.;  Pennoyer  v.  Neff,  95  U.  S.  714,  24  L. 
ed.  565. 

By  reason  of  the  contract  which  the  defend- 
ant chose  to  make  in  this  state,  payable  In  this 
state,  after  having  complied  with  the  statutes 
of  this  state  in  such  case  made  and  provided, 
as  a  condition  precedent  to  obtaining  the  per- 
mission of  this  aoyereignty  to  do  business  with- 
in its  limits  (such  conditions  being  imposed); 
the  defendant,  insurance  company  became 
domiciled  in  this  state  for  the  purposes  of  all 
debts  contracted  here  and  payable  here;  then 
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it  most  have  been  a  nonresident  of  the  state  of 
California  for  all  purposes  connected  with  this 
acdoD,  and  the  ntus  of  the  debt  it  owes  upon 
this  policy  of  insurance,  was  and  is  in  the  state 
of  Washington,  and  not  elsewhere. 

7  Lawson,  Righta,  Rem.  &  Pr.  §  8595. 

Mettn,  Siratton.  Iiewis  A  Oila»m  for 
lespoodent: 

Under  the  California  statutes  the  process  to 
subject  tanirible  property  of  ft  defendant  in 
\ht  bands  of  a  garnishee  does  not  differ  from 
process  to  enforce  payment  of  a  debt  due  from 
a  nraishee  to  a  defendant. 

Deering,  Cal.  Code  dv.  Proc.  §§  542-544. 

Tbe  defendant  was  a  New  York  corpora- 
tion; bat,  so  far  as  concerns  its  Pacific  coast 
bu8iD€9B,  its  home  was  in  San  Francisco.  San 
Fraocisco  was  its  domicil. 

Tbe  coorU  of  a  state  have  jurisdiction,  for 
purposes  of  garnishment,  over  foreign  corpo- 
ratJODS  doing  business  within  theiriunsdiction. 

BftHinffUm  dt  M,  R.  Co.  v.  Thompmm,  81 
Kan.  180.  47  Am.  Rep.  497;  McAUUter  v. 
PlmMgldania  ln$.  Go.  28  Mo.  214;  Bmnsyl- 
mnia  K  Co,  v.  PeapUi,  81  Ohio  St  587;  Hanni- 
bal  A  St.  J.  R.  Co.  V.  Crane,  102  111.  249,  40 
Am.  Rep.  581;  Roche  v.  Rhode  Isiand  Iu$.  Co.  2 
ni  App.  800;  Jones  v.  JV<n«  York  ds  E.  R,  Co. 
1  Grant,  Gas.  457;  Fithian  v.  Jfew  Fork  A  E. 

B.  Go.  31  Pa.  114:  Barr  v.  King,  9%  Pa.  485; 
Bnuier  v.  yew  England  F.  Ine,  Co.  21  Wis. 
^12. 

Tbe  CaUfomia  court  having  lurisdiction  of 
tbe  respondent,  it  had  jurisdiction  of  the  ret, 
tbe  debt  due  from  the  respondent  to  Enox. 

Bake  v.  WiUiame,  6  Pick.  284.  17  Am.  Dec. 
372;  SturUwnt  v.  Robinmn,  18  Pick.  175;  Leib- 
er  V.  Union  Pine.  R,  Co.  49  Iowa,  688;  Morgan 
▼.  NetfiUe,  74  Pa.  52;  Jones  v.  New  York  d  E. 
R.  Go.  tupra;  Molyneux  v.  Seymour,  80  Ghi. 
440,  76  Am.  Dec.  662;  Hannibal  db  St.  J.  R. 
Co.  V.  Crane,  102  TIL  249,  40  Am.  Rep.  581; 
Ocean  In$.  Go.  v.  Portsmouth  M.  R.  Co.  8  Met. 
421;  Berrg  v.  Davis,  77  Tex.  191;  Cousens  v. 
LoDQoy,  81  Me.  467;  Nichols  v.  Hooper,^!  Vt. 
295;  ferre  BauU  <t  L  R.  Co.  v.  Baker,  122 
bd.  488;  Drake,  Attachm.  6th  ed.  <^  597. 

Many  of  the  courts  refuse  to  discharge  the 
(nmlahment.  even  where  the  debt  is  payable 
m  another  state,  and  is  exempt  from  execution 
by  tbe  laws  of  the  state  where  payable. 

Leiber  v.  Union  Pae.  R.  Co.  and  Morgan  v. 
ymOe,  supra;  Broadstreet  v.  Clark,  65  Iowa, 
670. 

Debts  due  from  the  garnishee  to  the  princi- 
pal defendimt  stand  on  exactly  the  same  basis 
as  tan^ble  property  in  a  garnishee's  hands, 
belongmg  to  the  pnncipal  oefendant. 

Mfdgnevx  v.  Seifmour  and  Covsens  v.  Love- 
joff,  supra;  Mumper  v.  Wilson,  72  Iowa,  168. 

Anders,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
roiirt: 

This  action  was  brought  by  the  appellant 
to  raoover  from  the  respondent  the  sum  of 
|t,000.  alleged  to  be  due  upon  a  policy  of 
fire  insurance  issued  by  the  respondent  to  one 

C.  H.  Knox,  the  assignor  of  the  appellant. 
Tbe  respondent  is  a  corporation  incorporated 
ud  existing  under  the  laws  of  the  state  of 
New  York,  and  at  the  time  of  issuing  the 
policy  under  consideration  was  lawfully  au- 
thorized to  transact  business  in  this  state.  It 
22L.RA. 


also  carried  on  business  in  Oregon,  Califor- 
nia, and  other  states  and  territories  on  the 
Pacific  coast,  and  had  a  general  agent  for  the 
management  of  its  business  in  all  of  said 
states  and  territories,  including  Washington, 
whose  office  was  at  San  Francisco,  in  the 
state  of  California.  Its  funds  for  the  pay- 
ment of  losses  were  kept  by  this  general 
agent  or  manager  at  San  Francisco,  and  dis- 
bursed by  him  as  occasion  required ;  the  local 
agents  in  the  several  states  having  no  author- 
ity to  pay  or  settle  for  losses,  except  by  his 
special  instructions.  On  September  11,  1890, 
the  respondent  issued  a  policy  of  insurance, 
whereby  it  insured  C.  H.  Knox  asrainst  lessor 
damage  bv  fire,  to  the  amount  of  $1,000,  on 
a  stock  of  merchandise  belonging  to  him,  or 
in  which  he  was  interested,  in  battle,  from 
the  11th  day  of  September,  1890,  to  the  11th 
day  of  September,  1891,  which  policy  was 
duly  executed  by  the  respondent  through  its 
president  and  secretary  in  the  state  of  New 
York,  and  countersigned  by  its  duly  author- 
ized agent  in  the  city  of  Seattle,  and  by  said 
agent  there  delivered  to  said  Knox.  On  the 
19th  day  of  September,  1890,  the  property  so 
insured  was  destroyed  by  fire,  and  the  loss 
was  duly  adjusted  at  the  sum  of  $1,000.  On 
the  25th  day  of  October,  1890,  the  assured 
made  a  general  assignment  for  the  benefit  of 
his  creditors,  in  accordance  with  the  insolv- 
ency laws  of  this  state,  to  the  appellant,  who 
accepted  the  trust,  and  duly  qualified  as  as- 
signee. After  the  loss  occurr^,  and  prior  to 
the  assignment  of  Knox  to  the  appellant, 
certain  creditors  of  Knox,  residing  in  San 
Francisco,  commenced  actions  in  the  superior 
court  of  the  city  and  county  of  San  Francisco 
to  recover  the  amounts  due  them,  and  caused 
the  debt  due  from  the  respondent  to  Knox 
upon  the  insurance  policy  to  be  attached,  in 
accordance  with  the  laws  of  California,  by 
delivering  a  copy  of  the  writs  of  attachment 
to  one  Grant,  the  general  agent  of  the  com- 
pany, together  with  a  notice  that  the  debt 
owing  by  respondent  to  the  said  Knox  was 
attached  in  pursuance  of  said  writs.  The 
respondent  aomits  its  liability  on  the  policy 
upon  which  this  action  was  brought,  and 
does  not  seek  to  evade  the  payment  of  the 
sum  due,  but  contends  that  the  levy  of  the 
garnishment  process  in  California  prior  to 
the  time  of  the  assignment  to  the  appellant 
is  a  bar  to  this  action.  Knox  is  a  resident 
of  this  state,  and  no  personal  service  was 
made  upon  him,  nor  did  he  enter  an  appear- 
ance in  either  of  the  actions  in  the  state  of 
California  in  which  the  attachments  were 
levied.  The  service  of  summons  was  made 
by  publication,  in  the  manner,  and  for  the 
length  of  time,  provided  by  the  laws  of  Cal- 
ifornia. Upon  the  facts  found,  concerning 
which  there  is  no  controversy,  the  court  be- 
low entered  judgment  in  favor  of  the  re- 
spondent, and  the  question  for  our  determina- 
tion on  this  appeal  is  whether  or  not  the 
court  committea  error  in  so  doing. 

It  is  contended  by  the  appellant  that  the 
California  court  never  obtained  jurisdiction 
of  the  debt  owing  by  the  respondent  to  Knox, 
because  the  situs  of  the  debt  was  either  at  the 
domicil  of  the  creditor  or  at  the  domicil  of 
the  debtor,  and  in  either  event  was  not  within 
19 
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the  Jurisdiction  of  the  court ;  and  the  argu- 
ment is  that  the  claim  of  Knox  against  the 
insurance  company  is  personal  property,  and 
as  such  follows  the  person  of  the  owner,  but 
that,  if  its  nttu  was  at  the  domicil  of  the 
debtor,  still  it  was  in  this  state,  and  not  in 
California,  for  the  reason  that  the  policy  of 
insurance  was  executed  here,  by  a  company 
doing  business  here,  and  whose  domicil  was 
therefore  here,  for  all  purposes  connected 
therewith,  and  especially  for  the  purpose  of 
suit  upon  the  contract.  It  is  conceided  by  the 
respondent  that  by  establishing  agencies  and 
dofng  business  here,  and  appointing  an  affent 
upon  whom  service  of  process  uiould  be 
made,  as  required  by  our  statute,  it  became 
amenable  to  all  the  laws  of  this  state  con- 
cerning foreign  corporations,  including  the 
liabilitjr  to  be  sued  lor  the  enforcement  of  its 
obligations :  and  it  is  not  contended  by  the 
respondent  that  the  proceedings  in  the  Cali- 
fornia court  are  entitled  to  an^  faith  or  credit 
here,  if  that  court  had  not  jurisdiction  of  the 
respondent,  and  of  the  debt  attempted  to  be 
garnished  there.  It  is  well  settlea  that  if  a 
court  has  neither  Jurisdiction  of  the  person  of 
the  defendant,  nor  of  his  property,  it  has 
nothing  before  it  upon  which  it  can  adjudi- 
cate, and  that  any  judgment  it  may  render 
under  such  circumstances  is  of  no  validity 
whatever.  Pennayer  v.  Ifeff,  95  U.  S.  714, 
24  L.  ed.  565.  But  it  is  not  necessary,  in 
order  that  a  valid  judgment  may  be  rendered, 
that  both  the  person  and  the  property  of  the 
defendant  be  within  the  territorial  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  court.  If  property  is  attached, 
and  the  defendant  is  not  personally  served, 
and  does  not  appear,  and  publication  of  the 
summons  is  duly  and  regularly  made,  the 
court  has  jurisdiction  to  render  a  judgment 
personal  in  form,  but  which  affects  only  what 
IS  attached.  But  such  j udgment  will  not  au - 
thorize  an  execution  against  any  other  prop- 
erty, nor  can  it  be  made  the  basis  of  an  action 
against  the  defendant.  Drake,  Attachm.  7th 
ed.  8  5 ;  Cooper  v.  Beifftolds,  77  U.  S.  10 
Wall.  808,  19  L.  ed.  981. 

The  first  inquiry,  therefore,  is.  Was  the 
property  of  Knox  attached  by  the  service  of 
the  writ  and  notice  upon  the  respondent  at 
San  Francisco ?  And,  there  being  no  question 
as  to  the  regularity  of  the  garnishment  pro- 
ceedinfiTS,  tne  answer  must  depend  upon 
whether  or  not  the  respondent,  and  the  debt 
owing  by  it  to  the  attachment  defendant,  were 
within  the  Jurisdiction  of  the  court.  There 
is  no  question  but  what  the  money  to  pay  the 
debt  was  in  the  possession  of  the  respondent 
at  San  Francisco,  although  the  particular 
sum  required  had  not  been  set  apart  for  that 
purpose  prior  to  the  service  of  the  garnish- 
ment process.  The  laws  of  California  pro- 
vide that  any  credit  or  other  personal  prop- 
erty in  the  possession  or  under  the  control  of 
any  person,  or  debts  owing  to  the  defend- 
ant, may  be  attached  in  the  manner  therein 
prescribed.  See  Deering,  Code  Civ.  Proc. 
%%  542-544.  And  under  such  a  statute  there 
is  no  doubt  that  a  resident  may  be  charged  as 
garnishee  in  respect  of  a  det)t  he  owes  to  a 
nonresident.  But  a  nonresident  is  not  subject 
to  garnishment,  unless,  when  garnished,  he 
have,  in  the  state  where  the  action  is  pend- 
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ing  and  the  attachment  Is  obtained,  property 
of  the  defendant  under  his  control,  or  he  be 
bound  to  pay  the  defendant  money,  or  to  de- 
liver to  him  goods,  at  some  particular  place 
in  that  state.    Hawes,  Jurisdiction  of  Courts, 
§  258 ;  Drake,  Attachm.  7th  ed.  §  474,  and 
cases  cited.     But  it  is  claimed  b^  the  learned 
counsel  for  the  appellant  that  this  rule  is  not 
applicable  in  this  case,  for  the  reason,  as  al- 
ready stated,  that  the  respondent  cannot  be 
deemed  to  have  a  domicil  other  than  in  this 
stat«,  in  respect  of  business  transacted  here, 
and  for  the  further  reason  that  the  debt  sought 
to  be  attached  is,  and  always  has  been,  at 
the  domicil  of  the  creditor  in  this  state.    As 
to  the  validity  of  the  policy  of  insurance,  if 
that  weie  in  Issue,  we  should  say  that  the 
contract  should  be  interpreted  by  the  laws  of 
this  state.    1  May,  Ins.  §  66 ;  Whart.  Confl. 
L.   g  ^99 ;  3  Am.  &  £ng.   Encyclop.  Law, 
551.     But  we  are  not  prepared  to  say  that  it 
can  only  be  enforced  in  our  own  courts.    On 
the  contrary,  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  the 
assured  himself  might  have  brought  an  ac- 
tion on  his  policy  in  California,  or  in  any 
other  state   where  the    insurance   compan^ 
could  be  legally  served  with  process.     It  i& 
no  part  or  ingredient  of  the  contract  of  in- 
surance that  it  shall  be  enforced  only  in  con- 
formity to  the  law  of  Uie  place  where  it  is 
executed.     QrUtoold  v.  Union  Mut,  Ins,  Co., 
8  Blatchf.   231.     And  as.  in  this  instance, 
Knox  could  have  collected  his  claim  against 
the  respondent  in  the  courts  of  California,  it 
follows  that  his  creditors  there  had  the  same 
right  to  collect  it  by  process  of  garnishment, 
and  to  apply  the  proceeds  in  satisfaction  of 
their  demands  against  him.    In  fact,  garnish  • 
ment,  while  in  the  nature  of  a  proceeding  in 
rem,  is,  in  effect,  an  action  by  the  defend- 
ant, in  the  platntiff*8  name,  against  the  gar- 
nishee, the  purpose  and  the  result  of  which  are- 
to  subrogate  the  plaintiff  to  the  rights  of  the 
defendant    against   the   garnishee.    Drake, 
Attachm.  7th  ed.  g  452.     As  to  the  liability 
of  foreign  corporations  to  garnishment,  we 
think  the  law  is  correctly  summarized  in  & 
Am.  &  Eng.  EnCyclop.  Law,  p.  1131,  as  fol- 
lows:   **  Except,   therefore,    in  those  states- 
where  it  is  held  that  corporations  are  in  no 
event  subject  to  garnishment,  a  foreign  cor- 
poration may  be  charged  as  garnidiee  in  all 
cases  where  an  original  action  might  be  main- 
tained against  it  for  the  recovery  of  the  prop- 
erty or  credit  in  respect  to  which  the  ganiish- 
ment    is   served.  **     Although   the  Htus  of 
intangible  personal  property  may  be  at  the 
dondicil  of  the  creditor  for  the  purpose  of 
taxation  or  distribution,  yet  for  the  purpose 
of  collection  a  debt  is  ambulatory,  and  ac- 
companies the  person  of  the  debtor.     We 
think  this  debt  was  properly  attached  in  Cal- 
ifornia ;  and,  that  being  so,  the  attachment 
proceedings  there  constitute  a  defense  to  this 
action.     Bmbree  v.    Hanna^   5  Johns.    101 ; 
'Wheeler  v.  Raymondi  8  Cow.  315,  note  a;  An- 
drews V.  Berriot,  4  Cow.  521 ;  Dittenhoefer  v. 
Coiur  d*  Alene  Clothing  Co.  4  Wash.  519. 

In  the  case  last  above  cited,  this  court  held 
that  where  a  foreign  corporation  does  busi- 
ness in  this  state,  under  the  laws  prescribed 
by  our  legislature,  and  has  an  attorney  ap- 
pointed, upon  whom  service  in  any  proce^- 
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Ings  in  the  courts  in  this  state  may  be  made, 
it  thereby  becomes  subject  to  garnishment 
here,  we  have  no  doubt  of  the  correctness 
of  that  decision,  and  are  therefore  bound  to 
reoo^ize  the  doctrine  therein  enunciated, 
when  affirmed  by  courts  in  other  states, 
which;  like  California,  have  statutes  sub- 
stantiaUj  like  our  own. 

The  further  point  is  made  by  the  appellant 
that  the  plaintiffs  in  the  attachment  suits,  bv 
filing  their  claims  with  the  assiflmee  (appel- 
lant), thereby  abandoned  any  rigBts  they  may 
haye  had  under  the  attachments.  If  the  ob- 
jection is  at  all  ayailable,  it  is  certainly  not 
applicable  to  the  action  of  Isadoro  Leyiere, 


in  which  the  amount  sued  for  was  $2,489.21, 
and  was  made  up  of  yarious  assigned  claims, 
only  one  of  which  was  filed  with  the  assignee 
in  this  state,  and  that  only  for  the  sum  of 
$279.92.  The  remaining  attaching  creditors' 
cannot  be  affected  by  the  action  of  those  who 
filed  their  claims,  and,  as  the  amount  claimed 
is  largely  in  excess  of  the  debt  attached,  the 
result  would  be  the  same  to  the  appellant, 
eyen  if  we  should  adopt  the  rule  of  law  con- 
tended for  by  him. 

Thejtidgment  qf  the  court  below  i$  afflrmed. 

Dimbar«  Ch.  J,,  and  Seott  and  Stiles* 
«/t/.,  concur.  ' 
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TRINITY  COLLEGE,  Appt., 

TRAVELERS'  INSURANCE  CO.,  of  Hart- 
fort,  Conn. 

( N.C. ) 


1.  A  Uib  tnsimbiice  poUcjr  eonstttntefl  » 
wmg&pbikg  eontraetf  in  the  akMence  of  any 
tlee  of  blood  or  marriage,  between  the  bene- 
fldtiy  and  the  pereoo  whose  life  ia  Insured,  or  of 
some  oontractual  relation  between  them  by  rea- 
toa  of  which  damage  may  result  to  the  bene- 
flcfary  from  the  death  of  the  other  party. 

2*  Aottllege  mpportedby  aehnvdh  has 
■o  laranible  InterMt  in  ihm  lite  of  m 
Wiombca'  of  that  ehurdi  which  wfll  sustain 
a  poliey  of  Insurance  on  hto  life  in  fayor  of  the 
oollsge,  although  the  college  paid  the  prenUums, 
vhfle  tiie  application  was  made  by  the  person 
whose  Iffe  was  Injared. 

(October  81,  iBM,) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  Durham  County 
io  fayor  of  defendant  in  an  action  brought  to 
ncover  the  surrender  yalue  of  a  policy  of  in- 
nraoce  on  the  life  of  Edward  Samuel  Sheppe, 
in  which  plaintiff  was  the  beneficiary.  Af- 
fmed. 

The  complaint  set  out  that  in  1898,  Edward 
Ssmnel  Shei^  of  Durham^  N.  C,  applied  to 
the  defendant  for  a  policy  of  life  insurance 
ior  $1,260  upon  his  own  life  for  the  benefit  of 
Trlfiity  College,  a  corporation  sustained  and 
coDtrolled  by  the  Methodist  Episcopal  Church 
South,  of  whidi  church  the  applicant  was  a 
member.  Plaintiff  paid  the  premium  and  the 
policy  was  issued  to  it.  The  policy  proyided 
for  cash  surrender  yalues  according  to  the 
onmber  of  premiums  which  had  b^n  paid. 
Plaiotiff  notified  the  company  of  its  intention 
to  take  such  yalue  and  surrender  its  policy, 
(Scoiandfaig  the  amount  thus  due.  Sheppe 
was  at  Uie  time  of  the  issuance  of  the  policy, 
and  continued  to  be  until  the  suit  was  broaght. 


Xora.— The  aboye  case  is  apparently  noyel  al- 
^iioagb  within  the  range  of  well-reoognlzed  prin- 
ciples 90r  inauranoe  on  life  for  benefit  of  be- 
trothed wife,  see  rwite  to  Aleacander  y.  Parker  (HI.) 
1»L.B.A,M7. 
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a  member  of  the  church  in  good  standing. 
Plaintiff  is  supported  and  maintained  by  ym- 
untary  contributions  from  members  of  the 
church  and  yearly  assessments  leyied  by  church 
conferences  upon  the  yarious  churches  com- 
posing them.  A  demurrer  to  the  complaint 
was  sustained  and  plaintiff  appealed. 

Further  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs,  Fuller  A  Fuller*  for  appellant: 

In  IjQomis  y.  Eagle  Ufe  A  Health  Ins.  Oo,, 
6  Gray,  896  (cited  with  approyal  in  Qmnectieut 
Mut  L.  Ins.  Co.  y.  Seka^er,  94  U.  S.  461.  24 
L.  ed.  258),  it  is  said:  "All  therefore  which  it 
seems  necessary  to  show,  in  order  to  take  the 
case  out  of  the  objection  of  being  a  wager  pol- 
icy, is  that  the  insured  [the  beneficiary]  has 
some  interest  in  the  life  of  the  eestni  qu%  vie; 
that  his  temporal  affairs,  his  just  hopes  and 
well  grounded  expectations  of  support,  of 
patronage,  and  adyantage  in  life  will  be  im- 
paired; so  that  the  real  purpose  is  not  a  wager, 
but  to  secure  such  adyantages,  supposed  to  de- 
pend on  the  life  of  another;  such,  we  suppose, 
would  be  sufficient  to  preyent  it  from  being 
regarded  as  a  mere  wager." 

Trinity  College  has  some  interest  in  the  life 
of  eyery  member  of  the  Methodist  Episcopal 
Church,  South,  of  North  Carolina. 

The  interest  need  not  be  strictly  a  legal  or 
definite  one.  Any  substantial  pecuniary  inter- 
est is  sufficient. 

11  Am.  &  Eng.  Encyclop.  Law,  p.  818. 

Insurable  interest  implies  a  pecuniary  inter- 
est, eitherpresent  or  expectant. 

Cooke,  Life  Ins.  §  59,  p.  94;  May,  Ins.  §  76, 
p.  189. 

Where  the  relationship  between  the  parties 
is  such  as  to  constitute  a  good  and  yalid  con- 
sideration in  law  for  any  Mi  or  grant,  the 
transaction  is  entirely  fr^  from  such  imputa- 
tion (of  wager  policy). 

jStna  L.  Ins,  Co.  y.  France,  94  U.  S.  561,  24 
L.  ed.  287. 

The  relationship  existing  between  plaintiff 
and  any  member  of  that  church  would  be  suf- 
ficient to  constitute  a  good  and  yalid  considera- 
tion in  law  for  any  jdft  or  grant  from  such 
member  to  said  plaintiff. 

Burbage  y.  Wtndley,  12  L.  R.  A.  409,  108  N. 
C.  857. 

A  life  policy  creates  a  yested  interest  in  the 
beneficiaries  named  In  it. .  The  contract  may 
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be  annulled  by  tbe  company  for  cause,  but 
the  disposal  of  the  fund  while  the  policv  re- 
mains in  force  is  not  under  the  control  of  the 
insured. 

Hooker  v.  Sugg,  8  L.  R.  A.  217,  102  N.  C. 
115;  Central  JSat,  Bank  of  Washington  v. 
Bume,  128  U.  S.  195,  206,  82  L.  ed.  870-875. 

Messrs.  Boone  A  Parker  for  appellee. 

Bar  welly  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

It  is  said  in  Mr.  May's  work  on  Insurance 
(sec.  102a)  that "  to  have  an  insurable  interest 
in  the  life  of  another  one  must  be  a  creditor 
or  surety,  or  be  so  related  by  ties  of  blood  or 
marriage  as  to  have  reasonable  anticipation 
of  advantage  from  his  life,**  and  that  an  !n- 
ssurable  interest  in  the  life  of  another  is  *"  such 
an  interest,  arising  from  the  relation  of  the 
f&rtY  obtaining  the  insurance,  either  as  cred- 
itor of  or  surety  for  the  assured,  or  from  ties 
of  blood  or  marriage  to  him,  as  will  justify 
a  reasonable  expectation  of  advantage  or  ben- 
efit from  the  continuance  of  his  life."  Ac- 
cepting these  deflnitiouB  as  those  which  are 
to  be  Seduced  from  all  the  adjudged  cases, 
and  leaving  out  of  consideration  thoee  cases 
in  which  the  fact  that  there  was  an  insurable 
interest  was  dependent  upon  the  existence  of 
ties  of  blood  or  marriage,  we  find  that  this 
author  asserts  substantially  that,  in  cases 
where  there  exist  no  ties  of  blood  or  mar- 
riage, one  can  have  an  insurable  interest  in 
the  life  of  another  only  when  he  is  the  cred- 
itor of  or  the  surety  for  the  assured.    Under 


certain  conditions  a  partner  has  an  insurable 
interest  in  the  life  of  his  copartner.  Con- 
neetieut  Mvi.  L,  Ins.  Co.  v.  Lu4!hs,  108  U.  8. 
498,  27  L.  ed.  800.  8o,  one  who  is  interested 
pecuniarily  in  the  future  earnings  of  another 
under  a  contract  with  him  haa  an  insurable 
interest  in  his  life.  Bevin  v.  Connecticut 
Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  28  Conn.  244. 

These  instances,  and  others  that  might  be 
mentioned,  seem  to  show  that,  except  in 
cases  where  there  are  ties  of  blood  or  mar- 
riage, the  expectation  of  advantage  from  the 
continuance  of  the  life  Insured,  In  order  to 
be  reasonable,  as  the  law  counts  reasonable- 
ness, must  be  founded  in  the  existence  of  some 
contracts  between  the  person  whose  life  is  in- 
sured and  the  beneficiary,  the  fulfillment  of 
which  the  death  will  prevent ;  it  must  appear 
that  by  the  death  there  mav  come  damage 
which  can  be  estimated  under  some  rule  of 
law.  for  which  loss  or  damage  Uie  insurance 
company  haa  undertaken  to  indemnify  the 
beneficiary  under  its  pol icy.  When  this  con- 
tractual relation  does  not  exist,  and  there  are 
no  ties  of  blood  or  marriage,  an  insurance 
policy  becomes  what  the  law  denominates  a 
** wagering  contract,''  and  under  its  rales, 
made  and  enforced  in  the  interest  of  the  best 
public  pollcv,  all  such  contracts  must  be  de- 
clared illegal  and  void,  no  matter  what  ^ood 
object  the  parties  may  really  have  in  view. 
The  end  will  not,  in  the  eye  of  the  law, 
justify  the  means.     No  error. 

Affirmed. 


MICfflGAN  SUPREME  COURT. 


Calvin  B.  DEWEY,  F%ff.  in  Err., 

DETROIT,    GRAND    HAVEN    &    MIL- 
WAUKEE R   CO.* 

(97  Mioh.  889.) 

The  injury  to  »  brakemao  eauaed  bj* 
the  improper  loadini^  of  *  Hat  car  so 

that  the  end  of  the  load  projected  does  not  ren- 
der the  railroad  company  liable  to  him,  where 
the  car  itself  was  not  defective,  and  the  company 
bad  furnished  a  competent  Inspector  to  see  that 
the  cars  were  properly  loaded. 

(IfeOratn,  J.,  dtesente.) 

(November  10, 1886.) 

EHEARING,  after  a  reversal,  of  a  writ  of 
error  to   the  Circuit  Court   for  Wayne 

*A  decision  was  reached  and  an  opinion  handed 
•down  in  this  case  on  July  28,  1802,  by  which  tbe 
Judgment  of  the  lower  court  was  reversed.  The 
opinion  and  an  abstract  of  the  briefs  will  be  found 
in  16  L.  R.  A.  page  842.    A  rehearinsr  was  subse- 

auently  sranted  which  resulted  In  the  court^s  af- 
rminR  the  decree  below,  as  shown  by  the  opinion 
.ffiven  oerewitb. 
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County  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of  de- 
fendant in  an  action  brought  to  recover  cUud- 
ages  for  personal  injuries  alleged  to  have  re- 
sulted from  defendant's  negligence.    Afirmed. 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Dickinson,  Aiurber  A  Stowea- 
son  for  appellant 

Mr.  Otto  Kirehner»  with  Mr.  E.  VT. 
Moddan^h,  for  appellee. 

tdmgf  </.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

October  21,  1890,  the  defendant  received  at 
Holly,  from  the  Flint  &  Pere  Marquette 
Railroad,  a  car  loaded  with  lumber,  for  the 
purpose  of  transporting  it  to  the  Lake  Shore 
&  Michigan  Southern  Railway  Company,  in 
Wayne  county,  at  which  point  it  was  placed 
upon  the  line  of  the  Wabash  transfer  track. 
The  plaintiff  was  in  the  employ  of  the  de- 
fendant as  a  brakeman,  and  serving  on  the 
train  in  that  capacity.  He  had  worked  for 
the  company  about  one  vear.  The  train 
reached  the  Lake  Shore  &  Michigan  Southern 
junction  about  2  o'clock  in  the  morning,  and 
the  car  was  run  upon  the  Wabash  transfer 
track.    It  became  necessary  to  couple  the  car 


NOTB.— Tbe  above  decision  reveraes  on  rebearinflr 
that  reported  in  16  L.  R.  A.  842,  in  respect  to  the 
relationship  of  fellow  servants  between  a  car  In- 
apector  and  a  brakeman  injured  by  projection  of 
the  load  over  the  end  of  a  car.  For  similar  cases 
in  this  series,  see  Jacksonville,  T.  ft  K.  W.  R.  Go.  v. 
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Galvln  (Fla.)  16  L.  R.  A.  887,  in  which  the  brake- 
man  is  held  to  assume  the  risks  of  such  improper 
loadlnflr,  Eord  v.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  a  B.  Go.  (N.  V.> 
12  L.  R.  A.  464;  Byrnes  v.  New  York,  L.  E.  ft  W.  R. 
Oo.(N.Y.)4L,R,A.lRL 
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to  a  fiat  car  on  the  transfer.  For  the  purpose 
of  doin^  this,  the  flat  car  was  backed  up  by 
the  engine  to  the  loaded  car.  The  plaintiff 
stepp^  in  between  to  make  the  coupling, 
when  his  body  was  caught  between  the  two 
can.  In  his  struggle  to  release  himself  his 
right  hand  and  the  lower  portion  of  his  right 
arm  were  crushed  between  the  bumpers  and 
diawheads  of  the  cars,  and  so  mangled  as  to 
necessitate  amputation.  It  appears  that  the 
lumber  upon  the  car  received  at  Holly  pro- 
jected at  the  bottom  at  one  end  beyond  the 
pJatform  of  the  car  for  four  or  live  inches,  and 
a  distance  upwards  of  a  few  tiers  only.  This 
piojection  of  lumber  decreased  the  distance 
between  the  cars,  and  by  it  the  plaintiff  was 
caught  as  the  cars  came  together.  He  claims 
to  have  had  no  knowledge  that  this  lumber 
projected  until  the  moment  he  was  caught  by 
It.  It  was  a  dark  night,  and  he  claims  he 
could  not  see,  even  though  he  carried  a  lan- 
tern at  the  time.  The  declaration  contained 
five  counts.  Plaintiff's  counsel  claims  that 
his  demand  is  founded  upon  several  distinct 
theories,  all  involving  negligence  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant :  (1)  That  he  was  injured 
by  reason  of  the  defective  construction  of  de- 
fendant's flat  car,  which  allowed  the  two  cars 
to  come  so  close  together  that  he  was  caught 
between  them,  and  in  his  alarm  and  confusion 
had  his  hand  and  arm  caught  between  the 
buffers  and  drawheads.  (2)  That  he  was  in- 
lured  by  reason  of  the  projection  of  the  lumber 
bejond  the  end  of  the  Flint  &  Pere  Marquetto 
car,  which,  catohing  his  body,  and  forcing 
him  against  the  cna  of  the  flat  car,  so  hurt 
and  frightened  him  that  in  his  struggle  to 
escape  5e  unconsciously  placed  his  hand  and 
arm  in  position  to  be  caught  and  crushed  be- 
tween the  buffers  and  drawheads.  (8)  That 
by  reason  of  the  combined  effects  of  the  pro- 
jection of  the  timber  from  the  one  car  and  the 
improper  construction  of  the  other,  he  was 
caught  and  injured.  (4)  That  he  was  in- 
jured bv  reason  of  the  necessity  of  passing 
his  hand  and  arm  di  recti v  between  the  faces 
of  the  opposing  buffers,  because  of  their  be- 
in;  improperly  placed  in  the  same  horizontal 
plane  with  the  drawhead  upon  the  flat  car. 
Vpon  the  trial  in  the  court  below  it  was  ad- 
mitted that  the  car  was  received  from  the 
Flint  &  Pere  Marquette  Railway  Company, 
&nd  that  at  the  time  it  was  so  received  de- 
fendant bad  in  its  employ  a  person  known  as 
■*car  inspector,*'  whose  dutv  it  was  to  inspect 
&11  cars  received  by  defendant  at  Holly,  and 
to  see  that  they  were  properly  loaded,  and  in 
good  condition.  After  the  argumente  had 
been  concluded,  the  court  below  remarked, 
substantially,  that  the  claim  that  the  flat  car 
vas  defective  in  construction  passed  out  of 
the  case,  for  the  reason  that  such  defect,  if 
|t  existed,  was  not  the  proximate  cause  of  the 
injury.  The  court  directed  the  verdict  in 
favor  of  the  defendant,  on  the  ground  that 
the  car  inspector  was  a  fellow  servant  with 
the  biakeman,  and,  inasmuch  as  it  did  not 
appear  that 'the  company  had  not  used  due 
<^  in  his  selection.  It  could  not  be  held 
liable  for  his  negligent  inspection,  even  if 
he  were  negligent.  The  case  came  to  this 
court,  on  error,  and  was  argued  at  the  June 
^ena,  1802,  16  L.  R.  A.  9&,  and  by  a  ma- 
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jority  reversed  and  remanded  for  new  trial. 
Subsequentlv  a  motion  for  rehearing  was 
granted,  and  the  case  has  now  been  fully 
argued  and  further  considered  by  the  court. 
The  writer  of  this  opinion  joined  in  the  opin- 
ion for  reversal,  but  since  the  reargument  of 
the  case,  and  a  more  full  consideration  of 
the  principles  involved  and  consequences  at- 
tendant upon  the  rules  then  laid  down,  has- 
concluded  to  revise  that  opinion,  and  write 
for  affirmance. 

The  rule  that  the  master  must  furnish  the 
servant  with  a  reasonably  safe  place  in  which 
to  perform  his  work  has  been  settled  by  re- 
peated decisions  of  this  court,  and  in  many 
fate  cases.  Van  Dusen  v.  Letellier,  78  Mich. 
493 ;  M&rUm  v.  Detroit,  B.  C.  <fc  A.  R.  Co. 
81  Mich.  428 ;  Boux  v.  Blodgett  db  Davis  Lum^ 
ber  Co.  Sa  Mich.  519,  18  L.  R.  A.  728.  It  is 
also  well  settled  that  thisdut^  cannot  be  del- 
egated to  another,  so  as  to  relieve  the  master 
from  personal  responsibility.  Van  Duten  v. 
LeteUier,  and  Morton  v.  Detroit,  B,  C,  A  A. 
R,  Co. ,  $upra.  But  the  real  point  in  contro- 
versy here  IS  whether  the  duty  of  the  master  is 
to  be  extended,  so  that  he  may  be  made  liable 
for  the  neglect  of  a  car  inspector  in  not  ob- 
serving that  a  car  is  improperly  loaded  when 
it  is  to  be  put  into  the  train  for  transporta- 
tion. There  is  no  complaint  here  about  the 
car  itself.  It  was  proper  in  construction,  and 
a  safe  car  for  use  In  that  service.  Upon  the 
first  argument  of  the  case  in  this  court  the 
real  point  in  controversy  was  not  so  fully 
pointed  out  and  considered  as  upon  the  rear- 
gument, and  the  case  was  regarded  as  very 
similar  in  principle  to  Stniih  v.  Potter,  46 
Mich.  258,  which  Mr.  Justice  McGrath  con- 
sidered as  virtually  overruled  by  the  later 
cases  cited  above.  There  is,  however,  a 
broad  distinction  between  Smith  v.  Potter, 
and  the  present  case.  In  the  former  case  the 
injury  complained  of  was  received  by  reason 
of  a  aefect  m  the  framework  of  the  car  iteelf, 
while  here  the  accident  is  attributable  to  im- 

S roper  loading.  In  the  later  decisions  the 
octrine  of  Smith  v.  Potter,  has  been  doubted, 
and  the  rule  broadly  stated  that  the  master 
must  furnish  to  the  Servant  a  safe  place  to 
work,  and  safe  appliances  to  work  with.  The 
learned  counsel  for  the  defendant  does  not 
contend  here  for  the  doctrine  of  Smith  y.  Pot- 
ter, but  does  claim  that  the  defendant  dis- 
charged ite  full  duty  to  the  plaintiff  when  it 
furnished  safe  cars  and  a  competent  inspect- 
or; that,  having  done  this,  it  could  not  be 
held  liable  for  the  negligence  of  the  inspect- 
or, as  such  inspector  was  a  fellow  servant  of 
the  plaintiff.  The  contention  of  defendant's 
counsel  in  this  respect  is  correct.  If  a  car  is 
out  of  repair,  so  that  it  is  in  a  dangerous 
condition  for  use,  such  fact  might  not  be  ob- 
served by  the  ordinary  brakeman,  and  mani- 
fest only  to  a  person  of  skill  in  that  line. 
There  is  some  reason,  therefore,  for  holding 
the  company  liable  where  these  circumstances 
are  made  to  appear,  though  a  competent  in- 
spector be  furnished,  for  the  master  is  bound 
to  furnish  safe  tools  and  appliances,  as  well 
as  a  safe  place  to  work,  and  cannot  delegate 
the  duty  of  providing  them,  and  thus  escape 
liability.  But  in  regard  to  the  proper  load- 
ing  of   cars   quite    a  different  rule   must 
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necessarily  preyail.  The  master  must  un- 
doubtedly exercise  care  in  the  selection  of 
inspectors  to  see  that  cars  are  not  improperly 
loaded  or  overburdened  so  that  uiey  are 
dangerous  to  employes,  but,  after  this  has 
been  done,  it  cannot  be  claimed  that  the 
master  is  to  be  held  responsible  for  the  faith- 
ful performance  of  the  inspector's  duty.  Any 
other  rule  than  this  would  make  railroad 
companies  insurers  of  the  lives  and  limbs  of 
employ §s.  In  the  present  case,  the  projec- 
tion of  the  lumber  over  the  end  of  the  car 
was  as  apparent  to  the  brakeman,  if  he  had 
taken  the  precaution  to  make  observation,  as 
to  an  inspector.  It  required  no  special  skill 
or  training  to  ascertain  the  fact.  The  duties 
of  a  brakeman  are  known  to  be  dangerous, 
and  when  one  enters  such  service  he  must  be 
held  to  have  assumed  the  risk  of  the  employ- 
ment. He  must  exercise  care  himself  in  go- 
inff  between  moving  cars  to  make  couplings. 
In  an  exhaustive  opinion  by  Jdr,  Justice 
Brewer,  reported  in  149  U.  8.  8ft8,  87L.  ed. 
772  (Baltimore  ds  0.  R.  Go.  v.  Baugh),  the 
doctrine  here  enunciated  is  treated,  and  a 
like  conclusion  reached.  A  case  involving 
the  same  principle  was  before  the  court  of  ap- 
peals of  New  York,  and  decided  in  1889, — 
Fordy,  Lake  Shore  db  M,  8,  R,  6fe. ,  reported  in 

117  N.  Y.  688.  It  appeared  that  cars  known 
as  **  gondola  cars, "  generally  used  for  carry- 
ing coal,  and  which  had  boxes  from  eighteen 
to  twenty- four  inches  high,  were  loaded  with 
lumber.  The  company  hsui  furnished  suitable 
stakes  which  could  have  been  properly  fast- 
ened inside  of  the  boxes.  Wnen  the  ends 
of  the  boxes  were  stationary,  one  end  of  the 
timber  was  laid  down  in  the  bottom  of  the 
car,  and  the  other  end  projected  over  the  end 
of  the  box  in  cases  where  the  timber  was 
longer  thai)  the  box.  The  lumber  was  piled, 
after  it  reached  the  top  of  the  box,  so  that 
one  piece  overlapped  another,  the  pile  thus 
constantly  growing  narrower  across  the  top. 
The  cars  wero  loaded  under  the  direction  of 
a  foreman  of  great  experience,  and,  although 
they  were  not  regular  lumber  cars,  they  were 
much  used  for  carrying  lumber  for  short  dis- 
tances. Plaintiff's  intestate,  a  switchman, 
was  injured  bv  the  lumber  on  one  of  the  cars 
falling  upon  him.  The  cars  had  been  prop- 
erly inspected  before  being  sent  out,  by  proper 
and  competent  inspectors.  It  wad  held  that 
the  sole  cause  of  the  injury  was  the  improper 
loading  of  the  car  through  the  failure  of  the 
employes  to  use  the  stakes  furnished  by  the 
company,  and  that  these  employes  were  the 
fellow  servants  of  the  deceased,  for  whose 
carelessness  the  defendant  was  hot  responsi- 
ble. The  same  doctrine  was  also  laid  down 
in  Byrnes  v.  Neiw  York,  L.  E.  <fc  W.  R.  Co., 

118  N.  Y.  251,  4  L.  R.  A.  151.  There  the 
plaintiff's  intestate  was  in  defendant's  em- 
ployment as  a  brakeman.  A  car  loaded  with 
lumber  at  a  way  station  was  to  be  attached 
to  the  train.  It  was  being  moved  by  an 
engine  from  the  switch  to  tne  main  track. 
Plaintiff's  intestate  got  upon  it  to  stop  it, 
but,  in  consequence  of  the  improper  manner 
in  which  the  car  was  loaded,  the  brake  was 
rendered  useless,  a  collision  occurred,  and  he 
was  thrown  from  the  car  and  killed.  In  an 
action  to  recover  damages  it  appeared  that  the 
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car  and  its  appliances,  before  it  was  loaded, 
were  In  good  condition.  By  the  defendant's 
rules  it  was  made  the  duty  of  the  station 
nuister  to  either  inspect  the  car  himself  or 
have  some  one  do  so  before  it  was  taken  out. 
Had  this  been  done,  the  improper  loading 
would  have  been  discovered.  It  was  held 
that,  defendant  having  provided  a  nafe  car 
and  a  system  and  competent  men  for  its  in- 
spection, it  was  not  liable  for  injuries  result- 
ing to  a  coemplov^  from  neglect  of  their  duty. 
Tills  rule  was  also  laid  down  In  the  follow- 
ing cases  :  Toledo,  W.  d:  W.  R,  Go,  v.  Black, 
88111.  112;  LouisviOediN.  R.  Co.  v.  Gather, 
85  Tenn.  465 ;  Northern  GerU.  R.  Go.  v.  Mus 
son,  101  Pa.  1,  47  Am.  Rep.  690.  The  court 
below  was  correct  in  ruling  that  the  defective 
condition  of  the  flat  car,  if  it  was  defective, 
had  no  bearing  in  the  case.  The  plaintiff's 
injury  was  produced  by  the  defective  load- 
ing, and  not  by  any  defect  in  the  car. 
Judgment  must  be  affirmed. 

Hooker,  Gh.  J.,  and  QrwuaU  J-,  con- 
curred with  Lonfff  J. 

Montgomery*  <7. : 

I  concur  in  the  result  reached  by  Mr. 
Justice  Long.  My  reasons  are  set  forth  in  my 
opinion  on  the  former  hearing. 


MeGrath»«7i,  dissenting: 

This  case  was  originally  heard  at  the  April 
term,  1892,  and  is  reported  in  16  L.  R.  A. 
842.  A  rehearing  was  granted  at  the  instance 
of  defendant.  Tne  trial  court,  in  directing 
a  verdict,  was  governed  by  Smith  v.  Potter, 
46  Mich.  268.  That  case  is  not  only  opposed 
to  the  clear  weight  of  authoritv  elsewbere, 
but  this  court  has  refused  to  follow  it  in  a 
number  of  cases  since  determined.  Van 
Dusen  v.  LeteUier,  78  Mich.  492,  502 ;  Ada^ns 
V.  Iron  Gliffs  Go.  78  Mich.  271,  288 ;  Brown 
V.  Gilchrist,  80  Mich.  56,  68,  65 ;  Mortem  v. 
Detroit,  B.  G.  d  A,  R.  Go.  81  Mich.  428; 
Sadowski  v.  Michigan  Ga/r  Go.  84  Mich.  100, 
105 ;  Tangney  v.  /  B.  Wilson  d;  Go.  97  Mich. 
453,  455 ;  Ashman  v.  Ftint  di  P.  Jf.  R.  Go. 
90  Mich.  567,  571.  The  principle  underly- 
ing the  doctrine  of  these  later  cases  had  been 
announced  by  Mr.  Justice  Cooley  in  Quiney 
Min.  Go.  V.  Kitts,  42  Mich.  84,  89.  In  Brottn 
V.  Gilchrist  the  contention  of  the  defendants 
was  that  the  defendants  provided  plenty  of 
suitable  and  good  materials  of  which  to  con- 
struct the  falling  scaffold,  and  that  they 
placed  the  oversignt  and  charge  of  building 
It  with  a  competent  and  fit  servant.  Mr. 
Justice  Long,  speaking  for  the  court,  in  that 
case  says:  **The  contract  of  emnkraient 
witii  the  plaintiff  was  that  he  should  have  a 
safe  place  to  work,  and  the  law  imposed  upon 
the  defendants  the  duty  to  furnish  such  a 

Slace.  If  the  scaffold  had  been  erected  un- 
er  the  supervision  and  direction  of  one  of 
the  defendants  themselves,  and  the  casualty 
had  occurred,  .  .  .  then  the  plaintiff 
would  have  had  the  right  to  recover  for  such 
injuries,  unless  himself  negligejit.  I  am 
not  prepared  to  say  that  the  master,  under 
such  circumstances,  can  shift  his  respon- 
sibility by  the  selection  of  a  foreman ;  and 
I  do  not  understand  that  this  doctrine  has 
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^TCTbeen  held  by  this  court.'*  The  court 
then  proceeded  to  diacuas  the  cases  of  Quiney 
Min.  Go.  y.  Eitts,  and  Hoar  v.  Memtt,  62 
Mich.  3dtf,  aDd  then  concludes  as  follows: 
''That  is,  because  the  defendants  had  del- 
egated the  authority  to  Mr.  Keed  to  select 
proper  materials,  and  to  direct,  control,  and 


superintend  the  erection,  they  should  escape 
liability.  If  this  were  the  rule,  then  the 
oiorB  they  remained  away  from  their  busi- 
neas,— the  greater  power  and  authority  ^ey 
gave  a  foreman  or  manager  to  select  material, 
employ  men  to  build  a  safe  and  proper 
scaffold,  upon  which  other  seryants,  who  had 
DO  knowledge  of  the  manner  of  its  construe- 
tioQ,  were  to  be  inyited  to  work, — the  less 
the  liability.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  master 
to  famish  the  seryant  a  safe  place  to  work 
upon,  and  he  cannot  shift  this  responsibility 
by  saying :  '  The  foreman  whom  I  employed 
was  selected  with  care,  and  for  his  fitness  for 
the  work  intrusted  to  him.  I  pointed  out 
to  him  all  necessary  and  proper  material ; 
and,  therefore,  though  he  did  not  make  a 
proper  selection  of  material,  and  did  not 
baild  a  safe  structure,  my  hands  are  clean, 
aod  DO  responsibility  rests  with  me.  I  have 
discharged  the  full  measure  of  my  duty  to 
the  men  whom  he  guides  and  controls. '  Es- 
pecially is  this  true  if  it  appears,  as  in  this 
case,  that  he  has  entrusted  the  entire  manage- 
ment and  control  of  that  business  in  the 
hands  of  such  foreman,  with  power  to  em- 
ploy the  men,  and  he  himself  retires  from 
any  direction  and  control  oyer  it.  Mr.  Reed 
apparently  had  this  authority ;  and,  from  the 
manner  of  the  accident  claimed  by  the  plain- 
tiff, it  ii  eyident  that  the  men  selected  by 
Mr.  Boed  to  find  the  timber  to  support  these 
running  boards  were  wholly  unfit  to  build 
such  a  scaffold.  It  was  Mr.  Reed's  duty  to 
examine  this  scaffold,  and  see  that  it  was 
properly  built,  before  sending  the  plaintiff 
there  to  work ;  and,  under  the  authority  del- 
egated to  him  by  the  defendants,  and  the 
control  he  assumed  of  affairs  there,  he  stands 
in  their  place,  and  they  must  assume  the 
risks  of  his  ne/;ligence.  * 

It  cannot  be  said  that  if  Reed  had  been 
selected  by  the  defendants  to  himself  put  up 
the  scaffold,  and  his  duty  had  been  confined 
to  that  particular  act,  defendants  could  haye 
escaped  liability.  In  other  words,  it  matters 
not,  so  far  as  the  discharge  of  defendant's 
duty  as  master  to  the  employ^  is  concerned, 
vhether  Reed's  negligence  consisted  in  want 
-of  care  in  super yising  the  work,  or  in  the 
performance  of  the  manual  labor  connected 
therewith ;  and  the  defendants'  liability  can- 
not be  said  to  rest  solely  upon  the  scope  of 
the  authority  delegated  to  him,  but  rather 
open  the  character  of  the  act  committed  to 
his  superyision.  In  the  Sadawski  Catie,  Mr, 
^•iKwCahill  says:  ** The  rule  adopted  by 
the  federal  courts,  and  in  most  of  the  states, 
ud  which  seems  to  us  most  in  consonance 
with  reason  and  humanity,  is  that  those  em- 
ployed by  the  master  to  proylde  or  to  keep  in 
repair  the  place,  or  to  supply  the  machinery 
^  tools  for  labor,  are  engaged  in  a  different 
employment  from  those  who  are  to  use  the 
place  or  appliances  when  proyided,  and  they 
^le  not,  therefore,  as  to  each  other,  fellow 
«LR.A. 


seryants.  In  such  case,  the  one  whose  duty 
it  is  to  proyide  and  look  after  the  safety  of 
the  place  where  the  work  is  to  be  done  rep- 
resents the  master  in  such  a  sense  that  tne 
latter  is  liable  for  his  negligence."    The 

3uestion  is  yery  fully  discussed  by  Mr, 
uttice  Harlan  in  Hough  y.  Texas  dt  P.  E, 
Go,  100  U.  8.  218,  25  L.  ed.  612 ;  by  Mr. 
JuHiee  Field,  in  JNorthem  Poe.  R.  Co.  y.  Her- 
bert, 116  U.  S.  642,  616,  29  L.  ed.  755,  758; 
and  by  Oresham,  «/..  In  King  y.  Ohio  A  M, 
R.  Go,  14  Fed.  Rep.  277,  280.  See  also  Flike 
y.  BoiUm  d  A.  E.  Go.  53  N.  Y.  549.  562,  18 
Am.  Rep.  545;  Crispin  y.  Babbitt,  81  N.  Y. 
516,  87  Am.  Rep.  521 ;  Bzntoary.  TiUy  Foster 
Iran  Min.  a>.  99  N.  Y.  868;  Beming  y. 
Steinway,  101  N.  Y.  547 ;  Leufis  y.  Seijert, 
116  Pa.  628,  647 ;  Ford  y.  FiUhburg  E,  Co, 
110  Mass.  240,  260,  14  Am.  Rep.  598;  Smith 
y.  Otford  Iran  Co,  42  N.  J.  L.  467,  86  Am. 
Rep.  585 :  Fay  y.  Minneapolis  dt  i^.  L,  E, 
Co.  80  Minn.  281 :  Hannibal  d  St.  J.  E.  Co, 
y.  Fax,  81  Kan.  586;  Mtdtfey  y,  Ehode  Island 
Locomotive  Works,  14  R.  I.  204. 

The  statute  makes  it  the  duty  of  munici- 
palities to  keep  streets  and  sidewalks  in  a 
condition  reasonably  fit  and  safe  for  trayel. 
Municipalities  delegate  the  care  and  su- 
peryision of  their  streets  and  sidewalks  to 
ix>ards,  commissioners,  and  inspectors,  who 
are  presumed  to  be  competent;  yet  munic- 
ipalities cannot  be  heard  to  say  that  their 
duty  ends  with  such  delegation  or  that  the 
negligence  of  such  boards,  commissioners,  or 
inspectors  in  respect  to  that  duty  is  not  its 
negligence. 

The  rule  that  it  is  the  master's  duty  to  pro- 
yide the  seryant  with  a  safe  place  to  work, 
and  when  the  seryice  required  of  an  employ^ 
is  of  a  peculiarly  dangerous  character  it  is 
the  duty  of  the  master  to  nuike  reasonable  pro- 
yision  to  protect  him  from  the  dangers  to 
which  he  is  exposed  while  engaged  in  the  dis- 
charge of  his  auty,  is  not  a  new  rule.  It  has 
been  recognized  by  this  court  in  numerous 
decisions.  Sieoboda  y.  Ward,  40  Mich.  420 ; 
Park/iurst  y.  Johnson,  50  Mich.  70,  45  Am. 
Rep.  28 ;  Huizega  y.  Cutler  d  Savage  Lumber 
Co,  51  Mich.  272 ;  James  y.  Emmet  Min.  Co, 
56  Mich.  885 ;  Smith  y.  Peninsular  Car  Works, 
60  Mich.  601 ;  Adams  y.  Iran  Cliffs  Co.  78 
Mich.  271 ;  Braten  y.  Gilchrist,  80  Mich.  56 ; 
Sadowski  y.  Michigan  Car  Co.  84  Mich.  100 ; 
Palmer  y.  Michigan  Cent.  E.  Go.  87  Mich. 
281,  98  Mich.  868,  17  L.  R.  A.  686 ;  Tangney 
y.  J.  B.  Wilson  d  Co,  87  Mich.  458 ;  Eagan 
y.  Toledo,  A,  A,  db  If.  M.  E,  Go.  91  Mich. 
879 ;  Gregg  y.  Chicago  Jb  W,  M,  E,  Co,  91 
Mich.  624. 

The  legal  obligation  of  the  master  in  re- 
spect of  his  seryants.  as  settled  by  the  ad- 
judicated cases,  is  to  exercise  all  the  care 
which  the  exigencies  of  the  occasion  ret^uire : 
First,  to  proyiBe  safe  and  sifi table  machinery, 
tools,  and  appliances,  and  to  keep  them  in  a 
suitable  conaition  for  use,  and  to  proyide  a 
safe  place  for  conducting  the  work ;  second, 
to  select  competent  seryants,  and  in  sufiScient 
numbers,  for  the  seryice,  and  to  see  that  they 
continue  competent  and  efficient;  third,  to 
proyide  add  publish   proper  rules  for  the 

fuidance  and  protection  of  his  seryants  in  the 
ischarge  of  their  duties ;  fourth,  to  properly 
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instruct  servants  under  age  as  to  their  duties 
and  tlie  hazards  involved,  etc.,  and  not  to 
subject  them  to  the  discharge  of  duties  more 
hazardous  than  those  for  which  they  were 
engaged.  The  language  of  the  first  paragraph 
has  £een  held  to  include  safe  instrumentali- 
ties and  facilities  for  doing  the  work  assigned 
the  servant.  In  the  Rag&n  and  Creffg  Ques, 
cited  above,  we  held  that  reasonably  safe  side 
tracks  upon  which  br^kemen  were  expected 
to  go  to  couple  cars  must  be  provided.  PUink 
V.  New  Fork  Cent,  <fc  H.  E.  R.  Co,  «0  N.  Y. 
607.  In  Flike  v.  Boston  <fc  A.  R,  Co,,  supra, 
two  heavy  freight  trains  were  sent  out  within 
a  few  moments  of  each  other.  The  first  train 
broke  in  two,  and  the  rear  portion  collided 
with  the  second  train,  injuring  an  employ^ 
thereupon.  The  first  train  had  but  two  brake- 
men,  whereas  it  should  have  had  three,  but 
the  third  brakeman  was  late,  and  the  train 
was  dispatched  without  him.  The  court  held 
that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  company  to  have 
supplied  the  train  with  the  necessary  brake- 
man.  But  suppose  that  the  train  tiad  been 
supplied  with'  the  necessary  brakeman,  but- 
the  cars  had  been  so  loaded  as  to  prevent  ac- 
cess to  the  brakes,  could  it  be  said  that  in 
that  case  the  company  would  not  be  liable? 
The  court  in  that  case  says :  ^It  is  claimed, 
by  the  counsel  for  the  appellant,  that  the 
company  are  not  liable,  because  the  agent 
had,  in  fact,  employed  a  third  brakeman  to 
go  upon  this  tram,  who,  bv  reason  of  over- 
sleeping, failed  to  get  aboard  in  time,  and 
hence,  that  the  injury  must  be  attributed  to 
his  negligence,  or,  if  attributable  to  the  neg- 
ligence of  the  general  agent  in  not  supplying 
his  place  with  another  man,  such  negligence 
must  be  regarded  as  committed  while  acting 
in  the  capacitv  of  a  mere  coservant,  within 
the  doctrine  of  irresponsibilitv.  Neither  of 
these  positions  is  tenable.  The  hiring  of  a 
third  orakeman  was  only-  one  of  the  steps 
proper  to  be  taken  to  discharge  the  princi- 
pars  duty,  which  was  to  supply  with  suf- 
cient  help  and  machinery  ana  properly  dis- 
patch the  train  in  question,  and  this  duty 
remained  to  be  performed,  although  the  hired 
brakeman  failed  to  wake  up  in  time,  or  was 
sick,  or  failed  to  appear  for  any  other  rea- 
son. It  was  negligent  for  the  company  to 
start  the  train  without  sufl9cient  help.  The 
acts  of  Rockefeller  cannot  be  divided  up,  and 
a  part  of  them  regarded  as  those  of  the  com- 
pany, and  the  other  part  as  those  of  a  coserv- 
ant merely,  for  the  obvious  reason  that  all 
his  acts  constituted  but  a  single  duty.  His 
acts  are  indivisible,  and  the  attempt  to  create 
a  distinction  in  their  character  would  involve 
a  refinement  in  favor  of  corporate  immunity 
not  warranted  by  reason  or  authority.  As 
well  might  the  company  be  relieved  if  the 
train  was  started  without  an  engineer,  or 
without  brakes,  or  with  a  defective  engine. 
The  same  duty  rested  upon  the  company, 
though  every  man  employed  had  died  or  run 
awav  during  the  night,  and  if  negligent  in 
discharging  it,  either  by  acts  of  commission 
or  omission,  whether  in  employing  improper 
help,  or  not  enough  of  it,  or  in  not  requiring 
their  presence  upon  the  train,  it  is,  upon 
every  just  principle,  responsible  for  the  con- 
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sequences.  Nor  is  the  company  relieved,  al- 
though negligence  may  be  imputed  to  the 
defaulting  brakeman.  The  only  effect  of 
that  circumstance  would  be  to  make  the  neg- 
ligence contributory  with  the  brakeman,  but. 
would  not  affect  the  liability  of  the  com- 
pany." In  Dougherty  v.  Rome,  W,  db  0.  R. 
Co,  (Bup.)  18  N.  T.  Supp.  841,  strips  bad 
been  nailed  to  the  drop  stakes  of  a  flat  car, 
so  as  to  reach  to  the  top  of  a  load  of  lumber, 
and  it  was  held  that  such  strips  were  a  part 
of  the  equipment  of  the  car.  In  BusJiby  v. 
New  York,  L,  E.  dk  W,  R,  Co,,  107  N.  Y. 
874,  the  drop  stakes  furnished  bv  the  shipper 
were  held  to  be  appliances  within  the  rule. 
The  simple  question  in  this  case,  it  seems 
to  me,  is  whether  the  obligation  of  the  mas- 
ter includes  within  its  scope  the  duty  ol  pro- 
viding cars  so  loaded  that  brakemen  ma^  per- 
form their  duties  in  respect  to  them  without 
greatly  increased  hazard, — whether  the  plain- 
tiff in  this  case  can  be  said  to  have  been  fur- 
nished with  proper  facilities  for  his  work. 
The  duty  of  inspecting"  the  car  itself,  and 
that  of  the  inspection  of  its  condition  witii 
its  load  upon  it,  have  a  common  origin. 
Both  sprini;  from  the  duty  of  protection 
which  the  master  owes  to  the  servant.  There 
is  no  ground  for  saying  that  one  of  these 
duties  may  be  delegated  so  as  to  relieve  the 
master  from  all  liability,  and  that  the  other 
may  not ;  nor  is  there  reason  in  sayins:  that 
the  person  who  inspects  the  car  itself,  its 
appliances  and  instrumentalities,  with  ref- 
erence to  tlie  safety  of  those  engaged  in  its 
transportation,  is  not  a  fellow  servant,  while 
he  who  inspects  the  loaded  car  for  a  like 
purpose,  ana  to  see  whether  it  affords  proper 
facilities  for  the  performance  of  the  duties 
which  must  necessarily  be  performed  in  its- 
transportation,  is  a  fellow  servant.  In  the 
present  case  both  duties  were  delegated  to 
the  same  person,  both  are  performed  with 
reference  to  the  same  end,  and  the  person  to 
whom  delegated  must  be  held  in  the  perform- 
ance of  each  to  occupy  the  same  relation  to 
plaintiff  and  defendant.  It  certainly  cannot 
be  said  that  with  reference  to  stationed  ma- 
chinery, belting,  shafting,  and  searing  the 
master  must,  at  his  peril,  provide  the  nec- 
essary guards  and  coverings,  and  arrange  the 
surroundings  so  as  to  render  the  place  reason- 
ably safe,  yet,  as  to  a  train  of  cars  between 
which  a  brakeman  is  required  in  the  ordinary 
discharge  of  his  duties  to  go,  while  one  sec- 
tion is  being  driven  against  a  standing  sec- 
tion or  car,  so  loaded  as  to  render  the  position 
of  the  brakeman  one  of  greatly  increased  haz- 
ard to  life  and  limb,  and,  in  case  of  injury, 
the  master  may  escape  liability.  The  em- 
ployment is  at  best  a  dangerous  one.  It  is  as 
essential  to  the  protection  of  the  brakeman 
that  these  spaces  be  kept  clear  as  that  the 
spaces  be   provided.     This  danger  can   bo 

Guarded  against.  As  is  said  by  Mr,  Justice 
ong  in  Palmer  v.  Michigan  Cent,  R,  Co.,  87 
Mich.  290:  **In  all  cases  where  the  danger 
can  be  readily  guarded  against,  the  employer 
is  in  duty  bound  to  protect  the  employ6  at 
his  peril."  The  judgment  shoula  be  re- 
versed, and  a  new  trial  granted. 
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1.  A  porelUMer  of  Uuid  »t  abmrUPm  sale 

cannot,  wbUe  relying  on  the  title  so  acquired, 
impeaob  the  title  of  the  Judgment  debtor,  to  pre- 
vent his  reoovering  the  land  in  ejectment. 

2.  AstaeriflTs  deed*  to  whtrhiWa  nameris 
aSzed  hy  aAother  pereon  in  his  presence 
and  at  bis  request  and  which  the  sherilT  then  duly 
acknowledged,  is  as  elBcacfous  as  though  signed 
bf  the  sheriff  himself. 

8.  Hiere  is1»  gnAeleiit  deliwerjr  of  » 
deed*  in  the  absence  of  evidence  to  weaken  the 
force  of  the  facta,  if  the  Judge  of  probate,  before 
whom  it  is  acknowledged,  takes  it  for  the  pur- 
pose of  recording  it  in  hisofflce. 

4.  Presuoiptioii '  of  the  dellwerjr  of  a 
deedarites  if  it  is  found  in  the  possession  of  the 
peraonal  representatiye  of  the  grantee. 

6.  A  return  of  » lewy^auiy  iiroperly  be 
indoraed  on  an  execution  by  a  third  person 
at  the  direction  and  in  the  presence  of  the  sherilf. 

A.  Ttaeretom  of  a  lerj  Is  not  niennllel 
to  the  validity  of  a  sherilTs  deed  to  the  purohaser 
ateieoutionsale. 


"SOTtL—SioninQ  by  proxy.  ' 

1.  Slffnature  written  by  another. 

a.  Toadeed.ormortgaoe, 

A  deed  will  not  be  held  invalid  on  account  of  the 
gTantor*s  name  having  been  signed  to  such  instru- 
ment in  his  presence  and  at  his  request  by  another 
pemn,  where  such  grantor  acknowledges  and  de- 
iJTers  such  deed.  Lovejoy  v.  Blchardsouu  68  Me. 
388;  Bird  V.  Decker,  04  Me.  660;  Kerr  v.  Russell,  09 
III  0B8, 18  Am.  >lep.  034:  Nye  v.  Lowry,  82  Ind.  816; 
ProBt  V.  Bering,  a  Me.  168;  Pierce  v.  Hakes,  28  Pa. 
SU  McMurtry  v.  Brown,  6  Nelx  868;  Cushman  v. 
Wooster,  46  N.  H.  410;  Clough  v.  Clough,  78  Me.  487, 
40Am.Bep.  886. 

And  a  deed  was  sustained  where  the  grantor*s 
ilgnature  was  written  by  his  wife  in  his  absence, 
and  he  adopted  such  signature  and  acknowledged 
ihe  instrument.  Bartlett  v.  Drake,  100  Mass.  174, 
1  Am.  Bep.101. 97  Am.  Dec  92. 

So  where  one  of  the  subscribing  witnesses  who 
could  not  write  directed  one  of  the  grantees  to 
subscribe  his  name.    Taton  v.  White,  06  N.  C.  400. 

But  a  deed  was  not  sustained  where  the  grantor 
had  been  a  lunatic  with  lucid  intervals  during  one 
of  which  his  name  was  signed  by  his  request  or  his 
anent,  and  one  of  the  witnesses  did  not  see  the 
execution  of  the  deed,  nor  sign  at  the  request  of 
the  ffrantor.   Hays  v.  Hays,  6  Pa.  868. 

In  Wallace  v.  McCoUough,  1  lUch.  Eq.  426,  the 
court  was  divided  on  the  question  whether  or  not 
a  deed  would  be  invalid  which  was  executed  by 
another  writing  the  grantor*s  name  at  her  request 
in  her  presence. 

So  a  mortgage  was  held  n^t  to  be  invalid  be- 
eaoae  the  name  of  a  grantor  was  written  by  an- 
other in  her  presence  and  at  her  request.  Jansen 
V.  McOahiU,  22  Cal.  568,  88  Am.  Dec.  84;  Gardner  v. 
Gardner,  5  Cosh.  488, 62  Am.  Dec.  740. 

The  same  rule  was  said  to  apply  where  it  was 
claimed  that  a  mortgage  was  executed  under  a 
fomed  power  of  attorney.    Mutual  Ben.  L.  Ins.  Go. 
V.  Btawn,80  N.  J.  Eq.  198. 
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7.  In  cjeetment  for  Uuid  whleh  plaintiff* 
elating  by  ndwerae  poagewion  ewldenoe 
Is  >dmt— thie  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that 
the  pooMSSion  has  not  been  continuous,  that 
within  the  limitation  period  defendant  recovered 
it  in  ejectment  against  plaintUf  and  was  placed 
in  ponooBston. 

8*  Ewldenee  of ndmiflglons  or  statements- 
made  dnrln^  the  limitation  period  by 

a  plaintiff  claiming  land  by  adverse  posseeslon,. 
that  the  land  belonged  to  a  third  person  is  admis- 
sible in  ejectment  as  tending  to  show  that  when 
they  were.made  plaintiff  did  not  daim  ownership. 

(June  13, 1886.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Covington  County 
in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover possession  of  real  estate.    Reversed. 

Plaintiff  claimed  to  have  purchased  the  land 
from  John  B.  Dickson  in  1866,  and  to  have 
occupied  it  under  that  purchase  continuously 
until  1887  or  1888,  when  defendant's  intestate^ 
took  violent  possession  of  it. 

Defendant  claimed  under  a  sheriff's  deed 
executed  May  8,  1875,  which  purported  to- 
con  vey  the  land  in  question,  and  resulted  from 
a  judgment  against  Watson.  Defendant 
claimed  to  have  been  in  possession  of  the  lot 
from  the  time  of  the  sheriff's  deed  to  June  9^ 


But  it  was  said  that  if  a  writing  giving  a  right  of 
way  was  signed  by  another  for  the  grantor,  but  not. 
in  his  presence,  it  would  be  void,  as  the  authority 
to  execute  should  be  in  writing.  Rockford,  R.  I. 
ft  St.  L.  R.  Go.  v.  Shuniok,  65  lU.  223. 

As  to  other  signature  to  deed«  see  Harris  v.  Har- 
ris, in/ro. 

b.  To  notes^  eontrocte,  and  bonds. 

A  note  is  not  invalid  on  account  of  the  obligor's 
name  having  been  written  for  him  at  his  instance 
and  request  by  another  person.  Haven  v.  Hobbs,. 
1  Vt  2^  18  Am.  Dec.  678;  Woodbury  v.  Woodbury, 
47  N.  H.  11, 90  Am.  Dec.  566;  Morse  v.  Green,  18  N. 
H.8S,  38  Am.  Dec.  471;  Handyside  v.  Cameron,  21  111. 
588,  74  Am.  Dec.  119. 

And  a  note  was  beld  binding  where  the  party  au- 
thorized to  sign  the  obligor's  name  directed  a  third 
person  to  sign  for  the  obligor.  Weaver  v.  Oamall,. 
85  Ark.  196,  87  Am.  Rep.  22;  Commercial  Bank  of 
Lake  Brie  v.  Norton,  1  Hill,  601. 

And  in  a  similar  case  the  validity  of  the  note  wa» 
held  to  be  a  question  for  the  Jury.  Lord  v.  Hall,  8 
C.  a  681. 

But  a  defendant  who  could  not  read  or  write,, 
who  was  on  trial  for  perjury  In  denying  the  execu- 
tion of  a  note,  which  was  charged  to  have  been 
written  for  him  at  his  request,  should  have  been 
permitted  to  show  that  the  writing  was  understood 
by  the  parties  to  be  only  a  contract  to  arbitrate. 
Flemlster  v.  State,  48  Ga.  17a   . 

A  signature  to  a  contract  written  by  another  at 
the  request  and  In  the  presence  of  the  obligor  is 
bindlng'on  such  obligor.  Harris  v.  Story,  2  E.  D^ 
Smith,  868;  Mallon  v.  Story,  Id.  831;  Crow  v.  Carter»^ 
6  Ind.  App.  169. 

And  the  same  applies  to  a  letter  of  attorney  di- 
recting a  sale  of  land.  Irvine  v.  Thompson,  4 
Bibb,  295. 

And  the  same  was  held  where  the  obligor  held 
the  top  of  the  pen  while  his  name  was  being  writ- 
ten.   Helshaw  v.  Langley,  11  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  S.  17. 

A  contract  was  sustained  where  a  party  ilnding 
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3890,  with  the  exception  of  a  short  time  when 
Watson  entered  the  land  clandestinely,  because 
of  which  defendant  claimed  that  be  had  re- 
<^overed  the  land  in  ejectment  against  Watson. 

Further  facts  appear  in  the  oinnion. 

Mr.  John  Gamble  for  appellant. 

Mr:  J.  W.  Posey  for  appellee. 

McClellapiiy  J,,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court : 

This  is  a  statutory  action  for  the  recovery 
of  a  certain  lot  of  land  in  the  town  of  Anda- 
lusia. Watson  is  plaintiff,  and  Lewis,  as 
administrator  of  one  Hoi  ley,  deceased,  is  de- 
fendant. Plaintiff  derives  title  from  one 
Dixon  by  deed  appearing  to  have  been 
•executed  in  1866.  Defendant  claims  title 
through  Watson,  under  a  sale  and  conveyance 
by  the  sheriff  to  his  intestate  in  1875,  made 
.in  satisfaction  of  certain  judgments  against 
Watson,  and  also  by  virtue  of  an  adverse 
possession  on  the  part  of  the  intestate  and 
himself  subsequent  to  said  sale  and  convey- 
ance. 

1.  Some  rulings  were  made  on  the  trial  in 
respect  of  Watson's  title  to  the  land  prior  to 
the  sheriff's  sale  and  conveyance  of  it,  as  his 
property,  to  Hoi  ley,  and  upon  testimony  in 
relation  thereto.    'Tlieae  are  of  no  importance 


in  the  case,  and,  whether  erroneous  or  not, 
in  the  abstract,  need  not  be  considered,  since 
the  defendant— claiming,  as  he  does,  under 
that  title,  and  having  recognized  its  validity 
by  purchasing  at  the  sheriff's  sale,  and  now 
further  recognizing  it  by  a  reliance  upon  the 
acquisition  of  it  t£rouffh  that  sale,  and  upon 
adverse  possession  since  that  time  under  the 
color  of  title,  with  which,  at  least,  he  was 
invested  by  the  conveyance  then  made  bythe 
sheriff— is  not  in  a  position  to  impeach  Wat- 
son's original  title.  Ware  v.  Dewberry,  84 
Ala.  568;  HawUm  v.  Farria,  71  Ala.  570; 
Tennessee  d  C  B,  Co.  v.  East  Alabama  B, 
Co,  75  Ala.  516,  525,  51  Am.  Rep.  475. 

2.  The  evidence  as  to  the  execution  of  the 
deed  by  the  sheriff  to  Holley  was  that  of  the 

f»robate  judge  of  the  county,  and  is  as  fol- 
ows:  *'That  J.  A.  Thompson,  the  sheriff, 
could  not  write  his  name  and  that  he  [the 
witness]  frequently  wrote  in  the  sheriff's 
office  for  said  Thompson ;  that  he  indorsed 
the  levies  on  the  execution  here  in  evidence, 
and  wrote  the  deed  of  Thompson,  as  sheriff, 
to  Alfred  Holley,  dated  May  8,  1875 ;  that 
said  deed  and  indorsements  on  said  levies  are 
in  his  handwriting ;  that  said  J.  A.  Thomp- 
son was  present  when  said  deed  was  written ; 
that  It  was  written  in  the  sheriff's  office,  at 


ber  name  sUrned  thereto  by  her  brother,  delivered 
the  same,  saying  she  knew  his  handwriting, 
^peolcels  v.  Sax.  1  B.  D.  Smith,  »8. 

So  an  indorsement  of  consent  by  an  assignee  for 
•oreditOFB  under  Wis.  Bev.  Stat.,  1686,  lequiring  an 
indorsement  In  writing,  is  not  invalid  when  writ- 
ten by  another  in  the  presence  and  under  the 
direction  of  the  assignee.  Scott  v.  Seaver,  62  Wis. , 
176. 

An  assignment  of  a  benefit  certificate  signed  by 
■another  for  a  member  not  in  his  presence  but  made 
under  verbal  instructions  received  through  a  third 
party  was  sustained.  Schmidt  v.  Iowa  K.  of  P. 
Ins.  AsBO.  U  L.  R.  A.  806,  Se  Iowa,  801. 

And  an  apprentice  indenture  was  sustained 
where  the  names  of  father  and  apprentice  were 
written  in  their  presence  at  their  request  and  the 
paper  was  delivered  and  acted  upon.  Rex  v. 
Longnor,  4  Bam.  ft  Ad.  647, 1  Nev.  &  M.  576. 

In  an  action  on  an  order  of  certificates  against 
the  drawer's  estate  where  such  order  had  been 
written  for  him  by  another  the  plaintiff  was  non- 
suited, as  the  right  to  receive  the  certificate  abated 
on  the  death  of  the  drawer.  McKee  v.  Myers,  Add. 
Hep.  81. 

Cutting  off  the  names  of  signers  from  a  dupll- 
>cate  petition  for  county  seat  location  and  attach- 
ing them  to  one  of  the  same  petitions,  which  signa- 
tures are  accepted  by  the  county  board,  is  an 
irregularity  but  will  not  invalidate  the  petition. 
Douglass  V.  Baker  County  Comrs.  88  Ela.  410. 

Under  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  1 17,  requiring  con- 
tracts to  be  signed  by  the  parties  or  their  agents 
thereunto  lawfully  authorized  it  was  held  that  one 
party  to  a  contract  <!ould  not  sign  the  name  of  the 
•other  although  so  directed.  Wright  v.  Dannah.  2 
Campb.808. 

A  marriage  contract  signed  in  the  name  of  one 
•of  the  parties  at  her  request  by  her  brother,  al- 
though not  in  her  immediate  presence,  was  sus- 
tained. Relnhart  v.  Miller,  23  Oa.  408. 68  Am.  Dec. 
•606. 

But  where  an  obligor  by  reason  of  age  and  in- 
firmity could  not  write  but  directed  his  daughter 
to  sign  the  bond  for  him,  and  for  that  purpose  laid 
the  paper  down  on  a  table  in  the  bouse  and  turned 
•away  and  went  out  Into  the  yard,  and  she  then 
L.R.  A, 


signed  his  name,  and  at  the  time  could  bear  her 
father  conversing  in  the  yard  but  could  not  see 
him,  the  bond  was  held  invalid.  Ktme  v.  Brooks, 
81  N.  C.  818. 

This  was  on  the  ground  that  the  principal  vaxut 
be  in  a  situation  to  control  the  action  of  the  agent 
and  seems  to  conflict  with  the  decision  of  Ueinliart 
V.  Miller,  mipro,  in  which  case,  however,  the  court 
said  there  was  no  occasion  for  ratification  but,  as 
she  married  the  party  contracting,  it  might  also  be 
sustained  on  that  ground. 

A  bond  under  seal  to  which  the  name  and  seal 
of  the  obliger  is  attached  by  another  is  not  ln> 
valid,  where  such  obligor  acknowledges  It  to  be 
his  act  and  deed.    Rhode  v.  lioutiialn,  8  Blaokf  .  4ia. 

And  a  surety  on  a  recognizance  is  not  released  by 
the  fact  that  the  name  of  the  principal  was  not 
signed  by  the  latter^s  own  hand.  Com.  v.  Baaen- 
dorf .  26  Atl.  Rep.  770, 168  Pa.  460. 

And  a  surety  was  not  released  by  the  fact  that 
his  name  was  written  by  another  In  his  presence 
and  by  his  direction.  Croy  v.  Busenbark.  7S  Ind.  48; 
Gk>odell  V.  Bates,  14  R.  1. 66. 

The  question  as  to  the  release  of  the  sureties  on 
the  ground  of  the  decision  in  the  cases  infra  aris- 
ing  in  the  Kentucky  statute  does  not  seem  to  be 
discussed;  and  in  the  case  of  Goodell  v.  Bates, 
supra,  the  court  also  held  it  valid  on  the  ground  of 
ratification. 

But  in  Kentucky  the  surety  Is  released  in  sooh  a 
case  under  Gen.  Stat.,  chap.  22, 1 1,  requiring  tbe 
promise  to  pay  the  debt  of  another  to  be  in  writtog 
signed  by  himself  or  his  authorized  agent,  and  otaaiK 
22,  t  20,  providing  that  a  surety  shall  not  be  bound 
by  the  act  of  an  agent  unless  his  authority  Is  In  writ- 
ing signed  by  the  principal.  Simpson  v.  Com.  8B 
Ky.  412;  Dickson  v.  Luman.  14  Ky.  L.  Rep.  984; 
Ragan  v.  Chenault,  78  Ky.  646;  Billlngton  v.  Gom. 
70  Ky.  400. 

c.  To  writs  and  noUeea. 

A  writ  Is  not  invalid  where  the  name  of  the 
magistrate  is  signed  to  the  same  In  his  presence 
and  by  his  direction  by  another.  Hanaon  v. 
Bowe,  26  X.  H.  827;  Cushman  v.  Wooeter,  45  N.  H. 
410. 

And  a  magistrate  may  refuse  to  quash  a  writ  to 
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TbompflOD^s  instance,  and  under  his  direc- 
tion; that,  after  the  deed  was  written, 
Thompson  told  him  to  sign  his  name,  as 
sheriff,  to  the  deed,  which  he  did,  and  then, 
as  judge  of  probate,  took  Thompson's  ac- 
knowledgment to  the  deed,  and  carried  it  into 
.the  probate  office,  and  afterwards  recorded  it ; 
.  .  .  and  that  some  one  came  and  got  the 
•deed  from  the  probate  office  after  it  was  re- 
•corded,  but  don*t  now  remember  who  it  was. " 
It  is  not  entirely  clear,  on  this  testimony, 
that  Thompson  was  actually  and  immediately 
present  when  his  name  was  subscribed  to  the 
•deed  by  Fletcher,  by  his  direction;  but, 
manifestly,  there  was  room  for  an  inference 
to  be  drawn  to  that  effect  bj[  the  jury.  If  he 
was  so  present,  as  the  jury  might  nave  found, 
the  subscription  to  the  instrument  was  as 
efficacious  as  if  he  had  been  able  to  write  his 
name,  and  with  his  own  hand  had  written  it, 
or,  he  being  unable  to  write  his  name,  as  if 
he  had  made  his  mark,  and  the  words,  **his 
mark,"  had  been  written  against  it,  and  had 
the  signature  thus  made  attested  by  two  wit- 
nesses. This  on  the  principle  that  where  the 
.grantor  is  present,  and  authorizes  another, 
either  expressly  or  impliedly,  to  sign  his 
name  to  the  deed,  it  then  becomes  his  deed, 
and  is  as  binding  upon  him,  to  all  intents 


and  purposes,  as  if  he  had  personally  affixed 
his  signature.  The  reason  for  the  doctrine 
is  thus  stated  by  Shaw,  Ch.  J.:  ''The  name 
being  written  by  another  hand,  in  the  pres- 
ence of  the  grantor,  and  at  her  request,  is  her 
act.  The  disposing  capacity,  the  act  of  mind, 
which  are  the  essential  and  efficient  ingredi- 
ents of  the  deed,  are  hers;  and  she  merely 
uses  the  hand  of  another,  through  incapacity 
or  weakness,  instead  of  her  own,  to  do  the 
physical  act  of  making  a  written  sign.  To 
hold  otherwise  would  to  to  decide  that  a  per- 
son haying  a  full  mind,  and  clear  capacity, 
but,  through  physical  inability  incapable  of 
making  a  mark,  could  neyer  make  a  convey- 
ance or  execute  a  deed.  ^  Oardner  y.  Oard- 
ner,  6  Cush.  488,  62  Am.  Dec.  740 ;  1  Deylin. 
Deeds,  gg  282,  288 ;  Kime  y.  Bn>ok$,  HI  N. 
C.  218 ;  Avrt  y.  Deering,  21  Me.  158 ;  Videau 
y.  OHffln.  21  Cal.  890 ;  Me.  Rey.  Stat.  1857. 
p.  56;  Lov^  y.  RichaTd»on,  68  Me.  886; 
Bird  y.  Decker,  64  Me.  551. 

8.  And  it  would  seem  that  if  the  signing 
by  Fletcher,  under  the  direction,  and  m  the 
immediate  presence,  of  Thompson,  was  not 
in  itself  efficacious,  the  subsequent  acknowl- 
edgment of  the  latter,  as  shown  on  the  deed, 
would  be  a  sufficient  recognition  and  adop- 
tion of  the  signature  as  his  own.    Bartiett  y. 


which  bis  name  has  been  slcned  under  his  direction 
and  in  his  preeenoe  by  another.  Aohom  y.  Mat- 
thews, SB  Me.  178. 

And  where  ao  attorney  attached  a  genuine  sifirna- 
tme  of  a  magistrate  to  a  writ,  which  was  author- 
iaed  by  the  loaglBtrate,  the  writ  was  sustained. 
RicfaardsoD  v.  Bachelder.  19  Me.  8S. 

fiat  a  return  upon  a  warrant  calling  a  town 
meetlDg  cannot  be  written  and  signed  by  another, 
for  the  constable  who  executed  the  same.  Chap- 
man  ▼.  Limerick.  fi6  Me.  800. 

This  last  decision  la  on  the  ground  that  official 
^Ignatares  must  be  signed  by  the  officer  in  person 
«Bd  reconciles  the  preceding  cases  in  Maine  by 
daiming  that  In  Ac^om  ▼.  Matthews,  mipra,  the 
adoptiao  of  a  signature  was  an  ezerdaeof  discre- 
tion from  which  no  appeal  lies;  and  in  Bichardson 
V.  tedielder,  supra,  the  signature  was  a  genuine 
signature  of  the  magistrate  which  had  been  once 
vrlttett  by  him. 

The  ease  of  Chapman  y.  Limerick,  is  not  sup- 
ported \jy  other  authority,  and  is  believed  to  be 
an  ezoepttonal  case.  Tbe  Statute  of  Construction, 
Bsctlon  i  rule  IS,  also  provides,— when  a  signature 
of  a  peison  is  required  he  must  write  It  ur  make  a 
mirk. 

A  writ  signed  in  the  name  of  a  Justice  of  the 
peace  by  his  direction  whexe  such  justice  was  not 
present  is  invalid.    Kidder  v.  Prescott,  24  N.  H.  SB7. 

But  a  signatare  to  a  summons  made  for  the  plain, 
tiff  hi  bli  presence  and  by  hia  direction  by  another 
wassoitalned.   Hotchklas  v.  CutUng,  U  Minn.  687. 

And  so  wttb  a  return  of  niiUa  bona  on  a  iLfa. 
made  for  a  constable.    Ellis  v.  Francis,  9  Ga.  an'. 

And  a  scale  of  ooeta  may  be  signed  for  a  solicitor 
hi  hie  name  by  his  clerk  under  County  Court  Rules 
IM,  App.   France  y.  Dutton,  infra. 

And  the  same  was  held  In  regard  to  a  notice  call- 
higa  meetinsr  of  bankrupt's  creditors  signed  for  the 
debtor's  attorney  by  his  clerk,   ito.  Hirst,  L.  R.  18 

And  a  notioe  of  appeal  signed  In  the  name  of  ap- 
pellant by  his  attorney's  clerk  was  not  invalid. 
Beg.  V.  Justtoeaof  Kent,L.  B.  8Q.  a  806. 

But  a  notioe  of  objection  to  a  voter's  registration 
Bisned  bF  another  for' such  objector  was  invalid 
mider  a  statute  requiring  such  notioe  to  be  signed 
23L.R.A. 


by  the  person  objecting.  Toms  v.  Cuming,  7  Mann. 
&0.8S. 

In  this  case  the  notice  was  properly  signed  but 
the  duplicate  was  not  and  the  duplicate  was  served 
instead  of  the  original. 

And  a  notioe  of  a  call  for  subscription  required 
to.be  signed  by  the  trustees  or  by  the  clerks  em- 
ployed by  them  could  not  be  signed  for  such  dorks 
by  one  employed  by  them,  as  this  would  be  an  at- 
tempt to  substitute  a  deputy  for  a  deputy.  Miles 
v.  Bough,  8  Q.  B.  846. 

d.  To  vHUb. 

A  will  may  be  sliroed  by  another  for  tbe  testator 
at  the  request  of  the  testator  and  in  his  presence 
and  will  not  hem  valid  wneresuch  signature  or  will 
is  acknowledged  by  the  testator.  Green  v.  Craln, 
12  Gratt.  258;  Catlett  v.  Catlett,  66  Mo.  841;  Herbe/t 
V.  Berrier,  81  Ind.  1;  Re  Blcook,  20  L.  T.  N.  8.  767; 
Be  Marshall,  18  L.  T.  N.  S.  M8:  Merchant's  WiU, 
Tucker,  161;  Haynes  v.  Haynea,  88  Ohio  St.  606,  81 
Am.  Rep.  679;  Hall  v.  Hall,  17  Pick.  878;  Cochran's 
Will,  8  Bibb,  401;  Shanks  v.  Christopher,  8  A.  K. 
Marsh.  144. 

And  when  so  signed  the  subsequent  addition  of  a 
mark  is  superfluous.  Roeser  v.  Franklin,  6  Gratt. 
1, 62  Am.  Dec  97;  Sechrest  v.  Bd wards,  4  Met.  (Ky.> 
188. 

And  is  not  invalid  where  the  name  of  the  testator 
was  written  by  an  attesting  witness  of  the  will. 
Re  Bailey,  1  Curt.  Bocl.  Rep.  914$  Robins  v.  Coryell, 
27  Barb.  666;  Jic  Stevens,  17 N.  Y.8.  R.786. 

And  the -same  dcwtrlne  was  announced  in  other 
cases  although  the  question  was  not  directly  in- 
volved. Butler  V.  Benson,  1  Barb.  626:  Lewis  v. 
Lewis,  18  Barb.  17;  Rigg  v.  Wilton,  18  111.  16, 44  Am 
Dec.  419;  Miles'  Will,  4  Dana,  1. 

But  a  will  signed  for  the  testator  by  another  was 
InvaUd  where  the  will  was  presented  to  tbe  attest- 
ing witnesses  at  different  times.  Burwell  v.  Cor- 
bin,  1  Rand.  (Va.)  181, 10  Am.  Deo.  484. 

This,  however,  was  in  effect  overruled  in  Dudleys 
V.  Dudleys,  8  Leigh,  486,  which  sustained  a  similar 
will  and  claimed  that  Burwell  v.  Corbln  was  a  case 
in  a  court  of  chancery  acting  on  a  special  verdict 
and  the  other  was  a  case  of  court  of  probate  acting 
on  the  evidence.    The  Statute  of  1841.  since  then« 
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Drake,  100  Mass.  174,  1  Am.  Rep.  101,  97 
Am.  Dec.  92. 

4.  Certain  it  is  that  this  acknowledprment 
relieyes  the  deed  from  any  infirmity  which 
might  otherwise  have  aJffected  it  on  account 
of  the  signature  not  being  attested  by  wit- 
nesses. 1  Brickell,  Dig.  p.  580,  §  18  et  seq.; 
8  Brickell,  Dig.  p.  298,  §  18. 

5.  As  we  have  seen,  Fletcher,  the  probate 
judge,  took  the  deed,  after  it  was  signed  and 
acknowledged,  for  the  purpose  of  recording 
it  in  his  office.  This,  nothing  appearing  to 
the  contrary,  may  well  be  consiaered  as  a 
delivery  to  him  by  the  grantor  for  that  pur- 


pose; and,  so  considered,  "there  being  na 
evidence  to  weaken  the  force  of  these  facts, " 
this  constituted  sufficient  proof  of  delivery 
to  the  grantee.  EW)erry  y.  Boykin^  65  Aia. 
888;  Alexander  v.  Alexander,  71  Ala.  295; 
Sheffield  Land,  Iron  db  Coal  Co.  v.  NeiU^  87 
Ala.  158. 

6.  And,  moreover,  at  the  time  of  the  trial 
below,  this  deed  was  in  the  possession  of  the- 
personal  representative  of  the  grantee,  who* 
in  that  capacity  had  also  the  possession  of  the 
land  in  controversy,  and  was  defendant  to- 
this  action  for  its  recovery.  The  presumption 
from  this  fact  alone,  unexplained,  is  that  the 


provides  that  the  witnesses  shall  both  attest  at  the 
same  time. 

It  was  said  that  an  acknowledirment  would  not 
validate  a  will  if  sierned  for  the  testator  by  an- 
other, if  such  signature  was  purposely  concealed 
from  the  view  of  the  testator  and  of  the  witnesses. 
Baskln  v.  Baskln,  86  N.  Y.  418. 

But  It  may  be  siffned  for  the  testator  even  if  the 
wroDfir  name  is  written  for  the  testator^s  name,  as 
the  name  of  the  witness.  Re  Clark,  2  Curt.  Bocl. 
Uep.989. 

The  same  was  held  in  Baldwin^  Estate,  16  W.  N. 

C.  aOO,  ffoingr  to  the  extent,  however,  of  putting  the 
decision  on  the  irround  that  the  act  authorizing 
signature  by  another  does  not  prescribe  the  man- 
ner of  signing,  and  the  further  ground  that  the 

-name  of  the  testator  at  the  beginning  was  a  signa- 
ture. 

Where  a  person  subscribes  the  testator^s  name  to 
a  will,  such  person  must  also  write  his  own  name. 
Meehan  v.  Bourke,  2  Bradf.  886;  Guthrie  v.  Price, 
28  Ark.  896. 

And  a  will  is  sufficiently  signed  in  the  presence  of 
the  testatrix  where  at  her  request  her  name  had 
been  previously  written  thereto  by  another  person, 
and  the  latter  in  her  presence  and  by  her  request 
adds  to  her  name  words  showing  that  it  was  written 
by  him  at  her  request.  Ex  parte  Leonard  (S.  C.) 
2K>6t,802. 

A^d  where  a  statute  requires  the  party  writing 
the  testator^s  name  to  write  his  own  name  as  a  wit- 
ness to  such  will  and  state  that  he  signed  the  testa- 
tor's name  at  his  request,  a  signature,  *'A.  B.  by  C. 

D.  in  his  presence  and  at  his  request,"  was  a  sub- 
stantial compliance  with  the  statute.  Abraham  v. 
WUktns,  17  Ark.  282. 

And  "E.  X.  for  R.  D.  at  her  request,"  was  a  valid 
signature.    Vernon  v.  Kirk,  80  Pa.  21& 

A  party  writing  the  testator's  name  must  state 
that  he  subscribed  such  name  at  the  testator's  re- 
,  quest  and  sign  his  own  name.  McGee  v.  Porter.  U 
Mo.  611,  66  Am.  Dec.  129. 

Under  the  provision  of  the  statute  requiring  this 
the  courts  In  Missouri  hold  that  the  name  written 
near  a  mark  is  the  name  written  by  such  'other 
person,  and  that  this  is  the  signature  and  not  the 
mark.  Xorthcutt  v.  Northoutt,  20  Mo.  806;  Simp- 
son v.  Simpson,  27  Mo.  288;  St.  Louis  Hospital  Asso. 
V.  Williams,  10  Mo.  609;  St.  Louis  Hospital  Asso.  v. 
Wegman,  21  Mo.  17. 

The  effect  of  these  decisions  will  be  that  in  Mis- 
souri if  a  will  is  signed  by  mark,  the  name  of  the 
testator  should  not  be  annexed  to  the  same  or  else 
it  will  control  and  be  the  signature,  and  then  such 
signature  must  be  attested  as  if  there  was  no  mark. 

But  other  courts  bold  that  the  name  at  the  mark 
though  written  by  another  does  not  constitute  the 
signature,  unless  so  indicated  by  attesting  words, 
but  the  mark  is  the  signature.  Pool  v.  Buffum.  8 
Or.  488;  Jackson  v.  Jackson,  80  N.  T.  158;  Main  v. 
Ryder,  M  Pa.  217. 

Under  X.  J.  Stat  1861,  providing  that  all  wills 


shall  be  signed  by  the  testator  and  such  signature 
or  the  making  thereof  be  acknowledged  by  him,  a 
signature  by  another  for  the  testatrix  at  her  re- 
quest in  her  presence  and  in  the  presence  of  the 
witnesses  cannot  be  made  sufficient  by  her  ac- 
knowledgment that  it  is  her  name  and  seal  because 
the  witnesses  knpw,  notwithstanding  her  acknowl- 
edgment, that  she  has  not  signed  the  will  as  the 
statute  required.  Re  McElwaine's  Will,  18  N.  J.  £q. 
499. 

And  under  2  N.  Y.  Bev.  Stat,  6  40,  subseo.  2,  pro- 
viding that  the  suoscription  must  be  made  by  the 
testator  in  the  presence  of  the  witnesses  or  ac- 
knowledged to  have  been  so  made  to  each  of  the 
witnesses,  a  will  is  invalid  where  the  testator  does 
not  acknowledge  that  he  signed  or  authorized  Bome 
one  to  sign  for  him,  although  he  puts  his  finger  on 
his  name  to  a  signed  will  and  says  it  is  his  will. 
Chaffee  v.  Baptist  Missionary  Convention,  10  Paige, 
86, 4  L.  ed.  806,  40  Am.  Dec.  226. 

And  under  Minn.  Gen.  Stat.  1878,  chap.  47, 1  5.  al- 
lowing a  will  to  be  signed  by  another  for  the  testa- 
tor by  his  express  direction,  such  direction  must 
precede  the  signing  and  is  not  to  be  implied  from 
looks  or  gestures,  or  assent.  Waite  v.  Frisbie,  46 
Minn.  861. 

And  a  request  for  another  to  sign  for  the  tes- 
tator, which  was  refused,  will  not  validate  an  un- 
signed will.    Strieker  v.  Groves,  6  Whart.  388. 

The  name  of  an  attesting  witness  to  a  will  may 
t)e  written  for  such  witness  by  another.  Lord  v. 
Lord,  68  X.  H.  7. 42  Am.  Bep.  666;  Upchurch  v.  Up> 
church,  16  B.  Mon.  102:  Re  Strong,  80  N.  Y.  B.  R. 
852,  2  Connoly,  674;  Jesse  v.  Parker,  6  Gratt.  57,  6S 
Am.  Dec.  102. 

So  a  will  was  not  invalid  where  the  witnesses  who 
were  not  able  to  write  held  the  top  of  the  pen  while 
their  names  were  written.  Lewis  v.  Lewis,  2  Swab- 
A;T.168. 

But  where  they  could  write  and  held  the  top  of 
the  pen  while  another  wrote  their  names  the  attes- 
tation  was  invalid.    Re  K  Ueher,  6  Notes  of  Oases,  16. 

There  is  some  conflict  on  this  question,  some  of 
the  English  cases  adopting  the  view  that  the  wit- 
ness must  assist  in  some  way— by  touching  the  pen 
or  making  a  mark. 

This  has  been  followed  by  some  American  oaaes^ 
which,  as  expressed  in  Lord  v.  Lord,  «upra,  do  not 
appear  to  have  been  very  thoroughly  considered. 
Horton  v.  Johnson,  infra,  says  that  as  the  statute 
authorizes  some  one  to  sign  for  the  testator,  and 
does  not  provide  for  witnesses,  that  the  mention  of 
one  thing  excludes  the  other.  In  Simmons  v.  Leon- 
ard, infra,  the  witness  did  not  know  whether  the 
testatrix  signed  or  not. 

And  so  it  has  been  decided  that  one  of  the  wit- 
nesses cannot  sign  for  the  other.  Biley  v.  Riley,  86 
Ala.  498;  Horton  v.  Johnson,  18  Oa.  886;  Re  Dugerin, 
80  L.  J.  P.  24:  Re  Cope,  2  Rob.  Bcol.  Rep.  886:  lie 
Mead,  1  Notes  of  Cases,  466;  Simmons  v.  Leonard, 
91  Tenn.  188;  Re  White,  2  Notes  of  Cases,  461,  7  Jur. 
1046. 


180a 


Lbwib  v.  'Watbon. 


dOl 


^execution  of  the  instrument  had  been  duly 
perfected  by  a  delivery  of  it  to  the  grantee. 
Cherry  v.  Hrrring,  83  Ala.  458 ;  Simmom  ▼. 
Simmons,  78  Ala.  885.  And  our  coDclusion, 
therefore,  is  that  it  is  shown  by  the  eyidence 
in  this  record  that  there  was  an  efficacious 
delivery  of  the  deed  by  the  mntor,  the  sher- 
iff, to  the  grantee,  Alfred  Hoi  ley. 

7.  It  is  btated  in  the  bill  of  exceptions, 
immediately  following  the  copy  of  the  deed, 
that  ""the  Jordan  Iot»  No.  1,  in  the  above 
deed,  was  interlined  in  diiTerent  handwrite 
from  the  body  of  the  deed."  This  "Jordan 
lot.  No.  1"  is  the  lot  involved  in  this  suit. 
We  need  only  say,  in  this  connection,  that 
this  statement  is  not  borne  out  by  a  reference 
to  the  original  deed,  which  is  before  us  by 


order  of  the  trial  judge.  The  lot  in  contro- 
versy, leaving  out  of  view  the  interlineation, 
is  therein  described  and  conveyed  as  "  lot  No. 
1,  east  of  the  public  square,"  and  it  clearly 
appears  that  this  lot  No.  1,  on  the  east  side 
of  the  public  square,  is  the  Jordan  lot.  This 
would  have  b^n  a  sufficient  description,  in 
the  particular  under  consideration,  had  noth- 
ing more  been  said ;  but  it  seems  that  the 
grantor  did  not  think  so,  and,  for  the  purpose 
of  curing  what  might  be  supposed  to  be  an 
insufficient  description,  he  interlined — the 
interlineation  and'  the  body  of  the  deed  being 
clearly  in  the  same  handwriting — the  words, 
*'the  lot  known  as  the  'Jordan  lot. '  "  Mani- 
festly, the  interlineation  accorded  **  with  all 
the  purposes  and  objects  of  the  deed."    The 


And  is  invalid  where  the  witness  whose  name  was 
signed  was  not  present.  Re  LeverlDffton,  11  Proix 
DI7.M.66L.  J.  P.S8:  Pryorv.Pryor,»L.J.P.lU. 

And  is  invalid  where  the  name  was  written  for 
the  witnen  and  he  then  slirned  his  own  name,  belnff 
in  fact  attested  by  only  one  witness.  Re  Leroy,  8 
Bradf.2S7. 

See  also  sab-heads,  ^  Guidlnir  the  hand  of  sub- 
3crlber,"  **Prlnted  stflrnature.*'  etc. 

1  ^^QvUdkna  the  hand  of  suhscriber." 

Where  the  testator  signinir  a  will  is  in  full  posses- 
sion of  his  faculties,  his  sicrnature  will  not  be  In- 
TaUd  although  he  was  assisted  or  his  hand  guided 
in  making  the  same.  Vines  v.  Clingf  oet,  21  Ark.  800; 
Watson  T.  Pipes,  82  Miss.  40B;  Fritz  y.  Turner,  46  N. 
J.  Bq.515:  Vandruff  ▼.  Rlnehart, »  Pa.  282;  Den  v. 
Vaocleye,  4  Wash.  G.  C.  288. 

And  the  same  rule  was  applied  to  a  deed  where 
the  grantor  was  assisted  In  signing.  Harris  v. 
Hani8,»CaL«Ba 

8o  a  vill  is  not  Invalid  where  the  testator  affixes, 
in  the  proper  place,  with  his  oim  hand,  oharacters 
which  he  declared  to  be  his  signature  although  he 
was  aided  in  directing  the  movements  of  his  hand 
and  pen  by  another.  Van  Hanswyok  v.  Wiese,  44 
fiaib.4»i 

So  a  will  was  not  luTsUd  where  the  testator  was 
aadsted  in  making  his  mark  to  his  signature.  Cos* 
ens'  Will.  81  Pa.  190;  Wilson  v.  Beddard,  12  81m. 
S;  JteShotweirs  Bstate,  11  Pa.  Go.  Ct.  Rep.  444,  80 
W.  N.  G.  282, 1  Pa.  I>ist.  Bep.  267, 9  Lane.  L.  Bev.  208. 

Where  two  witnesses  to  a  will  swore  that  the  tes- 
tator did  not  publish  it  as  his  will,  but  that  his  hand 
was  guided  by  another,  and  the  testator  made  his 
mark  hut  said  nothing  nor  was  he  capable,  but  It 
WW  proven  that  three  days  after  he  was  sensible 
and  able  to  converse,  the  will  was  sustained  and  the 
eonxt  directed  the  witnesses  to  be  committed  tor 
Pttjmy.  Hudson*s  case.  Skin.  79. 

So  a  witness  to  a  will  may  be  assisted  In  making 
hii  signature.  Campbell  v.  Logan,  2  Bradf.  90; 
BarriM»  v.  BItId,  8  Q.  B.  117;  Re  Frith,  27  L.  J.  P.  6. 

Bnt  probate  was  refused  where  the  hand  of  the 
ttstator  was  guided  In  signing  the  will  and  he  was 
not  able  to  oomprebend  fully  what  was  being  done, 
and  the  signature  was  not  his  free  act.  Tucker  v. 
Sandidge,  85  Ya.  548;  BoU  wagen  v.  fiollwagen,  68  N. 
T.5I8. 

Pr^tUd  aiffnature  or  by  stamp. 

In  regard  to  using  a  printed  signature  for  bank 
Dotes  section  5172  of  Natlooal  Bank  Act  authorises 
the  imie  of  circulating  notes  signed  by  the  written 
or  eograred  signature  of  the  treasurer  and  register 
expressing  also  the  promise  of  the  association  re- 
eel?iDg  the  same  to  pay  on  demand  attested  by  the 
"Isnatures  of  the  president  or  vice-president  and 


There  seems  to  be  a  scarcity  of  decisions  on  the 
<IQS8tk)n  of  usteg  engraved  signatures  on  bank 
hUUi,  and  it  is  believed  that  Pennington  v.  Baefar, 


infra,  as  to  signature  to  coupons,  is  the  only  one  of 
the  kind  on  that  subject.  N.  Y.  Laws  1888,  chap. 
8B0,  i  21,  required  bank  notes  to  be  signed  by  the 
president  or  ylco-presldent  and  cashier. 

11  Geo.  lY.  and  1  Wm.  lY.,  chap.  28,  was  passed  to 
enable  his  majesty,  wno  was  laboring  under  severe 
Indisposition  which  rendered  It  painful  and  mcon- 
▼enlent  for  him  to  sign  with  his  own  hand  instru- 
ments which  required  the  royal  sign  manual,  to 
appoint  certain  persons  to  afflx  it,  by  means  of  a 
stamp.  A  special  provision  was  also  made  for  iMink 
notes. 

Coupons  of  bonds  issued  by  the  fund  commis- 
sioners having  the  signatures  printed  thereon  were  ' 
hel<\  valid  and  binding.    Pennington  v.  Baehr,  48 
Gal.  885. 

A  printed  signature  adopted  or  used  by  the 
signer  is  as  binding  and  valid  as  though  written, 
and  this  applies  to  the  signature  of  a  clerk^to  the 
resolution  of  intention  to  make  a  tax  assessment 
Williams  V.  McDonald,  68  GaL  829. 

Or  to  a  signature  required  to  a  summons.  Ligare 
V.  California  8.  B.  Co.  76  Gal.  610;  Herrick  v.  Morrill, 
87  Minn.  200  (overruling  Ames  v.  Bchurmeier,  0 
Minn.  221):  Mutual  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Boas,  10  Abb.  Pr. 
280,  t%oU  (overruling  Earmers*  Loan  ft  T.  (^  v. 
Dickson,  9  Abb.  Pr.  61);  Meaohen  v.  More,  54  Wis. 
214. 

And  Mutual  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Boss,  supra,  is  sustained 
by  Barnard  v.  Heydrlck,  49  Barb.  62,  82  How.  Pr. 
101,  on  the  ground  that  2  K.f.  Bev.  Stat,  278,  i  70, 
providing  a  penalty  for  any  attorney  permitting 
any  person  not  his  partner  or  clerk  to  use  his  name 
Implies  that  his  name  may  be  used  by  a  clerk. 

And  the  same  is  held  in  regard  to  the  name  of  the 
prosecuting  attorney  signed  to  an  Indictment 
Hamilton  v.  State,  108  Ind.  96, 58  Am.  Bep.  481. 

Or  to  the  name  of  an  attorney  printed  to  a  com- 
plaint   Hancock  v.  Bowman,  49  OaL  418. 

And  applies  to  a  printed  signature  to  a  contract 
of  warranty  on  the  back  of  a  machine  note.  Grieb 
V.  Cote,  60  Mich.  897. 

And  Is  held  to  apply  to  sutler's  checks.  Weston 
V.Myers,  88  111.  424. 

And  a  stamp  may  be  used  Instead  of  a  written 
signature  by  an  objector,  to  a  name  of  a  voter. 
Bennett  v.  Brumfltt  L.  B.  8  C.  P.  28. 

And  may  be  used  to  sign  testator's  name  to  a 
wUL  Re  Bmerson,  L.  B.  9  Ir.  448;  Jenkyns  v.  Oais- 
ford,8  Swab.ft  T. 96, 82 L.  J.  P.  71, 122, 9  Jur.  N.  S. 
811, 680,  8  L.  T.  X.  S.  517, 11  Week.  Bep.  601,  854. 

And  may  be  used  for  signature  of  liquidators  of 
a  bank.  Kx  parte  Birmingham  fikg.  Co.  L.  B.  8  Ch. 
App.  651. 

But  a  lithograph  signature  of  solicitor  is  not  suf- 
ficient under  County  Court  Bules  1889,requlHng  the 
solicitor  to  Indorse  on  the  particulars  his  name,  and 
appendix  requiring  signing  the  same.  Beg.  v. 
Cowper,  L.  B.  24  Q.  a  Dlv.  538;  France  v.  Dutton 
[1891],  2  Q.  a  206.  LT. 
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fair  presumption  is  that  it  was  made  before 
the  acli:nowjedfl:ment  of  execution,  and  the 
burden  of  repelling  the  presumption  rested 
on  the  plaintiff.  Sharpe  v.  Orme,  61  Ala. 
268. 

8.  The  fact  that  Fletcher  indorsed  the  lev- 
ies under  which  the  sale  was  made  on  the 
executions  for  the  sheriff  is  of  no  conse- 
quence. Even  were  it  essential  to  the  valid- 
ity of  defendant's  deed  that  the  return  should 
have  been  made  by  the  sheriff,  the  facts  here 
show  an  adoption  and  ratification  by  the  lat- 
ter of  the  indorsement  made  by  Fletcher  so  as 
to  make  it  his  own ;  and  it  was  his  own  in 
the  first  instance,  if  entered  by  Fletcher  by 
his  direction,  and  in  his  presence.  But  the 
return  of  the  levy  is  not  essential  to  the  va- 
lidity of  the  sheriff's  deed  to  the'  purchaser 
at  execution  sale.  2  Freeman,  Executions, 
^  841 ;  Forrest  v.  Gamp,  16  Ala.  642 ;  Lave  v. 
PotpeUt  5  Ala.  58 ;  Driver  v.  Spenee,  1  Ala. 
540. 

9.  It  follows  from  what  we  have  said  that 
if  the  jury  believe  that  Fletcher  signed  the 
sheriff's  name  to  the  deed  we  have  been  dis- 
cussing at  the  instance  and  in  the  presence 
of  the  latter,  as  is  inferable  from  the  evi- 
dence, Holley  acquired  a  perfect  title  to  the 
land  in  question  on  May  8,  1875,  when  that 
deed  was  executed.    It  is  not  pretended  that 

.there  has  been  any  convevance  of  this  title 
bv  Holley,  or  his  privies  in  estate,  since  that 
•time,  nor  is  it  pretended  that  Watson  has* re- 
ceived a  conveyance  of  this  land  from  any 
source  since  tiiat  time.  The  legal  title  to 
the  lot,  therefore,  was  at  the  time,  and  for 
all  the  purposes  of  the  trial,  in  the  estate  of 
Holley,  and  represented  in  this  action  by  the 


defendant  Lewis,  as  his  administrator,  unlesa 
Watson,  for  some  period  of  ten  years  after 
May  8,  1875,  and  prior  to  the  institntion  of 
this  suit,  had  been  in  the  open,  ad?ene, 
uninterrupted  possession,  under  a  claim  of 
right;  and  that  is  really,  we  take  it,  the 
main  question  at  issue  in  the  case.  On  that 
issue  ft  would,  we  think,  be  competent  for 
the  defendant  to  show  by  the  records  of  the 
circuit  court,  in  a  former  action  of  ejectment 
between  these  parties,  Jiiat  Holley  recovered 
therein  against  Watson,  and  was  put  into 
possession  of  the  land,  under  a  writ  of  assist- 
ance in  Ma^,  1880,  as  going,  not  in  bar  of 
this  action  for  a  former  recovery,  but  to  show 
that,  at  the  time  referred  to,  Holley,  and  not 
Watson,  was  in  possession.  It  would,  in  our 
opinion,  also  be  competent  for  the  defendant 
to  show  any  admissions  or  statements,  made 
under  oath  or  otherwise,  by  the  plaintii!, 
subsequent  to  1875,  to  the  effect  that  the  land 
was  another's,  and  not  his,  as  ^ing  to  show 
that  at  the  time  they  were  made  he  was  not 
in  possession  of  the  lot  under  a  claim  of 
ownership,  and  as  also  tending  to  impeach 
his  evidence  in  that  regard  on  another  trial 
of  this  cause,  should  it  then  be  the  same  or 
like  that  on  the  trial  which  we  are  now  re- 
viewing. 

Many  rulines  of  the  trial  court  on  the  ad- 
mission of  evidence,  and  in  respect  of  charges 
given  and  refused,  are  out  of  harmony  with 
tne  foregoing  opinion.  What  we  have  said 
will  suffice  for  the  circuit  court's  guidance 
on  another  trial,  without  a  specification  here 
of  the  particulars  in  which  error  appears  by 
this  record. 

Beveraed  and  remanded. 
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Ex  parte  B.  E.  LEONARD,  Executor,  etc., 
of  Emeline  Bowen,  Deceased. 

Mary  DIAL  et  al„  AppU, 
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!•  One  who  wigpm  the  name  of  »  teatn- 
trlz  at  her  request  may  be  also  one  of  the  sab. 
soribiofr  witnesMS  to  the  will. 

8«  EzproM  direeiions  by  » testatrix  to 
ti^gm  her  name  to  the  will  are  sufflciently 
flriven  by  her  answerfofir,  ^*YeB,"  to  one  who  In- 
quiree  it  he  shall  8i£ru  the  will  for  her. 

8.  A  wUl  is  sulllelentljr  elff^ed  in  the 
preeenee  of  the  testatrix,  although  her 
name  bad  been  previously  written  thereto  by 
another  person,  where  the  latter,  in  her  preeenoe, 
and  by  her  request,  adds  to  her  name  words 
showing  that  it  was  written  by  him  at  her  request. 

(November  8,  IBM.) 

APPEAL  by  Mary  Dial  et  al.  from  a  iudg- 
ment  of  the  Common  Pleas  Circuit  Court 
for  Laurens  Countv  dismissing  an  appeal  from 
an  order  of  the  Probate  Court  admitting  to 
probate  an  alleged  will  of  Emeline  Bowen,  de- 
ceased. A  firmed. 
The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

NoTB.— On  the  question  as  to  slffnlnsr  an  Instru- 
ment by  proxy  or  by  the  hand  of  another,  see  the 
note  to  the  case  preceding. 
^L.R.A, 


Ifr.  W.  H*  Martin,  for  appellants: 

It  was  clearly  error  to  instruct  the  jury  that 
the  party  requested  to  sign  the  will  of  another 
could  adopt  the  signature  of  testatrix  pre- 
viously written  by  him  by  signing  his  name  ss 
agent.  Such  a  proposition  is  in  conflict  with 
tul  the  rules  and  precedents  of  the  common 
law  and  in  conflict  and  violative  of  the  spirit 
and  intent  of  the  statute. 

Our  court  has  held  in  ^ate  v.  Whiteudet,  9 
L.  R  A.  777,  80  8.  C.  58«,  that  the  general 
assembly  could  not  ratify  a  void  act  done  by  it. 

It  was  error  to  instruct  the  jury  that  S.  S. 
Knight  was  a  competent  witness  to  the  execu- 
tion of  testatrix^s  will. 

Sugden,  Essay  on  Wills,  p.  88,  referred  to 
in  Williams  on  Executors,  p.  72. 

A  party  acting  as  agent  or  under  power  of 
attorney  certainly  cannot  witness  his  own  acts, 
and  the  rule  ought  to  apply  more  rigidly  in 
case  one  acts  under  mere  verbal  instruction. 

The  language  of  the  statute  is  imperative  in 
the  presence  of  the  testatrix,  and  Utie  witnesses, 
too.  The  express  direction  to  sign  for  testatrix 
is  a  substantive  part  of  the  execution  of  the 
will  (Qreenough  v.  Oreenough,  11  Pa.  489,  cited 
in  footnote  to  Wms.  Exrs.  p.  68).  This  being 
the  case  no  one  can  sign  for  testatrix  until  ex- 
pressly directed,  and  u  they  attempt  to  do  so 
before  this  express  direction  is  given  the  act  is 
a  nullity. 
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Mmn.  Haskell  *  Dial  also  for  appel- 

lants. 
Jfr.  H.  J.  Haynsworth,  for  respondent: 
Eipress  means  "directly  stated,  not  implied 
or  left  to  inference." 
7  Am.  &  Enff.  Encydop.  Law,  588. 
An  express  direction  is  one  stated,  not  im- 
plied from  silence  or  the  conduct  of  a  partr. 
it  is  not  necessafy  that  all  tlie  words  should  be 
spoken  by  him  who  gives  the  direction. 

An  express  contract  is  one  expressed  in 
words. 
3  Am.  &  £ng.  Encvclop.  Law,  842. 
This  may  consist  of  proposal  and  acceptance. 
Id.  841. 

Id  Oojln  y.  Cdffln,  28  N.T.  15,  the  court  said: 
"The  statute  requires  that  the  testator,  when 
he  subscrihes  a  will,  or  acknowledges  its  exe- 
catioD  to  the  witnesBes,  shall  declare  the  in- 
strument to  be  his  last  will  and  testament. 
But  this  declaration  need  not  be  in  any  partic- 
ular form.  .  .  .  There  can  be  no  doubt  that 
such  a  declaration  can  be  made  in  answer  to  a 
question,  or  even  by  a  sign." 

See  also  BBckY,  Vary,  27  N.  Y.  84,  84  Am. 
Dec.  220;  Stewnar,  Van  Cleve,  4  Wash.  C.  C. 
232;  Jahnaanyr.  Clarkmn,  8  Rich.  £q.  814. 

The  law  requires  that  all  wills  shall  be  signed 
by  the  testator  or  by  some  other  person  in  his 
piesenoe  and  by  his  express  directions. 
Gen.  Stat.  §  1854. 

"Sign"  (2  Kapalje  &  Lawrence,  Law  Diet., 
p.  lli^):  "In  Uie  primary  sense  of  the  word, 
a  person  signs  a  document  when  he  writes  or 
marks  something  on  it  in  token  of  his  intention 
to  be  bound  1^  its  contents.  .  .  .  Any  mark 
is  sufBdent  if  it  shows  an  intention  to  be 
bound  by  the  document." 

A  sijping,  then,  is  the  writing  or  marking 
something  on  a  document  with  the  intention 
to  be  bound  by  it  Anv  mark  made  with  this 
purpose  win  be  a  sufficient  siruinff. 

AdamMY.  Chaplin,  1  HUl,  £q.  265;  Bap  y. 
BUh  8  Stiobh.  L.  808,  804,  49  Am.  Dec.  647; 
BnmfnY.  Butchen  d  Z>.  Bank,  6  Hill,  448. 

The  name  itself  is  valuable  as  a  signature 
oolj  so  far  as  it  more  certainly  eyidences  the 
intention  to  be  bound. 

1  Jarman,  Wills,  78;  1  Wms.  Exrs.  77; 
Sdiouler,  WUls,  §§  808,  804.  810;  AdarM  ▼. 
Chaplin,  and  Bayv,  IIiU,wpra;  Brown,  Stat. 
Pr.§857. 

Tbe  signature  must  have  been  placed  there 
with  the  design  of  finally  authenticating  the 
fatttrument,  no  further  signature  on  the  mark- 
er's part  beinff  contemplated. 
SchoQier.  Wills,  ^  818;  1  Jarman,  Wills,  80. 
The  testator  or  an  attesting  witness  may  sign 
bis  initials  or  a  mark,  etc  Vet  if  the  intended 
siguatore  is  incomplete,  as  if  after  writing  his 
Cbristian  name  he  finds  himself  unable  to  fin- 
ish, this  wfll  not  be  a  good  signature. 

ScboQler,  Wills,  g  m. 
^  Schooler  on  Wills,  g  818:  "A  name  orig- 
inafly  written  without  auch  final  design  (i.  e., 
thatitshall  stand  as  a  signature)  mav  .  .  .have 
that  final  effect  afterwards,  bv  the  testator's 
subsequent  adoption  of  the  signature  as  his 
final  one," 

1  Jarman,  WiUs,  80;  Cleveland  y.  apilman, 
a5lDd.97. 

Tucktr  Y.  Oxner,  12  Rich.  L.  148,  says: 
"Witneves  are  required  to  attest  the  signing, 
28LB.A. 


and  the  words  of  the  act  plainly  imply  that 
they  shall  attest  the  factum  of  signing.  But  a 
more  liberal  construction  (has  been  adopted, 
and  it  is  now  well  settled  that  the  acknowl- 
edgment of  the  testator  that  it  is  his  hand- 
writing, his  will,  etc.,  is  a  sufficient  attestation 
of  the  act  of  signing. " 

See  also  Little  ▼.  WhiU,  29  8.  C.  178:  1  Jar- 
man, Wills.  204;  Schouler,  Wills,  g  807;  JSer 
Qoode  of  Clark,  2  Curt.  Eccl.  Rep.  829;  Jen- 
kine  ▼.  QaUford,  8  Swab.  &  T.  98. 

The  party  who  signs  for  the  testator  may 
sign  his  own  name  first  and  that  of  the  testator 
after. 

1  Jarman,  Wills,  78,  note  f,  79;  1  Wtais. 
Exrs.  88,  note  p. 

The  one  who  signs  the  will  for  testator  may 
be  a  subscribing  witness.  The  affirmative  is- 
the  universal  holding. 

1  Jarman,  Wills,  204;  Rt  BUntntt  WiXl,  17 
I^.  T.  S.  R.  785;  Am.  Dig.  1889  (Wflls)  %  148. 

MeOowaiiv «/.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court : 

On  August  16,  1890.  Emeline  Bowen, 
widow,  departed  this  life.  On  September 
0th  thereafter  a  paper  writing,  purporting  to 
be  her  last  will  and  testament,  was  filed  in 
the  office  of  the  probate  judge  of  Laurens 
county,  who  admitted  the  same  to  probate  in 
common  form,  and  on  October  20,  1891,  Al- 
bert Dial  and  others,  the  heirs  and  distribu- 
tees of  deceased,  if  she  died  intestate,  filed 
their  petition  that  Benjamin  £.  Leonard,  the 
party  producing  said  paper,  be  required  to 
prove  the  same  In  due  form  of  law  on  or  be- 
fore November  15th  thereafter.  On  Novem- 
ber 11,  1891,  said  Leonard  filed  his  petition 
accordingly,  and  on  June  28,  1892,  the  matter 
came  on  for  a  hearing  in  the  probate  court, 
and,  after  hearing  the  testimony  of  the  sub- 
scribing witnesses  and  others,  both  for  and 
against  the  said  will,  the  protmte  judffe  filed 
his  decree  admitting  the  same  to  probate  in 
due  form  of  law,  whereupon  Albert  Dial, 
Elizabeth  Teague,  and  others  appealed  to 
the  court  of  common  pleas  of  the  said  county. 
At  the  February  term  of  the  court  thereafter 
the  proceedings  on  appeal  came  on  for  a  hear- 
ing before  his  honor  Judge  Norton,  who  sub-  ' 
mitted  two  Questions  to  the  jury :  (1)  Waa 
the  paper  duly  executed  as  a  will  ?  (2)  Waa 
Mrs.  Emeline  Bowen,  at  the  time  of  execut 
ing  the  will,  competent  to  make  a  will  ?  On 
these  issues  of  will  or  no  will  there  was 
much  testimony,  coyering  nearly  100  pages 
of  printed  matter,  reported  by  the  stenogra- 
pher, as  it  fell  from  the  witnesses,  ana  of 
course  it  cannot  be  restated  here ;  but,  in  or- 
der to  make  the  points  intelligible,  it  will 
be  necessary  to  make  a  short  and  condensed 
statement  of  facts  as  developed.  It  appeared 
that  Mrs.  Bowen,  the  testatrix,  was  very  sick 
with  what  was  called  ** typhoid  fever,**  and 
that  about  noon  of  August  16,  1890,  she  asked 
her  attending  physician,  Dr.  S.  S.  Knij^ht, 
to  prepare  her  will  for  her,  and  gave  him 
minut«  instructions  as  to  how  she  wished  it 
drawn,  of  which  the  doctor  took  roufh  notes. 
Among  other  things,  she  asked  him  if  it 
would  not  do  for  him  to  sign  her  will  for 
her,  as  she  was  so  nervous,  to  which  he  re- 
plied that  be  thought  so.    Later  the  doctor 
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•(drafted  the  will,  and,  as  he  testifies,  he  first 
prepared  it  to  be  signed  by  "a  mark,"  by 
leaving  a  blank  space,  and  writing  "her 
onark"  above  and  below  respectively.  It  is 
not  very  clear  whether  he  then  wrote  the  name 
-of  "Emeline  Bowen"  in  preparing  for  the 
mark,  but  we  think  it  probable  that  he  did. 
After  having  done  this,  the  doctor  says  he 
'Concluded  that  it  would  be  best  not  to  sign 
with  "  a  mark, "  and  so  erased  the  words  "  her 
mark."  About  twilight  1^  procured  two 
-other  witnesses,  and  went  to  Mrs.  Bowen's 
'room,  which  was  lighted  by  a  lamp.  He  then 
produced  the  paper,  and  t^ld  Mrs.  Bowen 
that  it  was  her  will,  and  was  ready  to  be 
•executed.  He  recalled  to  her  attention  what 
•she  had  said  about  signing  the  will,  by  ask- 
ing her,  "Shall  I  sign  the  will  for  you?"  to 
which  she  answered  "Yes,"  and  he  signed 
the  will  for  her..  It  is  not  quite  clear  whether 
he  did  this  by  writing  then  all  the  words 
"Emeline  Bowen.  By  S.  8.  Kniffht.  by 
urequest,"  or  whether,  the  name  "Emeline 
Bowen"  having  been  previously  written  in 
ipreparing  the  will  for  "a  mark,"  and  not 
having  Men  erased,  the  signing  was  merely 
•by  writing  under  the  name  "Emeline  Bowen^ 
vthe  other  words,  "By  8.  S.  Knight,  by  re- 
•quest. "  Then  each  of  the  witnesses  in  turn 
signed  the  paper,  including  Dr.  Knight,  who 
signed  the  paper  for  the  deceased.  All  this 
was  done  in  the  presence  of  the  testatrix,  who 
was  lyine  in  bed,  with  her  face  towards  the 
little  table  in  the  room,  on  which  the  paper 
.rested,  in  full  view  of  all  who  chose  to  use 
their  senses.  Mrs.  Bowen  died  on  the  next 
xiay  night,  within  thirty  hours  after  the  sign- 
ing of  the  paper.  After  a  full  and  careful 
charge,  the  jury  found  both  issues  of  fact 
refened  to  them  in  the  affirmative, — that 
Mrs.  Bowen  was  competent  to  make  a  will, 
4ind  that  the  will  was  executed  according  to 
law.  The  contestants  did  not  except  to^the 
finding  on  the  second  issue,  that  Mrs.  Bowen 
was  competent  to  make  a  will,  and  therefore 
that  issue  goes  out  of  the  contest ;  but  they 
•did  except  to  the  finding  on  the  first  issue, 
•as  to  the  manner  of  the  alleged  execution  of 
the  paper  propounded  as  a  will,  and  moved 
for  a  new  trial,  which  was  refused ;  and  then 
the  whole  issues  involved  came  on  to  be  heard 
by  the  presiding  judge,  who,  after  argument, 
held  and  decreed  as  follows :  "  The  parties 
seeking  to  set  aside  the  probate  of  the  will 
raise  and  urge  the  following  propositions 
before  me  now :  '  First.  That  the  witness  8. 
S.  Knight  is  not  a  comoetent  witness,  as  he 
rsigned  the  name  of  the  testatrix  to  the  paper 
propounded  as  a  will.  Second.  That  the 
will  was  not  signed  by  8.  8.  Knight  in  the 
presence  of  testatrix.  Third.  That  the  will 
was  not  signed  by  her  express  direction. 
Fourth.  The  signature  of  testatrix  not  hav- 
ing been  made  in  her  presence,  was  the  sign- 
ing of  8.  8.  Knight's  signature  under  hers 
a  sufficient  ratification  of  any  previous  in- 
structions to  sign  for  her?*  I  am  of  opinion 
that  the  three  first  propositions  are  not  well 
taken,  and  are  overruled.  As  to  the  fourth 
and  last  proposition  I  am  in  doubt,  rather 
inclining  to  sustain  the  position ;  but,  as  the 
•effect  would  be  to  grant  a  new  trial,  I  prefer 
that  the  supreme  court  pass  upon  this  ques- 
-22  L.  R.  A, 


tion,  as  in  that  event  the  case  would  be  ended 
one  way  or  the  other,  and  therefore  the  mo- 
tion to  set  aside  the  probate  of  the  will  is  re- 
fused, and  the  appeal  dismissed. " 

From  this  judgment  the  contestants  appeal 
to  this  court  upon  numerous  exceptions,  four- 
teen in  number,  which  are  all  printed  in  the 
brief;  but,  following  the  gooid  example  of 
the  appellants'  attorney,  we  think  tiiat  tJiey 
all  may  be  considered  under  four  genenl 
propositions,  urged  in  the  argument  below 
to  set  aside  the  yerdict  of  the  jury  and  re- 
fuse probate  of  the  will,  which  have  already 
been  stated  in  the  judgment  of  the  court. 
The  power  to  direct  during  life  how  one's 
property  shall  go  after  death  is  certainly  a 
great  privilege.  As  was  said  by  the  court 
in  Meant  y.  Means,  5  Strobh.  L.  190:  ''The 
right  to  make  a  will  is  especially  yaluable 
to  the  old  and  infirm.  Their  thoughts  dwell 
most  upon  posthumous  arrangements,  and  in 
this  right  they  have  the  means,  not  only  of 
gratifying  their  feelings,  but  of  securing 
substantial  advantages  while  tbejr  live,"  etc. 
In  order  to  protect  this  valued  right  against 
fraud  and  imposition,  the  law  has  prescribed 
for  the  execution  of  wills  peculiar  formali- 
ties, which  must  be  observed.  Section  1854 
of  the  General  Statutes  declares  that  ''all 
wills  and  testaments  of  real  and  personal 
property  shall  be  in  writing,  and  signed  by 
the  party  so  devising  the  sam«),  or  by  some 
other  person  in  his  presence,  and  by  his  ex- 
press directions,  and  shall  be  attested  and 
subscribed,  in  the  presence  of  the  said  de- 
visor, and  of  each  other,  by  three  or  more 
credible  witnesses,  or  else  they  shall  be  ut- 
terly void  and  of  no  effect. "  The  words  of 
this  law  which  are  in  point  here  are  identical 
with  those  in  the  old  English  statute  of 
frauds,  and  have  often  receiyed  construction 
which  may  throw  light  on  the  inquiry  here. 
Mrs.  Bowen,  the  testatrix,  did  not  sign  the 
paper  propounded  as  her  will,  but  the  law 
allowed  her  to  execute  a  will,  "signed  by 
another  person  in  her  presence,  and  by  her 
express  directions,  attested  and  signed  by 
three  or  more  subscribing  witnesses  in  the 
presence  of  the  devisor  tM  of  each  other," 
etc. 

1.  The  first  objection  to  the  execution  is 
that,  "as  Knight  signed  the  name  of  the  tes- 
tatrix to  Uie  paper  propounded  as  her  will, 
he  was  not  a  competent  witness  to  attest  her 
will  as  one  of  the  'subscribing  witnesses  re- 
c^uired  by  law."  At  first  some  of  us  thought 
it  rather  an  anomalous  prooeedine  for  a  wit- 
ness to  attest  a  signing  by  himself,  but  Mr. 
Jarman  explains  that  such  a  witness  does 
not  attest  the  signing  merely,  but  also  the 
directions  given  to  sign ;  but,  at  all  events, 
the  authorities  concur  that,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances stated,  the  signer  of  the  will  is 
competent  as  one  of  the  three  subscribing 
witnesses  required  by  law.  See  1  Jarman, 
Wills,  204;  Schouler,  Wills.  838:  Redf. 
Wills,  200.  Mr.  Redfield  says:  "Both  the 
earlier  and  present  English  statute,  and  most 
of  those  in  force  in  this  country,  allow  the 
testator's  signature  to  be  made  by  some  other 
person,  if  made  in  the  presence  of  the  tes- 
tator, and  by  his  express  direction.  Under 
this  clause  of  the  statute,  it  has  been  held 
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that  this  act  may  be  done  by  one  of  the  wit- 
nesses. Indeed,  it  is  the  law  in  some  of  the 
states  that  one  who  has  sifimed  for  the  tes- 
tator, at  his  request,  must  write  his  name  as 
witness  to  the  will."  We  think  there  was 
no  error  here. 

2.  The  second  proposition  is  that  Mrs. 
Bowen  did  not  give  Doctor  Knight  ** express 
directions"  to  sign  her  will  for  her.  The 
jnd^e  charged  tfiat  it  was  a  question  of 
fact,  to  be  aecided  by  the  jury ;  saying  that 
the** plaintiffs'  attorney  contended  that  Mrs. 
Bowen  need  not  have  said  in  articulate  words, 
'Doctor  Kniffht,  you  must  sign  that  paper 
forme;'  and  that  is  the  right  contention. 
It  is  sufficient  if  the  whole  conversations 
tbatoccarred  between  the  testatrix  and  Dr. 
Knight  amounted  to  an  express  declaration, 
it  should  be  construed  into  'an  express  direc- 
tion' to  sign  the  paper."  As  we  understand 
it.  a  simple  question  and  answer  may  amount 
to  a  declaration.  We  cannot  suppose  that 
the  word  "* express"  was  intended  to  be  lim- 
ited necessarily  to  an  expression  in  words. 
We  take  it  that  one  perfectly  dumb,  and  un- 
able to  speak  a  word,  may  in  some  way  in- 
dicate his  desire,  so  as  to  come  within  the 
provision  of  the  law,  as  to  giving  direction ; 
as  some  one  has  tersely  put  it,  ^a  direction 
in  fact,  but  not  in  words. "  But,  taking  both 
oonyersations  of  the  parties  together, — that 
of  the  afternoon,  when  Dr.  Knight  was  re- 
quested to  write  the  will,  and  tliat  at  night, 
when  they  were  about  to  execute  it,— we 
think  that  the  judge  committed  no  error  on 
this  point.  There  is  no  evidence  that  Dr. 
Knight  was  a  volunteer  in  the  matter. 

3.  The  next  proposition  is  that  **the  will 
was  not  signed  in  the  presence  of  Mrs.  Bow- 
en, the  testatrix,  and  the  signing  of  S.  S. 
Knight*  8  name  under  hers  was  not  a  sufficient 
ratification  of  any  previous  instructions  to 
sign  for  her. "  The  judffe  charged  :  **  If  you 
find  that  S.  S.  Knight  did  not  write  or  sign 
Mrs.  Bowen *s  name  to  the  paper  propounded 
as  her  will  in  her  presence,  then  it  was  not 
dul  J  executed,  under  the  law,  unless  he  then 
anil  there  adopted  it  by  signing  his  name  as 
wni  in  the  presence  of  the  other  witnesses. " 
Inder  the  charge  the  jury  must  have  found 
that  Knight  wrote  the  words  **By  8.  8. 
Knight,  by  request,"  under  the  name  of 
•Emeline  Bowen. "  already  in  the  will,  there- 
by adopting  the  name  previously  written  by 
himself,  and  that  this  was  done  at  the  time 
the  will  was  executed,  in  the  presence  of  the 
tesUtrix  and  the  witnesses.  Assuming,  then, 
that  the  name  of  the  testatrix  was  written  on 
the  will  in  the  afternoon,  and  not  rewritten 
^i  the  time  of  execution,  it  is  very  clear  that 
her  written  name,  no  matter  when  or  where 
made,  was  not  an  accomplished  act,  but  only 
preparatory  to  something  else,  to  srive  it  vi- 
tality. At  first  the  appending  of  *Oier  mark" 
by  Mrs.  Bowen  was  intended,  which  would 
o^rtainly  have  adopted  it,  no  matter  when 
written,  but  afterwards  changed  to  "  another 
person  sibling  for  her  by  request. "  Standing 
^^LRA. 


alone,  it  was  a  perfect  nullity,  and  might 
have  been  stricken  out,  as  a  word  incorrectly 
used.  As  it  seems  to  us,  it  is  not  a  question 
of  ratification  by  Mrs.  Bowen,  for  she  did 
not  know  that  in  preparing  her  will  her  name 
had  been  written  in  it,  but  rather  a  question 
of  adoption  by  Knight,  as  a  part  of  his  sign- 
ing by  request.  Neither  the  law  nor  the 
testatrix  directed  Knight  how  he  was  to  sign, 
and  we  cannot  see  why  he  might  not  adopt 
her  name,  previously  written  by  himself,  as 
he  could  then  have  run  his  pen  through  the 
name,  and  have  rewritten  it  then  and  there. 
But  if  in  this  we  are  in  error,  .if,  from  the 
nature  of  the  subject.  Knight  could  not  adopt 
the  name  of  Mrs.  Bow^en,  standing  on  the 
draft  of  the  will,  so  as  to  be  a  compliance 
with  the  law,  which  requires  that  the  signing 
by  **  another  person"  must  be  in  the  presence 
or  the  testator,  etc.,  was  it  indispensable  to 
the  execution  that  the  **  other  person"  deputed 
to  sign  for  Mrs.  Bowen  should,  in  doing  so, 
set  out  her  name?  It  will  be  observed  that 
the  law  does  not  so  require,  and,  as  it  seems, 
the  signing  by  ^another  person"  is  not  con- 
fined only  to  the  name  of  the  testatrix.  All 
the  authorities  agree  that  a  will  may  be  ex- 
ecuted without  the  name  of  the  devisor  ap- 
pearing on  its  face.  It  has  often  been  decided 
that  a  mark,  without  the  name  itself,  is  suffi- 
cient, and,  of  course,  the  initials  of  testator's 
name  would  also  suffice  (see  Bay  v.  Hill,  8 
Strobh.  L.  303,  49  Am.  Dec.  647,  and  Adam^ 
V.  Chaplin,  1  Hill,  £q.  265)  ;  and  the  will 
may  be  sijped  by  another  person  for  the  tes- 
tator. "That  'other  person,'  as  it  seems, 
may  be  one  of  the  witnesses,  and  it  is  imma- 
terial that  he  signed  his  own  name,  instead 
of  the  name  of  the  testator;  and,  when  the 
testator  directed  a  person  to  sign  the  will  for 
him,  which  that  person  did  by  writing  at  the 
foot  *This  will  was  read  and  approved  by 
C.  F.  B.,  by  C.  C,  in  the  presence  of*  etc.,- 
and  then  followed  the  signature  of  the  wit- 
nesses, the  will  was  held  ^ood,"  etc.  The 
following  form  of  subscription  is  sufficient: 
"E.  N.,  for  R.  D.,  at  her  request."  "So, 
also,  where  the  testator's  name  was  sub- 
scribed, at  his  request,  by  one  of  the  sub- 
scribing witnesses."  See  1  Jarman,  Wills, 
p.  79,  and  Redf.  Wills,  205,  and  numerous 
cases  in  the  notes;  and  also  1  Wms.  Exrs., 
p.  83.  But,  be  this  as  it  may,  we  cannot 
say  it  was  eiror  to  hold  that,  under  the  au- 
thority given  him  by  the  testatrix  to  sign  for 
her,  S.  8.  Knight  sufficiently  signed  for  her 
on  Sunday  niglit,  at  the  time  the  will  was 
executed,  in  the  presence  of  the  testatrix  and 
of  the  subscribing  witnesses. 

The  judgTiient  of  this  court  is  that  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Circuit  Court  be  affirmed,  and  the 
case  be  remanded  to  the  probate  court  of 
Laurens  county,  for  such  further  proceedings 
OS  may  be  deemed  proper  and  necessary  to 
carry  out  the  conclusions  herein  announced. 

Mclver»  Cli.  </.,  and  Pope*  </.,  concur. 
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PENNSYLVANIA  SUPREME  COURT. 


Joseph  A.  FREDERICKS,  Appt,, 

-r. 
NORTHERN  CENTRAL  R.  CO. 

(l&7  Pa.  108.) 

1.  A  passenf^er  injured  in  »  collision  of 
ears  on  the  railroad  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of 
a  presumption  of  neRli^noe  on  the  nart  of  the 
carrier. 

8.  A  railroad  company  is  not  liable  ^r 
an  i^Jnry  to  a  passenger  caused  by  the 
gToasly  criminal  act  of  a  stranger  in  letting  off 
tbe  brakes  on  loaded  cars  standing  on  a  switch 
and  olofling  the  switch,  which  had  been  left  open 
to  derail  the  cars  if  they  got  loose,  on  account  of 
which  the  cars  run  down  grade  and  out  on  the 
main  track  causing  a  collision,  where  there  was 
no  negligence  in  failing  to  discover  the  mischief 
or  prevent  its  effect. 

8*  It  is  not  error  for  the  Judge  to  ex- 
press an  opinion  on  the  question  whether  a 
railway  company  had  been  gruilty  of  negligence 
In  respect  to  loaded  cars  left  on  a  switch,  which 
was  left  open  so  as  to  derail  them  if  they  got 
loose,  where  the  circumstances  call  for  words  of 
caution  from  him,  because  of  a  collision  due  to 
the  criminal  act  of  a  stranger,  and  the  jury  are 
told  that  it  is  for  them  to  decide  the  whole 
matter. 

{St€rretU  CJh.  J.,  disaents,) 

(October  2, 1898.) 


APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  jademem  of 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  No.  4.  for 
Philadelphia  County  in  favor  of  defendant  in 
an  action  brought  to  recover  damages  for  per- 
sonal in  juries  ^received  by  plaintiff  while  a 
Eas9enger  on  defendant's  road,  and  alleged  to 
ave  been  caused  bj  defendant's  negligence. 
AMrmed, 

The  facts  suflSciently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs,  John  R.  Adams  and  Samuel  B» 
Hney»  for  appellant: 

As  to  railway  companies,  they  contract  to 
carry  passengers  safely,  and  the  slightest  de- 
gree of  neglect  against  which  human  foresight 
and  prudence  may  guard,  and  by  which  hurt 
or  loss  is  occasioned,  will  render  them  liable 
to  answer  in  damages. 

Laing  ▼.  Colder,  8  Pa.  482, 49  Am.  Dec.  588; 
Sullivan  v.  Philadelphia  d  R.  R.  Co.  30  Pa. 
284,  72  Am.  Dec.  698;  Philadelphia  db  R.  R. 
Co.  V.  Anderson,  94  Pa.  858,  89  Am.  Rep.  787; 
Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  MaeKinney,  2  L.  R. 
A.  820,  124  Pa.  471;  J^ew  York,  L.  K  db  W. 
R,  Co.  V.  Daugherty,  11  W.  N.  C.  487;  8mith 
V.  New  York,  8.  <&  W.  R.  Co.  46  N.  J.  L.  7,  18 
Am.  &  Eng.  R.  R.  Caa  899;  Nicholson  t.  Erie 
R.  Co.  41  N.  T.  526. 

The  defendants  had  notice  that  this  locality 
was  infested  by  boys,  because  it  was  in  tbe 
neighborhood  of  miners'  bouses. 

Extraordinary  care   with    reference  to  tbe 


NOTiL— Liability  of  railroad  for  accidents  ca\ised  by 
wrongful  act  of  stranger. 

A  railroad  company  fs  not  liable  to  passengers 
for.  accidents  caused  by  torts  of  third  persons 
tamperinir  with  the  rails  or  switches,  where  the' 
company  has  exercised  due  care  in  operating  the 
road.  Keeley  v.  Erie  B.  Co.  47  How.  Pr.  iSA;  Worth 
V.  ChicaRO,  M.  ft  St.  P.  R.  Co.  51  Fed.  Rep.  IH; 
Latch  V.  Rumner  R.  Co.  8  Hurlst.  &  X.  980.  27  L.  J. 
ELzch.  155;  Deyo  v.  New  York  Cent.  R.  Co.  34  N. 
Y.  9. 

The  same  doctrine  is  announced  in  Curtis  7. 
Rochester  A;  8.  R.  Co..  18  N.  Y.  584,  75  Am.  Dec.  268, 
but  in  that  case  the  plaintiff^s  verdict  was  sus- 
tained because  the  evidence  tended  to  show  that 
the  cause  of  the  injury  wasnegrligence  In  condition 
of  the  track. 

Nor  is  it  liable  to  Injured  employes  for  accidents 
from  the  same  cause.  Miller  v.  itouthem  Pac.  R. 
Co.  fSQ  Or.  885;  East  Tennessee,  Y.  ft  G.  R.  Co.  v. 
Kane,  post,  315. 

In  Deyo  v.  New  York  Cent.  R.  CO.,  supra,  evi- 
dence of  threats  affainst  the  company  was  admitted 
to  show  warning  and  necessity  of  care  to  be  taken 
by  the  company.  lu  Worth  v.  Chicago,  M.  ft  St.  P. 
R.  Co.,  supra,  evidence  of  other  obstructions  and 
threats  against  the  company  was  allowed  on  behalf 
of  the  defendant  to  show  a  motive  of  wrongdoer: 
but  in  Miller  v.  Southern  Pac.  R.  Co.,  supra^  the 
court  refused  to  admit  the  confession  of  a  criminal 
convicted  of  derailing  the  train,  as  evidence  to  re- 
lieve tbe  company  of  responsibility  as  he  was  not 
a  party:  and  in  East  Tennessee,  V.  ft  G.  R.  Co.  v. 
Kane,  supra^  the  fact  that  tbe  company  had  not 
recovered  its  switch  key  from  a  discharged  em- 
ploy6  was  not  negligence  per  se. 

And  the  company  Is  not  liable  to  a  passenger  in- 
lured  by  the  explosion  of  a  fog  signal  placed  on 
the  track  by  some  party  unknown.  Jones  v.  Grand 
Trunk  R.  Co.  46  U.  C.  Q.  B.  198. 

So  where  a  passenger  is  Injured  by  a  missile, 
'vhich  is  not  thrown  by  some  one  connected  with 
L.  R.A. 


the  operation  of  the  road,  the  company  is  not 
liable.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  MaeKinney,  2  L.  R. 
A.  820, 124  Pa.  462;  Thomas  v.  PhUadeiphia  ft  R.  R. 
Co.  16  L.  R.  A.  418, 148  Pa.  18a 

And  a  railroad  company  is  not  required  to  have 
its  oar  windows  covered  with  wire  screens  to  keep 
out  missUes  thrown  by  trespassers.  Missimer  v. 
Philadelphia  ft  R.  R.  Co.  17  Phlla.  ITS,  42  Phlla.  Leg. 
Int.  406. 

And  is  not  liable  if  an  engine  placed  on  a  side- 
track with  its  fires  banked  was  started  by  some  un- 
known wrongdoer,  causing  a  collision,  but  would 
be  liable  if  it  started  itself .  Mars  v.  Delaware  ft  H. 
Canal  Co.  54  Hun,  826. 

And  is  not  liable  where  a  female  peasenger  en- 
tered a  car  standing  on  a  gravity  track,  knowing 
the  proper  time  had  not  yet  arrived  when  a  brake- 
man  would  take  charge  of  the  car,  and  a  small  boy 
unloosed  the  brakes  and  she  was  injured  jumping 
from  the  car.  Western  Maryland  R.  Co.  v.  Herold, 
14L.R.A.76,74Md.510. 

A  mining -company  is  not  liable  where  such  com- 
pany ran  its  can  down  a  siding  on  to  a  track 
against  cars  from  whioh  the  brakes  had  been  re- 
moved by  a  wrongdoer,  causing  them  to  run  j 
against  a  car  in  which  plaintiff  was  working  injur- 
ing him,  although  the  brakes  had  been  removed 
on  prior  occasions.  Bbrlght  v.  MinenU  R.  ft  Mln.  i 
Co.  (Pa.)  Oct.  1, 1888. 

So  a  railroad  company  is  not  responsible  to  an 
injured  passenger  for  leaving  an  unlocked  band- 
car  near  the  track  which  some  one  placed  on  the 
track  causing  a  collision,  unless  the  company  was 
bound  to  apprehend  that  it  would  be  placed  on  the 
track  and  would  cause  injury.  Harris  v.  Union 
Pac.  R.  Co.  18  Fed.  Rep.  601,  4  MoCrary,  454. 

In  this  note  injuries  to  trespassers  as  in  the  turn- 
table cases,  have  been  omitted.  As  to  liability  for 
injuries  to  children  trespassing  on  turntable,  see 
note  to  Fort  Worth  ft  D.  a  R.  Co.  v.  Robertson 
(Tex.)  14  L.  R.  A.  781.  I.  T. 
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switch  certainly  included  more  than  merely 
leaving  it  open.  Had  the  track  been  perfectly 
level  the  switch  ought  to  have  been  openea, 
to  protect  the  main  line  from  the  danger  of 
cars  left  there  being  pushed  or  bumped  upon 
it  by  engines  or  moving  cars  in  the  rear.  Ex- 
traordinary care  with  reference  to  the  switch 
ooald  not  stop  short  of  a  lock. 

There  can  be  no  cause  connected  with  the 
maoagement  of  defendant's  cars,  rails,  brakes, 
or  switches  so  remote  that  the  law  requiring 
extraordinary  care  does  not  apply. 

The  charge  was  partial  and  controlling  on 
the  minds  of  the  jury. 

BeidienbacA  y.  RuddacA,  127  Pa.  565;  Ptnn- 
tykania  Canal  Co.  v.  Earn*,  101  Pa.  80; 
hkfkiy.  MttXfteU,  81  Pa.  139;  Ber»tine  y.  Le- 
high VaUey  R,  Co,  151  Pa.  244. 

Mr,  Geor^pe  Tucker  Bisplutmv  for  ap- 
pellee: 

The  mere  happening  of  an  injurious  acci- 
dent, if  it  arise^  from  something  connected 
with  the  means  of  transportation,  or  from 
something  oyer  which  the  railroad  company 
has  control,  makes  out  a  prima  facie  case,  but 
Dot  otherwise. 

ThamM  y.  Philadelphia  dtR.  R.  Co.  30  W. 
N.  C.  9;  I^nnaffltania  R.  Co.  y.  MaeKinney, 
2L.R.  A.  820,  124  Pa.  462. 

A  railroad  company  is  not  bound  to  antici- 
pate and  take  precautions  against  trespasses  by 
third  parties. 

ma. 

The  presumption  of  law  is  that  crime  will 
Dot  be  comipitted,  and  that  persons  will  act 
with'ordinary  prudence. 

Banid  y.  Metropolitan  R.  Co.  L.  R.  5  £ng. 
&  Ir.  App.  61. 

In  Lateh  y.  Rumner  R.  Co.,  8  Hurlst.  &  N. 
990,  it  was  held  that  although  the  derailment 
of  a  train  was  prima  facie  eyidence  of  negli- 
gence, yet  it  was  entirely  rebutted  by  proof 
that  the  derailment  was  caused  by  the  act  of 
a  stranger. 

Id  Kbright  y.  Mineral  R.  A  Min.  Co.,  8  Pa. 
Supreme  Court  Digest,  281,  the  defendant, 
a  raOroad  company,  was  held  not  liable  for  a 
colliflion  which  took  place  in  consequence  of 
the  brakes  of  the  cars  haying  been  remoyed  by 
atrapeaser. 

Sec  also  Worth  y.  Chicago,  M.  d  81.  P.  R. 
Co.  51  Fed.  Rep.  171. 

There  was  an  efficient  interyening  agency 
between  the  acts  alleged  as  negligence  upon 
the  part  of  the  defendant  and  the  happening  of 
the  accident,  and  under  the  decisions  of  this 
court  it  is  subnoJtted  that  this  reduces  any  al- 
leged negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant 
from  a  proximate  to  a  remote  cause,  and  re- 
Hf  es  it  from  liability  therefor. 

^^ehasfor  y.  Jaekaon  Twp.  18  L.  R.  A.  100, 
150 Pa.  151;  fferr  v.  Lebanon,  80  W.  N.  C.  248. 

The  court  was  asked  to  pass  upon  the  ques- 
tion of  proximate  or  remote  cause  as  a  question 
of  law.    It  is  belieyed  that  to  do  so  was  right. 

South  Side  Plaea.  R.  Co.  y.  Trieh,  117  Pa.  890. 

Qreen,/.,  deliyered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

There  is  not  the  least  question  as  to  how 
the  collision  occurred  which  resulted  in  the 
plaintiif's  injury.  Ty^o  loaded  coal  cars, 
which  had  been  standing  on  a  side  track,  at 
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a  distance  of  almost  two  miles  from  the  place 
of  collision,  were  detached  from  a  number  of 
other  cars  to  which  they  were  coupled.  A 
throw-off  sw^itch  which  would  haye  derailed 
the  cars  if  left  undisturbed  was  closed  so  as 
to  lead  the  cars  on  the  side  track,  down  a  mod- 
erate grade,  until  it  joined  the  main  track. 
There  the  cars  collided  with  a  miners*  train 
on  which  the  plaintiff  was  riding  as  a  pas- 
senger, and  killed  two  persons  and  injured 
others,  among  whom  was  the  plaintiff.  The 
coal  cars,  which  had  attainea  a  yery  high 
speed,  ran  into  the  miners'  train  from  behind, 
and  droye  the  forward  car,  on  which  the 
plaintiff  was  riding,  into  the  tender  and 
engine.  The  plaintiff  was  a  passenger,  and 
was  injured  without  any  fault  of  his  own. 
As  the  injury  was  inflicted  by  a  collision  of 
other  cars  an(l  on  the  track  of  the  defendant 
company,  he  was  entitled  to,  and  receiyed, 
the  benefit  of  the  legal  presumption  that  the 
injury  was  the  consequence  of  the  defend- 
ant's negligence,  which  presumption  it  was 
the  defendant's  duty  to  rebut,  or  suffer  a  re- 
coyery  of  damages  by  the  plaintiff.  The 
only  substantial  question  in  the  case  was 
whether  the  presumption  of  negligence  was 
rebutted  by  the  eyidence.  That  question  was 
left  to  the  jury  by  the  learned  court  below, 
and  the  jury  found  that  it  was,  by  returning 
a  yerdict  in  fayor  of  the  defendant.  It  is 
difficult  to  see  how  anjr  other  yerdict  could 
haye  been  returned  consistently  with  the  testi- 
mony. The  eyidence,  whicL  was  entirely 
uncontradicted,  showed  that  a  small  train 
consisting  of  four  loaded  and  six  or  seyen 
empty  coal  cars  was  taken  up  the  Northern 
Central  track  oyer  on  the  side  track,  which 
belonged  to  the  Philadelphia  &  Reading 
Railroad  Company,  but  was  used  by  the  de- 
fendant, at  about  half  past  10  o'clock  in  the 
morni  ng.  The  engine  was  detached  from  the 
train,  and  the  cars  were  left  standing  on  the 
side  track,  and  remained  there  during  the 
day.  The  loaded  cars  were  in  front.  There 
was  a  throw -off  switch  on  the  track  upon 
which  the  cars  were  left  standing,  a  short 
distance  below  the  cars.  The  conductor, 
Linderman,  was  asked  :  **  Quettion.  Tell  the 
jury  what  you  did  with  the  draught  of  cars 
when  you  got  up  there ;  whether  any  of  the 
brakes  were  put  on,  and  whether  anything 
was  done  to  the  shut-off  switch.  Tell  us  first 
about  the  brakes.  Answer,  The  brakes  were 
put  on  by  the  men,  and  I  threw  the  throw-off 
switch  back  personally  myself  when  the 
engine  run  back  over  it.  Q.  You  left  the 
cars  standing  there,  did  you?  A.  Yes,  sir. 
Q.  You  went  back  with  the  engine?  A.  Yes, 
sir.  Q.  Of  course  the  throw-off  switch  was 
closed  when  the  engine  went  oyer  it?  A. 
Yes,  sir.  Q.  After  the  eneiue  passed  over 
it,  who  threw  the  throw -ofi  switch?  A.  I 
did." 

The  fireman  of  the  train,  Joseph  A.  Eadie, 
having  testified  that  he  was  on  the  train,  and 
that  they  took  the  cars  to  the  point  stated  by 
Linderman,  above  the  throw-off  switch,  was 
asked  :  **  Question.  After  you  got  the  draught 
of  cars  up  there,  did  you'do  anything  to  the 
brakes?  Answer.  1  set  three  brakes.  Q.  On 
what  cars?  A.  On  the  first  and  second  ;  two 
on  the  first  and  one  on  the  second  car.     Q. 
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Were  those  the  cars  that  were  nearest  to  the 
locomotive?  A.  Yes,  sir.  §.  Those  were 
the  two  loaded  cars,  were  they?  A.  They 
were.  Q.  Were  the  cars  ooupled  together? 
-4.  Yes  sir.  §.  Were  they  left  coupled?  A, 
They  were.  Q.  The  entire  draught  was  left 
coupled?  A,  They  were  all  left  coupled  that 
we  took  up  there.  .  .  .  ©.  IMd  you  leave 
on  the  locomotive  with  the  engineer  and  con- 
ductor? A.  I  did.  Q.  And  the  rest  of  the 
crew?  A,  Yes,  sir.  Q.  You  left  the  cars 
standing  there.  A.  Yes,  sir.  (>.  What  was 
done  to  the  throw-oflf  switch?  A.  The  con- 
ductor threw  the  throw-off  switch  back.  Q. 
Was  that  before  or  after  the  locomotive  had 
passed  over  it?  A.  After  it  passed  over  it. 
Q.  After  it  was  thrown,  the  switch  was  open? 
A.  It  was.  Q.  If  the  cars  had  started  to  run 
down  in  that  position  they  would  have  been 
thrown  into  the  meadow  by  the  miners' 
houses,  would  they  not?    A.  Yes,  sir." 

W.  L.  Eadie.  a  brakeman,  having  testified 
that  he  was  on  the  cars  as  brakeman,  that  the 
cars  were  left  stand infi"  on  the  track  above  the 
throw -off  switch,  and  that  he  went  back  on 
the  engine  with  the  others,  was  asked : 
"*•  Qiiestion.  After  the  engine  had  passed  this 
throw-off  switch,  did  you  notice  the  con- 
ductor do  anything?  Anstcer.  Yes,  sir;  he 
threw  the  throw-off  switch  open,  Q.  You 
were  with  him  when  he  did  that,  were  you? 
A.  Yes,  sir ;  him  and  I  were  on  the  point 
together  after  he  did  it.  Q.  The  switcli  was 
open  when  you  left?    A.   Yes,  sir." 

The  testimony  of  the  foregoing  witnesses 
proves  that  the  two  cars  that  escaped  were 
duly  braked,  by  setting  both  brakes  on  the 
front  one  and  one  brake  on  the  rear  one,  and 
also  that  the  throw-off  switch  below  the  cars 
was  thrown  open,  and  that,  if  left  in  that 
condition,  the  cars,  if  started,  could  not  run 
on  the  track,  but  would  be  thrown  off  in  the 
meadow.  Other  brakes  were  set  on  the  other 
cars,  but  it  is  not  necessary  to  recur  to  that 
testimony,  because  their  sufficiency  to  hold 
the  cars  was  conclusively  established  by  the 
fact  that  they  did  hold  them.  They  did  not 
loave,  but  remained  standing  where  they 
were  placed  after  the  two  loaded  cars  had  been 
detached  and  left. 

The  question  whether  the  precautions  taken 
by  the  defendant's  men  were  sufficient  to  bold 
the  cars  in  place  was  fully  illustrated  by  the 
testimony  of  F.  W.  Monier,  who  was  ship- 
ping clerk  of  the  Excelsior  colliery,  which 
was  further  up  the  track,  and  above  the  cars. 
He  testified  that  he  saw  tlie  cars  in  the  morn- 
ing, and  again  in  the  afternoon.  He  was 
asked  :  **  Question.  When  did  you  examine 
the  throw-off  switch?  Ariswer.  In  the  after- 
noon, about  half  past  four  or  five  o'clock. 
Q.  That  was  before  the  cars  ran  away  ?  A. 
Yes,  sir.  Q.  What  was  the  condition  of  the 
throw -off  switch  then, — was  it  open  or 
closed?  A.  It  was  open.  Q,  So  that,  if  the 
cars  had  been  started,  and  the  switch  in  that 
condition,  they  would  have  been  ditched?  A. 
Yes,  sir.  Q.  Did  you  take  notice  of  the  con- 
dition of  the  brakes  on  this  draught  of  coal 
cars?  A.  I  did.  Q.  Did  you  notice  the  con- 
dition of  the  brakes  in  the  afternoon?  A.  I 
only  noticed  the  condition  of  the  brake  about 
half  past  four  or  five  o'clock.  Q.  Please  tell 
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the  jury  what  condition  you  found  the  brakes 
in ;  whether  you  examined  the  brakes,  and 
why  vou  did  it,  and  what  condition  you 
found  the  brakes  in  at  half  past  four  o'clock 
in  the  afternoon.  A,  I  examined  the  first 
three  brakes  on  the  train  nearest  to  the  throw- 
off  switch.  I  found  the  brakes  set.  Q.  Were 
they  set  hard  or  tight?  A,  Yes,  sir;  the 
brakes  were  set  very  tight.  I  could  not  make 
them  any  tighter.  I  tried  to  tighten  the 
brakes  up  tighter.  The  brakes  were  set  tight 
enought  to  hold  the  cars.  The  switch  was 
set  to  throw  the  cars  off  in  case  anything 
would  happen  to  them.  Q,  The  brakes  that 
were  set,  were  they  on  the  car  nearest  to  the 
switch?  A.  The  first  three  brakes;  yes,  sir. 
The  two  brakes  in  the  first  car  and  the  first 
brake  on  the  second  car  were  set.  Q.  Did 
you  look  at  the  brakes  yourself?  A.  Yes, 
sir ;  I  examined  the  brakes.  The  brakes  were 
all  right." 

The  testimony  of  the  last,  witness  shows 
the  condition  of  the  cars,  the  brakes,  and  the 
switch  at  nearly,  or  quite,  5  o'clock  in  the 
afternoon.  The  cars  were  in  the  same  posi- 
tion as  when  they  were  left  by  the  crew  in 
the  morning  at  11  o'clock.  The  brakes  on 
the  two  cars  in  question  were  in  the  same 
condition  as  then, — they  were  set  tight,  and 
held  the  cars.  The  throw -off  switch  was 
open,  as  it  was  left  in  the  momine,  so  that, 
if  the  cars  had  started,  they  would  not  have 
run  down  the  track,  but  would  have  been 
derailed  on  the  meadow.  The  absolute  suf- 
ficiency of  the  precautions  taken  was  con- 
clusively proved  by  the  fact  that  they  did 
prevent  the  cars  from  starting,  and  made  it 
impossible  for  them  to  run  down  the  track 
if  they  had  started.  It  cannot,  therefore,  be 
argued  that  they  were  insufficient.  The  jury 
has  found  that  the  defendant  did  its  whole 
duty  in  the  way  of  precautions,  and  was  not 
guilty  of  any  negligence  which  led  to  the 
collision. 

The  manner  in  which  the  collision  was 
produced  was  fully  shown  by  the  evidence, 
which  was  entirely  uncontradicted.  Be- 
tween 5  and  6  o'clock  on  the  same  afternoon 
a  boy  named  John  McCoskey  got  on  the  cars 
between  the  second  and  third  cars,  and  was 
seen  hammering  at  the  ratchet  wheel  of  tbe 
brake  with  a  coupling  pin  which  he  had  in 
his  hands.  A  very  few  minutes  before  he  got 
on  the  cars^  he  turned  the  throw-off  switch  in 
front  of  the  cars  so  as  to  close  it,  and  let  the 
cars  run  down  on  the  track.  He  hammered 
at  the  cog  which  holds  the  brake  for  a  min- 
ute or  so,  until  be  got  it  loose,  when  the  cars 
started  on  the  track.  Three  boys  testified  to 
seeing  this,  and  one  of  them — Alexander 
Smoogen— jumped  on  the  cars  and  tried  to 
stop  them  with  the  brakes,  but  did  not  suc- 
ceed, and  he  then  jumped  off  to  save  himself. 
The  cars  ran  on  down  the  side  track,  and  on 
to  the  main  track,  where  they  collided  with 
the  miners'  train,  and  did  their  dreadful 
work.  There  is  not  the  least  dispute  as  to 
this  state  of  facts,  and  the  jury  confirmed  it 
by  their  verdict.  It  will  thus  be  seen  that 
the  collision  was  produced  by  the  crimiDal 
trespass  of  a  stranger  to  the  defendant  com- 
pany, for  whose  acts  they  were  not  in  the 
least  degree  responsible,  and  over  whom  they 
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had  no  control.  The  offense  of  which  the  boy 
McCoskey  i^as  guilty  in  misplacinj^  the 
switch  was  a  most  atrocious  and  abominable 
crime,  for  which,  under  the  Crimes  Act  of 
1860,  he  was  liable  to  a  fine  of  |10,000,  and 
an  imprisonment  at  labor  for  tenyears.  By 
the  Law  of  May  36,  1891  (Pub.  Laws,  121), 
the  penalty  for  the  same  offense,  when  it  re- 
sults in  death,  is  a  conviction  of  murder. 

The  question  in  this  case  is  whether  the 
defendant  company  was  bound,  in  the  exer- 
cise of  its  duty  of  extraordinary  care,  to  take 
extraordinary  precautions  against  the  grossly 
criminal  acts  of  strangers.  That  it  did  take 
amply  sufficient  precautions  against  every- 
thing short  of  the  grievous  crime  of  misplac- 
ing a  switch  is  conclusively  establisheid  by 
the  uncontradicted  evidence  in  the  case  and 
by  the  verdict  of  the  jury.  The  learned 
court  below  did,  with  some  well-founded 
hesitancy,  commit  to  the  jury  the  question 
of  the  defendant's  negligence  in  the  precau- 
tions it  took.  It  was  argued  in  the  lower 
court,  as  here,  that  the  defendant  might' have 
opened  the  lower  switch,  or  put  locks  on  the 
switches,  and  therefore  they  did  not  exercise 
the  very  highest  degree  of  care  which  was 
possible  to  human  skill,  prudence,  and  fore- 
sight. But  this  argument  overlooks  the  fact 
that  the  upper  switch  was  left  open,  which 
made  it  impossible  for  the  cars  to  get  to  the 
lower  switch,  and  the  further  fact  that  any 
person  who  would  misplace  a  switch  would 
break  a  lock,  if  it  were  there.  But  the  argu- 
ment is  fatally  defective  in  thi^t  it  is  founded 
upon  the  theory  that  transporting  companies 
are  legally  bound  to  take  precautions  against 
the  criminal  acts  of  strangers,  and  are  re- 
sponsible for  such  acts  if  they  do  not.  We 
have  not  been  referred  to  any  case,  and  we 
know  of  none,  in  which  such  doctrine  has 
ever  been  held.  In  the  case  of  Philadelphia 
d  B,  R.  Co.  V.  HumTMU,  44  Pa.  875,  84  Am. 
Dec.  457,  this  court  said :  "  If  the  law  de- 
clares— as  it  does— that  there  is  no  duty  rest- 
ing upon  any  person  to  anticipate  wrongful 
acts  in  others,  and  to  take  precautions  agtunst 
such  acts,  then  the  jury  cannot  say  that  a 
failure  to  take  such  precautions  is  a  failure 
in  duty,  and  negligence.  .  .  .  Were  it 
worth  while,  abundant  authority  might  be 
cited  to  show  that  the  law  does  not  require 
any  one  to  presume  that  another  may  be  neg- 
ligent, much  less  to  presume  that  another 
may  be  an  active  wrongdoer.  .  .  .  It  is 
too  well  founded  in  reason,  however,  t.o  need 
authority.  We  act  upon  it  constantly,  and 
without  it  there  coula  be  no  freedom  of  ac- 
tion. "  The  rule  that  the  carrier  is  bound  to 
exercise  the  highest  degree  of  care  that  is 
possible  to  human  foresight  and  prudence 
does  not  require  a  construction  that  will  make 
the  carrier  an  insurer  against  accidents ;  nor 
the  prevention  of  accidents  by  the  employ- 
ment of  means  which,  if  the  accident  could 
have  been  foretold,  mi^ht  have  been  used  to 
prevent  it;  nor  for  the  wrongful  acts  of 
strangers,  unless  the  carrier  was  remiss  in  not 
discovering  them  in  time  to  avert  the  injury  ; 
nor  for  an  impracticable  character  or  extent 
of  precaution  which  could  not  be  observed 
without  so  ruinous  a  cost  as  to  destroy  the 
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business ;  and  in  all  cases  the  liability  is  only 
such  as  results  from  negligence. 

Our  own  cases  illustrate  all  these  qualifi- 
cations of  the  rule  of  highest  possible  care. 
Thus  in  Meier  v.  Pennsylvania  B.  Co. ,  64  Pa. 
225,  8  Am.  Rep.  581,  the  plaintiff's  injury 
was  sustained  while  he  was  a  passenger  on  a 
sleeping  car  in  consequence  of  the  breaking 
of  the  axle  of  the  forward  truck  in  two 
places.  The  end  of  the  car  then  dropped 
down  and  slid  along  the  rails.  The  plaintiff 
was  thrown  forward,  the  ligaments  of  the 
right  knee  were  torn,  and  the  bones  of  his  leg 
were  severely  bruised.  The  plaintiff  was  en- 
tirely without  fault,  and  the  accident  was  the 
result  of  a  defect  in  the  axle.  Of  course,  the 
presumption  of  negligence  arose,  and  the  de- 
fendant undertook  to  rebut  it  by  proving 
that  new  wheels  and  axles  had  been  put  on  a 
few  months  before,  and  that  they  were  of 
good  quality ;  that  they  were  constantly  in- 
spected ;  that  the  road  was  in  good  order,  and 
the  train  running  at  proper  speed  ;  and  that 
they  had  employed  such  appliances  as  were 
approved  by  the  most  experienced  railroad 
operators  and  mechanics.  The  case  was  tried 
in  the  district  court  of  Philadelphia  by  the 
very  able  and  distinguished  Judffe  Thayer, 
then  of  that  court,  who  submitted  the  ques- 
tion of  negligence  to  the  jury  in  a  lucid  and 
exhaustive  charge,  which  received  the  full 
approbation  of  this  court.  The  verdict  was 
for  the  defendant.  The  plaintiff  sued  out  a 
writ  of  error,  and  assigned  portions  of  the 
charge,  which  qualified,  or  rather  carefully 
stated,  the  rule  of  highest  possible  care ;  but 
this  court  approved  his  rulings,  and  sustained 
the  judgment.  The  following  language  of 
the  charge  was  assigned  for  error:  **That 
common  carriers  of  passengers  are  liable  only 
for  negligence.  They  are  not  insurers  of  the 
safety  of  their  passengers,  like  common  car- 
riers of  goods.  .  .  .  But  common  carriers 
of  passengers  are  not  liable  for  injuries  hap- 
pening to  passengers  from  unforeseen  acci- 
dents, where  there  has  been  no  negligence. 
They  do  not  undertake  absolutely  to  be  re- 
sponsible for  unavoidable  accidents, — for 
accidents,  in  a  word,  which  are  not  the  result 
of  their  own  negligence.''    Concerning  this 

fiart  of  the  charge,  Mr.  Justice  Agnew,  de- 
ivering  the  opinion  of  this  court,  said  :  '*It 
is  agreed  on  all  hands,  says  Jvdge  Redfield, 
in  his  work  on  Railways  (ed.  1867,  p.  174), 
that  carriers  of  passengers  are  liable  only  for 
negligence,  either  proximate  or  remote,  and 
that  they  are  not  insurers  of  the  safety  of 
their  passengers,  as  they  are  as  carriers  of 
goods  and  iMg^age  of  passeneers.  The  nu- 
merous cases  cited  from  which  this  result  is 
drawn  justifies  this  statement.  ...  In 
all  the  Pennsylvania  cases  it  will  be  found 
that  negligence  is  the  ground  of  liability  on 
the  part  of  a  carrier  of  passengers.  Absolute 
liability  requires  absolute  i>erfection  in  ma- 
chinery in  all  respects,  which  is  impossible." 
Judge  Thayer  also  charged  :  "  (2)  That  the 
rule  in  regard  to  carriers  of  passengers  is 
this :  The  utmost  care  and  vigilance  is  re- 
Quired  on  the  part  of  the  carrier.  The  rule 
does  not  require  the  utmost  degree  of  care 
which  the  human  mind  is  capable  of  imagin- 
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ing,  but  it  does  require  that  the  highest  de- 
gree of  practicable  care  and  dilijgence  should 
be  adopted  that  is  consistent  with  the  mode 
of  transportation  adopted.  Railway  passen- 
ger carriers  are  bound  to  use  all  reasonable 
precautions  against  injury  of  passengers,  and 
these  precautions  are  to  be  measured  by  those 
in  known  use  in  the  same  business  which 
have  been  proved  bv  experience  to  be  effica- 
cious. The  compa^  are  bound  to  use  the 
best  precautions  in  known  practical  use. 
That  is  the  rule;  the  best  precautions  in 
known  practical  use  to  secure  the  safety  of 
the  passengers;  but  not  every  possible  pre- 
ventive which  the  highest  scientific  skill 
might  suggest."  In  regard  to  this  part  of 
the  charge  we  said  :  "  The  rule  laid  down  by 
the  learned  judge  in  the  language  quoted  in 
the  second  assignment  is  a  correct  summary 
of  the  law.  The  rule  of  responsibility  differs 
from  the  rule  of  evidence.  Pfima  facie, 
where  a  passenger,  being  carried  on  a  train, 
is  injured  without  fault  of  his  own,  there  is 
a  legal  presumption  oiT  negligence  casting 
upon  the  carrier  thq  ontu  of  disproving  it 
[citing  several  cases].  This  is  the  rule  when 
the  injury  is  causedfby  a  defect  in  the  road, 
cars,  or  machinery,  or  by  a  want  of  diligence 
or  care  in  those  employed,  or  by  any  other 
thing  which  the  company  can  and  ought  to 
control  as  a  part  of  its  duty  to  carry  the  pas- 
sengers safely.  But  this  rule  of  evidence  is 
not  conclusive.  The  carrier  may  rebut  the 
presumption,  and  relieve  himself  from  re- 
sponsibility, by  showing  that  the  injury 
arose  from  an  accident  which  the  utmost 
skill,  foresight,  and  diligence  could  not  pre- 
vent. ...  To  ask  more  is  to  prohibit  the 
running  of  railways,  unless  they  possess  a 
capital  and  surplus  which  will  enable  them 
to  add  a  new  element  to  their  business,  —that 
of  insurance.'' 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  ruli-o^s  of  the 
court  below  were  approved  in  a  case  in  which 
the  passenger  was  injured  while  traveling  on 
the  defendant's  car,  without  anv  fault  of  his 
own,  and  where  the  cause  of  his  injury  was 
a  defect  in  one  of  the  axles  of  the  car,  in 
consequence  of  which  i  t  broke.  An  appl  iance 
was  defective  and  the  defendant  was  relieved 
from  liability,  although  the  defect  was  not 
discovered,  and  the  rule  of  highest  skill, 
foresight,  and  diligence  was  held  not  to  be 
infringed  by  the  nondiscovery  of  the  defect. 

How  much  stronger  is  the  present  case. 
Here  the  injury  was  not  the  result  of  any 
defect  in  any  of  the  appliances  used  by  the 
defendant,  nor  by  any  want  of  skill,  fore- 
sight, and  diligence  which  was  humanly 
possible.  The  injury  was  not  the  result  of 
any  act  of  carelessness  or  negligence  on  the 
part  of  anybody.  It  was  the  result,  ex- 
clusively, of  a  deliberate,  intended,  willful, 
affirmative,  positive  act  of  criminal  trespass. 
No  mere  act  of  carelessness  or  negligence 
could  have  turned  over  the  switch,  which 
was  set  to  derail  Che  cars,  so  that  it  would 
throw  the  cars  on  the  track  instead  of  off. 
No  mere  act  of  carelessness  or  negligence 
could  or  would  have  taken  out  the  coupling 
pin  which  held  the  cars  together.  No  mere 
act  of  carelessness  or  negligence  could  or 
would  have  driven  back  the  ratchet  which 
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held  the  brakes  in  place, — four  of  them  in 
all, — so  as  to  set  the  cars  in  motion.  All  and 
every  one  of  these  act«  required  special 
physical  effort,  exerted  for  the  very  purpose 
of  releasing  the  cars  from  the  entirely  suf- 
ficient restraints  which  had  been  imposed 
upon  them  by  the  company's  agents,  and 
these  efforts  were  made  each  one  after  the 
other,  in  a  wicked  and  deadly  succession, 
until  the  horrible  purpose  was  accomplished, 
and  the  work  of  death  and  destruction  re- 
sulted. How  can  it  be  said  that  any  human 
skill,  foresight,  or  diligence  could  have 
divined  or  believed  or  imagined  that  such 
acts  would  have  been  perpetrated?  It  would 
require  a  gift  of  omniscence  to  foresee  tbem, 
a  gift  of  prophecy  to  foretell  them,  and 
neither  of  these  qualities  is  human.  It  is 
useless  to  say  that  additional  precautions 
might  have  been  taken.  So  they  might,  if 
the  possibility  of  such  acts  could  have  been 
known  in  advance.  A  force  of  men  might 
hav^  been  stationed  at  the  cars  to  prevent  the 
possibility  of  another  force  of  men  invading 
them  and  setting  them  loose,  but  such  trans- 
actions are  outside  the  pale  of  human  ex- 
perience, and  it  is  simply  preposterous  to  say 
that  the  omission  to  take  that  kind  of  pre- 
caution is  negligence  in  any  conceivable  as- 
pect of  the  case.  Placing  blocks  under  the 
wheels  and  locks  on  the  switches  avails  noth- 
ing against  the  deliberate,  willful,  and  in- 
tended purpose  to  set  free  loaded  cars  in  such 
circumstances  as  these.  The  same  purpose 
which  would  turn  over  the  switch,  take  out 
the  coupling  pin,  and  then  hammer  at  the 
brakes  until  they  were  opened,  would  remove 
the  blocks  from  the  wheels  and  shatter  the 
lock  on  the  switch.  But  it  is  not  one  or  an- 
other particular  act  of  precaution  the  want 
of  which  is  to  be  set  up  as  a  test  of  the  legal 
duty  of  precaution,  but  the  whole  criminal 
purposes  ought  to  be  accomplished.  If  that 
purpose  and  corresponding  action  were  such 
as  not  to  subject  the  defendant  to  a  duty  of 
precaution  against  it,  the  presence  of  some 
precautions,  and  the  absence  of  another, 
which  might  or  might  not  have  been  effective, 
or  might  have  been  more  effective  than  those 
that  were  observed,  is  of  no  moment  in  the 
consideration  of  the  general  question  as  to 
the  existence  of  the  legal  duty.  If  the  pur- 
pose and  the  act  were  criminal,  and  were 
those  of  a  stranger,  and  could  not  have  been 
foreseen  by  any  human  skill  or  knowledge, 
the  duty  of  precaution  against  such  acts  does 
not  arise,  and  negligence  does  not  result  from 
the  want  of  sucli  precautions.  The  rule  of 
highest  skill,  care,  and  prudence  does  not 
require  the  impossible,  or  the  verv  extreme 
of  care  and  precaution  that  can  be  imagined. 
In  Shearman  <^  Redfleld  on  Negligence  (sec. 
266)  it  is  thus  expressed :  **This  doctrine  is 
not  to  be  construed  as  meaning  that  the  car- 
rier must  adopt  all  the  precautions  that  an 
ingenious  mind  could  suggest,  or  haye  all 
the  skill  that  science  could  give,  nor  that  he 
must  use  all  the  precaution  which,  after  an 
accident  has  happened,  it  can  be  seen  would 
have  sufficed  to  avoid  it,  nor  even  that  he 
must  use  such  precautions  as  one  would  use 
who  knew  beforehand  that  the  accident  would 
otherwise  certainly  occur. "  Again,  at  section 
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270,  the  writer  says :  **  A  railroad  company 
is  certainly  not  liable  for  an  injury  arising 
from  a  break  in  its  tracks,  caused  by  a  sudden 
and  extraordinary  flood,  or  by  the  willful  act 
of  a  stranger,  unless  the  injury  happens  to 
a  train  which  the  servants  of  the  company 
run  upon  the  broken  road  after  they,  or  those 
who  ought  to  advise  them,  have  had  notice 
of  its  condition,  or  have  had  sufficient  op- 
portunity to  learn  it."  In  2  Wood's  Rail- 
way Law,  at  section  302,  the  writer,  present- 
ing the  subject  in  words  nearly  identical  with 
the  foregoing;,  continues :  **  The  law  does  not 
require  such  particular  precaution  as,  it  is 
apparent  after  the  accident,  might  have  pre- 
Tented  the  injury,  but  such  as  would'  be 
dictated  by  the  utmoat  care  and  prudence  of 
a  very  cautious  person  before  ttie  accident, 
and  without  knowledge  that  it  was  about  to 
occur.  The  defendant  must  use  the  highest 
degree  of  practicable  care  and  diligence  that 
is  consistent  with  the  mode  of  transportation 
adopted."  This  was  the  precise  language  of 
the  court  in  the  case  of  Anoen  v.  ^ew  York 
Ctnt.  R.  Co..  18  N.  Y.  408,  72  Am.  Dec.  529. 
The  rule  is  stated  in  the  same  way  in  Red- 
f  eld  on  Carriers  (sec.  847  and  note  19) .  The 
rule  is  stated  in  substantially  the  same  way  in 
2  Rorer  on  Railroads  (p.  955),  thus:  "But 
this  rale  of  greatest  possible  care  is  not  to 
he  understooa  as  requiring  the  utmost  degree 
of  care  which  the  human  mind  can  attain  to 
or  is  cabbie  of  inventing.  Such  applica- 
tions of  it  would  involve  such  an  expenditure 
as  would  tend  to  prevent  all  persons  of  or- 
dinary  prudence  from  engaging  in  the  busi- 
ness. It  simply  means  greatest  degree  of  care 
that  is  consistent  with  that  mode  of  trans- 
portation. It  does  not  contemplate  such  a 
measure  of  care  as  will  render  it  practically 
impossible  to  continue  the  railroad  trans- 
portation of  pasengers.  .  .  .  They  are 
by  no  means  insurers  of  human  life,  and  are 
not  accountable  for  the  results  of  latent 
defects  which  the  usual  and  well -recognized 
tests  of  science  and  art  fail  to  detect ;  nor  arc 
they  liable  for  accidents  which  skill  and  ex- 
perience are  unable  to  foresee  and  avoid." 
The  very  question  which  arises  in  this  case 
was  decided  in  Deyo  v.  New  York  Cent.  R. 
Co.,  34  N.  Y.  9.  The  plaintiff  was  a  pas- 
senger on  the  railroad  of  the  defendant  at 
night.  "  The  train  was  thrown  from  the  track 
through  the  culpable  act  of  some  unknown 
person,  who  maliciously  or  mischievously 
drew  the  spikes  which  fastened  the  chairs  and 
the  rails.  Marks  were  visible  on  the  ties  of 
a  claw  bar  having  been  used  in  removing 
these  spikes.  Two  trains  had  passed  over 
this  section  of  the  road  at  the  point  where 
the  injury  happened.  .  .  .  The  road  was 
in  good  condition  when  these  trains  passed 
over  it  in  safety  and  without  any  obstruc- 
tion. "  Da  vies,  Jl ,  i  n  del  i  vering  the  opi  ni  on, 
said:  ''The  only  question  upon  this  appeal 
is  whether  there  was  any  evidence  of  negli- 
gence on  the  part  of  the  defendants  or  their 
serrants  sufficient  to  warrant  the  learned 
justice  who  tried  the  action  in  submitting 
that  question  to  the  jurv.  It  is  a  familiar 
principle  that  carriers  of  passengers  are  not 
insurers  of  the  safety  of  their  passengere. 
Tbeir  duty  is  measured  by  the  dangers  which 


attend  railroad  carriage;  and  the  utmost 
foresight  as  to  i>ossible  dangers,  and  the 
utmost  prudence  in  guarding  against  them 
are  required  to  exempt  them  from  liability 
in  case  of  injury  to  a  passenger.  .  .  . 
There  was  no  evidence  in  this  action  of  any 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendants, 
their  servants  or  agents.  This  portion  of  the 
track  was  laid  with  the  best  and  most  im- 
proved rail.  It  was  in  perfect  order.  It  had 
been  passed  over  by  their  track- master  a  few 
hours  before  the  accident.  Within  two  hours 
before  it  occurred  three  trains  of  cars  had 
passed  over  it  in  safety,  and  it  must  then 
have  been  in  complete  order.  The  proximate 
cause  of  the  acciaent  was  the  removal  of  the 
spikes  which  fastened  the  chairs  and  rails  to 
the  ties  and  sleepers.  It  is  apparent  that,  as 
soon  as  these  fastenings  were  removed,  a 
superincumbent  pressure  would  displace  the 
rails,  and  thus  inevitably  throw  the  cars  off 
the  track.  No  human  care  or  foresight  could 
guard  against  such  a  diabolical  act,  com- 
mitted under  the  circumstances  developed  in 
this  case.  It  is  clear  that  these  fastenings 
must  have  been  removed  after  the  last  train 
going  east  had  passed  the  point  where  the 
road  was  disturbed."  The  court  below  had 
on  the  trial  granted  a  compulsory  nonsuit, 
and  the  court  of  appeals  affirmed  the  judg- 
ment, saying:  "If,  therefore,  the  jury  on 
this  testimonv  had  found  that  the  defendant 
had  been  guilty  of  negligence,  it  would  have 
been  the  duty  of  the  court  to  have  set  aside 
the  verdict." 

It  will  be  observed  that  in  the  case  just 
cited  there  was  no  affirmative  proof  as  to  who 
removed  the  spikes,  and  thus  caused  the  rails 
to  become  displaced.  There  was,  therefore, 
a  possibility  that  they  might  have  been  re- 
moved by  some  vindictive  employ^  who  had 
been  discharged.  In  fact,  there  was  evidence 
to  prove  just  such  a  state  of  facts,  but  never- 
theless the  court  held  that  the  company  was 
not  liable.  But  in  the  case  at  bar  there  was 
full  proof  that  the  cars  were  uncoupled  and 
the  brakes  loosened,  and  the  switch  turned 
back,  by  a  person  who  was  a  total  stranger, 
and  having  nothing  to  do  with  the  defendant 
company,  and  for  whose  acts,  therefore,  the 
company  was  not  responsible  in  any  conceiv- 
able manner. 

The  case  of  Curtis  v.  RocJiester  <t  8.  R.  Co. , 
18  N.  Y.  584,  75  Am.  Dec.  258,  is  another 
instance  in  which  the  same  doctrine  of  non- 
liability was  held,  although  there  the  evi- 
dence was  sufficient  to  warrant  a  verdict  of 
negligence.  The  plaintiff  was  a  passenger, 
and  was  injured  by  the  car  running  off  the 
track  at  a  switch  at  a  station,  which  was 
misplaced,  on  xhe  main  track.  There  was  no 
evidence  to  show  how  it  become  misplaced, 
and  as  it  was  at  a  station  there  was  sufficient 
evidence  of  want  of  care  to  carry  the  case  to 
the  jury.  But  the  court  of  appeals,  in  their 
comments  upon  the  rule  of  duty  applicable 
in  such  cases,  said  :  "  Carriers  of  passengers 
are  not  insurers,  and  many  injuries  may  oc- 
cur to  those  they  transport  for  which  they  are 
not  responsible.  They  are,  for  obvious  rea- 
sons, held  bound  to  exert  the  utmost  care  and 
vigilance  to  secure  the  safety  of  passengers, 
and  are  responsible  for  the  slightest  negli- 
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gence.  But  injuries  may  often  happen 
through  the  fault  or  misconduct  of  those 
whose  acts  are  in  no  way  chargeable  to  them. 
.  .  .  Still  accidents  may  occur  from  a 
multitude  of  causes,  even  upon  a  railroad, 
for  which  the  company  is  not  responsible.  If 
obstructions  are  placed  b^  strangers  upon  the 
road,  either  through  accident  or  design,  the 
company  is  not  responsible  for  the  conse- 
quences, unless  its  agents  have  been  remiss  in 
not  discovering  them. " 

That  is  precisely  this  case.  These  cars 
were  in  a  place  of  safety,  and  amply  secured 
against  either  leaving  tneir  position  or  run- 
ning on  the  main  tr^ck,  bv  a  switch,  so  as 
to  derail  them  if  they  did  get  loose.  But 
they  were  detached  from  the  other  cars,  their 
brakes  were  opened,  and  the  derailing  switch 
turned  back  by  one  who  was  a  stranger ;  and 
within  a  very  few  minutes  after  this  was 
done  the  collision  occurred.  There  was  no 
time  for  the  defendant's  agents  to  discover 
the  mischief,  and  they  cannot  be  charged 
with  negligence  in  that  respect.  So  far  as 
this  defendant  is  concerned,  it  is  of  no  con- 
sequence who  it  was  that  committed  this 
crime,  nor  what  his  motives  were.  He  was  a 
stranger,  over  whom  they  had  no  control, 
and  they  were  not  responsible  for  his  acts. 

In  two  of  our  recent  cases  the  rule  of  the 
presumption  of  negligence  from  the  mere  fact 
that  the  plaintiff  was  a  passenger,  and  was 
injured,  has  received  qualifications  which 
are  strictly  appl icable  to  the  case  at  bar.  The 
first  of  them  is  Penniylvania  R.  Go.  v.  Mac- 
Kiniiey,  124  Pa.  462,  2  L.  R.  A.  820,  in 
which  the  plaintiff  was  a  passenger  on  the 
defendant's  train,  and,  while  reading  a  news- 
paper in  his  seat  at  an  open  window,  was 
struck  in  the  eye  by  a  hard  substance,  and 
seriously  injured.  On  the  trial  the  court  be- 
low instructed  the  jury  that  they  should  start 
with  the  presumption  that  the  defendant  was 
guilty  of  negligence  from  the  mere  happen- 
ing of  the  accident,  and  that  it  thereupon 
devolved  upon  the  defendant  to  rebut  that 
presumption,  and  show  that  they  were  not 
negligent.  We  held  that  this  was  error,  be- 
cause the  accident  occurred  from  something 
extraneous  to  the  railroad  and  the  appliances 
of  travel,  and  it  would  be  necessary  for  the 
plaintiff  to  go  further,  and  affirmatively 
prove  that  there  was  ne^l  i gence.  The  present 
chief  justice,  in  delivering  the  opinion, 
pointed  out  the  difference  between  an  acci- 
dent resulting  from  the  mere  operation  of  the 
road  and  one  which  was  the  result  of  some 
extrinsic  cause.  In  the  former  the  presump- 
tion of  negligence  arose  from  the  mere  hap- 
pening of  the  accident ;  in  the  latter  no  such 
presumption  arose,  and  the  fact  of  negligence 
lor  which  the  defendant  was  responsible  must 
be  proved  by  satisfactory  testimony,  just  as 
in  any  ordinary  case  between  strangers.  Con- 
cluding, he  said  :  "  If  the  case  had  been  sub- 
mitted to  the  jury  on  the  evidence,  and  they 
had  found  therefrom  that  the  plaintiff's  in- 
jury resulted  from  something  connected  with 
the  operation  of  the  railroad,  and  not  from 
sometninj;  entirely  disconnected  therewith, 
and  with  which  neither  the  company  nor  its 
employes  had  anything  whatever  to  do,  that 
would  have  raised  prima  facie  a  presumption 


of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  company, 
and  thrown  upon  it  the  burden  of  proving 
that  it  did  not  exist. " 

In  the  present  case,  the  injury  having  oc- 
curred as  the  result  of  a  collision  of  cars  on 
the  railroad,  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the 
benefit  of  a  presumption  of  negligence,  and 
the  court  below  so  charged  the  jury.  But 
the  defendant  met  and  rebutted  that  presump- 
tion by  showing  conclusively,  and  without 
the  least  contradiction,  that  the  collisioik 
was  occasioned  solely  by  the  criminal  act  of 
a  stranger,  with  whom  neither  the  company 
nor  its  agents  had  anything  to  do.  As  this 
was  an  undisputed  fact,  it  is  almost  impos- 
sible to  understand  why  the  learned  court  be- 
low would  not  have  been  justified  in  with- 
drawing the  case  from  the  Juiy*  &s  was  done 
in  the  case  of  Deyo  v.  New  York  Gent,  R,  Co,, 
iupray  on  the  ground  that  upon  the  whole 
testimony  no  negligence  was  shown  for  which 
the  defendant  was  responsible.  But  the 
learned  court  left  that  question  to  the  jury, 
and  the  jury  found  that  the  defendant  was 
not  guilty  or  any  negligence  which  produced 
the  injury,  and  that  verdict,  of  course,  set- 
tles the  question. 

The  appellant  claims  that  tlie  court  below 
did  not  dwell  with  sufficient  force  and  em- 
phasis upon  the  rule  of  the  highest  degree 
of  care,  skill,  and  prudence  which  was  hu- 
nianly  possible.  It  is  sufficient  to  say  in  re- 
ply that,  in  view  of  the  entirely  uncontra- 
dicted testimony  in  this  case,  it  was  only 
necessary  to  inquire  whether  the  defendant 
had  rebutted  the  presumption  of  negligence 
which  arose  from  the  mere  facts  of  the  in- 
jury. There  was  nothing  in  the  case  but 
the  mere  presumption.  Au  of  the  actual  tes- 
timony as  to  the  real  facts  of  the  occurrence 
tendedf  in  a  most  eminent  degree  to  show  that 
there  was  no  negligence  for^which  the  com- 
pany was  responsible,  and  that  the  injury 
was  the  result  of  the  willful  criminal  tres- 
pass of  a  stranger.  In  such  circumstances  the 
highest  inquiry  that  could  legitimately  be 
conducted  by  the  jury  was  whether  there  was 
any  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant 
in  the  precautions  taken  against  such  an  acci- 
dent. That  question  was  fully  submitted  by 
the  learned  court  to  the  jury,  with  instruc- 
tions to  find  for  the  plaintiff  if  they  found 
such  negligence.  The  appellant's  points  on 
the  subject  of  the  highest  possible  degree  of 
care  were  affirmed,  and  the  remark  of  the 
court  below,  that  the  principle  was  very 
strongly  expressed,  was  entirely  correct  in 
view  of  the  manifest  facts  of  the  case.  So. 
also,  his  expression  of  individual  opinion 
that  the  precautions  taken  by  the  defendant 
were  sufficient  to  relieve  them  of  the  char^ 
of  negligence  was  appropriate  and  lust  in 
view  of  the  testimony.  He  distinctly  told 
the  jury  it  was  for  them  to  decide  the  ques- 
tion, and  left  them  entirely  free  to  act  upon 
their  own  judgment.  In  the  case  of  I/Ucn  v. 
Rumner  R.  Co.,  8  Hurlst.  &  N.  930,  the 
plaintiff's  trucks  were  derailed  by  the  mis- 
placement of  the  points  of  a  siding.  There 
the  evidence  showed  that  shortly  before  the 
accident  a  stone  was  found  inserted  under 
the  lever  of  one  of  the  points,  and  the  de- 
fendant claimed  that  this  had  caused  the  ac- 
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cident,  and,  as  it  was  the  willful  act  of  a 
stranger,   thej  were  not  responsible.     The 
judge  who  tried  the  case  thought  there  was 
DO  evidence  of  actual  negligence,   and  told 
the  jury  that  if  the  defendant's  account  was 
correct  they  were  entitled  to  a  verdict,   un- 
less the  jury  thought  there  was  negligence 
io  not  having  a  person  to  take  care  oi   the 
points,  and  he  said  he  did  not  think  there 
was.    A  verdict  was  rendered  for  the  plain- 
tiff, and  on  a  rule  for  a  new  trial  the  case 
vas  heard  in  bank,  and  the  rule  made  ab- 
solute.   The  court  said:    "There  was  evi- 
dence that  there  had  been  a  willful  act  on  the 
part  of  a  stranger  which  would  have  caused 
the  accident,  and  no  evidence  of  negligence 
on  the  part  of  the  defendants.     None  was 
suggested,  except  their  not  having  a  person 
always  at  the  spot  to  look  after  the  'points, ' 
which  thev  were  not  bound  to  have.     The 
siding  had  been  in  that  state  for  months,  and 
no  accident  had  happened.     The  verdict  was 
clearly  contrary  to  Uie  evidence,   and  there 
must  be  a  new  trial. "    In  this  case  there  was 
no  proof  as  to  who  had  placed  the  stone  un- 
der the  lever,  and  the  verdict  had  found  neg- 
ligence  as  a  fact,  but  the  court  set  it  aside  as 
unwarranted  by  the  testimony.   Our  own  very 
recent  case  of  Thonuu  v.  Philadtlphia  d  A 
£  Cb.,  148  Pa.  180,  15  L.  R.  A.  416,  affords 
astill  more  striking  Illustration  of  the  inap- 
plicability of  the  rule  of  the  highest  possible 
care,  in  the  case  of  an  injured  passenger,  and 
of  the  necessity  of  affirmative  proof  of  actual 
negligence,  before  a  recovery  could  be  had. 
The  facts  and  the  conclusions  of  the  court  arc 
well  stated  in  the  opinion  of   Chief  Justice 
P&x8on :  "■  On  June  5,  1890,  the  appellant  was 
a  passenger  on  the  cars  of  the  defendant  com- 
pany, and  in  the  vicinity  of  Pottstown  was 
struck  on  the  arm  by  a  missile  with  sufficient 
force  to  cause  a  fracture  thereof.     It  was  not 
shown  what  caused  the  injury.     The  appel- 
lant did  not  see  the  missile,  nor  was  it  found 
in  the  car.    There  was  no  evidence  that  any 
one  was  near  the  train  on  the  outside  who 
could  have  inflicted  the  injury.    This  suit 
was  brought  to  recover  damages  for  the  in- 
jury referred  to.     The  theory  of  the  appel lant 
was  that  it  was  caused  by  a  loose  nut,  thrown 
fnxn  one  of  the  switches  of  the  defendant's 
roadbed,  over  which   the  train  was  passing 
St  the  time.  *  This  was  a  mere  theor^,  how- 
ever, without  any  evidence  to  sustain  it.    The 
appellant  contended  that  under  such  circum- 
stances the  question  of  the  defendant's  neg- 
ligence should  have  been  submitted  to  the 
jury.    The  court  took  a  contrary  view  of  the 
case,  and  directed  a  verdict  for  the  defend- 
ant.   This  was  the  error  assigned.     .     .     . 
There  was  nothing  in  the  evidence  to  connect 
the  accident  with  any  defect  in  the  cars  or 
Buchinery,  the  movement  of  the  train,  or  in 
a&y  of  the   appliances    of   transportation. 
There  was  nothing,  therefore,  to  submit  to  a 
jary.    It  would  be  as-reasonable  to  hold  that 
a  bullet  fired  into  the  car  from  without,   by 
means  ol  which  a  passenger  is  killed,  is  evi- 
dence of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  com- 
pany."   It  win  be  seen  that  in  this  last  case 
the  rule  that  a  presumption  of  negligence 
arises  in  favor  of  a  passenger  traveling  on  a 
tiain  from  the  mere  fact  of  the  accident  was 
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refused  application,  and  the  rule  that  the 
highest  possible  care  must  be  applied  was 
denied  enforcement,  because  there  must  be 
evidence  to  justify  it  in  the  intrinsic  factfr 
of  the  case.  Neither  of  these  rules,  therefore,, 
is  of  universal  application,  and  the  par- 
ticular circumstances  must  be  considered  in» 
order  to  determine  how  far  they  control  the 
decision.  Here  the  legal  presumption  was. 
applied  because  the  injury  resulted  from  a 
collision  of  cars.  But,  the  presumption  hav- 
ing been  fully  rebutted  by  proof  that  the  col- 
lision was  the  result  solely  of  the  criminal  act 
of  a  stranger,  it  suffices  no  further  purpose. 
Had  the  learned  judge  directed  a  verdict  for 
the  defendant,  it  is  scarcely  possible  that  we 
would  have  interfered  with  it.  But  he  left 
the  question  of  actual  negligence  to  the  jury, 
who  properly  decided  there  was  none,  and 
that  is  the  end  of  the  plaintiff's  case.  It  was 
eminently  not  a  case  in  which  the  jury  should 
be  fired  with  urgent  repetition  of  the  doc- 
trine of  leeal  presumption  of  negligence,  and 
the  rule  of  the  highest  possible  human  skill, 
foresight,  and  diligence,  but  rather  one  in 
which  the  precise  limitations  of  the  defend- 
ant's liability  should  be  presented  calmly 
and  dispassionately  ;  and  this  is  exactly  what 
was  done. 

The  complaint  that  the  judge  expressed  an 
opinion  on  the  facts  as  to  whether  the  defend-* 
ant  had  exercised  sufficient  precautions  is 
without  merit.  In  the  case  of  Leibig  v. 
Steiner,  94  Pa.  466,  we  said :  **  A  judge  may 
give  his  opinion  freely  on  the  weight  and 
value  of  evidence,  for  he  is  the  best  and 
safest  adviser  of  the  jury ;  but  be  has  no  au- 
thority to  decide  any  question  of  fact  when 
the  party  affirming  it  has  sustained  his  aver- 
ment by  any  reasonable  proof.  Very  strong 
expressions  of  opinion  on  the  facts  are  tol- 
erated ;  indeed,  sometimes  may  be  neces- 
sary. .  .  .  Exceptional  cases  arise  where 
it  is  the  duty  of  the  judge  to  express  his 
opinion  of  the  facts,  and  guide  the  minds  of 
the  jury  to  a  correct  view  of  the  evidence ; 
and  therefore  it  has  been  settled  that  when 
he  does  so  without  misleading  or  controlling 
them  in  the  disposition  of  the  facts  there  is 
no  ground  for  reversing.*'  In  the  present 
case  the  learned  judge  who  tried  it  was  par- 
ticularly careful  to  say  to  the  jury  that,  while 
personally  he  thought  the  company  was  not 
careless  in  not  opening  the  lower  switch  or 
putting  on  locks,  and  that  he  thought  the 
com  pan  V  had  done  all  that  a  prudent  man 
would  do,  nevertheless  he  left  it  to  them  to 
say  whether  there  was  carelessness  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant  in  leaving  the  cars  as  they 
did.  He  also  said  that  he  left  it  to  the  jury 
to  say  whether  the  defendant  was  responsible 
for  the  misconduct  of  bad  boys;  that,  while 
it  was  hi^  own  opinion  that  they  were  not, 
he  was  bound  to  leave  that  question  to  them, 
and  did  so.  There  is  certainly  no  error  in 
this.  No  attempt  was  made  to  control  the 
action  of  the  jury  ;  the  decision  was  left  ex- 
clusively to  them.  The  circumstances  were 
such  as  to  call  for  words  of  caution  from  the 
court ;  and  the  expression  of  an  individual 
opinion,  in  view  of  the  remarkable  facts  of 
the  case,  was  not  at  all  inappropriate,  es- 
pecially as  the  jury  were  told  that  it  was  for 
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them  to  decide  the  whole  matter.  Id  the 
^ase  of  Spear  v.  Philadelphia,  W,  A  B.  R. 
Co,,  119  Pa.  61,  we  said:  ^'The  learned 
judge  who  tried  this  case  in  the  court  below 
"^as  persuaded  that  the  evidence  given  on 
behalf  of  the  defendants  was  sufficient  to 
rebut  the  presumption  of  negligence,  and  he 
had  a  rifht  to  express  an  opinion  on  that 
subject,  but  the  question  was  not  one  of  law 
for  his  determination.  It  is  the  right,  and 
in  some  cases  it  becomes  the  duty,  of  a  judge 
to  express  his  opinion  upon  the  character  and 
weight  of  the  testimony  which  he  must  sub- 
mit to  the  jury,  and  it  should  be  done  in 
such  a  manner  as  to  leave  them  in  possession 
of  the  question  that  belongs  to  them.**  To 
the  same  effect  is  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  AUen, 
■8  Penny  p.  170.  Kilpatriek  y.  Com,,  81  Pa. 
216:  "A  judge  may  rightfully  exoress  his 
opinion  respecting  the  evidence,  and  it  may 
sometimes  be  his  duty  to  do  it.  yet  not  so  as 
to  withdraw  it  from"  the  consideration  and 
decision  of  the  jury."  Bitner  v.  Bitner,  65 
Pa.  868 :  **  Very  strong  expressions  of  opin- 
ion on  the  facts  are  tolerated ;  indeed  some- 
times may  be  necessary."  In  Johnston  v. 
Com.,  85  Pa.  64,  27  Am.  Rep.  622,  on  a  trial 
for  burglary,  the  court  in  the  charge  said : 
^The  commonwealth  claims  that  evidence 
•can  establish  nothing  if  this  evidence  will 
not  establish  the  facts  alleged  in  the  third 
-count;  and  I,  for  my  part,  cannot  see  how 
the  jury  can  hesitate  a  moment  to  convict  the 
prisoner  on  the  third  count."  Held  not  to 
be  error  under  the  facts  of  the  case,  although 
it  was  a  strong  expression  of  opinion,  ^e 
also,  McClintock  v.  Pennsylvania  R,  Co.  21 
W.  N.  C.  183 ;  Doyle  v.  Union  Pac.  R.  Co. 
147  U.  8.  418,  480,  87  L.  ed.  228.  280.  The 
assignments  of  error  are  all  dismissed. 
Judgment  affirmed. 

Sterrett,  Ch.  J.,  dissenting: 

If  the  right  of  trial  by  jury,  "as  hereto- 
fore," is  to  "remain  inviolable,"  it  behooves 
us,  in  my  judgment,  to  disapprove  of  such 
constraininff  influence  as  was  improperly 
brought  to  Dear  upon  the  jury  in  this  case. 
While  the  learned  judge  who  presided  at  the 
trial  rightly  conceded  that  the  case  hinged 
on  questions  of  fact  which  he  could  not.  in 
any  event,  withdraw  from  the  jury,  he  sub- 
mitted them  with  evident  reluctance,  and 
with  such  an  emphatic  expression  of  his  own 
opinion  that  said  questions  should  all  be 
determined  ii^  favor  of  the  company  defend- 
ant that  it  was  next  to  impossible  for  the 
jury  to  discharge  their  duty,  as  the  consti- 
tutional triers  of  fact,  with  that  sense  of  un- 
constrained freedom  which  should  always 
character ize  the  deliberations  of  every  jury 
in  such  cases  as  this.  Referring  to  the  duty 
which  the  company  as  a  common  carrier  of 
passengers  owed  to  the  plaintiff,  and  whether 
that  duty  had  been  properly  performed,  etc. , 
he  said  :  **  Under  the  law  applicable  to  this 
case  I  must  submit  the  question  to  you  to 
determine  whether  you  find  the  defendant  was 
careless  in  not  opening  the  lower  switch  or 
putting  on  locks.  Personally,  if  I  were  a 
juror,  I  would  say,  *No.'  If  I  were  a  jury- 
man,  I  would  think  that  the  company  had 
done  all  that  any  prudent  man  would  do.  It  i 
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braked  its  cars,  opened  the  throw-off  switch 
and  left  them  there.  But  the  question  most 
be  submitted  to  you  as  jurors  to  say  whether 
you  find  it  was  carelessness  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant  to  leave  those  cars  there  on  the 
decline  on  which  the  cars  would  have  ran 
into  the  main  road  in  case  they  had  got 
loose."  Again,  he  said :  "There  is  another 
part  of  the  case  which  is  brought  out  with 
great  strength  under  the  evidence,  and 
proved,  I  think,  to  your  satisfaction,— as  at 
least  it  is  to  mine, —that  this  accident  was 
caused  by  the  willful  misconduct  of  certain 
boys ;  that  those  boys  meddled  with  those 
cars  and  that  switch,  and  that  it  was  their 
willful  misdoing;  that  caused  the  accident. 
I  leave  it  to  you  to  say  whether  you  think, 
under  those  circumstances,  a  company  ought 
to  be  held  responsible  for  the  malicious, 
willful  misconduct  of  bad  boys.  My  own 
individual  opinion  in  that  case  is  that  they 
ought  not,  but,  as  I  am  bound  to  leave  that 
question  to  you,  I  do  leave  it  to  you  to  de- 
termine." Again,  in  answering  defendant's 
fifth  point,  in  which  he  was  asked  to  say,  as 
matter  of  law.  that  "neither  the  absence  of 
a  lock  from  the  throw-off  switch  in  the  im- 
mediate vicinity  of  the  coal  cars,  nor  the 
failure  to  open  the  double  rail  switch,  used 
as  a  throw -off,  near  the  Corbin  colliery,  can 
be  regarded  as  any  proof  of  negligence  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant, "  he  again  volunteered 
his  own  opinion  on  the  question  as  one  of 
fact,  which,  as  he  said,  "  must  be  submitted 
to"  the  jury,  by  saying,  in  substance,  that  the 
manifest  acts  of  omission  stated  in  the  point 
could  not  be  regarded  as  any  proof  of  neg- 
ligence. But  the  learned  judge's  oft-rcpeat«l 
declarations  of  his  own  opinion  on  questions 
of  fact  which  were  exclusively  for  the  con- 
sideration, and  determination  of  the  jury,  and 
what  he  would  do  if  he  were  a  juror,  etc.. 
are  not  all.  There  are  grave  errors  of  law 
for  which  alone  the  juoement  should  be  re- 
versed. In  the  paragraph  first  above  quoted 
from  the  charge  the  standard  of  duty  applied 
to  defendant  company  as  a  common  carrier  of 
passengers  is  orainary  care  merely,  viz. : 
^If  I  were  a  juryman,  I  would  think  that 
the  company  bad  done  all  that  any  prudent 
man  would  do.  It  braked  its  cars,  opened 
the  throw- off  switch,  and  left  them  there. "  It 
is  no  compliment,    even   to  an  ordinarily 

Srudent  man,  to  say  that  he  would  not  have 
one  more  than  brake  the  cars  in  such  a  way 
that  even  children  could  at  any  time  start 
them  down  grade  on  their  dieath -dealing 
errand,  or  open  the  throw-off  switch,  and 
leave  the  lever  unlocked  and  unsecured  ia 
any  manner,  so  that  any  thoughtless  or  mis- 
chievous boy  could  start  it  again  with  perfect 
ease.  But  when  we  apply  to  defendant's  con- 
duct, in  leaving  the  coal  cars  in  such  an  in- 
secure condition,  etc.,  the  high  standard  of 
care  which  the  law  requires  carriers  of  pas- 
sengers to  exercise,  how  widely  different  is 
the  case?  The  contract  to  carry  implies  that 
every  precaution  which  human  sin  11  could 
suggest  has  been  taken  to  guard  against  every 
apparent  danger  that  may  beset  the  passen- 
ger, and  that  the  same  degree  of  care  will 
continue  to  be  exercised  until  he  reaches  the 
end  of  his  journey.    The  siding  or  branch 


1808. 


East  Tbnnesbeb.  V.  &  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Kane. 


815 


•on  which  the  coal  cars  stood  was  of  unusually 
heavy  crade,  descending  rapidly  to  Its  junc- 
tion with  the  main  line,  on  which  was  the 
train  in  which  plaintilF  and  other  passengers 
were  being  transported.  As  a  necessary  pre- 
caution against  the  dantrer  of  cars  escap- 
ing by  accident  or  otherwise  and  running 
■down  on  to  the  main  line,  the  two  throw -on 
switches  were  constructed  ;  one  near  the  point 
where  the  coal  cars  stooil,  and  the  double- 
'  rail  switch  further  down.  The  former  was 
opened,  as  is  alleged,  but  left  unlocked,  and 
without  any  kind  of  fastening.  The  latter 
was  not  even  opened.  If  it  had  been,  the 
-escaping  coal  cars  would  have  been  arrested 
by  it  in  their  downward  course.  If  the  up- 
per switch,  alleged  to  have  been  opened,  had 
been  locked,  or  otherwise  securely  fastened, 
the  danger  of  its  being  opened  would  cer- 
tainly have  been  greatly  lessened.  The  omis- 
sion to  even  open  the  lower  switch,  and  to 
use  proper  means  to  prevent  the  closing  of 
the  upper  one,  were  certainly  evidence  of 
culpable  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  com- 
pany. The  construction  of  these  throw- off 
switches  is  proof  of  their  necessity ;  but  if 
they  were  not  used,  or  not  properly  secured, 
of  what  avail  could  they  be  in  averting 
danger?  It  is  too  plain  to  admit  of  any 
•doubt  that  even  suggesting  to  the  jury  that 
these  acts  of  omission  should  not  be  regarded 
.as  any  proof  of  negligence  was  error. 

The  un<}ualified  affirmance  of  defendant's 
second  point  was  plain  error.  In  affirming 
that  point,  without  any  qualification  or  ex- 
planation, the  learned  judge  instructed  the 
jury,  in  the  words  thereof, ~thus :  "  The  un- 
contradicted testimonv  on  the  part  of  the  de- 
fendant shows  that  the  proximate  cause  of 
the  collision  in  which  the  plaintiff  was  in- 
jured was  the  wrongful  act  of  trespassers 
upon  defendant's  cars.  For  such  wrongful 
act  the  company  defendant,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  present  case,  is  not  respon- 
sible ;  and  if  the  jury  believe  the  said  testi- 
mony as  to   the  proximate    cause   of   the 


collision  their  verdict  should  be  for  defend- 
ant." The  vice  of  this  instruction  is  that  it 
ignores  the  question  of  defendant's  omission 
to  exercise  tnat  hi  eh  degree  of  care  which 
the  law  requires.  It  was  clearly  the  duty  of 
the  companv  to  take  every  precaution  which 
human  skill  and  foresight  could  suggest  to 
guard  against  everj^  apparent  danger  that 
might  beset  the  plaintiff  and  oth^r  passen- 

fers.  It  foresaw  the  danger  of  cars  being 
etached,  by  accident  or  otherwise,  and  run- 
ning down  the  he^vy  grade,  uncontrolled, 
onto  the  main  track ;  and  it  accordingly  pro- 
vided the  two  throw- off  switches  to  guard 
against  that  apparent  danger,  but  it  omitted 
to  properly  use  the  means  which  it  had  pro- 
vided expressly  for  that  purpose.  It  omitted 
even  to  open  one  of  the  switches,  and  left  the 
other  insecurely  opened.  That  omission  was 
at  least  such  evidence  of  negligence  as  would 
have  warranted  the  iury  in  finding  that  its 
neelect  of  duty  was  the  cause  of  the  collision. 
There  was  also  error  in  affirming  defend- 
ant's first  point  as  presented.  Other  errors 
of  minor  importance  might  be  noted,  but 
these  to  which  special  reference  has  been 
made  are  sufficient  to  show  that  a  fair  trial 
was  not  accorded  to  plaintiff.  The  emphatic 
and  oft- repeated  expressions  of  opinion,  etc. , 
above  referred  to,  were  unwarranted,  mislead- 
ing, and  erroneous.  They  were  an  uncalled- 
for  invasion  of  the  province  of  the  jury.  The 
line  of  demarcation  between  the  duty  of  the 
court,  as  expounder  of  the  law,  and  that  of 
the  jury,  as  the  constitutional  triers  of  fact, 
should  be  carefully  observed.  While,  on  the 
one  hand,  the  coiirt  should  not  permit  the 
jury  to  disregard  or  evade  its  instructions  as 
to  matters  of  law,  it  should  be  equally  care- 
ful not  to  invade  the  province  of  the  jury, 
and  take  upon  itself  the  determination  of 
questions  of  fact  about  which  there  is  any 
doubt  or  dispute.  For  the  reasons  above  sug- 
gested the  judgment  should  be  reversed,  and 
a  new  trial  ordered. 
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"*!•  Where  a  nonresideiit  witness  Ibr 
whom  interrogatories  had  heen  sued 
out  was  in  court  at  the  time  of  the  trialf 

it  was  error  to  permit  the  answers  to  the  inter- 
roffatories  to  be  read  to  the  Jury  over  objection 
of  the  opposite  party,  although  the  witness  was 
in  attendance  upon  the  court  at  the  instance  of 
the  latter,  the  witness  being  actually  present 
when  the  answers  to  tbe  interrogatories  were  of- 
fered in  evidence. 
2*  It  is  not  canse  for  a  new  trial  that 
the   court  relVised  to   allow  certain 

*Head  notes  by  Lumpkin,  J. 

NOTB.— See  preceding  case  and  note, 
^  L.  R.  A. 


questions  propounded  to  witnesses  by  de- 
fendant's counsel  to  be  answered,  it  not  appear- 
ing wbat  answers  were  expected,  and  in  view  of 
other  evidence  and  of  admissions  in  tbe  declara- 
tion, no  possible  answers  to  these  questions  being 
substantially  material. 

8.  Upon  the  trial  of  an  action  ag^nst 
a  railroad  company  for  homicide  re- 
sulting in  part  from  the  misplacement  of  a 
switch,  it  was  not  error  to  refuse  to  allow  the 
defendant  to  show  **the  common  experience  of 
railroads'*  in  getting  back  switch  keys  from  their 
employ^  and  that  all  railroads  have  great  diffi- 
culty in  keeping  up  with  such  keys  and  having 
them  returned  by  discharged  employ^  because 
of  their  real  or  alleged  loss.  Nor  was  there  error 
in  refusing  to  allow  defendant  to  prove  **the 
custom  or  usage  of  railroads  in  reference  to  pro- 
viding a  watchman  for  each  of  their  switches," 
defendant  expecting  to  prove  **that  the  general 
custom  was  not  to  provide  a  watchman  for  such 
switches." 

4.   Though  one  of  the  main  issues  was 
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whether  or  not  the  eni^ineer  Ikir  whose 
homlelde  the  action  wne  brought  wne 
gnilty  of  ne§^ll^enee  in  brini^lnfr  about  tbe 
collision  which  resulted  in  his  death,  there  was 
DO  error  in  refusing  to  allow  the  defendant  to 
prove  that  he  ^was  habitually  reckless  in  mnninir 
freight  trains  at  exoesslve  speed,  and  running  too 
fast  over  switches,"  the  witness'  Iniowledfce  nut 
extending  to  more  than  two  or  three  instances. 

5.  The  defendajtt  mnj'  invoke  ajid  nee 
allegations  beneflcial  to  himself  made 
in  plaintiff^s  declaration  without  offering  the 
declaration  itself  in  evidence,  or  otherwise  prov- 
ing  the  admissions  contained  In  such  allegations, 
and  no  unfi^vorable  inference  can  properly  be 
drawn  against  a  corporation  because  of  a  failure 
to  call  as  witnesses  its  own  employ^  to  prove  the 
existence  of  facts  shown  by  such  admissions. 

6*  The  mere  fket  that  a  railroad  eom- 
panjr  Iklls  to  recover  fl?om  a  dis- 
.  eharg^ed  employe  a  kejr  which  controls 
the  turning  of  a  switch  is  not  of  itself  sufficient 
to  make  the  company  liable  for  the  criminal  act 
of  such  employ^  in  malioioiisly  misplacing  a 
switch  for  the  purpose  of  wrecking  a  train.  The 
company  is  not  bound  to  anticipate  that,  purely 
out  of  revenge  for  his  discharge,  a  former  em- 
ploy6  might  secretly  commit  so  heinous  a  crime 
against  .it  and  the  public.  Nor  is  the  company 
bound  to  exercise  constant  vigilance  to  prevent 
all  persons  whatsoever  not  in  its  employ  from 
having  the  means  or  opportunity  of  tampering 
with  its  switches  or  its  tracks.  Whether  or  not 
in  any  particular  case  the  company  exercised  the 
proper  degree  of  care  in  protecting  its  switches 
from  interference  is  a  question  for  the  Jury,  in 
determining  which  they  may  look  to  the  evi- 
dence to  ascertain  if  there  was  any  reason  for  the 
company  to  apprehend  such  interference,  and  If 
so,  whether,  under  all  the  circumstances,  it  used 
due  diligence  in  endeavoring  to  prevent  the 
same.  In  its  charge  to  the  Jury,  the  court  should 
not  state  or  assume  that  a  given  state  of  facts 
would  show  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  com- 
pany in  the  respect  indicated. 

7.  A  prima  flkde  case  of  neg^liipence  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant,  which  the 
plalntUPs  declaj*atlon  covers*  cannot 
be  effectoally  answered  by  a  given  state 
of  facts,  if  those  facts  involve  a  breach  of  dili- 
gence by  the  defendant  in  a  material  respect; 
and  such  breach  of  diligence,  if  shown,  may  be 
urged  by  the  plaintiff,  not  to  recover  upon,  but 
to  defeat  the  defendant's  Justification,  although 
no  reference  to  it  is  made  In  the  plalntlff^s  plead- 
ings. 

8*  Acoordinif  to  the  nndispoted  ftbcts, 
the  plalntUPs  hnshand  was  guilty  of 
neffliipenee  in  running  his  train  in  violation 
of  the  rules  of  the  company,  of  which  he  had 
knowledge,  and  which  he  had  agreed,  upon  en- 
tering its  employment,  to  obey.  For  this  rea- 
son, and  because  of  errors  committed  by  the 
court,  there  should  be  a  new  trial;  and  if,  upon 
the  next  hearing,  the  cadence  is  substantially 
the  same,  there  should  be  a  verdict  for  the  de- 
fendant. 

(June  26,1806.) 

ERROR  to  the  City  Court  of  Macon  to  re- 
view a  judgment  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in 
an  action  brought  to  recover  damages  for  per- 
sonal inluries  resulting  in  death  and  alleged 
to  have  been  caused  by  defendant's  negligence. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
3  L.  R.  A. 


Mes»r».  Hill,  Harris  Jk  Birck  for  plain- 
tiff in  error. 
Messrs.  Lanier,  Anderson  ft  Anderson 

for  defendant  in  error. 

Immpkin*  J. ,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

1.  Section  3878  of  the  Code  declares  that  if 
the  state  of  facts  on  which  a  commission  to 
take  the  interrogatories  issued  ceases  to  exist 
before  the  trial  of  the  cause,  and  the  witness 
is  then  accessible  by  subpoena,  the  testimoov  | 
taken  on  interrogatories  cannot  be  used.  It  I 
follows,  necessarily,  that  if  the  witness  is  , 
accessible  by  being  actually  present  in  court  | 
at  the  trial  when  his  testimony  by  inter- 
rogatories is  offered,  his  answers  to  tiie  same 
cannot  be  admitted,  but  the  witness  should 
be  examined  in  person.  It  does  not  make  tbe 
slightest  difference  that  his  attendance  upon 
the  court  was  at  the  instance  and  request  of 
the  opposite  party.  If,  because  of  this  fact, 
the  party  who  had  caused  the  interrogatories 
to  be  sued  out  does  not  desire  to  introduce 
the  witness,  it  is  his  right  to  decline  to  do 
so ;  but  if  he  wishes  the  testimony  of  the 
witness  to  go  before  the  jury,  he  must  put 
the  witness  on  the  stand.  Testimony  taken 
by  interrogatories  is,  at  best,  unsatisfactory 
and  imperfect,  and  it  is  the  policy  of  tbe 
law  to  dispense  with  this  method  of  secarin^ 
evidence  whenever  practicable.  Of  course, 
if  answers  to  interrogatories  have  already 
been  read  to  the  jury,  "and  the  witness  after- 
wards comes  into  court,  this  would  not  re- 
quire that  the  answers  be  ruled  out  or  wiih- 
arawn.  Nor  must  anything  here  said  be 
construed  to  prevent  the  introduction  of  an- 
swers to  interrogatories  for  the  purpose  of 
impeaching  a  witness  when  his  testimony  on 
the  stand  is  in  conflict  with  that  which  bad 
been  taken  by  commission.  Nor  is  tbe  rule 
announced  applicable  to  female  witnesses, 
for  they  enjoy  at  least  a  qualified  privilege 
as  to  attending?  court. 

2.  The  evidence  showed  that  a  violent 
collision  had  taken  place  between  the  engine 
which  the  plaintiff's  husband  was  running 
as  engineer,  and  certain  box  cars  which  were 
standing  upon  a  side  track.  The  wreck  re- 
sulting from  this  collision  was  of  such 
charactei  that  there  could  be  no  possible 
doubt  the  engine  must  have  been  running  at 
a  very  rapid  rate  of  speed.  Counsel  for  the 
railway  company  elicited  from  certain  wit- 
nesses a  full  description  of  the  wreck  and 
its  consequences,  and  then  asked  of  each 
"whether  or  not  a  collision  of  that  violence 
could  have  taken  place  unless  the  engine  had 
been  running  at  a  very  high  rate  of  speed. "" 
Upon  objection  by  plaintiff's  counsel  the 
court  refused  to  allow  these  questions  to  be 
answered  ;  and,  although  it  was  not  stated  by 
counsel  propounding  the  question  what  an- 
swers were  expect«i,  the  court,  perhaps, 
ought  to  have  permitted  the  answers  to  go  to 
the  jury.  It  being  manifest,  however,  that 
the  engine  was  running  very  rapidly,  and  the 
plaintiff's  declaration  admitting  this  fact, 
the  refusal  of  the  court  to  allow  the  ques- 
tions to  be  answered  would  certainly  be  no 
cause  for  a  new  trial. 

•  8.  The  defendant  desired  to  diow  *  the  com- 
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mon  experience  of  railroads^  in  getting  back 
switdi  keys  from  their  employ 6Sf  and,  in  this 
<0Dnec!;ion,  to  pro^e  that  all  railroads  have 
^reat  difficulty  in  keeping  up  with  such  keys, 
And  recovering  them  from  discharged  em- 
ploy^. It  also  sought  to  prove  **  the  custom 
or  usage  of  railroads  in  reference  to  providing 
a  watchman  for  each  of  their  switches,"  and 
"that  the  general  custom  was  not  to  provide  a 
watchman  for  such  switches."  The  court  re- 
jected all  of  this  testimony,  and,  in  our  opin- 
ion, did  so  properly.  Testimony  as  to  the 
<ommon  experience,  customs,  or  usages  of 
railroads,  without  reference  to  whether  they 
are  wisely  or  badly  managed,  or  to  their  par- 
ticular location  or  surroundings,  or  to  pecu- 
liar circumstances  which,  in  any  given  in- 
stance,  would  tend  to  Illustrate  the  diligence 
or  ne/^ligence  of  a  company  in  recovering  or 
failing  to  recover  its  switch  keys,  or  in 
goardmg  or  failing  to  guard  its  switches, 
woald  be  too  vague,  uncertain,  and  indefinite 
tu  aid  a  jury  in  determining  in  a  case  on  trial 
whether  or  not  the  railroad  company  was 
diligenf  or  negligent  in  these  respects.  No 
two  cases  are  exactly  alike,  and,  the  facts 
and  circumstances  in  each  being  different  in 
greater  or  less  degree  from  those  arising  in 
others,  the  better  and  safer  rule  is  to  allow 
ibe  jury,  as  to  questions  of  the  kind  pre- 
sented, to  determine  every  case  upon  its  own 
individual  merits,  and  in  the  light  of  its  own 
particular  facts.  In  some  cases  the  failure 
tf)  recover  a  switch  key  or  to  have  a  switch 
guarded,  might  involve  little  or  no  negli- 
gence whatever.  In  other  cases,  such  failure 
might  amount  to  very  gross  negl  i gence.  This 
being  so,  to  permit  evidence  as  to  the  com- 
mon "experience  and  general  custom  of  rail- 
wttds  in  such  matters  would  probablv  be 
misleading,  and  certainly  would  have  little 
weight  in  a  given  case  in  arriving  at  a  fair 
and  jost  conclusion  upon  the  question  of  neg- 
ligence. 

4.  The  main  defense  relied  upon  was  that 
the  engineer  for  whose  homicide  the  action 
was  brought  was  himself  guiltj  of  negli- 
gence in  brinj^ing  about  the'collision  which 
Ti-sulted  in  his  death,  by  running  his  en- 
gine at  too  great  a  speed,  and  in  violation 
of  the  companv's  rules.  In  support  of  this 
defense  the  defendant  offered  to  prove  by  one 
McCrary  that  the  deceased  was  habitually 
rtckless  in  runnin^^  freight  trains  at  excessive 
speed,  and  in  running  too  fast  over  switches. 
It  appeared  from  McCrary'^  testimony  that 
be  haid  been  conductor  of  a  freight  train  on 
defendant's  road  between  Macon  and  Bruns- 
wick, on  which  Kane  was  engineer,  and  that 
Kane  had  pulled  him  two  or  three  times  on 
a  lOcal  freight.  Under  these  circumstances, 
McCrary  could  hardly  swear  with  accuracy 
to  the  habitual  recklessness  of  the  deceased. 
The  admissibility  of  testimony  of  this  kind 
is,  at  best,  very  doubtful.  While  in  SavanTiaA, 
F-  dt  W,  B.  Co.  v.  Flannagan,  82  Ga.  579, 
this  court  held  that  it  was  not  error  to  receive 
evidence  showing  the  hi^h  soeed  at  which 
the  same  engine  was  habitually  run  by  the 
^me  eoeineer  at  the  same  place,  and  that  he 
luibitualiy  neglected  to  ring  the  bell,  Chirf 
'hi^iee  Blecklev,  on  pages  588,  589,  82  Ga., 
characterized  tEis  evidence  as  being  of  doubt  • 


ful  admissibility,  and  stated  that  the  au- 
thorities upon  the  Question  were  in  conflict, 
citing  quite  a  number  on  both  sides.  The 
testimony  offered  in  the  case  at  bar  is  by  no 
means  so  strong  or  pertinent  as  that  in  Fian- 
nagan's  Cam;  so,  upon  the  whole,  we  con- 
clude there  was  no  error  in  rejecting  it.  In 
this  connection,  see  also.  Atlanta  £  W.  P. 
R.  Co.  V.  Nemnan,  85  Ga.  517,  and  Central 
R.  <fe  Bkg.  Co.  V.  Kent,  87  Ga.  402,  408. 

5.  It  would  be  a  long  step  forward  in 
judicial  procedure  if  each  party  was  required 
to  admit  every  allegation  in  the  pleadings 
of  the  other  partv  which  he  was  unwilling 
to  deny  upon  oath,  and  thus  relieve  his  ad- 
versary or  the  necessity  of  proving  matters 
concerning  which  there  is  no  real  contest, 
and  savine  the  courts  much  time,  vexation, 
and  trouble.  If  this  be  so,  certainly  a  party 
should  be  relieved  from  proving  that  which 
his  adversary  distinctly  alleges.  No  sensible 
reason  occurs  to  us  why  the  defendant  may 
not  avail  himself  of  all  allegations  in  the 
plaintiff's  declaration,  without  formally  ten- 
dering the  declaration  in  evidence,  or  other- 
wise proving  the  admissions  it  contains.  The 
declaration  beinff  the  very  foundation  of  the 
plaintiff's  case,  he  certainly  should  be  bound 
by  whatever  he  chooses  to  allege  therein ;  and 
he  can  have  no  just  reason  to  complain  if,  in 
the  progress  of  the  trial,  his  own  assertions 
be  taken  as  true.  Nor  can  we  see  any  reason 
for  requiring  the  defendant  to  offer  the  dec- 
laration in  evidence.  It  is  usually  read  to 
the  Jury,  or  it«  contents  are  stated  in  their 
hearing,  and  they  have  it  before  them  in 
their  deliberations.  It  is  therefore  available 
for  all  proper  purposes,  whether  it  be  dis- 
tinctly offered  as  evidence  against  the  plain- 
tiff or  not.  As  far  back  as  9  Ga. ,  in  Peacock 
V.  Terry^  (page  187.)  the  principle  for  which 
we  are  contending  was  distinctly  stated  in 
the  following  language:  ** Facts  alleged 
positively  in  a  bill  are  constructive  admis- 
sions in  favor  of  the  defendant,  and  need  not 
be  proven.  The  complainant  cannot  deny 
them,  even  if  they  are  not  true,  but  must 
recover  according  to  the  case  he  makes  upon 
the  record."  And  Judge  Nisbet  makes  the 
matter  as  clear  as  daylight  on  pages  149. 
150,  of  the  same  volume.  In  the  present  case 
the  plaintiff's  declaration  alleged  that  her 
husband  was  running  his  engine  at  a  high 
rate  of  speed,  and  the  defendant  consequently 
had  a  right  to  rely  upon  this  allegation  a*^s 
an  admitted  fact,  and  no  unfavorable  infer- 
ence could,  therefore,  be  drawn  against  the 
company  because  of  any  failure  on  its  part  to 
call  as  witnesses  its  own  employes  to  prove 
this  fact. 

6.  AVhile  a  railroad  company  is  bound  to 
exercise  ordinary  diligence  to  recover  its 
switch  keys  from  discharged  employes,  the 
mere  failure  to  do  so  in  a  particular  instance 
would  not,  per  se,  make  the  company  liable 
for  the  consequences  of  a  criminal  misplace- 
ment of  a  switch  by  a  discharged  employe 
who  had  retained  in  his  possession  a  key 
which  enabled  him  to  do  the  mischief. 
What  would  be  ordinary  diligence  in  en- 
deavoring to  recover  a  switch  key  from  one 
no  longer  in  the  company's  employ  must 
necessarily  vary  according,  to  the  facts  and 
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circumstances  surrounding  each  particular 
case.  Very  slight  diligence  would  be  "or- 
dinary" in  the  absence  of  any  reason  to  an- 
ticipate or  fear  that  the  key  would  be  im- 
properly used  by  the  person  who  was  allowed 
to  retain  it.  If  there  was  any  reason  to  ex- 
cite such  fear,  the  company  would  be  under 
greater  obligations  either  to  get  back  the 
key,  or  else  guard  all  switches,  an  interfer- 
ence with  which  was  to  be  anticipated ;  and 
the  greater  the  reason  for  apprehending  such 
interference,  the  greater  should  be  the  care 
and  diligence  of  the  company  to  prevent  it. 
No  fixed  and  unbending  rule  could  be  laid 
down  which  would  be  fixed  and  applicable 
to  every  case.  It  is  simply  one  of  those 
things  which  a  jury  must  aetermine  in  each 
case  in  the  light  of  its  own  particular  and 
peculiar  facts  and  circumstances.  This 
much,  however,  may  be  regarded  as  well  as 
settled,  viz. ,  that,  in  the  ac^nce  of  any  rea- 
son other  than  the  mere  fact  of  his  discharge 
from  his  service,  a  railway  company  is  not 
bound  to  anticipate  that  a  forme'r  employ 6, 
purely  out  of  revenge  for  his  discharge,  will 
secretly  commit  so  heinous  a  crime  against 
it  and  the  public  as  to  maliciouslv  misplace 
a  switch  for  the  purpose  of  wreckinga  train. 
In  Kedey  v.  Eh-ie  R,  Co,,  47  How.  Pr.  256, 
the  evidence  showed  conclusively  that  there 
was  no  negligence  or  want  of  proper  care  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant  in  the  management 
of  its  road  or  in  the  running  of  its  cars  at 
the  time  of  the  accident,  but  was  clear  and 
convincing  that  the  accident  was  caused 
solely  by  the  misplacement  of  a  switch  by 
some  evil -disposed  person,  not  connected 
with  the  road,  shortly  preceding  the  arrival 
of  the  train  in  the  night-time;  and  it  was 
accordingly  held  that  a  nonsuit  was  proper. 
This  case  is  cited  approvingly  in  Bishop, 
Non-Contract  Law,  §  630.  VVe  do  not  think 
a  railroad  company  is  bound,  under  all  cir- 
cumstances, and  at  all  times,  to  maintain 
constant  vigilance  to  prevent  all  persons 
whatever  not  in  its  employ  from  having  the 
means  or  opportunity  of  tampering  with  its 
switches  or  its  tracks.  In  Keeley's  Ccae, 
supra,  the  court  does  not  discuss  the  duty  of 
the  company  to  keep  a  constant  and  unremit- 
ting watch  against  trespassers,  but  seems  to 
take  it  for  granted  that  usually  this  would  be 
impossible,  and  this  we  think  is  undoubtedly 
true.  As  stated  above,  the  only  practicable 
way  of  ascertaining  whether  or  not,  in  any 
particular  instance,  the  company  exercised 
the  proper  degree  of  care  in  protecting  its 
switches  from  interference,  is  to  leave  the 
ouestion  to  a  jury;  and  in  determining  it 
they  may  look  to  all  the  surrounding  cir- 
cumstances to  ascertain  if  there  was  any  rea- 
son for  the  company  to  apprehend  such  inter- 
ference, and  if,  so,  whether,  in  the  given 
instance,  it  used  due  diligence  in  endeavor- 
ing to  prevent  the  same.  In  the  case  with 
which  we  are  now  dealing,  the  charge  of  the 
court,  in  effect,  made  the  failure  of  the  com- 
pany to  recover  a  switch  key  which  had  been 
suffered  to  remain  in  the  hands  of  a  dis- 
charged emplovS,  if  ordinary  diligence  had 
not  been  used  oy  the  company  to  get  the  key 
back,  a  ground  of  recovery.  This  charge  as- 
sumed that  the  mere  failure  to  recover  the 
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key  was  the  cause  of  the  injury,  and  waa 
therefore  erroneous.  Even  granting  that  such 
failure  amounted  to  a  breach  of  ordinary 
dilig^ce,  it  might  not,  of  itself,  have  beea 
suflScient  to  authorize  a  recovery.  It  was 
still  a  question  for  the  jury,  and  not  for  the 
'court,  whether  the  negligence  of  the  com- 
pany, if  negligent  at  all,  in  failing  to  recover 
xhe  key,  was,  under  the  circumstances,  the 
real  cause  of  the  injury. 

7.  One  ground  of  the  motion  for  a  new 
trial  assigned  as  error  the  refusal  of  the  court 
to  charge  the  following  written  request: 
*^The  plaintiff  is  confined  to  the  allegations 
of  negligence  made  in  the  petition.  There 
is  no  allegation  of  negligence  respecting  the 
company's  leaving  any  key  in  the  possession 
of  any  employ 6,  and  you  cannot  find  for  the 
plaintiff  on  that  ground.''  It  is  true  that 
the  plaintiff  did  not  seek  to  recover  because 
of  negligence  on  the  part  of  defendant  in  im- 
properly leaving  one  of  its  switch  keys  in 
the  custody  of  a  discharged  employ^ ;  biit  be- 
cause of  the  alleged  negligent  misplacement 
of  a  switch  which  caused  the  death  of  her 
husband.  The  plaintiff  proved  that  the 
switch  was  misplaced,  and  that  such  mis- 
placement was  the  cause  of  the  collision. 
The  defendant  sought  in  reply  to  show  that 
the  misplacement  of  the  switch  was  not  due 
to  its  fault,  but  that  the  mischief  was  done 
bv  an  evil -disposed  person,  not  in  its  service. 
The  plaintiff,  in  turn,  endeavored  to  meet 
this  defense  by  proving  that  the  company 
was  negligent  in  affording  the  evil -disposed 
person  an  opportunity  to  carry  out  his  de- 
signs, and  in  not  taking  the  proper  seeps  to 
prevent  their  successful  accomplishment:  in 
other  words,  the  plaintiff  sought  to  break 
down  the  defense  of  the  company  by  showinsr 
that  the  facts  alleged  and  proved  by  it  in- 
volved a  breach  of  diligence  on  its  part  in  a 
material  respept.  It  is  quite  clear  to  our 
minds  that  the  plaintiff  had  a  right  to  urge 
such  breach  of  diligence,  not  as  a  distinct 
basia  of  recovery,  but  for  the  purpose  of  de- 
feating the  defendant's  justification,  and  this 
the  plaintiff  could  do  although  she  had  not 
in  her  pleadings  made  any  special  reference 
to  this  particular  negligence  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant.  If  the  charge  requested  had 
been  given,  this  right  of  the  plaintiff  would 
have  been  cut  off,  and  the  request  was  there- 
fore properly  refused. 

8.  The  motion  for  a  new  trial  contaimnl 
many  grounds.  ,We  have  ruled  upon  and 
disposed  of  suclT  of  the  same  as  bear  ma- 
terially upon  the  real  merits  of  the  case.  The 
questions  presented  by  those  not  mentioned 
will  most  probably  not  arise  upon  the  next 
trial.  According  to  the  plaintiff's  own  al- 
legations in  her  declaration,  her  husband 
was  running  his  train  at  a  high  rate  of  speed 
at  the  time  of  the  collision,  and  the  undis- 
puted evidence  is,  he  was  running  it  in  di- 
rect vioJation  of  positive  rules  of  the  com- 
pany, of  which  he  not  only  had  knowledge, 
but  which  he  had  expressly  and  solemnlv. 
upon  entering  the  service  of  the  company, 
agreed  to  obey.  The  following  are  such  ex- 
tracts from  the  rules  introduced  in  evidence 
as  are  pertinent :  "All  trains  will  approach 
stations  with  great  care,  expecting  to  find  the 
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main  track  occupied  between  the  station 
limits  (switches,  when  no  posts  are  up,  or 
other  point  designated) .  The  responsibility 
for  accident  between  limit  posts  (or  switch- 
es), or  at  fuel  and  water  stations,  will  rest 
with  spproachintr  trains.  ^  **  All  trains  must 
reduce  speed,  and  run  with  great  care,  after 
raios  and  storms,  while  passing  switches, 
through  tunnels,  and  crossing  long  bridges." 
''When  approaching  stations  and  sidings, 
enginemen  must  observe  that  switches  are  set 
right,  and  always  look  out  for  signals." 
"Conductors  and  enginemen  will  be  held 
Mually  responsible  for  the  violation  of  any 
01  the  rules  governing  the  safety  of  their 


trains,  and  must  take  every  precaution  for 
the  protection  of  their  trains,  even  if  not  pro- 
vided for  by  the  rules."  The  plaintiff *8 
husband  being  an  employ  §  of  the  company, 
and  having  been  guilty  of  negligence  in 
bringing  about  the  catastrophe  which  re- 
sulted in  his  death,  she  was  not  entitled, 
under  the  facts  as  they  appear  of  record,  to  a 
recovery.  For  this  reason,  and  because  of 
errors  committed  by  the  court,  a  new  trial 
is  ordered ;  and  if  upon  the  next  hearing  the 
evidence  is  substantially  the  same  there 
should  be  a  verdict  for  the  defendant. 
Judgment  reverted. 


MICHIGAN  SUPREME  COURT. 


MICHIGAN  SHINGLE  CO. 

V. 

STATE  INVESTMENT  INSURANCE  CO., 
Plff.  in  Err, 

(M  Mich.  880.) 


The  kaowledf^  of  aji  influnuiGe  a^^nt 

that  a  wuTsnty  by  the  assured  that  **a  oontlauouB 
clear  apace  of  180  feet  shall  hereafter  be  main- 
taJned^  l)etween  the  property  insured  and  any 
▼oodworkiDff  or  manufacturing  establishment 
did  not  represent  the  existing  state  of  facts  and 
that  there  was  no  intent  to  change  the  situation 
and  that  the  insiired  conld  not  control  a  clear 
Bpaoe  for  that  distance,  prevents  a  forfeiture  of 
the  policy  for  breach  of  the  warranty,  where  the 
agent  accepts  the  premium  and  issues  the  policy 
without  taking  any  steps  subsequently  to  rescind 
it  though  knowing  of  the  breach  of  tbe  warranty, 
and  it  appears  that  on  account  of  the  situation  of 
the  property,  the  manner  of  its  use,  and  its  prox- 
imitj  to  water,  be  ooosldered  that  the  existing 
Epace  was  equivalent  to  that  required. 

(Grout  aind  Montoomery^  JJ.,  dissent.) 

(December  24, 1802.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Muskegon 
County  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
plaintiff  in  Im  action  brought  to  recover  the 
amooot  alleged  to  be  due  on  a  policy  of  fire 
insifrance.    Aifirmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Umrt,  Bunker  Jk  Carpenter  and  R. 
W.  Barser*  for  plaintiff  in  error: 

Pkiotiff  alleged  it  had  maintained  the  re- 
quired clear  space,  and  under  this  allegation  it 
was  permitted  to  prove,  not  that  it  did  maintain 
it.  bat  that  though  it  had  not  maintained  it, 
it  had  been  ezcufwd  therefrom  by  other  affirm- 
atire  tertimony  in  avoidance,  fiefore  this  tes- 
timony could  properly  be  admitted  the  plain- 
tiff should,  by  his  pleadings,  have  confessed 
that  it  did  not  exist,  and  alleged  other  facts 
which  would  constitute  an  avoidance. 

Meadow  v.  Hawkeye  In:  Co.  62  Iowa,  887. 

Suppose  that  Mr.  Smith  knew  when  the  pol- 


icy was  negotiated  that  the  space  did  not  then- 
exist.  The  warranty  was  that  thereafter  this 
space  should  be  maintained.  Did  the  fact  that 
Smith  knew  the  situation  when  the  policy  was 
asked  for  or  issued  tend  to  prove  that  after  the 
policy  was  issued  this  space  was  maintained? 
r^ot  at  all.  And  this  space  thereafter  must  be 
maintained  or  the  policv  would  be  void. 

Adair  v.  Adair,  5  Mich.  204,  71  Am.  Dec. 
779. 

The  policy  provided  that  "no  officer,  agent,, 
or  other  representative  of  this  company  shall 
have  power  to  waive  any  provision  or  condition 
of  this  policy,  except  such  as  by  the  terms  of 
this  policy  may  be  the  subject  of  agreement 
indorsed  hereon  or  added  hereto,  and  as  to  such 
provisions  and  conditions,  no  officer,  agent,  or 
representative  shall  have  such  power,  or  be 
deemed  or  held  to  have  waived  such  provisions 
or  conditions,  unless  such  waiver,  if  any,  shall 
be  written  upon  or  attached  hereto,  nor  shall 
any  privilege  or  permission  affecting  the  insur- 
ance under  this  policy  exist  or  be  claimed  by 
the  insured,  unless  so  written  or  attached. 

If  this  clause  was  a  part  of  our  policy,  and 
itself  was  not  also  waived,  then  Mr.  Smith  had 
no  right  to  strike  out  the  space  clause  of  the- 
policy  without  at  least  indorsing  it  in  writing 
upon  the  policy,  and  this  was  not  done,  and 
therefore  proof  of  an  elimination  of  this  space 
clause  from  the  contract  by  Mr.  Smith  orally 
or  otherwise  not  indorsed  on  the  policy  was 
incompetent. 

Clsaf)er  v.  Traders'  Ins.  Co.  66  Mich.  627; 
Bobinwn  v.  Fire  Ano.  of  Philadelphia.  68  Mich. 
90;  Hankins  v.  Roekford  Ins.  Go.  70  Wis.  1 ;. 
Walsh  V.  Bartford  F.  Ins.  Co.  78  N.  Y.  5; 
Marvin  v.  Universal  L.  Ins.  Co.  85  N.  Y.  278, 
89  Am.  Rep.  667;  German  Ins.  Co.  v.  Heiduk, 
80  Neb.  296:  Waynesboro  Mul.  F.  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Gonoter  98  Pa.  884,  42  Am.  Rep.  618. 

The  understanding  of  Mr.  Ducey  was  not 
competent  evidence  as  to  what  this  written 
contract  was.  Neither  was  the  second-hand 
opinion  of  insurance  men,  as  it  was  given  by 
Mr.  Duoey  against  our  objection. 


Nan.— Tbe  effect  of  an  affent>  knowledge  of  tbe 
tUtfty  of  answers  tn  an  appUoatlon  for  hisurance 
b  treated  in  an  extensive  noU  to  Glemans  v.  8u- 
vrane  AmeaMj  Royal  Soc.  of  Good  Fellows  (N. 
T.)tfL.1LAIB. 

Tbe  rale  that  has  been  in  some  cases  strictly  ap- 
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plied  to  deny  any  relief  from  tbe  falsity  of  a  war- 
ranty  even  If  tbe  facts  were  known  to  the  insurance 
agent  is  limited  in  an  important  respect  by  the  d^ 
oislon  in  tbe  above  case  and  that  following,  Mutual 
Ben.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Robison,  fwst,  SSK. 
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Holmes  v.  HaU,  8  Mich.  66.  77  Am.  Dec.  444; 
Ckippewa  Lumber  Co,  v.  Phenix  Ins,  Co.  80 
Mich.  116;  Tompkins  v.  Gardner  d:  8,  Co,  69 
Mich.  62;  Jones  v.  Phelps,  5  Mich.  218;  Suther- 
land  V.  Crane,  Walk.  Ch.  523;  Walker  v.  State 
Ins.  Co.  46  Eao.  812;  Putnam  v.  Russell,  86 
Mich.  889;  McKemie  v.  /^Ae9,  47  Mich.  296. 

The  policy  provided  that  'Hhis  policy  is  made 
and  accepted  subject  to  the  foregoing  stipula- 
tions and  conditions/'  none  of  which  they  de- 
clare in  writing  can  or  shall  be  considered  as 
waived,  except  evidence  of  the  agreement  to 
waive  same  be  indorsed  in  writing  upon  the 
contract  itsel f .  Under  these  circumstances  the 
circuit  court  should  have  sustained  the  motion 
of  defendant  for  vecdict. 

Wood,  Fire  Ins.  2d  ed.  422,  425,  428;  May, 
Pire.  Life  &  Ace.  Ins.  8ded.  §§  166. 157;  Amer- 
ican Ins.  Go.  V.  QiUfert,  27 Mich.  481;  Robinson 
V.  Continental  Ins.  Co.  6  L.  R.  A.  96,  76  Mich. 
641;  MiUer  v.  Amazon  Ins.  Co.  46  Mich.  468; 
Chippenoa  Lumber  Co.  v.  Phenix  Ins.  Co.  supra; 
^tna  Ins.  Co.  v.  Resh,  4A  Mich.  65,  88  Am. 
Rep.  228;  Briggs  v.  Fireman's  Fund  Ins.  Go.  of 
San  Francisco,  66  Mich.  52;  Security  Ins,  Co. 
v.  Fay,  22  Mich.  467.  7  Am.  Rep.  670;  Neui 
York  Cent.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Watson,  28  Mich.  486; 
Worcester  v.  Worcester  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  9 
Gray,27;  Olendale  Woolen  Mfg.  Co.  v.  ProUction 
Ins.  Co.  21  Conn.  19,  54  Am.  Dec.  809;  Stout 
v.  City  F.  Ins.  Co.  12  Iowa,  871,  79  Am.  Dec. 
539;  Murdoch  v.  Chenango  County  Mut.  Ins. 
Co.  2  N.  Y.  210;  Aurora  F.  Ins.  Co,  v.  Fddy, 
49  111.  106;  Ri^yy.  .^Etna  Ins.  Co.  80  N.  Y. 
137,  86  Am.  Dec.  362;  First  Nat.  Bank  of 
BaUslon  Spa  v.  North  America  Ins.  Co.  60  N. 
Y.  46;  Blvmer  v.  Phosnix  Ins.  Co.  46  Wis.  622; 
Bilbrough  v.  Metropolis  Ins.  Co.  5  Duer,  587. 

The  meaning  of  the  language  of  the  contract 
was  a  question  of  law  for  the.court  and  not  of 
fact  for  the  jury. 

2  Wood,  Fire  Ins.  p.  1112;  McKemie  v. 
Sykes,  supra;  Cage  v.  Meyers,  59  Mich.  807; 
Tompkins  v.  Gardner  db  S.  Co.  supra. 

Messrs.  Smith,  Nims*  Hoyt  ft  Erwin  for 
defendant  in  error. 

lyuraAcly  J. ,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

This  case  was  brought  to  recover  upon  an 
insurance  policy,  by  which  the  defendant  had 
insured  the  plainti:ff  upon  certain  lumber, 
lath,  and  .shingles,  owned  by  it,  or  held  in 
trust  or  on  commission,  or  sold  but  not  de- 
livered, piled  on  its  mill  docks  Nos.  3,  4,  and 
5,  at  Muskegon,  Mich.  Among  other  things 
the  policy  contained  a  clause  as  follows: 
'*'  Warranted  by  the  assured  that  a  continuous 
clear  place  of  150  feet  shall  hereafter  be  main- 
tained between  the  property  hereby  insured 
and  any  woodworking  or  manufacturing  es- 
tablishment, and  that  said  spa3e  shall  not  be 
used  for  handling  or  piling  of  lumber  there- 
on for  temporary  purposes,  tramwajrs  upon 
which  lumber  is  not  piled  alone  being  ex- 
cepted ;  but  this  shal  1  not  be  construed  to  pro- 
hibit loading  or  unloading  within,  or  the 
transportation  of  lumber  and  timber  products 
across,  such  clear  space ;  it  being  especially 
understood  and  agreed  by  the  assured  that  any 
violation  of  this  warrantv  shall  render  this 
^  null  and  void."  Within  a  few  days 
e  policy  was  given,  the  insured  prop- 
A. 


erty  was  destroyed  by  fire.  At  the  time  the 
policy  was  issued  the  agent  who  insured  it 
knew  the  exact  condition  and  location  of  the 
insured  property,  and  knew  .  that  the  clear 
space  of  150  feet,  actual  measurement,  did 
not  exist,  and  he  also  knew  that  the  assured 
did  not  have  it  in  its  power  to  control  a  clear 
spac^  for  150  feet,  as  mentioned  in  the  policy. 
He  knew  that  the  adjoining  docks  1  and  2 
were  beine  used  for  the  purpose  of  piling 
lumber  and  shingles  upon,  and  that  it  was  not 
the  intention  of  the  assured  to  make  any 
change  in  its  method  of  conducting?  the  busi- 
ness, or  in  the  use  of  the  space  as  it  was  used 
at  the  time  the  policy  was  jziven.  He  also 
knew,  as  stated  in  the  brief  of  defendant's 
counsel,  that  in  a  narrow  straight  line  from 
the  1  umber  on  the  docks  to  the  plaintiff's  saw- 
mill there  was  perhaps  a  clear  space  of  150 
feet,  but  that  out  of  a  straight  line  this  was 
not  so,  and  that  between  the  lumber  on  the 
docks  and  Hovey  &  McCracken*s  mill  there 
was  not  a  continuous  clear  space  of  even  100 
feet.  But  the  agent  understood  it,  and  knew 
how  the  docks  were  used  and  to  be  used.  The 
rate  of  premium  to  be  paid  for  insurance  upon 
the  different  docks  was  fixed  by  defendaot's 
a^ent  with  reference  to  the  supposed  risk  in 
view  of  the  manner  in  which  the  docks  were 
used,  and  the  distance  from  other  exposure. 
The  record  shows  that  although  the  clear 
space  referred  to  was  not  150  feet,  actual 
measurement  yet  that  on  account  of  the  situ- 
aiion  of  the  property,  the  manner  of  its  use, 
and  its  proximity  to  water,  it  was  considered 
equivalent  to  that  distance  by  insurance  men, 
and  the  testimony  clearly  shows  that  it  was  so 
considered  in  the  office  of  the  defendant's 
a^ent,  who,  in  full  knowledge  of  the  actual 
distance  maintained  and  to  oe  maintained, 
wrote  the  policv  referred  to,  and  placed  that 
distance  at  150  feet.  No  change  was  made  by 
the  assured  after  the  issuing  of  the  policy, 
and  of  this  fact,  also,  the  aefendant's  asent 
had  full  knowledge.  He  resided  in  Mus- 
kegon, had  examined  this  property  with  spe- 
cial reference  to  its  location  and  to  its  desir- 
ability as  insurance  property,  and,  knowing 
these  facts,  issued  the  policy  referred  to,  ann 
took  the  premium  which  he  charged  for  the 
insurance.  The  defendant  insists  that  the 
clause  **that  there  shall  be  hereafter  main- 
tained 150  feet  clear  space*'  must  be  rendered 
literally,  and  without  regard  to  the  knowl- 
edge of  the  agent  as  to  what  the  actual  dis- 
t4&nce  was,  thereby  asserting  that  it  has  the 
right  to  accept  the  money  of  the  assured,  issu- 
ing its  policy  therefor,  and  lead  him  to  un- 
derstand that  he  has  a  valid  insurance  until 
a  loss  occurs,  and  then  to  repudiate  its  lia- 
bility. Such  a  rule  as  this  would  enable  it 
to  amrm  a  contract  entered  into  by  it  with  full 
knowledge  of  all  the  facts  in  so  fir  as  such 
contract  might  be  of  advantage  to  it,  and  to 
repudiate  it  the  moment  it  ceased  to  be  ad- 
vantageous. This  is  inequitable,  and  con- 
trary to  the  well-established  rule  in  reference 
to  when  and  how  the  repudiation  of  a  con- 
tract shall  be  made.  The  knowledge  of  the 
agent  is  the  knowledge  of  the  company. 

**If  the  insurer  receives  the  premiums  with 
full  knowledge  of  facts  constituting  a  breach 
of  one  of  the  conditions  of  the  policy,  the 
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right  to  iosist  that  the  policy  is  forfeited  for 
that  cause  is  gone.  ^  Menhan  v.  HaiioiuU  Ins, 
do.  'Mi  Iowa,  87.  In  Plumb  v.  GattarauguM 
ihuhty  Mut.  In».  Co,,  18  N.  Y.  893,  72  Am. 
Dec.  526,  where  the  agent  of  a  company  bad 
iucorrectly  filled  in  the  measurements,  he 
himself  knowing  that  they  were  incorrect,  it 
was  held  that  his  knowleclge  bound  the  com- 
pany, ^that  they  were  estopped  to  deny  the 
assertion.  In  Mowley  v.  Empire  I'M,  Go,,  3 
Kejes,  557,  the  application  stated  :  "  I  own 
the  property ;  there  is  no  incumbrance. "  But 
there  was  a  mortgage  upon  the  property,  of 
which  the  insurer's  agent  had  notice,  but 
notwithstanding  that  notice  the  agent  filled 
op  the  policy,  setting  forth  falsely  that  there 
was  DO  incumbrance.  It  was  held  that  the 
insurers  were  estopped  to  set  up  the  incum- 
braoce  as  a  defense  to  the  action.  In  llodg- 
kins  V.  Montffomerp  County  Mut.  Ins.  Co,, 
U  Barb.  218,  the  application  stated  :  ''The 
above  property  is  owned  and  occupied  by 
me.** 

As  a  matter  of  fact  these  words  were  in- 
serted by  the  defendant's  agent  after  plaintiff 
had  informed  him  as  to  the  particular  nature 
of  his  title  and  interest,  which  was  a  contract 
for  the  purchase  of  the  land,  and  for  which  a 
deed  was  not  demandable  at  the  time  the  fire 
occurred.  It  was  held  that  the  knowledge  of 
the  agent  was  the  knowledge  of  his  concern, 
and  that  the  insurers  were  estopped  to  defend 
on  the  ground  that  the  interest  was  misstated. 
In  Howard  F.  Ins,  Co.  v.  Bruner,  28  Pa.  50, 
the  description  and  survey  were  made  a  part 
of  the  policy  and  a  warranty  on  the  part  of 
the  insured,  and  one  of  the  conditions  was 
that  a  false  description  should  vitiate  the 
policy.  The  application  failed  to  disclose 
mortgages  to  the  amount  of  $6,000  which 
were  upon  the  property.  It  stated  that  the 
works  were  operated  by  the  proprietor,  and 
lighted  by  closed  lamps.  The  proof  showed 
that  an  open  light  was  used  to  light  up  with  ; 
that  the  works  were  not  exclusively  operated 
bv  the  proprietor ;  but  it  was  proved  that  the 
company's  agent  knew  how  the  building  was 
occupied,  and  knew  of  the  mortgage ;  and  it 
was  held  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  re- 
cover. In  Cumberland  Valley  Mut,  Prot.  Co, 
V.  SeheU.  29  Pa.  31,  insurer's  agent  examined 
the  premises,  and  wrote  the  description  in  the 
application,  but  nothing  was  said  about  an 
oreo  contained  in  the  building.  Held,  that 
it  would  not  avoid  the  policy  if  the  material 
matter  was  open  to  view,  or  if  the  insurer's 
agent  had  notice  of  it.  The  same  rule  was 
held  in  Columbia  Ins,  Co.  v.  Cooper,  50  Pa. 
331.  In  People's  Ins,  Co.  v.  Spencer,  53  Pa. 
3.».  91  Am.  Dec.  217,  the  policy  stated  that 
'the  risk  shall  not  be  increased  without  the 
consent  of  insurers."  The  insured  did  in- 
crease the  risk  by  using  it  for  the  purpose  of 
distilling  whiskey.  It  was  held  a  question  of 
^t  for  the  jury  whether  the  agent  ought  to 
have  known  from  the  examination  he  made. 
r^r  was  told,  that  the  premises  would  be  used 
for  distilling,  and,  if  he  did  know  it,  the 
company  must  be  held  to  have  taken  the  risk 
with  their  eyes  open.  In  James  Biter  Ins.  Co. 
T.  MernU,  47  Ala.  387,  the  application  de- 
scribed the  property  as  a  frame  steam  sawmill 
and  machinery  contained  therein.  As  a  matter 
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of  fact  there  was  a  planing  machine  in  the 
building,  which  was  a  class  of  property  for 
which  a  higher  rate  of  premium  would  have 
been  charged.  The  insurer  pleaded  that  the 
presence  of  the  planing  machine  was  con- 
cealed. The  plaintiff  replied  that  the  ap- 
plication was  written  bv  the  defendant's 
agent  after  an  inspection  of  the  propertv.  It 
was  held  that  the  replication  was  good.  In 
Franklin  v.  Atlantic  F.  Ins.  Co.,  42  Mo.  456, 
it  was  stipulated  that  the  interest  of  the  in- 
sured in  the  property  must  be  an  entire,  un- 
conditional, and  sole  ownership.  The  com- 
pany's agent  was  informed  that  the  insured 
was' only  a  part  owner,  and  that  the  property 
was  incuml^red.  It  was  held  that  the  com- 
pany was  estopped  to  set  up  the  conditional 
interest  as  a  defense  to  the  action.  In  At- 
lantic Ins.  Co.  V.  VTright,  22  111.  462,  it  was 
stipulated  that,  if  the  interest  of  the  insured 
was  other  than  absolute,  the  insurance  should 
be  void.  The  fact  was  that  the  absolute  title 
was  held  by  trustees  for  the  use  of  his  wife, 
which  fact  was  not  stated  in  the  policy,  but 
the  particulars  of  the  title  were  made  known 
to  the  company's  agent.  It  was  held  that  the 
company  was  estopped  to  contradict  the  de- 
scription stated  in  the  policv.  In  Home  Mut. 
F.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Garfield,  60  111.  124,  14  Am. 
Rep.  27,  it  was  stipulated  that  if  the  interest 
of  the  insured  be  less  than  a  fee  it  must  be 
stated  in  the  policy.  The  insured  stated  that 
it  was  a  fee.  The  agent  of  the  company  knew 
that  he  had  made  a  mortgage  upon  the  prem- 
ises to  secure  $10,000,  and  the  policy  was 
made  payable  to  the  mortgagee.  It  was  held 
that  to  permit  the  company  to  defend  on  that 
ground  would  countenance  the  perpetration 
of  a  gross  fraud.  The  same  rule  is  held  in 
Bockford  Ins.  Co.  v.  Nelson,  65  111.  415; 
Andes  Ins.  C^.  v.  Shipman,  77  111.  189.  In 
McBride  v.  Republie  F.  Ins.  Co. .  30  Wis.  562, 
the  application  was  filled  up  by  the  com- 
pany's agent,  stating  the  title  to  be  in  the 
plaintiff.  It  was  held  that  if  the  asent  was 
informed  in  regard  to  the  title,  ana  he  in- 
serted in  the  application  an  untruth  in  respect 
to  it,  the  misrepresentation  would  not  affect 
the  plaintiff's  right  to  recover ;  and  in  Wi- 
nans  v.  AlUmania  F.  Ins.  Co,  38  Wis.  342, 
where  the  insurer  was  prohibited,  among 
other  things,  from  using  gasoline  within  the 
insured  building,  except  by  writing  indorsed 
on  the  policy,  it  was  proved  that  the  agent 
consented  that  the  premises  might  be  lighted 
with  gasoline  until  a  change  in  the  manner  of 
lighting  could  be  effected.  The  premises 
were  consumed  by  fire  before  the  change  was 
made.  It  was  held  to  be  settled  law  m  tliat 
state  that  an  agent  of  an  insurance  company, 
authorized  to  take  risks  and  issue  policies 
against  fire,  may  waive  by  parol  any  condi- 
tions in  the  policies  issued  by  him.  The 
agent  who  has  power  to  accept  applications 
and  issue  policies,  but  who  with  knowledge 
of  the  facts  fai  Is  to  state  them  correctly,  binds 
the  company  to  the  misdescriptions  made  by 
him  ;  and  although  the  statements  made  in  the 
application  were  untrue,  yet  if  the  insurer 
was  informed  of  and  knew  the  truth,  and  after 
such  knowledge  received  the  application  and 

gremium  and  issued  the  policy,  he  must  be 
eld  liable,  and  the  knowledge  of  the  agent  is 
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the  knowlede^of  the  insurer.  MiUer  v.  Mut- 
ual, Ben.  L.  Ins.  Co.  31  Iowa.  216,  7  Am.  Rep. 
122 ;  Ayres  v.  Home  Im.  Go.  21  Iowa,  185. 
In  Peoria  M.  A  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  HaU,  12  Mich. 
202,  the  policy  prohibited  keeping  gunpow- 
der without  permission  written  upon  the 
policy.  It  was  held  if  the  agent  who  issued 
the  policy  knew  that  gunpowder  was  kept, 
and  to  be  kept,  the  contract  was  valid,  wheth- 
er permission  was  indorsed  or  not,  notwith- 
standing the  printed  condition  in  the  contract 
showing  the  agent's  authority  was  limited, 
for  the  company  must  be  regarded  as  having 
known  that  gunpowder  was  and  would  be 
kept ;  the  knowledge  of  the  agent  being  the 
knowledge  of  the  principal.  It  would  be  a 
fraud  to  permit  him  to  issue  a  policy  which 
they  intended  to  treat  as  void  if  loss  oc- 
curred. In  jEtna  Lite  Stock,  F.  <fc  T.  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Olmstead,  21  Mich.  246,  4  Am.  Rep.  488, 
the  application  was  required  to  state  what,  if 
any,  incumbrances  were  upon  the  property 
insiured,  and  the  amount.  There  were  two 
mortgages  upon  it.  The  company 's  agent  ad- 
mitt^  that  he  knew  of  the  mortgages  when 
he  drew  up  the  application.  The  application 
was  made  part  of  the  contract,  and  the  an- 
swers were  expressly  made  warranties.  It 
was  held  that  the  failure  to  disclose  the  mort- 
gages was  to  be  attributed  either  to  the 
agent's  ignorance,  negligence,  or  fraudulent 
pretense :  he  was  giving  an  indemnity  when 
he  knew  he  was  giving  none  ;  and  that  it  was 
fraud  on  the  insured  to  take  the  premium ; 
hence  the  insurers   were  estopped  on   that 

Sound.  The  same  rule  was  laid  down  in 
ichigan  State  Ins.  Co.  v.  Letcis,  80  Mich.  41 ; 
HaU  V.  Concordia  F.  Ins.  Co.  90  Mich.  403 ; 
Haire  v.  Ohio  Farmers'  Ins.  Go.  98  Mich.  481. 

In  commenting  on  this  subject,  in  .dStna 
Live  Stock,  F.  db  T.  Ins.  Go.  v.  Olm^tead, 
supra,  Mr.  Justice  Cooley  says :  "  It  is  true 
that  in  this  case  the  paper  in  question  was 
drawn  by  an  agent,  but  we  do  not  think  that 
in  a  legal  point  of  view  the  rights  of  the  par- 
ties are  any  different  from  what  they  would 
be  had  the  agent  himself  been  the  insurer. 
The  insurance  business  of  the  world  is  done 
through  agents  almost  exclusively,  and  the 
maxim,  qui  faeit  per  aZium  facit  per  se,  ap- 
plies with  special  force  to  their  acts.  These 
agents  assume  to  have,  and  <;enerally  do  have, 
much  more  intimate  knowledge  of  the  busi- 
ness than  those  with  whom  they  deal,  .  .  . 
and  when  an  agent,  who  at  the  time  and  place 
is  the  sole  representative  of  the  principal,  as- 
sumes to  know  what  information  the  prin- 
cipal requires,  and.  after  being  furnished 
with  all  the  facts,  drafts  the  paper,  which  he 
declares  satisfactory,  induces  the  other  party 
to  sign  it,  receives  and  retains  the  insurance 
money,  and  then  delivers  a  contract  which  the 
other  party  is  led  to  believe,  and  has  a  ri^ ht 
to  believe,  gives  him  the  indemnity  for  which 
he  paid  his  money,  we  do  not  think  the  in- 
surer can  be  heard  in  repudiation  of  the  in- 
demnity, on  the  ground  of  his  agent's  un- 
skillful ness,  carelessness,  or  fraud.  If  this 
can  be  done,  it  is  easy  to  see  that  the  com- 
munity is  at  the  mercy  of  the  insurance 
agents,  who  will  have  little  difficulty,  in  a 
large  proportion  of  the  cases,  in  giving  a 
"worthless  policy  fgr  the  money  they  receive. " 
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Act  149  of  the  Session  Laws  of  1881,  which 
is  an  act  to  provide  for  a  standard  form  of  fire 
insurance  policy,  was  evidently  intended  by 
the  legislature  to  prevent  some  of  the  abuses 
complained  of  by  Mr.  Justice  Cooley,  for  it 
is  expressly  stated  in  the  act  that  the  form  of 
policy  contemplated  by  it  was  for  the  pur- 
pose, among  other  things,  of  "  securing  fair- 
ness  and  equity  between  the  insurers  and  in- 
sured, "  and  for  the  "  avoidance  of  conditions, 
the  violation  of  which  by  the  assured  would, 
without  being  prejudicial  to  the  insurer, 
render  the  policy  void,  or  voidable  at  the 
option  of  the  insurer. "  If  the  end  sought  for 
by  the  legislature  has  not  been  accomplished 
it  is  no  fault  of  the  act.  It  is  certain,  how- 
ever, that  it  was  not  thought  desirable  that 
the  insurer  should  be  furnished  with  any 
more  avenues  for  the  avoidance  of  its  poli- 
cies than  had  already  been  recognized  by 
the  courts,  when  dealing  with  the  forfeiture 
clauses  usually  contained  in  policies  of  in- 
surance. No  different  rule  should  be  adopted 
in  this  class  of  cases  than  is  in  others,  and  the 
same  rules  in  relation  to  estoppel  and  waiver 
should  be  applied.  In  this  case  the  agent  of 
the  company  knew  the  exact  amount  of  con- 
tinuous clear  space  kept,  and  to  be  kept,  by 
the  plaintiff,  and  decided  that  such  clear 
space,  in  consideration  of  the  situation  of  the 
property  and  its  surroundings,  was  equiv- 
alent to  150  feet,  as  ordinarily  understood 
by  insurance  men.  He  wrote  the  distance  in 
the  policy  himself.  He  took  the  plaintiff's 
money  for  a  supposable  valid  insurance,  and 
led  him  to  believe  it  was  such.  He  knew  that 
no  change  was  made  by  the  plaintiff  to  in- 
crease the  actual  amount  of  continuous  clear 
space  after  the  policy  was  issued,  and  that  it 
was  not  expected  by  either  party  that  he 
should  do  so.  Yet,  Knowing  these  fact«,  no 
steps  were  taken  by  him  to  cancel  the  polic3^ 
or  to  refund  the  money  obtained  from  plain- 
tiff on  account  of  it.  The  benefits  of  the 
transaction  were  all  retained  by  the  defendant 
so  long  as  no  liability  was  impending,  and  it 
was  not  until  after  the  loss  occurred  that  a 
forfeiture  was  claimed  by  it.  To  allow  this 
to  be  done  under  these  circumstances  would 
be  to  permit  a  person  to  keep  silent  when  he 
should  speak,  and  to  enable  him  to  reap  the 
benefit  of  his  own  wrongdoing  after  having 
himself  led  his  victim  into  a  trap.  It  must  be 
held  that  the  defendant  is  estopped  from 
avoiding  the  policy  for  the  reasons  claimed 
by  it. 

TJie  judgment  should  he  affirmed,  with  xofM. 

MeOrath,  Ch.  J.,  and  Lonfif*  J.,  con- 
curred with  Ilurajidy  J. 

Orant»  J. ,  dissenting : 

This  is  a  suit  upon  a  policy  of  insurance 
dated  September  2,  1890,  and  covering  the 
same  property  as  that  in  the  case  of  the  same 
plaintiff  V.  Jjondon  d  Lancashire  Fire  Ins. 
Co.,  91  Mich.  441.  The  poliqy  is  one  known 
as  the  ** Michigan  Standard,**  being  the  one 
required  by  the  Michigan  statute.  Its  terms 
are  identical  in  language  with  that  of  the 
London  &  Lancashire  Fire  Insurance  Com- 
pany. The  warranty  for  the  maintenance  of 
150  feet  clear  space  is  the  same.   The  only  dif- 
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ference  between  the  facts  of  the  two  cases  is 
that  in  this  case  the  policy  covered  the  lum- 
ber upon  docks  8,  4,  and  5,  while  in  the  for- 
mer case  the  policy  covered  the  lumber  upon 
all  the  docks.  The  declaration  was  in  the 
usaal  form,  and  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  had 
Id  all  respects  complied  with  the  terms  of  the 
policy.  This,  of  course,  was  an  allegation 
that  It  had  preserved  150  feet  clear  space  be- 
tween the  property  insured  and  **any  wood- 
working or  manufacturing  establishment, 
and  that  said  space  had  not  been  used  for 
handling  or  piling  lumber  thereon  for  tempo- 
rary pnrpoeeB,  tramways  alone  being  except- 
ed. "  The  policy  also  provided  that  this  clause 
shonld  not  be  construed  to  prohibit  loadine 
or  unloading  within,  or  the  transportation  of 
lumber  or  timber  products  across,  such  clear 
space.  The  defendant  introduced  no  testi- 
mony. The  situation  of  the  propertv  wil  1  be 
better  understood  by  the  following  diagram : 


had  been  carrying  on  business  there  for  sev- 
eral years.  That  it  had  never  paid  any  at- 
tention to  space  between  material  stored  on 
docks  1  and  2  and  its  mi  lis.  That  the  custom- 
ary rate  of  insurance  on  docks  1  and  2  was 
6  per  cent,  and  on  docks  8,  4,  and  5,  2|  per 
cent.  To  the  east  of  dock  1  were  situated  the 
docks  and  sawmill  of  another  company ,  with 
a  clear  space  of  less  than  100  feet  between. 
The  agent  of  the  defendant  company  visited 
the  premises  in  the  fall  of  1889,  and  while 
both  of  these  mills  were  in  operation,  for  the 
purpose  of  examining  the  risk.  He  was  fre- 
quently upon  the  premises  in  the  summer  of 
1890,  and  was  familiar  with  the  use  made  of 
docks  1  and  2,  upon  which  shingles  manu- 
factured at  plaintiff's  mill  were  piled  for 
shipment.  Plaintiff's  agent  was  asked  to  state 
how  insurance  men  regarded  and  treated  the 
space  maintained  by  the  plaintiff  between  the 
material  piled  on  docks  8,  4,  and  5  and  the 
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The  evidence  <m  the  part  of  the  plaintiff 
tended  to  show  that  it  maintained  a  clear 
space  of  150  feet  In  a  direct  line  from  its  lum  • 
iMrr  on  docks  3,  4,  and  5  to  its  mill.    That  it 
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mill.  His  reply  was:  **Why,  if  we  main- 
tained a  space  between  the  material  piled  on 
docks  8,  4*  and  5  and  our  own  mill,  that  was 
full  indication  of  the  requirementsj  of  the 
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poIicT.^  One  Easton,  a  local  insuraDce  agent, 
testified  that  he  knew  the  use  to  which  these 
docks  were  put,  and  that  the  rate  of  $2. 75  per 
hundred  on  docks  3,  4,  and  5  was  because 
there  was  150  feet  space  from  the  mill.  On 
cross-examination  the  witness  was  asked. 
**  When  you  say  that  that  rate  was  fixed  be- 
cause it  was  more  than  150  feet  from  any 
woodworking  or  manufacturing  establish- 
ment, you  mean  that  it  was  because  there  were 
more  than  150  feet  of  clear  continuous  space 
between  the  property  rated  and  such  an  in- 
stitution, do  you  not?  Amwer.  I  mean  to  say 
that  there  was  150  feet  space  between  the 
shingle  company's  mill  and  this  lumber. 
Qfxestion,  In  fixing  the  rate  at  $2.75  on  lum- 
ber, it  is  established  only  in  such  cases  where 
it  is  at  least  150  feet  of  continuous  clear  space 
between  the  property  rated  and  such  an  estab- 
lishment, is  it  not?  .4.  I  don*t  think  there 
was  150  feet  space.  Q.  You  don't  answer  my 
question.  A.  That  is  the  basis  the  rate  is 
fixed." 

One  Wood,  another  local  insurance  agent, 
testified  that  he  thought  the  space  between 
dock  1  and  the  westerly  dock  of  the  adjoining 
mill  owners,  which  was  less  than  100  feet, 
was  considered  equivalent  to  150  feet.  He 
further  testified  that  sometimes  docks  1  and  2 
were  covered  with  shingles,  and  sometimes 
they  were  not,  and  that  they  varied  at  dif- 
ferent times  in  amount  and  in  places  where 
they  were  piled,  according  as  they  were 
manufactured  and  shipped.  In  reply  to  the 
question  whether  in  placing  insurance  under 
the  circumstances  it  would  be  expected  by  in- 
surance men  that  the  material  on  docks  1  and 
2  should  be  removed,  or  whether  he  would 
simply  expect  to  maintain  substantially  the 
same  conditions  as  existed  at  the  time  the 
insurance  was  effected,  this  witness  said : 
"That  would  be  considered  as  maintaining  it 
at  the  time  insurance  was  effected  by  some  in- 
surance men.  I  don't  know  that  all  would 
consider  it  so."  All  this  testimony  was  re- 
ceived under  objection  and  exception.  At  the 
time  of  the  fire,  shingles  w^ere  piled  upon 
docks  1  and  2  to  within  25  or  30  feet  of  the 
mill,  and  lumber  was  also  piled  upon  the 
docks  of  the  adjoining  mill  owner  to  the 
west.  The  above  is  the  substantial  statement 
of  all  of  the  material  testimony. 

The  court  submitted  the  case  to  the  jury, 
and  the  theory  upon  which  this  was  done  ap- 
pears in  the  following  portion  of  his  charge : 
**  The  main  controversy  in  question  for  you  to 
decide  is  whether  or  not  the  plaintiff  did 
maintain,  during  all  the  time  this  policy  of 
insurance  was  in  force. — that  is.  from  the 
time  it  was  issued  up  to  and  including  the 
time  of  the  fire,— this  continuous  clear  space 
of  150  feet  between  the  property  insured  on 
these  three  docks  and  any  woodworking  or 
manufacturing  establishment,  according  to 
the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  that  language 
as  employed  in  that  policy,  and  as  the  parties 
understood  it.  The  plaintiffs  claim  Uiat  they 
did.  The  defendant  claims  that  they  did  not. 
To  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  recover,  it  must 
have  satisfied  you  by  a  fair  preponderance  of 
the  testimony  in  the  case  that  it  did  maintain 
that  clear  space.  Now,  the  contention  is  right 
The  plaintiff  says,  *We  did  maintain 


it ;  we  made  the  contract ;  we  don't  deny  it ; 
it  is  there  just  as  it  reads ;  but  we  insist  that 
we  did  maintain  that  space  just  as  we  under- 
stood it,  and  just  as  you  understood  it,— just 
as  you  knew  we  understood  it.'"  The  jury 
found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff.  The  facts 
were  undisputed,  and  the  question  was  one  of 
law  to  be  determined  by  the  court.  The  jury 
must  have  found  that  the  plaintiff  and  de- 
fendant's local  agent  understood  and  agreed 
that  25  or  30  feet  between  docks  1  and  2  and 
the  mill  was  the  equivalent  of  the  150  feet 
provided  by  the  contract,  and  that  the  space 
of  96  feet  between  dock  1  and  the  next  dock  to 
the  west  was  also  the  equivalent  of  150  feet. 
The  warranty  was  not  one  as  to  existing  facts, 
but  of  conditions  to  be  maintained  in  the 
future.  There  is  nothing  upon  this  reoord  to 
show,  nor  is  it  claimed,  that  tJie  plaintiff  did 
not  fully  understand  the  terms  of  its  contract. 
It  knew  that  it  had  agreed  to  maintain  150 
feet  clear  space.  The  condition  was  not  im- 
possible of  performance.  The  result  of  this 
holding  would  be  to  set  aside  the  plain  and 
unmistakable  terms  of  a  contract,  and  sub- 
stitute therefor  by  implication  another  and 
entirely  different  contract.  The  warranty 
was  not  afilrmative,  but  promissory,  in  its 
character.  If  this  be  the  rule,  then'if  plain- 
tiff had  been  in  the  habit  of  keeping  a  pile  of 
luml>er  midway,  and  in  a  direct  line,  between 
these  docks  and  its  mill,  and  the  defendant's 
local  agent  had  known  this  when*  the  policy 
was  issued,  the  subsequent  maintenance  of 
such  a  pile  of  lumber  would  not  have  vitiated 
the  policy,  and  the  space  would  be  held  to  l)e 
the  equivalent  of  150  feet  clear  space.  Again, 
if  there  had  been  another  mill  or  woodwork- 
ing establishment  situated  20  feet,  or  any 
number  of  feet  less  than  150,  to  the  northward 
of  docks  3,  4,  and  5,  this  must  in  law  be  held 
to  have  been  the  1  i  ke  e(^ui  valent.  Many  other 
illustrations  will  readily  suggest  themselves 
to  show  the  consequences  of  such  a  rule.  Mr. 
May,  in  his* work  on  Insurance,  (sec.  156.) 
says :  **  One  of  the  very  objects  of  the  war- 
ranty is  to  preclude  all  controversy  as  to  the 
materiality  or  immateriality  of  the  statement. 
The  only  question  is,  has  Uie  warranty  been 
kept?  There  is  no  room  for  construction  no 
latitude,  no  equity.  If  the  warranty  be  a 
statement  of  fact,  it  must  be  literally  true: 
if  a  stipulation  that  a  certain  act  shall  or  shall 
not  be  done,  it  must  be  literally  performed." 
Plaintiff  averred  that  it  had  kept  150  feet 
clear  space.  It  did  not  allege  that  in  one  di- 
rection it  kept  only  25  or  30  feet,  or  that  in 
another  it  kept  only  96  feet,  and  that  this  was 
understood  and  agreed  to  be  the  equivalent  of 
150  feet.  No  sucn  issue  was  framed  for  trial. 
If  this  clause  had  been  inserted  in  the  con- 
tract by  fraud  or  mistake,  plaintiff's  reme<ly 
would  have  been  in  equity  to  reform  the  con- 
tract. The  testi  mony  adm  i tted  to  change  the 
express  terms  of  the  contract  was  incom- 
petent. It  did  not  tend  to  show  any  fraud  or 
mistake,  nor  refer  to  any  statements  of  tlie 
agents  of  either  party  affecting  the  question. 
When  a  principal  has  received  a  contract, 
made  in  his  name  by  his  agent,  which  on  its 
face  has  but  one  meaning,  such  contract  can- 
not be  changed  or  avoided  by  showing  a  cus- 
tom of  business  prior  to  the  contract,   and 


1893. 


Mutual  Benefit  Life  Ims,  Co.  t.  Robison. 


825 


leaving  a' jury  or  court  to  infer  that  some- 
tbiog  else  was  meant.  This  case  is  in  mv 
judgment  clearly  ruled  by  Michigan  Shingle 
CV  V.  London  d:  Laneathire  Fire  hu.  Co., 
supra. 

It  is  the  duty  of  courts  to  interpret  con- 
tracts, not  to  make  them.  When  the  lan- 
guage is  susceptible  of  but  one  meanini;, 
courts  have  no  right  to  wy  that  the  parties 
meant  something  else.  This  is  not  a  case 
where  the  insured  disclosed  his  title  to  the 
agent  of  the  insurer*  and  the  agent  neglected 
to  disclose  it  to  his  principal,  as  was  tne  case 
in  Rowley  v.  Empire  Ins.  Co.  8  Keyes.  557 ; 
Hodgkint  v.  Montgomery  County  Mut.  Ins.  Co. 
34  Barb.  213 ;  Franklin  v.  Atlantic  F.  Ins. 
ro.  42  Mo.  456 :  Atlantic  Ins.  Co.  v.  Wright, 
22  111.  462;  Home  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Oar- 
>»,  60  HI.  124,  14  Am.  Rep.  127 ;  .^na 
Ute  ^oek,  F.  <fe  T.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Olmstead,  21 
Mich.  246,  4  Am.  Rep.  488 ;  McBride  v.  Be- 
public  F.  Ins.  Co.  30  Wis.  562 ;  nor  the  failure 
of  the  agent  of  the  insurer,  who  wrote  the  ap- 
plication and  took  the  risk,  to  insert  in  it  that 
a  planing  mill  was  used  in  the  mill,  as  was 
the  case  m  James  River  Ins.  Co.  ▼.  Merritt, 
47  Ala.  387 ;  nor  of  the  parol  waiver  of  a  con- 
dition in  the  policy  by  the  asent  till  a  change 
could  be  made  to  coirespond  with  its  terms, 
as  in  Winans  ▼.  AUemania  F.   Ins.    Co. ,    88 


Wis.  842 ;  nor  where  the  insifred  was  induced 
by  the  agent  to  believe  that  he  could  keep 
gunpowder,  which  was  prohibited  by  the 
policy,  as  in  iVmaJT  A  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  HaU, 
12  Mich.  218.  These  cases,  and  many  like 
them,  are  based  upon  the  fact  that  there  is  a 
difference  between  the  representations  in  the 
policy  and  the  actual  facts  existing  at  the 
time,  or  that  there  was  an  express  waiver  by 
the  agent  of  a  condition  in  the  policy.  In 
the  present  case  there  was  no  misrepresen- 
tation, no  misunderstanding,  no  statement 
made  to  induce  the  assured  to  believe  that  hia 
contract  meant  other  than  it  read,  or  that  it 
would  be  relieved  from  the  full  performance 
of  its  provisions.  Plaintiff's  warranty  was 
not  that  a  certain  state  of  facts  existed,  but 
that  a  certain  state  of  facts  should  exist  in 
futuro.  If  it  did  not  desire  such  a  contract 
it  should  have  declined  to  make  it.  It  can- 
not now  be  heard  to  say  to  the  defendant : 
"  You  knew  that  I  did  not  intend  to  keep  my 
warranty,  and  therefore  are  estopped  to  say 
that  I  did  not  keep  my  contract." 

Judgment  should  be  reversed,  and  no  new 
trial  ordered. 

Monti^mery*  J.,  concurred  with  Grajit* 


J. 


Rehearing  denied. 
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MUTUAL  BENEFIT  LIFE  INSURANCE 
CO.rAppt., 
f. 
Charles  W.  ROBISON. 

(58  Fed.  Rep.  728.) 

1.  The  difference  between  a  warranty 
and  a  representation  in  an  application  tor 
iosonnoe  Is  that  a  warranty  must  be  literally 
tnie  without  regard  to  its  materiality  to  the  risk, 
while  a  representation  must  be  true  only  so.  far 
ttlt  to  material  to  tbe  risk. 

2«  An  insnraaee  eompanjr  is  estopped 
to  <inestion  the*  tmth  of  answers  in  an 
appUeatioat  notwithatandlnff  tbe  appUcatioD 
wamnts  the  answers  to  be  true,  where  they  are 
made  under  a  requirement  of  the  company  by  its 
own  medical  examiner  wbo  deduces  the  answer 
from  facts  correctly  stated  to  him  by  the  appli- 
cant 

8.  Tlieeoiistraetion  of  the  words  "spit. 

I  tis^  of  Uood**  by  a  medical  examiner  in  fil^. 
iof  out  answers  to  an  application  for  insurance. 
u  it  was  his  duty  to  do,  to  mean  the  spittlnir  of 
blood  from  the  lungs  or  bronchial  tubes  only.  Is 
cooclusiTe  on  tbe  insurance  company. 

4.  Adanse  In  a  poliiz^  withholding  flrom 
sgsnts  avthoritgr  *  *o  make*  alter*  or 
dlsehar^  this  or  any  other  contract  In  rela- 
tion to  tbe  matter  of  this  insurance"  has  no  ref- 
ereooe  to  tbe  application  wblcb  precedes  tbe  pol- 
icy. 

(•  The  role  that  the  breaeh  of  a  war- 
rsatjr  ^  tlM  troth  of  an  applicant's 
saswer  awelds  an  insnranoe  policy 
witfaont  reference  to  his  icood  faith  or  the  ma- 

Non.— flee  case  preceding  and  reference  note 
thereto. 
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teriality  of  the  answer  cannot  be  applied  to  avoid 
a  policy  for  tbe  falsity  of  an  answer  resulting 
from  a  mistake  in  Judgment,  or  an  error,  or 
blunder  of  tbe  company^s  agent  wbo  was  spe- 
cially charged  by  tbe  company  with  tbe  prepara- 
tion of  tbe  application  and  wbo  made  tbe  an- 
swers upon  a  full  and  truthful  statement  of  the 
facts  by  the  applicant. 
6*  A  mie  of  evidence  nnder  a  state  stat- 
ute as  to  privileged  coinmnnirations 
most  be  regarded  in  a  circuit  court 
sitting  in  that  state,  under  U.  S.  Bev.  Stat.,  •  8S8, 
making  the  laws  of  tbe  state  tbe  rules  of  decision 
as  to  competency  of  witnesses,  except  as  affected 
by  tbe  color  or  interest  of  tbe  witness,  or  in  ac- 
tions against  executors  and  administrators  or 
guardians. 

7.  Judicial  notice  will  be  taken  by  a  fed- 
eral court  tbat  tbe  distance  between  Dubuque, 
Iowa,  and  AsbeTille,  N.  C,  is  more  tban  100  miles. 

8.  ▲  witness  **lives**  ^pHiere  he  is  s<k 
Jouming  for  bis  health  for  an  uncertain  time 
witbin  tbe  meaning  of  U.  8.  Rev.  Stat.,  8  883,  in 
respect  to  tbe  taking  of  depositions  of  a  witness 
wbo  lives  more  tban  100  miles  from  tbe  place  of 
trial'. 

(November  18, 1886.) 

APPEAL  by  complainant  from  a  decree  of 
the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  Northern  District  of  Iowa  dismissing  a  bill 
filed  to  cancel  certain  life  insurance  policies. 
Afflnned. 

The  facts  suflaciently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Argued  before  Caldwell  and  Sanborn,  Cir- 
cuit Judges. 

Mr.  Francis  B.  Daniels*  for  appellanU: 

The  statute  of  Iowa  in  respect  to  testimony 
of  physicians,  etc.,  does  not  apply  in  this  court. 
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Connecticut  M\it.  L.  Tn$.  Co.  v.  Schaefer,  94 
U.  S.  457,  24  L.  ed.  251;  Liggett  v.  Olenn,  4 
U.  8.  App.  438.  51  Fed.  Rep.  881. 

Id  the  absence  of  a  statute  "medical  men 
and  (probably)  clergymen,  may  be  compelled 
to  disclose  commanications  made  to  them  in 
professional  confidence." 

Stephen,  Dig.  Ev.  Reynold's  ed.  1879,  art. 
117;  Greenl.  Ev.  §  248. 

There  is  a  difference  between  the  common 
law  of  Iowa  and  that  of  New  Jersey,  in  the 
construction  of  written  contracts  of  insurance 
as  to  the  distinction  between  warranties  and 
representations.  The  supreme  court  of  Iowa 
is  also  at  variance  with  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States  regarding  these  particulars. 
If  these  differences  should  seem  material  in 
the  case  at  bar,  either  the  construction  of  the 
courts  of  New  Jersey,  or  that  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States,  should  prevail. 

Carpenter  v.  Proridence  Washington  Ins.  Co. 
41  U.  S.  16  Pet.  495,  10  L.  ed.  1044. 

This  policy  was  subjected  to  the  New  Jersey 
construction  bv  the  express  stipulation  of  the 
parties  themselves. 

Andrews  v.  POnd,  88  U.  S.  13  Pet.  77,  78,  10 
L.  ed.  66,  67-  Story,  Confl.  L.  6th  ed.  §  280; 
Pritehardv.  Norton,  106  U.  8.  124,  27  L.  ed. 
104,  approved  in  Watts  v.  Camors,  115  U.  S. 
868,  862,  29  L.  ed.  406,  409;  Coghlan  v.  South 
Carolina  R.  Co.  142  U.  S.  101,  109,  85  L.  ed. 
951,  954. 

In  the  authorities  cited  below  thej«  is  noth- 
ing against  the  application  of  the  New  Jersey 
construction  to  the  policy,  in  particulars  not 
embraced  by  the  statutes  of  Iowa. 
.  Wall  V.  Equitable  L.  Assur  8oc.  82  Fed.  Rep. 
278;  Equitable  L.  Assur.  Soe.  v.  Pettus,  140  U. 
S.  226,  85  L.  ed.  497;  Berry  v.  Knights  Temp- 
lars* &  Masons*  Life  Indemnity  Co.  46  Fed. 
Rep.  489,  affirmed  in  50 Fed.  Rep.  G^ll;  Fletcher 
V.  Nets  YorkL.  Ins.  Co.  18  Fed.  Rep.  526;  New 
Ywk  L.  Ins,  Co.  v.  Fletcher,  117  XL  S.  519,  29 
L.  ed.  984. 

Dr.  Staples  knew,  and  Mr.  RoUson  knew, 
that  Mr.  Kobison's  spitting  of  blood  was  not 
the  kind  of  spitting  of  bldod  that  every  one 
has.  They  knew  that  his  spitting  was  of  a 
character  exceptional  to  that  experienced  by 
all  men.  When  they  knew  that,  they  knew 
that  it  was,  at  the  least,  a  case  of  which  the 
particulars  should  be  given  under  head  of 
''Remarks,"  so  that  the  company  could  de- 
termine their  importance  at  the  home  office. 

I  have  no  doubt  that,  if  a  man  had  spit 
blood  from  bis  lungs,  no  matter  in  how  small 
a  quantity,  or  even  had  spit  blood  from  an 
ulcerated  sore  throat,  he  would  be  bound  to 
state  it.  The  fact  should  be  made  known  to 
the  office,  in  order  that  their  medical  adviser 
might  make  inquiry  into  the  cause. 

Geach  v.  Ingall,  14  Mees.  &  W.  95. 

The  policy  provides:  **Nor  are  agents  au- 
thorized to  make,  alter,  or  discharge  this  or 
anv  other  contract  in  relation  to  the  matter  of 
thfs  insurance,  or  to  waive  any  forfeiture  there- 
of." This  provision  denies  any  right  of  the 
examiner  to  construe  the  terms  of  the  applica- 
tion which  is  a  part  of  the  contract. 

Olobe  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  ofN.  Y.  v.  Wolff,  95 
"^T  8.  326,  24  L.  ed.  387. 

^ut  even  if  this  were  not  so,  the  authority 
a  A. 


relied  on  by  Mr.  Robison  must  be  proved  by 
him,  which  has  not  been  done. 

See  First  Unitarian  8oc.  of  Chicago  v. 
Faulkner,  91  U.  S.  417,  28  L.  ed.  284. 

In  order  to  bind  the  company  by  the  con- 
struction given  by  the  local  examiner,  it  is 
necessary  tnat  express  authority  in  the  exam- 
iner be  ^own. 

Connecticut  Oen.  L,  Ins.  Co.  v.  McMnrdu,  89 
Pa.  868. 

This  answer  is  false,  even  If  Dr.  G.  M. 
Staples'  construction  of  the  words  "spitting  of 
blood"  should  be  regarded  as  binding  apoa 
the  comp^any.  There  is  a  clear  preponderance 
of  the  evidence  tbat  this  spitting  of  blood  was 
from  the  lungs,  or  hoemoptysis.     If  so,  the  ap- 

Elicant's   misstatement  was  fatal,  no  matter 
ow  he  was  led  into  the  error. 

Chrisman  v.  State  Ins.  Co.  16  Or.  288; 
Cooper  V.  Farmers  Mut.  F,  Ins.  Co.  50  Pa.  299, 
88  Am.  Dec.  544;  Commonwealth  Mut.  F.  In*. 
Co.  V.  Huntzinger,  98  Pa.  41 ;  Vase  v.  EagU  Life 
d:  Health  Ins.  Go.  6  Cush.  42;  TWfbetts  v.  Ham- 
ilton Mut.  Ins.  Co.  8  Allen,  669;  I^omas  v. 
Fame  Ins.  Go.  108  III.  91;  Foot  v.  uEtna  L.  1m. 
Co.  of  Hartford,  Conn.  61  N.  Y.  571;  Clemant 
V.  Supreme  Assembly  R.  S.  of  O.  F.  16  L.  R.  A 
88,  181  N.  Y.  485;  State  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Arthur,  80  Pa.  815. 

Anything,  small  or  great,  which  was  of  suf- 
ficient importance  to  consult  a  physician  for, 
and  happened  within  seven  years,  is  asked  for. 
It  is  clear  tbat  the  intention  is  to  embrace  the 
small  things  which  might  perhaps  have  been 
outgrown  in  seven  years,  but  if  within  the 
seven  years  they  shoujd  be  reported  to  the 
home  office  for  it  to  determine  whether  they 
might  affect  the  risk. 

United  Brethren  Mut.  Aid  Soc.  of  Lebanon  v. 
0*Hara,  120  Pa.  256;  Metropolitan  L.  Ins.  Co. 
V.  McTague,  49  N.  J.  L.  587;  Cobb  v.  Cownant 
Mut.  Ben.  Asso.  10  L.  R.  A.  666, 158  Mass.  176. 

The  court  below  seems  to  argue  good  faith 
from  the  fact  that  the  matters  so  carefully 
concealed  from  the  home  office  were  talked 
over  with  the  local  agents.  It  seems  to  us  tbat 
this  fact  makes  the  other  way,  that  the  very 
thing  one  should  do  to  present  the  most  honest 
face  while  working  dishonestly  through  a  con- 
niving agent  is  to  assume  the  appearance  of 
the  utmost  frankness  before  the  agent. 

New  York  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Fletcher,  117  U.  S. 
519,  29  U  ed.  984;  Globe  Reserve  Mut.  L.  Ins- 
Co.  V.  Duffy,  76  Md.  298. 

A  warranty  is  a  part  of  the  contract.  A 
representation  is  preliminaiy  or  collateral  to 
the  contract.  The  warranty — ^a  part  of  the 
contract  itself — cannot  be  modified  or  affected 
by  prior  or  contemporaneous  oral  agreements 
or  statements.  Whether  the  matter  covered 
by  the  warranty  be  material  or  immaterial, 
whether  the  truth  respecting  it  be  known  or 
unknown,  makes  no  difference.  With  regard 
to  a  representation,  on  the  other  hand— Mine 
only  collateral — it  cannot  affect  the  ri^ts  of 
the  parties  unless  it  be  material,  and  its  legal 
effect  will  be  the  same  whether  it  be  verbal  or 
written,  or  partly  verbal  and  partly  written. 

May,  Ins.  8d  ed.  §  156,  noteS. 

If  upon  the  facts,  the  person  to  whom  the 
representations  are  made  is  held  to  be  such  an 
agent  that  he  can  be  treated  as  standing  in  the 
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place  of  the  company  to  receive  the  repres^n- 
tatioDS,  it  follows,  as  a  matter  of  course,  that 
the  company  will  be  held  to  know  everything 
that  is  represented,  whether  by  word  of  mouth, 
or  by  paper  and  pen.  and  consequently  that  the 
company  cannot  escape  liability  on  the  plea 
that  it  acted  in  ignorance  of  such  of  the  repre- 
sentadons  as  were  made  by  word  of  mouth. 

AngeU,  Fire  &  Life  Ins.  2d  ed.  gg  145,  147, 
14?a;  Chriaman  v.  State  Ins.  Co,,  Cooper  v. 
Famen  Mut.  F,  Ins.  Co„Tebbetts  v.  Hamilton 
MuL  Ins.  Co.  and  Gcfmmonwealth  Mut.  F.  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Huntzinger,  suvra/DetoeesY.  Manhattan 
hi.  Go.  85  N.  J.  L.  866:  Vose  v.  EkigU  Life  A 
Bealth  Ins.  Go.  supra;  Ripley  v.  jEtna  Ins,  Co. 
50 N.  Y.  186,  86  Am.  Dec.  862;  TJiomas  v. 
Fam  Ins.  Co. ,  Foot  v.  .j^na  L.  Ins.  Co.  ofHarU 
ford.  Conn.,  Clemans  v.  Supreme  Assembly  R. 
8.  of  Q.F.  and  State  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
ArtkuT,  supra;  Western  Assur,  Co.  v.  Rector, 
85  Ky.  2M;  FiUtmaurice  v.  Mutual  L.  Ins.  Co. 
cTN.  7.  84  Tex.  61}  New  York  L.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Ftitcher,  supra. 

If  the  cases  holding  that  an  insurance  com- 
pany cannot  avoid  liability  by  a  fact  the  exist- 
ence of  which  was  communicated  orally  to  the 
agent,  are  carefully  examined,  they  will  be 
found  (questions  of  positive  fraud  aside)  to 
come  under  one  or  the  other  of  the  following 
categories: 

1.  The  statements  are  mere  representations, 
not  warranties. 

2.  The  distinction  between  warranties  and 
representations  is  lost  sight  of. 

3.  The  application  is  the  work  of  the  agent, 
and  is  signed  by  the  applicant  without  read- 
ing or  knowing  its  contents. 

4.  The  doctrine  of  estoppel  is  announced  as 
the  reason  for  holding  the  company. 

Cases  of  mere  representations  are  not  rele- 
vant. The  case  at  bar  is  one  of  unquestion- 
able warranty. 

AngeU,  Fire  &  Life  Ins. ;  Devoees  v.  Manhat- 
tan Ins.  Co.,  Vose  v.  Eagle  Life  it  Health  Ins. 
Co.,  Tebbetts  v.  Hamilton  MuL  Ins.  Co.,  Rip- 
hf  v.  JBtna  Ins.  Co.,  Foot  v.  jEtna  L.  Ins.  Co. 
<if  Hartford,  Conn,  and  Clemans  v.  Supreme 
Aitmbly  R  S.  of  Q.  F.  supra. 

The  second  category  comprises  the  cases 
which  confuse  wiirranties  with  representa- 
tions. 

MiSler  v.  Mutual  Ben.  L.  Ins.  Co.  81  Iowa, 
216.  Union  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  of  Maine  v.  Wil- 
kinwn,  80  U.  8.  18  Wall.  282, 20  L.  ed.  617. 

Allthese  cases  which  fail  to  distinguish  be-* 
tween  the  principles  governing  warranties  and 
those  governing  representations  must  give  way, 
in  this  court,  before  the  authority  of  the  Su- 
peme  Court  of  the  United  States.  It  is  clear 
in  its  doctrine  that  where  the  matter  is  a'  part 
of  the  contract  "the  duty  of  the  court  is  to 
enforce  it  according  to  its  terms."  If  the 
statements  *'are  untrue  in  any  respect  the  pol- 
icy Shan  be  void."  "  There  is  no  place  for  the 
vgoment  either  that  the  false  statement  was 
not  material  to  the  risk,  or  that  it  was  a  posi- 
tive advaptage  to  the  company  to  be  deceived 
by  it." 

Jeffries  v.  Eeonomieal  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  89 
U.  S.  22  Wall.  47, 22  L.  ed.  888;  jEtna  L.  Ins. 
Co.  (f  Hartford  v.  France,  91  U.  8.  510,  28  L. 
«d.  (Oil  Moular  ▼.  American  L.  Ins.  Go.  Ill 
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U.  8.  885,  28  L.  ed.  447;  Phetnix  Mat.  L.  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Raddin,  120  U.  8.  188,  80  L.  ed.  644. 

The  third  category  comprises  cases  where  the 
applicant  lets  the  agent  of  the  company  fill  up 
the  application  and  then  signs  without  reading. 
8uch  cases  are  not  relevant  to  that  at  bar,  and 
moreover  are  expressly  discountenanced  by  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States. 

Neu)  T(yrk  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  FleUher,  117  U. 
8.  519,  29  L.  ed.  984. 

The  fourth  category  concerns  the  doctrine  of 
estoppel.  This  category  presents  the  distinc- 
tion between  the  case  at  bar  and  every  case 
wherein  the  question  now  under  consideration 
has  been  detennined  adversely  to  the  company. 
In  every  such  case  the  companv  had  received 
and  retained  the  premium  and  attempted  to 
raise  the  question  after  loss.  In  every  such 
case  the  company's  position  could  not  be  sus- 
tained without  inflicting  an  irreparable  injury 
upon  the  other  party. 

Bergeron  v.  Pamlico  Ins.  A  Bkg.  Go.  Ill  N. 
C.45. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  on  the  other  hand,  the 
company  has  tendered  back  the  premium  with- 
out delay,  and  during  the  life  of  the  policy 
holder,  and  is  seeking  to  restore  him,  as  well 
as  the  company  to  his  original  condition.  To 
sustain  the  company's  pontion  is  not  to  injure 
the  other  party.  To  refuse  to  sustain  the  com- 
pany's position  imposes  upon  the  company  a 
burden  which  as  between  man  and  man  it 
ought  not  to  bear. 

nickerson  v.  Golgrove,  100  U.  8.  678,  25  L. 
ed.  618;  Globe  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  of  JV.  T.  v. 
Wolff.  95  U.  8.  826,  24  L.  ed.  887;  Dewees  v. 
Manhattan  Ins.  Co.  85  N.  J.  L.  566. 

Messrs.  Utt  Bros.  A  Michel  for  appellee. 

Caidwell«  Circuit  Judge,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court : 

This  is  a  suit  in  equity  commenced  on  the 
28d  of  June,  1891,  in  the  United  States  cir- 
cuit court  for  the  northern  district  of  Iowa, 
by  the  appellant,  the  Mutual  Benefit  Life  In- 
surance Company,  hereafter  called  the  "Com- 
pany," against  Charles  W.  Robison,  the  ap- 
pellee, to  cancel  four  policies  of  insurance 
on  the  life  of  the  appellee  of  $5,000  each, 
issued  by  the  company  to  him  March  17, 
1890.  The  circuit  court  dismissed  the  bill 
for  want  of  equity.  The  opinion  of  Judge 
Woolson  is  reported  in  54  Fed.  Rep.  580. 

The  application  for  the  insurance  was  taken 
in  Dubuque,  Iowa,  where  the  assured  then 
resided,  by  the  agents  of  the  company  in 
that  state.  The  application  consists  of  four 
parts:  First,  the  application  to  be  signed 
by  the  applicant  for  insurance ;  second,  ques- 
tions to  be  asked  by  the  agent  and  answered 
by  the  applicant ;  third,  (questions,  to  be 
asked  by  the  medical  examiner  of  the  com- 
pany and  answered  by  the  applicant,  the  an- 
swers to  be  written  by  the  examiner ;  fourth, 
questions  asked  the  examiner,  to  be  answered 
by  him.  A  clause  of  the  application  ex- 
pressly provides  that  the  answer  to  the  ques- 
tion which  the  medical  examiner  is  to  ask 
"must  be  written  by  one  of  the  company's 
examiners,"  who  is  instructed  to  "see  that 
the  answers  are  free  from  ambiguity,  and 
that  diseases  are  distinguished  from  mere 
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symptouDs  r'  and  referring  to  a  long  list  of 
diseases,  among  which  is  "  spitting  of  blood,  ** 
he  is  directed  to  *'a8k  concerning  each  and 
give  particulars  under  head  of  remarks." 
The  application  signed  by  the  assured  con- 
tains this  provision:  "I  agree  that  the  an- 
swers given  herewith  to  the  questions  of  the 
agent  and  examiner,  which  I  declare  and 
warrant  to  be  true,  shall  be  the  basis  of  my 
contract  with  the  company ;"  and  the  policies 
contained  this  clause:  "This  policy  does 
not  take  effect  until  the  first  premium  shall 
have  been  actually  paid,  nor  are  agents  au- 
thorized to  make,  alter,  or  discharge  this  or 
any  other  contract  in  relation  to  the  matter 
of  this  insurance,  or  to  waive  any  forfeiture 
hereof.     ..." 

For  about  three  years  before  the  assured  was 
examined,  the  local  agent  of  the  company, 
Charles  J.  Brayton,  haS  been  soliciting  him 
to  take  out  a  policy  in  the  appellant  com- 
pany. The  assured  finally  consented  to  take 
out  a  policy  for  $5,000,  and  by  direction  of 
the  agent  went  to  the  oflSce  of  Dr.  G.  M. 
Staples,  the  medical  examiner  of  the  com- 
pany, to  be  examined.  There  he  met  Bray- 
ton,'  the  local  agent,  T.  F.  McAvov,  the  state 
agent,  and  Dr.  G.  M.  Staples,  the  medical 
examiner,  of  the  company.  It  is  conceded 
that  these  gentlemen  were  the  agents  of  the 
company,  and  tliere  is  nothing  to  show  that 
they  were  not  clothed  with  all  the  pow- 
ers and  authority  which  ordinarily  pertain  to 
insurance  agents  in  their  respective  positions. 
Dr.  Staples  had  been  the  medical  examiner 
of  the  company  at  Dubuque  for  twenty -five 
years.  He  had  also  been  the  family  physi- 
cian of  the  assured  for  many  years,  and  had 
known  him  from  childhood. 

The  ground  set  up  in  the  original  bill  for 
a  cancellation  of  the  policies  was  that  tho 
answer  to  the  fifteenth  question  asked  by  the 
medical  examiner  was  "untrue,  false,  and 
fraudulent."  An  amended  bill  was  filed, 
alleging  that  the  answer  to  the  eleventh 
question  asked  by  the  medical  examiner  was 
false  and  fraudulent.  That  question  was: 
"  (a)  For  what  have  you  sought  medical  ad- 
vice during  the  past  seven  years?  (b)  Dates? 
(c)  Duration?  (d)  Physicians  consulted?" 
The  answer  to  this  question,  as  written  by 
the  medical  examiner,  was :  **  (a)  Debility 
from  overwork,  ih)  Feb.,  1888.  (c)  ten 
days,  (d)  G.  M.  Staples."  The  answer  to 
this  question,  as  given  by  the  applicant,  in- 
cluded the  name  of  Dr.  M.  fif.  Waples  as 
one  of  the  physicians  he  had  consulted.  The 
fifteenth  question  was,  "Have  you  ever  had 
any  of  the  following?"  Here  follow  the 
names  of  forty  diseases,  and  amone  them 
"spitting  of  blood."  To  this  question  the 
applicant  made  this  answer  to  the  examiner : 

•'On  October  17,  1887,  when  starting  for 
my  office,  Dr.  8.  H.  Guilbert,  who  was  at- 
tendiuK  my  wife  in  her  approaching  confine- 
ment, gave  me  directions  that  he  would  tele- 
phone me  as  soon  as  I  was  needed,  and  to 
hurry  home,  bringing  with  me  a  prescription 
of  chloroform.  I  went  to  my  office,  buying 
the  chloroform  on  the  way.  A  little  after 
2  o'clock,  the  telephone  came  for  [me]  to 
'^'^me  instantly.  I  went  to  the  horse  stall  in 
*ear  of  my  office,  where  I  generally  kept 
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my  horse,  and  found  that  some  one  was  us- 
ing it.  I  next  hurried  to  the  corner  of  Jones 
and  Main  streets,  hoping  to  catch  a  street- 
car, and  thereby  reach  my  home  quickly.  I 
was  then  living  at  1468  Main  street.  Not 
finding  a  street- car  in  sight,  my  only  recourse 
was  to  get  home  as  quickly  as  my  legs  would 
carry  me ;  and  I  started  up  Main  street,  run- 
ning for  a  square  or  two  at  a  time,  and  then 
resting  bv  walking  for  another  square,  and 
kept  up  that  pace,  coming  up  Main  street  on 
the  west  side  of  the  street.  Between  Tenth 
and  Eleventh,  on  Main  street,  I  crossed  the 
street  by  running,  and  about  50  feet  from 
the  comer  of  Eleventh  I  jumped  across  the 
curbstone.  As  I  did  so,  I  tripped  on  the 
curb,  and  fell.  I  had  hardly  picked  mvself 
up,  and  started  again,  when  I  noticed  tbat  I 
had  expectorated  a  mouthful  of  blood.  As 
this  was  the  first  time  I  had  ever  expectorated 
blood  without  knowing  where  it  came  from, 
I  was  very  much  shocked,  and  frightened 
beyond  measure.  I  turned,  and  ran  as  fast  as 
I  could  to  the  nearest  doctor's  office,  which 
was  Dr.  Waples,  a  Square  down,  and  on  the 
opposite  side.  I  went  in,  found  him  there, 
and  begged  him  to  tell  me  what  was  the 
matter.  He  said  that  I  was  very  much  ex- 
cited ;  to  sit  down  and  try  and  compose  my- 
self; that  the  blood,  probably,  did  not 
amount  to  much.  He  gave  me  a  drink  of 
water,  and  tried  to  soothe  my  agitation  as 
much  as  possible.  After  staying  there  a 
short  time,  and  finding  that  the  bloody  ex- 
pectoration had  stopped,  I  started  to  go  home. 
.  .  .  After  narrating  what  I  have  just 
stated  to  Dr.  Staples,  m  his  office,  on  the 
19th  of  October,  1887,  he  began  an  examina- 
tion of  my  throat  and  lungs.  He  made  what 
appeared  to  me  a  careful  examination  of  my 
throat  and  lungs.  He  said  he  saw  in  my 
throat  a  dilapidated  blood  vessel,  that  looked 
as  if  it  had  bled  away.  I  asked  him  if,  in 
his  opinion,  there  was  any  question  but  that 
this  blood  came  from  this  blood  vessel  in 
my  throat.  He  assured  me  that  it  did  not 
amount  to  anything,  and  to  go  on  about  my 
business:  that  he  bad  similar  cases  in  his 
office  every  day,— of  perfectly  healthv  men 
expectorating  blood  from  their  throat." 

The  applicant  having  made  this  answer. 
Dr.  Staples,  the  medical  examiner  of  the 
company,  himself  testifies  Uiat : 

""I  recollect  that  I  told  him  that  the  ques- 
tion, 'spitting  of  blood,'  had  a  definite  sig-  ^ 
niflcance ;  that  it  meant  hemorrhage  from  the 
lungs  or  bronchial  tubes ;  and  that  the  spit- 
ting of  blood,  as  described  by  him  and  as 
known  by  me,  because  I  was  consulted  by 
him,  was  manifestly  not  hemorrhage.  I  ex- 
plained to  him  that  this  question,  'spitting 
of  blood, '  was,  in  my  judgment,  as  medical 
examiner  of  the  company,  put  there  for  the 
purpose  of  determining  whether  there  was 
any  evidence  of  consumption  ;  that  the  ques- 
tion could  not  be  answered  categorically. 
If  you  meant  spitting  of  blood  from  the 
mouth,  probablv  no  person  living  but  what 
has  spit  some  blood  on  some  occasion,  when 
a  tooth  has  been  extracted,  or  after  having 
the  nose-bleed.  Spitting  of  blood  did  not 
mean  that.  It  meant  as  evidence  of  haemop- 
tysis, or  diseases  of  tho  pulmonary  organs. 
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I  said  that  it  was  not  necessary  for  him  to 
state  that  he  had  had  spitting  o*f  blood ;  that 
the  question  did  not  impl^  the  spitting  of 
blood,  as  he  had  reported  it. " 

Afid  the  examiner  thereupon  directed  his 
SOD.  who  was  acting  as  his  amanuensis,  the 
examiner  himself  haying  pen  paralysis,  to 
write  the  word  ''No"  as  the  answer  to  this 
question,  assuring  the  applicant  that  that 
was  the  proper  answer  to  be  drawn  from  the 
facts  which  he  had  narrated,  and  which  were 
known  to  the  examiner  himself  to  be  true. 
The  applicant  at  the  same  time  narrated  to 
the  local  and  the  state  agents  of  the  company 
all  the  (acts  connected  with  the  incident  of 
spitting  of  blood,  as  he  had  stated  them  to 
the  medical  examiner,  and  asked  them  if  the 
answer  which  the  examiner  had  directed  him 
to  make  to  this  question  was  the  proper  one, 
and  they  assured  him  that  it  was.  The  as- 
SQTed,  the  medical  examiner,  and  the  two 
agents  of  the  company  are  agreed  in  their 
testimony  as  to  what  took  place.  In  answer 
to  the  question  whether  he  examined  the  ap- 
plicant's lungs  at  the  time  he  examined  him 
for  iD6uranoe7  I^^*-  Staples  says : 

''I  did  as  thoroughly  as  possible;  strip- 
ping him,  and  examining  him  by  ear  and  by 
use  of  the  stethoscope.  I  had  been  Mr. 
Robison's  physician,  and  had  examined  him 
from  time  to  time  for  various  little  troubles ; 
and,  when  I  came  to  examine  him  for  life 
insuiance,  I  made  a  most  thorough  examina- 
tion of  him.  I  made  a  more  thorough  ex- 
amination of  him  than  of  any  one.  i  took 
three  days  to  satisfy  myself  about  the  case, 
and  I  positively  believe  there  was  no  disease 
of  the  lungs,  and  I  wanted  to  satisfy  myself 
whether  there  was.  After  making  this  ex- 
amination, I  came  to  the  conclusion  that,  so 
far  as  his  lungs  were  concerned,  they  were 
sound." 

So  well  satisfied  were  the  agents  of  the  com- 
pany that  the  assured  was  a  good  risk  that 
they  pressed  the  examiner  to  report  him  as  a 
preferred  risk,  which,  however,  he  declined 
to  do;  and  they  persuaded  the  ansured  to  in- 
cretase  the  insurance  from  $5,000,  as  origi- 
nally contemplated,  to  $20,000. 

The  assured  stated  to  the  examiner  and  to 
the  agents  of  the  company  ever^  fact  and  cir- 
cumstance connected  with  his  spittine  of 
blood.  He  concealed  nothing.  He  added 
nothing.  And  the  categorical  answer  to  the 
question  whidi  was  written  down  by  the  ex- 
aminer was  dictated  by  him,  and  approved 
by  the  two  agents.  There  was  no  fraud  on 
the  part  of  any  one  connected  with  the  trans- 
sctioD.  The  assured,  the  medical  examiner, 
and  the  two  agents  were  all  acting  honestly 
and  in  good  faith,  and  the  charge  in  the  bill 
to  the  contrary  is  wholly  unsupported  by  the 
endenoe.  But  it  is  said,  conceding  this  to 
be  80,  that  the  answer  to  the  question  was 
in  fact  untrue,  and  that  the  assured  had  no 
right  to  rely  upon  the  assurance  of  the  med- 
ical examiner  and  agents  of  the  company  that 
the  answer  written  down  by  the  examiner 
vas  a  truthful  and  proper  answer,  upon  the 
facts  narrated  by  the  assured.  To  support  the 
contention  that,  upon  the  facts  stated  bv  the 
ssBured,  the  answer  to  the  question  was  false, 
^  company  introduced  as  a  witness  its 
22LR.A. 


medical  director,  who  testifies  that  the  term 
''spitting  of  blood,"  as  contained  in  the  ap- 
plication, ''means  ejection  of  blood  from  the 
mouth,  without  reference  to  the  cause  or 
source. "  But  the  medical  examiner  of  the 
company,  who  examined  the  applicant  and 
dictated  the  answer  to  this  question,  eives  a 
different  definition  to  the  term.  Dr.  Staples 
says:  "The  phrase  'spitting  of  blood'  is, 
and  has  been  for^any  years,  come  to  be 
regarded  as  synonymous  of  '  haemoptysis, ' 
which  term  is  applied  to  the  raising  of  blood 
from  the  lungs, — that  is,  the  bronchial  tubes, 
lungs,  or  membrane  of  the  lungs, — and  not 
when  it  comes  from  any  other  source. " 

And,  when  asked  the  meaning  of  the  term 
as  used  in  the  application  for  insurance  in 
this  case,  he  answered  :  "  Blood  coming  from 
the  lungs  or  bronchial  tubes." 

In  Quain's  Dictionary  of  Medicine,  the 
term  is  thus  defined :  "  Spitting  of  Blood. 
A  proper  svnonym  of  *  haemoptysis.  *  See 
'  haemoptysis. '  "*  "  Haemoptysis.  Spitting 
of  blood,  having  its  source  in  pulmonary  or 
bronchial  hemorrhage.  The  restriction  of 
the  term  *  haemoptysis,  *  as  thus  defined,  has- 
the  sanction  of  lone  usage  and  convenience. " 

In  the  Century  Dictionary  the  definition 
is:  "Spitting  of  Blood.  Same  as  'hemop- 
tysis, '  which  see. "  "  Hemopses.  Hemopty- 
sis. In  pathol.,  spitting  ot  blood,  usually 
restrictea  to  raising  blo^  from  the  lunvs."^ 

And  see  Singleton  v.  St.  Louis  Mut.  L,  Inn. 
Go.  66  Mo.  68,  27  Am.  Rep.  821. 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  medical  di- 
rector and  the  medical  examiner  of  the  com- 
pany differ  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  term. 
It  is  not  necessary  for  the  court  to  determine 
which  one  of  these  a^nts  of  the  company 

? fives  the  right  definition,  or  whether  either 
8  right.  The  fact  that  they  differ  shows 
that  the  term  is  ambiguous.  It  was  the  med- 
ical examiner's  duty  to  ask  this  question  and 
write  down  the  answer.  For  this  purpose 
he  was  the  agent  of  the  company,  and  what- 
ever he  said  l)r  did  in  the  discharge  of  this 
duty  was  the  act  of  the  company.  In  view 
of  his  instructions  and  the  ambiguous  char- 
acter of  the  question,  he  was  clearly  acting 
within  the  line  of  his  authority  when  he  as- 
sumed to  interpret  and  explain  to  the  appli- 
cant the  meaning  of  tlie  question,  and  to  in- 
terpret and  dictate  his  answer  thereto.  His 
special  knowledge  of  medicine  and  diseases 
qualified  him  to  do  this.  The  applicant 
could  not  have  written  the  answer  to  the 
question,  if  he  had  desired  to  do  so.  Under 
the  instructions  of  the  company,  the  answer 
had  to  be  written  by  the  medical  examiner. 
Upon  these  facts,  the  act  of  the  medical  ex- 
aminer was  the  act  of  the  company,  and  the 
answer  to  this  question  which  he  dictated 
and  wrote  down  must  be  treated  as  the  an- 
swer of  the  company.  The  answer  which 
the  medical  examiner  deduced  from  the  facts 
stated  by  the  applicant  was  probably  the 
right  one;  but,  assuming  that  it  was  not, 
and  that  he  ought  to  have  written  **  Yes"  in- 
stead of  "  No, "  the  fact  remains  that  it  was 
the  answer  of  the  company,  and  the  company 
is  estopped  to  Question  the  truth  of  its  own 
answers,  notwithstanding  the  application 
warrants  the  answer  to  be  true.     The  usual 


^80 


United  States  Cibcuit  Couht  op  Afpkals. 


Not., 


clause  in  an  application  for  insurance  to  the 
effect  that  the  applicant  warrants  his  answers 
to  be  true  does  not  operate  as  a  limitation  or 
restriction  upon  the  powers  of  the  company's 
Agent.  The'  difference  between  a  warranty 
and  a  representation  is  that  a  warranty  must 
be  literally  true,  without  regard  to  its  ma- 
teriality to  the  risk,  while  a  representation 
must  be  true  only  so  far  as  the  representation 
is  material  to  the  risk.  But  this  difference 
-does  not  affect  the  powers  of  the  company's 
agents.  They  remain  the  same  whether  the 
Application  contains  a  warranty  or  only  rep- 
resentations, and  when  the  assured,  in  answer 
to  a  question,  states  the  facts  fully  and  truth- 
fully, and  the  agent  of  the  company,  author- 
ized to  ask  the  question  and  write  the  answer, 
putting  his  own  construction  upon  such 
facts,  deduces  therefrom  an  erroneous  answer, 
whicJi  he  writes  down,  assuring  the  appli- 
•cant  tliat  it  is  the  proper  answer  upon  the 
*  facts  stated,  and  the  one  the  company  wants, 
the  assured  is  not  estopped  by  his  warranty 
from  showing  these  facts,  and  when  they  are 
proved  they  operate  to  estop  the  company 
rrom  questioning  the  truth  of  the  answer. 
The  same  rule  obtains  where  the  applicant 
answers  fully  and  truthfully,  and  the  agent 
chaiged  with  the  duty  of  asking  the  question 
and  writing  down  the  answer  abbreviates  the 
answer  or  omits  part  of  it,  as  happened  in 
this  case  to  the  answer  to  the  eleventh  ques- 
tion. All  of  the  agents  agree  that  in  answer 
to  this  question  tne  applicant  stated  dis- 
tinctly that  he  had  consulted  Dr.  M.  H. 
Waples  and  Dr.  G.  M.  Staples.  Any  other 
rule  would  result  in  holding  the  applicant  re- 
sponsible for  mistakes,  oversights,  blunders, 
or  omissions  of  the  company's  own  agent, 
who  was,  in  the  case  at  bar,  indisputably, 
the  full  and  complete  representative  of  the 
company  in  all  that  was  said  or  done  in  the 
medical  examination  of  the  applicant. 

The  application  contains  no  limitation  of 
the  powers  of  the  agents  or  the  medical  ex- 
aminer. Their  powers  were  coextensive  with 
the  business  intrusted  to  them  respectively. 
The  clause  in  the  policy  withholding  from 
the  agents  authority  ^'to  make,  alter,  or  dis- 
charge this  or  any  other  contract  in  relation 
to  the  matter  of  this  insurance''  is  not  a  lim- 
itation of  the  powers  of  the  agents  in  pre- 
paring and  accepting  the  application  for  in- 
surance. This  provision  of  the  policy  does 
not  take  effect  until  the  application  is  made 
and  accepted,  and  the  policy  is  issued.  It 
has  relation  to  the  policy  and  other  com- 
pleted contracts  concerning  the  insurance, 
and  has  no  reference  to  the  application, 
which  precedes  the  policy,  and  which,  until 
it  is  accepted  and  the  policy  issued,  is  a 
mere  offer  or  proposition  for  a  contract  of 
insurance.  Grouae  v.  Hartford  P.  Ins.  Co. 
79  Mich.  249;  KavsaX  v.  Minnesota  Farmers 
Mut,  R  Ins,  Asso,  31  Minn.  17,  47  Am.  Rep. 
776. 

It  is  conceded  that  a  breach  of  a  warranty 
of  the  truth  of  the  applicant's  answer  avoids 
the  policy,  without  reference  to  the  good 
faith  of  the  applicant  or  the  materiality  of 
the  answer.  But  it  is  a  grave  mistake  to 
suppose  that  this  rule  can  be  extended  so  as 
to  hold  the  applicant  responsible  for  the 
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truth  of  an  answer  which  was  the  result  of  a 
mistake  in  judgment  or  an  error  or  blunder 
of  the  company's  agent,  who  was  specially 
charged  by  the  company  with  the  prepara- 
tion of  the  application,  and  who  himself 
dictated  the  answers  upon  a  full  and  truth- 
ful statement  of  the  facts  by  the  applicant. 
In  such  a  case  there  is  no  difference  between 
a  warranty  and  a  representation.  Whether 
it  is  the  one  or  the  other,  the  company  is 
estopped  to  take  advantage  of  its  own  wrong 
or  mistake,  as  the  case  may  be.  Intoler- 
able injustice  and  wrong  would  result  from 
any  other  rule.  This  case  will  serve  to  il- 
lustrate how  extremely  unjust  and  oppres- 
sive the  rule  contended  for  by  the  com- 
pany would  be.  Its  position  is  that  "spit- 
ting of  blood,  ^  in  the  language  of  its  medical 
director,  means  **  ejection  of  blood  from  the 
mouth,  without  reference  to  cause  or  source," 
and  that,  inasmuch  as  the  assured  did  once 
spit  blood  from  his  mouth,  his  answer  to  the 
question  should  have  been  in  the  affirmative, 
and,  that  not  being  so,  there  is  a  breach  of 
the  warranty  of  the  truth  of  the  answer,  and 
the  policy  is  void,  notwithstanding  the  medi- 
cal examiner,  whose  duty  it  was  to  make  the 
examination  and  write  down  the  answers,  as- 
sured the'applicant,  upon  a  full  statement  of 
all  the  facts,  that  he  had  not  bad  ''spittine 
of  blood, "  in  the  sense  of  these  words  as  used 
in  the  application,  and  directed  the  applicant 
to  answer  the  question  in  the  negative.  If 
this  is  a  sound  position,  it  is  equally  true 
that  If  the  applicant  had,  upon  this  same 
statement  of  the  facts,  by  direction  of  the 
company's  medical  director,  answered  the 
question  in  the  affirmative,  the  company 
could  have  claimed  the  answer  was  not  a 
true  answer,  within  the  meaning  of  the  ones- 
tion  in  the  application,  and  proved  its  claim 
by  calling  its  medical  examiner,  who  has 
testified  that  the  applicant  never  had  *" spit- 
ting of  blood,"  in  the  sense  of  these  words 
as  used  in  the  application,  and-  that  there 
was  therefore  a  breach  of  the  warranty  of  the 
truth  of  the  answer,  which  avoided  the  pol- 
icy. Such  unreasonable  claims  and  conten- 
tions are  answered  by  the  familiar  and  fun- 
damental rule  of  the  law  of  agency,  that  the 
principal  is  bound  by  the  acts  of  his  agent, 
in  all  matters  within  the  apparent  scope  of 
his  agency,  as  fully  and  completely  as  if  the 
act  had  been  performed  by  the  principal  him- 
self, and  that  in  such  cases  the  principal  is 
as  effectually  estopped  by  the  act  of  his  agent 
as  if  he  had  performed  it  himself.  The  sound 
rule  in  this  class  of  cases  is  clearly  and  for- 
cibly stated  in  the  case  of  j^iia  Live  Stock, 
F.  A  T,  Ins.  Go,  v.  (Hmstead,  21  Mich.  351, 
4  Am.  Rep.  483.  Judge  Cooley,  in  deliver- 
ing the  opinion  of  the  court  in  that  case  said : 
**  It  cannot  be  tolerated  that  one  party  shall 
draft  the  contract  for  the  other,  and  receive 
the  consideration,  and  then  repudiate  his  ob- 
ligation on  the  ground  that  he  had  induced 
the  other  party  to  sign  an  untrue  representa- 
tion which  was,  by  the  very  terms  oi  the  con- 
tract, to  render  it  void.  .  .  .  When  an 
agent,  who  at  the  time  and  place  is  the  sole 
representative  of  the  principal,  assumes  to 
know  what  the  principal  requires,  and  after 
being  furnished  with  all  the  facts,  drafts  a 
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paper  which  he  declares  satisfactory,  induces 
the  other  party  to  sign  it,  receives  and  re- 
tains the  premium  moneys,  and  then  delivers 
a  contract  which  the  other  party  is  led  to  be- 
lieve, and  has  a  right  to  believe,  gives  him 
the  indemnitv  for  which  he  paid  his  money, 
we  do  not  think  the  insurer  can  be  heard  in 
repudiation  of  the  indemnity,  on  the  ground 
of  his  agent's  unskillfulness,  carelessness  or 
fraud." 

We  content  ourselves  with  citing  a  few  of 
the  many  well-considered  cases  which  fullj^ 
sostain  the  doctrine  of  this  opinion  :  Contt- 
ntntal  L.  Ins.  Co,  of  Hartford,  Conn.  v. 
Chamberlain,  182  U.  8.  304,  38  L,  ed.  341 ; 
Union  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  of  Maine  v.  Wilkin- 
son, 80  U.  S.  18  Wall.  222,  20  L.  ed.  617 ; 
Knickerbocker  L,  Ine.  Co,  v.  Trefz,  104  U.  8. 
197.  26  L.  ed.  708 ;  American  L,  Ins.  Co.  v. 
MahoM,  88  U.  S.  21  Wall.  152,  22  L.  ed. 
598:  New  Jereey  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Baker, 
^  U.  8.  610,  24  L.  ed.  268 ;  Eames  v.  Hotm 
Ins.  Go.  of  if.  r.  94  U.  8.  621,  24  L.  ed. 
298;  Qrattan  v.  Metropolitan  L.  Ins.  Go. 
80  N.  Y.  281,  86  Am.  Rep.  617,  92  N.  Y. 
274,  44  Am.  Rep.  872 ;  Flynn  v.  Equitable 
L  Ins.  Co.  78  N.  Y.  568,  84  Am.  Rep.  561 ; 
PudnUky  v.  Supreme  Lo^K.  of  H.  76  Mich. 
428;  Equitable  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hazlewood,  75 
Tex.  338,  7  L.  R.  A.  217;  Pticifie  Mut.  L. 
Jns.  Co.  V.  Snowden.  58  Fed.  Rep.  842 :  Sawyer 
V.  Equitable  Ace.  Ins.  Co.  42  Fed.  Rep.  80. 
In  many  of  these  cases  there  were  warranties. 
There  is  nothing  in  the  case  of  New  York  L. 
h^.  Co.  V.  FletcJier,  117  U.  8.  519,  29  L.  ed. 
934,  contrary  to  the  views  we  have  expressed, 
or  that  qualifies  the  doctrine  of  the  cases  we 
have  cited.  In  that  case  the  powers  of  the 
a^nt  were  limited.  The  application  pro- 
vided that :  ""  No  statements  or  representa- 
tions made,  or  information  given,  to  the  per- 
sons soliciting  or  taking  the  application  for 
the  policy,  should  be  binding  on  the  com- 
pany, or  m  Miy  manner  affect  its  rights,  un- 
less they  were  reduced  to  writing,  and  pre- 
sented to  the  home  office,  -in  the  application. " 

And  this  limitation  was  brought  to  the 
ootice  of  the  assured  at  the  time  the  applica- 
tion was  made.  So  far  from  overrulinc^,  the 
court  reaffirms,  the  rule  firmly  established 
by  its  previous  decisions,  and  savs :  "  Where 
such  agents,  not  limited  in  their  authority, 
prepare  applications  and  take  down  answers, 
they  will  be  deemed  as  acting  for  the  compa- 
nies. In  such  cases  it  may  well  be  held  that 
the  description  of  the  risk,  though  nominally 
proceeding  from  the  insured,  should  be  re- 
garded as  the  act  of  the  company. " 

Dr.  Waples,  who  was  consulted  by  the  as- 
sured at  the  time  he  spit  blood,  was  called 
as  a  witness  b]r  the  company,  and  asked  to 
describe  the  spitting  of  blood,  and  explain 
the  nature  of  it.  The  defendant  objected  to 
the  ((uestion  upon  the  ground  that  the  infor- 
mation sought  was  privileged,  the  witness 
being  the  i^ysician  of  the  defendant  at  the 
time.  The  court  sustained  the  objection,  and 
this  ruling  is  assigned  for  error. 

Section  3648  of  the  Code  of  Iowa  reads  as 
follows:  "No  practicing  attorney,  coun- 
selor, physician,  surgeon,  minister  of  the 
gospel,  or  priest  of  any  denomination,  shall 
be  allowed  in  giving  testimony  to  disclose 
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any  confidential  communication,  properly 
entrusted  to  him  in  his  professional  capacity, 
and  necessary  and  proper  to  enable  him  to 
discharge  the  functions  of  his  office  according 
to  the  usual  course  of  oractice  or  discipline. 
Such  prohibition  shall  not  apply  to  a  case 
where  the  partv  in  whose  favor  the  same  are 
made  waives  the  rights  conferred." 

Section  858  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the 
United  States  provides:  ''In  the  courts  of 
the  United  States  no  witness  shall  be  ex- 
cluded in  any  action  on  account  of  color,  or 
in  any  civil  action  because  he  is  a  party  to 
or  interested  in  the  issue  tried :  provided, 
that  in  actions  by  or  against  executors,  ad- 
ministrators, or  guardians,  in  which  judg- 
ment may  be  rendered  for  or  against  them, 
neither  party  shall  be  allowed  to  testify 
agkinst  tne  other,  as  to  any  transaction  with, 
or  statement  by,  the  testator,  interstate,  or 
ward,  unless  called  to  testify  thereto  by  the 
opposite  party,  or  required  to  testify  thereto 
by  the  court.  In  all  other  respects,  the  laWs 
of  the  state  in  which  the  court  is  held  shall 
be  the  rules  of  decision  as  to  the  competency 
of  witnesses  in  the  courts  of  the  United  States 
in  trials  at  common  law,  and  in  equity  and 
admiralty." 

Construing  this  section,  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States,  in  Potter  v.  National 
Bank  of  Chicago,  102  U.  8.  168,  26  L.  ed.  111. 
said:  ''The  existing  statute  (Rev.  Stat. 
§  858) ,  seems  too  plain  to  require  construc- 
tion," and  after  pointing  out  that  "the  first 
clause  of  that  section  shows  that  there  was 
in  the  mind  of  congress  two  classes  of  wit- 
nesses" that  should  never  be  excluded  from 
testifying,  added:  "In  all  other  respects, 
that  is,  in  all  cases  not  provided  for  by  the 
statutes  of  the  United  States,  the  laws  of  the 
state  in  which  the  federal  court  sits  consti- 
tu^te  rules  of  decision  as  to  the  competency 
of  witnesses  in  all  actions  at  common  law, 
in  equity,  or  in  admiralty." 

The  precise  question  we  are  considering 
was  l}efore  that  court  in  the  case  of  Connecti- 
cut Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Union  Trust  Co.  of 
N.  T.,  112  U.  S.  250,  28  L.  ed.  708.  The 
case  was  tried  in  New  York,  which  state  has 
a  statute  similar  to  the  lo^m  statute  which 
we  have  quoted.  The  court  said  :  "Since  it 
is  for  the  state  to  determine  the  rules  of  evi- 
dence to  be  observed  in  the  courts  of  her  own 
creation,  the  only  ouestion  is  whether  the 
circuit  court  of  the  United  States  is  required 
by  the  statutes  governing  its  proceedings  to 
enforce  the  foregoing  provision  of  the  New 
York  Code.  This  question  must  be  answered 
in  the  affirmative."  , 

And,  after  referring  to  the  state  and  federal 
statutes  on  the  subject,  the  court  said  :  "  For 
these  reasons,  it  is  clear  that  the  circuit  court 
properly  refused  to  admit  physicians  called 
as  witnesses  to  disclose  information  acquired 
by  them  while  in  professional  attendance 
upon  the  insured,  and  which  was  necessary 
to  enable  them  to  act  in  that  capacity." 

These  cases  contain  the  last,  and  therefore 
the  authoritative,  expression  of  the  opinion 
of  the  supreme  court  on  this  question,  and 
are  controlling  in  this  court,  if  the  case  of 
Connecticut  Mat.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Schaefer,  94 
U.  S.  457,  24  L.  ed.  251,  on  this  point,  con- 
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flicts  with  the  later  cases  in  that  court,  then, 
to  that  extent,  it  must  be  regarded  as  having 
been  overruled.  In  the  case  of  Liggett  v. 
Glenn,  4  U.  S.  App.  438,  51  Fed.  Rep.  381, 
this  court  referrea  to  the  rule  announced  in 
Ckmneclicut  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Schaefer, 
supra.  The  later  decisions  of  that  court  were 
not  called  to  our  attention,  and  not  consid- 
ered, and,  as  stated  in  the  opinion,  the  cor- 
rectness of  the  ruling  of  the  trial  court  was 
''not  dependent  upon  the  question  whether 
the  state  statute  is  applicable  or  not.'' 

The  overruling  of  a  motion  to  suppress  the 
deposition  of  the  defendant  was  also  assigned 
for  error.  The  deposition  was  taken  under 
section  863  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the 
United  States,  which  authorizes  a  deposition 
to  be  taken  *"  when  the  witness  lives  a  greater 
distance  from  the  place  of  trial  than  one 
hundred  miles."  The  ground  of  the  motion 
was  that  there  was  nothing  in  the  deposition 
showing  that  the  witness  lived  at  a  greater 
distance  from  the  place  of  trial  than  100 
miles.     The  place  of  trial  was  Dubuque, 


Iowa,  and  the  deposition  was  taken  at  Ashe- 
ville,  N.  C.  The  court  will  take  judicial 
notice  that  the  distance  between  these  places 
is  more  than  100  miles.  For  the  purpose  of 
taking  a  deposition  under  this  statute,  a 
"witness  ^  lives"  whore  he  can  be  found,  and 
is  sojourning,  residing,  or  abiding  for  any 
lawful  purpose.  The  witness  in  this  case 
had  gone  to  Asheville  for  his  health.  The 
duration  of  his  stav  there  was  uncertain.  It 
was  not  probable  that  he  would  return  to  his 
former  place  of  residence,  or  come  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court,  in  time  to  take  his 
deposition,  and  therefore  the  taking  of  it  at  j 
Asheville  was  an  eminently  prudent  and  i 
proper  act.  The  company  attended  and  cross- 
examined,  and  this  was  a  waiver  of  all  ir- 
regularities in  the  notice  of  taking  the  dep- 
osition. Kansas  City,  Ft.  S.  dt  M.  B.  Co. 
V.  8t<mer,  10  U.  8.  App.  209,  51  Fed.  Rep. 
649. 

The  decree  of  t?ie  Circuit  Court  dismissing 
the  biU  for  want  cf  equity  %s  affirmed. 


INDIANA  SUPREME  COURT. 


I    "     George  H.  SHOEMAKER,  Appt., 
SOUTH  BEND  SPARK  ARRESTER  CO- 
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1.  The  title  to  letters-patent  does  not 
neoessmrlly  involve  the  vmlidity  or  in- 
fringement of  the  iMiteot  so  as  to  defeat  the 
Jurisdiction  of  a  state  court. 

8.  An  i^Jnnction  may  issue  agrainst  false 
and  malieions  claims  of  title  to  a  pat* 
entff  with  threats  of  Infrln^ment  suits  against 
the  customers  of  a  competitor,  at  least  where  the 
defendant  is  Insolvent. 

8.  The  eonstitational  i^oaranty  of  the 
fi'oodom  of  the  press  and  of  speech  will  not 
protect  against  an  injunction  one  who  publishes 
false  and  injurious  statements  against  a  competi- 
tor's business. 

4.  Previous  employment  of  a  special 
Judf^,  to  whom  a  case  Is  sent  on  change 
of  venuet  as  counsel  for  one  of  the  parties 
in  a  similar  proceeding,  this  not  being  a  statutory 
cause  for  change  of  venue,  does  not  make  it  nec- 
essary to  grant  a  second  change,  where  but  one 
change  is  allowed  by  statute  for  any  statutory 
cause. 

6.  A  ruling  of  the  postmaster*  general 
ordering  a  postmaster  to  deliver  to  one  party 
mail  addressed  to  another  is  not  admissible  on  the 
question  of  malice  in  publishing  circulars  which 
are  injurious  to  the  business  of  the  other  party. 

6.  A  deed,  the  elfeet  of  which  has  been 
adjudicated  in  a  prior  suit,  is  not  admissible 
for  the  purpose  of  collaterally  attacking  the  prior 
decision. 

7.  A  transcript  of  judicial  proceedings, 
which  is  not  made  a  part  of  the  bill  of 


NOTs— For  note  on  injunction  against  false  state- 
ments as  to  plaintiff's  property  or  business,  see 
Flint  V.  Hutchinson  Smoke  Burner  Co.  (Mo.)  16  L. 
R.  A.  248,  in  which  the  weight  of  authority  is  shown 
to  be  in  harmony  with  the  above  decision. 
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ezceptionst  cannot  be  considered  on  appeals 
although  an  offer  of  it  in  evidence  is  recited. 

(November  22, 18B8.) 

APPEAL  bv  defendant  from  a  decree  of  the 
Circuit  Court  for  St.  Joseph  County  in 
favor  of  complainant  in  an  action  brought  to 
enjoin  defendant  from  asserting  claims  to  cer- 
tain letters-patent  which  complainant  alleged 
belonged  to  it.    Affirmed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Mr.  F.  J.  L.  Meyer  for  appellant. 
Mr.  Lucius  Hubbard  for  appellee. 

Hackney*  </.,   delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court : 

The  appellee  sued  the  appellant  in  the 
court  below  upon  a  complaint  alleging  title 
to  certain  letters- patent  granted  by  the  United 
States  government,  derived  through  a  judg- 
ment of  the  St.  Joseph  circuit  court,  there- 
tofore rendered  in  an  action  between  appel- 
lee's assignors  and  this  appellant,  wherein 
the  title  to  said  letters- patent  was  in  issue. 
and  was  claimed  by  such  assignors  and  by 
this  appellant.  Enough  of  the  issues  and 
judgment  in  that  case  is  pleaded  in  the  com- 
plaint herein  to  show  that  said  action  was  to 
(luiet  the  title  to  said  letters- patent,  and  set- 
tie  the  conflicting  claims  of  the  parties 
thereto,  and  to  restrain  the  appellant  from 
asserting  adverse  claims  thereto.  The  title 
was  found  to  be  in  others,  and  that  this  ap- 
pellant had  no  interest  therein.  Upon  the 
title  so  derived  the  appellee  sought  and  se- 
cured in  this  suit  an  injunction  against  the 
appellant  from  representing  to  the  public  and 
to  the  customers  and  agents  of  the  appellee 
that  he  owned  said  letters- patent,  or  had  any 
interest  therein,  and  from  issuing  and  pub- 
lishing any  demand  for  royalty  or  license- 
fees  for  the  use  of  the  invention  and  improve- 
ment covered  by  such  letters,  and  from  threat- 
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ening  litigation  with  any  person  who  had 
bought  or  might  buy  or  offer  to  buy  spark 
arresters  covered  by  such  patents,  and  from 
Advertising  that  appellee  had  not  the  rij^ht 
to  collect  the  price  of  any  such  sales,  and 
from  questioning  appellee's  title  to  such 
letters.  The  theory  of  the  complaint  is  that 
the  false  and  malicious  claims  of  title  by  ap- 
pellant, and  threats  to  collect  royalties  from 
appellee's  customers,  and  to  inyolve  them  in 
litigation  for  infringements,  was  injurious 
to  appellee's  business  and  materially  affected 
iu  property  righs  in  said  letters- patent,  and 
in  the  value  of  spark  arresters  made  by  it, 
in  that  such  claims  persuaded  and  deterred 
persons  'from  buying  them,  and  rendered 
their  invention  and  investment  valueless. 

The  appellant  attacks  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  St.  Joseph  circuit  court  to  adjudge  upon 
the  title  to  letters- patent  as  pleaded  in  this 
complaint,  and  to  enter  the  decree  herein  ap- 
pealed from.  The  allegations  of  the  com- 
plaint before  us  do  not  disclose  the  character 
of  the  claims  asserted  in  the  former  action  by 
tlie  appellant  and  by  the  appellee's  assign- 
ors,—whether  they  grew  out  of  letters  granted 
to  either,  or  whether  they  depended  upon 
contracts  between  the  parties,  under  which 
interests  were  sold.  By  reference  to  the  evi- 
dence in  this  case  we  find  that  the  complaint 
in  the  action  involving  title  alleged  an  own- 
ership in  part  by  appellee's  assignors,  and  a 
dispute  between  this  appellant  and  others 
named  as  to  the  ownership  of  the  remaining 
intereste.  The  character  of  the  claims  to 
siich  remaining  interests,  it  was  alleged,  was 
unknown,  and  the  allegations  did  not  state 
the  character  or  source  of  the  claims  of  the 
plaintiffs  in  that  case.  The  evidence  in  that 
case  is  not  before  us,  and  we  would  be  slow 
to  look  into  it,  to  ascertain  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  court,  if  it  were.  The  finding  having 
heen  adverse  to  this  appellant,  his  pleadings 
in  that  case  cannot  supply  the  light  neces- 
^17.  The  decree  in  that  case  does  not  dis- 
close the  character  of  the  claims  alleged  to 
be  made  by  any  of  the  parties,  and  does  not 
afford  the  means  of  enlightening  us  upon 
til  is  subject.  We  are,  then,  as  to  the  former 
proceeding,  obliged  to  rest  upon  such  pre- 
sumptions as  the  law  indulges  from  the'ab- 
«nce  of  any  information  upon  the  subject. 
The  inquiry  is  suggested  by  the  contention 
of  the  appellant  that  in  the  former  case,  the 
dpcree  in  which  is  pleaded  as  the  source  of 
appellee's  title  in  this  case,  the  St.  Joseph 
circurt  court  had  no  jurisdiction,  and,  in 
consequence,  its  decree  was  void.  It  is  a 
well-settled  rule  that,  where  a  court  of  gen- 
end  or  superior  jurisdiction,  in  some  view  of 
the  case,  may  have  jurisdiction,  and  it  does 
nor  affirmatively  appear  from  the  record  that 
th<*  case  is  one  in  which  jurisdiction  does  not 
«ist,  jurisdiction  will  be  presumed.  In 
view  of  this  rule,  we  must  presume  in  favor 
9'  the  jurisdiction  of  the-  court  in  that  case 
if,  under  anv  reasonable  circumstances,  juris- 
diction could  have  existed.  The  insistence 
^•f  the  appellant  is  that  no  jurisdiction  ex- 
isted to  try  coaflicting  claims  to  letters- 
J^tent,  because,  as  urged,  the  rights  in  such 
letters  are  granted  under,  and  depend  upon, 
the  federal  laws.  To  this  point  are  cited : 
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Rich  V.  Atvcater^  16  Conn.  409;  Brooks  v. 
StoUey,  3  McLean,  525;  Goodyear  v.  Union 
India  Rul>ber  Co.  4  Blatchf.  65;  Duke  v. 
Oraham,  19  Fed.  Rep.  647;  Campbell  v. 
Jamss,  2  Fed.  Rep.  344,  and  Elmer  v.  Fennel, 
40  Me.  430.  The  effect  of  the  holdings  iu 
these  cases  is,  as  we  understand  them,  that, 
where  the  validity  of  the  patent  or  infringe- 
ment is  the  question  directljr  involved/  the 
(Jnited  States  courts  have  jurisdiction.  But 
by  an  almost  unbroken  line  of  decisions  it 
has  been  held  that,  even  where  the  validity 
of  the  patent  is  involved,  if  it  arises  collat- 
erally, the  state  courts  may  have  jurisdic- 
tion. To  this  effect  are  the  following  cases : 
Albright  v.  Teas,  106  U.  8.  618,  27  L,  ed. 
295 ;  Ingalls  v.  Tice,  14  Fed.  Rep.  852 ;  Mid- 
dlOrook  V.  Broadbent,  47  N.  Y.  448,  7  Am. 
Rep.  457:  Ridi  v.  Attoater,  g^jpra;  Burrall 
V.  Jewett,  2  Paige,  134,  2  L.  ed.  845 ;  Sher- 
man V.  ChamjUain  Tramp..  Co.  81  Vt.  162; 
IkUe  Tile  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Hyatt,  125  U.  S.  51, 
81  L.  ed.  685;  Summer's  App.  58  Pa.  155, 
98  Am.  Dec.  248 ;  Parkhurst  v.  Kinsman,  6 
N.  J.  Eq.  600 ;  Rice  v.  Gamhart,  84  Wis. 
458,  17  Am.  Rep.  448 ;  Saxton  v.  Dodge,  57 
Barb.  84.  The  rule  which  may  be  deduced 
from  these  cases  is  that,  where  the  cause  of 
action  depends  primarilv  upon  some  contract 
of  the  parties,  jurisdiction  exists  in  the  state 
courts,  although  the  validity  of  the  patent 
may  arise  incidentally.  This  rule  has  been 
applied  to  the  enforcement  of  the  assiniment 
of  letters-  patent  under  agreement  of  the  par- 
tics,  and  to  receivers  appointed  under  state 
statutes.  Binney  v.  Annan,  107  Mass.  94.  9 
Am.  Rep.  10 ;  Fuller  dt  J.  Mfa.  Co.  v.  Bart- 
lett,  68  Wis.  73.  Such  an  infinite  variety  of 
transactions  may  arise  and  find  enforcement 
in  the  state  courts,  under  the  rule  stated,  that 
we  are  not  permitted  to  presume  that  the 
title  involved  in  the  case  pleaded  did  not  de- 
pend upon  a  contract  enforceable  within  the 
lurisdiction  of  the  St.  Joseph  circuit  court. 
We  have  been  cited  to  no  case,  and  our  re- 
searches have  discovered  none,  where  the  title 
to  letters- patent  necessarily  involved  the 
validitv  of  the  patent  or  the  infringement  ni 
the  rights  of  the  patentee  as  granted  by  the 
laws  of  the  United  States.  Ownership,  legal 
or  equitable,  of  the  letters- patent,  or  of  an 
interest  in  the  invention,  does  not,  in  our 
opinion,  necessarily  involve  the  validity  of 
the  patent  or  its  infringement ;  for,  presum- 
ing the  patent  to  be  valid  and  in  no  manner 
issued  or  used  contrary  to  the  laws  of  the 
fTovemment  or  the  rights  of  patentees  of  sim- 
ilar inventions  interests  may  arise  and  be  en- 
forced under  contracts  between  the  parties 
and  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  state 
courts. 

As  above  indicated  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
St.  Joseph  circuit  court  in  the  present  case 
is  attacked.  The  assaul  t  proceeds  from  a  con  - 
struction  of  the  complaint  that  the  gist  of 
the  action  is  in  the  enjoining  of  mere  libels 
upon  the  title  of  the  appellees  to  letters- 
patent.  From  the  premises  assumed  the  con- 
clusion urged  would  follow,  as  held  in  the 
following  cases:  Whitehead  v.  Kitson,  119 
Mass.  484^;  Kidd  v.  Horry,  28  Fed.  Rep.  778 ; 
Life  Asso.  of  America  v.  Boogher,  3  Mo.  App. 
173 ;  Baltimore  Car    Wheel  Co.  v.  Bemis,  29 
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Fed.  Rep.  95 ;  Mauger  v.  Dick,  55  How.  Pr. 
132 ;  Singer  Mjg.  Go,  v.  Domestic  Semng  Mach, 
Go,  49  Ga.  70,  15  Am.  Rep.  674.  However 
we  do  DOt  concur  in  the  construction  of  the 
complaint  insisted  upon  by  the  appellant. 
The  complaint  before  us  involves  more  than 
libel  of  title.  It  char/eres  the  false  and  ma- 
licious destruction  of  the  appellee's  property 
rights,  in  injuring  its  business,  deterring 
others  from  dealing  with  it,  and  rendering 
valueless  its  inventions  and  improvements, 
its  investments  and  manufactures.  It  is 
more  than  a  mere  libel  not  interfering  with 
property  rights.  The  distinction  between 
the  two  classes  of  cases  is  made  and  enforced 
by  Mr.  Justice  Blodgett  in  Emack  v.  Kane, 
34  Fed.  Rep.  46.  In  that  case  in  speaking 
of  Kidd  V.  Horry ^  supra,  it  was  said :  **  The 
principle  of  this  case,  concisely  stated,  is 
that  a  court  of  equity  has  no  iurisdiction  to 
restrain  the  publication  of  a  lioel  or  slander. 
But  it  seems  to  me  the  case  now  under  con- 
sideration is  fairly  different  and  distinguish- 
able from  the  cases  relied  upon  by  the  de- 
fendants in  what  seems  to  me  a  material  and 
vital  feature.  In  Kidd  v.  Horry,  the  owner 
of  a  patent  sought  the  interference  of  a  court 
of  eqiuity  to  restrain  the  defendants  from 
publishing  and  putting  in  circulation  state- 
ments challenging  the  validity  of  his  patent 
and  of  his  title  thereto,  on  the  ground  that 
such  publications  were  libelous  attacks  upon 
his  property.  Here  the  complaint  seeks  to 
restrain  the  defendant  from  making  threats 
intended  to  intimidate  the  complainant's 
customers,  under  the  pretext  that  the  com- 
plainant's goods  infringe  a  patent  owned  or 
controlled  by  the  defendant,  and  threats  that 
if  such  customers  deal  in  complainant's 
goods  they  will  subject  themselves  to  a  suit 
for  such  infringement ;  the  bill  charging,  and 
the  proof  showing,  that  these  charges  of  in- 
fringement are  not  made  in  good  faith,  but 
with  a  malicious  intent  to  injure  and  destroy 
the  complainant's  business.  While  it  may  be 
that  the  owner  of  a  patent  cannot  invoke  the 
aid  of  a  court  of  equity  to  prevent  another 
person  from  publishing  statements  denying 
the  validity  of  such  patent  by  circulars  to 
the  trade  or  otherwise,  yet  if  the  owner  of  a 
patent,  instead  of  resorting  to  the  courts  to 
obtain  redress  for  alleged  infringements  of 
his  patent,  threatens  all  who  deal  in  the 
goods  of  a  com|)etitor  with  suits  for  infringe- 
ment, thereby  intimidating  such  customers 
from  dealing  with  such  competitor,  and  de- 
stroying his  competitor's  business,  it  would 
seem  to  make  a  widely  different  case  from 
Kidd  V.  Horry,  and  that  such  acts  of  in- 
timidation should  fall  within  the  preventive 
reach  of  a  court  of  equity.  It  may  not  be 
libelous  for  the  owner  of  a  patent  to  charge 
that  an  article  made  by  another  manufacturer 
infringes  his  patent ;  and  notice  of  an  alleged 
infringement  may,  if  given  in  good  faith, 
be  a  considerate  and  kind  act  on  the  part  oif 
the  owner  of  the  patent ;  but  the  gravamen  of 
this  case  is  the  attempted  intimidation  by 
defendant  of  complainant's  customers,  by 
threatening  them  with  suits  which  defendant 
did  not  intend  to  bring,  and  this  feature  was 
not  involved  in  Kidd  v.  Horry.  I  cannot  be- 
lieve that  a  man  is  remediless  against  per- 
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sistent  and  continued  attacks  upon  his  busi- 
ness and  property  rights  in  his  business,  such 
as  have  been  perpetrated  by  these  -defendants, 
against  the  complainant,  as  shown  by  the 
proofs  in  this  case.  It  shocks  my  sense  of 
justice  to  say  that  a  court  of  equity  cannot! 
restrain  systematic  and  methodical  outrages  1 
like  this  bv  one  man  upon  another's  property ) 
rights.  If  a  court  of  equity  cannot  restrsln 
aiT attack  like  this  upon  a  man's  business, 
then  the  party  is  certainly  remediless,  be- 
cause an  action  at  law  in  most  cases  would 
do  no  good,  and  ruin  would  be  accomplished 
before  an  adjudication  would  be  reached. 
.  .  .  Redress  for  mere  personal  slander  or 
libel  may  perhaps  properly  be  left  to  the 
courts  of  law,  because  no  falsehood,  however 
gross  and  malicious,  can  wholly  destroy  a 
man's  reputation  with  those  who  know  him ; 
but  statements  and  charges,  intended  to 
frighten  away  a  man's  customers  and  In- 
timidate them  from  dealing  with  him,  may 
wholly  break  up  and  ruin  him  financially, 
with  no  adequate  remedy  if  a  court  of  equity 
cannot  afford  protection  by  ite  restraining 
writ."  Little  has  been  said  by  the  learned 
judge  in  that  case  which  is  not  fully  ap- 
plicable in  this  case,  and  here  we  have  an 
element  not  included  in  that  case,  namely. , 
the  insolvency  of  the  appellant,  whereby  anl 
action  at  law  would  be  wholly  inadequate.  U 
In  the  case  of  Life  A8»o.  of  America  v.  Bwgher,  T 
supra,  it  was  held  that  insolvency  did  not 
enlist  the  aid  of  a  court  of  equity,  but  we 
are  disinclined  to  accept  that  case  as  au- 
thority. It  is  not  only  out  of  line  with  the 
holdings  of  this  court  upon  that  question, 
but  it  holds  that  the  constitutional  guaranty 
of  the  ft'eedom  of  the  press  and  of  speech  is 
a  protection  to  one  acrainst  equitable  inter- 
ference in  publishing  false  and  injurious 
statements.  In  neither  of  these  positions  can 
we  believe  it  sound. 

It  is  urged  that  the  lower  court  erred  in 
refusing  a  change  of  venue  in  the  cause  from 
the  special  judge  before  whom  it  was  set  l>y 
the  regular  judge,  a  change  having  been 
taken  mm  such  regular  judge.  The  affidavit 
in  support  of  the  motion  so  denied  did  not 
set  out  any  statutory  cause  for  such  chan^, 
but  stated  the  employment  of  such  special 
judge  as  counsel  for  some  of  the  parties  in 
the  former  proceeding  involving  the  question 
of  the  ownership  of  the  patent.  While  a 
breach  of  propriety  to  have  accepted  the 
special  appointment  under  such  circum- 
stances, we  are  no^enabled  to  say  that  the  ajj- 
pellant  was  harmed  by  the  denial  of  his 
application.  If  the  affidavit  bad  stated  a 
statutory  cause  for  the  change,  it  should  have 
been  denied  under  the  rule  that  but  one 
change  is  allowable.  Rev.  Stat.  1881,  §  418. 
Certainly,  the  special  affidavit  did  not  make 
a  stronger  showing  than  one  including  the 
statutory  causes. 

Under  the  claim  of  rebutting  the  inference 
of  malice  in  publishing  the  circulars  com- 
plained of,  and  to  prove  the  truth  of  the 
statements  in  such  circulars,  the  appellant 
sought  to  prove  a  ruling  of  the  postmaster 
general,  upon  which  the  local  postmaster  was 
ordered  to  deliver  to  the  appellant  mail  ad- 
dressed to  the  appellee.     We  are  unable  to 
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obserye  the  force  of  either  claim  in  support 
of  the  offered  evidence.  The  postmaster 
general  had  no  authority  to  decide  between 
the  conflicting  claims  of  ownership  to  the 
patent,  and  the  effect  of  any  holding  by  that 
officer  could  be  no  justification  or  excuse  for 
publishing  an  injurious  claim  of  title  and 
false  demand  for  royalties  when  the  proper 
courts  were  open  to  him,  and  when  in  one  of 
such  courts  an  adverse  decision  had  already 
been  rendered.  There  had  been  no  effort  to 
disprove  the  truth  of  appellant's  statements 
of  the  postmaster  general 's  ml ing.  The  nil  - 
ing  was  used  in  the  statements  manifestly  for 
the  purpose  of  lending  force  to  the  appel- 
lant's claim  of  ownership,  but  the  ruling 
Gould  ffive  no  real  streneth  to  his  claim,  and 
could  furnish  no  such  advise  to  the  appellant 
aa  would  excuse  the  publications. 

The  appellant  complains  of  the  exclusion 
of  a  deed  of  assignment  to  him  bj^  one  Rose, 
offered  in  defense  of  his  claim  of  title  adverse 
to  that  asserted  by  the  appellee.  The  deed 
is  not  in  the  record,  and  we  have  no  means 
of  judging  of  its  relevancy.  If  It  antedated 
the  judgment  in  the  former  case,  the  issue 
arising  upon  it  was  there  determined  ad- 
versely to  him,  and  he  could  not  again  as- 
sert it  in  this  action,  thereby  collaterally  at 
tacking  the  former  decree.  Nor  can  we  say 
that  a  decree  in  disregard  of  such  deed  was 
unoonflcionable,  as  counsel  insists.  We  do 
not  know  that  the  former  decree  was  in  dis- 
regard of  the  deed.  It  may  have  been  found 
to  have  been  a  forgery,  or  to  have  lapsed  for 
nonpayment  of  the  consideration,  or  set  aside 


as  procured  hj  fraud.  To  permit  an  inquiry 
as  to  the  justice  of  the  former  decree  in  its 
effect  upon  the  assignment  would  introduce 
a  collateral  inquiry,  one  that  appellant  waa 
bound  to  make  upon  appeal,  or  by  other 
direct  proceeding.  It  is  urged  that,  defend- 
ing the  former  suit  as  a  poor  person,  appel- 
lant was  assigned  unskilled  counsel,  by 
whose  mistake  the  deed  was  not  introduced! 
in  evidence,  and  that  his  interests  were 
thereby  unjustly  defeated.  In  the  absence 
of  fraud,  the  appellant  was  bound  by  tho 
decree,  and  for  fraud  his  remedy  is  not 
against  the  appellee  by  collateral  inquiry. 
It  is  further  complained  that  the  trial  court 
erred  in  excluding  as  evidence  a  transcript 
of  certain  proceedings  in  the  circuit  court 
of  the  United  States  for  the  district  of  In- 
diana in  support  of  his  assertion  of  former 
adjudication  of  title  in  his  favor.  The  bill 
of  exceptions  states  the  offer  of  a  transcript, 
but  the  same  is  not  made  part  of  the  bill  of 
exceptions,  and  we  are  deprived  of  any  means 
of  judging  of  its  relevancy.  We  are  not  at 
liberty  to  decide  such  questions  upon  the 
statement  of  counsel  to  this  court  or  to  the 
lower  court  as  to  the  contents  of  a  transcript 
or  other  document. 

The  questions  already  passed  upon  render 
it  unnecessary  to  inquire  whether  the  decree 
was  contrary  to  law.  The  record  disclosea 
no  error  for  which  the  decree  of  the  lower 
court  should  be  reversed,  and  the  same  is 
therefore  afflrmed, 

Howaord,  J.,  did  not  participate  in  thia 
case. 
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*1.  The  state  eonrts  have  not  lost  their 
Jnrlfldietion  of  the  subject-matter  of  aotlons 
■gainst  canieTB  because  of  lotemtate  shipmenta 
by  reason  of  the  fact  that  oon^rress  has  legislated 
upon  the  subject. 

S.  A  railroad  eoinpejiy»  in  the  earrlJi.fl^ 
of  goods,  ia  aobjeet  to  the  li»1»iUty  of  » 
eoMaum  earrier*  and  must  answer  for  all 
JoaBes  not  occasioned  by  the  act  of  God  or  the 
public  enemy,  and  cannot.  In  this  state,  by  spe- 
cial oontract,  limit  or  relieve  itself  from  this  Ua- 
bOtty. 

8.  The  fltet  that  the  oontract  was  fbr 
the  earriaice  of  ^ckmIs  from  a  point  in  this 
Btate  to  a  point  in  another  state  does  not  change 
tbenUeu 

(November  82, 1806.) 

*HeadnoteB  by  iBvim;  C. 


ERROR  to  the  District  Court  for  Adams 
County  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  the 
value  of  goods  lost  while  in  possession  of  de- 
fendant or  a  connecting  carrier  for  transporta- 
tion.   Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  commissioner'a 
opinion. 

MeMTS,  John  M.  Thurston,  W.  B. 
Kelly  and  £•  P.  Smith,  for  plaintiff  in 
error: 

It  is  alleged  that  the  bill  of  lading  was  not 
the  contract,  that  plaintiff  did  not  know  of  nor 
consent  to  the  terms  thereof,  that  defendant's 
agent  asked  them'  to  sign  a  receipt  for  the 
goods,  and  that  they  did  so  without  reading  it, 
supposing  it  to  have  been  a  receipt.  That  de- 
fendant's agents  did  not  call  their  attention  to 
the  contents  thereof,  and  that  he  "fraudulently 
concealed"  from  them  the  terms  thereof;  that 
the  release  clause  was  not  called  to  their  atten- 
tion, and  that  the  insertion  thereof  was  a 
fraudulent  attempt  by  defendant  to  limit  the 
contract  actuallv  made. 

There  is  absolutely  no  proof  tending  to  sup- 
port the  allegation  of  fraudulent  concealment^ 


Noil.— The  above  decision  seems  to  add  a  new 
point  to  tlie  law  of  interstate  eommeroe,  in  decid- 
ing that  SQoh  oommeroe  la  subject  to  the  hiw  of  the 
atate  m  expressed  In  its  oonstitution  and  atatutes 
deaytof  the  right  to  limit  the  liability  of  oarrlen. 
^"heae  proviaions  seem  to  go  somewhat  beyond 
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the  common  law  as  held  In  mos  t  states  and  in  the 
federal  courts;  but  we  understand  the  decision  to 
be  that  federal  statutes  or  decisions  on  this  ques- 
tion cannot  control  even  In  the  case  of  Interstate 
shipments,  especially  in  respect  to  the  UabUity  of  a 
corporation  of  the  state. 
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or  of  any  act  of  omission  or  commission  on  the 
part  of  defendant's  agent  amounting  to  or 
tending  to  show  fraud,  or  any  other  thing  out- 
side of  a  proper  and  fair  conduct  of  the  matter 
in  hand. 

It  conclusively  appears  that  plaintiff  knew 
all  about  the  uses  and  purposes  of  such  docu- 
ments, and  that  in  his  business  he  had  become 
familiar  with  it.  They  were  made  out  in  du- 
plicate in  his  presence,  after  he  had  twice  ap- 
plied for  such  dQcuments.  and  after  discussion 
of,  at  least,  some  of  the  conditions  thereof, 
signed  in  duplicate  and  mutually  delivered. 
He  had  ample  time  and  opportunity  to  and 
did  in  fact  examine  them.  After  this  the  de- 
fendant entered  upon  the  performance  of  the 
cotitract,  and  promptly  and  fully  upon  its  part 
complied  therewith.  Under  such  circum- 
stances plaintiff  cannot  now  be  heard  to  deny 
that  he  made  it,  or  to  offer  as  evidence  of  an- 
other contract  the  verbal  negotiations  of  the 
parties  which  resulted  in  the  written  contract. 

TManey  v.  Linder,  22  Neb.  280;  Morrissey 
V.  Hehindler,  18  Neb.  672;  Clarke  v.  Omaliu  d 
B.  W,  B.  Co.  5  Neb.  322;  BamilUm  v.  ThraU, 
7  Neb.  210;  Dodge  v.  Kiene.  28  Neb.  216. 

The  facts  in  law  estopping  the  plaintiff  to 
deny  the  contract,  the  court  should  have  en- 
forced it. 

Taylor  v.  Fox,  16  Mo.  App.  527;  MnUigan 
V.  lllinoU  Gent.  R  Co.  36  Iowa,  181,  14  Am. 
Rep.  514;  8t.  Louis.  K,  C.  <k  ¥.  R.  Co.  v. 
deary,  77  Mo.  634,  46  Am.  Rep.  13;  2  Rorer, 
Railroads,  p.  1819;  Wheeler,  Modern  Law  of 
Carriers,  p.  22;  8  Wood,  Railway  Law,  p.  1578, 
note;  Hutchinson,  Carr.  §  241,  p.  240;  Cincin- 
Tiati,  H.  db  D.  R.  Go.  v.  Pdntius,  19  Ohio  St. 
222,  2  Am.  Rep.  391;  St.  Louis,  K.  C.  d  N.  R 
Co.  V.  Gleary,  supra;  Hopkins  v.  St,  Louis,  L 
M.  d  S.  R.  Go.  29  Kan.  544;  Bank  of  Ken- 
tucky V.  Adams  Exp.  Go.  98  U.  S.  175,  28  L. 
ed.  872. 

It  not  appearing  that  any  fraud  or  imposi- 
tion was  practiced,  or  that  any  mistake  inter- 
vened, the  plaintiff  must  be  conclusively  pre- 
sumed to  have  become  acquainted  with  its 
contents,  and  if  he  did  not  do  so  the  conse- 
quences of  his  folly  and  negligence  must  rest 
upon  himself.  Courts  cannot  undertake  to 
relieve  parties  from  the  effects  of  such  inatten- 
tion and  want  of  care.  If  once  they  should 
enter  this  doubtful  domain,  it  is  impossible  to 
foresee  to  what  lengths  their  interference 
might  be  pressed,  or  of  what  limits  it  would 
finally  admit. 

Mulligan  v.  Illinois  Gent.  R  Go.  86  Iowa, 
188,  14  Am.  Rep.  514;  Robinson  v.  Merchants 
Despatch  Transp.  Co.  45  Iowa,  470;  Ooetter  v. 
Pickett,  61  Ala.  887:  Dawson  v.  Burrus,  78 
Ala.  Ill;  Western  R  Co.  v.  Barwell,  91  Ala. 
840. 

If  a  bill  of  lading  is  delivered  to  the  shipper 
at  the  time  when  the  carrier  receives  the  goods 
all  prior  negotiations  are  merged  in  the  writ- 
ing and  the  shipper  is  charged  with  notice  of 
its  contents.  The  writing  becomes  the  sole 
evidence  of  the  undertaking. 

Barber  v.  Brace,  3  Conn.  9, 8  Am.  Dec.  149; 
0* Bryan  v.  Kenney,  74  Mo.  125;  Bill  v.  Syra- 
cuse, B.  d  N.  Y.  R.  Go.  78  N.  Y.  351,  29  Am. 
Rep.  163;  Germania  F.  Ins.  Go.  v.  MempJtis  d 
a  R.  Co.  72  N.  Y.  90,  28  Am.  Rep.  113;  Snow 
v.  Indiana,  B.  d  W.  R.  Co.  109  Ind.  422; 
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Rirkland  v.  Dinsmare,  62  N.  Y.  171,  20  An|. 
Rep.  475;  Louisville,  E.  d  St.  L.  Oonsol.  R. 
Go.  V.  Wilson,  4  L.  R  A.  244, 119  Ind.  850. 

The  lethal  effect  of  an  instrument  cannot  be 
avoided  by  showing  that  it  was  signed  in  igno- 
rance of  Its  contents,  when  the  person  who 
signed  it  did  not  read  it  or  if  unable  to  read, 
did  not  ask  to  have  it  read,  in  the  absence  of 
some  fraud  or  deceit  or  misrepresentation,  hav- 
ing been  practiced  upon  him. 

Taylor  v.  Fleekenstein,  80  Fed.  Rep.  99; 
Wallace  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  d  0.  R  Co.  67 
Iowa,  547;  Mc  Kinney  v.  Herrick.  66  Iowa, 
414;  QuUiher  v.  Chicago,  R.  L  d  P.  R.  Co.  59 
Iowa,  416;  Western  R.  Co.  v.  Harwell,  91  Ala. 
340,  45  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  R.  Cas.  358;  Pacific 
Guano  Go.  v.  Anglin,  82  Ala.  492;  Gannon  v. 
Lindsey,  85  Ala.  198. 

A  party  who  signs  a  written  contract  with- 
out reading  it,  or  causing  it  to  be  read  to  him, 
when  there  is  an  opportunity  afforded  him  of 
doing  so,  is  fi^uilty  of  such  negligence  as  will 
prevent  him  from  escaping  from  the  legal  ef- 
fect of  the  contract. 

Keller  v.  Orr,  106  Ind.  406;  McGormaek  v. 
Molhurg,  43  Iowa,  661;  Nebeker  v.  Cutsinger, 
48  Ind.  436;  York  Mfg.  Go.  v.  lUinois  Gent.  R. 
Go.  70  U.  S.  3  Wall.  118.  18  L.  ed.  172;  Squire 
V.  New  York  Gent.  R.  Go.  98  Mass.  289.  93 
Am.  Dec.  162;  &rac€  v.  Adams,  100  Mass. 
505,  1  Am.  Rep.  131,  97  Am.  Dec.  117;  Sieers 
V.  Liverpool  SS.  Go.  57  N.  Y.  1,  15  Am.  Rep. 
458;  Long  v.  New  York  Gent.  R  Go.  50N.Y.  77; 
Rirkland  v.  Dinsmore,  62  N.  Y.  171,  20  Am. 
Rep.  475;  Belger  v.  Dinsmore,  51  N.  Y.  166, 
10  Am.  Rep.  675;  McMillan  v.  Michigan  S.  d 
N.  L  R.  Co.  16  Mich.  79,  93  Am.  Dec.  208. 

A  carrier  may  by  express  contract  limit  his 
liability,  provided  the  limitation  is  just  and 
reasonable. 

3  Wood.  Railw^  Law,  §§  425,  1576.  See 
also  Hutchinson,  Carr.  §g  222,  244  et  seq.;  and 
Wheeler's  Modem  Law  of  Carriers,  p.  221. 

A  railroad  company  may  limit  its  fiability  as 
a  common  carrier  to  the  line  of  its  own  road 
by  express  contract. 

Detroit  d  M.  R.  Go.  v.  Farmers  d  M.  Bank, 
20  Wis.  123;  Mulligan  v.  Ulinois  Cent.  R.  Co. 
36  111.  181,  14  Am.  Rep.  514;  Jones  v.  Cincin- 
nati, 8.  d  M.  R.  Go.  89  Ala.  876.  45  Am.  & 
Eng,  R.  R.  Cas.  321;  Piedmont  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Col- 
umbia d  O.  R.  Go.  19  8.  C.  350. 16  Am.  &  Eng. 
R.  R.  Cas.  194;  3  Wood,  Railway  Law,  1672. 
and  note;  Ortt  v.  Minnempolis  d  St.  L.  R  Go. 
86  Minn.  896:  Hunt&r  v.  Southern  Pac.  R.  Co, 
76  Tex.  195;  Harris  v.  Grand  Trunk  R.  Co. 
15  R.  L  371. 

The  service  to  be  rendered  was  that  of  trans- 
portinc:  the  goods  from  Hastings,  Nebraska, 
to  Grants'  Pass,  Oregon.  The  contract  was 
one  relating  to  interstate  business.  The  serv- 
ice itself,  and  the  contract  in  relation  thereto, 
were  subject  to  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the 
Act  of  Congress. 

There  is  no  reason  why  the  supposed  inhibi- 
tion of  the  Nebraska  constitution  should  now 
be  applied  to  determine  the  rights  of  parties 
who  have  made  a  contract  relating  to  the  busi- 
ness of  interstate  commerce. 

Hart  V.  Pennsylmnia  R.  Co.  112  U.  S.  381, 
28  L,  ed.  717;  Waba$fi,  St.  L.  d  P.  R.  Co.  v.  ll~ 
linois,  118  U.  8.  557,  80  L.  ed.  244,  1  Inters. 
Com.  Rep.  31. 
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The  Coastilution  of  the  United  States  hav- 
ing given  to  the  courts  the  power  to  regulate 
commerce,  Dot  only  with  foreign  nations  but 
among  the  several  states,  that  power  is  neces- 
sarily exclusive  when  the  subjects  that  are  na- 
tional in  their  character  admit  only  of  one  uni- 
form system  or  plan  of  regulation. 

Boifbint  V.  Sheltw  Coxtnty  Tax,  JDut.  120  U. 
S.  492,  30  L.  ed.  695,  1  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  46; 
U<ntp  V.  Mobile,  127  U.  S.  640,  82  L.  ed. 
311;  Bowman  v.  Chicago  it  K  W,  E.  Go,  125 
U.  S.  465,  31  L.  ed.  700,  1  Inters.  Com.  Rep. 
823;  Brimmer  v.  Bdnnan,  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep. 
4^5. 188  U.  S.  78,  34  L.  ed.  862;  Lynav.  Michi- 
gan,  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  146, 135  U.  S.  161, 
.^Led.  150;  Leity  v.  Hardin,  8  Inters.  Com, 
Rep.  86, 185  U.  S.  100,  84  L.  ed.  128. 

Xo  appearance  for  defendant  in  error,  Mr, 
John  M.  RaipaA  having  been  of  counsel  in 
Uie  lower  court. 

Irvine*  C. .,  filed  the  following  opinion : 
The  plaintiff  in  error  was  a  railrcMBui  com- 
pany operating  a  line  of  railroad  between  St 
Joseph,  Mo.,  and  Grand  Island,  Neb.,  and 
passing  through  the  city  of  Hastings,  Neb. 
In  December,  1^9,  certain  ^oods  were  loaded 
into  a  car  at  Hastings  for  shipment  to  Grant's 
Pasa,  Or.  These  goods  consisted  of  f  urni  ture, 
wearing  apparel,  and  household  goods,  be- 
longing partly  to  one  Pardee,  and  partly  to 
one  Hjut,  and  of  a  stock  of  drugs  and  drug- 
store fixtures  belonging  to  the  defendant  in 
error,  Palmer.  The  goods  were  carried  to 
Grand  Island  by  the  plaintiff  in  error,  and 
there  turned  over  to  the  Union  Pacific  Rail- 
way Company,  on  the  line  of  whose  road  the 
car  was  wrecked,  and  no  part  of  the  goods 
was  ever  delivered  at  Grant's  Pass.  Pardee 
and  Hart  assigned  their  claim  to  Palmer, 
who  brought  suit  in  the  district  court  of 
Adams  county  to  recover  damans  for  the  loss 
of  the  goods.  The  petition  of  the  plaintiff 
below,  in  addition  to  the  foregoing  facts, 
which  are  undisputed,  pleads,  among  other 
things,  that  Palmer,  Pardee,  and  Hart  entered 
into  a  verbal  contract  with  the  defendant  to 
transport  said  goods  and  property  to  Grant's 
Pass,  and  there  safely  deliver  them  in  ten 
daya,  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  $200, 
and  that  after  the  goods  were  loaded  into  the 
car  a  paper  was  presented  to  Pardee  for  sig- 
nature, and  he  signed  it  believing  it  to  be  a 
receipt,  and  in  ignorance  of  certain  clauses 
therein  contained  ;  that  after  the  goods  were 
turned  over  to  the  railroad  companv  for  ship- 
ment, and  the  freight  of  $200  paid,  the  rail- 
road company's  agent  stated  to  the  owners 
that  the  $200  might  not  be  enough  to  pay  the 
freight,  and  extorted  from  the  owners  a  prom- 
ise that,  in  case  the  freight  should  exceed 
1300,  thev  would  pay  the  excess;  that  the 
paper  referred  to  was  not  the  contract  of 
shipment,  but  that  the  contract  was  as  first 
stared,  and  that  the  contents  and  limitations 
of  the  paper  were  fraudulently  concealed 
from  the  owners  of  the  goods.  The  paper 
referred  to  was  in  fact  a  bill  of  lading,  and 
tbp  clauses  in  regard  to  which  fraud  was  al- 
leged were  two :  The  first  was  that  the  rail- 
road company  assumed  no  liability  bevond 
the  end  of  its  own  line ;  that  is,  at  Grand 
Island,  Neb.  The  other  is  as  follows :  "  One 
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car  emigrant  outfit  O.  R.  Rel'd  val.  of  $5. 
per  cwt.  in  case  of  total  loss  S.  L.  &  C.  *' 

The  answer,  so  far  as  it  is  material,  may 
be  analyzed  as  follows :  First.  That  the  rail  - 
road  was  engaged  in  the  business  of  interstate 
commerce,  and  that  this  was  an  interstate 
shipment,  and  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  state  courts.  Second.  That  the  bill  of 
lading  constituted  the  contract  between  the 
parties,  that  the  first  provision  quoted  ex- 
empted the  defendant  beyond  the  end  of  its 
own  line,  and  that  there  was  no  fraud  or 
concealment.  Further,  that  the  somewhat 
cabalistic  letters  and  words  quoted  from  the 
bill  of  lading  meant,  and  were  understood  to 
mean,  owner^s  risk  released  to  the  value  of 
five  dollars  per  hundred- weight  in  case  of 
total  loss,  and  that  the  shippers  were  to 
load  and  count  the  goods.  Third.  That  the 
contract  between  the  parties  contemplated 
merely  the  shipment  of  an  emigraht  outfit, 
which  was  understood  to  mean  household 
goods  alone,  and  that  the  stock  of  drugs  was 
fraudulently  loaded  into  the  car ;  the  estab- 
lished rate  on  a  car  containing  drugs  being 
very  much  greater  than  the  established  rate 
on  an  emigrant  outfit.  Fourth.  That,  under 
the  interstate  commerce  law,  false  representa- 
tions as  to  the  contents  of  the  package,  with 
the  consent  and  connivance  of  the  carrier  or 
its  agent,  is  constituted  a  misdemeanor,  and 
bars  the  plaintiff  from  relief. 

The  evidence  upon  the  part  of  the  plaintiff 
tends  to  show  that  Pardee  and  Hart  went  to 
the  agent  of  the  company  at  Hastings,  stating 
to  him  that  thev  wished  to  ship  their  house- 
hold goods  and  stock  of  drugs,  and  asked 
him  for  the  rate  to  Grant's  Pass  upon  the  car- 
load ;  that  the  agent  informed  them  that  the 
rate  would  be  $200,  and  that  there  would  be 
nothing  to  pay  at  the  other  end  of  the  line ; 
that  thereupon  the  goods  were  loaded  upon 
a  car  furnished  by  the  railroad  company'for 
that  purpose ;  that,  after  the  loading  was 
complete,  Pardee  and  Palmer  went  to  the 
agent  for  the  bill  of  lading;  that  the  agent 
told  them  that,  inasmuch  as  the  drugs  had 
been  loaded  upon  the  car,  he  was  not  sure 
that  $200  would  pay  the  freight,  but  that  he 
would  mark  upon  the  bill  of  fading  a  receipt 
for  the  $200,  to  apply  on  the  freight,  and  if 
there  was  more  to  pay  it  must  be  paid  at  the 
other  end  ;  that  they  consented  to  this  because 
there  was  no  other  course  left  open  to  them ; 
that  the  bill  of  lading  was  then  handed  to 
them,  and  Pardee  signed  it,  none  of  the  own- 
ers reading  its  conditions,  or  having  his  at- 
tention called  thereto.  Upon  the  part  of  the 
railroad  company  the  testimony  tends  to  show 
that,  at  the  first  interview,  nothing  was  said 
about  the  stock  of  drugs,  but  that,  when 
Pardee  came  for  the  bill  of  lading,  the  agent 
told  him  that  he  would  not  give  him  a  clear 
bill  of  lading,  for  he  had  reason  to  believe 
that  "there  was  other  stuff  in  the  car  besides 
household  goods, "  but  would  accept  $200,  to 
be  applied,  the  owners  to  pay  the  difference 
at  the  other  end ;  that  Palmer  then  handed 
him  $200,  and  Pardee  signed  the  bill  of  lad- 
ing in  duplicate. 

The  case  was  submitted  to  the  jury  under 
long  instructions,  the  general  effect  of  which 
was  to  submit  the  question  as  to  whether  the 
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oral  agreement  pleaded,  or  the  bill  of  lading, 
constituted  the  contract  between  the  parties ; 
further,  to  instruct  the  jury  that  under  the 
laws  of  this  state  no  limitations  upon  the 
liability  of  a  common  carrier  could  be  im- 
posed, except  upon  proof  that  such  limita- 
tions had  been  called  to  the  attention  of  the 
shipper,  and  by  him  expressly  assented  to, 
and  submitted  to  the  jury  whether  or  not 
attention  had  been  called  to  the  limitations 
and  assent  obtained.  There  was  a  verdict 
for  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  $5,461.53. 

1.  The  question  of  jurisdiction  was  first 
raised  by  demurrer  to  the  petition,  and  then 
by  answer.  The  theory  of  the  railroad  com- 
pany in  this  regard  seems  to  be  that,  the 
shipment  being  from  one  state  to  another,  it 
became  subject  solely  to  the  laws  of  the 
United  States.  If  that  were  so,  it  would 
not  oust  the  court  of  jurisdiction.  It  would 
only  determine  upon  what  principles  of  law 
the  rights  of  the  party  would  depend.  The 
record  shows  that  an  attempt  was  made  to 
remove  the  ease  to  the  federal  court ;  that  the 
court  refused  to  order  the  removal.  Never- 
theless, it  would  appear  that  an  order  of  re- 
moval must  have  been  obtained  from  some 
source,  for  there  is  in  the  record  an  order  of 
the  federal  court  remanding  the  case  to  the 
district  court  of  Adams  county.  These  pro- 
ceedings are  a  part  of  the  law  of  the  case 
and  conclusively  determine  the  question  of 
jurisdiction  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff. 

2.  The  questions  of  law  in  regard  to  the 
transaction  are  discussed  in  the  briefs  under 
a  number  of  heads  relating  to  objections  to 
the  evidence,  and  to  the  instructions  of  the 
court.  To  state  each  in  its  order  would  con- 
sume much  space,  and  a  detailed  considera- 
tion is  unnecessary,  for  the  reason  that  all 
these  exceptions  and  assignments  of  error 
relate  to  a  very  few  main  questions.  Great 
stress  is  laid  upon  the  point  that  the  bill  of 
lading  must  be  treated  as  the  conclusive  evi- 
dence of  the  contract  between  the  parties, 
and  that  parol  evidence  was  not  admissible 
to  show  a  prior  verbal  contract  contrary  to 
the  term&of  the  bill  of  lading.  In  this  con- 
nection it  is  also  urged  ver^r  strenuously  that 
the  court  erred  in  submitting  the  question 
raised  by  this  evidence  to  the  jury ;  further, 
it  is  urged  that  the  instructions  to  the  court 
are  conflicting;  and,  still  further,  that  the 
limitations  imposed  hj  the  bill  of  lading; 
upon  the  carrier's  liability  are,  upon  prin- 
ciples of  common  law,  valid  obligations,  and 
that  thev  must  be  enforced,  in  the  absence 
of  actual  misrepresentations  or  concealment, 
which,  it  is  contended,  the  evidence  does  not 
establish.  Numerous  authorities  are  cited 
upon  both  sides  upon  these  points.  A  single 
consideration  disposes  of  all  of  these  ques- 
tions. Under  the  law  of  Nebraska,  whatever 
the  law  may  be  elsewhere,  it  is  beyond  the 
power  of  a  common  carrier,  by  such  provis- 
ions as  appear  in  the  bill  of  lading, —assum- 
ing it  to  be  the  contract  of  the  parlies. — to 
so  limit  its  liability.  In  Atchison  d  N.  E. 
Co.  V.  Washburn,  5  Neb.  117,  it  is  said: 
"The  common  law  fixes  the  degree  of  care 
and  diligence  due  from  railroad  companies 
as  common  carriers ;  and  a  failure  to  exercise 
this  care  and  diligence  is  negligence,  with- 
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out  any  legal  distinction,  as  being  grof^s  or 
ordinary. "  That  the  better  rule  of  law,  sus- 
tained by  the  weight  of  authority,  is  tbat 
"it  is  against  the  policv  of  the  law  to  allow 
stipulations  which  will  relieve  the  company 
from  the  exercise  of  that  care  and  diligence, 
or  which,  in  other  words,  will  excuse  them 
for  negligence  in  the  performance  of  that 
duty. "  This  case  arose  before  the  Constitu- 
tion of  1875  went  into  force.  By  article  11, 
section  4,  of  that  Constitution,  it  is  proTided 
that  "the  liability  of  railroad  corporations 
as  common  carriers  shall  never  be  limited." 
While  the  writer  might,  if  the  question  were 
a  new  one,  construe  this  provision  as  simply 
a  restriction  upon  the  legislature  against  the 
limitation  of  carriers'  liabilities  by  law.  and 
not  as  preventing  such  limitation  by  special 
contract,  the  question  is  no  longer  an  open 
one,  and  has  otherwise  been  determined.  Id 
Missouri  Pac.  R.  Co.  v.  Vandeventer,  26  Neb. 
222,  3  L.  R.  A.  129,  hj  contract,  the  railroad 
company  sought  to  relieve  itself  from  liabil- 
ity for  injury  to  livestock,  unless  notice  in 
writing  were  given  before  the  removal  o!  tbe 
stock  from  its  place  of  delivery.  This  pro- 
vision of  the  constitution  was  there  consid- 
ered and  discussed.  The  court,  speaking 
through  Judge  Cobb,  says :  "  So  I  conclude 
that  the  object  and  intent  of  the  convention 
in  proposing,  and  of  electors  in  adopting, 
this  provision  of  the  constitution  here  re- 
ferred to,  was  to  put  it  out  of  the  power  of 
railroads,  as  common  carriers,  to  limit  their 
liability  as  such  by  special  agreement  with 
shippers,  and  thus  remove  from  their  officers 
and  agents  all  temptation  to  effect  such  ex- 
emption from  liabilitv,  and  the  loss  and 
damage  to  property  which  might,  of  neces- 
sity, follow  the  release  of  their  responsibil- 
ity, and  that  of  their  agents,  therefor.  See 
Atcfdson  &  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Washburn,  5  Xcb. 
117,  a  case  which  arose  undier  the  old  consti- 
tution, but  beard  in  this  court  under  the 
new. " 

In  addition  to  this  constitutional  provis- 
ion, section  111,  chap.  16,  Comp.  Stat.,  pro- 
vides that  "  any  railroad  companies  receiving 
freight  for  transportation  shall  be  entitled  to 
the  same  rights  and  be  subject  to  the  same 
liability  as  common  carriers.''  This  is  a 
portion  of  the  general  incorporation  act, 
under  which  the  plaintiff  in  error  derives  its 
existence  as  a  corporation.  Comp.  Stat, 
chap.  72,  art.  1,  §  5,  provides:  "No  notice 
eitlier  express  or  implied  shall  be  held  to 
limit  the  liabilities  of  any  railroaa  company 
as  common  carriers  unless  they  shall  make  ft 
appear  that  such  limitation  was  actually 
brought  to  the  knowledge  of  the  opposite 
party  and  assented  to  by  him  or  them  m  ex- 
press terms  before  such  limitation  shall  take 
effect."  This  section  was  discussed  by  the 
court  in  Union  Pac.  R.  Co.  v.  Marston.  SO 
Neb.  241,  and  held  to  apply  to  just  such  a 
case  as  this,  where  tbe  limitation  was  con- 
tained in  a  bill  of  lading  which  the  shipper 
alleged  was  given  after  the  making  of  an  oral 
contract  for  shipment.  Irrespective,  then, 
of  the  question  as  to  whether  tliere  was  an 
oral  contract,  or  whether  such  oral  contract 
or  the  bill  of  lading  constituted  the  final  ar- 
rangement between  the  parties,  the  law  of 
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this  state  is  settled  that  a  common  carrier 
cHDDOt,  even  b^  the  terms  of  an  express  con- 
tract, relieve  itself  of  its  common-law  lia- 
bility. It  is  said  that  at  common  law  the 
common  carrier  is  not  liable  for  loss,  in  the 
abeence  of  special  contract,  beyond  the  point 
at  which  it  delivers  the  goods  to  a  connect- 
ing carrier.  To  this  it  should  be  added  that 
the  contract  of  the  shipper  was  with  the  car- 
rier first  receiving  the  goods,  and  if  such 
carrier  undertook  to  deliver  the  goods  at 
their  destination,  even  though  it  contem- 
plated doing  so  through  intermediate  car- 
riers, it  assumed  a  liability  of  such  character 
for  every  part  of  the  rout«.  Many  cases  hold 
that  receiving  goods  marked  for  a  point  be- 
yond the  end  of  the  receiving  carrier *s  route 
IS  evidence  of  a  contract  to  deliver  them  as 
mijrked.  In  this  case  the  bill  of  lading  was 
executed  in  duplicate.  In  one  of  the  copies 
the  destination  was  left  blank.  In  the  other, 
the  lanffuaire  was:  "Received  of  Palmer 
and  Paraee  the  following  described  package, 
in  apparent  good  order,  marked  and  con- 
signea  as  noted  below,  contents  and  value 
unknown,  to  be  transported  to  Grant's  Pass, 
Or.,  and  delivered  at  the  railroad  depot  at 
that  point."  Both  copies  in  writing  show 
that  the  goods  were  consigned  to  Pardee  at 
Grant's  Pass,  Or.  The  negotiations  as  to  the 
freight  were,  according  to  the  uncontradicted 
testimony,  with  a  view  to  prepayment  all  the 
way  through.  Hastings  was  only  twenty- 
four  miles  from  Grand  Island,  where  the  car 
was  delivered  to  the  Union  Pacific ;  and  the 
|200  received  by  the  railroad  company  if  not 
intended  as  a  full  prepayment  of  the  freight 
to  Oregon,  was  certainly  intended  to  apply 
on  the  freight  throughout  the  whole  distance. 
There  is  no  possible  view  of  the  evidence 
from  which  it  could  be  inferred  that  the  rail- 
road company  had  only  contracted  to  deliyer 
the  goods  to  the  next  carrier. 

•3.  The  plaintiff  in  error  seeks  to  avoid  the 
effect  of  these  constitutional  and  statutory  en- 
actments and  Judicial  construction  by  plead- 
ing and  arguing  the  effect  of  the  act  of  con- 
gress known  as  the  **  Interstate  Commerce 
Law,"  and  amendments  thereto.  The  partic- 
ttlar  provision  relied  upon  is  from  the  Act 
of  1889,  as  follows:  "Any  person  or  any 
officer  or  agent  of  any  corporation  or  com- 
pany who  shall  deliver  property  for  trans- 
portation to  any  common  carrier,  subject  to 
the  provisions  of  this  act,  or  for  whom  as 
consignor  or  consignee  any  such  carrier  shall 
transport  property,  who  shall  knowingly  and 
willfally,  by  false  billing,  false  classifica- 
tion, false  weighine,  false  representations  of 
the  contents  of  the~package,  or  false  report 
of  weight,  or  by  any  other  device  or  means, 
whether  with  or  without  the  consent  or  con- 
oivance  of  the  carrier,  its  agent  or  servant, 
obtain  transportation  for  such  property  at 
less  than  the  regular  rates  then  established 
ud  in  force  on  the  line  of  transportation, 
^11  be  deemed  guilty  of  fraud,  which  is 
iiereby  declared  to  be  a  misdemeanor,  and 
sitall,  upon  oonviction  thereof,  in  any  court 
of  the  United  States  of  competent  jurisdiction 
wiflilD  the  district  within  which  sudi  offense 
was  committed,  be  subject,  for  each  offense, 
to  a  fine  of  not  exceeding  $5,000  or  imprison- 
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ment  in  the  penitentiary  for  a  term  hot  ex- 
ceeding two  Vears  or  both  in  the  discretion 
of  the  court.  ^  Conceding  that  the  construc- 
tion of  such  acts  into  misdemeanors  should 
render  the  contract  contrary  to  public  policy, 
to  such  an  extent  as  to  deprive  the  shipper 
of  his  remedy  against  the  carrier,  the  evi- 
dence wholly  fails  to  make  out  a  case  with- 
in the  section  quoted.  Whatever  false  bill- 
ing there  may  have  been  was  bv  the  company 
itself,  as  aU  the  evidence  shows  that  the 
agent  knew  before  the  car  was  moved  after 
loading  that  it  contained  articles  other  than 
household  goods.  Under  the  most  favorable 
construction  of  the  evidence  on  behalf  of  the 
railroad  company,  if  there  was  any  false  rep- 
resentation as  to  the  contents  of  the  "  pack- 
age,** its  true  contente  were  known  before 
the  railroad  company  took  charge  of  the  car, 
and  an  agreement  was  made  for  the  payment 
of  any  additional  freight  by  reason  of  the 
introduction  of  drugs  into  the  car.  We  can- 
not see,  therefore,  how  this  section,  conced- 
ing it  to  have  the  effect  claimed  for  it  by 
plaintiff  in  error,  could  affect  the  right  of 
recovery.  To  give  it  such  effect  would  be 
to  declare  that  the  section  quoted  absolutely 
protects  a  railroad  company  from  liability 
m  any  case  where  the  shipper  uses  general 
terms  in  describing  the  goods  to  the  carrier 
or  agent,  and  the  agent  paraphrases  such 
language  into  a  technical  phrase,  and  such 
phrase  does  not  correctly  describe  the  goods, 
or  where  the  carrier's  agent,  of  his  own  voli- 
tion, makes  false  statements  of  the  character 
of  the  shipment.  The  section  referred  to 
was  chiefly  designed  as  a  restriction  upon  the 
carrier.  Its  whole  aim  was  to  prevent  false 
billine  or  false  representations  in  order  to 
conceal  discriminations  in  favor  of  particular 
shippers.  It  was  not  intended,  and  should 
not  be  construed,  as  a  means  of  relieving  a 
carrier  from  liability  because  its  own  agents 
have  committed  an  error. 

But  it  is  arffued  that,  upon  general  grounds, 
the  whole  subject-matter  of  interstate  trans- 
portation was  by  the  constitution  placed 
within  the  power  of  congress,  and  that  con- 
gress, having  enacted  the  interstate  commerce 
act,  assumed  such  jurisdiction,  and  thereby 
nullified  existing  state  laws;  that  not  only 
the  acts  of  congress  must  be  treated,  upon 
these  subjects,  as  the  supreme  law  of  the 
land,  but  that  the  decisions  of  the  federal 
court  must  be  accepted  as  the  final  statements 
of  the  law,  prevailing  against  state  statutes 
and  state  decisions.  W ithoutMiscussing  the 
question  as  to  whether  the  federal  decisions 
are  opposed  to  the  constitutional  and  stetu- 
tory  provisions  of  this  state,  referred  to,  it 
is  sufficient  to  say  that  we  cannot  accept  the 
theory  of  the  railroad  company,  as  above 
outlined.  It  is  admitted  in  the  pleadings 
that  the  company  is  a  corporation  organiz^ 
under  the  laws  of  the  state  of  Nebraska.  The 
time  of  this  organization  does  not  appear, 
but  the  statutory  provisions  date  from  the 
very  earliest  period  of  the  state's  history. 
The  statute  quoted  above  is  a  portion  of  the 
general  incorporation  act  relating  to  rail- 
roads, the  act  under  which  this  company  de- 
rives its  right  to  exist.  To  say  that  an  act 
of  congress-— especially,  one  not,  in  express 
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terms,  contrary  to  these  provisions — shall  be 
given  the  eflfect  of  nullifying  them,  would 
be  to  say  that  this  state  must  cease  to  exer- 
cise its  sovereit^n  powers  of  creating  corpora- 
tions for  railroad  purposes,  else  it  must  con- 
tent itself  with  creatine  such  corporations 
absolutely  untrammelea  by  conditions,  or 
permit  them  to  exist  subject  only  to  such 
conditions  as  the  congress  of  the  United  States 
may  see  fit  to  impose.  While  this  state  forms 
a  constituent  part  of  the  Union,  under  its 
present  constitution,  this  court  should  never 
vield  its  consent  to  such  a  doctrine.  If  such 
be  the  law,  it  must  be  declared  by  another 
tribunal :  and,  in  case  it  should  be  so  de- 
clared, the  exercise  by  the  state  of  its  sover- 
eign power  of  creating  such  corporations 
should,  from  every  motive  of  self-preserva- 
tion, cease. 

4.  In  addition  to  the  general  verdict  ren- 
dered by  the  jury,  there  was  an  attempt  to 
have  certain  special  findings  returned.  One 
of  the  errors  assigned  is  the  refusal  of  the 
court  to  mark  upon  the  margin  of  the  sub- 
mission of  those  findings  the  word  "given." 
If  the  submission  of  these  findings  amounted 
to  an  instruction,  the  objection  would  be 
purely  technical,  and  the  refusal  of  the  court 
to  use  the  word  "given"  could  not  operate  to 
the  prejudice  of  the  plaintiff  in  error.  In- 
stead of  marking  the  submission  given,  the 
court  made  a  note  as  follows:  "As  I  have 
said  in  the  attached  submission,  I  submit 
these  special  findings  for  you  to  pass  upon ; 
and,  in  the  opinion  of  this  court,  it  would 
be  the  grossest  kind  of  error  to  attempt  to 
control  your  discretion  in  passing  on  these 
special  findings. "  There  also  appears  to  have 
been  indorsed  upon  the  questions  submitted 
a  quotation  of  that  portion  of  the  statutes 
whereby  it  is  permitted  to  the  jury,  in  their 
discretion,  to  return  a  general  or  special  ver- 
dict. Of  the  special  questions  submitted, 
the  first  related  to  the  value  of  the  goods  at 
Hastings,  and  was  answered.  The  second 
related  to  the  value  of  the  eoods  at  Grant's 
Pass,  Or.,  at  the  time  when  uiey  should  have 
been  received  there.     In  answer  to  this,  the 


jury  stated,  "We  do  not  know."  The  other 
questions  related  to  the  freight  rates  under 
different  circumstances.  All  these  questions 
were  answered,  "We  do  not  know."  By  the 
instructions,  the  jury  was  told  that  if  it 
should  find  for  the  plaintiff  the  verdict  should 
be  for  the  market  value  of  the  goods  at 
Grant's  Pass,  at  the  time  they  should  have 
been  there  delivered,  together  with  interest. 
The  second  question  submitted  was  material 
to  the  case.  The  others  were  entirely  im- 
material, and  the  discharge  of  the  jury  with- 
out answering  them  was  m  no  way  prejudi- 
cial. It  is  urged,  however,  that,  when  the 
jury  answered  that  they  did  not  know  the 
market  value  of  the  goods  at  Grant's  Pass, 
they,  in  effect,  stated  that  they  were  unable 
to  fix  the  measure  of  damages,  and  that  the 
general  verdict  could  not.  therefore,  have 
been  founded  on  the  evidence,  and  in  obedi- 
ence to  the  instructions.  But,  under  the  evi- 
dence given  as  to  the  value  of  the  goods  at 
Grant's  Pass,  no  verdict  less  than  that  re- 
turned could  be  sustained.  There  is  evidence 
tending  to  show  that  the  value  of  the  goods 
at  Hastings  was  less  than  the  value  marked 
upon  an  inventory  offered  in  evidence,  and 
one  witness  testified  that  the  goods  were 
worth  no  more  at  San  Francisco  than  at  Hast- 
ings, but  there  is  nothing  to  show  that  he 
even  had  any  knowledge  of  the  value  at  San 
Francisco.  The  only  competent  evidence  of 
the  value  of  the  goods  at  Grant's  Pass,  Or., 
fixes  it  at  more  than  $7,000 :  so  that  the  ver- 
dict rendered  could  not  have  been  affected 
by  any  findings  based  upon  the  evidence  in 
answer  to  the  spjecial  question  submitted. 

Some  of  the  instructions  do  not  state  the 
law  correctly.  Some  of  them  are  apparently 
conflicting,  but,  in  any  view  of  the  evidence, 
for  the  reasons  already  stated,  no  verdict  dif- 
ferent in  character,  or  less  in  amount,  could 
be  sustained. 

The  judgment  is  therejore  affirmed. 

Bjran,  C,  concurs.  Ba^^n,  C.  took 
no  part,  in  the  consideration  or  decision  of 
this  case. 
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V. 

PEOPL^  of  the  State  of  Illinois. 

(147  lu.  ee.) 

1  •   The  liberty  to'enter  into  contracts  by 
which  labor  may  be  employed  in  such 


way  as  the  laborer  may  deem  most  beoefldaJ.  and 
to  others  to  employ  such  labor,  is  neoeaurUy  io- 
oluded  in  the  constitutional  guaranty  of  the  right 
to  property. 
8.  A  statute  requiring  weekly  payment 
of  wag^s  **  by  every  manufacturing*  mining, 
quarrying,  lumbering,  mercantile,  street,  elei'- 
trie  and  elevated  railway,  steamboat,  telegraph. 


Note.— On  the  rapidly  developing  subject  of  the 
constitutionality  of  statutes  restricting  the  con- 
tracts between  master  and  servant  the  decisions 
are  yet  in  much  conflict.  As  to  the  power  to  peetrict 
such  contracts  between  corporations  and  their  em- 
ploy^ the  above  decision  is  directly  contrary  to 
that  of  State  v.  Brown  8t  S.  Mfg.  Co.  (R.  I.)  17  L.  R. 
A  866. 

As  to  the  classlflioatlon  of  corporations  the  decis- 
ion is  in  harmony  with  State  v.  Loomis  vMo.)  21  L. 
R.  A.  780,  while  86ite  v.  Goodwill  (W.  Va.)  8  L.  R. 
24  L.  H.  A. 


A.  6<1,  and  State  v.  Fire  Creek  Coal  ft  C.  Co.  t  W,  Va.> 
6  L.  R.  A.  868,  condemn  similar  dlsorlmioations 
which  are  not  confined  to  corporations.  On  tht» 
other  side  is  the  case  of  Hanoook  v.  Taden  (Ind.)  6 
L.  R.  A.  676. 

See  also,  as  to  kindred  decisions.  Com.  v.  Pern* 
(Mass.)  14  L.  R.  A.  3S6,  and  mife;  Peel  Splint  Coal  Co. 
V.  State  ( W.  Va. )  17  L.  R.  A.  886;  Ramsey  v.  People 
(111.)  17  L.  R.  A.  853;  also  note  to  State  v.  Loomis, 
9upra. 
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telephone,  and  municipal  corporation,  and  every 
iDcorporated  express  company  and  Wkter  com- 
pany/' makes  an  unconstitutional  discrimination 
between  those  corporations  and  others  which  are 
oTxanized  for  pecuniary  profit  and  employ  labor. 
8.  A  restriction  oftherlf^ht  of  oorpora- 
tionfl  to  eontraet  with  employes  as  to 
payment  of  wa«res  requiring  weekly  payments 
denies  the  constitutional  rights  of  the  employ^ 
and  does  not  affect  the  corporation  merely. 

4.  Jadielja  notiee  is  taken  of  the  fact  that 
many  corporations  are  organized  and  doing  busi- 
nen  in  the  state  outside  of  certain  classes  of  cor- 
porations enumerated  in  the  statute. 

5.  It  Is  a  matter  of  common  knowledfl^ 
that  during  the  year  1898  a  large  number  of  man- 
ufactories were  shut  down  because  of  the  strin- 
gency in  the  money  market. 

6«  An  amendment  to  the  charter  of  cer- 
tain corporations  by  providing  for  weekly 
payments  of  wages,  but  not  applying  to  all  cor- 
porations created  under  the  general  law,  is  in 
violation  of  a  constitutional  provision  that  the 
charter  of  no  corporation  shall  be  charged  by 
special  law. 

(October  26, 18RI.) 

I  PPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
A  the  Grundy  County  Court  convicting  it  of 
Tiolaling  the  weekly  payment  law.     Reused. 

Statement  by  Shope,  J. : 

The  appellant  was  tried  before  a  justice 
of  the  peace,  and  found  guilty  of  violating 
an  act  of  the  legislature  entitled  ''An  Act  to 
Provide  for  the  Weekly  Payment  of  Wages 
by  Corporations."  approved  April  23.  1891, 
and  the  penalty  of  $50  imposed,  for  which 
and  costs  judgment  was  rendered  accord- 
ingly. The  case  was  taken  by  appeal  to  the 
county  court  of  Grundy  county,  where  a  trial 
was  held  by  the  court,  a  jury  having  been 
waived,  and  appellant  again  found  guilty, 
and  the  penalty  of  $50  imposed,  and  judg- 
ment entered  for  that  amount  and  costs ;  and 
the  case  is  brought  here  by  further  appeal. 

The  act  of  the  legislature  above  referred  to 
provides  **  that  every  manufacturine;,  mining, 
qaarryiog,  lumbering,  mercantile,  street, 
electric  and  elevated  railway,  steamboat, 
telegraph,  telephone  and  municipal  corpora- 
tion ana  every  incorporated  express  companv 
and  water  company,  shall  pay  weekly  each 
and  every  employ!  engaged  m  its  business 
the  wages  earned  by  such  employe  to  with- 
in six  days  of  the  date  of  such  payment ; 
provided,  however,  that  if  at  any  time  of 
payment  any  employe  shall  be  absent  from 
his  regular  place  of  labor  he  shall  be  entitled 
to  said  payment  at  any  time  thereafter  upon 
demand."  And,  after  providing  a  penalty 
of  not  less  than  $10  nor  more  than  $50  for 
each  violation,  that  such  action  be  com- 
loenced  within  thirty  days  after  the  viola- 
tion, notice  to  the  corporation  that  an  action 
^ill  be  brought,  defenses  that  may  not  be 
^t  up,  etc.,  proceeds:  **No  aaslgnihent  of 
future  wages  payable  weekly  under  the  pro- 
Tisioos  of  this  act  shall  be  valid  if  made  to 
the  corporation  from  whom  such  wages  are 
to  become  due,  or  to  any  person  on  behalf  of 
such  corporation  or  if  made  or  procured  to 
he  made  to  any  person  for  the  purpose  of  re- 
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lieving  such  corporation  from  the  obligations 
to  pay  weekly  under  the  provisions  of  this 
act.  Nor  shall  any  of  said  corporations  re- 
quire any  agreement  from  an  employe  to  ac- 
cept wages  at  dther  periods  than  as  provided 
in  section  1  of  this  act,  as  a  condition  of  em- 
ployment. " 

Appellant  became  a  corporation  under  the 
General  Incorporation  jLaw,  in  force  July  1, 
1872,  and  for  several  years  past  has  been  en- 
gaged in  the  business  of  coal  mining,  with 
Its  principal  office  at  Brace vi lie,  Grundy 
county,  this  state.  A  certain  contract  Is 
provided  by  appellant,  which  all  persons 
desiring  employment  in  its  service  are  re- 
quired to  sign  as  a  condition  precedent  to 
such  employment.  The  complaining  wit- 
ness, Thomas  McGuire,  in  November,  1891, 
applied  to  the  superintendent  of  appellant's 
mines  for  work,  and  was  required' to  sign 
one  of  its  contracts,  which  was  done,  in  du- 
plicate, each  party  retaining  a  cppy.  Cer- 
tain rules  and  regulations  of  the  company  on 
the  back  of  its  contracts  are,  by  the  terms  of 
each  contract,  made  a  part  of  the  same.  The 
contract  of  witneds  McGuire,  after  stipulat- 
ing, among  other  things,  the  wages  to  be 
paid,  etc.,  provides:  "All  payments  here- 
under to  be  made  on  regular  pay  day,  and 'in 
compliance  with  the  rules  ana  regulations 
above  named ;  and  pay  day  is  hereov  fixed 
for  and  on  the  first  Saturday  after  tfie  10th 
of  each  month,  when  and  at  which  time  all 
wa^es  or  moneys  that  may  have  been  earned 
during  and  in  the  calendar  month  next  prior 
to  such  pay  day  shall  be  paid,  less  all  moneys 
owing  said  party  of  the  first  part  on  any 
account  whatever."  By  the  seventh  rule, 
printed  on  the  back  of  said  contract,  and 
made  part  thereof,  it  is  provided:  "Every 
employe  will  be  paid  once  a  month  at  reg- 
ular pay  day  all  wages  or  moneys  he  may 
have  earned  during  and  in  the  calendar  month 
next  prior  to  such  pay  day,  after  deducting 
any  indebtedness  which  such  employe  may 
owe  to  the  company,  or  which  the  company, 
with  the  consent  of  such  employe,  may  have 
assumed  to  pay  to  any  other  person."  Mc- 
Guire enteral  upon  the  employment  under 
the  contract  November  8,  1891.  and  quit 
November  13,  1891,  and  demanded  his  wages. 
The  company  refused  to  pay  him  before  the 
next  pay  day,  when  he  gave  the  notice  under 
the  statute,  and  caused  this  suit  to  be  brought. 

Mr.  George  S.  House  for  appellant. 

Mr.  WiUijtm  Mooney»with  Mr.  Samuel 

C.  Stoug^hy  State's  Atty.y  for  the  People. 

Shope.  </.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court. 

The  principles  that  must  control  the  de- 
cisions of  this  case  were  announced  in  Frorer 
V.  People,  141  111.  171,  16  L.  R.  A.  492. 
Unless  we  are  prepared  to  recede  from  the 
doctrine  of  that  case,  and  the  subsequent  case 
of  RtiTMey  V.  PeopU,  142  111.  880,  17  L.  R. 
A.  858,  the  act  under  consideration  must  be 
likewise  held  unconstitutional  and  void. 
Section  2,  article  2,  of  the  Constitution  of 
this  state  guarantees  that  no  person  shall  be 
deprived  of  life,  liberty,  or  property  with- 
out due  process  of  law.      We  said  in  the 
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Frorer  Case,  the  words  "due  process  of  law" 
"are  to  be  held  synonymous  with  *the  law 
of  the  land, '  "  and,  quoting  from  Millett 
V.  Pe<yple,  117  111.  294,  57  Am.  Rep.  869, 
said  :  "And  this  means  general  public  law, 
binding  upon  all  the  members  of  the  com- 
munity under  all  circumstances,  and  not 
partial  or  private  laws,  affecting  the  rights 
of  private  individuals  or  classes  of  individ- 
uals." There  can  be  no  liberty,  protected  by 
£fovernment,  that  is  not  regulated  by  such 
laws,  as  will  preserve  the  right  of  each  cit- 
izen to  pursQe  his  own  advancement  and  hap- 
piness in  his  own  way,  subject  to  the  re- 
straints necessary  to  secure  the  same  right  to 
all  others.  The  fundamental  principle  upon 
which  liberty  is  based  in  free  and  enlightened 
government  is  equality  under  the  law  of  the 
land.  It  has  accordingly  been  everywhere 
held  that  liberty,  as  that^term  is  used  in  the 
constitution,  means  not  only  freedom  of  the 
citizen  from  servitude  and  restraint,  but  is 
deemed  to  Embrace  the  right  of  every  man  to 
be  free  in  the  use  of  his  powers  and  faculties, 
and  to  adopt  and  pursue  such  avocation  or 
calling  as  he  may  choose,  snbject  only  to  the 
restraints  necessary  to  secure  the  common 
welfare,  frorer  v.  People^  supra;  Com.  v. 
Pesry,  155  Mass.  117,  14  L.  R.  A.  326;  Peo- 
pU  V.  Oillson,  109  N.  Y.  889 ;  Live  Stock  D. 
&  B.  Asso.  V.  Orescent  City  L.  8,  L,  d  S.  H. 
Co.  1  Abb.  (U.  S.)  388.  83  U.  8.  16  Wall. 
86,  21  L.  ed.  394;  Gode/iarles  v.  Wigernan, 
118  Pa.  431;  State  v.  Goodwill,  38  W.  Va. 
179,  6  L.  R.  A.  621.  Property,  in  its  broader 
sense,  is  not  the  physical  thing  which  may 
be  the  subject  of  ownership,  but  is  the  right 
of  dominion,  possession,  and  power  of  dis- 
position which  may  be  acquired  over  it. 
And  the  right  of  property  preserved  by  the 
constitution  is  the  right  not  only  to  possess 
and  enjoy  it,  but  also  to  acquire  it  in  any 
lawful  mode,  or  by  following  any  lawful 
industrial  pursuit  which  the  citizen,  in  the 
exercise  of  the  liberty  guaranteed,  may  choose 
t^  adopt.  Labor  is  the  primary  foundation 
of  all  wealth.  The  {>roperty  which  each  one 
has  in  his  own  labor  is  the  common  heritage. 
And,  as  an  incident  to  the  right  to  acquire 
other  property,  the  liberty  to  enter  into  con- 
tracts by  which  labor  may  be  employed  in 
such  way  as  the  laborer  shall  deem  most  ben- 
eficial, and  of  others  to  employ  such  labor, 
is  necessarily  included  in  the  constitutional 
guaranty.  In  the  Frorer  Case  we  said : 
*The  privilege  of  contracting  is  both  a  lib- 
erty and  a  property  right,  and  if  A.  is  de- 
nied the  right  to  contract,  and  acquire  prop- 
erty in  the  manner  which  he  has  hitherto 
enjoyed  under  the  law,  and  which  B.,  C, 
and  D.  are  still  allowed  by  the  law  to  en- 
oy,  it  is  clear  that  he  is  deprived  of  both 
iberty  and  property,  to  the  extent  that  he  is 
thus  aenied  the  ri^ht  to  contract ;"  and  quoted 
with  approval :  "  The  man  or  the  class  for- 
bidden the  acquisition  or  enjoyment  of  the 
property  in  the  manner  permitted  the  com- 
munity at  large  would  be  deprived  of  liberty 
in  particulars  of  primary  importance  to  his 
or  their  pyrsuit  of  happiness."  Cooley, 
Const.  Lim.  893.  It  is  undoubtedly  true  that 
the  people  in  their  representative  capacity- 
may,  by  general  law,  render  that  unlawful, 
22  L.  R.  A. 
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in  many  cases,  which  had  hitherto  been  law- 
ful, liuf  laws  depriving  particular  persons 
or  classes  of  persons  of  rights  enjoyed  by  the 
community  at  large,  to  be  valid,  must  be 
based  upon  some  existing  distinction  or  rea- 
son, not  applicable  to  others,  not  included 
within  its  provisions.  Id.  391.  And  it  is 
only  when  such  distinctions  exist  that  differ- 
entiate in  important  particulars,  persons,  or 
classes  of  persons  from  the  body  of  the  people, 
that  laws  having  operation  only  upon  such 
particular  persons  or  classes  of  persons  have 
been  held  to  be  valid  enactments.  In  the 
Millett  Case  we  held  that  it  was  not  com 
pet«nt,  under  the  constitution,  for  the  legis- 
lature to  single  out  operators  of  coal  mines, 
and  impose  restrictions  in  making  contracts 
for  the  employment  of  labor  which  were  not 
required  to  be  borne  by  other  employers. 
And  in  the  Frorer  Case,  a  law  singling  out 
persons,  corporations,  or  associations  en^eed 
in  mining  and  manufacturing,  and  depnvfng 
them  of  the  right  to  contract  as  persons,  cor- 
porations, and  associations  engaged  in  other 
business  or  vocation  might  lawfully  do,  was 
in  violation  of  the  constitution,  and  void. 
So  in  Bamsey  v.  People,  142  111.  380,  17  L. 
R.  A.  853,  "  An  Act  to  Provide  for  the  Weigh- 
ing in  Gross  of  Coal  Hoisted  from  Mines,'' 
approved  June  10,  1891,  was  held  unconsti- 
tutional and  void  for  the  same  reason. 

The  act  under  consideration  applies  not  to 
all  corporations  existing  within  the  state,  or 
to  all  that  have  been  or  may  be  organized 
for  pecuniary  profit  under  the  general  incor- 
poration laws  of  the  state.  There  is  no  at- 
tempt to  make  a  distinction  between  corpora- 
tions and  individuals  who  may  employ  labor. 
The  slightest  consideration  of  the  act  will 
demonstrate  that  many  corporations  that  may 
be  and  are  organized  and  doing  business  un- 
der the  laws  are  not  included  within  the 
designated  corporations.  No  reason  can  be 
found  that  w^ould  require  weekly  payments 
to  the  employes  of  an  electric  railway  that 
would  not  require  like  payment  by  an  elec- 
tric light  or  gas  company;  to  a  corporation 
engaged  in  quarrying  or  lumbering  that 
would  not  be  equally  applicable  to  a  corpo- 
ration engaged  in  erecting,  repairing,  or  re- 
moving buildings  or  other  structures;  to 
mining  that  would  not  exist  in  respect  of 
corporations  engaged  in  making  excavations 
and  embankments  for  roads,  canals,  or  other 
public  or  private  improvements  of  like  char- 
acter ;  that  will  apply  to  a  street  or  elevated 
railway  that  will  not  make  it  equally  im- 
portant in  other  modes  of  transportation  of 
freight  and  passengers.  TJie  public  records 
of  the  state  will  show,  and  ic  is  a  matter  of 
common  knowledge,  that  very  many  corpora- 
tions have  been  organized  and  are  doing 
business  in  the  state  which  necessarily  em- 
ploy large  numbers  of  men  that  are  not  in- 
cluded within  the  act  under  consideration. 
The  restriction  of  the  right  to  contract  affects 
not  only  the  corporation,  and  restricts  its 
right  to  contract,  but  that  of  the  employ!  as 
well.  We  need  not  repeat  the  argument  of 
the  Frorer  Case  upon  this  point.  An  illus- 
tration of  the  manner  in  which  it  affects  the 
em  ploy  6,  out  of  many  that  might  be  given, 
may  be  found  in  the  conditions  arising  from 
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the  late  unsettled  flnancial  affairs  of  the 
country.    It  is  a  matter  of  common  knowl- 
edge that  a  large  number  of  manufactories 
were  shut  down" because  of  the  stringency  in 
the  money  market.    Employers  of  labor  were 
unable  to  continue  production  for  the  reason 
that  no  sale  could  he  found  for  the  product. 
It  was  suggested  in  the  interest  of  employ- 
ers, as  well  as  in  the  public  interest,  that 
employes  consent  to  accept  only  so  much  of 
their  wages  as  was  actually  necessary  to 
their  sustenance,  reserving  payment  of  the 
balance  until  business  should  revive,   and 
thus  enable  the  factories  or  workshops  to  be 
open  and  operated  with  less  present  expendi- 
tures of  money.    Publ  ic  economists  ana  lead- 
ers in  the  interest  of  labor  suggested  and  ad- 
vised this  course.    In  this  state,  and  under 
this  law,  no  such  contract  could  bo  made. 
The  employ^  who  sought  to  work  for  one  of 
the  corporations  enumerated  in  the  act  would 
find  himself  incapable  of  contracting  as  all 
other  laborers  in  the  state  mi^ht  do.    The 
corporations  would  be  prohibited  enterinf? 
into  such  a  contract,  and,  if  they  did  so,  the 
contract  would  be  voidable  at  the  will  of  the 
employ^,  and  the  employer  subject  to  a  pen- 
alty for  making  it.    The  employ^  would, 
therefore,  be  restricted  from  making  such  a 
contract  as  would  insure  to  him  support  dur- 
ing the  unsettled  condition  of  affairs,  and 
the  residue  of  his  wages  when  the  product 
of  his  labor  could  be  sold.    They  would,  by 
the  act,  be  practically  under  guardianship ; 
their  contracts  voidable,   as  If  they  were 
minors ;  their  right  to  freely  contract  for  and 
to  receive  the  benefit  of  Uieir' labor,  as  others 
might  do,  denied  them. 

But.  treating  the  restrictions  as  affecting 
the  corporations  only,  it  is  insisted  that  the 
reservation  of  authority  by  the  general  as- 
sembly in  section  9  of  the  General  Incorpora- 
tion Act  (Rev.  Stat.  chap.  82)  authorized 
the  passage  of  the  act  in  question.  That  sec- 
tion provides :  **  The  general  assembly  shall 
at  all  times  have  power  to  prescribe  such  reff- 
ulations  and  provisions  as  it  may  deem  ad- 
visable, which  regulations  and  provisions 
^11  be  binding  on  any  and  all  corporations 
formed  under  this  act.''  It  is  said  this  sec- 
tion entered  into  and  formed  a  part  of  the 
contract  under  which  the  grant  of  the  corpo- 
nte  franchise  was  conferred  upon  appellant 
company,  it  having  been  organized  under  the 
general  law.     It  was  expressly  held  that  the 


reservation  of  the  right  to  alter,  amend,  or 
repeal  the  charter  entered  into  and  formed  a 
part  of  the  contract  between  the  state  and  the 
corporation  chartered  under  the  Constitution 
of  1848,  and  that  the  power  reserved  mieht  be 
constitutionally  exercised.    Butler  y.  Walker, 
80  111.  84d.    And  undoubtedly  the  same  con- 
struction should  be  placed  upon  the  reserva- 
tion of  power  in  the  section  quoted.    But  by 
section  1,  article  11,  of  the  Constitution  it  is 
provided :    "No  corporation  shall  be  created 
by  special   laws,  or  its  charter  extended, 
changed,  or  amended,    .     .    .    but  the  gen- 
eral assembly  shall  provide  by  general  laws 
for  the  organization  of  all  corporations  here- 
after to  be  created. "    The  manifest  intention 
of  this  provision  of  the  constitution  was  to 
require  not  only  the  creation  of  corporations, 
but  amendments  to  charters  of  those  existing, 
to  be  made  by  general  laws,  applicable  alike 
to  all  occupying  like  circumstances  and  ex- 
isting under  the  same  conditions ;  and  it  nec- 
essarily follows  that  special  acts,  applying 
to  particular  corporations  only,  ana  not  to 
the  general  body  of  corporations  created  un- 
der the  act,  would  fall  within  the  prohibi- 
tion of  this  section.    By  the  general  incor- 
poration law  appellant  company  was  granted 
the  right  to  contract  as  a  corporation  in  and 
about  the  business  for  which  it  was  organ- 
ized.   A  restriction  of 'its  right  to  thus  con- 
tract is  necessarily  an  amendment  or  change 
of  its  corporate  powers  and  functions  of  its 
charter.    If.  therefore,  the  restriction  is  held 
to  fall  within  the  power  reserved  in  section 
9  of  the  Act,  it  must,  in  view  of  the  consti- 
tutional provision,  be  construed  as  reserving 
the  power  to  prescribe  such  regulations  ana 
provisions  as'the  legislature  may  deem  ad- 
visable by  general  law.    The  act  under  con- 
sideration, not  being  a  general  law,  is  there- 
fore not  a  warranted  exercise  of  power.     We 
need  not  extend  this  opinion  by  further  dis- 
cussion.   The  right  to  contract  necessarily 
includes  the  right  to  fix  the  price  at  which 
labor  will  be  performed,  and  the  mode  and 
time  of  payment.     Each  are  essential  ele- 
ments of  the  right  to  contract,  and  whosoever 
is  restricted  in  either  as  the  same  }s  enjoyed 
by  the  community  at  large  is  deprived  of 
liberty  and  property. 

The  enactment  being  unconstitutional, 
there  is  no  law  authorizing  t?ie  judgment  of  the 
County  Court,  and  it  mil  accordingly  be  re- 
wreed. 
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The  tveataMiit  of  a  patient  by  a  ikhjrai- 
ciaa  iB  to  be  tested  by  the  general  dootrines  of 
bis  school  and  not  by  those  of  other  schools. 


NoTi.~Tbe  disoaflBlon  of  the  required  skill  of 
Phyitdaiis  as  involving  the  merits  of  the  school  to 
^ich  they  beioog  Is  interestinff  althouflrh  the 
<>edskm  seems  to  be  fully  supported  by  precedent 
1SLR.A. 


(May  22.1808.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  Judgment  of 
tne  District  Court  for  Waterbury  County 
in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover dam^es  for  alleged  malpractice  on  the 
pait  of  defendant,  a  physician,  which  was  al- 
leged to  have  resulted  in  the  loss  of  plaintiff's 
sight.     Reversed. 
The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 
Messrs,  Webster  Sb  O'Neill,  for  appellant: 
When  a  party  employs  a  physician  to  treat 
him  the  contract  relation  subsisting  between 
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tbe  two  is  that  the  physidao,  educated  in 
theoiT  and  practice  of  a  particular  school,  im- 
pliedly engages  that  he  will  use  the  ordinary 
care  and  skill  of  his  profession  in  that  school. 
His  acts  must  be  judged  and  tested  by  tbe 
treatment  and  methods  adopted  by  the  school 
of  practice  in  which  he  was  educated. 

A  physician  in  attending  his  patients  en- 
gages he  will  use  due  care  to  discover  the 
nature  of  the  disease  which  gives  occasion  for 
his  services,  and  in  applying  the  usual  remedies, 
but  beyond  this  measure  of  skill  and  diligence 
the  law  makes  no  exactions;  if  he  is  to  be  held 
for  results,  or  as  a  guarantor  of  success,  it  can 
be  only  on  his  express  agreement^ 

8mWi  V.  Hyde,  19  Vt.  54. 

The  most* skillful  practitioner  may  mistake 
the  disease,  apply  improper  remedies  and  even 
destroy  life,  by  mismanagement,  and  yet  be 
wholly  innocent. 

Sumner  v.  Utley,  7  Conn.  264. 

It  was  in  evidence,  and  was  found  by  the 
court,  that  the  defendant  in  treating  the  plain- 
tiff adopted  the  remedies  and  methods  pre- 
scribed by  the  homceopathic  school  of  prac- 
titioners. 

And  this  was  what  his  implied  contract 
called  for. 

The  court  should  have  instructed  the  jury 
in  conformity  to  our  request. 

2  Shearm.  &  Redf.*Neg.  ed.  1889,  g  609; 
8  Wharton  &  Still§,  Medical  Jurisprudence, 
8  766;  Patten  v.  Wiggin,  51  Me.  594,  81  Am. 
Dec.  593;  McCandless  v.  MeWha,  22  Pa.  261; 
Gorsi  V.  Mareizek,  4  E.  D.  Smith,  1;  Bowman 
V.  Woods,  1  G.  Greene,  441;  Rogers,  Expert 
Testimony,  §  64,  p.  148. 

Mr.  Charles  G.  Root,  for  plaintiff: 

Action  on  the  case  will  lie  against  all  pro- 
fessional men,  tradesmen,  and  mechanics  for 
unskillfulness  and  negligence  in  their  profes- 
sions, trades,  and  calhngs. 

1  Svrif t.  Dig.  *  568. 

Every  one  who  undertakes  any  office,  em- 
ployment, duty,  or  trust,  contracts  to  perform 
It  with  integrity,  diligence,  and  skill.  And  if 
by  this  want  of  either  of  those  qualities  any 
injurv  accrues  to  individuals,  they  have  there^ 
for  their  remedy  in  damages  by  a  special  ac- 
tion on  the  case. 

8  Bl.  Com.  165. 

Liability  in  cases  of  malpractice  does  not 
arise  out  of  any  contract  or  direct  privity,  but 
out  of  the  duty  which  the  law  imposes  upon 
the  physician  to  avoid  acts  in  their  nature  dan- 
gerous to  the  lives  of  others;  and  it  need  not, 
therefore,  be  stated  by  whom  the  defendant 
was  employed. 

1  Boone.  Code  PI.  §182;  Norton  v.  Setoall, 
106  Mass.  148,  8  Am.  Rep.  298. 

If  there  was  either  carelessness,  or  a  want  of 
ordinary  diligence,  care,  and  skill,  then  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover. 

Landon  v.  Humphrey,  9  Conn.  210,  28  Am 
Dec.  383. 

One  who  offers  himself  for  employment  in  a 
professional  capacity  undertakes  .  .  .  that  he 
will  use  reasonable  and  ordinary  care  and  dili 
gence  in  the  exercise  of  his  skill  and  the  appli- 
cation of  his  knowledge  to  accomplish  the  pur- 
pose for  which  he  is  employed. 

CarpenUr  v.  Blake,  75  if.  Y.  12;  2  Shearm. 
&  Redf,  Neg.  §§  606,  607. 
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In  a  case  like  this  the  school  of  medicine 
may  be  on  trial  as  well  as  the  physician.  It 
would  be  a  strange  doctrine  that  negligence  in 
the  treatment  of  disease  should  be  excused  if 
the  physician  had  adopted  a  course  of  treat- 
ment prescribed  by  any  individual  or  any  com- 
bination of  individuals. 

The  true  test  of  the  admissibility  of  expert 
testimony  is  "whether  the  witnesses  offered  as 
experts  have  any  peculiar  knowledge  or  ex- 
perience, not  common  to  the  world,  which 
renders  their  opinions  founded  on  such  knowl- 
edge or  experience  any  aid  to  the  court  or  the 
jurv  in  determiifing  the  questions  of  issue." 

Taylor  v.  Monroe,  43  Conn.  44. 

Feniit  c7.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  is  an  action  by  a  minor  child  to  re- 
cover damages  against  the  defendant,  who  is 
a. homoeopathic  physician,  for  alleged  mal- 
practice in  treating  her  for  ophthalmia.  The 
jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  and 
from  the  judgment  rendered  thereon  the  de- 
fendant appealed  to  this  court. 

The  only  questions  presented,  which  are 
necessary  to  consider,  relate  to  the  charge  of 
the  court  to  the  jury.  Evidence  was  offered 
to  show  that  the  defendant,  in  treating  the 
plaintiff,  adopted  the  remedies  prescribed  by 
the  homoeopathic  practitioners.  It  appeared 
that  the  allopathic  school  of  medicine  would 
treat  such  a  case  differently,  and  in  the  latter 
way  the  plaintiff  claimed  that  she  ought  to 
have  been  treated.  The  defendant  asked  the 
court  to  charge  the  jury  "that  treatment  by 
a  physician  of  one  particular  school  is  to  be 
tested  by  the  general  doctrines  of  his  school, 
and  not  by  those  of  other  schools. "  The  court 
refused  to  so  charge,  and  charged  as  follows : 
"In  regard  to  that  matter,  I  will  say  that  the 
defendant's  negligence  or  want  of  skill  in  the 
treatment  of  tiie  plaintiff's  eye  must  he  de- 
termined by  all  of  the  evidence  in  the  case, 
and  if  the  defendant  adopted  the  treatment 
laid  down  by  one  particular  school  of  medi- 
cine, and  the  medical  testimony  offered  by 
the  plaintiff  related  to  treatment  prescribed 
by  a~  different  school,  you  will  weigh  the  tes- 
timony, having  regani  to  any  bias  or  prej- 
udice that  might  influence  the  testimony  of 
those  who  belonged  to  a  different  school  from 
that  of  the  defendant.  Tou  should  also  take 
into  consideration  the  training  and  education 
of  the  defendant  for  his  profession,  the  ex- 
perience which  he  has  had,  and  the  degree 
of  skill  with  which  he  handled  the  case,  all 
bearing  upon  the  question  whether  the  de- 
fendant used  ordinary  care  and  skill  in  the 
treatment  of  the  plaintiff."  The  defendant 
claims  that  the  court  erred,  both  in  refusing 
to  charge  as  requested,  and  in  charging  as  it 
did. 

In  the  absence  of  special  contract  physi- 
cians and  surgeons,  by  holding  themselves 
out  to  the  world  as  such,  impliedlv  contract 
that  they  possess  the  reasonable  and  ordinary 
qualifications  of  their  profession,  and  are 
under  a  duty  to  exercise  reasonable  and  or- 
dinary care,  skill,  and  diligence.  Landon 
V.  Humphrey,  9  Conn.  209,  28  Am.  Dec.  333; 
Kendall  v.  Brawn,  74  III.  282 ;  Smail  v.  How- 
ard, 128  Mass.  131,  35  Am.  Rep.  9^;BaUo^ 
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T.  Pruwtt,  64  Me.  305 ;  Leighton  v.  Sargent, 
31  N.  H.  119,  64  Am.  Dec.  328 ;  Ely  v.  Wil 
bur,  49  N.  J.  L.  685,  60  Am.  Rep.  668 ;  Pot- 
ter r.  Warner,  91  Pa.  362.  86  Am.  Rep.  668 ; 
Hathcm  v.  Richmond,  48  Vt.  557 ;  Oates  v. 
F7ei$eher,  67  Wis.  504. 

Indetenninin^  what  constitutes  reasonable 
and  ordinary  care,  skill,  and  diligence,  the 
test  is  that  which  physicians  and  surgeons 
in  the  same  general  neighborhood  and  in  the 
same  general  line  of  pr^stice  ordinarily  have 
and  exercise  in  like  cases.  Hathorn  v.  Rich- 
numd,  supra;  UtUy  v.  Bums,  70  111.  162; 
Alnumd  v,  Nugent,  34  Iowa,  800,  11  Am. 
Rep.  147 ;  SmaU  v.  Howard,  and  Leighton  v. 
iiargent,  supra.  In  addition  to  this,  how- 
ever, regard  must  be  had  to  the  advanced 
state  of  the  profession  at  the  time  of  the  treat- 
ment. Small  Y.  Howard,  and  Oates  y.  Fleisch- 
er, supra;  Smothers  v.  Hanks,  84  Iowa,  286, 
U  Am.  Rep.  141 ;  Nelson  v.  Harrington,  72 
Wis.  591,  1  L.  R.  A.  719. 

Premising  these  general  principles,  we 
come  to  the  precise  question  presented  by  the 
appeal :  Ought  the  defendant's  request  to 
charge  to  have  been  complied  with?  And 
was  the  charge,  as  given,  correct  and  suf- 
ficient? The  language  of  the  request  may  be 
found  in  Patten  v.  Wiogin,  51  Me.  594,  81 
Am.  Dec.  593,  where  the  following  charge 
was  held  to  be  correct:  "If  there  are  dis- 
tinct and  different  schools  of  practice,  and  a 
physician  of  one  of  those  schools  is  called  in, 
his  treatment  is  to  be  tested  by  the  general 
doctrines  of  his  school,  and  not  by  those  of 
other  schools.  It  is  to  be  presumed  that  the 
parties  so  understood  it.  The  jury  are  not  to 
judge  by  determining  which  school,  in  their 
own  view,  is  best. "  And  the  same  principle 
was  clearly  stated,  in  an  able  opinion,  in 
B(fwman  v.  Woods,  1  G.  Greene,  441,  and  we 
are  aware  of  no  authority  to  the  contrary. 
But,  notwithstanding  this,  it  seems  to  us 
that  the  inherent  diflnfculty  in  an  endeavor  to 
nndicate  the  action  of  the  court  below  is  not 
because  the  court  failed  to  charge  in  the  iden- 
tical language  of  the  request,  nor  because  of 
the  language  actually  used  by  the  court, 
which  appears  correct  so  far  as  it  goes,  but 
rather  because  the  court,  in  refusing  to  charge 
as  requested,  and  only  charging  as  it  did, 
omitted  to  bring  to  the  attention  of  the  jury 
a  consideration  which,  in  view  of  the  testi- 
mony received,  and  the  claims  made  thereon 
by  counsel,  ought  to  have  been  presented  to 
them.  It  having  appeared  how  the  allopathic 
Bcbool  of  medicine  would  treat  a  case  of  the 
character  of  the  one  in  question,  tibe  court, 
as  we  have  seen,  said  :  "  If  the  defendant 
adopted  the  treatment  laid  down  by  one  par- 
ticular school  of  medicine,  and  the  medical 
testimony  offered  by  the  plaintiff  related  to 
the  treatment  prescribed  by  a  different  school, 
you  will  weigh  the  testimony,  having  regard 
to  any  bias  or  prejudice  that  might  influence 
the  testimony  of  those  who  belonged  to  a 
different  school  from  that  of  the  defendant.  ^ 
Doubtless,  this  is  correct.  The  testimony 
should  be  so  weighed.  But  if  the  defendant 
adopted  the  treatment,  not  of  one  particular 
school  in  the  abstract,  but  of  his  own  par- 
ticular school,  which  he  publicly  professed 
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and  practiced,  and  the  medical  testimony 
offered  by  the  plaintiff  related  to  treatment 
prescribed  by  a  different  school,  such  testi- 
mony should  be  weighed,  not  alone  with  re- 
^rd  to  bias  or  prejudice  influencing  the  tes- 
timony of  witnesses,  but  with  regard  to  bias 
or  prejudice  which  might  influence  or  incline 
the  jury  in  favor  of  one  school  rather  than 
the  other ;  for,  as  was  said  in  Patten  v.  Wig- 
gin,  supra,  "the  jury  are  not  to  judge  hy  de- 
termining which  school,  in  their  own  view, 
is  best.**  And  as  it  seems  to  us,  from  the 
testimony  presented,  which  did  not  stop  with 
the  statement  of  how,  in  the  view  of  the  wit- 
nesses, such  a  case  ought  to  be  treated,  but 
went  further,  and  stat^  how  **the  allopathic 
school  of  medicine  would  treat  it,**  it  was 
precisely  from  such  bais  or  prejudice  the  de- 
fendant stood  in  danger.  Indeed,  the  coun- 
sel for  the  plaintiff  freely  admitted,  in  argu- 
ment before  us,  that  the  respective  merits  of 
the  two  schools  of  medical  practice  were — 
and,  as  he  claimed,  of  right  ought  to  have 
been — on  trial  before  the  jury.  We  cannot 
concede  such  right,  and  the  iury,  we  think, 
should  have  been  told  that  the  relative  mer- 
its of  the  two  schools  were  in  no  sense  before 
them  for  their  consideration ;  that,  so  far  as 
the  defendant  was  to  be  judged  by  either,  it 
was  by  the  tenets,  rules,  principles,  and 
practices  of  his  own  school,  not  by  those  of 
another ;  and  that,  if  the  defendant  adopted 
the  treatment  laid  down  by  his  own  school, 
the  fact  that  another  school  prescribed  another 
treatment  tended  in  no  wise  to  show  that  the 
defendant  was  chargeable  with  lack  of  skill 
or  negligence.  It  would  seem  that  if  it  could 
be  held  negligent  or  unskillful,  in  a  given 
case,  to  use  the  treatment  prescribed  by  the 
school  to  which  the  practitioner  belonged, 
such  negligence  or  want  of  skill  must  consist 
either  in  the  mode  of  use,  the  application  of 
such  remedies  under  improper  circumstances, 
or  because  they  wore  intrinsically  wrong, 
inappropriate,  'or  inadequate.  If  there  be 
any  valid  objection  to  the  language  quoted 
from  Patten  v.  Wiggin,  supra,  it  is  in  the 
failure  to  incorporate  with  the  general  state- 
ment the  further  one  that  the  test  there  given 
does  not  exclude  the  duty  of  keeping  pace 
with  the  progress  of  professional  knowledge, 
ideas,  and  discoveries,  to  the  extent  that  a 
faithful,  conscientious,  and  competent  prac- 
titioner, of  whatever  school,  mav  be  reason- 
ably expected,  and  is  therefore  lawful Iv  re- 
quired, to  do,  not  because  the  test  of  the 
treatment  of  some  other  school  can  be  ap- 
plied. It  may  be  added  that  the  general  ex- 
pressions in  the  charge  under  consideration, 
that  the  question  of  the  defendant's  negli- 
gence **must  be  determined  by  all  of  the 
evidence  in  the  case"  and  that  the  jury  should 
consider  **the  training  and  education  of  the 
defendant  for  his  profession,  the  experience- 
which  he  had  had,  and  the  degree  of  skill 
with  which  he  handled  the  case,"  in  no  sense 
appear  to  meet  or  supply  the  wanting  ele- 
ment in  the  charge,  and  that  because  of  such 
element,  if  the  unqualified  language  of  the 
request  was  too  broad,  still  the  rule  stated 
in  Seeley  v.  Litchfield,  49  Conn.  188,  applies, 
and  that,  **if  it  was  not  the  duty  of  the  court 
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to  charge  precisely  as  requested,  yet  it  was 
its  duty  to  respond  to  the  request  by  charg- 
ing the  jury  correctly  on  that  subject." 

It  was  not  claimed  that  the  fact  that  the 
plaintiff  was  an  infant  of  tender  years,  in- 
capable of  contracting,  and  that  the  physician 
was  called  by  her  father,  in  any  way  extended 
or  altered  the  implied  contract  and  duty  of 
the  defendant,  nor  do  we  think  such  a  claim, 


if  made,  would  have  been  valid.  It  appeared 
that  the  defendant  had,  at  least  to  some  ex- 
tent, been  the  family  physician,  and  had 
previously,  as  such,  prescribed  for  the  plain- 
tiff; but  this  circumstance,  also,  is' one  to 
which  no  importance  had  been  attached. 

There  u  error,  and  a  new  trial  is  granted. 

The  other  Judges  concurred. 


MISSISSIPPI  SUPREME  COURT. 


Wirt  ADAMS,  State  Revenue  Agent,  Appt, 

V, 

Theodore  TONELLA  et  al. 


(. 


.MisB.. 


.) 


1*  A  eoBctftuttonal  provisioii  requiring 
i  uBlformity  and  equality  of  taxation  Is 
▼iolated  by  a  statute  authorizlnflr  a  state  rev- 
enue agent  to  levy  and  ooUect  back  taxes,  when* 
in  his  opinion,  the  aaBeased  value  on  which  taxes 
have  been  ooUeoted  was  too  little. 

2.  The  reopening  of  the  decision  of  tax 
offioersy  by  which  the  valuation  of  taxable 
property  has  been  fixed  and  taxes  thereon  col- 
lected, under  a  subsequent  statute  authorizing 
a  state  revenue  agent  to  assess  and  collect  addi- 
tional taxes,  where,  in  his  opinion,  the  tax  assess- 
ment had  been  too  small,  is  an  unconstitutional 
interference  with  vested  rights. 

3.  A  statute  flfivin^  a  state  officer  unlim- 
ited power  and  discretion  to  Its  the 
▼aluation  of  property  which  he  thinkB  has 
been  assessed  for  too  little,  without  anyopportuni- 
ty  to  the  taxpayer  to  be  heard,  except  in  defense 
of  a  suit  to  collect  the  taxes.  Is  in  violation  of  a 
state  constitution  which  provides  that  property 
shall  be  assessed  under  general  laws  by  uniform 
rules  according  to  its  true  value,  and  which  also 
provides  for  assessors  as  county  olfioers. 

(March  -,  18B8.) 

APPEAL  bv  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Warren  county  in 
favor  of  defendants  in  an  action  brought 
to  recover  taxes  which  plaintiff  alleged  should 
have  been,  but  were  not,  paid  upon  certain 
personal  property  owned  by  defendant.  Jf- 
frmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs,  Calhoon  Sk  Green,  for  appel- 
lant : 

The  form  of  remedy  for  taxes  in  the  ab- 
sence of  constitutional  limitations  is  at  the 
election  of  the  legislature. 

2  Desly,  Taxn.  p.  706. 

Inasmuch  as  it  is  entirely  competent  for  the 
legislature  to  prescribe  such  formulas  as  it 
pleases,  with  rejsrard  to  the  levy  and  collection 
of  taxes,  it  is  fully  within  its  power,  by  retro- 
active legislation,  to  dispense  with  their  neces- 
sity and  obviate  the  evils  of  their  non-observ- 
ance. 

Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  871,  and  cases;  VaugTian 
V.  Swayzie,  56  Miss.  700. 

If  the  person  owned  property  which  the  leg- 


NOTK.— The  above  decision  is  a  notable  one  as  to 
the  invalidity  of  a  statute  which  attempted  a  new 
departure  In  tax  proceedings. 
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Islature  sought  to  reach  by  its  then  laws,  and 
which  he,  in  disregard  of  his  duty  morally, 
civilly,  and  legally,  failed  to  return  for  as- 
sessment, and  thereby  evaded  his  share  of  the 
burdens  of  government,  he  is  a  delinquent, 
and  it  is  clearly  within  the  power  of  the  legis- 
lature to  devise  a  civil  proceeding  to  remedy 
the  evil.  No  injury  is  done  him.  He  is  mere- 
ly made  to  do  that  which  the  law  tried  to  com- 
pel him  to  do  and  which  by  ardfioe  has  been 
evaded 

State  Y,  Piasea,  66  Miss.  420.      . 

The  powers  of  the  assessor  and  collector 
vested  by  the  constitution  extend  only  to 
the  riffht  of  assessment  and  collection  of  rev- 
enue for  the  current  fiscal  year. 

It  was  held,  under  the  Constitution  of  1800, 
that  it  was  not  a  part  of  the  collector's  oflScial 
duty,  in  the  absence  of  statute,  to  collect  de 
linquent  taxes,  and  that  neither  he  nof  his 
sureties  were  liable  for  failure  to  do  so. 

State  V.  Harris,  52  Miss.  686. 

Taxes  for  schools  under  the  constitution  and 
laws  are  based  upon  the  annual  scheme. 

Foote  V.  Brown,  60  Miss.  -156:  Cowart  v.  Fox- 
worth,  67  Miss.  822. 

A  fortiori  this  rule  would  apply  to  assess- 
ors. 

With  these  judicial  interpretations  of  the 
Constitution  of  1860,  article  5,  section  21.  the 
Constitution  of  1800  was  made,  and  no  change 
in  this  regard  was  made. 

Under  the  Constitution  of  1860  the  legisla- 
ture had  power  to  provide  for  the  performauoe 
of  the  duties  of  the  assessor  when  the  assessor 
had  failed  to  perform  them  as  to  current  rev- 
enue. 

Wolfe  V.  Murphy,  60  Miss.  1 ;  Corburn  v. 
Crittenden,  62  mss.  135. 

Bv  section  618,  Code  1880,  the  legislature 
conferred  power  on  the  collector  to  assess 
where  the  assessor  had  failed  to  assess;  and 
this  for  the  fiscal  year,  out  after  the  delin- 
quency of  the  assessor. 

State  V.  Adler,  68  Miss.  487. 

If  the  collector  whose  duties  were  prescribed 
by  the  constitution  could  have  the  power  of 
assessment  conferred  on  him  by  the  legislature, 
and  if  the  board  of  supervisors  could  be  given 
power  to  appoint  assessors  to  perform  the 
duties  of  the  assessor  for  current  revenue,  it  is 
manifest  that  under  the  Constitution  of  1800 
the  legislature  had  the  power  to  provide  for 
the  assessment  of  revenue  made  delinquent 
through  the  failure  of  the  assessor. 

Even  judees  can  be  created  by  statute  to 
perform  Judicial  duties  which  the  constitu- 
tional judges  are  unable  to  perform;  such  as 
to  decide  cases  in  which  they  are  interested, 
etc. 
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GriMtead  v.  Buckley,  82  Miss.  148. 

Unless  another  method  is  prescribed  by  the 
constitution,  the  legislature  has  power  to  pro- 
vide for  assessments  of  overlooked  or  omitted 
property,  and  for  the  collection  of  these  assess- 
ments. 

Welty,  Assessments,  pp.  86,  37. 

On  the  same  principle  property  invalidly  as- 
sessed may  be  reassessed. 

Id.  $  m. 

In  Ctdar  Rapiffs  dh  M.  R,  Co.  v.  Carroll 
Cmnty,  41  Iowa,  158,  it  was  held  that,  as  the 
duty  was  imposed  on  the  citizen  to  make  the  re- 
turn for  assessment,  and  as  the  property  had 
escaped  by  reason  of  the  failure  to  perform 
this  duty,  and  as  the  treasurer  had  assessed  it 
for  back  taxes,  the  taxpayer  being  a  delinquent, 
could  not  complain  of  any  irregularity  m  the 


The  delinquent  taxpayer  cannot  complain 
for  he  has  refused  to  avail  of  the  constitution- 
al remedy  of  assessment  for  current  revenues, 
and,  by  his  default,  the  time  has  passed  for  ap- 
plication of  the  constitutional  scheme. 

MeUalfe  v.  P»rry,  66  Miss.  76. 

The  rights  of  the  state,  then,  are  only  to  be 
•cared  for.  The  scheme  provided  by  the  con- 
stitution having  been  willfully  abandoned  by 
the  taxpayer,  and  the  time  for  the  performance 
of  the  functions  of  his  ofl9ce  as  secured  by  the 
constitution  having  passed  by  the  assessor's 
default,  it  is  perfectly  competent  for  the  state 
in  protection  of  its  revenue  to  confer  the 
power  of  collection  of  its  revenue  upon  an- 
other by  statute,  and  to  prescribe  anv  method 
it  may  see  proper  to  devise  for  its  collection. 

Voughan  v.  Swapne,  56  Miss.  709. 

Mr.  R.  H*  Thompson*  also  for  appellant: 

Mr.  Tonella,  and  his  co-defendants,  are 
charged  in  the  declaration,  and  of  course  the 
demurrer  admits  the  charge,  to  have  so  con- 
ducted themselves  in  the  premises  to  deprive 
the  state.  county,and  city  of  the  revenue  which 
in  justice  and  in  right  ought  to  have  been  paid, 
and  thereby  they  have  increased  the  burden  to 
be  boroe  by  more  conscientious  citizens.  Have 
the  defendants  a  ri^ht  to  do  that  thing  ?  Sure- 
ly no  man  has  the  legal  or  moral  rig^t  to  do 
as  defendants  have  done;  their  conduct  is  con- 
trary to  good  morals,  and  wrong. 

SUiU  V.  AdUr,  68  Miss.  487. 

That  property  which  has  escaped  taxation 
can  afterwards  be  assessed  is,  under  the  de- 
cisions of  this  court,  beyond  dispute;  it  can  be 
done  by  the  assessor,  or  by  the  tax-collector. 
Can  it  be  done  by  any  other  officer  whom  the 
ledslatore  may  designate? 

The  opinion  in  French  v.  State,  52  Miss. 
759,  carefully  read  will  produce  the  conviction 
that  the  judge  who  delivered  it  would  not 
bave  decided  that  the  legislature  was  without 
power  to  provide  that,  after  the  assessor  and 
tax-collector  had  failed  to  collect  taxes,  they 
might  be  collected  by  some  other  officer. 

That  the  legislature  has  power  to  provide 
for  the  assessment  of  taxes 'not  paid  in  past 
yean  is  practically  illustrated  in  this  state,  and 
received  legislative  and  Judicial  sanction,  in 
case  of  the  Act  approved  April  8,  1888  (Laws 
1^,  p.  49).  and  the  case  of  Tagoo  dk  M.  V,  R. 
Co.  V.  Th<ma9,  65  Miss.  558. 

While  taxes  are  not  debts  in  the  ordinary 
sense,  neither  is  the  right  to  recover  for  a  tort 
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debt,  and  many  other  things  are  not  debts 
which  may  be  sued  for.  If  a  remedy  for  the 
collection  of  taxes  is  not  given,  an  action  will 
lie,  but  ^nerally  speaking  the  remedy,  as  by 
distress,  if  fdven,  is  regarded  as  exclusive.  See 
Cooley  on  Taxation,  13.  and  noie%.  The  au- 
thorities show  that  it  is  a  disputed  question 
whether  an  action  will  not  lie  for  delinquent 
taxes  in  any  and  all  cases,  even  if  a  remedy 
other  than  by  action  be  provided.  Surely  the 
legislature  may  provide  for  the  bringing  of 
such  suit.  Such  a  remedy  is  provided  by  sec- 
tions 4190  and  4191,  Annotated  Code. 

Surely  no  man,  not  even  Mr.  Tonella,  has  a 
vested  tight  to  do  wrong.  Claims  contrary  to 
justice  and  equity  cannot  be  regarded  as  of 
the  character  of  vested  rights. 

RandaU  v.  Krieger,  90  U.  S.  28  Wall. 
149,  28  L.  ed.  126. 

MesfTB,  Mnrrajr  F.  Smith  and  J.  Hirsh 
for  appellees. 

Cooper,  c/.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  is  a  suit  by  the  revenue  agent  of 
the  state,  Wirt  Adams,  against  Theodore 
Tonella,  a  resident  of  the  city  of  Vicksburg, 
in  the  county  of  Warren,  and  Brennan  and 
Sproules.  sheriff  and  assessor  of  said  county 
or  Warren,  and  Keirskv,  the  assessor  of  the 
city  of  Vicksburg.  The  declaration  avers 
that  during  the  year  1891  the  defendant 
Tonella  was  the  owner  of  certain  personal 
property,  to  wit,  ''notes,  accounts,  and  valid 
securities  for  loaned  money,  ^  of  the  value 
of  $7,200,  which  was  subject  to  assessment 
and  liable  to  taxation  for  said  year  in  said 
county  and  city ;  that  the  levy  for  state  and 
county  taxes  for  the  year  1891  was  12  mills 
on  each  dollar  of  taxable  property,  and  that 
for  city  taxes  was  20  mills  on  the  dollar ; 
that  it  was  the  duty  of  Tonella  to  return  said 
credits  for  assessment  and  taxation,  and  was 
also  the  duty  of  said  assessors  and  collectors 
to  have  caused  the  same  to  be  assessed  accord- 
ing to  law,  which  they  willfully  failed  and 
neglected  to  do ;  that  m  September,  A.  D. 
1892,  the  plaintiff,  as  by  law  he  was  au- 
thorized to  do,  assessed  the  said  credits  to  the 
defendant  Tonella,  and  reported  the  same  to 
the  proper  officers,  to  be  by  them  noted  on 
the  assessment  rolls,  and  crave  notice  of  his 
action  to  Tonella.  The  plaintiff  demanded 
judgment  against  Tonella  for  $144,  the 
amount  claimed  as  taxes  due  to  the  city  of 
Vicksburff,  and  for  $86.40  as  state  and  county 
taxes.  He  also  demanded  judgment  against 
Brennan,  the  sheriff,  and  Sproules,  the  county 
assessor,  and  Keirsky,  the  city  assessor,  for 
the  amount  of  the  commissions  to  which 
plaintiff  would  be  entitled  if  successful  in 
this  suit.  The  defendants  demurred,  and, 
their  demurrer  having  been  sustained,  the 
plaintiff  appeals. 

The  office  of  state  revenue  agent  is  created, 
or  the  statutes  relative  to  the  same  revised 
and  amended,  by  chapter  126  of  the  Code  of 
1892.  The  first  three  sections  of  the  chapter 
(4187-4189)  have  relation  to  the  creation, 
election,  and  qualification  of  tho  officer.  The 
last  nine  sections  relate  to  the  procedure  by 
the  agent  to  enforce  the  payment  of  taxes  after 
they  nave  been  imposed,  or  to  other  matters 
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not  now  necessary  to  review.  The  question 
involved  in  the  present  suit  arises  from  a  con- 
sideration of  sections  4190-4198,  which  are 
as  follows :  "  Sec.  4190.  After  the  expiration 
of  the  fiscal  year  in  which  the  taxes  become 
due  and  payable,  and  that,  too,  whether  the 
taxes  were  assessed  or  properly  assessed  or 
not,  the  revenue  agent  may  assesa.and  collect 
all  past-due  taxes,  whether  the  same  be 
caused  by  the  default  of  the  assessor,  tax  col- 
lector or  tax -payer ;  but  if  the  revenue  agent 
institute  suit  against  any  person  or  corpora- 
tion who  has  been  correctly  assessed,  and  the 
taxes  BO  assessed  paid,  he  shall  be  liable  on 
his  bond  to  such  person  or  corporation  for  all 
coses  and  expenses  incurred  in  defending  such 
suits,  if  the  judge  will  certify  that  the  suit 
was  frivolous,  or  that  there  was  no  ground 
for-  the  action.  Sec.  4191.  It  is  the  duty  of 
the  state  revenue  agent  to  investigate  the 
books,  accounts,  and  vouchers  of  all  fiscal 
officers  of  the  state,  and  of  every  county, 
municipality  and  levee  board,  and  to  sue  for, 
collect,"  and  pay  over  all  revenue  improperly 
withheld  from  either ;  and  he  has  power,  and 
it  is  his  duty,  to  proceed  against  all  such 
officers  and  their  sureties  b^  action  to  recover 
any  such  revenue ;  and  it  is  his  duty  to  pro- 
ceed, by  suit  in  the  proper  court,  against  all 
officers,  persons,  corporations,  companies  and 
associations  of  persons,  for  all  past-due  and 
unpaid  taxes  owing  to  the  state,  counties, 
municipalities  and  levee  boards,  whether  ad 
ixUoremy  privilege,  license,  poll  or  other,  and 
whether  assessed  or  properly  assessed  or  not, 
if  the  fiscal  year  in  which  the  same  ought  to 
have  been  paid  have  expired ;  and  his  duty  to 
proceed  by  suit  for  the  collection  of  any  such 
taxes  arises  whether  the  failure  to  pay  the 
taxes  originated  from  the  neglect  ot  failure 
of  any  officer  or  board  to  perform  his  or  its 
official  duty,  or  from  the  failure  of  any  per- 
son or  corporation  to  fully  give  in  his  or  its 
property  to  the  assessor,  or  at  a  sufficient 
valuation  or  otherwise.  But  his  right  and 
duty  to  collect  money  from  a  fiscal  officer, 
where  the  delinquency  appears  by  correct 
open  account  on  the  books  of  the  proper  ac- 
counting officer,  shall  only  arise  after  he  has 
given  thirty  days'  notice  to  the  officer  to  pay 
over  the  amount,  and  his  failure  to  do  so. 
Sec.  4192.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  state  revenue 
agent,  when  any  person,  corporation,  prop- 
erty, business,  occupation  or  calling  liable 
to  an  o/f  valorem  or  privilege  tax  has  escaped 
or  shall  escape  taxation  by  reason  of  not  be- 
ing assessed  or  of  not  being  demanded,  or 
otherwise,  to  assess  the  same  as  the  tax-col- 
lector is  authorized  to  do,  and  to  collect 
and  pay  over  the  taxes  thereon  in  like  cases. 
He  shall  report  all  additional  assessments, 
in  writing,  to  the  tax-collector,  whose  duty 
it  will  be  to  enter  the  same  on  the  assess- 
ment-roll, as  in  case  of  an  assessment  by 
him,  only  he  shall  note  that  the  assessment 
is  made  by  the  state  revenue  agent.  The 
taxes  on  all  such  additional  assessments  may 
be  recovered  by  the  state  revenue  agent  by 
action,  if  not  paid  within  ten  days  after 
notice  to  the  party  assessed,  if  he  be  a  resi- 
dent of  the  state,  or,  if  a  nonresident,  within 
ten  days  after  the  date  of  the  assessments ; 
and  the  proceedings  may  be  against  the  per- 
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son  or  property  assessed,  or  both.  Sec.  4193. 
The  state  revenue  agent  shall  not  assess  taxes- 
accruing  prior  to  the  year  1886 ;  and  in  all 
cases  the  burden  of  proof  shall  be  on  the 
agent  to  show  that  the  property  or  person 
was  not  assessed,  or  properly  assessed ;  and 
the  person  assessed  or  reassessed  shall  have 
ten  days'  notice,  in  writing,  before  bringing 
suit.  But  when  the  revenue  agent  shall  think 
property  which  has  been  assessed  and  ap- 
proved b}'  the  board  of  supervisors,  has  been 
improperly  assessed,  he  shall  notify  the  board 
of  supervisors,  and  summon  the*^  party  as- 
sessed to  appear  before  it  for  a  rehearing. 
The  board  shall  hear  both  parties,  and  decide 
the  matter  of  difference,  from  which  either 
party  may  appeal. "  Section  112  of  the  Con- 
stitution of  1890  declares  as  fol  lows :  ^  Taxa- 
tion shall  be  uniform  and  equal  throughout 
the  state.  Property  shall  be  taxed  in  propor- 
tion to  its  value.  .  .  .  Property  shall  be 
assessed  for  taxes  under  general  laws,  and  by 
uniform  rules,  according  to  its  true  value." 
Under  the  Constitution  of  1869,  the  provision 
was  that  **  taxation  shall  be  equal  and  uniform 
throughout  the  state.  All  property  shall  be 
taxed  in  proportion  to  its  value,  to  be  as- 
certained as  directed  by  law. "  Article  12, 
§  20.  By  section  21,  article  5,  of  the  Con- 
stitution of  1869,  it  was  provided:  "A 
sheriff,  coroner,  treasurer,  assessor  and  sur- 
veyor shall  be  elected  in  each  county  by  the 
qualified  electors  thereof,  who  shall  hold 
their  officers  for  two  years,  unless  sooner  re- 
moved." Section  138  of  the  Constitution  of 
1890  is  as  follows:  "The  sheriff,  coroner, 
treasurer,  assessor,  surveyor,  clerks  of  courts 
and  members  of  the  board  of  supervisors  of 
the  several  counties,  and  all  other  officers 
exercising  local  jurisdiction  therein,  shall  be 
selected  in  the  manner  provided  by  law  for 
each  county." 

The  provisions  of  our  revenue  laws  for  the 
assessment  of  property  for  taxation,  aside 
from  those  of  chapter  126  of  the  Code  of  1892, 
now  under  consideration,  have  remained 
practically  unchanged  since  the  adoption  of 
the  Code  of  1871.  Every  pjerson  owning 
property  subject  to  taxation  is  required  to 
render  a  schedule  thereof,  with  its  value, 
under  oath,  and  upon  a  form  supplied  by  the 
assessor.  If  the  property  inventoried  is,  in 
the  opinion  of  the  assessor,  undervalued,  he 
is  required  to  make  report  thereof  tn  the 
board  of  supervisors  under  oath,  and  he  may 
add  to  his  roll  any  property  discovered  by  him 
not  returned  by  the  owner.  At  stated  times, 
fixed  by  law,  the  board  of  supervisors  met  to 
examine,  correct,  and  equalize  the  assess- 
ments, and,  this  being  done,  they  enter  an 
order  approving  the  rolls.  Any  person  feel- 
ing himself  aggrieved  by  any  order  of  the 
board  in  reference  to  the  assessment  of  prop- 
erty may  appeal  to  the  circuit  court.  Two 
copies  of  the  roll,  as  approved  by  the  board, 
are  then  made  by  the  clerk  of  the  board,  one 
of  which  is  delivered  to  the  collector  and  the 
other  to  the  auditor,  the  original  remaining 
in  the  office  of  the  clerk.  The  roll  delivered 
to  the  collector  is  the  authority  by  which  he 
collects  the  taxes  levied.  It  is  also  provided 
by  law  that  the  collector  may  add  to  the  roll 
any  property  he  may  discover  as  unassessed 
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After  the  roll  comes  to  his  possession,  mak- 
ing return  of  such  additional  assessment  to 
tbe  board  of  supervisors.  If  at  any  time  the 
assessor  shall  discover  that  any  person  or 
property  has  escaped  taxation  in  former 
years,  it  is  his  duty  to  assess  the  same,  mak- 
ing due  return  thereof  with  his  next  assess- 
ment, and  giving  the  person  w4io,  or  whose 
property,  is  thus  asse^ed,  notice  thereof,  if 
he  be  a  resident  of  the  county.  The  primary 
purpose,  in  all  just  schemes  of  taxation,  is 
to  distribute  its  burdens  equally  and  uni- 
formly  upon  all  persons  and  property,  and 
the  requirement  of  our  constitution  that  all 
property  shall  be  taxed  in  proportion  to  its 
Talue,  is  but  the  statement  in  another  form 
of  tbe  provision  that  taxation  shall  be  equal 
and  uniform.  If  all  property  was  assessed 
at  one  half  or  one  third  its  value,  the  rule 
of  uniformity  of  taxation  would  not  be  dis- 
turbed. But  the  constitution,  in  providing 
for  the  office  of  assessor,  and  con%iing  the 
office  to  territorial  limits  of  his  county,  di- 
vided the  state  into  as  many  taxing  districts 
as  there  are  counties ;  and  since,  ii  one  rule 
of  valuation  should  be  adopted  in  one  county 
and  another  in  another,  there  would  not  be 
equality  of  taxation,  it  prescribed  the  stand- 
ard of  valuation  for  all  property  in  all  the 
counties  should  be  the  real  value.  The  office 
of  assessor,  spoken  of  in  section  188  of  the 
Constitution,  is  one  of  known  and  settled 
functions ;  and  in  providing  that  an  assessor 
should  be  selected,  in  the  manner  provided 
by  law,  for  each  county,  it  is  to  be  presumed 
that  the  framers  of  that  instrument  intended 
to  provide  for  the  performance  by  him,  sub- 
stantially at  least,  of  those  duties  which  have 
hitherto  pertained  to  his  office.  French  v. 
Siaie,  52  Miss.  760.  The  constitution  de- 
clares the  rule  of  uniformitv  and  equality  of 
taxation.  It  fixes  the  standard  of  valuation 
by  which  the  rule  shall  be  preserved  and  en- 
forced. It  provides  for  the  selection  of  an 
officer  for  each  county  to  perform  the  duties 
of  assessing  persons  and  property.  It  is  silent 
as  to  details,  leaving  to  the  legislature  the 
power  and  duty  of  formulating  the  scheme 
of  taxation,  subject  to  the  restrictions  im- 
posed by  the  general  provisions  it  does 
c^mtain.  Unquestionably,  the  constitution 
contemplates  and  requires  an  assessment  of 
property  as  a  condition  of  its  taxation.  As- 
^ssment  is  the  listing  and  valuation  of  prop- 
erty liable  to  taxation  according  to  law.  It 
is  essential  for  the  apportionment  of  all  od 
mUrrem  taxes.  Cooley,  Taxn.  259.  And  an 
assessment  can  only  be  made  by  the  officer 
designated  by  law  to  make  it.  Welty,  As- 
sessments, §  10.  When  the  constitution  de- 
volves that  duty  upon  a  particular  person, 
tlie  legislature  may  not  substitute  another. 
Ihid.,  i%opfe  V.  Kelsey,  84  Cal.  473 ;  PeopU  v. 
/fMftn^,  29  Cal.  450 ;  PeojOe  v.  Sa/rgent,  44 
<*al.  434:  Haughttm  v.  AtMtin,  47  Cal.  646; 
Richmond  &  D.  R.  Co.  v.  Orange  County 
f'omn.  74  N.  C.  506 ;  WUmingttm,  G.  <fe  A. 
R.  Co.  V.  Brunswick  County  Comrs.  72  N.  C. 

to. 

In  Houghton  v.  Austin,  above  cited,  the 
rule  that  the  legislature  could  not  devolve 
the  duty  of  assessing  property  upon  any  other 
tribunal  or  officer  than  tbe  assessor  provided 
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for  by  the  constitution  was  carried  to  the  ex- 
tent of  annulling  a  law  creating  a  state  board 
for  equalization  of  taxation  among  the  sev< 
eral  counties  of  the  state. 

It  is  said  by  counsel  for  appellant  that  the 
power  of  the  legislature  to  devolve  the  du- 
ties of  the  assessor  upon  others  has  been  rec- 
ognized in  many  decisions  of  this  court. 
First,  it  is  said  that  in  Wolje  v.  Murphy,  60 
Miss.  1,  the  Act  of  March  5,  1878,  which 
provided  that.  If  the  assessor  should  fail  to 
complete  his  roll  as  required  by  law,  the 
board  of  supervisors  should  "*  appoint  some 
suitable  person  to  make  and  complete  such 
assessment-rolls,  in  the  same  manner  as  the 
assessor  is  required  by  law  to  do, "  was  held 
to  be  a  valid  exercise  of  legislative  power ; 
and,  second,  that  in  State  v.  Alder,  68  Miss. 
487.  the  authority  of  the  collector  to  assess 
such  persons  or  property  as  had  been  omitted 
by  the  assessor,  as  directed  by  section  518  of 
the  Code  of  1880,  was  also  upheld.  It  would 
be  sufficient  to  reply  that  in  neither  of  these 
cases  was  the  validity  of  the  legislation 
challenged  by  counsel,  or  adverted  to  by  the 
court.  But  it  is  to  be  observed  that  the  stat- 
utes construed  in  these  cases  have  existed  in 
this  state  since  the  year  1846  (Elut^h.  Code, 
pp.  185-189,  §§  9-28),  and  were  in  operation 
at  the  adoption  both  of  the  Constitution  of 
1869  and  of  1890.  The  Code  of  1857  provided 
that,  upon  failure  of  the  assessor  to  make 
and  return  his  roll  as  required  by  law,  the 
board  should  have  power  to  remove  him  from 
office,  and  to  appoint  some  suitable  person  to 
complete  the  roll ;  and  in  Wolfe  v.  Murphy, 
this  court  assumed,  without  expressly  de- 
ciding, that  the  effect  of  the  Act  of  1878  was 
to  authorize  the  board  to  declare  the  office 
vacant  pro  tempore,  and  to  appoint  an  in- 
cumbent. The  provisions  of  the  statute  au- 
thorizing boards  of  supervisors  to  appoint  a 
suitable  person  to  make  the  assessment  when 
the  assessor  has  failed  to  discharge  his  duty, 
and  conferring  power  on  the  sheriff  to  add 
persons  or  property  to  the  roll  which  have 
been  omitted  by  the  assessor,  are  widely 
different  'in  their  scope,  purpose,  and  effect 
from  the  scheme  provided  by  chapter  126  of 
the  Code  in  relation  to  the  state  revenue 
ag^nt.  They  are  provisions  to  meet  emer- 
gencies, and  displace  as  little  of  the  ma- 
chinery by  which  a  general  and  uniform 
plan  of  assessment  is  carried  on  throughout 
the  state  as  is  possible.  They  substitufe  one 
local  officer  for  another,  and  in  case  of  the 
appointed  assessor,  at  least,  the  duties  he 
performs  are  precisely  those  which  should 
have  been  performed  by  the  assessor,  and  are 
subject  to  the  same  supervision  by  the  board 
of  supervisors.  But  chapter  126  of  the  Code 
displaces  the  whole  scheme  of  taxation.  It 
substitutes  a  state  officer  provided  for  by  law 
for  the  local  officer  designated  by  the  consti- 
tution. All  idea  of  equality  and  uniformity 
of  taxation,  and  of  assessment  of  property 
"under  general  laws  and  by  uniform  rules, 
according  to  its  true  value,"  is  abandoned, 
and  the  discretion  of  the  officer  is  the  limit 
of  his  power.  Every  judgment  of  every 
board  of  supervisors  since  the  year  1886  is, 
in  effect,  nullified.  Any  citizen  whose  horse 
or  cow  or  land   or  other  property  has  been 
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asBessed  in  all  these  years,  and  who  has  paid 
his  taxes  according  to  such  assessment,  is 
subject  to  be  proceeded  against  by  the  agent. 
It  is  indeed,  the  imperative  duty  of  the  of- 
ficer to  proceed  in  all  cases  which,  in  his 
opinion,  the  valuation  of  property,  as  fixed 
by  the  taxpayer  and  the  assessor  and  approved 
by  the  supervisors,  was  too  little.  Never 
before  in  the  history  of  this  state  have  such 
onerous  duties  been  imposed  upon,  or  such 
unlimited  power  vested  in,  a  single  person. 
We  have  said  that  all  idea  of  equality  and 
uniformity  of  taxation  is  abandoned.  This 
is  true,  ii  the  scheme  is  in  its  nature  such 
that  its  practical  operation  must  be  effectual 
only  in  exceptional  instances ;  for,  if  this  be 
true,  the  law,  though  in  form,  is  not  in  ef- 
fect, a  general  law,  prescribing  uniform  rules 
for  the  assessment  of  property  of  all  the  cit- 
izens of  the  state.  If  the  approval  of  values, 
as  they  have  been  fixed  by  the  authorities 
charged  with  that  duty,  on  all  the  rolls 
since  the  year  1886,  could  be  nullified  by 
the  legislature,  it  would  yet  be  necessary 
that  any  scheme  in  which  no  provision  is 
made  for  preserving  uniformity  and  equality 
of  taxation  would  violate  the  constitutional 
provisions  by  which  such  equality  and  uni- 
formity is  declared.  Now,  if  the  revenue 
agent  may  proceed  against  any  taxpayer, 
wnose  property,  in  his  opinion,  has  been  un- 
dervalued, he  must  do  so,  unless  his  arbitrary 
discretion  may  be  substituted  for  the  legis- 
lative will.  Nor  can  he  proceed  against  one 
and  refuse  to  proceed  against  another  stand- 
ing in  the  same  condition.  But  the  agent 
cannot  determine  whether  property  has  been 
undervalued  in  former  years  unless  he  shall 
and  can  inform  himself  of  its  then  condition 
and  value,  and  this,  being  a  matter  of  fact, 
must  be  decided  u^on  by  some  sort  of  evi- 
dence. No  provision  is,  however,  made 
for  the  investigation  and  decision  of  this 
preliminary  fact,  and  the  proceeding,  when 
instituted,  must  rest  upon  the  mere  unin- 
structed  discretion  of  the  officer.  The  ques- 
tion of  value  is  one  of  the-  moot  difficult 
of  solution  in  the  administration  o'f  the  law. 
One  man  may  value  an  article  at  one  price, 
and  another  at  another,  and  all  be  equally 
honest  in  their  action  ;  but  it  is  also  a  relative 
question,  for  the  value  of  one  horse  or  cow 
or  tract  of  land  is  largely  determinable  by 
the  value  of  other  horses  and  cows  and  lands 
at  the  same  time  and  place.  When  the  agent 
proceeds  to  re- examine  the  value  of  property 
assessed  in  years  past,  no  just  conclusion 
could  be  reached  without  consideration  of  the 
property  of  others  assessed  on  the  same  roll. 
If  the  valuation  of  the  property  of  one  man 
is  increased,  so,  also,  must  be  that  of  every 
other  man,  if  it  has  been  undervalued  ;  other- 
wise, the  principle  of  uniformity  and 
equality  is  departea  from.  It  is  to  be  re- 
membered that,  in  all  the  assessments  which 
are  reopened  by  the  law  under  consideration, 
the  boards  of  supervisors  had  been  charged 
with  the  duty  of  examining  and  equalizing 
the  rolls ;  and  if  this  was  aone,  as  must  be 
presumed,  any  action  by  the  revenue  agent 
in  changing  one  assessment  would  disturb 
the  unirormity  and  equality  of  the  burden, 
unless  his  jurisdiction  may  be  considered  as 
22L.R.A. 


a  revisory  one,  and  his  finding  of  the  fact  of 
undervaluation  of  particular  properly  be  con- 
sidered as  a  judicial  determination  that  all 
other  property  appearing  thereon  had  been 
assessed  at  its  true  value.  It  has  long  since 
been  decided  in  this  state  that  it  is  not  within 
the  legislative  power  to  provide  by  re- 
troactive legislation  for  the  reopening  of 
judgments  final  in  their  nature,  and  under 
which  rijrhts  had  become  vested.  Hooker  v. 
Hooker y  10  SmedesA  M.  599.  AJortioH,  can 
it  not  annul  them  by  a  mere  legislative  dec- 
laration? 

When  we  consider  the  duty  and  power  of 
the  agent  to  collect  taxes  on  property  which 
has  escaped  taxation,  the  provisions  of  the 
law  are  found  yet  more  objectionable.  As 
to  such  property,  the  agent,  without  notice 
to  the  taxpayer,  and  without  giving  him  an 
opportunity  to  be  heard,  determines  that 
certain  property,  of  a  certain  valuation, 
should  ^  assessed  against  a  particular  per- 
son. He  thereupon  notifies  the  collector  to 
place  such  property  on  the  roll,  and  having 
given  the  owner  ten  days*  notice  of  his  ac- 
tion, may,  in  default  of  payment  of  the  tax 
claimed,  proceed  by  suit  to  recover  tbe 
amount.  It  is  true  the  act  calls  this  an  '* as- 
sessment, "  but  it  is  not  such  in  fact.  No  op- 
portunity to  be  heard  in  reference  to  the  as- 
sessment is  afforded  to  the  citizen.  His  first 
information  is  that  his  property  has  been  as- 
sessed bj  the  ex  parte  act  of  the  agent,  and 
a  liability  fixed  upon  him,  upon  which  suit 
will  be  brought  unless  immolate  payment 
is  made.  He  must,  it  is  true,  be  summoned 
to  defend  the  suit  at  law,  and  may  then  dis- 
prove the  legality  of  the  assessment,  whicli 
becomes  final  against  him  only  upon  full 
hearing  before  the  court.  But  the  question 
is,  not  whether  the  assessment  is  conclusive 
against  the  citizen  when  the  suit  is  brought, 
but  it  is  whether  he  may  be  subjected  to  a 
suit  at  all  unless  a  tax  is  due  by  him  at  the 
time,  and  whether  a  tax  is  ever  due  until  as- 
sessment is  duly  made,  in  conformity  to  the 
constitution.  Either  what  the  agent  does  be- 
fore suit  brought  is  an  assessment  of  the 
f property,  fixing  liability  for  its  taxes,  which 
lability  is  the  foundation  and  support  of 
the  suit  at  law,  or  there  is  no  assessment  iit 
all  preceding  the  suit;  and  the  anomaly  is 
presented  of  an  action  on  a  nonexisting  cause 
of  action,  with  power  in  the  plaintiff  to 
create,  pending  the  action,  the  right  of  ac- 
tion on  which  the  suit  rests. 

We  are  not  certain  that  we  appreciate  the 
precise  position  of  counsel.  The  assumption 
runs  throughout  their  briefs  that  a  person 
owning  property  which  has  not  been  assessed 
is  a  delinquent,  who  cannot  complain  of  any 
legislation  having  for  its  purpose  the  taxa- 
tion of  the  property.  Counsel  do  not  ex- 
pressly declare  that  such  persons  are  not  en- 
titled to  the  protection  of  the  constitution, 
but  they  suggest  that,  having  failed  to  obey 
the  law  by  giving  in  their  property  for  taxa- 
tion when  all  other  property  was  assessed, 
such  delinquents  should  be  left  to  be  dealt 
with  at  the  discretion  of  the  legislature.  Bat 
the  fact  that  such  persons  may  have  violated 
the  law,  eitJier  by  neglecting  or  willfully 
refusing  to  return  their  property  for  taxatiour 
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is  no  reason  why  constitutional  safeguards 
provided  for  the  protection  of  all  classes 
shoald  be  destroyea  or  ignored.  The  ques- 
tion is  not  one  of  policy,  but  of  power ; 
uid,  if  it  is  competent  for  the  legislature  to 
dispense  with  an  assessment  of  property  as 
to  one  class,  it  would  be  equally  within  its 
power  to  dispense  with  it  for  any  or  all  other 
classes.  It  is  not  too  much  to  say  that,  if  it 
were  possible  for  one  man  to  perform  the 
duties  of  the  office  of  revenue  agent  accord- 
ing to  the  provisions  of  the  Code,  there  are 
not  enough  courts  in  all  the  states  to  de- 
teraiine  in  a  lifetime  the  suits  which  would 
be  brought  in  one  year.  But  it  is  obvious 
that  no  purpose  is  disclosed  of  preserving 


the  rule  of  uniformity  and  equality  pre- 
scribed by  the  constitution.  The  eviaent 
purpose  is  to  vest  power  in  the  agent  to  sue 
m  the  most  flagrant  instances  of  undervalua- 
tion of  property  heretofore  taxed,  or  of  non- 
assessment.  Each  case  stands  separate  and 
distinct  from  each  other,  and,  in  lieu  of  the 
.local  agencies  provided  by  the  constitution, 
witli  local  tribunals  for  equalization  of  • 
values,  the  scheme  of  the  act  is  to  vest  un- 
limited power  and  discretion  in  a  state  officer,, 
with  a  trial  by  jury  in  each  suit  to  finally 
settle  the  question  of  valuation.  This  is  a 
total  departure  from  the  scheme  of  the  con- 
stitution, and  it  is  therefore  invalid. 
The  judgment  is  ajfirmed. 


PENNSYLVANIA  SUPREME  COURT. 


Rosa  FLEMING 

V 

PITTSBURGH.  CINCINNATI,  CHICAGO 
&  ST.  LOUIS  R.  CO.,  Appt, 

(158  Pa.  lao.) 

No  preramptioii  of  neg^llgenee  on  the 
mut  of  a  railroad  eompany  arlsefl 
von  li^Jnrj  to  a  |»— eager  by  the  fall  up- 
on a  train  of  a  rock  which  became  detached  from 
the  natural  blUside  more  than  800  teet  from  the 
top  of  the  cut  through  which  the  railroad  ran. 

(October  80, 1808.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  for  Wash- 
iofttOD  Couotj  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an 
action  brought  to  recover  damages  for  the 
death  of  plaintiffs  daughter  while  a  passenger 
in  the  defendant's  cars,  which  was  uleged  to 
have  been  caused  by  defendant's  negligence. 
BeKned. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Hems.  A.  M.  Todd  and  £.  T.  Breck,for 
appellant: 

Where  a  passenger  is  injured,  either  by  any- 
thing done  or  omitted  by  the  carrier,  its  em- 
ployes or  anything  connected  with  the  appli- 
aQ(X8  of  transportation,  the  burden  of  proof  is 
upon  the  carrier  to  show  that  such  injury  was 
in  noway  the  result  of  its  negligence.  But  to 
throw  this  burden  upon  the  carrier,  it  must 
first  be  shown  that  the  injury  complained  of 
Tesulted  from  the  breaking  of  machinery,  col- 
lision, derailment  of  cars,  or  something  im- 
proper or  unsafe  in  the  conduct  of  the  busi- 
ness or  in  the  appliances  of  transportation. 

Tk€fmasyr.  Phdaddphia  dh R.  R,  Co.  15  L.  R 
A  416, 148  Pa.  180. 

The  plaintiff  did  not  show  anything  done  or 
omitted  to  be  done  by  the  carrier  or  its  em- 
Ployte,  causing  the  accident:  there  was  no 
'*  breaking  of  macfiinerv,  collision,  derailment 
of  cars,  or  something  improper  or  unsafe  in 
the  oo&dact  of  the  business  or  in  the  appliances 
of  transportation,"  and  if  a  nonsuit  had  been 
ttkcd  for  it  must  haye  been  granted. 

iff.  H«  L.  A.  MeCraekeiit  for  appellee: 


The  mere  happening  of  an  injurious  accident 
raises  prima  facie  a  presumption  of  neglect 
and  throws  upon  the  carrier  the  onus  of  show- 
ing it  did  not  exist. 

iMing  V.  Colder,  8  Pa.  482,  49  Am.  Dec.  683. 

When  a  passenger  in  a  railroad  train  is  in- 
jured without  fault  on  his  part,  the  law  pre- 
sumes negligence  in  the  carrier,  and  the  burden 
is  on  the  carrier  to  disprove  the  plaintiff's 
prima  facia  case. 

LiUU  SchuyUeiU  Nav.  dt  R.  Coal  Co,  v.  JVor- 
ton,  24  Pa.  469.  64  Am.  Dec.  672;  Meier  y. 
Pennsylvania  R,  Co.  64  Pa.  226.  8  Am.  Rep. 
581;  Philadelphia  <fe  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Anderson,  94 
Pa.  851.  39  Am.  Rep.  787. 

In  SuUivan  y.  Philadelphia  dfc  5.  i?.  Cb. ,  SO* 
Pa.  284,  72  Am.  Dec.  698,  this  court  held, 
there  was  "  something  improper  or  unsafe  in 
the  conduct  of  the  business  or  in  the  appliances 
of  transportation;"  and  that  "  something"  waa 
a  cow  that  had  wandered  onto  the  track. 

In  Spear  y.  Philadelphia,  W.dB.R  Co.,  119 
Pa.  61,  there  was  an  explosion  of  some  foreign 
substance  on  a  steamboiat  owned  and  operated 
by  the  railroad,  by  which  the  plaintiff's  hus- 
band was  killed.  The  explosion  was  in  no 
way  connected  with  the  boilers  or  any  part  of 
the  machinery  of  the  boat.  The  supreme 
court  says:  **The  evidence  of  the  plaintiff, 
with  the  legal  presumption arrising  therefrom, 
made  a  case  of  negligence  on  which  the  plain- 
tiff was  entitled  to  recover  when  her  case 
closeti." 

This  (question  has  recently  been  determined 
in  plaintiff's  favor  by  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States,  in  Oleeson  v.  Virginia  Mid- 
land R.  Co.  140  U.  S.  486,  35  L.  ed.  469. 

It  is  no  defense  that  the  stone  which  killed 
the  plainti^s  daughter  came  from  a  point  on 
the  hill  wnich  did  not  belong  to  the  defendant, 
and  in  which  it  had  no  right  of  possession. 

Gates  V.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  16  L.  R.  A. 
564. 150  Pa.  68. 

The  plaintiff  haying  made  out  a  prima  facie 
case,  it  could  not  be  taken  from  the  jury. 

SuUivan  v.  Philadelphia  dh  R.  R.  Co.  supra; 
Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Weiss,  87  Pa.  449; 
Spear  v.  Philadelphia,  W.  dk  B.  R.  Co.  supra. 


NoTB.— The  limltatioa  In  the  above  caae  of  the 
premnptkm  of  negligeDce  on  the  part  of  a  carrier 
^hen  a  puKoirer  Is  injured  Is  an  interesting  addi- 
tion to  the  subject  aa  very  fully  shown  in  Bamow- 
aUKA. 


ski  V.  Helflon  (Mich.)  15  L.  R.  A.  88,  and  note^  with 
the  later  case  of  Spellmao  v.  Lincoln  Rapid  Transit 
Go.  (Neb.)  20 L.  R.  A.  818. 
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Thompson,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  first  two  assignments  of  error  are  based 
upon  the  refusal  of  the  learned  judge  to 
charge  as  .follows :  First.  **The  burden  of 
proof  is  on  the  plaintiff  to  show  that  the 
•death  of  her  daughter  was  caused  by  the  de- 
fendant ;  and,  under  the  circumstances  of  the 
present  case,  the  burden  resting  on  the  plain- 
tiff is  not  satisfied  by  the  mere  presumption 
of  negligence  which  sometimes  arises  against 
the  carrying  company  when  a  passenger  is 
killed  or  Injured.'"  Second.  "Under  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  present  case,  the  burden  of 
proof  is  not  shiftea  from  the  plaintiff  by  the 
mere  fact  that  her  daughter  was  killed  while 
a  passenger  on  the  de&ndant*s  railroad ;  but 
the  plaintiff  must  show  such  facts  as  will 
connect  the  defendant,  or  its  servants,  or  some 
of  the  appliances  of  transportation,  with  the 
happening  of  the  injury.^ 

Authority  need  scarcely  be  cited  that  where 
an  injury  occurs  to  a  passenger  in  con- 
sequence of  something  done  or  not  done,  con- 
nected with  the  appliances  of  transportation, 
there  arises  the  presumption  of  negligence, 
which  the  carrier  is  required  to  rebut.  This 
presumption  necessarily  arises  from  the  con- 
tract of  carriage,  under  which  the  passenger 
passively  trusts  himself  to  the  safety  of  the 
carrier's  means  of  transportation,  and  to  the 
skill,  diligence,  and  care  of  his  servants,  and 
by  which  the  carrier,  in  consideration  of  the 
fare,  undert:ikes  to  carry  safely,  and,  to  do 
so,  to  furnish  the  best  means  and  appliances 
for  the  purpose,  and  competent,  skillful,  and 
•diligent  servants.  An  accident  connected 
wixh  them  raises  the  presumption  that  they 
were  not  such,  and  that  the  carrier  was  guilty 
of  negligence.  But  if  the  accident  has  no 
connection  with  the  appliances  or  machinery, 
--if  it  is  so  disconnected  with  the  operation 
of  the  business  of  the  carrier  as  not  to  involve 
the  safety  or  sufficiency  of  the  instru- 
mentalities, or  the  negligence  of  his  serv- 
ants,— no  such  presumption  arises,  and  the 
burden  of  proof  to  show  negligence  is  upon 
the  plaintiff,  who  avers  it.  in  Thomas  v. 
Philadelphia  d  K  R.  Co.,  148  Pa.  183,  15  L. 
R.  A.  416,  where  the  accident  occurred  to  a 
passenger  seated  at  an  open  window,  who  was 
struck  by  a  missile  causing  the  injury,  and 
where  there  was  no  evidence  as  to  how  the 
missile  came  to  Ik^  thrown,  Mr.  Chief  JvMiee 
Paxson  said  :  "  The  rule  appears  to  he  that, 
where  a  passenger  is  injured,  either  by  any- 
thing done  or  omitted  by  the  carrier,  its  em- 
ployes, or  anything  connected  with  the  ap- 
pliances of  transportation,  the  burden  of 
proof,  is  upon  the  carrier  to  sho^  that  such 
injury  was  in  no  way  the  result  of  its  neg- 
ligence. But,  to  throw  its  burden  upon  the 
carrier,  it  must  first  be  shown  that  the  injury 
complained  of  resulted  from  the  breaking  of 
machinery,  collision,  derailment  of  cars,  or 
something  improper  or  unsafe  in  the  conduct 
•of  the  business,  or  in  the  appliances  of  trans- 
portation." 

In  the  present  case,  it  is  not  shown  that  the 
accident  was  in  consequence  of  a  defect  in 
any  of  the  appliances  or  machinery  used,  or 
of  the  negligence  of  appellant's  employes  in 
22  L.  R.A. 


their  conduct  of  the  train.  It  was  the  result 
of  a  rock  becoming  detached,  and  falling 
upon  the  train,  while  passing  a  point  where 
the  hill  descends  precipitously  to  the  track. 
From  it,  at  the  place  of  the  accident,  to  the 
top  of  the  hill,  is  a  distance  of  456  feet.  The 
cut  for  the  railroad  extends  upward  38  feet, 
and  above  it  is  the  natural  hill.  The  rock 
which  fell  started  at  about  100. feet  from  the 
top  of  the  hill,  bounded  down  some  40  feet, 
struck,  again  bounded  20  or  30  feet ;  making 
four  bounds  before  it  struck  the  train,  and 
caused  the  death  of  the  appellee's  daughter. 
It  is  clear  that  the  fall  of  the  rock  was  in  no 
way  connected  with  the  appliances  or  mach- 
inery used  in  the  operation  of  the  road,  or  the 
acts  of  the  employ 63  in  the  conduct  of  the 
train,  or  in  the  construction  of  the  road,  and 
therefore  there  is  no  presumption  of  negli- 
gence on  the  part  of  appellants.  But  ap- 
F»ellee  contends  that  the  presumption  of  neg- 
igence  arises  in  this  case,  and  m  support  of 
her  contention  cites  the  following  cases: 
auUimn  v.  Philadelphia  <&  B,  R  Co.,  90  Pa. 
284,  72  Am.  Dec.  698.  In  this  case  the  ac- 
cident was  caused  by  a  cow  upon  defendant's 
track  ;  and  the  opinion  indicates  that,  in  the 
conduct  of  its  business,  it  waa  the  dutv  of 
the  company  to  fence  the  track,  or  enforce 
the  owner's  obligation  to  keep  his  cattle  at 
home.  Spea^  v.  Philadelphia,  W.  d  B.  B. 
Co.  119  Pa.  68.  In  this  case,  Mr,  Ju^iee 
Williams  says :  **The  person  injured  was  a 
passenger.  The  injury  occurred  after  the 
carriage  had  begun,  and  the  cause  of  the  in- 
jury was  an  explosion  on  the  boat  which  was 
the  vehicle  or  instrument  of  carriage,  and 
which  was  under  the  exclusive  care  and  con- 
trol of  defendant's  servants."  Oleeson  v. 
Virgina  Midland  R.  Co.,  140  U.  8.  485.  35 
L.  ed.  459.  In  this  case,  the  accident  was 
caused  by  a  landslide  in  a  cut  some  15  or  20 
feet  deep.  In  the  opinion  of  the  court,  it 
is  said :  "*  The  railroad  eut  is  as  much  apart 
of  the  railroad  structure  as  is  the  fill.  They 
are  both  necessary,  and  both  are  intended  for 
one  result,  which  is  the  production  of  a  level 
track  over  which  the  trams  may  be  propelled. 
The  cut  is  made  by  the  company,  no  less 
than  the  fill ;  and  the  banks  are  not  the  result 
of  natural  causes,  but  of  the  direct  interven- 
tion of  the  company's  work.  If  it  be  the 
duty  of  the  company  (as  it  unquestionably 
is),  in  the  erection  of  the  fills  and  the  nec- 
essary bridges,  to  so  construct  them  that  they 
shall  be  reasonably  safe,  and  to  maintain 
them  in  a  reasonably  safe  condition,  no  reason 
can  he  assigned  why  the  same  duty  should 
not  exist  in  regard  to  the  cuts."  Thus,  the 
cause  of  the  accident  was  connected  with  the 
construction  of  the  road.  The  difference  be- 
tween the  cases  cited  and  the  present  one  is 
clear.  In  them,  the  cause  of  the  accident 
was  connected  with  the  means  and  appliances 
of  transportation,  and  the  construction  of  the 
road ;  and,  in  this,  it  was  disconnected  with 
them". 

As  the  first  two  assignments  of  error  are 
sustained,  it  is  not  necessary  to  discuss  the 
others. 

Tfie  judgment  is  rerersed,  and  a  wnire  facias 
de  novo  awarded. 
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COMMONWEALTH  of  PennsyWania. 

V, 

Rolla  LINN  a  al. 

(158  Fa.  8&) 

An  mdietment  la  insnllloieiit  to  eharge 
a  eonmon-law  niriamnre  bjr  priifiuie 


•weaHiif^  and  euraiiig^*  unless  the  profane 
laniTuage  Is  ctaarved  to  have  been  uttered  in  the 
presence  and  wlthtn  the  hearing  of  citizens  pres- 
ent, although  it  is  alleged  that  it  occurred  on 
the  public  streets  and  bigbwajrs. 

(October  80, 1808.) 

APPEAL  by  the  CommoD wealth    from  a 
judgmeDt  of  the  Court  of  Quarter  SessioDs 


Xon.— BfospTiemv  and  profanity  as  crimen, 

L  DeHnUUmg, 

II.  IndletabU  at  common  law. 
111.  Constitution  of  the  ofenses, 
IT.  The  indletmenU 

V.  State  gtatutes. 
VI.  CmttUutionalUy  of  stotutes. 
YIl.  EngUOi  dedgkms. 

L  DeMM/fxme, 

Blackstone  speaks  of  this  offense  as  '^blasphemy 
«fiaiD8t  the  Almighty"  by  denying  His  being  or 
providence,  or  by  contumelious  reproaches  of  our 
Saviour,  Christ.    4BLCom.W. 

It  te  an  oral  or  written  reproach  maliciously  cast 
upoa  God,  His  name,  attributes,  or  religion.  2 
Bishop,  Crim.  L.  1 76,  p.  45.     * 

Every  one  who  publishes  any  blasphemous  docu- 
ment, or  wno  speaks  blasphemous  words,  is  guilty 
of  a  miftlemeanor.    Desty,  Crim.  L.  9  118,  p.  306. 

In  Com.  V.  Kneeland,  80  Pick.  S06,  Shaw,  Ch.  J„ 
defined  blasphemy  as  consisting  in  blaspheming 
the  holy  name  of  God,  by  denying,  cursing  or  eon- 
tumdiouBly  reproaching  God.  His  creation,  gov- 
ernment or  ftnal  judging  of  the  world;  and  this  may 
be  done  by  language  orally  uttered,  which  would 
not  be  a  Ubei;  but  is  none  the  less  blasphemy,  if 
the  same  thing  be  done  by  language  written, 
printed,  and  published,  although  when  done  in 
this  form  It  also  constitutes  the  offense  of  libel. 

It  has  been  described  as  consisting  in  speaking 
evil  of  the  Diety  with  an  impious  purpose  to  der- 
ofate  from  the  Blylne  Majesty,  and  to  alienate 
the  minds  of  others  from  the  love  and  reverence 
of  God.   Com.  V.  Kneeland,  nipra. 

Purposely  using  words  concerning  God,  calcu- 
lated and  designed  to  impair  and  destroy  the 
reverenoe,  respect,  and  confidence  due  to  Him,  as 
the  intelligent  creator,  governor  and  judge  of  the 
v^cfrld,  constitute  the  offense.    IMd. 

It  embraces  the  idea  of  detraction,  when  used 
tovurds  the  Supreme  Being,  as  "calumny"  usually 
carries  the  same  idea,  when  applied  to  an  individ- 
UdL    ttfid. 

It  18  a  willful  and  malicious  attempt  to  lessen 
men's  reverence  of  God,  by  denying  His  existence, 
or  His  attributes  as  an  intelligent  creator,  gover- 
nor and  judge  of  men,  and  to  prevent  their  hav- 
ing confidence  in  film,  as  such.    Ibid. 

Blasphemy,  according  to  the  most  precise  def- 
hiitions,  consists  in  maliciously  reviling  God  or 
^Uinoo.  Bellas  Case,  6  aty  Hall  Rec.  38. 

To  it  may  be  referred  all  profane  scoffing  at  the 
Holy  Scripture  or  exposing  it  to  contempt  and  rldi- 
cuJe.   4  BI.  Onm.  50. 

Profanity  in  its  nature  is  a  form  of  blasphemy; 
any  words  which  amount  to  an  imprecation  of 
<it\  ine  vengeance  constitute  the  offense. 

^^  farther  hereon,  the  statutes  of  the  different 
states  in/ro. 

II.  Indictable  at  common  law. 

^Tiatever  amounts  to  a  public  wrong  may  be 
oiade  the  subject  of  an  indictment.  Respublica  v. 
Tpipcher,  1  U.  8. 1  Dall.  38^  1 L.  ed.  168. 

Br  the  common  law,  blasphemy  against  the  Diety 
in  genera],  or  a.  malicious  and  wanton  attack 
airainst  the  Christian  religion  individually,  for  the 
purpose  of  exposing  its  doctrines  to  contempt  and 
ridicule,  is  indictable  and  punishable  as  a  tcm- 


poral  offense.  State  v.  Chandler,  2  Harr.  (Del.)  558; 
Rex  V.  Taylor,  1  Vent  303 ;  Rex  v.  CarlUe,  8  Barn. 
&  Aid.  161 ;  Atty-Gen.  v.  Pearson,  3  Meriv.  86K;  Rex 
V.  Waddington,  1  Bam.  &  C.  26:  Rex  v.  Woolston, 
2  Strange,  684;  Rex  v.  Clendon,  cited  in  2  St»nge, 
790;  Andrew  v.  New  York  Bible  &  Prayer  Book 
Soc.  4  Sandf .  156. 

Wicked  and  malicious  words,  writings,  and  ac- 
tions which  go  to  vilify  the  gospels,  continue,  as  at 
common  Uw,  to  be  an  offense  against  the  public 
peace  and  safety.  People  v.  Buggies,  8  Johns.  2eo, 
5  Am.  Dec.  886. 

The  public  use  of  profane  and  blasphemous  lan- 
guage, in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  divers  per- 
sons is  as  indictable  offense.  State  v.  Steele,  3 
Heisk.  135. 

As  tending  not  only  to  a  disturbance  of  the  peace 
and  to  corrupt  the  morals  of  the  community,  but 
also  to  undermine  the  foundations  of  Christianity, 
which  is  justly  regarded  in  a  certain  sense  as  a  part 
of  the  common  law  of  the  land.  Goree  v.  State,  71 
Ala.  7. 

So  publiq  profane  swearing,  as  well  as  blasphemy, 
was  an  indictable  offense  at  the  common  law,  but 
it  must  take  such  form  and  be  uttered  under  such 
circumstances  as  will  constitute  a  public  nuisance, 
the  mere  utterance  of  a  single  profane  word  not  be- 
ing sufficient  to  constitute  an  offense  punishable  by 
Indictment  provided  it  be  not  loud  or  with  repeti- 
tions.   Ihfd. 

Where  the  indictment  charged  the  defendant 
with  the  unlawful,  wicked,  and  scandalous  use  of 
vulgar,  obscene,  and  Indecent  language  in  a  cer. 
tain  large  assembly  and  in  the  hearing  of  said  as- 
sembly, the  court  held  the  offense  constituted  a 
misdemeanor  at  common  law.  State  v.  Appling,  25 
Mo.  815, 69  Am.  Dec.  460. 

But  the  single  utterance  of  a  profane  word  is  not 
per  at  indictable,  if  it  be  not  spoken,  at  least,  with 
a  loud  voice,  nor  with  repetitions.  Goree  v.  State, 
Buvra. 

To  be  indictable,profanity  should  take  such  form, 
and  be  uttered  under  such  circumstances,  as  to 
constitute  a  public  nuisance.  Ibid.:  Ex  parte  De- 
laney,  48  Cal.  478,  where  the  use  of  profane  lan- 
guage was  prohibited  by  a  city  ordinance. 

The  acts  should  be  so  repeated  and  public  as  to 
amount  to  an  annoyance  and  inconvenience  to  the 
public  and  in  the  nature  of  such  nuisance.  State 
V.  Jones,  81  N.  C.  30;  State  v.  Ellar,  12  N.  C.  267; 
State  V.  Graham,  8  Sneed,  184:  State  v.  Steele,  8 
Heisk.  187. 

If  three  or  four  persons  be  present  and  hear  the 
words  uttered  there  is  sufficient  evidence  of  guilt. 
Goree  v.  State,  supra. 

The  use  of  vulgar,  indecent,  and  obscene  words 
in  public  is  an  offense  at  common  law,  being  against 
good  morals  and  public  decency.  State  v.  Appiing, 
25  Mo.  315, 69  Am.  Dec.  469. 

Where  defendant  was  charged  with  uttering 
grossly  obscene  language  'in  public  and  in  the 
hearing  of  divers  citizens'^  the  court  held  that  the 
uttering  in  public  of  obscene  words  was  indictable 
as  it  was  a  violation  of  public  decency  and  good 
morals.    Bell  v.  State,  1  Swan.  42. 

Where  the  defendant  caused  a  large  collection  of 
people  in  the  streets  by  reason  of  loud  and  indecent 
language  the  court  held  him  indictable  as  for  a 
common  nuisance.'   Barker  v.  Com.  10  Pa.  412. 
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of  the  Peace  for  Clarion  County  in  favor  of 
defendants  upon  an  indictment  for  alleged  pro- 
fane swearing.     Affirmed, 

The  indictment  originally  contained  three 
counts.  The  first  charged  a  riot.  Upon  this 
the  defendants  were  acquitted.  The  second 
count  charged  an  affray  and  threats,  but  was 
ignored  by  the  grand  jury.  The  third  count 
was  as  foUows- 


"  The  grand  inquest  of  the  commonwealth 
of  Pennsylvania  aforesaid,  upon  their  oath 
aforesaid,  do  further  present  that  Rolla  Linn, 
late  of  said  county,  yeoman,  Daniel  Lion, 
late  of  said  county,  yeoman,  being  evil-dis- 
posed persons,  on  the  day  and  year  aforesaid, 
and  divers  other  times,  as  well  before  as^ 
since,  at  the  county  aforesaid,  and  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  this  court,  did,  on  the 


So  where  the  defendant  was  charsred  with  the 
continued  and  public  use  of  profane  oaths  and  the 
frequent  ioud  repetition  thereof  for  the  space  of 
five  minutes  the  court  held  the  offense  indictable 
as  a  common  nuisance.  State  .v.  Chrisp,  85  N.  C. 
588, 89  Am.  Rep.  718. 

Althouflrh  profane  swearlngr  of  Itself,  and  inde- 
pendent of  the  disturbance  and  injury  which  it 
may  produce  to  those  who  hear  it,  may  not  form 
the  subject  of  an  indictment,  thouffh  coflrnizable  be- 
fore a  justice  of  the  peace,  under  the  Act  of  1741, 
chap.  14,  yet  where  charged  as  a  nuisance  it  is  in- 
dictable.   State  V.  Klrby,  6  N.  C.  254. 

So  wheie  the  defendant  was  oharj^ed  that  be 
*'did  in  the  public  streets  .  .  .  profanely  curse  and 
swear,  and  take  the  name  of  Gk>d  in  vain  to  the 
evil  example,  etc.,  and  to  the  common  nuisance  of 
the  Rood  citizens  of  the  state,^*  the  court  found  an 
indictable  offense  even  though,  under  the  Act  of 
1741,  the  justices  of  tbe  peace  had  power  to  punish 
summarUy.    State  v.  Ellar,  12  N.  G.  367. 

Where  a  municipal  body  were  empowered  to 
prohibit  or  suppress  anything  tending  to  hurt  good 
morals  or  public  decency,  it  was  held  that  they  had 
power  to  punish  the  use  and  utterance  of  profane 
language,  no  matter  vrhether  Its  utterance  was  fre- 
quent or  one  Isolated  case.  Kx  vorte  Deianey,  43 
Gal.  478. 

in.  CanstUvtUm  of  the  offenses. 

Ghrietianity,  in  its  enlarged  sense,  as  a  religion 
revealed  and  taught  in  the  Bible,  is  not  unknown 
to  our  law.  Kent,  CTi.  J.,  in  People  v.  Ruggles,  8 
Johns.  280,  5  Am.  Dec.  885. 

The  common  law,  regarding  Ghristianity  as  part 
of  the  law  of  tbe  Und,  respects  and  protects  its  m- 
stltutlons  and  assumes  'likewise  to  regulate  the 
public  morals  and  decency  of  the  community. 
Bell  V.  State,  1  Swan,  42. 

The  common  law  is  the  guardian  of  the  morals  of 
the  people,  and  their  protection  against  offenses 
notoriously  against  public  decency  and  good 
morals.    Grisham  v.  State.  2  Yerg.  588. 

So  far  as  enforcing  the  provisions  of  the  law  is 
concerned  the  offense  is  considered  as  committed 
against  man  as  being  against  society  and  tending 
to  disturb  the  public  peace.  State  v.  Ghandler,  2 
Harr.  (Del.)568. 

And  as  to  the  constitution  of  the  offense  of  blas- 
phemy, it  matters  not  whether  therer  be  a  written 
or  an  oral  publication  of  the  words  used.  J//id.; 
People  V.  Buggies,  mtvra:  Rex  v.  Taylor,  8  Keb. 
607:  Bex  V.  Atwood,  Gro.  Jac.  421. 

The  gist  of  the  offense  is  the  gross  violation  of 
good  morals  and  public  decency.  Bell  v.  State,  1 
Swan,  42. 

It  is  the  speaking  of  the  words  '^profanely.* '  Gom. 
v.Spratt,14Phi]a.865. 

The  gravamen  of  tbe  offenSe  of  using  profane, 
obscene,  and  blasphemous  language  is  in  its  being 
a  public  or  common  nuisance,  and  the  averment  of 
the  common  nuisance  is  essential.  Toung  v.  State, 
10  Lea,  165;  Gom.  v.  Spratt,  supra. 

The  law  does  not  look  to  the  language  alone,  but 
to  the  ideas  of  which  that  language  is  the  intelli- 
gible expression.    Gom.  v.  Kneeland,  20  Pick.  206. 

Where  tbe  words  are  spoken  In  a  wanton  man- 
ner, and  import  a  wicked  and  malicious  disposition, 
and  not  a  serious  discussion  upod  any  controverted 
22  L.  R.  A. 


point  in  religion,  they  are  blasphemous  in  a  legal 
sense.    BelPs  Gase,  6  Glty  Hall  Bee.  88. 

To  revile  with  malicious  and  blasphemous  con- 
tempt, the  religion  professed  by  almost  tbe  whole 
community,  is  an  abuse  of  the  right  of  free,  equal, 
and  undisturbed  enjoyment  of  religious  opinioD« 
and  of  free  and  decent  discussions  on  religious  sub- 
jects.   IbUL 

If  the  blasphemous  words  were  not  heard  by  any 
person,  no  crime  has  been  committed.  People  r. 
Porter,  2  Park.  Grim.  Bep,  14. 

A  person  cannot  be  convicted  of  the  crime  of 
blasphemy  on  bis  own  confeeslon,  made  out  of 
court,  without  first  proving  a  crime  committed,  or 
giving  testimony  in  addition  to  tbe  confession, 
from  which  the  court  and  jury  can  legally  infer 
that  the  offense  has  been  committed  by  some  one. 
Ihid. 

It  has  been  held,  under  the  Massachusetts  Ftat- 
ute,  that  the  willful  denial  of  God,  His  creation  or 
government,  or  final  judging  of  tbe  world  with  tbe 
intent  to  disparage  and  calumniate  Him  and  de- 
stroy and  impair  the  reverence  due  to  Him,  con- 
stitute the  crime  of  blasphemy.  Gom.  v.  Knee- 
land,  20  Pick.  206. 

So  cursing  ttnd  contumeliously  reproaching  God 
have  been  held  blasphemy  under  the  same  statute. 
Ibid. 

The  offense  intended  to  be  prohibited  is  the 
willful  denial  with  the  Intent  and  purpose  to  im- 
pair and  destroy  the  reverence  due  to  Him.   ibid. 

Where  tbe  words  used  amounted  to  imprecations 
of  future  Divine  veogeanoe  they  were  held  to  be 
profane  and  within  tbe  Gonnecticut  statute.  Hol- 
comb  V.  Gomish,  8  Gonn.  876. 

In  Updegraph  v.  Gom.,  11  Serg.  k  B.  894,  where 
the  defendant  stated  that  *the  Holy  Sertptures 
were  a  mere  fable:  that  they  were  a  contradic- 
tion, and  that,  although  they  contained  a  number 
of  good  things,  yet  they  contained  a  great  many 
lies,"— the  court  held  that  to  maliciously  vOtfy  tbe 
Ghristlan  religion  was  an  indictable  offense,  Ghris- 
tianity being  part  of  the  common  law  of  Pennsyl- 
vania. 

The  principles  declared  in  the  above  case  were 
approved  of  and  sustained  in  Vldal  v.  Philadel- 
phia, 48  U.  S.  2  How.  127, 188,  U  L.  ed.  205, 284.  and 
Zeisweiss  v.  James,  68  Pa.  465, 8  Am.  Bep.  568. 

Where  the  Indictment  charged  the  defendant 
with  wickedly,  maliciously,  and  blasphemously 
uttering,  in  the  presence  and  hearing  of  divets 
good  and  Ghristlan  people,  tbe  words  **  Jesus 
Ghrifit  was  a  bastard  and  his  mother  must  be  a 
whore,"  the  court  held  tbe  offense  blasphemy  not 
only  in  a  popular  but  in  a  legal  sense  by  the  com- 
mon law  of  the  state.  People  v.  Buggies,  8  Johns. 
280, 5  Am.  Dec.  885. 

So  in  State  v.  Ghandler,  2  Harr.  (DeL)  568.  where 
the  indictment  charged  the  defendant  with  tbe  pub- 
lic and  malicious  proclamation  of  similar  words 
with  the  intent  thereby  to  vilify  the  Christian  relig- 
ion, and  blaspheme  God,  the  court  held  the  offense 
blasphemy. 

But  where  the  indictment  charged  the  offense  in 
the  speaking  of  words  even  more  profane,  the 
court  held  that  the  proving  of  the  admission  of 
the  making  of  the  statement  to  a  witnen  was  not 
suiBcient  to  establish  the  charge.  People  v.  Por- 
ter, 2  Park.  Grim.  Bep.  14. 
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public  streets  and  highways,  profanely  curse 
Hod  swear,  and  take  uie  name  of  God  in  vain, 
toUie  evil  example  and  to  the  common  nui- 
sance of  the  good  citizens  of  the  state  of  Penn- 
sylvania, and  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  act 
of  assembly  in  such  case  made  and  provided, 
and  af^ainst  the  peace  and  dignity  of  the 
commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania. 


Messrs.  O.  O.  Slosukf' District  Attorney, 
W.  L.  Corbett  and  Weidner  A  Geary, 

for  appellant: 

While  we  have  not  been  able  to  find  a  case 
decided  by  the  supreme  court  of  this  common- 
wealth where  the  same  words  were  held  to  be 
Indictable,  yet  we  find  a  number  of  analogous 
cases  where  indictments  have  been  held  good 


Profane  swearinff  is  irreligious  beyond  doubt. 
State  V.  Powell,  70  N.  C.  67. 

If  loud  and  continued  .it  may  coostitute  a  nui- 
saooe.  State  v.  Powell,  Id.  68. 

The  use  of  the  name  of  the  Deity  is  not  absolutely 
Deoeeaary  to  constitute  profanity.  Gaines  v.  State, 
7  Lea,  410, 40  Am.  Rep.  64. 

Any  words  importing  an  imprecation  of  divine 
I'enseaiioe  or  implyinR  divine  condemnation,  so 
osed  as  to  constitute  a  public  nuisance,  will  be 
euffident   IMd. 

Ibeact  must  be  of  such  a  nature  as  tends  to  an- 
noy good  citizens,  and  does  in  fact  annoy  such  of 
them  as  are  present  and  not  favoring  it.  Com.  v. 
flaiTifl.101  MaoB.  29. 

Profanity  is  indictable  when  it  becomes  a  public 
nojaanoe.  Gaines  v.  State,  aupra;  State  v.  Gra- 
Ham,  3  Sneed,  134;  State  v.  Steele,  8  Heisk.  185. 

Hie  peace  may  have  been  disturbed  by  loud  talk 
alone,  but  the  peace  may  be  disturbed  by  the  use 
of  profane  language.  So  held  in  Topeka  v.  Heit- 
man,  47  Kan.  780,  where  the  defendant  was  in- 
dicted under  section  22  of  Ordinance  861,  with  dis- 
torbiog  the  peace  of  the  city. 

Whenever,  upon  a  trial  under  a  sufficient  in- 
dictment, there  is  evidence  that  the  swearinar  or 
profane  htnguage  was  a  nuisance  to  the  public,  the 
otTeoee  is  made  out.    Gaines  v.  State,  supra. 

The  fact  that  there  are  persons  present  who  en- 
courage and  countenance  the  illegal  act  makes  no 
difference  in  the  illegality  of  the  act.  Com.  v. 
flarris,Mipnk 

Xdtber  does  the  fact  that  such  words  were 
spoken  while  the  defendant  was  drunk,  make  any 
excuse,  but  rather  aggravates  the  offense.  Peo- 
ple T.  Porter,  2  Park.  Crlm.  Kep.  14. 

The  single  utterance  of  a  profane  oath,  not  re- 
peated nor  fn  aloud  voice,  has  been  held  not  to  be 
ordioaniy  indictable  per  Sf.  Gaines  v.  State,  7  Lea, 
410, 40  Am.  Bep.  64;  Young  v.  State,  10  Lea,  165. 

A  atogle  oath,  however,  might  by  its  terms,  its 
t<nie,wnuuiner,  constitute,  under'tbe  peculiar  cir- 
c^nnstanoes  of  the  case,  a  nuisance.  Gaines  v. 
State,  supra:  State  v.  Graham,  3  Sneed,  134;  Young 
r.  State,  avpro. 

^  the  nee  of  profane  and  vulgar  language  does 
not  per  ae  eonstltute  an  indiotaole  offense,  but  only 
vben  ao  pubiioiy  indulged  in  and  so  long  continued, 
or  often  repeated,  as  to  become  annoying  and  hurt- 
fnl  to  the  oommunity.  State  v.  Brewington,  84  N. 
C.788L 

Whether  it  was  or  not  is  a  question  for  the  Jury 
10  ooDflider  under  the  charge.  Young  v.  State, 
nipro. 

.  Where  tiie  words  charged  were  only  uitered  once 
%  the  heating  of  any  other  person  than  the  pros- 
ecutor, the  oourt  held  there  was  no  offense.  Gaines 
r- State.  Mtpra. 

The  ntteranoe  oould  not  be  a  nuisance  unless  it 
vasio  the  preaenoe  of  other  persons,  whose  pres- 
ence makes  any  place  for  the  occasion  public, 
^onng  r.  State,  10  Lea,  166c  Hackney  v.  State,  8  fnd. 
4M. 

In  Oom.  V.  Mnrzmy,  14  Gray,  897,  where  the  pris- 
oner was  indicted  for  being  an  idle  and  disorderly 
PcvsoQ,  the  oourt  aQlowed  evidence  of  the  habitual 
ve  of  profane  langnagpe  aa  evidence  of  disorderly 
<»Mbictk  as  profaoeneas  was  a  violation  of  law  and 
contniy  to  the  good  order  of  society. 
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Where  the  defendant  applied  abusive  language 
to  a  police  constable  using  profane  language, 
which  could  be  beard  at  a  distance,  and  thereby 
collected  a  crowd  some  of  whom  encouraged  him^ 
the  court  held  it  sufficient  to  support  a  conviction. 
Com.  V.  Harris,  101  Mass.  89.    . 

Where  the  indictment  charged  the  defendants 
with  ""  openly  and  publicly  speaking  with  a  loud 
voice,  in  the  hearing  of  the  citizens,  etc.,  wicked* 
scandalous,  and  infamous  words,  representing  men 
and  women  in  obscene  and  indecent  positions  and 
attitudes,"  the  court  held  that  if  the  language  was 
addressed  to  the  public,  in  a  public  place,  and  the 
intent  and  manifest  tendency  of  it  was  to  debauch  . 
and  oorrupt  the  pubhc  morals,  the  offense  was 
complete  as  a  misdemeanor  or  common  nuisance. 
Barlcer  v.  Com.  19  Pa.  412. 

So  the  words  '*God  damn  you*^  and  **rou  are  a 
God  damned  liar"  have  been  held  to  come  within 
the  provisions  of  the  Pennsylvania  Statute  of 
April,  1794.    Com.  v.  Hardy,  1  Ashm.  4ia 

In  a  prosecution  under  sections  01-68  of  1  Rev. 
Stat,  of  New  York,  the  court  held  that  in  the  case 
of  a  single  conviction  more  than  three  days*  im- 
prisonment could  not  be  inflicted  even  though 
there  were  several  distmct  offenses  but  one  single 
conviction.    Poland  v.  Johnson,  16  Abb.  Pr.  236. 

IV.  Tke  indictmenL 

The  indictment  must  charge  the  act  as  being 
done  in  the  presence  or  hearing  of  some  one,  merely 
to  aver  that  it  is  done  *^ublicly"  is  not  sufficient. 
Goree  v.  State.  71  Aku  7. 

In  order  to  support  a  conviction,  the  indictment 
must  charge  the  words  to  have  been  spoken  **pro- 
fanely."    Updegraph  v.  Com.  11  Serg.  &  R.  994. 

It  must  aver  every  material  constituent  of  the 
offense  charged,  time  and  yenue  only  excepted, 
and  any  defect  therein  will  not  be  obviated  by  sec- 
tions 478S.  4798,  of  the  Code.  Goree  v.  State,  suvra; 
Smith  V.  State,  68  Ala.  5S:  Noles  v.  State,  24  Ala.flV8. 

The  mere  fact  that  the  indictment  charges  that 
the  acts  were  done,  **to  the  common  nuisance  of 
all  the  good  citizens  of  the  state"  will  not  be  suffi- 
cient unless  the  acts  amount  in  hiw  to  a  nuisance. 
State  V.  Jones,  81  N.  C.  89. 

The  averment  of  a  common  or  public  nuisance 
is  necessary.  Robinson  v.  State  (Tenn.)  Sept. 
Term,  1880,  cited  in  Gaines  v.  State,  7  Lea,  410;  State 
V.  Jones,  supra. 

And  the  whole  fact  must  be  specially  set  forth 
with  certainty  in  order  that  the  court  may  see.  Ju- 
dicially, that  it  rests  Qn  sufficient  grounds.  State 
V.  Jones,  supra. 

Where  the  indictment  charged  that  the  defend- 
ant with  force  and  arms  did  publicly  curse  and 
swear  and  take  the  name  of  Almighty  God  in  vain, 
for  a  long  time,  to  wit:  for  the  space  of  two  hours, 
to  the  conunon  nuisance  of  all  the  oitiiens  of  the 
state,  and  against  the  peace  and  dignity  of  the 
state,  it  was  held  insufficient  to  support  a  convic- 
tion.   Ibid. 

The  indictment  must  charge  the  utterance  to 
have  been  in  the  presence  of  divers  persons,  and  so 
proved  in  order  to  create  a  nuisance  by  profane 
swearing,  the  mere  general  allegation  ad  commune 
nocwmentum  being  insufficient.  State  v.  Pepper, 
66  N.  C.  2S9, 12  Am.  Rep.  687. 

An  indictment  which  charged  that  the  defend- 
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for  offenses  less  heinous  in  their  nature  and 
iess  offensive  to  public  morals  and  decencv. 

See  Respublica  v.  Teacher,  1  U.  8.  1  Call. 
335,  1  L.  ed.  163;  Com,  v.  Tayl&r,  6  Binn.  276; 
Bex  V.  Hood,  Sayer,  161;  Com.  v.  SharpUsB,  2 
Serg.  &  R.  91,  7  Am.  Rep.  682;  Com.  v. 
^att,  14  Phila.  865;  Barker  v.  Cam.  19  Pa. 
412. 

Public  swearing  is  a  nuisance  at  common 


law,  but  to  be  indictable  it  must  be  in  a  public 
place  and  an  annoyance  to  the  public. 

State  V.  Jone%,  81' N.  C.  88. 

Profane  swearing  in  a  public  place  and  in 
the  hearing  of  citizens,  continued  for  five 
minutes,  although  only  on  a  single  occasion,  is 
an  indictable  nuisance  at  common  law. 

ataU  V.  Chri»p,  85  N.  C.  528,  89  Am.  Rep. 
718. 


act  did  '^rufanely  ourse  and  swear,  ^ad  take  the 
name  of  Almighty  God  io  vain,"  etc.,  **to  the  com- 
mon nuisance'^  is  not  sufficient.  State  v.  Powell,  70 
N.  C.  67. 

All  the  facts  and  circumstances  which  go  to 
make  up  the  offense  must  be  specifically  charged. 
State  V.  Brewington,  84  N.  C.  763. 

The  setting  out  of  so  much  of  the  conversation 
or  words  uttered  as  clearly  describes  the  language 
used  is  sufficient  to  support  a  conviction  with- 
out the  setting  forth  of  the  whole.  State  v.  Steele, 
3  Heisk.  135. 

In  Walton  v.  State,  64  Mich.  807.  however,  the 
court  held  that  the  profane  language  must  be  set 
out. 

The  averment  that  the  words  were  uttered  *in  a 
public  place"  to  the  common  nuisance  of  the  citi- 
zens is  sufficient.  Young  v.  State,  10  Lea,  165;  State 
V.  Oraham,  8  Sneed,  134:  State  v.  Steele,  supra; 
Gaines  v.  State,  7  Lea,  410,  40  Am.  Rep.  64. 

So  the  words  ''in  public  and  in  the  hearing  of 
divers  citizens,"  have  been  held  a  sufficient  aver- 
ment. Bell  V.  State,  1  Swan,  42;  Young  v.  State, 
supra. 

An  indictment  in  the  usual  form  would  be  good, 
under  which  the  offense  must  be  made  out  by  the 
proof.  Young  v.  State,  supra;  State  v.  Odam,  2 
Lea,  220. 

Where  the  Indictment  charged  the  defendant 
with  uttering  a  profane  oath  *'in  a  public  place,  in 
the  presence  of  divers  good  citizens,  and  to  the 
common  nuisance"  it  was  held  good.  Gaines  v. 
State,  supra. 

The  mere  omission  of  the  allegation  that  the 
words  were  uttered  in  the  presence  of  divers  good 
citizens,  will  not  invalidate  an  indictment  other- 
wise good,  the  omissions  being  supplied  by  other 
averments.  Gaines  v.  State,  7  Lea,  410,  40  Am.  Rep. 
64. 

An  indictment  charging  that  the  defendant  did 
''publicly  use  profane  and  blasphemous  and  ob- 
Boene  language  in  the  hearing  of  divers  citizens  so 
as  to  become  a  nuisance,"  setting  out  the  words 
used,  is  good  and  will  support  a  conviction.  Young 
V.  State,  10  Lea,  165. 

Where  the  indictment  charged  that  the  defendant 
"did  profanely  curse,"  without  setting  forth  the 
curses  verbatim  et  literatim^  without  objection  at 
the  trial,  the  court  refused  to  disturb  the  convic- 
tion.   State  v.  Freeman,  63  Vt.  486. 

In  State  v.  Ratliff,  10  Ark.  630,  where  the  defend- 
ant was  charged  with  disturbing  a  religious  con- 
gregation by  profane  swearing,  the  court  held  that 
had  the  indictment  been  for  profanely  swearing  it 
would  have  been  necessary  to  set  out  the  words 
used  charging  them  to  have  been  uttered  publicly, 
or  else  with  the  usual  averments  of  time  and  place, 
to  charge  that  he  •'publicly  did  profanely  swear, 
etc.,  by  taking  the  name  of  God  In  vain,"  etc. 

Where  the  indictment  charged  the  use  of  vulgar 
and  indecent  language  within  the  bearing  of  chil- 
dren, in  a,loud  and  boisterous  manner,  willfully 
and  unlawfully,  contrary  to  section  415  of  the  Cal- 
ifornia Penal  Code,  the  court  held  that  the  language 
used  need  not  be  recited  and  also  that  the  offense 
was  complete  whether  used  in  the  streets  of  an  in- 
corporated or  other  town.  Ex  parte  Foley,  62  Gal. 
606. 
92  L.  R.  A. 


In  an  action  against  a  justice  for  assault  and  bat- 
tery the  Justice  pleaded  that  the  plaintiff  was  fined 
for  ''profanely  swearing  three  several  oaths  by- 
taking  the  name  of  God  in  vain,"  the  court  held 
that  the  description  of  the  offense  was  enough. 
Odell  V.  Gamett,  4  Bhiokf.  540. 

The  complaint  which  charges  the  act  as  being 
done  to  *'the  great  damage  and  common  nuisance 
of  all  the  citizens  of  the  commonwealth  there  in- 
habiting, being,«and  residing"  is  good.  Gom.  v. 
Harris.  101  Mass.  29;  Com.  v.  Oaks,  113  Mass.  8;  Com. 
V.  Sweeney,  131  Mass.  S70. 

Where  the  indictment  charged  the  prisoner  with 
uttering  a  libel  m  scandalous,  profane,  and  blas- 
phemous words,  matters,  and  things  of  and  con- 
cerning Gk>d,  Jesus  Christ,  and  the  final  Judging  of 
the  world  by  God,  and  concerning  the  Holy  Script- 
ures, in  words  following:  "Universallsts  believe  in 
a  God  which  I  do  not;  but  believe  that  their  God. 
with  all  his  moral. attributes  (aside  from  nature 
Itself)  is  nothing  more  than  a  mere  chimera  of 
their  own  imagination,"  the  court  held  that 
whether  the  words  were  used  with  such  unlawful 
intent  and  purpose,  was  a  question  upon  the  whole 
indictment  and  all  the  circumstances,  and  after 
verdict,  if  no  evidence  was  erroneously  admitted 
or  rejected,  and  no  incorrect  directions  tn  matter 
of  law  were  given,  it  was  to  be  taken  as  proved, 
that  the  language  used  in  the  sense,  and  under  the 
circumstances,  and  with  the  intent  and  purpose, 
laid  in  the  indictment  so  as  to  bring  the  act  witbin 
the  statute.    Com.  v.  Kneeland,  20  Mass.  206. 

The  word  "deny"  need  not  be  used  in  the  com- 
mission of  the  offense;  any  words  equivalent  in 
meaning,  used  with  the  same  purpose  and  design, 
must  be  deemed  to  have  the  same  legal  effect. 
IWd. 

Where  the  indictment  charged  defendants  with. 
inter  oMo,  a  '^disturbance  of  divers  dtiaens"  by 
noises  in  the  public  streets  against  good  morals,  and 
the  peace,  the  court  held  the  offense  was  not  proii- 
erly  set  out,  and  that  the  act  merely  constituted  a 
nuisance  and  ought  to  have  been  alleged  as  such, 
to  the  great  damage  and  common  nuisance,  etc. 
Com.  V.  Smith,  6  Cush.  80:  Com.  v.  Boon,  2  Gray,  74. 

I1ie  Massachusetts  statute  marks  out  two  modes 
of  willful  blasphemy  and  the  court  has  held  that  a 
general  averment  alleging  blasphemy  in  l>otb  tbe^ 
ways,  the  latiguage  amounting  to  a  denial  of  God. 
His  creation,  etc.,  but  not  to  a  contumelious  re- 
proach, or  on  the  contrary  a  mounting  to  the  latter 
but  not  the  former,  it  is  sufficient,  on  account  of 
the  substantive  charge  of  willfully  blaspheming. 
Com.  V.  Kneeland,  20  Pick.  206. 

Where  the  defendant  was  indicted  for  profane 
swearing  using  the  same  oaUi  thirty-three  times  tn 
one  day  the  court  held  that  there  need  not  be  a 
separate  charge  and  conviction  upon  each  oath, 
one  conviction  was  suflBoient.  Johnson  v.  Barclay. 
16  N.  J.  L.  1. 

Where  objection  was  taken  upon  the  ground  that 
the  information  did  not  show  that  the  words  were 
spoken  profanely,  the  court  held  that  it  was  mfR- 
cient  to  show  that  if  the  words  were  so  used  or 
spoken  in  connection  with  other  words  in  the  ordi- 
nary course  of  argtimentor  conversation,  theatric 
informant  had  committed  perjury,  profane  oath:^ 
and  rational  conversation  being  different  things 
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It  is  Dot  necessary  that  the  language  used 
should  be  heard  by  a  large  portion  of  the  com- 
munity; it  is  sufficient  if  three  or  four  persons 
were  present  and  heard  the  words  uttered. 

G(?w  V.  State,  71  Ala.  7. 

The  words  used  need  not  be  set  forth  in  the 
indictment. 

KtparU  Foley,  62  Cal.  508;  StaU  v.  Ratliff, 
10  Ark.  530;  Barker  v.  Com.  supra. 


Messrs.  John  W.  Reed  and  Harry  R« 
Wilson,  for  appellees: 

Common  nuisances  are  a  species  of  offenses 
against  the  public  order  and  economical  reg- 
imen of  the  state;  being  either  the  doing  of  a 
thing  to  the  annoyance  of  all  the  king's  sub- 
jects, or  the  neglecting  to  do  a  thing  which 
the  common  good  requires. 

4  Bl.  Com.  167. 


not  reqalring  judicial  skill  to  distingrulsh  the  one 
from  the  other.    Ibid. 

Wliere  the  Indictment  charged  the  use  of  profane 
and  Tulgar  lansruajre  on  a  ffiven  and  divers  other 
days  aDd  times  both  before  and  sinoe  that  day,  in  a 
certain  pablic  street  and  hljrbway,  and  in  the  pres- 
eooe  and  hearing  of  divers  persons  then  and  there 
and  on  the  said  other  days  and  times  assembled, 
and  with  the  repetition  thereof,  to  the  evil  ex- 
ample and  common  nuisance  of  all  good  citizens, 
the  oourt  held  it  sufficient.  State  v.  Brewington, 
84N.C.788. 

In  Pennsylvania,  in  a  prosecution  under  the  Act 
of  ITDO  against  blasphemy,  the  oourt  has  held  that 
the  mere  laying  of  the  substance  of  the  words  is 
not  sulllcient,  they  must  be  aet  forth  themselves. 
Updegraph  t.  i;om.  11  Serg.  &  B.  804. 

Where  the  indictment ,  charged  the  defendant 
with,  inter  alio,  contriving  and  intending  the 
morals  as  well  of  youth  as  of  divers  other  citizens 
of  this  oommon wealth  to  debauch  and  corrupt,  and 
that  be  did  openly  and  publicly  with  a  loud  voice  in 
the  public  highways  wicked,  scandalous,  and  infa- 
mous words  utter  in  the  hearing  of  citizens,  to  the 
common  nuisance  of  all  good  citizens,  etc.,~the 
court  held  it  sufficient.  Com.  v.  Mohn,  52  Pa.  24S, 
9lAm.DeclS3. 

When  the  indictment  charKed  that  the  defend- 
ant did  by  reason  of  an  unlawful  assembly  at  a  cer- 
tain pablic  place  and  then  and  there  in  the  hear- 
ing of  divers  good  citizens  of  the  state  then  and 
there  assembled,  unlawfully  and  profanely  and 
vith  a  loud  voice,  curse,  swear,  and  quarrel  there- 
by breaking  up  a  singing  school,  to  the  great  dam- 
age and  conunon  nuisance  of  the  good  citizens  of 
the  state,  and  against  the  peace  and  dignity  of  the 
state,  the  court  held  the  Indictment  not  sustain- 
able as  a  common  nuisance  as  the  offense  must  be 
Buch  as  to  cause  inconvenience  and  become  so 
troublesome  as  to  annoy  the  whole  community, 
and  not  any  specific  persons.  State  v.  Baldwin,  18 
N.ClSfiw 

y.  state  statutes. 

Profanity  in  the  presence  of  a  Judge  or  Justice  is 
punishable  in  a  scunmary  way  by  fine,  under  sec- 
tion 1881  of  the  Digest  of  Statutes  of  Arkansas,  ed. 
1B84,  p.  485;  section  103  of  the  Connecticut  Statute; 
(080.  Qen.  Stat.  ed.  1888,  p.  109;  f  86,  Code  of  DakoU; 
Delaware,  Laws  of  1888, 0 14,  p.  788;  Kentucky,  Stat, 
pd.  1888, 1  a,  p.  498;  Public  General  Laws  of  Mary- 
land, VOL  1,  0 19,  art.  W;  N.  J.  Rev.  Stat.  ed.  1877, 
(14,  p.  1288;  Tennessee  Code,  ed.  1884,H 2291.  2288; 
Vermont  Rev.  Iaws,  ed.  1880,  i  4265. 

Article  10.  aeovion  4061,  of  the  Alabama  Criminal 
Code  provides  for  the  punishment  by  fine  and  im- 
Tvtaonment  with  or  without  hard  labor,  of  any 
person  who  enters,  or  goes  sufficiently  near  a 
dwelllng-houBe  and  in  the  presence  or  hearing  of 
the  family  of  the  occupant  or  any  member  thereof; 
or  of  any  person  who  uses  abusive,  insulting,  or 
obscene  language  in  the  presence  or  hearing  of  any 
female. 

By  section  S07  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Arizona, 
page  712,  it  is  a  misdemeanor  to  willfully  disturb  or 
^iiqnlet  any  religious  assemblage  by  profane  dis- 
course or  unnecessary  noise. 

And  section  516  of  the  Arizona  Revised  Statutes, 
22  L.  a  A. 


I  page  714,  makes  it  an  offense  punishable  by  fine  or 
imprisonment  to  use  obscene  or  vulgar  language 
in  the  presence  or  hearing  of  any  woman  or  child 
in  any  public  place,  or  to  use  the  same  to  a  woman 
or  child  or  to  another  in  their  presence. 

By  section  1880  of  the  Digest  of  the  Statutes  of 
Arkansas,  page  486,  ed.  1884,  profanity  is  punish- 
able by  fine,  and  if  in  court  without  further  proof 
of  the  crime. 

Section  18416,  of  the  Penal  Code  of  California, 
(0  415)  Hittirs  ed.  page  1257.  relates  Inter  alia  to  per- 
sons maliciously  and  willfully  disturbing  the 
peace  or  quiet  of  any  neighborhood,  family,  or 
person,  by  loud  and  unusual  noise  or  by  tumultu- 
ous or  offensive  conduct. 

By  section  1872,  of  the  Criminal  Code  of  Colorado, 
Mills*  Anno.  Stat.,  page  948,  ed.  1881,  any  person 
disturbing  public  worship  by  reason  of,  inter  alia* 
profane  swearing  or  vulgar  language,  is  guilty  of  a 
high  misdemeanor  punishable  by  fine. 

And  by  section  Slks,  of  the  same  the  use  of  pro- 
fane language  by  any  commissioned  officer  in  any 
company  in  any  public  place  while  on  duty  is  a 
misdemeanorpunishablebyflne  or  imprisonment. 

By  section  1685  of  the  Connecticut  General  Stat- 
utes, ed.  1888,  page  844,  every  person  who  blas- 
phemes against  God,  either  of  the  persons  of  the 
Holy  Trinity,  the  Christian  religion  or  the  Holy 
Scriptures  is  liable  to  fine  and  imprisonment  and 
to  be  bound  over  to  his  good  behavior. 

And  under  section  1586,  the  profane  use  of  an 
oath,  or  the  wicked  cursing  of  another,  is  punish- 
able by  fine. 

The  Penal  Code  of  the  Dakotas,  chapter  4,  sec- 
tion 31,  page  1141  of  Levisee's  Code  of  Dakota,  de> 
fines  blaspheming  as  consisting  *4n  wantonly  utter- 
ing or  publishing  words,  casting  contumelious  re- 
proach or  profane  ridicule  upon  God,  Jesus  Christ, 
the  Holy  Ghost,  the  Holy  Scriptures,  or  the  Chris- 
tian religion. 

By  section  32  of  the  same  if  it  appears  beyond 
reasonable  doubt  that  the  words  complained  of  • 
were  used  in  the  course  of  serious  discussion  and 
with  intent  to  make  known  or  recommend  opin- 
ions entertained  by  the  accused,  such  words  are 
not  blasphemy. 

Section  88  makes  blasphemy  a  misdemeanor. 

And  section  84  defines  profane  swearing  as  con- 
sisting in  any  use  of  the  name  of  Gk)d,  or  Jesus 
Christ  or  the  Uoly  Ghost,  either  in  imprecating  di- 
vine vengeance  upon  the  utterer,  or  any  other  per- 
son, or  in  light,  trifling,  or  irreverent  speech. 

Section  36  makes  the  party  guilty  thereof  pun- 
ishable by  flue. 

If  such  act  be  committed  in  the  presence  and 
hearing  of  any  justice  of  the  peace,  etc.,  in  court, 
or  under  circumstances  amounting  to  a  violation 
of  public  decency,  the  party  may  be  summarily 
dealt  with.    Section  86. 

Blasphemy  is  a  misdemeanor  under  the  Laws  of 
Delaware,  section  1,  chapter  131,  pagre  952,  ed.  189B, 
and  punishable  by  fine  and  imprisonment  in  soli- 
tary confinement  and  in  Uie  discretion  of  the  court 
by  finding  sureties  for  good  behavior. 

Any  person  of  the  age  of  discretion  profanely 
cursing  or  swearing  in  any  public  street  is  punish- 
able by  fine  under  the  Revised  Statutes  of  Florida, 
fi  2622,  art.  10,  title  2,  ed.  1802,  p.  828. 
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The  nuisance  should  be  described  with  cer- 
tainty, according  to  the  circumstances,  and 
with  the  detail  and  fullness  usual  in  indict- 
ments. Enough  must  be  alleged  to  identify 
th'e  act  and  to  show  guilt  prima  facie.  Enough 
must  appear  to  enable  the  court  to  see  that  an 
indictable  nuisance  is  described;  if  the  thing 
becomes  a  nuisance  by  force  of  special  circum- 
stances, these  must  be  set  forth. 

16  Am.  &  Eng.  Encyclop.  Law,  963,  twte, 
and  cases  cited. 


The  court  infers,  that  what  is  not  cbar^ 
in  an  indictment  does  not  exist,  and  it  is  tbe 
business  of  the  pleader  to  exclude  these  con- 
clusions in  favor  of  the  defendant  by  proper 
averments. 

Mears  v.  Com.  2  Grant,  Cas.  885. 

Tbe  third  count  in  the  indictment  in  this 
case  is  fatally  defective: 

1.  Because  the  offense  is  not  stated  with  that 
particularity  required  either  as  to  place  or  cir- 
cumstances. 


Under  tbe  Idaho  Penal  Code,  title  10,  seotion  0960, 
it  Is  a  misdemeanor  to  use  any  vulgar,  profane,  or 
indecent  langna^re  within  the  presence  or  hearing 
of  women  or  children  in  a  loud  and  boisterous  man- 
ner. 

Under  article  2,  section  8,  of  the  Constitution  of 
Illinois  of  1870,  freedom  of  worship  is  guaranteed, 
but  it  is  provided  that  this  shall  not  excuse  acts  of 
UoentiousDesB  or  Justify  practices  inconsistent  with 
the  peace  and  safety  of  the  state. 

In  Indiana,  it  is  provided  by  section  1909  of  Rev. 
Stat.,  vol.  I,  ed.  1888,  that  whoever,  being  over  four- 
teen years  of  age  profanely  curses  or  swears,  avers, 
or  imprecates  by  or  in  the  name  of  God,  Jesug 
Christ,  or  the  Holy  Ghost,  is  guilty  of  profanity, 
and'flnable  upon  conviction. 

The  Indiana  Revised  Code  of  1881,  page  101,  pro- 
hibits profane  swearing  by  or  in  the  name  of  God. 
Odell  V.  Garnett,  4  Blaokf .  649. 

Where  the  defendant  was  charged  with  disturb- 
ing the  quiet  of  the  city  of  Topeka  under  seotion 
22  of  its  Ordinance  861,  by  reason  of  loud,  profane, 
and  indecent  language,  the  court  held  the  offense 
came  within  the  section  which  provides  that  "Mf  any 
person  shall  disturb  the  quiet  of  the  city"  he  is  li. 
able  to  fine.    Topeka  v.  Heitman,  47  Kan.  739. 

Profane  cursing  In  any  play,  interlude,  show,  or 
exhibition  is  punishable  by  fine  under  section  7  of 
tbe  General  statutes  of  Kentucky,  ed.  1888,  page  488. 

So  also  is  profane  cursing  and  swearing  under 
section  8,  each  oath  being  a  separate  offense. 

The  Revised  Statutes  of  Maine,  title  11,  section  16, 
page  906,  ed.  1888,  provides:  **W hoe ver  blasphemes 
the  holy  name  of  God  by  denying,  cursing,  or  oon- 
tumeliously  reproaching  God,  His  creation,  gov- 
ernment, final  Judgment  of  the  world,  Jesus  Christ, 
the  Holy  Ghost,  or  the  Holy  Scriptures  as  contained 
In  the  canonical  books  of  the  Old  or  New  Testa- 
ment,  or  by  exposing  them  to  contempt  and  ridi- 
'  cule,  shall  be  punished  by  imprisonment  for  not 
more  than  two  years,  or  by  fine  not  exceeding  two 
hundred  dollars. 

And  by  seotion  16  of  the  same,  whoever,  being  of 
years  of  discretion,  profanely  curses  or  swears, 
shall,  on  complaint  within  twenty  days  thereafter, 
be  punished  by  fine  of  two  dollars,  and  for  a  second 
offense  five  dollars. 

By  section  73  of  title  4,  of  the  same  the  use  of  in- 
decent or  profane  language  in  railroad  cars  is  a 
breach  of  the  peace  punishable  by  fine  or  Impris- 
onment. 

By  section  18  of  article  27  of  the  Public  General 
Laws  of  Maryland,  vol.  1:  If  any  person,  by  writ- 
ing or  speaking,  shall  blaspheme  or  curse  God,  or 
shall  write  or  utter  any  profane  woi-ds  of  and  con- 
cerning our  Sa viou  r  Jesus  Christ,  or  of  and  concern- 
ing the  Trinity,  or  any  of  the  persons  thereof,  he 
shall,  on  conviction,  be  fined  or  imprisoned,  or 
both  at  the  discretion  of  the  court. 

In  Massachusetts,  by  section  19  of  chapter  207,  of 
tbe  Public  Statutes,  page  1167,  ed.  of  1888,  whoever 
willfully  blasphemes  the  holy  name  of  God  by  de- 
nying, cursing,  or  contumellously  reproaching 
God,  His  creation,  government,  or  final  Judging  of 
the  world,  or  by  cursing  or  contumellously  re- 
proaching Jesus  Christ,  or  the  Holy  Ghost,  or  by 
2ii  L.  R.  A. 


cursing  or  contumellously  reproaching  the  holr 
word  of  God  contained  in  the  Holy  Scriptures,  or 
exposing  them  to  contempt  and  ridicule,  is  punish- 
able by  imprisonment  in  the  state  prison  or  in  tbe 
Jail  or  by  fine  and  also  by  being  bound  over  for 
good  behaviour. 

And  by  section  20  whoever,  having  arrived  at 
years  of  discretion,  profanely  curses  or  swears,  \& 
punishable  by  fine,  if  prosecuted  within  tfrenty 
days. 

The  Act  of  1782  obviously  intended  to  make  a 
marked  distinction  between  those  acts  which  went 
to  the  denial  of  any  God,  and  those  affecting  the 
Christian  religion;  the  former  being  made  unlaw- 
ful and  punishable  willfully  to  blaspheme  tbe  hob- 
name  of  God,  by  denying  €kxU  His  creation,  gov- 
ernment, and  final  judging  of  tbe  world;  whereas 
in  tbe  latter,  it  could  only  be  by  cursing  or  re- 
proaching Jesus  Christ,  etc.,  and  not  b^  any  denial. 
Com.  V.  Kneelaod,  90  Pick.  206. 

Under  seotion  9SB8  of  Howell's  Annotated  Stat- 
utes of  Michigan,  voL  2,  page  2860,  any  person  who 
willfully  blasphemes  the  holy  name  of  God,  by 
cursing,  or  contumellously  reproaching  God,  is 
punishable  by  imprisonment  or  fine. 

And  under  section  9294,  any  person  of  the  age  of 
discretion  who  profanely  curses  or  damns,  or 
swears  by  the  name  of  God,  Jesus  Christ,  or  tbe 
Holy  Ghost  is  punishable  on  conviction  before  a 
Justice  of  the  peace  by  fine,  the  prosecution  to  be 
brought  within  five  days. 

By  section  1219  of  the  Annotated  Code  of  Missis- 
sippi, page  362,  ed.  1892,  any  person  profanely 
swearing  or  cursing  in  any  public  place  in  tbe  pree- 
eooe  of  two  or  more  persons  is  punishable  by  flne. 

Section  20,  chapter  12a,  of  the  Nebraska  Compiled 
Statutes,  ed.  1891,  page  119,  gives  power  to  tbe 
mayor  and  council  to  punish  the  use  of  obscene  or 
profane  language  in  the  streets  or  other  public 
places. 

And  under  sections  80  and  48,  chapter  18a,  of  tbe 
same,  power  is  given  to  the  council  of  cities  of  tbe 
first  class  to  provide  for  the  punishment  of  tbe  like 
offenses. 

Section  206  of  the  Criminal  Code  of  the  same  pro- 
vides for  the  punishment,  by  floe  or  imprisonment 
or  both,  f  qr  the  utterance,  sjpeaking  or  use  of  any 
obscene  or  lascivious  language  or  words  in  tbe  pres- 
ence or  hearing  of  any  female. 

In  New  Hampshire,  if  any  person  shall  openly 
deny  the  being  of  a  God,  or  willfully  blaspbefflc 
the  name  of  God,  Jeeds  Christ,  or  the  Holy  Ghost, 
or  shall  curse  or  reproach  the  word  of  God  con- 
tained in  the  canonical  books  of  tbe  Old  and  New 
Testaments,  he  is  punishable  by  fine,  and  sureties 
for  good  behavior.    Pub.  Stat.  chap.  271,  « 1.  p.  WB. 

And  under  section  2  of  tbe  same  profane  cursing 
and  swearing  is  punishable. 

The  Be  vised  Statutes  of  New  Jeiaey,  ed.  of  1877. 
page  1229,  prov*ide,  seotion  6,  for  the  punlshmeat 
by  fine  of  any  person  or  persons  profanely  swear- 
ing and  cursing. 

The  New  York  laws  rehitlng  to  profanity  were 
repealed  by  the  Session  Laws  of  18<«.  Tbis  fact 
would  seem  to  be  lost  sight  of  in  the  last  edition)^ 
of  the  Revised  Statutes  by  Birdseye  <vol.  2.  Birds- 
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Profane  cursioji^  or  swearing,  and  taking  tbe '  peace  and  dignity  of  the  commonwealth  of 


name  of  Gtod  in  vain,  is  not  sufficient  in  itself 
to  constitute  a  nuisance. 

Cam.  y.  Railing,  118  Pa.  87;  2  Am.  «&  Eng. 
Eocyclop.  Law,  424,  note  2,  and  cases  there 
dted;  BiaJU  v.  Baidmn,  18  I^.  C.  195. 

2.  Because  the  conclusion  *'to  the  evil  ex- 
ample and  the  common  nuisance  of  the  good 
citizens  of  the  state  of  Pennsylvania,  and  con- 
trary to  the  form  of  the  act  of  assembly  in 
such  case  made  and  provided,  and  against  the 


Pennsylvania,    is' insufficient. 

Whart.  Crim.  L.  8th  ed.  g§  1427,  1428;  16 
Am.  &  Eng.  Encyclop.  Law,  969;  Com,  v. 
Smith,  6  Cush.  80;  Com.  v.  Boon,  2  Gray.  74; 
Com,  V.  Harris,  101  Mass.  29. 

An  indictment  for  a  public  nuisance  by  ut- 
tering loud  cries  and  exclamations  in  a  public 
street,  must  allege  that  it  was  to  the  great  dam- 
ace  and  common  nuisance  of  all  the  citizens 
of  the  commonwealth  there  being. 


6je*s  Bev.  Stat.  p.  8868),  and  Tbroop  (voL  a, 
Ttiroop'B  Rev.  Stat.  art.  e,  p.  WAU  the  laws  relating 
to  profanity  beln£r  set  out  byithem  In  full.  Session 
Lbws  of  1883,  ohap.  884,  p.  544,  between  seotions  371, 
aB6;  Sil^email's  Penal  Code,  ed.  1888,  p.  108,  sects. 
S5-S58;  Donnan*8  Penal  Code,  ed.  1888,  p.  100. 

In  Ohio,  by  section  7028  of  the  Bevised  Statutes, 
Tol.  2,  page  1788.  the  use  by  one  over  fourteen  of 
obscene  or  licentious  laneruaire  or  words  in  the 
preieoce  of  a  female  is  punishable  by  fine  or  im- 
prisonment or  both,  and  under  section  7081,  any 
SQch  person  profanely  cursinff  or  swearing  by  the 
name  of  God,  Jesus  Christ,  or  the  Holy  Ghost  is 
UaUe  upon  complaint  within  ten  days  to  a  fine. 

Ttie  use  of  obscene  or  profane  lamruage  in  any 
public  place  to  the  disturbance  or  annoyance  of 
soy  person  or  persons  is  a  misdemeanor  under  sec- 
tion 1867 of  HilPs  Annotated  Laws  of  Oreiron. 

In  Pennsylvania,  any  person  willfully,  premedi- 
tatedly,  and  despitef  uUy  blaspheming  or  speaking 
kM)6ely  and  profanely  of  Almighty  God,  Christ 
Jesus,  the  Holy  Spirit,  or  the  Scriptures  of  Truth, 
on  conviction  is  punishable  by  floe  and  imprison- 
ment or  either  at  the  court's  discretion.  Brightly's 
Pnrd.  Dig.  vol.  1.  p.  824, 9  45. 

And  section  1,  page  1171,  yoL  11,  contains  the  like 
provisions,  while  section  2  relates  to  the  punish- 
ment of  profane  swearing  and  cursing  by  the 
name  of  Gtod,  Jesus  Christ,  or  the  Holy  Ghost. 

In  Rhode  Island,  blasphemy  is  punished  by  im- 
prisonment or  fine.    Pub.  Stat.  9 18,  p.  688. 

And  profane  swearing  and  cursing  is  punished 
by  fine.   Id.  1 14. 

Under  section  SS81  of  the  Tennessee  Code,  ed.  1884, 
profsne  swearing  in  the  hearing  of  a  Justice  of  the 
peace,  or  the  convlotion  of  such  offense  before  a 
justice,  is  punishable  by  fine  for  every  oath  or 
curse. 

And  by  section  2208,  profanity  in  a  public  officer 
is  also  punishable  by  fine. 

And  under  section  2898,  profanity  in  the  presence 
of  any  court  of  record  is  also  punishable  by  fine 
tnd  imprisonment  at  the  discretion  of  the  court. 

SecdQo  4263,  Bev.  Laws  of  Vermont,  ed;  of  1880. 
ptge  818,  provides  that  a  person  publicly  denying 
the  being  and  existence  of  God,  or  of  the  Supreme 
Being,  or  contumellously  reproaching  His  provi- 
dence and  government,  shall  be  punished  by  fine. 

And  by  section  4254  a  person  of  years  of  discre- 
tion who  profanely  curses  or  swears  is  liable  to  a 
line  If  prosecuted  within  twenty  days. 

And  nnder  section  42R5  a  person  defaming  a  court 
of  justice  or  the  sentence  thereof,  or  the  magls- 
trates.  Judges  or  Justices  of  such  court,  as  to  an 
set  or  sentence  therein  passed,  is  punishable  by 
floe. 

Under  section  8798  of  the  Virginia  Code,  ed.  1887, 
pa«e  90Q,  any  person  of  years  of  discretion  pro- 
fanely cussing  or  swearing  is  punishable  by  fine. 

In  West  Virginia  any  person  of  years  of  discre- 
tion who  profanely  curses  or  swears  is  liable  to  a 
fine.  Code,  chap.  149,  f  16,  ed.  of  1891,  page  920. 

Br  section  4888  of  the  Annotated  Statutes  of 
^Ixonstai,  vol.  2,  ed.  of  1880,  page  2226,  any  person 
^bo  uses  in  reference  to  and  in  the  presence  of 
another,  or  in  reference  to  and  In  the  presence  of 
23L.aA. 


any  member  of  his  family,  abusive  or  obscene  lan- 
guage, intended  or  naturally  tending  to  provoke 
an  assault  or  breach  of  the  peace  is  punishable  by 
fine  or  imprisonment. 

VI.  CcntiitvUonaXilv  of  itai\a£%. 

Any  offense  which  outrages  the  feelings  of  the 
community,  as  endangering  the  peace  of  the  pub- 
lic, may  be  passed  upon  by  the  legislature  and  pro- 
hibited.   State  V.  Chandler,  2  Harr.  (Del.)  668. 

The  Delaware  Act  of  Febmaiy  8. 1826,  relating  to 
blasphemy  and  its  punishment,  has  been  held  not 
to  be  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  constitution 
of  that  state  or  to  that  of  the  United  States,  relat- 
ing to  freedom  of  worship.    iZrfd. 

It  has  been,  held  that  the  Massachusetts  statute  is 
not  repugnant  to  the  second  article  of  the  Decla- 
ration of  Rights  in  the  constitution  of  that  state 
which  protects  every  one  in  the  free  use  of  his 
right  and  duty  to  worship  God  in  any  form  he 
pleases  so  long  as  he  does  not  disturb  tbe  peace  or 
obstruct  others,  as  the  only  Intention  of  such  stat- 
ute is  to  punish  a  denial  of  God,  made  with  a  bad 
intent  and  in  a  manner  calculated  to  give  Just  of- 
fense.   Com.  V.  Kneeland,  20  Pick.  206. 

Neither  is  it  in  conflict  with  article  16  of  the  same 
relating  to  the  liberty  of  the  press,  when  applied 
to  printed  blasphemy.    Ibid. 

The  object  of  the  88tb  article  of  the  Constitution 
[art.  1,  0  8]  was  not  to  i^thdraw  religion  in  gen- 
eral, and  with  It  the  best  sanction  of  moral  and 
social  obligations  from  all  consideration  and  no- 
tice of  the  hiw.  BeU's  Case,  6  City  Hall  Bee.  88; 
People  V.  Buggies,  8  Johns.  290,  6  Am.  Dec.  836,  et 
supra. 

Though  the  constitution  has  discarded  religious 
establishments,  it  does  not  forbid  cognizance  of 
those  offenses  against  religion  and  morality  which 
have  no  reference  to  such  establishments,  or  to 
any  particular  form  of  government,  but  are  pun- 
ishable because  they  strike  at  the  root  of  moral 
obligation,  and  weaken  the  security  of  the  social 
ties.    Bellas  Case,  mpra. 

Such  article  never  was  meant  to  break  down  the 
common-law  barrier  against  licentious,  wanton, 
and  impious  attacks  upon  Christianity  itself.  Ibfd.,* 
People  V.  Buggies,  fupra. 

vn.  BrHJfiishdectotons. 

All  blasphemies  against  God,  as  denying  His  be- 
ing or  providence;  and  all  contumelious  reproaches 
of  Jesus  Christ;  aU  profane  scoffing  at  the  Holy 
Scriptures,  or  exposing  any  part  thereof  to  ridi- 
cule; all  impostors  in  religion  as  falsely  pretending 
to  extraordinary  commissions  from  God,  and  ter- 
rifying or  abusing  with  false  denunciations  of 
Judgments;  and  all  open  lewdness  grossly  scandal- 
ous,—inasmuch  as  they  tend  to  subvert  all  religion 
or  morality  which  are  the  foundations  of  govern- 
ment, are  punishable  by  the  temporal  Judges  with 
fine  and  imprisonment,  and  also  such  corporal  in- 
famous punishment  as  to  the  court  in  its  discretion 
shall  seem  meet,  according  to  the  heinousnees  of 
the  crime.    8  Bums,  Eccl.  Law,  215;  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  7. 

The  eternal  principles  of  natural  religion  are 
part  of  the  common  law;  the  essential  principles 
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Com.  V.  Oaks,  118  Mass.  0;  Com.  v.  Sweeney/ , 
181  Mass.  579. 

8.  Because  said  count  is  too  vague,  uncer- 
tain, and  indefinite. 

Barker  v.  Com.  19  Pa.  412;  Com.  v.  Mohn,  52 
Pa.  248,  91  Am.  Dec.  158. 

All  that  is  charged  in  this  count  may  be 
true,  and  the  defendants  may  still  be  innocent 

Com,  V.  Slack,  19  Pick.  804;  Moore  v.  Com, 
6  Met.  248,  89  Am.  Dec.  724;  Barker  v.  Com, 
supra, 

Oreen,  </.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

With  an  earnest  desire  to  sustain  this  in- 
dictment, if  possible,  we  find  ourselves  un- 
able to  do  so.  It  cannot  be  sustained  under 
the  Crimes  Act  of  1860,  §  80,  prohibiting 
blasphemy,  because  it  does  not  charge  that 
offense,  nor  under  the  Act  of  1794,  because 
it  is  not  framed  upon  that  act,  nor  is  any  at- 
tempt made  to  bring  it  within  the  special 
proceedings  under  which  the  act  is  executed. 
It  only  remains  to  be  considered  whether  it 
can  be  sustained  as  charging  a  common- law 
offense.  It  cannot  be  doubted  that  profane 
swearing  and  cursing,  in  a  loud  and  bois- 
terous tone  of  voice,  and  in  the  presence  and 
hearing  of  citizens  of  the  commonwealth 
passing  and  repassing  on  the  public  streets 
and  highways  of  the  commonwealth,  to  such 
an  extent  as  to  be  a  common  nuisance  to  all 
citizens  being  present,  and  hearing  the  same, 
is  an  indictable  offense  at  common  law.  But 
this  indictment  omits  to  charge  all  or  any  of 


these  facts  and  circumstances  which  are  es- 
sential to  constitute  the  offense  as  a  common 
nuisance.  It  is  true  the  indictment  charges 
that  the  profane  swearing  and  cursine,  and 
taking  the  name  of  God  in  vain,  alleged 
against  the  defendants,  was  ^^ to  the  evil  ex- 
ample and  CO  the  common  nuisance  of  the 
good  citizens  of  the  state  of  Pennsylvania," 
but  it  does  not  aver  the  facts  and  circum- 
stances which  are  necessary  to  make  it  a 
common  nuisance.  Profane  swearing  on  the 
streets,  not  heard  by  anybody,  of  course, 
could  not  be  a  common  nuisance;  and,  in 
fact,  it  should  not  only  be  heard  by  citizens, 
but  the  manner  and  occasion  of  the  utterance 
should  be  of  the  offensive  and  annoying 
character  which  is  necessary  to  make  it  a 
public  and  common  nuisance,  as  distin- 
guished from  a  mere  private  nuisance.  The 
indictment,  therefore,  must  contain  an  aver- 
ment of  facts  sufficient,  on  its  face,  to  make 
out  the  offense  charged,  within  the  legal 
meaning  of  the  offense.  In  Wharton*8  Amer- 
ican Criminal  Law  (4th  ed.  g  2862),  it  is 
said :  ""  But  an  allegation  in  an  indictment 
that  certain  facts  charged  were  'to  the  com- 
mon nuisance  of  all  the  good  citizens  of  the 
state'  will  not  make  it  a  good  indictment  for 
a  common  nuisance,  unless  these  facts  bo  of 
such  a  nature  as  mav  justify  that  conclusion 
as  one  of  law  as  well  as  of  fact."  In  Barker 
V.  Com.,  19  Pa.  412,  Lewis,  J.,  said:  '^If 
the  language  be  addressed  to  the  public,  in 
a  public  place,  and  the  intent  and  manifest 
tendency  of  it  be  to  debauch  and  corrupt  the 


of  revealed  relif?lon  are  part  of  the  common  law; 
so  that  any  person  reviling,  subverting,  or  ridioui- 
iQg  them  may  be  prosecuted  at  oommon  law. 
Chamberlain  v.  Bvans,^  Bums,  Eccl.  Law,  207; 
cited  in  Updegraph  v.  Com.  11  Serg.  &  B.  401;  Fur- 
neaux*8  Letters  to!  Sir  Wm.  Blackstone,  Appx.  to 
BLCom. 

Christianity  is  part  of  the  common  law.  Rex  v. 
Woolston,  2  Strange.  880,  where  defendant  was  in- 
dicted for  bis  blasphemous  discourses  on  the 
miracles  of  our  Saviour.  Rex  v.  Hall,  1  Strange, 
416:  Annett's  Case,  1  W.  Bl.  895. 

The  common-law  being  founded  on  religion. 
Smith  V.  Sparrow,  4  Bing.  84,  88. 

A  greneral  attack  upon  Christianity  is  unlawful 
because  Christianity  is  the  established  religion  of 
the  country.    Gathercoles^  Case,  2  Lew.  C.  C.  237. 

In  Gatheroole^s  Case.  Bupra,  it  was  held  that  a 
man  might  attack  Judaism,  or  any  sect  of  the 
Christian  religion  except  the  form  established  by 
law. 

Tt  Is  an  indictable  offense  at  common  law  to  pub- 
lish a  blasphemous  libel  of  and  concerning  the  Old 
Testament.    Reg.  v.  Hetherlngton,  5  Jur.  629. 

Swearing  was  punishable  by  the  spiritual  court, 
before  the  acts  which  made  them  temporal  of- 
fenses, and  in  which  the  jurisdiction  of  the  spirit- 
ual court  is  saved.    Elex  v.  Curl,  2  Strange,  780. 

Tn  Atwood^s  Case,  Cro.  Jac.  421,  the  court  held 
that  justices  of  the  peace  had  no  jurisdiction  over 
scandalous  words  defamatory  of  religion. 

Blasphemous  words  are  not  only  an  offense  to 
God  and  religion,  but  a  crime  against  the  laws, 
state,  and  government,  and  therefore  punishable; 
to  say  that  religion  is  a  cheat  is  to  dissolve  all  those 
obligations  whereby  civil  societies  are  preserved* 
and  that  Christianity  is  parcel  of  the  laws  of  Eng- 
land, and  therefore  to  reproach  the  Christian  re- 
ligion is  to  speak  in  subversion  of  the  law.  Tay- 
lor's Case.  1  Vent.  293, 8  Keb.  007, 621. 
22  L.  a  A. 


Where  rooms  had  been  rented  for  the  purpose  of 
'^by  teaching  or  advised  speaking)"  denyteg  the 
Christian  religion  to  be  true,  or  the  Holy  Sctiptuies 
of  the  Old  and  New  Testament  to  be  divine  author- 
ity, the  court  held  the  purposes  illegal  as  beloff 
blasphemous,  showing  the  character  of  Christ  to  be 
defective,  his  teaching  misleading,  and  the  Bible 
no  more  inspired  than  any  other  book.  Cowan  v. 
Milboum,  L.  R.  2  Exch.  880. 

In  Rex  V.  Waddington,  1  Bam.  ft  C.  2B,  it  was 
held  that  a  work  containing  statements  that  Jesus 
Christ  was  an  impostor  and  a  murderer  in  prlnclpte 
was  a  \\he\  at  oommon  law  which  had  never  been 
affected  by  statute  neither  could  it  be  while  the 
Christian  religion  was  the  basis  of  the  law. 

Any  publications  which  assail  and  asperse  the 
tinith  of  Christtanity  in  an  indecent  and  maUcious 
spirit,  in  language  calculated  and  intended  to 
shook  the  feelings  and  outrage  the  belief  of  man- 
kind, are  blasphemous  libels.  Beg.  v.  Bradlaugh,  15 
Cox,  C.  C.  217. 

Indecent  and  offensive  attacks  on  Christianity  or 
the  Scriptures  or  sacred  persons  or  objects,  calcu- 
lated to  outrage  the  feelings  of  the  community  as 
a  general  body,  amount  to  blasphemy  and  are  in- 
dictable at  oommon  law.  Reg.  v.  Ramsay,  15  Cox. 
C.  C.  281. 

In  Reg.  V.  Bradlaugh,  supra,  it  was  held  that 
publications  which  discuss  with  gravity  and  de> 
cency,  in  an  argumentative  way,  questions  as  to 
Christian  doctrine  or  statements  in  the  Hebrew 
Scriptures,  and  even  questioning  their  truth,  are 
not  blasphemous  so  as  to  be  the  subject  of  criminal 
action. 

So  the  mere  denial  of  the  truth  of  the  Christian 
religion,  or  of  the  Scriptures,  will  not  ver  se  consti- 
tute blasphemy  so  as  to  render  the  defendant  in- 
dictable.   Heg.  V.  Ramsay,  supra.  B.  W. 
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public  morals,  the  offense  is  complete.  ^  In 
Com.  T.  Mohn.  52  Pa.  248,  91  Am.  Dec.  158, 
we  sustained  an  indictment  charging  that  the 
defendant,  "intending  the  morals  .  .  . 
of  citizens  of  this  commonwealth  to  debauch 
and  corrupt,  openly  and  publicly,  .  .  . 
in  the  public  highways,  wicked,  scandalous, 
and  infamous  words  did  utter  in  the  hearing 
of  the  citizens  of  this  commonwealth,  and  to 
tJieir  manifest  corruption  and  subversion,  and 
to  the  common  nuisance,"  etc.  In  2  Am.  & 
Eng.  Encyclop.  Law,  p.  424,  note  jf,  it  is 
saicl:  "Public  swearing  is  a  nuisance  at 
common  law,  but,  to  be  indictable,  it  must 
be  in  a  public  place,  aud  an  annoyance  to 


the  public;*'  citing  many  cases.  It  is  the 
publicity  of  the  offense,  and  the  place  in 
which  it  is  committed,  that  make  it  punish- 
able as  a  common  nuisance.  Of  course,  there 
can  be  no  publicity  unless  the  profane  lan- 
guage is  uttered  in  the  presence  and  within, 
the  hearing  of  the  citizens  present,  and  this 
is  an  essential  and  an  indispensable  fact, 
which  must  necessarily  be  charged  in  the  in- 
dictment in  order  to  make  out  a  successful 
allegation  of  any  offense.  There  is  no  such, 
language  in  the  third  count  of  this  indict- 
ment, and  we  must  therefore  pronounce  it  in- 
sufficient as  a  pleading. 
Judgment  affirmed. 
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1.  An  emplogre  ennc^  In  repaiiinflr 
aa  engine  belongiTig  to  1^  employer, 
mad  t&  enfrlneer  whose  duty  it  is  to  prevent 
tlie  Btartinffoi  the  engine  while  the  repairer  is  at 
work,  are  fellow  servanis. 

8.  If egU^^enoe  in  tbe  ezerdne  of  raper- 
intendence  intmnted  to  nn  employe 

within  the  meanlofir  of  Oode,  f  2G0Q,  subsec.  2,  does 
not  exist  in  the  case  of  an  engineer  whose  duty 
it  is  penonaUy  to  operate  the  engine,  although 
be  usually  has  a  helper,  where,  in  the  absence  of 
tbe  helper,  by  the  negligence  of  the  engineer  in 
starting  the  engine,  or  in  failing  to  prevent  a 
third  person  from  starting  it,  a  person  engaged  in 
reptlring  the  engine  is  killed,  since  the  primary 
doty  of  the  engineer  is  not  that  of  superiutend- 
enoe,  but  that  of  a  laborer. 

(November  U,  188S.) 

A  PPE AL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of  the 
^  City  Court  of  Birmingham  in  favor  of  de- 
feodnDt  in  an  action  brought  under  Code  1886, 
§  2589,  for  damages  for  negligently  causing 
ihe  death  of  defendant's  employ^.    "  Affirmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

}itm%,  Bownuui  ft  Harfsh  and  Briek- 
eU,  Semple  ft  Gtinter  for  appellant. 

^f.  Walker  Percy  for  appellee. 

MeClellan,  <A,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court; 

This  action  is  prosecuted  by  the  personal 
representative  of  W.  A.  McKay,  deceased, 
apd  sounds  in  damages  for  the  death  of  plain- 
tiff's intestate,  which,  it  is  insisted,  resulted 
^m  the  negligence  of  the  De  Bardeleben 
Coal  &  Iron  Company.  The  first  count  of 
the  complaint  avers  wron^  and  negligence  on 
the  part  of  the  cooxpany  itself,  under  section 
2589  of  the  Code.    The  other  counts  are  drawn 


Now,— The  above  oase  while  decided  with  refer- 
ence to  an  Employer^  LiabQity  Statute  Is  of  much 
▼idergppiication  as  defining  the  relation  of  super- 
tatewlenoe  or  vlce-princlpalship   between  em- 


ander  section  2590  of  the  Code,  and  severally 
present  causes  of  action  under  subsections- 
1-4,  of  that  section. 

The  theory  of  plaintiff  under  the  first  count 
is  that  the  defendant  company  was  negligent 
in  not  providing  and  maintaining  a  safe 
place  for  McKay,  one  of  its  employ6s,  and 
engaged  in  the  discharge  of  his  duties  as 
such  when  he  was  killed,  to  work  in.  Th& 
evidence  is  without  conflict  to  the  effect  that 
McKay  was  killed  by  the  movement  of  the 
piston  of  a  blowing  engine.  This  engine- 
was  one  of  five  located  in  the  same  room,  and 
all  in  charge  of  an  engineer  named  Gould. 
It  became  necessary  to  repair  this  engine, 
and  to  that  end  it  was  stopped.  It  is  also 
shown  that  when  such  engine  needed  repairs, 
it  was  Gould's  duty  to  effectually  disconnect 
it  from  the  steam  supply,  and  then  turn  it 
over  to  the  repairer,  after  which,  and  while 
the  repairs  were  in  progress,  the  engineer' a 
further  duty  was  to  keep  watch  upon  it,  and 
prevent  any  interference  with  it  by  third 
parties,  but  beyond  this  he  had  no  further 
concern  with  it  until  the  repairs  were  com- 
pleted, and  the  engine  turned  over  to  him  by 
the  repairers.  When  the  engine  had  been 
stopped,  disconnected  from  the  steam  supply, 
and  turned  over  to  the  repairers,  it  was  their 
duty  to  further  secure  its  inaction  either  by 
inserting  timbers  in  the  spokes  of  the  fiy 
wheel,  which  would,  to  the  extent  of  the 
strength  of  the  timbers,  prevent  its  revolu- 
tion, and  consequently  all  movement  of  the 
engine,  or,  by  propping  the  piston  rod  with 
a  heavy  timber,  which  would  prevent  ita 
descending  (its  movement  is  vertical),  and. 
of  consequence,  all  movement  of  the  machine. 
These  methods  are  about  equally  efl^cacious, 
and  are  each  intended  to  guard  against  any 
accident  bv  which  a  connection  might  be  re- 
established between  the  boiler  and  the  steam 
cylinder.  In  this  instance  the  evidence  is 
without  conflict  that  Gould  did  all  that  waa 
required  of  him  in  disconnecting  the  engine 
from  the  boiler,  and  that  McKay,  before  at- 
tempting the  repairs  he  was  to  make,  propped 
the  piston  rod  in  the  manner  indicated. 
Notwithstanding  all  this,  however,  motion 
was  in  some  way  imparted  to  the  engine,  the 
piston  rod  descendea,  crushing  the  beam  of 
wood  intended  to  support  it,  and  crushed  and 
killed  McKay,  who  was  inside  of  Uie  air  cyl- 
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inder,  or  blowing  tub  above  the  steam  cyl  • 
inder,  by  drawing  after  it  the  iron  head  of 
the  rod  which  fills  the  cylinder  or  tub.  Con- 
fessedly this  movement  could  have  been  im- 
parted to  the  engine  in  only  one  way ;  that 
is,  by  reconnecting  the  engine  with  the  boil- 
ers, and  turninfl:  on  the  steam.  This  was 
done,  the  inferences  are,  either  by  the  en- 
gineer, or  through  the  interference  of  some 
third  person.  But  for  this  being  done,  Mc- 
Eav's  place  of  work  was  a  perfectly  safe  one, 
and  had  been  made  so  by  the  performance 
by  Gould  and  McKay  on  their  respective  parts 
of  tiie  duties  which  their  employment;  im- 
posed upon  them.  The  company,  in  other 
words,  had  required  these  employes  to  pro- 
vide a  safe  place  for  one  of  them  to  work. 
They  had  complied  with  the  requirement, 
and  the  place  of  safety  had  been  provided; 
Certainly,  to  this  point,  no  corporate  negli- 
gence appears.  That  the  company  had  dis- 
charged Its  full  duty  in  this  regard  is  dem- 
onstrated by  the  result  reached  in  the  actual 
existence  oi  the  conditions  it  was  under  an 
obligation  to  create.  It  was  under  a  further 
duty  to  maintain  the  safety  of  the  place  while 
the  work  was  being  done.  It,  however,  was 
not  required  to  insure  absolute  safety.  It« 
whole  measure  of  duty  was  to  use  all  reason- 
able means  to  that  end  which  a  careful  and 
prudent  man  would  resort  to  under  like  cir- 
cumstances. It  was  not  to  be  expected  that 
the  corporation,  even  were  it  capable  of  di- 
rect action,  would  be  present  in  person,  so 
tp  speak,  for  the  purpose  of  looking  to  the 
maintenance  of  the  safe  conditions  it  had 
provided.  All  that  was  incumbent  upon  it 
was  to  have  a  proper  agent  or  servant  present 
for  this  purpose.  It  could  do  no  more  than 
this,  and  this  it  did  in  the  person  of  Qould, 
who  was  charged  with  the  duty  of  seeing 
that  the  safe  conditions  in  respect  of  the  en- 
gine be  not  interfered  with  by  third  persons. 
Qould  being  a  competent  person  for  this  serv- 
ice, the  company's  full  duty  was  performed 
in  having  him  there  to  perform  it ;  and  any 
remission  of  performance  on  his  part  was  the 
negligence,  not  of  the  employer,  but  of  a  fel- 
low servant  of  McKay,  for  which  the  defend- 
ant is  not  responsible  at  common  law  in  con- 
nection with  section  2589  of  the  Code,  and 
not  liable  at  all,  unless,  under  other  counts 
of  the  complaint,  the  evidence  brings  the 
case  wittiin  section  2590  of  the  Code, — the 
Employer's  Liability  Act.  The  trial  court 
did  not  err,  therefore,  in  eiving  the  affirma- 
tive charge  for  the  defendant,  so  far  as  the 
first  count  of  the  complaint  is  concerned. 
It  remains  to  be  considered  whether  the 
case  is  brought  by  the  evidence  within,  or 
rather  whether  there  is  any  evidence  tending 
to  make  a  case  under,  section  2590  of  the 
Code.  It  is  manifest  that  plaintiff's  intestate 
did  not  come  to  his  death  as  a  proximate  re- 
sult of  having  gone  into  and  being  in  the 
blowing  cylinder  or  tub.  His  position,  but 
for  supervening  negligence  or  unaccountable 
accident,  was  a  safe  one ;  and  hence  there  is 
no  merit  in  the  contention  that  he  suffered 
death  in  consequence  of  i^oing  or  being  there 
by  the  direction  of  Boyd,  to  whose  oraers  he 
was  bound  to  conform,  under  subsection  4  of 
the  Statute ;  and,  moreover,  had  such  con- 
22  L.  R.  A. 


formance  to  Boyd's  orders  borne  the  relation 
of  proximate  cause  to  the  casualty,  there  is 
no  evidence  whatever  that  Boyd  was  Dej^li- 
gent  in  giving  the  order.  These  oonsidera- 
tions  show  also  the  grounds  of  our  conclasion 
that  the  case  is  not  Drought  under  subsection 
4  of  the  Act ;  and  it  is  not  insisted  that  the 
injury  resulted  proximately  from  any  defect 
in  the  ways,  works,  machinery,  or  plant  of 
the  defendant,  within  the  intent  and  mean- 
ing of  subsection  1.  The  chief  contention 
of  appellant  is  that  the  evidence  tended  to 
prove  a  case  under  subsection  2  of  section 
2590  of  the  Code,  and  that,  therefore,  the 
court  erred  in  charging  affirmatively  for  the 
defendant ;  and  our  further  discussion  of  the 
case  will  be  confined  to  the  inquiry  whether 
there  is  any  evidence  going  to  show  that  Mc- 
Kay's death  was  caus^  by  reason  of  the  neg- 
ligence of  any  person  in  the  service  or  em- 
ployment of  the  roaster  or  employer,  who 
had  any  superintendence  intrusted  to  him, 
while  in  the  exercise  of  such  superintendence. 
It  is  conceded  in  the  outset,  for  the  argu- 
ment, that  the  evidence  did  t«nd  to  show 
that  €k)uld.  the  engineer,  was  negligent,  ei- 
ther in  himself  setting  the  engine  in  motion, 
or  in  failing  to  prevent  some  third  person 
setting  the  ei>gine  in  motion.  There  can  be 
no  doubt  that  Gould  and  McKay  were  fellow 
servants  of  the  defendant,  or  that  the  common 
master  was  not  liable  to  the  one  for  injuries 
resulting  from  the  negligence  of  the  other, 
unless  that  other  was  negligent  while  in  the 
exercise  of  superintendence  intrusted  to  him 
by  the  employer.  Was  any  superintendence 
intrusted  to  him?  We  are  aware  that  the 
eighth  section  of  the  English  Employer's  Lis- 
bility  Act,  which  contains  a  definition  of  the 
phrase,  **  person  who  has  superintendence  in- 
trusted to  him,  **  is  not  embodied  in  our  stat-\ 
ute,  which  is  taken  from,  or  in  most  resoects 
modeled  after,  the  English  statute ;  and  we 
need  not  take  issue  with  counsel  that  this  is 
a  pregnant  omission,  implying  an  intent  on 
the  part  of  the  legislature  to  make  the  com- 
mon master  liable  whenever  t^e  injury  com- 
plained of  by  one  servant  is  caused  by  any 
person  in  the  service  who  has  any  superin- 
tendence intrusted  to  him,  whether  superin- 
tendence be  his  sole  or  principal  duty  or  not 
and  whether  or  not  he  is  ordinarily  engaged 
in  manual  labor,  provided  only  that  the  dam- 
nifying negligence  occurs  while  such  person 
is  in  the  exercise  of  whatever  superintendence 
is  in  fact  intrusted  to  him.  Yet  neither  the 
incorporation  of  that  part  of  section  8  to 
which  we  have  referred  into  the  English  stat- 
ute nor  its  omission  from  our  own,  neither 
its  import  in  the  one  nor  the  implication  in- 
volved in  its  omission  from  the  other,  did 
or  can  exert  any  influence  upon  the  meaning 
of  the  word  "superintendence."  That  word 
has  the  same  significance  in  both  statutes  as 
had  the  definition  of  the  expression.  **  person 
who  has  superintendence  intrusted  to  him," 
never  been  incorporated  in  the  one  or  omitted 
from  the  other.  The  definition  is  not  of  the 
word  "superintendence"  at  all,  but  only  of 
the  amount  or  degree  of  superintendence 
which  must  be  intrusted  to  a  person  to  fill 
the  terms  of  subsection  2,  the  abstract  quality 
of  superintendence  being  the  same  whether 
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it  is  intrusted  to  a  person  in  sufficient  degree 
to  come  within  the  statute  or  not.  So  that 
we  must  look  elsewhere  than  to  the  English 
statute,  or  to  the  fact  that  the  English  defl- 
nitioD  of  the  phrase,  **  person  who  has, "  etc. , 
has  been  omitted  from  our  statute  for  a  defi- 
nition of  "^ superintendence. "  We  find  this  in 
Webster's  Dictionary:  "Superintend:  To 
have  or  exercise  the  charge  and  oversight  of ; 
to  oversee. with  the  power  of  direction:  to 
take  care  of  with  authority, — as,  an  officer 
superintends  the  building  of  a  ship  or  the 
construction  of  a  fort ;  'God  exercises  a  su- 
perintending care  over  all  his  creatures.  *  ^ 
''Superintendence:  .  .  .  The  act  of  su- 
perintending ;  care  and  oversight  for  the  pur- 
pose of  direction,  and  with  authority  to 
direct  Synonyms:  Inspection;  oversight: 
care ;  direction  ;  control ;  guidance. "  And 
this  in  Worcester's  Dictionary:  "Superin- 
tend (L.  tuperintendo;  tuper,  over,  and  in- 
Undo,  to  direct  one's  attention  to  :  in,  to,  to- 
wards, and  tendo,  to  stretch)  :  To  oversee ; 
to  overlook ;  to  have  the  care  and  direction 
of."  "Superintendence:  .  .  .  The  act  of 
saperintending ;  oversight ;  superior  care :  di- 
rection; inspection."  The  following  from 
the  Century  Dictionary :  **  Sui)erintend  :  To 
have  charge  and  direction  of,  as  of  a  school ; 
direct  the  course  and  oversee  the  details  of 
(some  work,  as  the  construction  of  a  build- 
ins  or  movement,  as  of  an  army;  ;  regulate 
with  authority ;  manage. "  And  Roberts  *& 
Wallace,  in  their  work  on  Duty  and  Liabil- 
ity of  Employers,  say:  "The 'word  'super- 
intendence' seems  properly  to  implv  the 
"exercise  of  some  authority  or  control  over 
the  person  or  thins  subjected  to  oversight. 
•  .  .  Accordingly  it  may,  it  is  thought, 
he  safely  assumed  that  the  person  for  whose 
negligence  an  employer  is  liable  under  this 
subsection  (3)  must  be  one  to  whom  he  has 
delegated  some  of  that  authority  or  power  of 
control  which  he  would  otherwise  himself 
have  exercised.''  Pages  200,  261.  To  leave 
ont  of  view  for  the  moment  the  fact  that 
Gould,  the  engineer,  had  a  helper  or  assistant 
in  the  manipulation  of  these  engines,  we 
have  simply  the  case  of  a  man  engaged  in 
the  manual  operation  of  the  machines.  ^  With 
his  own  hands  he  started  the  engines,  regu- 
lated their  revolutions,  and  stopped  them : 
and  all  this,  even  to  the  number  of  revolu- 
tions per  minute,  he  did  at  the  direction  and 
under  the  control  of  persons  superior  to  him 
in  the  common  employment,  ^is  was  not 
the  duty  of  giving,  but  of  obeying  directions. 
He  did  not  draw  the  attention  of  others  to  a 
thing  to  be  done  by  them,  but  himself  was 
required  to  do  whatever  was  to  be  done.  His 
Care  of  tiie  engines  was  not  for  the  purpose 
of  direction,  and  with  authority  to  direct, 
but  was  a  care  to  be  effectuated  by  his  own 
liands.  He  was  not  to  guide  and  control 
others  in  their  operation  of  the  engines,  but 
to  control  and  regulate  the  engines  by  the 
laying  on  of  his  own  hands.  He  was  not  to 
direct  the  course  and  oversee  the  details  of 
the  operation  of  the  machines,  but  the  course 
was  marked  out  by  superior  authority,  and 
the  detoils  were  executed  by  his  personal 
physical  exertion.  He  had  none  of  that  au- 
thoritv  or  power  of  control  which  the  em- 
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plover  would  otherwise  himself  have  ex- 
ercised, but  all  authority  in  the  premises 
properly  belonging  to  the  master  was  exer- 
cised upon  hini  in  directing  his  services  as 
a  manual  laborer.  To  say  that  a  man  over- 
sees, overlooks,  directs,  guides,  controls,  in- 
spects, has  a  care  of,  superintends  an  act 
which  he  himself  wholly  performs,  is  a 
contortion  of  language  not  to  be  tolerated. 
These  terms,  indeed,  are  always  resorted  to, 
to  indicate  that  the  thing  done  was  not  man- 
ually done  by  the  person  spoken  of,  but  at 
his  biddiuff.  Each  of  these  synonyms,  and 
the  word  "superintendence"  itself,  must  be 
taken  in  this  ordinary  and  usual  significance 
here.  "Superintendence,"  in  the  statute, 
whatever  else  it  may  mean,  has  no  applica- 
tion at  all  to  a  person  whose  sole  duty  is  to 
be  performed  by  personal  acts  of  manual  la- 
bor, or  any  direct  bringing  to  bear  Of  the 
physical  energies  to  the  end  in  view.  It  has 
been  said,  and  is  doubtless  true  in  a  sense, 
that  the  superintendence  contemplated  by 
the  statute  "mav  be  either  over  men  or  ma- 
chinery, plant,"  etc.,  but,  whether  over  the 
one  or  the  other,  it  must  still  be  superintend- 
ence, power  of  direction,  superior  care,  and 
control,  with  authority,  as  distinguished 
from  direct  personal  manipulation.  And 
while  there  may  possibly  be  superintendence 
of  the  operation  of  a  machine  or  a  number  of 
machines  by  one  person  without  intermediate 
human  agency,  such  a  case  is  most  difficult 
of  conception.  We  are  inclined  to  believe 
that  its  possibility  even  does  not  exist,  and 
to  think  that  what  is  really  intended  by  the 
declaration  that  there  may  be  superintendence 
of  machinerv  is  that  where  one  has  authority 
to  have  machinery  operated,  to  direct  its  op- 
eration, to  overlook  it,  etc.,  and  the  means 
at  hand  in  others  to  carry  out  his  directions, 
he  is  superintendent  both  of  the  machine  to 
be  operated  and  of  the  men  who  are  to  ma- 
nipulate it  as  he  directs.  This  state  of  facts 
was  brought  forward  in  the  argument  upon 
which  the  declaration  referred  to  was  based 
(Roberts  &  W.  Liability  of  Employers,  p. 
262) ,  and  we  know  of  no  case  to  the  contrary. 
The  case  of  Karims  City,  M.  d  B.  B.  Co.  v. 
Burton  (Ala.)  12  So.  Rep.  88,  virtually 
adopts  this  view,  and  the  case  of  Anniston 
Pipe  Works  v.  Dickey,  98  Ala.  418,  is  in  no 
sense  opposed  to  it.  since  this  question  was 
not  deciaed,  or  at  all  discussed,  in  that  case  ; 
but,  to  the  contrary,  the  existence  of  super- 
intendencv  in  Calahan,  who  really  only  had 
manual  charge  of  a  machine,  was  only  as- 
sumed for  the  purpose  of  placing  the  defense 
on  the  ground  of  contributory  negligence, 
of  which  there  was  no  serious  doubt  on  the 
evidence.  Whether,  however,  there  may  pos- 
sibly be  a  case  of  superintendency  purely  of 
machinery  or  not,  it  is  most  clear  to  us  that 
Gould's  position  involved  no  such  case,  dis- 
sociated from  consideration  of  the  fact  that 
he  had  a  helper,  whose  duties  are  shown  in 
the  evidence.  Whether  he  had  any  superin- 
tendence intrusted  to  him,  in  view  of  this 
consideration,  is  a  question  not  necessar}'  to 
be  decided  in  this  case.  If  any  such  super- 
intendency existed  in  that  connection  it  was 
not  a  general  superintendency  over  the  helper 
and  the  machines,  not  a  general  power  of 
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havinir  the  machines  operated  as  he  directed 
by  the  hand  of  the  helper,  but  only  a  special 
superintendence  to  direct  the  helper  to  assist 
him,  Gould,  in  the  manual  labor  of  operating? 
them.  It  being  his  duty  to  personally  per- 
form— not  merely  direct — this  labor,  and  his 
right  onlj'  to  have  the  other  man  help  him  to 
perform  it,  his  relation  to  the  machinery  be- 
in^  primarily  that  of  a  laborer,  it  cannot  be 
said  that  1^  was  in  the  exercise  of  an^  super- 
intendence while  he  was  discharging  this 
primal  duty  of  a  manual  laborer.  His  su- 
perintendence, if  any  he  had,  extended  only 
to  his  actual  direction  of  the  helper,  and 
ceased  whenever  he  did  any  act  in  person 
and  in  the  line  of  his  duty  as  the  engineer 
in  charge  of  these  machines ;  the  case  in  this 
respect  being  radically  different  from  those 
of  Osborne  v.  Jackson,  L.  R.  11  Q.  B.  Div. 
619,  and  Kansas  City,  M.  <fi  B.  R,  Co.  v. 
Burton  (Ala.)  12  So.  Bep.  88,  94, in  which 
the  sole  duty  of  the  negligent  person  was 
that  of  superintendence,  ana  he  voluntarily 
co-operated  in  manual  labor.  The  idea  that 
it  was  not  the  legislative  purpose  to  make 
the  employer  liable  for  the  negligence  of 
persons'  in  charge  of  machinery,  plant,  and 
the  like  for  the  purpose  of  operating  the 
same,  unless  the  machinery  is  on  or  connected 
with  railroads,  is  strengthened  by  a  reference 
to  subsection  5  of  the  Act,  which  allows  a  re- 
covery when  Uie  injury  is  caused  by  the  neg- 
ligence of  any  person,  etc.,  who  has  charge 
or  control  of  any  signal  points,  locomotive 
engine,  switch,  car,  or  train  upon  a  railway, 
or  of  any  part  of  the  track  of  a  railway.     If 


the  contention  of  counsel  be  sound  that  there 
may  be  superintendence  of  machinery,  plant, 
etc.,  purely,  there  was  no  necessity  for  tlie 
enactment  of  this  clause,  since  the  matters 
provided  tor  in  it  are  embraced  in  clause  2. 
The  legislature  supposed  they  were  not,  aLd 
therefore  enacted  subsection  5. 

The  evidence  in  this  case  is  without  con- 
flict to  the  effect  that  when  the  engine  mo?ed 
or  was  set  in  motion  Gould's  helper  was  not 
even  on  the  premises,  and  that  if  the  engine 
was  started  by  Gould,  it  was  the  direct,  neg- 
ligent act  of  a  manual  laborer,  not  in  any 
sense  done  in  the  exercise  of  superintendence, 
conceding  that  at  any  time  superintendence 
was  intrusted  to  him.  This  leaves  the  case 
outside  of  subsection  2  of  section  2590.  The 
death  of  McKay,  on  this  hypothesis,  was  not 
caused  by  the  negligence  of  a  person  to  whom 
superintendence  was  intrusted  "while  in  the 
exercise  of  such  superintendence."  On  the 
other  hand,  had  the  jury  concluded  that 
Gk)uld  did  not  start  the  engine,  but  that  ii 
was  set  in  motion  by  some  third  person  in 
consequence  of  his  failure  to  prevent  outside 
interference,  the  result  must  have  been  the 
same.  On  this  hypothesis  Gould  was  a  mere 
watchman,  for  whose  negligence  the  com- 
pany was  not  responsible  to  his  fellow  serv- 
ant, McKay.  Roberta  &  W.  Liability  of 
Employers,  260.  In  no  possible  aspect  of  the 
evidence  was  the  plaintiff  entitled  to  recov- 
es.  The  affirmative  charge  for  defendant 
was  properly  given. 

Afflrmed. 
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1.  An  educational  corporation  enfi^a^^ 
in  operating^  a  pnblic  ferry,  carryinir  pas- 
sengers for  hire,  cannot  escape  hability  for  neg- 
llgence  in  the  managrement  of  the  ferry  on  the 
ground  that  the  business  was  tMra  vires. 

8.  A  corporation  may  be  held  to  have 
adopted  the  acts  of  its  a^fente  in  con- 
ductin^la  bosinem  nltra  viree*  where  its 
managing  officers,  knowing  the  businose  has  been 
done  and  that  the  income  of  the  business  has  been 
received  and  the  expenses  of  it  paid  by  the  treas- 
urer, has  adopted  the  action  of  the  treasurer  and 
elected  to  Iceep  the  money. 

(Noveml)er  29, 1896.) 

EXCEPTIONS  by  plaintiff  to  rulings  of  the 
Superior  Court  for  Franklin  County  made 
during  the  trial  of  an  action  brought  to  recover 
damages  alleged  to  have  been  caused  by  de- 


fendant's negligence,  which  resulted  in  the 
verdict  in  de^ndant's  favor.    Sustained. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Dana  Malone,  for  plaintiff: 

A  corporation  is  liable  eitiliter  for  all  tort* 
committed  by  its  servants  or  agents  bv  author 
ity  of  the  corporation  express  or  implied:  and 
it  is  liable  as  a  natural  person  for  the  acts  of 
its  agents  done  by  its  authority,  express  or  im- 
plied, though  there  be  neither  a  written  ap- 
pointment under  seal  nor  a  vote  of  the  corpo- 
ration constituting  the  agency  or  authorizing 
the  act 

Denier  cfe  R.  Q.  R.  Go.  v.  Harris,  12S  U.  S. 
597.  80  L.  ed.  1146;  BulkUff  v.  Dertf^  Fishing 
Co.  2  Conn.  252,  7  Am.  Dec.  271 ;  AUeghtny 
City  V.  McGlurkan,  14  Pa.  81. 

The  ferry  was  operated  and  maintained  by 
the  defendant.  • 

Pub.  Stat.,  chap.  66,  §  1,  requires  that  no 
person  shall  keep  a  ferry  unless  he  first  receives 
a  license  therefor  from  the  county  commission- 
ers. 

The  records  of  the  county  commissioners 
show  that  the  defendant  presented  a  petition  to 


NOTK.— The  denial  by  the  above  decision  of  the 
defense  of  xiXtra  vires  to  a  corporation  in  respect  to 
business  In  which  it  has  actually  engaged  is  in 
accordance  with  the  doctrine  of  other  important 
cases  of  recent  years  departing  from  the  stricter 
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rule  of  some  earlier  cases.   Of  the  later  class,  see 
Leinkauf  v.  Lombard  (N.  T.)  20  L.  R.  A.  48. 

As  to  the  estoppel  of  r  corporation  to  set  up  the 
plea  of  iiZtra  iTfror,  see  Miller  v.  American  Mut.  Ace 
Ins.  Co.  (Tenn.)  80  L.  R.  A.  785,  and  noie. 
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said  commissioDers,  March  4,  1890,  and  bav- 
ing  filed  its  bonds,  witb  sureties,  was  duly  li- 
censed to  keep  said  ferry  for  one  year,  to  be 
known  as" Moant  Hefmon  Ferry /^ 

2.  Charles  Deaoe.  the  ferry oaan,  was  em- 
ployed to  rnn  the  ferry,  and  was  paid  by  the 
defendant. 

8.  The  defendant  paid  for  the  repairs  of  the 
fenr  and  boats,  ana  bought  a  new  boat  and 
paid  for  it  from  its  funds. 

4.  The  defendant  took  the  proceeds  of  the 
fenr.  paid  to  it  by  said  Deane,  and  other 
sirfounts  received  for  ferriage  by  said  Nichols, 
their  cashier. 

5.  The  money  received  was  duly  entered  on 
the  books  of  the  corporation  kept  oy  the  cash- 
ier, also  on  the  books  of  the  treasurer. 

6.  The  trustees  must  be  presumed  to  know 
that  the  ferry  was  being  run  by  the  defendant. 

The  power  of  the  trustees  may  be  delegated 
to  members  of  the  board. 

Green's  Brice,  Ultra  Vires,  490;  Cook,  Stock 
k  Stockholders,  §  715;  Burlington  v.  Denni- 
»n,  42  N.  J.  L.  166. 

Subsequent  ratification  is  equivalent  to  prior 
authority  and  renders  the  principal  liable  for 
acts  of  its  agents. 

Story,  Ag.  §  289;  Clement  v.  Jones,  12  Mass. 
61;  Conrad  v.  Abbott,  182  Mass.  880;  Dempsey 
y.  Chambers,  18  L.  R.  A.  219.  154  Mass.  880. 

The  defendant  has  enjoved  the  benefits  re- 
ceived from  the  running  of  the  ferry.  There 
is  no  rule  of  Iftw  which  permits  them  to  retain 
tiie  benefits  and  escape  liability. 

Oil  Creek  dk  A.  /?.  R.  Co.  v.  Pennsylvania 
Tran»p.  Co.  88  Pa.  160;  PaHsh  v.  Wheeler,  22 
X.  Y.  494:  Bradley  v.  BaUard,  56  HI.  418,  8 
Am.  Rep.  656. 

A  corporation  will  be  liable  for  an  injury 
done  by  its  servants  if  under  like  circumstances 
do  individual  would  be  responsible. 

First  Baj^ist  Church  in  Schenectady  v.  Sehe- 
u(rtady  d  T,  R.  Co,  5  Barb.  79;  Modes  v.  CUve 
Uuid,  10  Ohio.  160,  86  Am.  Dec.  82. 

The  rule  that  governs  cases  of  tort  is  that 

the  doctrine  of  ultra  tires  has  no  application. 

Corporations  are  liable  the  same  as  individuals. 

Central  R,  <fe  Bkg,  Co.  v.  SmitJi,  76  Ala.  572, 

-52  Am.  Rep.  358;  Merchants  Nat.  Bank  of 

-     -     -  -        ^  77  u.  S. 


B^Mm  V.  State  Nat.  Bank  of  Boston, 
10  Wall  604,  19  L.  ed.  1008;  F/nladelphia,  W. 
^  B.  R.  Co.  v.  Qvigley,  62  U.  S.  21  How.  209. 
16  L.  ed.  75:  New  Tm-k  &  N.  IL  R.  Co.  v. 
S^hn^Ur,  34  N.  Y.  80;  FirH  Nat.  Bank  of  Car- 
'*i^k.  Pa.  V.  Graham,  100  U.  S.  699,  26  L.  ed. 
7oM;  Gruber  v.  Washington  db  J.  H.  Co.  92  N. 
C.  1;  Wood's  Field.  Priv.  Corp,  S  480. 

A  corporation  is  liable  for  consequences  of 
tortious  acts  done  by  its  authority,  though  not 
wiihin  scope  of  its  powers. 

C'ooley,  Torts,  2d  ed.  §  119;  BisseUv.  MicJi- 
io<in,  S.  and  N.  L  R.  Co*s,  22  N.  Y.  258;  New 
York,  L.  E.  <£  W.  R.  Co.  v.  HaHng,  47  N.  J, 
L.  137, 54  Am.  Rep.  120;  Bvffett  v.  Ti-oy  A  B. 
/^.  C<>.40N.Y.  168. 

The  fact  that  acts  were  unauthorized  by  the 
charter  is  no  defense  to  a  wrongdoer. 

Rytehinson  v.  Western  dt  A.R.  Co.Q  Heisk. 
634;  Green's  Brice,  Ultra  Vires,  2d  Am.  ed. 
3H4;  }faund  v.  Monmouthshire  Canal  Co.  2 
l>owl.  N.  8. 113;  MiU  V.  Bmoker,  L.  R  9  Exch. 
300. 

The  plea  of  ultra  vires  should  not  prevail 
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when  it  would  not  advance  Justice,  but  on  the 
contrary  would  accomplish  a  legal  wrong. 

Leaie  v.  Lorillard,  1  L  R.  A.  466,  110  N.  Y. 
519:  Leinkaufy.  Lombard,  20  L.  R  A.  48,  187 
N.  Y.  417;  Stewart  v.  Hartard  College,  12 
Allen,  68;  McDonald  v.  Massachusetts  Gen. 
Hospital,  120  Mass.  482, 21  Am.  Rep.  629. 

Messrs.  Conant  4k  Conant,  for  defendant: 

There  are  two  modes  in  which  a  corporation 
m&Y  expressly  contract  and  act:  first,  bv  vote 
of  Its  members;  and  second,  by  its  duly  au- 
thorized agents. 

Angell  &  A.  Priv.  Corp.  §§  228,  276. 

Being  the  mere  creation  of  law,  a  corpora- 
tion possesses  only  those  properties  which  the 
charter  of  its  creation  confers  upon  it.  These 
are  such  as  are  supposed  best  calculated  to  effect 
the  object  for  which  it  was  created. 

Dartmouth  College  Trustees  v.  Woodward,  17 
U.  8.  4  Wheat.  686,  4  L.  ed.  659. 

This  defendant  corporation  has  provided  that 
its  board  of  trustees  shall  speak  and  act  for  it. 
Its  first  by-law  provides  for  a  board  of  twenty- 
five  trustees,  whose  duty  is  defined  to  be  "to 
conduct  all  the  affairs  of  the  corporation  .  .  . 
in  such  manner  as  they  shall  deem  expedient." 

Neither  the  records  of  the  defendant  corpora- 
tion nor  of  its  board  of  trustees,  show  any  vote 
or  action  at  any  time,  that  in  any  way  or  man- 
ner, relates  to  said  ferry  or  its  management,  or 
to  a  license  to  operate  it,  or  to  any  bond,  or  that 
the  said  trustees  or  any  one  of  them  had  taken 
any  action  in  relation  to  said  ferry,  or  had  an} 
knowledge  thereof,  except  as  appears  in  the 
bill  of  exceptions. 

There  does  not  appear  to  have  been  any  agent 
of  the  defendant  having  any  authority  what- 
ever in  the  matter  of  the  ferry. 

The  enumeration  of  powers  granted  implies 
the  exclusion  of  all  others. 

Thomas  v.  West  Jersey  R.  Co.  101  U.  S.  71. 
25  L.  ed.  950;  Davis  v.  Old  Col<my  R.  Co.  131 
Mass.  270,  41  Am.  Rep.  221. 

The  defendant  had  no  power  under  its 
charter  to  engage  in  the  business  of  a  common 
carrier  of  passengers  for  hire,  either  direct  or 
implied;  such  business  was  ultra  vires  or  acts 
the  corporation  was  not  authorized  to  do  either 
by  express  or  implied  powers. 

Thomas  v.  West  Jersey  R.  Co.  supra. 

If  ttie  defendant's  board  of  trustees  had  voted 
to  buy  and  had  bought,  and  to  manage  said 
ferry,  and  had  attempted  so  to  do,  such  acts 
would  have  been  ultra  vires,  and  the  corpora- 
tion not  liable  in  this  action. 

It  is  not  liable  for  a  tort  or  negligence  unless 
such  act  is  done  in  the  course  of  the  business 
authorized  by  its  charter  and  by  an  authorized 
agent. 

Pcftrce  V.  Madison  cfe  2.  and  Peru  dk  I.  R. 
Co*s,  62  U.  8.  21  How,  441,  16  L.  ed.  184;  Mc- 
Gregor V.  Deal  dk  D.  R.  Co.  17  Jur.  21;  Colman 
V.  Eastern  Counties  R.  Co.  10  Beav.  1;  East 
Anglian  R.  Co.  v.  Eastern  Counties  R.  Co.  11 
C.  B.  803. 


Knowlton, 

the  court : 


J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 


The  *  defendant  is  an  educational  corpora- 
tion. The  plaintiff  seeks  to  recover  damages 
for  injuries  received  through  the  negligence 
of  a  ferryman  in  managing  a  boat  on  which 
he  was  a  passenger,  and  which,  as  he  alleges. 
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the  defendant  was. using  at  a  public  ferry  in 
the  business  of  carrying  passengers  for  hire. 
At  the  request  of  the  defendant,  the  presid- 
ing justice  ruled  that  there  was  no  evidence 
to  warrant  a  finding  for  the  plaintiff,  and  di- 
rected a  verdict  for  the  defendant.  The  de- 
fendant contends  that  the  ruling  should  be 
sustained  on  one  or  both  of  two  grounds :  It 
says,  in  the  first  place,  that  if  it  maintained 
the  ferrv,  and  hired  and  paid  the  ferryman, 
the  business  was  ultra  vires,  and  therefore  it 
is  not  liable  for  negligence  in  the  manage- 
ment of  the  boat,  ^condly,  it  contends  that 
there  was  no  evidence  to  connect  the  corpora 
tion  with  the  business  of  running  the  ferrv 
boat,  or  to  show  that  the  ferryman  was  its 
servant. 

It  is  a  general  rule  that  corporations  are 
liable  for  their  torts,  as  natural  persons  are. 
It  is  no  defense  to  an  action  for  a  tort  to  show 
that  the  corporation  is  not  authorized  by  its 
charter  to  do  wrong.  Recovery  may  be  had 
against  corporations  for  assault  and' battery, 
for  libel,  and  for  malicious  prosecution, 
as  well  as  for  torts  resulting  from  negli- 
gent management  of  the  corporate  business. 
Moore  v.  FXtchburg  R.  Corp,  4  Gray,  465,  64 
Am  Dec.  88 ;  Fogg  v.  Boston  A  L.  E.  Corp. 
148  Mass.  518 ;  Eeed  v.  Home  Sav.  Bank,  180 
Mass.  448,  89  Am,  Rep.  468 ;  Philadelphia, 
W.  d  B.  R.  Co,  V.  Quioleu,  62  U.  8.  21  How. 
209,  16  L.  ed.  75 ;  Merchants  Nat.  Bank  <^ 
Boston  V.  State  Nat.  Bank  of  Boston,  77  U. 
8.  10  Wall.  604,  19  L.  ed.  1008 ;  First  Nat, 
Bank  of  Carlisle,  Pa.  v.  Graham,  100  U.  8. 
699,  25  L.  ed.  750 ;  Gruber  v.  Washington  cfc 
J.  R.  Co.  92  N.  C.  1;  Hussey  v.  Norfolk 
Southern  R.  Co.  98  N.  C.  34.  If  a  corpora- 
tion, by  its  officers  or  agents,  unlawfully  in- 
jures a  person,  whether  intentionally  or  neg- 
ligently, it  would  be  most  unjust  to  allow 
it  to  escape  responsibility  on  the  ground  that 
its  act  is  ultra  vires.  The  only  plausible 
grpund  on  which  the  defendant  in  the  present 
case  can  contend  that  it  should  be  exempt 
from  liability  for  the  negligence  of  its  serv- 
ant in  managing  the  ferryboat  is  that  the 
contract  to  carry  the  plaintiff  was  ultra  vires, 
and  therefore  invalid,  and  that  the  duty  for 
neglect  of  which  the  plaintiff  sues  arose  out 
of  the  contract,  and  disappears  with  it  when 
the  contract  appears  to  be  void.  The  defend- 
ant may  ar^ue  that  the  plaintiff  cannot  main- 
tain an  action  for  a  breach  of  the  contract  to 
use  proper  care  to  carry  him  safely,  and  that 
he  stanas  no  better  when  he  sues  in  tort  for 
failure  to  do  the  duty  which  grew  out  of  the 
contract. 

In  BisseU  v.  Michigan  S.  and  N.  1.  R.  Co's, 
22  N.  Y.  258,  the  plaintiff  founded  his  ac- 
tion on  the  negligence  of  the  two  defendants 
while  jointly  running  cars  on  a  railroad  in 
a  state  to  which  the  charter  of  neither  of  them 
extended,  and  it  was  conceded  that  the  de- 
fendants were  acting  ultra  vires.  The  plain- 
tiff recovered,  Comstock,  Ch.  J.,  holding,  in 
an  elaborate  opinion,  that  the  corporations 
were  liable  under  their  contract;  notwith- 
standing that  the  contract  was  ultra  vires, 
and  that  if  they  could  not  be  held  under  their 
contract  they  could  not  be  held  at  all,  inas- 
much as  the  only  negligence  allesred  was  a 
failure  to  use  the  care  which  the  contract 
22  L.  R.  A. 


called  for.  8elden,  </.,  in  an  equally  full 
and  elaborate  opinion,  held  that  the  contract 
for  carriage  was  invalid,  and  that  there  could 
be  no  recovery  under  ii  nor  for  negligence 
founded  upon  it,  but  it  was  bis  opinion  that 
if  the  contract  were  set  aside  the  defendants 
owed  the  plaintiff  a  duty  founded  on  his  re- 
lation to  them  as  an  occupant,  with  their 
permission,  of  a  place  in  their  car,  and  that 
the  improper  management  of  the  car  was  a 
neglect  of  that  duty,  for  which  the  plaintiff 
could  recover.  Gierke,  J. ,  agreed  with  this 
view,  and  all  but  one  of  the  other  jud^ea 
concurred  in  a  decision  for  the  plaintiff, 
without  stating  the  ground  on  which  they 
thought  the  decision  snould  be  placed.  This 
case  was  followed  in  Bufett  v.  Troy  d  B. 
R.  Co.,  40  N.  y.  168,  in  which  it  was  held 
that  a  railroad  corporation  was  liable  for  neg- 
ligence of  the  driver  of  a  stagecoach  whidi 
it  was  running  without  a  legal  rifht  to  do  a 
business  of  that  kind ;  but  tne  opinion  does 
not  show  whether  the  decision  is  founded  on 
the  opinion  of  Ck>mstock,  Gh.  J.,  eiven  in 
the  former  case,  or  on  that  of  Selden,  J. 
Like  decisions  have  been  made  under  similar 
facts  in  Central  R.  cfe  Bkg.  Go.  v.  Smith,  76 
Ala.  572,  52  Am.  Rep.  858 ;  New  York,  L 
E.  <fi  W.  R.  Co.  V.  Earing,  47  N.  J.  L.  137, 
54  Am.  Rep.  128,  and  Hutchinson  v.  Western 
d  A,  R.  Co.  6  Heisk.  684. 

The  better  doctrine  seems  to  be  that  a  con- 
tract made  by  a  corporation  in  violation  of 
its  charter,  or  in  excess  of  the  powers  granted 
to  it  either  expressly  or  by  implication,  is 
invalid,  considered  merely  as  a  contract,  and, 
so  long  as  it  is  entirely  executory,  will  not  be 
enforced.  It  is  not  only  a  violation  of  a  pri- 
vate trust,  viewed  in  reference  to  the  stock- 
holders, but  it  is  against  the  policy  of  the 
law,  which  intends  that  corporations  deriv- 
ing their  powers  solely  from  the  legislature 
shall  not  pass  beyond  the  limits  of  the  field 
of  activity  in  which  they  are  permitted  by 
their  charter  to  work.  Davis  v.  Old  Colontf 
R.  Co.  131  Mass.  258.  41  Am.  Rep.  221: 
Monument  Nat.  Bank  v.  Globe  Works,  101 
Mass.  57,  8  Am.  Rep.  822;  AttyGen.  v. 
Tudor  Ice  Co.  104  Mass.  289,  6  Am.  Rep.  2S7 ; 
Thomas  v.  Weet  Jersey  R.  Go.  101  U.  8.  71, 
25  L.  ed.  950;  Leelie  v.  Lonliard,  HON.  Y. 
519,  1  L.  R.  A.  456 ;  Linkaui  v.  Lombard, 
187  N.  Y.  417,  20  L.  R.  A.  48 ;  Bast  Anglian 
R.  Co.  V.  Eastern  Counties  R.  Co.  11  C.  B. 
808.  On  the  other  hand,  courts  have  fre- 
q^uently  held  that  while  such  contracts,  con- 
sidered merely  as  contracts,  are  invalid,  they 
involve  no  such  element  of  moral  or  legal 
wrong  as  to  forbid  their  enforcement,  if  there 
has  been  such  action  under  them  as  to  work 
injustice  if  they  are  set  aside.  Courts  have 
been  astute  to  discover  something  in  the  nat- 
ure of  an  eouitable  estoppel  against  one  who. 
after  entering  into  such  a  contract,  and  in- 
ducing a  change  of  condition  by  another 
party,  attempts  to  avoid  the  contract  by  a 
plea  of  ultra  vires.  It  is  said  that  such  a 
plea  will  not  avail,  when  to  allow  it  would 
work  injustice,  and  accomplish  legal  wrong. 
Leslie  v.  LoriUard,  and  Linkauf  v.  Lombard, 
supra.  Many  cases  might  be  supposed  in 
which  it  would  be  most  unjust  to  hold  that 
one  who  had  received  the  blenefits  of  such  a 
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contract  might  retain  them,  and  leave  the 
other  party  without  remedy,  as  he  might  do 
in  a  supposable  case,  where  another  had  put 
himseli  at  a  disadvantage  on  the  faith  of 
a  contract  with  him  to  commit  a  crime. 
Whether,  in  this  commonwealth,  a  contract 
entered  into  by  a  corporation  ultra  rireSy  and 
partly  pcnrformed,  will  ever  be  enforced  on 
equitable  grounds,  we  need  not  now  decide. 
See  Slat&r  Woolen  Co.  v.  Lamb,  148  Mass. 
430;  Prescott  If  at.  Bank  of  LoweU  v.  Butler, 
157  Mass.  548 :  National  Pemherton  Bank  v. 
P(yrter,  125  Mass.  833,  28  Am.  Rep.  285; 
AUUborough  Nat.  Bank  v.  Rogers.  125  Mass. 
339;  freeman's  Nat,  Bank  v.  Saaery,  127 
Mass.  75-77,  84  Am.  Rep.  845 ;  Union  Nat. 
Bank  of  St.  Louis  v.  Mattlmos,  98  U.  8.  621, 
35  L.  ed.  188 ;  MeGluer  v.  Manchester  <fe  L, 
Baaroad,  18  Gray,  124,  74  Am.  Dec.  624; 
Naiumai  Bank  of  Genesee  v.  Whitney,  108  U. 
3.  99,  26  L.  ed.  448 ;  PaHsh  v.  Wheeler,  22 
N-  Y.  494;  Oil  Creek  db  A.  R.  R.  Co.  v. 
Ptuneylvama  Tran^p.  Co.  88  Pa.  160 ;  Bradley 
V.  BaUard,  55  111.   413,  8  Am.    Rep.    656. 

In  the  present  case,  we  think  it  makes  no 
dif  erence  that  the  defendant  was  not  a  manu- 
facturing or  trading  corporation,  but  was 
cbarterea  for  eclucational  purposes  only.  It 
could  acquire  and  hold  property,  make  con- 
tracts, and  do  anything  else  incidental  to  the 
maintenance  of  the  school.  Doubtless,  some 
of  its  officers  or  agents  thought  it  would  be 
an  advantage  to  its  students  and  managers  to 
have  a  public  ferry  at  the  place  where  the 
plaintiff  was  injured.  Its  maintenance  of 
such  a  ferry  was  ultra  tires,  but  its  acts  in 
that  respect  were  not  different  in  kind  from 
the  ordinary  acts  of  corporations  in  excess  of 
the  powers  given  them  by  their  charter.  We 
are  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  if  the  defend- 
ant, while  running  the  ferryboat,  accepted 
the  plaintiff  as  a  passenger  to  be  transported 
for  hire,  and  undertook  to  carry  him  across 
the  river,  he  was  in  the  boat  as  a  licensee ; 
it  owed  him  the  duty  to  use  proper  care  to 
carry  him  safely ;  and,  whether  an  action 
could  he  maintained  for  a  breach  of  the  con- 
tract or  not,  it  is  liable  to  the  plaintiff  in 
an  action  of  tort  for  neglect  of  that  duty. 

The  other  question  in  the  case  is  whether 
there  was  evidence  that  the  corporation  oper- 
ated the  ferry.  Under  its  by-laws,  the  man- 
agement of  the  corporation  is  vested  in  a 
hoard  of  trustees.  It  does  not  appear  that 
Any  vote  was  ever  taken  in  regard  to  the  ferry, 
uid  it  was  not  shown  that  any  officer  of  the 
corporation  took  out  the  license  which  was 
gnuted  to  the  defendant  by  the  county  com- 
miaBioners  under  Pub.  Stat.,  chap.  55,  §  1, 
to  keep  the  ferry ;  but  the  records  of  the 
county  commissioners  show  that  such  a  li- 
cense was  granted,  and  that  a  bond  with 
sureties  was  gi  ven  to  the  county  of  Franklin, 
▼ith  the  condition  to  properly  perform  the 
duty  of  a  ferryman,  executed  in  behalf  of  the 
defendant  by  one  who  was  designated  as  su- 
perint^dent,  and  witnessed  by  the  defend- 
ant's cashier  and  paymaster.  It  further  ap- 
peared that  the  title  to  the  property  used  at 
the  ferry  was  taken  by  Ambert  G.  Moody, 
one  of  the  trustees  of  the  defendant,  who  was 
then  a  student  in  Amherst  College,  and  that 
he  paid  for  it  only  a  nominal  sum  above 
SLR.  A. 


the  mortgage  existing  upon  it,  and  that  he 
and  the  defendant's  superintendent  who  had 
charge  of  its  farm,  employed  one  Deane  to 
operate  the  ferry,  who  was  paid  by  the 
month,  and  who  turned  over  the  balance  of 
the  receipts  of  the  ferry,  above  his  wages,, 
to  the  defendant's  cashier  and  paymaster. 
For  the  month  of  April.  Deane  was  paid  for 
his  services  by  the  defendant's  paymaster, 
out  of  the  defendant's  funds.  In  June,  1890, 
a  new  ferryboat  was  constructed,  under  an 
arrangement  with  Ambert  G.  Moody  and 
Dwight  L.  Moody,  both  of  whom  were  trust- 
ees of  the  corporation,  and  was  paid  for  by 
the  paymaster  out  of  the  funds  of  the  cor- » 
poration.  For  six  months,  and  until  there 
was  a  chanffe  in  the  management  of  the  ferry, 
the  defendant's  cashier  and  paymaster  sent 
to  tl^e  treasurer,  who  lived  in  New  York, 
monthly  accounts,  showing  monthly  receipts 
and  expenses  on  account  of  the  ferry.  Ac- 
companying the  first  of  these  accounts  was  a 
statement  wat  the  school  was  running  the 
ferry  and  paying  the  bills.  The  treasurer 
was  himseli  a  trustee  of  the  corporation.  He 
subsequently  rendered  his  official  report  to 
the  corporation,  which  was  audited  by  an- 
other of  the  trustees,  who  did  not  examine 
the  items  in  person,  but  caused  the  examina- 
tion to  be  made  by  a  man  in  his  employment. 
This  report  was  accepted  by  the  trustees,  and 
placed  on  file.  The  items  of  receipts  and 
expenditures  were  entered  on  the  books  of 
the  treasurer  in  an  account  under  the  title, 
**  Ferry.  **  The  treasurer's  report  was  not  put 
in  evidence,  and  was  not  produced,  althou(|;h 
the  defendant  was  notified  to  produce  it. 
There  is  no  evidence  of  original  authority 
from  the  defendant  to  anybody  to  operate  the 
ferry  on  its  account,  but  the  evidence  is 
plenary  that  persons  connected  with  the  man- 
agement of  its  business  assumed  so  to  operate 
it.  The  important  question  is  whether  there 
was  evidence  that  the  corporation  ratified  the 
acts  of  these  persons.  We  are  of  opinion  that 
there  was  evidence  from  which  the  iury  might 
have  found  such  ratification.  It  is  not  nec- 
essary that  the  ratification  should  be  by  a 
formal  vote.  It  is  enough  if  the  corporation, 
acting  through  its  managing  officers,  know- 
ing that  the  Dusiness  had  been  done  by  those 
who  assumed  to  act  as  its  agents  in  doing  it, 
and  that  the  income  of  tl^e  business  had  been 
received,  and  the  expenses  of  it  paid,  by  its 
treasurer,  in  his  official  capacity,  and  that 
the  balance  of  the  receipts  above  the  expendi- 
tures was  in  its  treasury,  adopted  the  action 
of  its  treasurer,  and  elected  to  keep  the 
money.  It  was  a  fair  inference  of  fact,  es- 
pecially when  the  corporation  failed  to  pro- 
duce the  treasurer's  report  after  notice  to 
produce  it,  that  the  report  contained  a  true 
statement  of  the  accounts  which  related  to 
the  ferry,  and  that  it  was  accepted  with  full 
knowledge  on  the  part  of  the  trustees  of  what 
it  contained.  Whether  there  was  a  ratifica- 
tion by  the  corporation  was  a  question  of  fact 
for  the  jury,  on  all  the  evidence.  If  there 
was  such  a  ratification,  it  carried  with  it  the 
consequences  which  would  have  followed  an 
original  authority.  In  Dempsey  v.  Cliamhers, 
154  Mass.  880,  18  L.  R.  A.  219,  it  was  held,  , 
after  much  consideration,  that  ratification  of 
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an  unauthorized  act  would  make  the  princi- 
pal liable^  in  an  action  of  tort  for  an  injury 
resulting ^from  negligence  of  the  agent  in 


doing  the  act.     We  are  of  opinion  that  the 
case  should  have  been  submitted  to  the  jury. 
BxceptioTU  ^itstained. 


FLORIDA  SUPREME  COURT. 


PEN8AC0LA  &  ATLANTIC  R.  CO., 

Appt., 

t. 

William  K.  HYER  et  al, 

<32Fla.fi89.) 

^Where  al  railway  company.  hAvin^ 
lawfU  anthority  ao  to  do.  crcMMes  a 
public  navigable  stream  or  watercourse 
with  its  road,  erecting  in  a  proper  manner  the 
proper  and  necessary  structures  for  such  cross- 
ing, occupying  therewith  the  space  and  no 
more  than  the  space  permitted  to  it,  and  so 
erects  and  uses  such  structures  as  that  they  shall 
not  unnecessarily  abridge  or  destroy  the  useful- 
ness of  such  stream  to  the  public  as  a  navigable 
'highway,  using  in  a  proper  manner  a  movable 
drawbridge  by  which  it  crosses  that  part  of  such 
stream  left  open  for  the  public  navigation  there- 
of, it  is  not  liable  for  injuries  resulting  to 
vessels  navigating  such  stream  from  coming  in 
contact  with  obstructions  in  the  open  space  or 
channel  of  water  under  such  drawbridge  when 
such  obstructions  are  present  without  fault  on 
such  company^s  part.  The  open  space  left  to  be 
temporarily  spanned  from  time  to  time  by  the 
railway^s  drawbridge  is  left  not  only  to  the  free 
use  but  to  the  control  and  care  of  the  public,  ai^l 
the  redlway  company  is  under  no  more  obliga- 
tion to  keep  it  free  of  obstructions  present  with- 
out its  agency,  than  it  is  to  care  for  any  other 
part  of  the  channel  of  such  stream. 

(December  23. 180B.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Escambia  County  in 
favor  of  defendants  in  an  action  brought  to 
recover  damages  for  iniuries  alleged  to  bave 
been  caused  to  plaintiff  a  steam  tug  by  reason 
of  obstructions  allowed  to  accumulate  under 
the  water  in  the  channel  left  by  the  draw  of 
defendant's  bridee.    Beversed. 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  William  A.  Blount,  for  appellant: 

The  brid^  is  not  per  h  a  nuisance.  The 
Pensacola  &  Atlantic  Railroad  Company  de- 
fendant was  by  its  charter  authorized  to  con- 
struct a  railroad  "  from  a  point  on  the  Apala- 
cbicola  river  .  .  .  westward  to  the  waters  of 
Escambia  bay  at  the  city  of  Pensacola,  thence 
to  the  Alabama  line  by  the  most  direct  route." 

The  court  will  take  judicial  notice  of  the 
fact  that  Escambia  bay  must  be  crossed  by  a 
railroad  extending  by  a  direct  route  from  the 
Apalacbicolariver  to  Pensacola  and  thence  to 
the  Alabama  line.  The  act  then  which  au- 
thorized the  building  of  the  road  between 
these  two  points  authorized  the  bridging  of 
Escambia  bay  lying  between  them. 

Hamilton  v.  Vicktbnrg,  8.  <&  P.  R.  Co.  119 
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U.  S.  280,  80  L.  ed.  898;  Unim  Pac.  R,  Go.  v. 
HaU,  91  U.  8.  850,  28  L.  ed.  481;  Plsople  v. 
Renssdaer  dt  8.  R.  Co.  15  Wend.  180,  80  Am. 
Dec.  83;  Springfield  v.  GonnecUcut  Biter  R. 
Co.  4  Cush.  i^;Mofiawk  Bridge  Co,  v.  Utiea  d 
8.  B,  Co.  6  Paige.  654,  8  L.  ed.  1099. 

The  bridge  then  being  built  under  legisla- 
tive authority  is  not  a  nuisance. 

Belling^  v.  Nevo  York  Central  Bailroad,  23 
N.  Y.  42;  Badcliff  v.  Brooklyn,  4  N.  T.  185, 
58  Am.  Dec.  857;  Pound  v.  Turck,  96  U.  S. 
459,  24  L.  ed.  526;  Escanaba  dh  L.  M.  Tramp. 
Co.  v.  Chicago,  107  U.  8-  678.  27  L.  ed.  449. 

Nor  was  the  bridge  constructed  in  an  im- 
proper manner;  there  is  no  allegation  that  it 
was  so  constructed. 

Authority  to  build  the  bridge  carried  with 
it  authority  to  build  it  with  no'passage  through 
it  except  a  suitable  draw. 

Thompson  y.  Paterwn  &  H.  R  Bailroad.  9 
N.  J.  Eq.  559;  PeopU  v.  Rennelaer  d  8.  R.  Co. 
15  Wend.  118,  80  Am.  Dec.  88. 

If  any  duty  exists  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ant to  see  that  the  passage  through  the  draw  is 
kept  safe  for  the  navigation  of  vessels,  it  must 
arise  from  express  provisions  in  the  charter  or 
from  provisions  necessarily  implied.  There 
are  no  express  provisions. 

There  is  but  one  implied  condition  attached 
to  the  ^nt  of  the  right  to  build  the  bridge, 
which  IS  that  it  shall  not  unnecessarily  obstruct 
navigation. 

Ward  V.  Louiwille  A  K  R.  Co.  (Tenn.)  3  Am. 
&  Eng.  R.  R.  Cas.  506. 

In  the  absence  of  a  duty  to  keep  the  draw 
clear  at  all  events— of  a  duty  to  insure  against 
accidents — the  ordinary  rule  of  negligence  ap- 
plies, that  the  owner  or  controller  of  such  a 
structure  which  has  been  properly  built  is  lia- 
ble for  any  defect  in  its  condition  only  if  be 
has  been  put  upon  notice  of  the  condition 
either  from  direct  information,  or  from  the 
exisieace  of  circumstances  which  would  indi- 
cate the  existence  of  the  condition,  or  from  an 
imputed  knowledge  of  natural  causes  which 
would  produce  such  condition. 

Conhocton  Stone  Road  v.  Buffalo,  N.  7.  d  E. 
R.  Co.  51  N.  Y.  582;  Shearm.  &  Redf.  Neg.  148; 
Walden  v.  Fineli,  70  Pa.  460:  8eheU  v,  Second 
Nat,  Rank  of  St.  Paul,  14  Minn.  48. 

Mr.  John  C.  Avery,  for  appellees: 
If  this  court  should  find  that  it  was  in  con- 
templation of  the  act  that  the  Pensacola  &  At- 
lantic Railroad  Company  should  build  a 
bridge  over  the  Escambia  bay,  then  it  was  cer- 
tainly contemplated  that  such  bridge  should 
be  of  such  design  and  structure  as  would  least 
impede  navigation. 

Inasmuch  as  the  navigation  of  those  extensive 
waters  was,  by  the  act  of  appellant,  forced  into 
so  narrow  a  channel  in  order  to  enable  it  to 


Note.— On  the  question  of  the  liability  of  a  rail-    olared  by  one  of  the  counsel  in  the  case, ''  piactf- 


road  company  to  keep  a  navinrabJe  channel  be- 
tween the  piers  of  a  lawful  drawbridge  free  from 
obstructions,  the  above  case  seems  to  be  as  is  de- 
22  L.  R.  A. 


cally  one  of  first  impression."  althouflrb  it  has  a 
precedent  in  the  brief  case  of  Ward  v.  LooisviUe  & 
N.  R.  00.  (Tenn.)  8  Am.  ft  Enx.  R.  R.  Cas.  501 
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«rosB  the  bay  at  a  smaller  expense,  it  is  in- 
cumbent on  appellant  tx>  see  that  the  space  of 
the  draw  is  kept  clear  of  obatructions. 

Where  vessels  were  invited  in  business  with 
wharf  owners  to  use  their  structures,  it  is  in- 
cumbent upon  owners  to  see  that  the  use  is 
without  damage  or  danger. 

Leonard  Y,  Decker,  2$  Ted.  Rep.  741;  Smith 
V.  Havemeyer,  36  Fed.  Rep.  927. 

How  much  more  reasotkable  is  it  to  hold  to 
the  same  and  even  stricter  responsibility  a 
company  having  and  using  the  power  to  com- 
pel for  its  own  purposes,  and  to  save  money, 
the  commerce  of  a  bay  to  abandon  abroad  and 
safe  channel  and  submit  to  the  use  of  a  single 
and  narrow  space  for  transit  to  and  fro. 

Edgertm  v.  New  York,  27  Fed.  Rep.  281; 
Etheridge  v.  Philadelphia,  26  Fed.  Rep.  48; 
Poity.  Lincoln,  25  Fed.  Rep.  885. 

Tftylor*  t7.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 

■court : 

The  appellees  as  owners  "of  the  steam  tug 
"£.  £.  Simpson,"  in  an  action  in  case,  in  the 
circuit  court  of  Escambia  county,  recovered 
judgment  against  the  appellant  for  the  sum 
of  ^44.88,  and  from  this  judgment  the  de- 
fendant below  appeals. 

The  only  error  assigned  is  the  ruling  of 
the  court  below  upon  the  defendant's  de- 
murrer to  the  plaintiffs'  declaration,  whereby 
the  safficiency  of  the  declaration  to  warrant 
a  recovery  in  law  was  questioned.  The  dec- 
laration 18  as  follows :  **  Wm.  E.  Hyer  and 
Albert  Hver,  as  partners  under  the  firm  name 
of  Hyer  Brothers,  F.  C.  Brent,  Isaac  Rogers, 
And  John  J.  Bowes,  as  owners  of  the  steam 
tug  named  E.  E.  Simpson,  the  plaintiffs,  by 
their  attorney.  John  C.  Avery,  sue  the  Pen- 
sacola  &  Atlantic  Railroad  Company,  a  cor- 
poration, the  defendant.  For  that,  to  wit, 
or  the  6th  day  of  March,  1888,  to  wit  in  the 
county  and  state  aforesaid  (Escambia  county, 
Florida),  the  said  plaintiffs  then  and  there 
being  the  owners  of  a  certain  steam  tug 
nam^  £.  E.  Simpson,  which  they  used  in 
the  business  of  towing  vessels  and  timber  in 
the  waters  of  Pensacola  bay  and  the  tribu- 
taries thereof,  and  the  said  defendant  being 
then  and  there  engaged  .  .  .  under  the  au- 
thority of  law  in  the  business  of  transporting 
freight  and  passengers  for  hire  over  the  line 
of  railroad  extending  from  the  county  afore- 
said across  the  county  of  Santa  Rosa,  from 
east  to  we9t,  the  said  defendant  was  then  and 
tberv  engaged  in  the  said  business  and  ac- 
complishing the  said  transportation  between 
the  said  counties  by  means  of  a  certain  bridge 
across  the  waters  of  Escambia  bay,  a  navi- 
eable  stream,  and  an  arm  of  the  said  bay  of 
Peosacola ;  the  said  bridge  being  laid  upon 
piles  driven  into  the  soil  forming  th^  basin  of 
the  said  bay,  and  so  near  together  as  to  to- 
tally obstruct  the  navigation  of  the  said  Es- 
cambia bay,  except  at  a  point  about  the 
middle  thereof  where  the  defendant  had  and 
maintained  a  drawbridge,  through  which  all 
▼essels  and  other  craft  naviarating  the  said 
Escambia  bay  were  compelled  to  and  did 
pass  in  proceeding  from  points  north  of  said 
bridge  to  the  city  of  Pensacola.  And  the 
plaintiffs  in  fact  aver  that  on  the  day  and 
date  aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid,  while 
t2LRA, 


their  said  boat  was  engaged  in  the  navigation 
of  the  said  bay^  in  the  prosecution  of  her 
lawful  business,  she  was  compel  led  to  and 
did  pass  through  the  said  draw  in  the  said 
bridge,  which  said  draw  it  was  the  duty  of 
the  defendant  to  keep  clear  of  obstructions  so 
as  to  enable  the  same  to  be  safely  navigated 
by  all  vessels  which  mijght  have  navi crated 
the  said  waters  had  said  bridge  not 'been 
erected  at  all  by  the  defendant.  And  the 
said  plaintiffs  in  fact  aver  that  their  said 
boat  could  and  would  have  safely  navigated 
the  said  waters  had  the  said  bridge  not  been 
built  as  aforesaid,  but  the  defendant  per- 
mitted the  .  .  .  space  of  the  said  draw 
through  which  said  boat  had  to  pass  to  be- 
come obstructed  by  snags,  posts,  logs  and 
other  obstacles  below  the  suriace  of  the  water 
and  invisible  to  persons  in  plaintiffs'  said 
boat,  in  so  much  that  when  the  plaintiffs' 
said  boat  undertook  to  pass  through  the  same 
her  propeller  struck  against  the  said  obstruc- 
tions and  wa^  broken,  so  that  the  plaintiffs 
were  compelled  to  procure  a  new  wheel,  pay- 
ing therefor  the  sum  of  $254.88,  its  reason- 
able value.  Yet  the  defendant  fails  to  pay 
the  same  or  any  part  thereof,  to  the  plain- 
tiffs* damage  of  $1,000,  and  therefore,  they 
sue,**  etc.  The  ground  of  the  demurrer  to 
this  declaration  was :  **  That  it  sets  forth  no 
breach  of  any  obligation  of  the  defendant 
towards  the  plaintiffs.**  It  will  be  observed 
from  this  declaration  that  there  is  no  allega- 
tion therein  that  the  occupancy  of  the  nav- 
igable water  known  as  Escambia  bay  by  the 
defendant  railway  company  with  its  railway, 
piles,  track,  and  bridge  was  in  any  wise  un- 
lawful or  unauthorizcHcl ;  but,  on  the  contrary, 
it  ezpresslv  alleges  that  the  defendant  ''was 
then  and  there  engaged  under  the  authority 
of  law  in  the  business  of  transporting  freight 
and  passengers  for  hire  over  the  line  of  rail- 
road extending  from  Escambia  county  across 
the  county  of  Santa  Rosa,  from  east  to  west, 
accomplishing  the  said  transportation  be- 
tween the  sain  counties  by  means  of  a  certain 
bridge  across  the  waters  of  Escambia  bay," 
etc. 

The  declaration  admitting,  as  it  does,  that 
the  defendant  has  the  lawful  authority  to  oc- 
cupy the  waters  of  this  bay  with  its  road, 
the  company  cannot  be  held  in  fault  in  hav- 
ing it  there,  unless  it  be  that  in  the  erection 
or  use  of  its  authorized  structures  it  has,  in 
some  unlawful  manner,  destroyed,  or  unnec- 
essarily abridged  or  obstructed,  its  useful- 
ness to  the  public  as  a  navigable  highway. 
Our  next  inquiry,  then,  from  the  declaration 
is.  Does  it  charge  upon  the  defendant  any 
default  in  the  manner  in  which  it  has  exer- 
cised its  authority  to  cross  said  bay ;  or  in  the 
structures  or  use  of  the  structures  erected  by 
it  to  effect  such  crossing ;  or  in  the  structural 
design,  position,  dimensions,  or  use  of  the 
drawbridfire  designed  to  subserve  the  double 
purpose  of  affording  to  the  railway  the  means 
of  crossintr  the  stream,  and,  at  the  same  time, 
serving  to  retain  for  such  stream  its  useful- 
ness as  a  highway?  We  find  no  complaint 
against  the  defendant  in  any  of  these  re- 
spects :  therefore  we  conclude  that  the  de- 
fendant has  not  exercised  and  used  its  author- 
ity to  occupy  the  stream  in  any  unauthorized 
24 
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manner,  but  that  what  it  has  done  has  been 
lawfully  done.  What,  then,  is  the  defend- 
ant's default  that  has  wrought  the  damage 
complained  of?  We  find  it  in  the  allegation 
that  "the  defendant  permitted  the  space  of 
the  said  draw  through  which  said  boat  had 
to  pass  to  become  obstructed  by  snags,  posts, 
logs,  and  other  obstacles  below  the  surface 
of  the  water  and  invisible  to  persons  in  plain- 
tiffs' said  boat,  in  so  much  that  when  the 
plaintiffs'  said  boat  undertook  to  pass 
through  the  same  her  propeller  struck  against 
the  said  obstructions  and  was  broken,^  etc. 
It  will  be  observed  that  in  this,  the  grava- 
men of  the  complaint,  there  is  no  charge 
that  the  alleged  obstructions  were  present  m 
the  waters  under  the  draw  through  any  in- 
strumentality of  the  defendant,  or  in  conse- 
quence of  any  faultiness  in  its  structures, 
but  the  charge  is,  that  the  defendant  "per- 
mitted" the  space  under  the  draw  to  "become 
obstructed,**  thereby  implying  that  the  ob- 
structions were  present  there,  not  through  the 
active  instrumentality  of  the  defendant,  but 
through  other  agencies,  and  that  the  defend- 
ant was  in  default  in  not  removing  them, 
and  in  passively  permitting  them  to  remain' 
there.  In  other  words,  as  is  contended  here,  it 
is  assumed  by  the  plaintiffs  that  it  is  the  de- 
fendants' duty  at  all  times  to  keep  the  water 
highway  passing  through  and  under  its  draw- 
bridge free  from  all  obstructions,  no  matter 
how  they  become  present  there.  And  the  in- 
jury resulting  to  plaintiffs'  boat  from  the  de- 
lendant's  neglect  of  this  its  alleged  duty  is 
the  foundation  for  the  suit.  In  this  conten- 
tion we  cannot  agree  with  the  counsel  for 
the  appellees.  The  fact  that  the  company, 
when  authorized  to  construct  its  road  across 
a  navip^able  stream,  is  granted  such  author- 
ity upon  the  implied  condition  that  it  shall 


cross  it  in  such  manner  that  it  shall  retain 
its  usefulness  as  a  public  highway  without 
unnecessary  abridgment,  and  that  the  in 
vention  of  the  movable  drawbridge  enables 
it  to  comply  with  this  condition  in  its  au- 
thoritv,  necessarily  carries  with  it  the  idea 
that  the  open  space,  simply  spanned  by  m 
draw,  is  left,  not  for  the  company's  use  nor 
under  its  care  or  control  but  free  and  clear  of 
any  of  its  structures,  as  the  public  highway, 
for  use  by  the  public,  subject  to  the  same 
custody,  control  and  care  ais  any  other  part 
of  the  stream  spanned.  The  company,  ex- 
cept to  span  it  with  their  movable  draw, 
temporarily  for  the  passage  of  its  trains,  has 
no  more  authority  or  control  over  such  open 
space,  than  it  has  over  any  other  part  of  such 
public  stream  not  in  contact  with  its  works; 
and  is  not  charged  with  the  dut^  of  keeping 
it  free  and  clear  of  obstructions  present 
without  any  instrumentality  or  fault  on  its 
part,  and  is  under  no  more  obligation  to  re- 
move them  from  time  to  time,  than  it  is 
under  to  keep  any  other  part  of  the  stream 
free  from  similar  obstructions.  Its  whole 
duty  is  performed  when  it  properly  occupies 
with  its  necessary  and  proper  structures  the 
space,  and  no  more  than  the  space,  permitted 
to  it,  and  so  uses  its  structures  that  they 
shall  not  unnecessarily  abridge  or  impede 
the  rights  of  the  public.  The  open  space 
left  to  be  simply  spanned  by  its  draw  is  left, 
not  only  to  the  free  use.  but  to  the  control 
and  care  of  the  publ  ic.  From  this  concl usion 
it  becomes  apparent  chat  the  defendant's  de- 
murrer to  the  plaintiffs'  declaration  should 
have  been  sustained.  Ward  v.  LatiimUe  A  3'. 
R.  Co,  (Tenn.)  8  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  R.  Cas.  506. 
The  judgment  appealed  from  is  revereed,  tfiM 
directions  to  sustaiii  the  defendant*n  demvrrer 
to  the  declaration. 


CAlilFORNIA  SUPREME  COURT. 


RE  WIU   of    Bridget    GUILFOYLE,     De- 


(96Cal.698.) 

!•   The  name  of  the  testator  written  at 
the  beginning  of  a  will  is  sufficiently 


near  his  mark  at  the  end  to  make  the 
mark  a  valid  signature  within  a  statute  requir- 
ing the  name  to  be  written  near  the  mark,  if  the 
Intention  that  the  mark  should  represent  the  tes- 
tator^B  name  clearly  appears. 
8.  A  testator,  knowing  how  but  heing 
nnable  because  of  physical  ^ 


IfOTR.—SiQnature  by  mark. 
Signing  wiUs. 

A  will  is  not  invalid  on  account  of  the  testator 
signing  the  same  with  his  mark.  Upchurch  v.  Up- 
church,  16  B.  Hon.  102 ;  Back  v.  Dack,  19  Hud,  680: 
Main  V.  Ryder,  84  Pa.  217 ;  MoNinch  v.  Charles,  2 
Rich.  L.  2»;  Re  Dilkee,  L.  R.  8Prob.  &  Div.  164, 48  L. 
J.  P.  88, 80  L.  T.  X.  a  80&,  22  Week.  Bep.  456;  Jack- 
son  V.  Van  Dusen,  5  Johns.  144,  4  Am.  Dec.  830; 
Smith  V.  Dolby,  4  Harr.  (Del.)  860;  Robinson  v. 
Brewster,  140  111.  640;  Oanateey  v.  Oanatsey,  180  m. 
807;  Re  Field,  8  Curt.  Bccl.  Rep.  752;  Clarke  v. 
Clarke,  2  Ir.  C.  L.  Bep.  806:  Re  Smith,  61  Hun,  105. 

Though  not  directly  decided  the  same  was  held 
in  the  following  cases:  Robins  v.  Coryell,  27 
Barb.  686;  Miles'  Will,  4  Dana,  1;  Mutual  Ben.  L. 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Brown,  80  N.  J.  Eq.  106;  Lemalne  v. 
Staneley,  1  Freem.  688 ;  Rash  v.  Purnel,  2  Harr. 
(Del.)  448;  Butler  v.  Benson,  1  Barb.  586. 

la  Chaffee  v.  Baptist  Missionary  Convention,  10 
^2  L.  R.  A. 


Paige,  86,  4  L.  ed.  806,  40  Am.  Dec  2S5,  the  court 
said:  "It  has  been  determined  that  the  making  of 
his  mark  by  tbe  testator  is  a  sufficient  signiog.'* 
But  this  was  not  decided  as  the  wiil  signed  by 
name  and  not  by  mark  was  refused  probate  for 
want  of  proof  of  proper  acknowledgment,  but  tbe 
testatrix  had  previously  signed  documents  by 
mark. 

And  a  will  may  be  signed  by  mark  inateed  of 
name  even  if  testator  could  write.  Baker  v.  Den- 
ing,  3  Nev.  &  P.  228,  8  Ad.  &  EL  M,  1  W.  W.  &  H. 
148,2Jur.776. 

And  may  be  signed  by  mark  alone,  the  name  of 
the  testator  not  appearing  at  the  mark.  Re  Bryce, 
2  Curt.  Eccl.  Bep.  226.  See  also  the  main  case,  Ki 
Gnii«roTiiB. 

And  may  be  signed  by  mark,  under  Mass.  Bev. 
Stat.,  chap.  62,  9  6,  requiring  that  a  wiU  shall  be 
signed  by  the  testator,  or  by  some  one  in  his  pres- 
ence and  by  his  express  direction.  Niokeraon  v. 
Buck,  12  Cush.  882. 
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to  write  his  name*  to  within  tbe  meaninir  of 
a  statute  permitting  a  mark  '^wben  tbe  person 
cannot  write." 

(December  1,  U0&.) 

APPEAL  by  proponent  and  the  administra- 
trix from  orders  of  the  Superior  Court  for 
the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  revok- 
ing the  probate  of  the  will  of  Bridget  Guil- 
foyle,  deceased  and  tbe  appointment  of  an 
administiatrix.    Rtcersed. 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  tbe  Commis- 
sioner's opinion. 


Mr,  F.  J.  Castelhun  for  appellants. 
Meturs,  H.  O.  Piatt  and  Oscar  T.  Shnok 

for  respondents. 

Vanelief,  C.  filed  the  folio  wing  opinion: 
Proceeding  to  revoke  the  probate  of  the  will 
of  the  deceased.    The  bill  of  exceptions  shows 
that  the  matter  was  submitted  to  the  court  on 
the  following  stipulation  as  to  the  facts: 

"  It  is  hereby  stipulated  and  agreed  that  tbe 
application  to  revoke  the  will  of  the  above- 
named  deceased  be»  and  tbe  same  is  hereby, 
submitted  upon  the  follpwin^  statement  of 


And  may  be  signed  by  mark  although  the  testa- 
tor may  be  blind.  Ray  v.  HUl,  8  Strobh.  L.  207,  49 
Am.  Dea  647. 

And  may  be  signed  by  mark  though  only  one 
witneBB  saw  the  act  of  making  the  mark.  Spragrue 
T.  Luther,  8  R.  L  2S2. 

And  this  though  the  witnessee  did  not  see  him 
make  it,  if  he  acknowledges  the  will  as  required 
by  the  statute.  Shanks  y.  Christopher,  8  A.  K. 
Manh.  144. 

Tbe  presumption  is  that  a  testator  sifrning  a  will 
by  mark  knew  the  contents  of  such  will.  Doran 
r.  Nnllen,  78  HL  84& 

An  imperfect  signature  to  a  will  may  be  re- 
garded as  a  mark.  HartweU  v.  McMaeter,  4  Redf . 
398. 

And  where  a  will  is  signed  by  the  testator  by 
mark  that  is  the  si^rnature  and  not  his  name  writ- 
ten near  it.  Jackson  v.  Jackson,  80  N.  Y.  153 ;  Pool 
T.  BoiTum,  8  Or.  438;  Re  Will  of  Cornelius,  14  Ark. 

The  contrary  is  held  in  Missouri  so  that  while  a 
vm  may  there  be  signed  by  mark,  yet  if  the  testa- 
tor^ name  is  written  near  the  mark,  such  name 
will  be  held  to  be  the  signature  and  not  the  mark, 
and  ttiis  name  must  be  attested  by  the  party  who 
vTote  It  saying  that  he  subscribed  the  testator's 
name  at  his  request  and  such  witness  must  sign  his 
own  name.  Simpson  v.  Simpson,  27  Mo.  288 :  St. 
Loois  Hospital  Asbo.  v.  Williams,  19  Mo.  600;  St. 
Louis  Hospital  Asso.  y.  Wegman,  21  Mo.  17;  North- 
eutt  V.  Northcutt,  20  Mo.  268. 

la  New  York  a  will  signed  by  name  and  mark 
where  the  name  of  the  scrivener  writing  such  name 
was  not  also  sijmed,  was  sustained,  as  2  Rev.  Stat., 
3d  ed.,  124.  f  33.  provides  that  such  omission  shall 
not  mvalidate.  HoUenbeck  v.  VanValkenburgh, 
SHow.Pr.  281. 

A  mark  is  superfluous  if  made  after  a  will  has 
been  signed  and  acknowledged,  where  the  name 
had  been  written  for  the  testator  by  another- 
Lechreet  v.  Edwards.  4  Met.  (Ky.)  163;  Boaser  v. 
FnokUn,  6  OratL  I,  62  Am.  Dec.  97. 

And  a  will  signed  by  mark  was  not  invalid  al- 
though tiie  name  written  was  the  former  maiden 
name  of  the  testatrix.  jRe  Clarke,  1  Swab.  &T.  22, 
2?L.J.P.18,4Jur.N.a24. 

Or  where  the  scrivener  wrote  the  wronsr  name 
at  tbe  testator's  mark.  Bailey  v.  Bailey,  85  Ala. 
687. 

And  Uie  same  was  held  where  the  will  was  signed 
sod  executed  by  a  mark  by  A  who  was  wrongly 
described  throughout  the  will  as  B.  Re  Douce,  2 
Swab.  4  T.  888, 31  L.  J.  P.  172,  8  Jur.  N.  S.  728,  6  L. 
T.N.8.780. 

And  the  same  was  held  where  the  wrong  sur- 
name of  a  witness  attestin^r  by  marks  was  written. 
Be  Aahmore.  8  Curt  BocL  Bep«  766. 

And  a  will  was  sustained  where  the  testator  had 
his  hand  guided  In  making  his  mark.  Cozaens* 
Will,  61  Fa.  196;  Higvins  v.  Carlton,  28  Md.  115,  92 
Am.  Dec  686 ;  Wilson  v.  Beddard,  12  Sim.  28. 

But  a  mark  nude  by  holding  the  testator's  hand 
is  invalid,  when  he  did  not  so  direct,  as  required  by 
28URA. 


Minn.  Gen.  Stat.  1878,  chap.  47,  6  5,  allowing  a  will 
to  be  signed  for  the  testator  by  his  express  direc- 
tion.   Waite  V.  Frisbie,  45  Minn.  861. 

And  the  same  was  decided  when  the  testator  did 
i  not  understand  what  was  done,  although  at  a  sub- 
I  sequent  day  he  said  'Mt  was  just  as  he  wanted  it." 
Dunlop  V.  Dunlop,  10  Watts,  168. 

A  statement  that  ''testatrix  being  illiterate  has 
made  her  mark"  is  not  sufficient  under  La.  Code, 
§  1572,  providing  if  testator  ''knows  not  how,  or  is 
not  able  to  sign,  express  mention  of  his  declara- 
tion, as  also  of  the  cause  that  hinders  him  from 
signing  must  be  made  in  tbe  act."  Re  Carroll^s 
Succession,  28  La.  Ann.  888. 

A  will  signed  by  testatrix^s  mark  was  not  sus- 
tained where  the  declaration  that  it  was  her  will 
did  not  follow  the  signature  as  required  by  2  N.  Y. 
Rev.  Stat.  p.  68,  6  4a  Heyer  v.  Burger,  Hoffm.  Ch. 
1, 6  L.  ed.  1043. 

And  a  will  was  invalid  which  was  written  on  a 
card  having  tbe  testator^s  nuirk  in  the  middle  of 
the  writing  and  the  inithils  of  the  witnesses  on  the 
back,  as  it  was  not  signed  at  the  foot  or  end  as  re- 
quired by  statute.  Margary  v.  Robinson,  L.  R.  12 
Prob.  Div.  8, 66  L.  J.  P.  42, 35  Week.  Hep.  360,  57  L. 
T.  N.  S.  281, 51  J.  P.  407. 

%  it  was  formerly  held  in  Pennsylvania  under 
Pennsylvania  Act  1838,  requiring  a  will  to  be  signed 
by  the  testator  or  by  another  by  his  express  direc- 
tion, a  signature  by  tbe  testator  with  his  mark  is 
not  sufficient.  Asay  v.  Hoover,  5  Pa.  21,  45  Am» 
Dec.  718;  GrabiU  v.  Barr,  5  Pa.  441, 47  Am.  Dec.  418; 
Cavett's  App.  8  Watts  &  8. 21,  42  Am.  Dec.  262;  Sny- 
der v.  Bull,17Pa^60. 

Asay  V.  Hoover,  supra,  overrules  a  dictum  in 
Strieker  v.  Groves,  5  Whart.  897,  that  a  mark  would 
be  sufficient. 

And  the  Pennsylvania  Act  of  1848,  rendering 
valid  such  wills  and  those  made  prior  to  that  act, 
is  unconstitutional  as  to  wills  made  prior  to  the 
Act.  Greenougb  v.  Greendugh,  11  Pa.  488, 61  Am. 
Dec.  667;  Shinkle  v.  Crock,  17  Pa.  159;  McCarty  v. 
Hoffman,  23  Pa.  507. 

But  a  will  made  in  Pennsylvania  before  1848,  to 
which  was  subscribed  the  name  and  mark  of  the 
testator,  was  held  prima  facie  valid,  where  the  wit- 
nesses on  probate  testify  that  they  saw  the  testator 
sign  the  will,  since  the  addition  of  a  mark  does  not 
import  that  be  did  not  siffn  his  name.  The  court 
also  says:  "They  may  have  considered  the  affixing 
of  a  mark  as  a  signing  of  the  wilL"  Davies  v. 
Morris,  17  Pa.  205. 

The  Act  of  1888  Is  not  discussed  by  the  court. 

The  Pennsylvania  courts,  inoonstruing  Pennsyl- 
vania Act  of  1883,  have  not  followed  the  decisions 
of  other  states  in  recognizing  a  will  made  by  mark 
until  a  special  statute  was  passed  in  1848. 

But  when  called  upon  to  construe  a  statute  of 
California  similar  to  the  Pennsylvania  Act  of  1883, 
which  had  not  l)een  construed  in  California,  the 
court  refused  to  adopt  the  construction  placed  on 
such  act  by  its  former  decisions,  and  adopted  that 
of  other  states.   Flannery's  Will,  24  Pa.  602. 

And  a  prior  will  signed  by  mark  is  valid  if  the 
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California  SSupremb  Court. 


Dec., 


facts,  to  wit:  Said  will  is  in  pencil,  and  barelpr 
covers  a  single  page  of  small  note  paper.  It  is 
in  the  words  and  Sgures  following,  to  wit: 

"  *  August  29, 1891.  I.  Bridget  Guilfoyle, 
leave  $50iO  (five  hundred  dollars)  for  masses  at 
St.  Patrick;  also  want  a  nice  funeral,  and  all 
other  expenses  to  be  paid  from  what  I  leave, 
and  the  rest  to  my  two  nieces,  Maria  and  Aggie 
Johnson,  equally. 


O'Connor.      Emma 


♦"Witnesses:     Ellen 
Endres.    Mary  Daly.' 


bi "  The  will  was  written  bv  the  witness  Emma 
Endres,  at  the  request  of  the  deceased.  After 
it  was  written,  the  witness  Emma  Endres  read 
the  will  to  the  deceased  in  the  presence  of  the 


other  sbbscribing  witnesses.  The  deceased  was 
then  asked  whether  that  was  her  will.  Tbe 
deceased  answered  that  it  was.  She  was  then 
given  a  pen  by  the  witness  Emma  Endres. 
The  deceased  knew  how  to  write  her  name, 
but  was  physically  too  weak  to  do  so.  She 
tnade  a  cross  at  the  end  of  the  paper,  and  de- 
clared that  such  paper  was  her  last  will,  and 
requested  the  said  Emma  Endres,  Mary  Daly 
and  Ellen  O'Connor  to  sign  the  same  as  wit- 
nesses thereto. 

"Oscar  T.  Shuck,  and 
"H.  G.  Piatt, 

"Attorneys  for  the  Contestants. 
"F.  J.  Castclhun. 

"Attorney  for  the  Proponents." 


testator  did  not  die  until  the  Act  of  1848  took  effect. 
Long  V.  Zook,  18  Pa.  400;  Burford  v.  Burford,  89 
Pa.  221. 

Or  if  made  after  the  PeDOsylvania  Act  of  184B. 
Carson's  App.  60  Pa.  498. 

An  acknowl^dgrment  by  a  testator,  where  the 
mark  was  not  made  In  tbe  presence  of  witnesses,  is 
not  a  compliance  with  N.  J.  Rev.  Laws,?,  requirlnfr 
a  will  to  be  signed  and  published  in  the  presence  of 
three  wltDeases.    Den  v.  Mitton,  12  N.  J.  L.  81. 

The  following  oases  hold  that  a  will  may  be  valid 
although  signed  by  marlL,  but  the  question  in- 
volved in  the  cases  was  the  suiBoienoy  of  the  evi- 
dence CO  iBstablish  its  due /execution.  Bngies  v. 
Bruington,  4  Teates,  840,  2  Am.  Dec.  411:  Re  Simp- 
son's Will,  2  Redf.  20;  Be  Kane's  Will,  2  Gonnoly, 
240;  R€  Dockstader's  Will.  6  Dem.  106;  Worden  v. 
VanGieeon,  Id.  287;  Re  Reynolds,  4  Dem.  68:  Re 
Phelps'  Will,  1  Connoly,  468;  Walsh's  Will,  1  Tucker, 
182:  Re  Haddock,  L.  R.  8  Prob.  &  Div.  169, 48  L.  J. 
P.  20, 80  L.  T.  N.  8. 606, 22  Week.  Rep.  74;  Morritt  v. 
Douglass,  L.  R.  3  Prob.  &  Div.  1, 42  L.  J.  P.  10,  27  L. 
T.  N.  S.  501,  21  Week.  Rep.  162;  Re  Allen,  2  i^urt. 
Bccl.  Rep.  881;  Taney's  Bstate,  Myrick's,  GaL  Prob. 
Ct.  Rep.  219;  Edmonds  v.  Lewer,  11  Jur.  N.  &  911. 

AttesUna  vHU  hy  mark. 

A  will  is  not  invalid  because  an  attesting  witness 
signs  by  mark.  Wright  v.  Wright,  7  Bing.  457. 
note;  Ford  v.  Ford,  7  Humph.  02;  Montgomery  v. 
Perkins,  2  Met.  (Ky.)  446,  74  Am.  Dec.  419:  Den  v. 
Mitton,  12  N.  J.  L.  81;  Pridgen  v.  Pridgen,  85  N.  C. 
250:  Addv  v.  Grix,  8  Ves.  Jr.  504;  Harrison  v.  Har- 
rison, Id.  185:  Doe  v.  Davis,  11  Jur.  182, 9  Q.  fl.  648; 
Needham  v.  Needham  (Mass.)  8  Dane,  Abr.  452. 

Tbe  same  was  held  in  Jackson  v.  Van  Dusen,  6 
Johns.  144,  4  Am.  Dee.  880,  wbere  the  mark  of  such 
witness  was  identified  by  peculiarities  and  other 
circumstances  corroborating. 

See,  as  to  Identification  of  marks  by  peculiarities, 
Fogg  V.  Dennis,  infra. 

In  Chase  v.  Kittredge,  11  Allen,  49,  67  Am.  Dec 
604,  and  Jesse  v.  Parker,  6  Gratt.  57, 52  Am.  Dec.  102, 
it  was  held  that  a  will  may  be  attested  by  a  witness 
making  his  mark,  although  this  question  was  not 
directly  involved  in  those  oases. 

And  in  Re  White,  2  Notes  of  Cases,  461, 7  Jur.  1045, 
it  was  held  that  he  roust  make  his  mark  or  sign  his 
name  himself. 

8o  a  will  may  be  attested  by  mark,  where  one 
attesting  witness  writes  the  name  of  the  nuirklng 
witness.  Derry's  Bstate,  Myrick's  Cal.  Prob.  Ct. 
Rep.  202. 

And  it  may  be  attested  by  mark  where  the  testa- 
tor wrote  his  own  name,  notwithstanding  Ala. 
Code,  8 1,  provides  that  if  the  testator  or  grantor 
cannot  write  but  subscribes  by  mark  tbe  attestiug 
witnesses  must  write  their  names.  Gkirrett  v. 
Heflin  (Ala.)  June  7, 1898. 

And  a  will  attested  by  mark  was  not  invalid 
22  L.  R.  A. 


where  the  scrivener  did  not  sign  his  name  as  wit- 
ness to  the  mark,  although  Ark.  Code,  fi  6344,  pro- 
vides that  a  Signature  shall  include  mark  when  the 
person  cannot  write,  his  name  being  written  near 
it,  and  witnessed  by  the  person  who  writes  his  own 
name  as  a  witness.  Davis  v.  Semme,  51  Ark.  4a. 
See  Ex  parte  Miller,  infra. 

But  the  witness  using  a  mark  must  have  so  fo- 
tended  it  as  a  mark,  and  a  dash  made  by  the  scriv- 
ener in  a  hurry  where  he  failed  to  sign  his  name 
will  not  be  a  signature.  Re  Enyon,  21  Week.  Bep. 
866. 

And  a  will  may  be  established  although  both  of 
the  attesting  witnesses  sign  by  mark.  Crowley  t. 
Crowley,  80  ni.  469. 

The  mark  of  an  attesting  wftnees  need  not  have 
any  peculiarity  to  enable  him  to  identtfy  It  under 
Ga.  Code,  fi  2415.  providing  that  a  witness  may  at- 
test by  mark  If  he  can  swear  to  tbe  name.  Thomp- 
son V.  Davltte,  50  Ga.  472.  See  Fogg  v.  Dennis, 
infi^- 

A  will  was  not  invalid  on  account  of  one  attesting 
witness  signing  by  mark,  although  the  other  8ut>- 
scribing  witness  was  dead  when  the  will  wan 
attempted  to  be  established.  Morris  v.  KnifRn,  3? 
Barb.  886. 

Attestation  of  a  will  by  marks  is  invalid  if  tbe 
parties  so  attesting  did  not  see  testator*8  signature 
and  did  not  know  what  tbey  were  attesting. 
Pearson  v.  Pearson.  L.  R.  2  Prob.  A  Div.  451,  40  L. 
J.  P.  58,  24  L.  T.  N.  S.  917, 19  Week.  Rep.  1014. 

A  will  was  sustained  where  ail  the  witnesses  were 
dead,  and  two  of  them  signed  by  marks.  Doe  t. 
Caper  ton,  9  Car.^  P.  115. 

But  their  marks  must  be  identified  in  some  way. 
Collins  V.  Nicols,  1  Harr.  &  J.  889. 

Deeds,  notes,  and  contracts  signed  or  averted  by 
mark. 

A  deed  is  not  invalid  on  account  of  the  grantor 
signing  the  same  by  his  mark.  Devereuz  v.  Mc^ 
Mahon,  12  L.  R.  A.  205. 106  N.  C.  134:  Sellers  v.  Sell- 
ers, 98  N.  C.  18 ;  Strong  v.  Brewer,  17  Ala.  IDS :  Tru- 
man V.  Lore,  14  Ohio  St.  144 ;  Lyons  v.  Holmes,  11 
S.  C.  429,  82  Am.  Rep.  488. 

The  same  was  held  in  Carrier  v.  Hampton,  88  N. 
C.  807,  although  the  question  actually  involved  was 
the  sufficiency  of  proof. 

Out  it  is  questionable  if  a  deed  could  be  estab- 
lished if  subscribed  by  grantor^s  mark  uader  Mo, 
R.  C.  1845,  p.  228,  I  27,  requiring  the  witnesses 
proving  the  same  to  state  on  oath  that  tbey  well 
knew  the  signature  of  thel  party  whose  name  is 
subscribed  to  the  deed.«Al]en  v.  Moss,  27  Mo.  »4. 

And  a  deed  was  not  Invalid  where  one  attesting 
witness  reoogniaed  his  signature,  althoughChe  did 
not  remember  the  other  witnesses  who  attested  by 
marksand  who  were  dead.  Coliins]v.  Lemastent, 
2  BaU.  L.  141. 

A  deed  that  is  defective  because  attested  only  by 
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From  these  facts  the  court  concluded,  "  that 
said  document  is  not  subscribed  at  the  end 
thereof  bj  the  testatrix  herself,  nor  did  any 
one  in  the  presence  of  the  testatrix,  and  by  her 
direction.  8ubecrit)e  the  name  of  the  testatrix 
thereto;"  and  accordingly  revoked  its  former 
orders  admitting  the  document  to  probate  and 
appointing  an  iSministratrix.  From  these  or- 
ders revolting  the  probate  and  the  appointment 
of  an  administratrix,  the  proponents  and  ad- 
ministratrix bring  this  appeal. 

As  to  what  amounts  to  a  *'  signing  "  by  a 
tettator  under  the  Statute  of  29  Car.  II.,  it  is 
said,  in  Jarman  on  Wills  (page  201):  * '  It  has 
been  decided  that  a  mark  is  sufficient  and  that, 
notwithstanding  the  testator  is  able  to  write. 


and  though  his  name  does  not  appear  on  the 
face  of  the  will."  To  the  same  eiDfect  is  sec. 
tion  SOS  of  Schouler  on  Wills,  citing  American 
cases.  Section  14  of  the  Civil  Code  provides 
that  "' signature'  or  'subscription,'  mcludes 
'  mark,'  when  the  person  cannot  write,  his 
name  being  written  near  it«  and  written  by  a 
person  who  writes  his  own  name  as  a  witness.'^ 
in  this  case  the  whole  body  of  the  will,  includ- 
ing the  name  of  the  testatrix,  was  written  by 
Emma  Endres,  who  sinied  as  a  witness.  If 
the  mark  can  be  regarded  as  subscription  by 
the  testatrix,  the  execution  of  the  will  was  in 
perfect  accordance  with  section  1276  of  the 
Civil  Code. 
It  is  contended,  however,  by  counsel  for  re- 


tfae  xxarka  of  the  witoeaaes  respectively  will  be  up- 
held as  a  valid  oonrraot  to  convey.  Sparks  v. 
Woodstock  Iron  ft  Steel  Go.  87  Ala.  294.  See  also 
OBRler  r.  Hampton,  aitpro. 

A  statute  provldiiiff  **  that  the  word  *  slgnatinre  * 
(R'*auhecriptioo*  includes  mark  when  the  person 
cannot  write,  hJs  name  being  written  near  It  and 
witoened  by  a  person  who  writes  his  own  name  as 
a  witiieaa,r  does  not  exclude  other  proof  if  not  so 
attoted.  Ez  parte  MUler,  4»  Ark.  18.  See  Davis  v. 
Semmes,  61  Ark.  48. 

Bat  aoder  this  statute  a  mark  is  not  a  sufficient 
fignatore  to  a  deed  which  has  not  been  both  ac- 
knowledged and  filed  where  the  person  writing  the 
grantor^  name  has  not  subscribed  bis  own  name. 
Watson  V.  Bf  lUngs,  88  Ark.  278. 

This  construction  was  held  in  Ex  parte  Miller, 
nipro,  to  mean  that  such  signature  is  not  to  be 
taken  as  prima  facie  genuine  without  other 
proof. 

And  such  a  statute  does  not  mean  that  a  party 
cuiDOtbind  himself  by  mark  signature  to  a  note 
vitboot  such  attestation.  Brown  v.  McCJanaban^ 
« Bait.  347:   Vanover  v.  Murphy,  12  Ky.  L.  Bep. 

The  same  is  held  in  regard  to  a  chattel  mortgage. 
Ahbaom  Warehouse  Co.  v.  Lewis,  66  Ala.  516 ; 
Breeoe  v,  MoCrary,  60  Ala.  164;  Bickley  v.  Keenan, 
00  Ala.  296;  Jones  v.  Hough,  77  Ala.  487. 

It  was  held  under  this  statute  that  an  indorse* 
ment  on  a  note  by  mark  which  was  not  attested 
vas  not  a  signature.    Flowers  v.  Bitting,  45  Ala. 

But  this  was  overruled  in  Wimherly  v.  Dallas,  62 
AJa.  198,  holding  that  a  signature  by  mark  to  a  note 
unattested  was  a  valid  signature  unless  its  execu- 
tion was  denied  under  oath. 

If  a  note  signed  by  a  mark  is  declared  upon  and 
the  sUniatureis  not  denied  under  oath  as  required 
by  a  rale  of  court,  it  will  be  upheld  as  a  genuine 
aignatnre.    Willoughby  v.  Moulton,  47  N.  H.  206. 

A  note  waa  held  not  valid  where  the  payee  signed 
the  name  of  the  obligor  to  the  same  which  pur- 
ports to  he  signed  by  the  obligor^s  mark.  Oar  lisle 
r.GBmpbeU,7BAla.  247. 

But  to  Johnson  v.  Davis,  05  Ala.  283,  this  is 
claimed  to  have  been  so  decided  on  the  ground  that 
the  payee  made  the  mark  also,  although  It  does 
not  clearly  appear  in  the  opinion,  and  the  latter 
cue  holds  that  a  mortgage  and  note  where  the 
name  of  the  grantor  and  obligor  was  written  by 
the  payee  but  signed  by  mark  by  the  obligror  and 
properly  attested  were  valid. 

So  a  bill  of  exchange  payable  to  the  drawer,  in- 
<loned  \jy  her  by  mark,  her  name  being  in  the 
Itandwrltlng  of  plaintiff,  an  indorsee,  was  sustained 
where  the  mark  was  identified  by  peculiarities. 
George  v.  Surrey,  Mood,  ft  M.  616.  See  also  Fogg 
T.Dennte,  in/ro. 

A  note  may  be  signed  by  the  obligor  with  his 
nark  and  will  be  valid.  Hilbom  v.  Alford,  22  Cal. 
22L.RA. 


482;  Williama  v.  Riches,  H  Wis.  660;   Whitney  v. 
Clary,  146  Mass.  166. 

The  following  cases  also  hold  that  a  note  may  be 
signed  by  mark,  but  the  question  involved  in  the 
cases  was  the  sufBciency  of  the  proof.  Whitelocke 
V.  Musgrove,  1  Cromp.  &  M.  511,  8  Tyrw.  641 : 
Balhnger  v.  Davis,  20  Iowa,  612 ;  Wolff  v.  Mackrell, 
(Pa.)  Nov,  7. 1887 ;  Robinson  v,  Robinson,  20  S.  C. 
507 ;  Bussey  v.  Whitaker,  2  Nott  ft  McC.  374 ;  Lever 
V.  Lever,  1  Hill,  Bq.  62;  Paisley  v.  Snipes,  2  Brev. 
200 ;  Jones  v.  Jones,  12  Rich.  L.  116. 

And  a  note  signed  by  mark  may  be  valid  even  if 
the  maker^s  name  Is  not  written  there.  Zimmer- 
man V.  Sale,  8  Rich.  L.  76. 

And  it  need  not  b6  witnessed  under  Ind.  Stat,  2 
Gavin  ft  Hord,  888,  providing  that  where  the  signa- 
ture of  a  person  is  required  the  proper  handwriting 
or  his  mark  shall  be  intended.  Shank  v.  Butsch,  28 
Ind.  10. 

And  a  note  signed  was  also  heVd  valid  where  the 
attesting  witness  was  in  the  adjoining  room  when 
the  note  was  reed  to  the  signer  by  the  scrivener 
within  the  hearing  of  the  witness.  Whitney  v. 
Clary,  eupra. 

And  such  signature  by  mark  may  be  identified 
by  peculiarities.  Fogg  v.  Dennis,  8  Hump.  47 ; 
Pearcy  v.  Dicker,  13  Jur.  907 ;  George  v.  Surrey, 
Mood,  ft  M.  516;  Gervais  v.  Balrd,  2  Brev.  87; 
Shiver  v.  Johnson,  Id.  807 :  Xelius  v.  Brlokell,  2  N. 
CIO.  See  also  Jackson  v.  Van  Dusen,  6  Johns.  144, 
4  Am.  Dec.  880 :  Thompson  v.  Davitte,  50  Ga.  472. 

The  case  of  Reap  v.  Featherstone.  4  Luzerne  Le- 
gal Reg.  Pa.  4,  which  we  have  not  been  able  to  ex- 
amine, is  said  in  Brightly 's  Pennsylvania  digest  to 
hold  that  a  mark  is  a  sufBcient  signature,  but  must 
be  proved  if  disputed. 

A  contract  also  may  be  signed  by  the  party  to  be 
charged,  with  his  mark.  Foye  v.  Patch,  133  Mass. 
105 :  Zacharle  v.  FrankUn,  87  U.  S.  12  Pet.  151,  0  L. 
ed.  1065;  Madison  v.  Zabriskle,  11  La.  251 ;  Watts  v. 
Kilbum,7Ga.866. 

So  a  recognisance  may  be  signed  by  surety  by 
mark.  Vincennes  Nat.  Bank  v.  Ckxskrum,  64  Ind.220. 

And  the  same  is  true  of  a  bail  bond.  Hammons 
V.  State,  60  Ala.  164,  81  Am.  Rep.  18. 

And  of  an  appeal  bond.  State  v.  Byrd,  98  N.  C. 
624. 

So  an  ofBcer*8  return  may  be  signed  by  mark. 
Cox  V.  Montford,66Ga.62. 

And  so  may  a  power  of  attorney  that  is  acknowl- 
edged.   Bichelberger  v.  SifTord,  '27  Md.  820. 

In  Louisiana  the  ordinary  mark  of  a  party 
places  the  evidence  of  the  instrument  on  a  footing  . 
with  all  private  instruments  in  writing.    Tagiasco 
V.  MoUnari,  0  La.  512. 

And  an  affidavit  made  in  America  signed  by 
mark,  where  the  notary  stated  that  it  was  read  to 
deponent,  was  sustained  although  the  English 
practice  is  to  set  forth  in  the  Jurat  chat  the  attest- 
ing witness  saw  the  mark  made.  Savage  v.  Hutch- 
inson, 24  L.  J.  Ch.  232.  I.  T. 
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spondents  that  the  name  of  the  testatrix,  which 
appears  in  the  body  of  the  will  is  not  "  near  " 
the  mark,  and  therefore  that  the  use  of  the 
mark  to  represent  her  name  was  not  author- 
ized. The  only  conceivable  object  of  requir- 
ing the  name  to  be  written  **  near  "  the  mark, 
is  to  show  what  name  the  mark  is  intended  to 
represent.  In  this  case  it  clearly  appears  that 
the  mark  was  intended  to  represent  the  name 
of  the  testatrix.  It  is  therefore  near  enough  to 
her  name,  as  written  in  the  body  of  the  will, 
to  satisfy  the  requirement  of  section  14  of  the 
Civil  Code. 

It  is  further  contended  that  the  mark  was 
unauthorized,  because  the  testatrix  knew  how 
to  write,  though  she  was  physically  unable  to 
do  so;  and,  from  an  extract  from  the  opinion 
of  the  learned  judge  who  decided  the  case, 
copied  into  respondents'  brief,  it  would  appear 
that  the  decision  rested  upon  this  ground.  The 
extract  is  as  follows:  "In  the  case  at  bar 
it  is  especially  proper  to  enforce  the  strict  let- 
ter of  the  law,  as  it  appears  that  the  proposed 
paper  was  written  and  witnessed  and  marked 
as  and  for  the  act  of  a  woman  who  could 
write,  but  who  was  too  ill  to  even  write  her 
name.    Wills  executed  under  such  conditions 


are  presumably  the  wills  of  persons  other  than 
the  one  then  actually  dying. '  If  the  presump- 
tion mentioned  should  be  indulged  in  any  case, 
it  surely  cannot  apply  to  this  case,  since  there 
is  no  allegation  of  fraud,  and  no  question  that 
the  testatrix  was  of  sound  and  disposing  mind 
at  the  time  she  made  her  mark  and  declared 
the  instrument  to  be  her  will.  Persons  who 
know  how  to  write  majr  become  physically  in- 
capable of  writing  their  names  by  reason  o! 
rheumatism,  or  paralysis  of  the  hands,  and 
other  causes  besides  general  physical  debility, 
though  of  sound  mind;  and  it  seems  unreason- 
able that  the  legislature  intended  to  exclude  all 
such  persons  from  the  privilege  of  subscribing 
a  will  or  other  instrument  by  a  mark.  The 
language  of  the  Code  is.  **when  the  person 
can  not  write. "  This  fairly  includes  all  persons 
who  are  unable  to  write  from  any  cause,  even 
though  they  know  how  to  write.  I  think  the 
orders  appealed  from  should  be  reversed. 

^  We  concur:    Belcher,  C;  Foote»  C. 

Per  Curiam :  ^ 

For  the  reasons  given  in  the  foregoing  opin- 
ion the  orders  appealed  from  are  reversed. 
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*1.  When  a  trial  Jud§^  is  requested  to 
nonsuit  or  direct  a  verdict  in  the  trial  of 
an  action  to  enforce  a  liability  for  negligrence, 
his  duty  is  to  determine  whether  facts  ha^e  been 
established  by  evidence  from  which  negligence 
may  be  reasonably  inferred.  If  the  real  facts 
are  in  substantial  dispute  the  case  cannot  be 
taken  from  the  Jury. 

8*  The  rule  requiring  one  exercising 
his  lawftil  rii^hts*  in  the  place  where 
the  ezercsise  of  lawftd  rights  by  others 
may  put  him  in  peril*  to  use  such  precau- 
tion and  care  for  his  safety  as  a  reasonably  pru- 
dent man  would  use  under  the  droumstances,  is 
the  measure  of  duty  for  one  who  crosses  a  pub- 
lic highway  on  foot.  He  must  use  his  powers  of 
observation  to  discover  approaching  vehicles, 
and  his  judgment  how  and  when  to  cross  without 
collision,  but  his  observation  need  not  extend  be- 
yond the  distance  within  which  vehicies  moving 
at  lawful  speed  would  endanger  him.  If  obstacles 
temporarily  Intervene  to  prevent  observation, 
he  should  wait  until  the  required  observation  can 
be  made. 

8.   Street-cars  propelled  by  elecstrieity* 

and  running  along  land  burdened  only  with  the 
easement  of  a  public  highway,  cannot  be  run  at 
a  rate  of  speed  incompatible  with  the  lawful  and 
customary  use  of  the  highway  by  others  with 
reasonable  safety. 
^Headnotes  by  Maoib,  J. 


(December  5, 180a.) 

ERROR  to  the  Supreme  Court  to  review  a 
judgment  afflrming  a  judgment  of  the 
Essex  County  Circuit  in  favor  of  plaintiif  in 
an  action  brought  to  recover  damages  for  per 
sonal  injuries  alleged  to  have  resulted  from 
defendant's  negligence.    Afflrmed. 

Statement  by  Magfie,  J.: 

Fanny  Bloch,  the  defendant  in  error, 
brought  an  action  of  tort  against  the  Newark 
Passenger  Railway  Company,  the  plaintiff 
in  error,  in  the  Essex  circuit,  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  an  injury  received  from  a  car  of  the 
companv  running  in  a  public  atxeet.  After 
the  eviaence  was  all  in,  counsel  for  the  rail- 
way company^  requested  the  judge  to  direct 
a  verdict  in  its  favor.  The  request  was  re- 
fused, and  exception  was  taken.  Other  ex- 
ceptions were  taken  to  the  charge,  and  to 
refusals  to  charge  as  requested.  Mter  judg- 
ment in  favor  of  defendant  in  error,  the  cause 
was  removed  by  writ  of  error  to  the  supreme 
court,  and  error  was  assigned  on  the  excep- 
tions.    The  judgment  was  there  affirmed. 

Mr,  A.  Q.  Keasbey,  for  plaintiff  in  error: 
The  testimony  shows  that  plaintiff  was  in- 
jured because  she  ran  hastily  across  the  street 
aiagonally  looking  backward  when  warned, 
and  plunging  directly  upon  the  car»  before  it 
conld  possibly  be  stopped.  Therefore,  the 
court  erred  in  refusing  to  direct  the  jury  to  ren- 
der a  verdict  for  the  defendant,  on  the  ground 
that  the  whole  evidence  showed  contrioutory 


NoTS.— The  above  la  in  view  of  the  wonderful 
extension  of  electric  car  routes,  a  very  important 
caee  on  the  lawful  speed  of  electric  cars  as  well  as 
on  the  negligence  of  a  person  who  is  struck  by 
22  L.  R.  A. 


such  care.  On  the  latter  question,  see  also  Oarson 
V.  Federal  Street  &  P.  V.  R.  Co.  (Pa.)  16L.  E.  A.  219: 
Ehrisman  v.  East  Harrisburg  City  Pass.  R.  Co.  (Pa.> 
17  L.  B.  A.  448. 
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DegligeDce  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  and  no 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant. 

Almough  the  defendant  was  jruilty  of  groes 
negligence,  whereby  the  plaintiff  was  injured, 
yet,  if  the  plaintiff  was  guilty  of  any  negli- 
gence or  want  of  care  which  contributed  to 
the  injury  he  cannot  recover. 

Drake  v.  Mount,  88  N.  J.  L.  441;  Penntyl- 
tania  R  Go,  v.  Right^r,  42  N.  J.  L.  180. 

That  one  may  walk  upon  a  sidewalk  and , 
relying  on  its  continuity  being  unbroken  for 
its  whole  width,  majr,  without  being  guilty  of 
negligence,  permit  his  attention  to  be  diverted 
from  the  pavement  in  front  of  him.  is  undoubt- 
edly settled  law.  But  such  a  rule  is  inapplicable 
to  a  pedestrian  crossing  a  street  used  for  the 
passage  of  vehicles  drawn  by  horses,  fie  is 
bound  to  look  in  the  direction  in  which  he  is 
moving  and  to  observe  approaching  vehicles. 

^heeU  V.  ConnoUy  Street  R.  Co,  64  N.  J.  L. 
518. 

The  rule  of  law,  with  respect  to  steam  rail- 
roads, is  not  based  upon  the  exclusive  charac- 
ter of  the  right  of  way  enjoyed  by  a  steam 
railroad,  but  upon  the  fact  that  the  public 
convenience  requires  that  the  trains  should 
run  at  a  hi^h  rate  of  speed,  and  that  public 
safetv  requires  that  people  crossing  the  tracks 
should  take  care  to  avoid  collisions. 

Penneyltania  B.  Co.  v.  Righter,  supra. 

The  horse  car  has  as  good  a  right  to  the  use 
of  its  tracks  as  the  steam  car  has  to  the  use  of 
the  railroad  at  a  street  crossing.  Its  use  is,  to 
a  certain  extent,  exclusive.  It  has  the  right 
of  way  of  necessity,  because  it  cannot  turn  off 
the  track. 

Camden  Hbrm  R,  Co.  v.  Citizens  Coach  Co. 
28  N.  J.  Eq.  145;  Johnson  v.  Hudson  River  R, 
Co.  6  Duer,  683,  20  N.  Y.  65,  75  Am.  Dec.  375; 
Thomp.  Neg.  §  897;  Whart.  Neg.  820;  2 
Sbearm.  &  RsAf,  Neg.  §  462. 

If  the  injury  was  occasioned  in  anv  degree  by 
the  conduct  of  the  plaintiff  herself  in  crossing 
m  an  incautious  and  improper  manner,  defend- 
ant will  be  entitled  to  the  verdict. 

Hawkins  v.  Cooper,  8  Car.  &  P.  478;  Woolf 
V.  Beard.  Id.  373;  Owen  v.  Hudson  River  R, 
Co.  2  Bosw.  374,  7  Bosw.  329;  Mangam  v. 
Brooklyn  City  R.  Co.  86  Barb.  280;  Liddy  v. 
St.  Louis  R.  Co.  40  Mo.  506;  Fenton  v.  Second 
Ate.  R.  Co.  126  N.  Y.  625;  Carson  v.  Federal 
Street  dt  P.  V.  R.  Co.  15  L.  R.  A.  257,  147  Pa. 
219;  Marland  v.  PittOnirg  d  L.  E.  R,  Co.  128 
Pa.  487;  Pennsylvania  R,  Co,  v.  Bell,  122  Pa. 
58;  AjOk  v.  WUmington  &  N,  R  Co.  148  Pa. 
138;  Myers  v.  Baltimore  d  0,  R.  Co.  150 
Pa.  886;  I^fne  v.  Broadway  A  8.  A,  R.  Co.  46 
N.  Y.  8.  R.  663:  Moehus  v.  Herrmann,  108  N. 
Y.  349;  Ehrisman  v.  East  Harrisburg  City 
Pnse.  R.  Co.  17  L.  R.  A.  448,  150  Pa.  180; 
Whedahanv.  PfiHadelphia  Traction  Co,  150  Pa. 
187;  Creamer  v.  West  End  Street  R,  Co.U  L. 
K.  A.  490,  156  Mass.  820. 

Whatever  distinction  may  be  drawn  between 
the  steam  road  and  the  electric  railway  travers- 
ing the  streets  of  a  city  under  present  condi- 
tions, with  respect  to  the  duty  of  pedestrians 
crossing  their  tracks,  it  must  be  held  that  some 
degree  of  care  is  necessary,  and  it  cannot  be 
sound  law  to  hold  that  in  the  one  case  a  per- 
son crossing  most  stop,  look,  and  listen  for  a 
train  that  is  visible  or  audible,  and  in  the  other 
22L.R,A. 


to  refuse  to  charge  a  jury  that  any  duty  of 
caution  whatever  is  required  and  to  charge 
that  if  he  steps  in  front  of  a  rapidly  moving 
car  approaching  in  plain  sight  without  seeing 
it  until  it  is  upon  him  and  is  injured,  the  cul- 
pable negligence  of  the  driver  may  be  inferred. 
The  negligence  of  a  minor  not  a  mere  child 
will  defeat  recovery  as  in  the  case  of  adults. 

Nagle  v.  AUegheny  Valley  R.  Co,  88  Pa.  35, 
32  Am.  Rep.  418;  Atlas  Engine  Works  v,  Ran- 
dall, 100  Ind.  293.  50  Am.  Rep.  798;  Burke  v. 
Broadway  dt  8.  A,  R,  Co.  49  Barb.  529. 

A  street  railwav  company  is  not  liable  for 
injuries  to  a  child  who  its  motor  man  sees 
standing  five  feet  away  from  the  track,  and 
who  suddenly  breaks  loose  from  its  companions 
and  runs  across  the  track,  where  the  motor- 
man  uses  all  the  means  then  at  his  command 
to  stop  the  car. 

Paducah  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Adkins,  14  Ky.  L. 
Rep.  425. 

A  street  railway  company  is  not  liable  for 
the  death  of  a  person  who  on  a  clear  night 
stops  behind  a  cable  car  going  in  one  direction 
in  front  of  another  going  in  the  opposite  di- 
rection, having  a  bright  headlight  and  visible 
for  a  longdistance,  although  it  was  proceeding 
at  a  high  speed  and  the  gripman  having  seen 
such  person  standing  at  the  side  of  the  track 
enga^l  in  conversation  has  turned  his  head 
away. 

Scott  V.  Third  Ave.  R,  Co.  41  N.  Y.  8.  R. 
152. 

The  gripman  on  a  cable  street-car  is  not 
bound  to  anticipate  that  children  on  the  side- 
walk will  run  suddenlv  towards  the  track; 
nor  is  it  absolutely  his  duty  to  stop  the  car  at 
once  if  he  sees  a  boy  running  towards  the 
track,  but  he  may  exercise  his  judgment  to 
determine  whether  the  boy  will  see  the  car  and 
stop;  and  if  he  acts  as  a  reasonable  and  pru- 
dent gripman  ought,  and  makes  every  effort 
he  can  to  avoid  the  injury,  the  company  will 
not  be  liable  for  injuries  to  such  boy. 

Mt,  Adams  dk  E,  P,  R,  Co.  v.  Catagna,-(i  Ohio 
C.  C.  606,  8  U.  S.  Gen.  Dig.  1892,  p.  2028, 
par.  73.  See  also  Pifne  v.  Broadway  dk  S.  A.  R, 
Co.  46  N.  Y.  S.  R.  662;  Driseoll  v.  Market  Street 
Cable  R.  Co.  97  Cal.  558. 

Mr,  Edward  Q.  Keasbey*  also  for 
plaintiff  in  error: 

Messrs.  Louis  Hood  and  Samvel  Ka- 
liseh»  for  defendant  in  error: 

An  ordinary  railway  has  a  proprietarv  right 
in  its  track.  It  owns  its  roadbed,  which  it 
acquires  by  process  of  condemnation.  Its 
tracks  cannot  be  used  by  ordinary  vehicles. 
The  only  right  which  the  public  has,  is  the 
right  to  cross  the  tracks  at  the  street  crossings. 
It  operates  its  road  with  a  power  not  easily 
controlled.  A  railroad  company  has  the  ex- 
clusive use  ot  its  tracks  and  roadbed.  The 
legislature  prescribes  what  duties  a  railway 
company  owes  at  street  crossings. 

See  Rev.  1877,  p.  910.  pi.  6,  11.  p.  920,  §  67; 
Citizens  Coach  Co.  v.  Camden  Horse  R.  Co,  88 
N.  J.  Eq.  274,  36  Am.  Rep.  542. 

A  street  railwajr  has  no  proprietary  right  in 
its  roadbed.  Their  tracks  are  used  in  common 
by  their  cara  and  the  traveling  public.  Its 
use  of  the  oublic  highwav  is  merely  in  aid  of 
the  identical  use  for  which  the  street  was  ere 
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ated,  and  not  a  new  and  indepeDdent  one;  and 
for  this  reason  an  abutting  owner  to  a  street 
railway  is  not  entitled  to  damafifes. 

Lynam  v.  Union  R.  Co,  114  Mass.  88;  Shea 
V.  8t.  Paul  Gity  R.  Co.  (Minn.)  July  7,  1892; 
Ehrwman  ▼.  East  Harritburg  City  Bms,  B.  Co. 
17  L.  R.  A.  448,  160  Pa.  180;  Citieeju  Coach 
Co.  V.  Camden  Horse,  R.  Co.  supra. 

Defendants  were  authorized  to  exercise  their 
rights,  not  to  the  exclusion  of  the  public,  but 
having  regard  to  the  rights  of  the  public  in 
the  public  streets. 

Citizens  Coach  Co.  v.  Camden  Horse  R.  Co. 
supra. 

Street-cars  are  in  the  main  governed  by  the 
same  rules  as  other  vehicles  on  the  street,  with 
such  modifications  as  grow  out  of  the  neces- 
sities of  the  situation.  Where  the  cars  are 
propelled  by  electricity,  the  duty  resting  upon 
the  street  railroad  is  not  modified.  Their 
motormcn  must  be  on  the  alert,  not  only  at 
street  crossings  but  everywhere  upon  the 
tracks,  to  see  that  citizens  are  not  run  down 
and  injured. 

8heay.  St.  Paul  CityR.  Co.  supra;  McClain 
V.  Brooklyn  City  R.  Co.  116  N.  Y.  459;  Gat-' 
lagher  v.  Coney  Island  ik  B.  R.  Co.  24  N.  Y. 
S.  R.  746;  I^orth  Hudson  R.  Co.  v.  Isley,  49 
N.  J.  L.  468;  Ekrisman  v.  Ea^t  Harruburg 
aty  R.  Co.  17  L.  R.  A.  448,  150  Pa.  180;  Chi- 
cago West.  Div.  R.  Co.  v.  Ingraham,  83  111. 
App.  851. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  traveler  must  use 
due  care  to  keep  out  of  the  way  of  the  street- 
car. In  crossing  the  street  of  a  crowded  citj^ 
he  is  not  bound  to  wait  until  all  the  vehi- 
cles are  out  of  the  street  before  he  attempts  to 
cross,  for  if  such  a  rule  prevailed  be  would  be 
compelled  during  the  whole  of  his  life  to  stay 
on  one  side  of  the  street.  He  must  fairly  act 
in  a  reasonable  manner  respecting  the  right  of 
a  street  railway.  He  is  bound  to  use  reason- 
able care  under  the  circumstances  and  do  what 
a  prudent  men  under  the  circumstances  would 
do. 

MeClain  v.  Brooklyn  City  R.  Co.  supra;  Fen- 
ton  Y.  Second  Ave.  R.  Co.  126  N.  Y.  625;  FUck- 
enstein  y.  Dry  Dock,  E.  B.  cfc  B.  R.  Co.  105 
N.  Y.  655;  North  Hudson  R.  Co.  v.  leUy,  supra; 
Shea  V.  St.  Paul  City  R.  Co.  supra;  tihapleigh 
V.  Wyman,  184  Mass.  118;  Bowser  v.  Wellington, 
126  Mass.  891;  Creamer  v.  West  End  Street  R. 
Co.  16  L.  R.  A.  490,  156  Mass.  320;  Chicago 
City  R.  Co.  V.  Robinson,  4  L.  R.  A.  126,  127 
111.  9;  Moebus  v.  Herrmann,  108  N.  Y.  854. 

Assuming,  for  the  sake  of  argument,  that  it 
is  the  duty  of  a  person  crossing  a  highway 
upon  which  street- cars  are  operated  to  look  and 
listen— for  in  this  case  the  plaintiff  did  look 
and  listen — may  the  plaintiff  cross  even  if 
there  be  an  approaching  car?  It  is  patent,  in 
view  of  the  condition  which  a  much  traveled 
highway  presents,  that  one  may  cross. 

Fenton  v.  Second  Aoe.  R.  Go.  supra;  Wells  v. 
Brooklyn  CityR.  Co.  58  Hun,  389. 

It  is  the  rule  in  steam  railways  that  when  a 
railroad  company  has  created  extra  danger  it 
is  bound  to  use  extra  precautions;  and  if  the 
track  is  put  in  a  position  where  trains,  when 
close  to  their  transit  over  a  public  street  or 
road  cannot  be  seen,  that  is  an  extra  danger 
calling  for  more  than  ordinary  cautionary 
signals. 
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New  T<yrk,  L.  E.  dh  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Randel,  47 
N.  J.  L.  144. 

Where  street-car  tracks  are  In  close  prox- 
imity, to  run  a  car  or  train  of  cars  in  one 
direction  at  rapid  speed,  and  without  signal  or 
warning,  over  a  sidewalk  crossing,  while  a  car 
or  train  bound  in  the  opposite  direction  is  dis- 
charging passengers  at  such  crossing,  and 
where,  as  in  th&  case,  the  view  of  tiie  ap- 
proaching train  is  obstructed  by  the  standing 
cars  from  which  the  person  injured  has  just 
alighted,  is  surely  conduct  which  fairly  tends 
to  prove  culpable  negligence,  even  though  the 
rate  of  speed  of  such  approaching  train  does 
not  exceed  that  which  is  permitted  by  ordi- 
nanqe,  and  it  cannot  be  said,  as  matter  of  law, 
that  such  conduct  is  not  negligence. 

Chicago  City  R.  Co.  v.  Robinson,  4  L.  R.  A. 
126,  127  ni.  9. 

Plaintiff  had  a  right  to  rely  also  upon  tbe 
defendant's  running  its  cars  at  a  safe  rate  of 
speed  and  to  give  some  warning  or  signal  on 
approaching  a  crossing. 

Orange  £ N.  H.  R.  Co.  v.  Ward,  47  N.  J.  L. 
568. 

The  rule  of  law  in  regard  to  the  negligenee 
of  an  adult  and  the  rule  of  law  in  regard  to 
that  of  an  infant  of  tender  years  is  quite  dif- 
ferent 

Washington  d  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Gladmon.  83 
U.  8.  15  Wall.  401,  21  L.  ed.  114;  Sioux  Oity  & 
P.  R.  Co.  V.  Stout,  84  U.  8. 17  Wall.  657,  31 L. 
ed.  745;  Dowd  v.  Chieopee,  116  Mass.  98.  See 
also  Lyncli  v.  Smith,  104  Mass.  52, 6  Am.  Bep. 
188;  Elkins  v.  Boston  A  A.  R.  Co.  116  Mass. 
190;  Plumley  v.  Birge,  124  Mass.  57,  26  Am. 
Rep.  646;  Beckham  v.  HiUier,  47  N.  J.  L.  14; 
Smith  V.  Irwin,  51  N.  J.  L.  608;  Haycroft  v. 
Lake  Shore  d  M.  S.  R.  Co.  64  N.  Y.  636;  Thur- 
her  V.  Harlem  Bridge,  M.  A  F.  R.  Co.  60  N.  Y. 
887;  Daley  v.  Norwich  d  W.  R.  Co.  26  Conn. 
591;  Robinson  v.  Cone,  22  Vt.  218, 54  Am.  Dec. 
67;  Duffy  v.  Missouri  Pae.  R.  Co.  19  Mo.  App. 
880;  Byrne  v.  New  York  Cent.  A  H  R  R.  Co. 
88  N.  Y.  620;  Cooper  v.  Lake  Shore  A  M.  S. 
R.  Co.  66  Mich.  261;  Ediff  v.  WalMsh,  St.  L.  d: 
P.  R.  Co.  64  Mich.  196. 

The  law  does  not  exact  from  an  infant,  fif- 
teen years  of  age,  the  same  degree  of  care 
and  prudence  in  the  presence  of  danger  as  is 
exacted  from  adults. 

Swift  V.  Staten  Island  R.  T.  R.  Co.  128  N.  Y. 
645;  Wright  v.  Detroit,  G.  H.  A  M.  R.  Co.  77 
Mich.  128. 

"MwLgie,  </.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  tbe 
court: 

In  support  of  tbe  assignment  of  errors 
founded  on  the  exception  to  the  refusal  of 
the  trial  jud^e  to  direct  a  verdict  for  plain- 
tiff in  error,  it  is  insisted  that  the  evidence 
(all  of  which  is  contained  in  the  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions) showed  that  there  was  no  negli- 
gence on  its  part  producing  the  injiur  for 
which  the  action  was  brought,  but  that  tliere 
was  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant 
in  error  producing,  or  contributing  to  pro- 
duce, her  injury.  In  reviewing  a  judgment 
founded  on  a  verdict  directed  by  .the"  trial 
judge  after  the  whole  evidence  was  in.  this 
court  declared  that  a  jury  should  only  be 
controlled  in  its  verdict  by  a  peremptory  in- 
struction when  the  testimony  is  ot  aucb  a 
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conclusive  character  as  would  compel  the 
court,  in  the  exercise  of  a  sound  legal  dis- 
cretion, to  set  aside  a  yerdict  in  opposition 
thereto,  or,  as  the  learned  chancellor  who  de- 
livered the  opinion  said :  "  To  put  it  more 
forcibly  and  more  accurately,  if  the  evidence 
be  such  that  the  court  would  set  aside  any 
number  of  verdicts  rendered  against  it,  the 
jury  may  be  controlled.''  Chtte  v.  CcUdweU^ 
53  N.  j;  L.  215.  This  rule  must  furnish 
the  test  of  the  propriety  of  refusing  a  peremp- 
tory direction  to  find  a  verdict,  it  has  been 
questioned  elsewhere  whether,  in  actions  to 
enforce  a  liability  arising  from  negligence, 
the  trial  judge  can  withdraw  from  the  jury, 
by  nonsuit  or  direction  for  a  verdict,  the 
question  of  negligence,  which  is  a  mixed 
question  of  law  and  fact.  In  this  state  the 
power  of  the  trial  jud^e  to  nonsuit  has  been 
exercised  and  approved  for  many  years  in  a 
long  line  of  cases  too  familiar  to  need  to  be 
referred  to.  The  power  to  direct  a  verdict  is 
identio&l  with,  and  rests  upon  the  same 
foundation  as,  the  power  to  nonsuit.  When 
in  Buch  cases  the  trial  judge  is  requested  to 
nonsuit  or  to  direct  a  verdict,  his  cfuty  is,  as 
was  well  expressed  by  Lord  ChanceUor  Cairns 
in  MetropoUtan  B,  Co,  v.  Jadkaon,  L.  R.  3 
App.  Cas.  193,  to  say  whether  any  facts  have 
been  established  by  evidence  from  which  neg- 
ligence may  be  reasonably  inferred.  If  none, 
there  is  no  case  to  go  to  a  jury ;  but  if,  from 
facts  established,  negligence  may  reasonably 
and  legitimately  be  inferred,  it  is  for  the 
jury  to  say  whether  from  those  facts  negli- 
gence ought  to  be  inferred.  In  performing 
this  function  the  trial  judge  must  take  care 
not  to  trench  on  the  peculiar  province  of  the 
jury  to  determine  questions  of  fact,  and  must 
bear  in  mind  that  the  queiftion  is  not  whether 
he  would  infer  neelieence  from  the  estab- 
lished facts,  but  w'Eether  neiirl  licence  can  be 
reasonably  and  legitimately  inferred  there- 
from by  the  jury.  It  follows  that,  if  the 
real  facts  have  not  been  established  by  the 
eyidenoe  but  remain  in  substantial  dispute, 
the  trial  judge  must  submit  them,  and  the 
inferences  to  be  drawn  from  those  which  the 
jury  find  established,  to  the  determination 
of  the  jury.  Moebus  v.  Becker,  46  N.  J.  L. 
41 ;  Delaware,  L.  A  W.  E,  Co.  v.  Shelton,  56 
N.  J.  L.  34d.  When  this  request  was  made, 
it  was  obviously  impossible  for  the  trial 
judge  to  say  what  facts  bad  been  established. 
The  evidence  was  contradictory  to  a  degree 
unusual  even  in  cases  of  this  sort.  It  was 
impossible  of  reconciliation,  and  the  real 
facts  could  only  be  determined  by  the  jury 
settling  the  credit  to  be  given  to  witnesses, 
and  weighing  and  comparing  their  variant 
testimony.  Ijnder  such  circumstances  it 
would  have  been  error  to  withdraw  the  case 
from  the  jury. 

The  argument  in  behalf  of  the  plaintifif  in 
error  is  next  addressed  to  an  exception  taken 
to  the  ruling  of  the  trial  judge  upon  a  re- 
quest to  charge.  To  make  the  request  in- 
telligible, it  should  be  stated  that  the  evi- 
dence of  defendant  in  error  in  respect  to  the 
nwdc  in  which  she  received  her  injury  was 
that  she  was  struck  and  run  over  by  a  car  of 
plaintiff  in  error,  propelled  by  electricity, 
and  running  on  the  west-bound  or  north 
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street-car  track  in  Springfield  avenue,  \n 
Newark ;  that,  when  struck,  she  was  crossing 
the  avenue  from  south  to  north  on  a  cross- 
walk at  the  intersection  of  Prince  street  with 
the  avenue ;  that  an  east-bound  car  runninr 
on  the  south  street-car  track  had  stopped 
upon  the  crossing,  and  she  had  waited  until 
it  passed,  when  she  went  on,  **  looking  both 
sides ;"  that,  not  seeing  any  west- bound  car, 
she  stepped  on  that  track,  and  was  im- 
mediately struck  and  run  over.  It  appeared 
by  the  evidence  of  witnesses  called  by  her 
that  the  east-bound  car  stopped  at  the  cross- 
ing and  went  on,  and  the  west- bound  car 
paised  it,  running  at  great  speed,  and  with- 
out giving  signius;  one  witness  estimated 
the  speed  at  fifteen  miles  an  hour.  The  re- 
quest in  question  was  as  follows:  **If  the 
iury  believe  the  account  of  the  plaintiff  and 
her  witnesses  as  to  the  fact  tnat  one  car 
stopped  at  Prince  street  and  passed  the  other 
below  that  street,  it  was  the  duty  of  plain- 
tiff to  wait  long  enough  before  crossing  to 
allow  the  down  car  to  pass  far  enough  for 
her  to  see  whether  another  was  coming ;  and 
if  she  neglected  that  duty  she  was  guilty  of 
contributory  neglif^ence,  and  cannot  recover, 
although  the  jury  may  believe  that  the  up 
car  was  going  at  an  unusual  rate  of  speed,— 
the  track  being  straight,  and  the  car  visible 
far  enough  to  avoid  it  at  any  possible  speed. " 
The  Judge  declined  to  charge  in  that  respect 
otherwise  than  he  had  charged,  and  this  ex- 
ception was  taken.  The  request  is  open  to 
criticism  as  asserting  a  fact  respecting  the 
distance  at  which  a  car  was  visible,  which 
was  in  dispute.  But  it  may  be  considered, 
however,  as  raising  the  question  of  the  duty 
of  the  injured  person  under  the  circumstances 
above  set  out,  and  whether  the  request  cor- 
rectly states  that  duty. 

It  is  first  contended  that  the  question  of 
duty  in  this  case  is  affected  by  the  fact  that 
defendant  in  error  was  crossing  a  highway 
along  which  cars  propelled  bv  electricity 
constantly  ran.  It'is  argued  that  the  duty 
to  take  precaution  against  dapger  varies  with 
the  degree  of  peril ;  that  the  lawful  use  of  a 
highway  by  such  cars  has,  by  reason  of  their 
running  at  greater  speed,  created  additional 
danger  to  others  using  the  highway;  and 
that  their  duty  in  respect  to  such  danger  has 
thus  been  enhanced  and  enlarged.  It  is  even 
insisted  that  the  duty  of  persons  traversing 
highways  on  which  such  cars  run  is  like  that 
imposed  on  persons  passing  along  a  highway 
where  it  is  crossed  at  grade  by  a  railroad 
operated  by  steam  power.  It  is  not  pre- 
tended, and  the  case  does  not  show,  that 
plaintiff  in  error  has  accjuired  bv  legislative 
grant  any  right  to  run  its  cars  in  the  high- 
way at  any  rate  of  speed.  Such  a  grant  to 
use  a  rate  of  speed  in  highways  which  would 
be  destructive  of  its  customary  use  bv  others, 
and  incompatible  therewith,  would  not  be 
within  legislative  competency,  except  on 
compensation  made  to  the  owners  of  the  land 
traversed  by  the  highway.  Public  highways 
have  been  acquired  by  dedication  or  con- 
demnation for  the  use  of  the  public  in  pass- 
ing and  repassing.  Up  to  very  recent  times 
the  public  have  used  the  rights  of  passing 
and  repassing  on  highways,  on  foot  or  on 
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horseback,  or  in  vehicles  drawn  by  horses  or 
other  animals.  When  authority  was  granted 
to  lay  rails  on  highways,  and  to  run  thereon 
cars  drawn  by  horses  for  the  carriage  of  pas- 
sengers, it  was  long  questioned  whether  such 
a  use  of  the  highway  did  not  impose  an  ad- 
ditional burden  upon  the  land,  and  whether 
«uch  a  grant  could  be  made  without  com- 
pensation. It  was  finally  settled  by  the 
weight  of  authority  that  the  use  of  the  high- 
way by  such  cars  was  only  a  modification  of 
the  original  use  to  which  it  had  been  devoted, 
and  that  no  additional  burden  was  imposed 
by  such  grant.  That  doctrine  was  adopted 
in  this  state.  Citizens  Goach  Go.  v.  Camden 
Horse  M.  Co.,  33  N.  J.  Eq.  267.  86  Am.  Rep. 
S42.  But  it  must  be  conceded  that  a  grant  of 
a  right  to  lise  the  highway  in  a  mode  incom- 
patible with  its  customary  use  by  the  public 
would  impose  an  additional  burden,  and 
could  not  be  made  without  compensation. 
The  public  has  acquired  such  rights  in  the 
use  of  highways  as  the  owners  of  the  lands 
traversed  thereby  have  yielded  or  been  de- 
prived of,  and  it  jnay  not  be  restricted  in  the 
enjoyment  of  such  rights  by  a  use  of  the 
highway  inconsistent  and  incompatible  there- 
with, at  least  without  legislative  ^rant. 
Whether  the  public  rights  thus  acquired  may 
be  thus  diminished  or  destroyed  by  legisla- 
tive grant  when  no  compensation  is  mSde  to 
landowners  is  not  a  question  involved  in  this 
case,  and  no  opinion  is  intended  to  be  ex- 
pressed thereon.  As  has  been  stated,  no  leg- 
islative grant  in  this  case  is  shown.  The 
contention  of  plaintiff  in  error  rather  takes 
this  shape :  It  asserts  that  its  cars,  propelled 
by  electricity,  are  capable  of  being  run  at 
/greater  speed  than  other  vehicles  in  the  high- 
way, and  that  the  public  convenience  de- 
mands, for  passengers  carried  in  such  cars, 
what  is  called  **rai)id  transit;''  and  it  draws 
the  inference  that  its  cars  may  therefore  be 
run  at  such  speed  as  will  satisfy  this  public 
demand,  and  that  other  persons  lawfully  us- 
ing the  highway  in  the  customary  modes  must 
govern  themselves  and  use  the  highway  ac- 
cordingly. Judicial  opinions  have  been  cited 
to  us  which  appear  to  support  these  extraordi- 
nary propositions.  I  am  unable  to  subscribe 
to  the  notion  which  carried  to  its  logical 
conclusion,  would  permit  this  company,  and 
other  companies  running  cars  in  public  high-, 
ways  propelled  by  electricity,  cables,  etc.,' 
to  run  at  any  rate  of  speed  which  they  may 
deem  a  demand,  undefined  and  unrecognized 
bv  law,  to  require.  The  right  to  use  the 
highways  by  such  cars  is  not  paramount  to 
the  rights  of  others  in  the  customary  use 
thereoT.  It  must  be  used  in  a  manner  con- 
sistent with  such  rights  of  others.  Such  a 
paramount  right  as  is  contended  for  could 
not,  in  my  judgment,  be  granted  without 
compensation,  and  it  surely  cannot  be  ac- 
quired from  a  vague  notion  of  a  public  de- 
mand for  rapid  transit.  There  is  no  just 
analogy  between  the  right  of  a  street  railway 
running  such  cars  longitudinally  along  the 
highway  and  the  right  of  a  railroad  company 
running  its  trains  across  a  highway  at  gtade. 
The  latter  company  acquires  by  condemna- 
tion a  right  to  run  its  tracks  over  the  lands 
covered  by  the  highway,  and  so  burdens  it 
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with  an  additional  easement.  By  legislative 
grant  it  uses  the  easement  so  acquired  in  the 
passage  of  trains  run  at  great  speed,  and  to 
a  certain  extent  the  public  easement  of  pas- 
sage is,  at  such  crossings,  modified.  No 
grant  for  the  acquisition  and  use  of  such  ad- 
ditional easement  has  been  made  to  the  street 
railways,  and  in  the  absence  of  such  grant 
no  right  to  run  cars  at  excessive  rates  of 
speed  exists.  Their  only  right  in  this  respect 
is  to  run  at  such  rate  as  will  not  interfere 
with  the  customary  use  of  the  highway  by 
others  of  the  public  with  safety. 

Let  us  now  consider  whether  the  request 
under  consideration  correctly  states  the  duty 
of  defendant  in  error  under  Uie  circumstances 
supposed.  The  duty  devolving  on  one  using 
a  highway  for  passage  on  foot  varies  with 
circumstances  which  are  infinitely  various. 
It  may  be  of  one  degree  when  the  highway 
is  a  quiet  country  road,  and  of  another  de- 
gree when  it  is  the  crowded  street  of  a  great 
city.  It  may  differ  at  different  hours  oi  the 
day,  with  respect  to  different  vehicles  and 
the  differing  rates  of  speed  at  which  they  are 
moving,  and  by  reason  of  different  opportuni- 
ties of  observation.  It  is  impossible,  in  my 
judgment,  to  classify  these  variant  circum- 
stances, and  to  lay  down  a  precise  rule  as  to 
the  degree  erf  care  required  in  each  class.  In 
dealing  with  cases  of  this  sort  we  must  recur 
to  the  jB;eneral  rule  which  requires  one,  in 
exercising  his  lawful  rights  in  a  place  where 
the  exercise  of  like  rights  by  others  may  put 
him  in  peril,  to  use  such  precaution  and  care 
for  his  safety  as  a  reasonably  prudent  man 
would  use  under  the  circumstances.  From 
this  rule  it  may  be  said,  in  general,  that  one 
who  passes  on  foot  along  a  sidewalk  or  foot- 
path of  a  highway  must  use  his  powers  of 
observation  in  respect  to  other  passers  there- 
on, and  a  reasonable  iudgment  to  avoid  col- 
«lision.  In  crossing  the  roadway  a  foot  pas- 
senger must  likewise  use  his  powers  of 
observation  to  discover  approaching  vehicles, 
and  a  like  judgment  when  and  how  to  cross 
without  collision.  In  the  latter  case,  doubt- 
less, the  degree  of  care  required  exceeds  that 
required  in  the  former  case,  not  because  the 
right  of  the  foot  passenger  and  the  right  of 
the  driver  of  a  vehicle  differ,  but  because  of 
the  circumstances.  The  vehicle  usually  trav- 
els at  a  greater  speed  ;  it  cannot  be  so  quickly 
stopped  or  diverted  from  its  course.  A  street- 
car cannot  deviate  from  its  track,  while  the 
passer  on  foot  may  quickly  stop,  turn  aside, 
or  even  retrace  his  steps.  So  it  may  also  be 
generally  said  that,  if  obstacles  tempomrily 
intervene  to  prevent  observation,  reasonable 
prudence  would  dictate  delay  until  such  ob- 
servation as  is  requisite  has'been  made. 

But  the  request  before  us  brings  into  ques- 
tion the  extent  to  which  one  crossing  the 
roadway  on  foot  must  extend  his  observation. 
Its  claim  is  that  such  observation  must  be 
extended  to  any  approaching  car,  no  matter 
how  distant.  But  this  is  obviously  an  ex- 
aggerated notion  of  the  duty  required.  The 
most  prudent  man  would  never  suppose  him- 
self required  to  thus  observe.  If  such  a  rule 
of  duty  were  adopted  and  practiced  in  a 
crowded  city,  the  crossing  of  many  streets 
would  be  barred  to  pedestrians  for  a  great 


Lowe  v.  Harris. 


879 


part  of  the  time.  The  general  rule  to  which 
we  have  recurred  does  not  justify  this  excess- 
ive view  of  the  dutv  required.  It  will  re- 
qaire  ODe  crossing  the  roadway  on  foot  to 
extend  his  observation  only  to  the  distance 
within  which  yehicles  proceeding  at  custom- 
ary and  reasonably  safe  speed  would  threaten 
his  safety.  Under  this  rule  the  defendant  in 
error  should  doubtless  have  waited  until 
she  could  have  observed  any  westbound  car 
which,  traveling  at  customary  and  reasonably 
safe  speed,  might  imperil  her  in  crossing; 
but  she  was  not  bound  to  delay  until  she 
could  have  seen  any  car  on  that  track  at  any 
distance,  coming  with  excessive  and  danger- 
ous speed.  The  charge  was  ample  and  cor- 
rect on  this  subject,  and  the  instruction  asked 
for  was  properly  refused. 

The  trial  judge  was  further  requested  to 
charge  that  any  one  approaching?  a  crossing 
must  take  notice  of  it,  and  exercise  a  reason- 
able measure  of  care  to  avoid  contact  with 
the  moving  car;  and  "if,  by  looking,  the 
plaintiff  could  have  seen  and  so  avoided  an 
approaching  car,  she  cannot  recover."  The 
request  was  not  refused,  but  the  trial  ludge 
sai'd  that  he  had  **  charged  substantially  ac- 
cording to  his  understanding  of  the  law  on 
that  subject. "  An  exception  was  then  taken 
to  the  charge  so  far  as  it  did  not  embrace 
"that  secondary  proposition."  tiuch  an  ex- 
ception does  not  draw  into  review  an  omis- 
sion in  the  charge.  If  counsel  conceived  that 
a  pertinent  proposition  of  law  had  been  omit- 
ted, he  should  have  specifically  requested 
the  desired  instruction,  and  excepted  to  a 
refusal.  If  the  proposition  in  question  had 
been  requested  and  refused,  I  think  there 
would  have  been  no  error.     It  is  a  proposi- 


tion applicable  to  the  crossing  of  the  high- 
way b^  the  lines  of  a  steam  railroad.  It  is 
inapplicable  to  the  crossing  of  a  street  rail- 
way, the  cars  on  which  must  not  exceed  such 
spc^  as  will  permit  the  lawful,  customary 
use  of  the  highway  by  others  with  reason- 
able safety.  Ftudence  doubtless  requires  one 
about  to  cross  a  railroad  track  to  use  his  eyes 
to  observe  any  approaching  car  within  \iB 
vision;  but,  as  has  been  shown,  prudence 
does  not  require  one  crossing  the  track  of  a 
street  railway  to  extend  his  observation  to 
the  whole  line  of  track  within  his  vision, 
but  only  to  such  distance  as,  assuming  the 
requirea  rare  in  their  management,  approach - 
infl^  cars  would  imperil  his  crossing. 

Other  requests  to  charge,  the  judge  de- 
clined to  give  otherwise  than  already  j^iven. 
The  charge  correctly  stated  the  law  in  the 
particulars  covered  by  these  requests,  and 
there  was  no  error  in  declining  to  repeat,  .in 
other  language,  the  doctrines  already  laid 
down  as  law. 

The  remaining  exceptions  are  to  portions 
of  the  charge  wnich,  it  is  urged,  tended  to 
improperly  affect  the  jury.  But  the  charge 
imposed  on  the  jury,  in  the  plainest  terms, 
the  duty  of  deciding  the  disputed  questions 
of  fact,  and  settling  the  inferences  to  be 
drawn  therefrom.  When  that  is  done,  com- 
ments, or  even  expressions  of  opinion,  by 
the  judge  upon  the  evidence,  are  not  open  to 
exception.  Engle  v.  8t€Ue,  60  N.  J.  L.  272, 
and  cases  cited.  I  may  add  that,  if  the  rule 
were  different,  the  language  of  the  charge  is 
not,  in  my  opinion,  open  to  any  criticism 
of  this  sort. 

No  error  being  found,  t?ie  judgment  beUno 
should  be  affirmed. 


NORTH  CAROLINA  SUPREME  COURT. 


L.  D.  LOWE  and  Wife,  Apple,, 
James  HARRIS. 

aw  N.  C.  472.) 

!•  Astatnte  allowinfl^  parol  testimony 

toidentiiy  laadinsuffloieotly  described  in  a 
contract  is  not  retrospeotive. 


8.  A  receipt  which  was  Toid  Ibr  uncer- 
tainty as  a  contract  for  land  cannot  be  made 
valid  by  subsequent  statute  allowing  parol  testU 
mony  to  identify  the  land. 

(Burwdl  and  Clark,  JJ.,  diaeent.) 
(May  5, 1808.) 

APPEAL  b^  plaintiffs  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  Wilkes  County  in 


^onL—ConetUutionalUv  of  atatute  tegalizing  an  in- 
valid prioate  contract. 

This  note  will  attempt  to  collect  the  authorities 
upon  tbe  power  of  a  legrislature  to  make  enforce- 
able an  attempted  contract  which  for  any  cause 
the  partlefl  failed  to  make  enforceable  by  their 
own  action. 

Under  Federal  ConetUutUm, 

So  far  as  the  federal  courts  have  passed  upon 
the  question  ttaey  seem  to  agree  that  there  is  noth- 
bg  in  the  federal  Oonstitutlon  to  prohibit  a  state 
legielature  from  making  a  contract  enforceable 
which  otherwise  would  not  be  so.  And  the  cause 
of  the  difflculty  seems  to  be  immaterial.  For  the 
same  rule  has  been  applied  in  cases  where  the  con- 
tract was  void  because  against  the  policy  of  the 
^te  and  where  it  was  simply  unenforceable  be- 
22LRA, 


cause  not  haying  the  formal  requisites  prescribed 
by  statute. 

It  has  been  held  that  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  does  not  prohibit  the  passing  of  ret- 
rospective laws,  or  of  laws  divesting  antecedent 
vested  rights  of  property.  Watson  v.  Mercer,  88 
U.  8.  8  Pet  88,  8  L.  ed.  878. 

Consequently  the  attempt  has  been  most  fre- 
quently made  to  defeat  tbe  statute  on  the  ground 
that  it  impaired  the  obligation  of  a  contract. 

In  Satterlee  v.  Matthewson,  27  U.  S.  2  Pet.  880,  7 
L.  ed.  4fi8,  affirming  16  8erg.  &  R.  189,  a  lease  had 
been  entered  into  in  Pennsylvania  of  land  claimed 
under  a  Connecticut  title,  which,  according  to  the 
decisions  of  the  courts  of  Pennsylvania,  was  void. 
The  tenant  subsequently  acquired  a  title  under  a 
grant  from  the  state  of  Pennsylvania  and  the  leg- 
islature then  passed  an  act  validating  the  contract 
of  lease.    This  act  was  attacked  on   the  ground 
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fayor  of  defendant  in  an  action  brought  to 
recover  possession  of  certain  real  estate.  Re- 
versed, 

The  defense  to  the  action  was  thai  defendant 
purchased  the  lands  described  in  the  complaint 
from  Mrs.  A.  P.  Calloway,  the  mother  of  the 
feme  plaintiff,  and  went  into  possession  under 
his  contract,  cleared  the  land  and  made  im- 
provements thereon.  He  paid  all  of  the  pur- 
chase money  except  $6  and  received  the  fol- 
lowing receipt:  "Wilkesboro,  N.  C,  April 
19th,  1880.  James  Harris  has  (>aJd  me  twenty 
dollars  on  his  land.  Owes  me  six  more  on  it. 
A.  P.  Calloway." 

Defendant  was  an  ignorant  colored  man  and 
relied  on  the  honesty  of  Mrs.  Calloway  to  per- 
fect his  title.  Mrs.  Calloway  had  only  a  life 
estate  in  the  land  and  both  she  and  the  feme 
plaintiff,  her  daughter,  encouraged  defendant 
to  make  payments  on  the  land,  and  when  he  ob- 
jected to  paying  more  without  his  deed  both 
told  him  to  have  no  fears  but  go  on  and  pay, 
and  as  soon  as  the  payments  were  completed 
he  should  have  the  deed.  Bubsequently  the 
feme  plaintiff  bought  a  sixty-eight-acre  tract 
of  land  from  Mrs.  Calloway  and  from  the 
other  remainderman,  which  tract  included  the 
land  previously  sold  to  defendant.  At  the  time 
defendant  bought  the  land,  the  price  paid  was 
its  full  value. 

Further  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  tf  D.  Lowe*  for  appellants : 

His  honor  erred  in  allowing  the  defendant 
to  set  up  a  parol  contract  for  tne  sale  of  land, 
and  allowing  him  to  introduce  the  receipt  in 
question. 


Murdoch  v.  Andereon,  57  N.  C.  77;  MaUcry 
V.  MaUory,  45  N.  C.  80;  Hummer  v.  Oicww, 
Id.  264;  Allen,  v.  Uhambers,  89  N.  C.  126. 

This  case  is  almost  identical  with  the  case  of 
Fartesque  v.  Crawford,  105  N.  C.  29,  and  in 
this  case  it  was  held:  "'There  is  no  land  de- 
scribed in  this  receipt,  and  the  receipt  being 
vague  and  indefinite,  parol  testimony  was  in- 
sufficient to  fit  the  location  to  the  description." 

See  also  Hotter  v.  Richards,  103  N.  C.  545; 
Brownirtg  v.  Berry,  10  L.  R.  A.  726,  107  N.  C. 
281. 

His  honor  erred  in  holding  that  the  Statute, 
N.  C.  Laws  1891,  chap.  466.  §  1,  covered 
this  case,  for  the  reason  that  this  alleged 
parol  contract,  if  made  at  all,  was  entered  into 
about  the  year  1880,  nearly  or  quite  eleven 
years  before  this  statute  was  passed,  and  this 
suit  was  commenced  more  than  a  year  before 
this  act  took  effect. 

Leak  V.  Gay,  107  N.  C,  468;  Edwardn  v. 
Kearzey/J^  N.  C.  684. 

Mr,  w.  W.  Barber  for  appellee. 

Avery,  «/..  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  extreme  limit  of  liberality  in  sanction- 
ing the  admission  of  parol  proof  to  explain 
ambiguous  descriptions  in  deeds  and  con- 
tracts for  the  sale  and  conveyance  of  land  was 
attained  in  Ca/r8(m  v.  Ray,  52  N.  C.  609,  7& 
Am.  Dec.  267,  where  the  premises  were  de- 
scribed as  "  my  house  ana  lot  in  the  town 
of  Jefferson, "  and  the  plaintiff  was  permitted 
to  show  that  the  grantor  had  but  one  house 
and  lot  within  the  boundaries  of  that  place. 


that  it  was  an  unjust  exercise  of  legislative  power: 
was  retrospective;  was  an  exercise  by  the  leirtela- 
ture  of  a  judicial  function  and  created  a  contract 
where  none  previously  existed,  as  well  as  impaired 
the  obliiration  of  a  contract.  The  Supreme  Ck>urt 
of  the  United  States  said:  '*It  is  not  easy  to  per- 
ceive how  a  law  which  ffives  validity  to  a  void  con- 
tract can  be  said  to  impair  the  obligation  of  that 
contract,"  and  held  that  the  act  was  not  void  on 
that  ground.  It  furthermore  held  that  the  law 
could  not  be  condemned  under  the  Gonstitul^ion 
of  the  United  States  as  being  retrospective  or  as 
divesting  vested  rights. 

A  statute  validating  the  contracts  of  an  institu- 
tion, which  has  without  authority  engaged  in  the 
banking  business,  does  not  Impair  Che  obligation 
of  a  contract.    Milne  v.  Huber,  8  McLean,  212. 

An  act  validating  loons  made  contrary  to  the 
policy  of  a  state  by  a  foreign  corporation  does  not 
impair  the  obligation  of  a  contract.  Gross  v. 
United  States  Mortg.  Co.  108  U.  8.  4n,  27  L.  ed. 
7«6. 

A  statute  providing  that  deeds  of  conveyance 
made  by  married  women  shall  not  be  void  because 
of  a  defective  acknowledgment  thereof  does  not 
impair  the  obligation  of  any  contract,  and  it  can- 
not be  pronounced  void  under  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States.  Watson  v.  Mercer,  88  U.  S.  8 
Pet  88,  8  L.  ed.  876. 

Curing  a  mere  formal  defect  in  the  acknowledg- 
ment of  a  married  woman^s  release  of  dower  does 
not  impair  the  obligation  of  a  contract.  Raverty 
V.  Fridge,  3  McLean,  280:  Doe  v.  Nelson,  3  McLean, 
383. 

In  Carpenter  v.  Bexter,  76  U.  S.  8  Wall.  513, 19  L. 
ed.  426,  a  statute  validating  acknowledgments  to 
past  deeds  taken  by  officers  who  at  the  time  had 
no  authority  was  upheld,  apparently  without  ques- 
tion as  to  its  constitutionality. 
22  L.  R.  A. 


The  state  courts  have  not  always  followed  the 
doctrine  of  the  federal  courts  to  its  foil  extent. 

Thus  in  Pearoe  v.  Patton,  7  B.  Mon.  168, 45  Am. 
Deo.  61,  in  which  it  was  attempted  to  make  ap- 
plidhble  to  the  acknowledgment  by  a  married 
woman  of  a  deed  attempting  to  convey  her  sepa- 
rate property  a  curative  statute,  the  court  held 
that  the  deed  relied  on  as  passing  her  title  was  ft 
nullity  as  to  her  and  her  heir^  and  intimates  that 
the  statute  impaired  the  obligation  of  the  contracts 
of  conveyance  under  which  she  held  title  and  that 
it  impaired  a  vested  right  in  her  heirs  and  was 
void,  and  refused  to  follow  the  doctrine  of  the 
United  States  Court,  both  on  the  question  of  im- 
pairing obligation  of  contracts  and  also  as  to  the 
definition  of  ex  poet  facto  laws. 

But  the  doctrine  that  the  validating  of  a  con- 
tract does  not  impair  its  obligation  has  been  ac- 
cepted in  a  majority  of  the  cases  in  state  courts 
even  to  the  extent  of  holding  that  a  state  law 
which  makes  valid  a  void  contract  does  not  impair 
the  obligation  of  a  contract  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States.  Welch 
V.  Wadsworth,  80  Conn.  148,  79  Am.  Dec.  238. 

Consequently  resort  has  been  had  to  the  pro- 
visions of  the  state  constitutions  in  most  of  the 
questions  in  which  an  enforcement  of  such  a  coo- 
tract  has  been  resisted,  and  the  state  decisione  are 
not  fully  in  accord  even  when  the  constitutional 
provisions  are  similar. 

RUroacHtt  lavx  and  vetted  rM^itM, 
In  attacking  validating  statutes  most  reliance  has 
been  placed  on  the  claim  that  the  laws  are  retroact- 
ive and  that  they  impair  vested  rights.  If  the 
state  constitution  in  terms  prohibits  retroactive 
laws  much  legislation  will  fail  which  would  otber- 
wise  be  valid. 
If  retrospective  laws  are  prohibited  by  the  state 
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In  discussing  that  case,  and  distin^uishizig 
it  from  Murdoch  v.  Ander9on,  57  ST.  C.  77; 
dvdge  Battle,  deHverinff  the  opinion  of  the 
<ourt,  took  the  ground  that  in  connection 
with  the  designation  of  the  town  in  which 
the  lot  was  located,  given  in  the  deeds  passed 
upon  in  both  of  them  (in  the  one  case  Hi  11s- 
boro,  and  in  the  other  Jefferson) ,  the  descrip- 
tion had  been  made  more  definite  by  use  of 
the  personal  pronoun  "  my, "  so  as  to  open  the 
way  for  proof  that  the  grantor  had  but  one 
lot  in  that  village,  which  he  meant  to  refer 
to  as  the  place  of  his  residence.  The  con- 
tract under  consideration  is  in  the  following 
words:  "Wilkesboro,  N.  C,  Apr.  19,  1880. 
James  Harris  has  paid  the  twenty  dollars  on 
his  land.  Owes  me  six  more  on  it. "  As  the 
location  of  the  land  is  not  fixed,  directly  or 
inferential ly,  within  the  state  of  North 
Carolina  or  within  the  United  States,  the 
receipt  is  still  more  varue  than  either  of  the 
iDstnvnents  discussed  By  Judge  Battle,  and 
it  ma^  be  assumed  that  no  one  will  venture 
to  niamtain  that  it  was  not  void  for  uncer- 
tainty before  the  passage  of  the  Act  of  1891. 
Indeed,  the  case  of  ForUwq^ie  v.  Crawford,  105 
X.  C.  29,  is  authority  for  holding  that  no 
right,  title,  or  interest  in  any  land  passed  to 
the  defendant  upon  its  signature  or  delivery 
to  him,  since  the  receipt  relied  on  by  the  de- 
fendant was  almost  identical  with  that  under 
<x>nstderation.  The  policy  of  the  law  in  ex- 
istence before  that  statute  was  enacted  was  to 
remove  as  far  as  possible  the  temptation  to 
perjury  by  permitting  parol  proof  to  be  used 
ID  aid  of  a  defective  description  only  where 


it  pointed  by  its  terms  to  some  extrinsic  evi- 
dence for  explanation  of  Its  ambiguous  mean- 
ing. AUef.  V.  Chambers,  89  N.  C.  125; 
Mauey  v.  Bduie,  24  N.  C.  170 ;  Ltdgh  v. 
Crump,  38  N.  C.  299. 

The  principle  stated  Is  fully  conceded  in 
Perrv  v.  Seott,  109  N.  C.  374,  where,  though 
the  distinction  drawn  by  Judge  Battle  he- 
tween  cases  where  the  personal  pronoun  con- 
stitutes or  does  not  form  a  part  of  the  de- 
scription is  disapproved,  the  necessity  for 
indicating  the  locality  by  some  means  is 
clearly  recognized.  The  receipt  being  utterly 
ineffectual  to  transfer  any  interest  whatever 
to  the  defendant  in  1880,  when  it  was  deliv- 
ered to  him,  both  the  legal  and  equitable  es- 
tate in  the  land  remained  vested  in  Mrs.  A.  P. 
Callowav  for  life,  with  remainder  in  fee  in 
her  children.  The  legislature  unquestionably 
had  and  has  the  power  to  modify  or  repeal 
the  whole  of  the  statute  of  frauds  in  so  far 
as  it  applies  to  future  contracts  for  the  sale 
of  land,  but  its  authority  to  give  the  repeal- 
ing statute  a  retroactive  operation  is  as  cer- 
tainly restricted  bv  the  fundamental  rule  that 
no  law  will  be  allowed  to  so  operate  as  to 
disturb  or  destroy  rights  already  vested.  Did 
the  legislature  intend  that  the  Act  of  1891 
(chap.  465)  should  be  construed  to  operate 
retrospectively,  and,  if  so,  is  the  law,  in  so 
far  as  it  relates  to  pre  existing  rights,  un- 
constitutional? No  law  which  divests  prop- 
erty out  of  one  person  and  vests  it  in  another 
for  his  own  private  purposes  without  the  con- 
sent of  the  owner,  has  ever  been  held  a  con- 
stitutional exercise  of  legislative  power  in 


4»o8titiiiion,  the  deed  of  a  person  of  unsound  mind 
<aimot  be  ratified  by  subsequent  legislation.  Rout- 
floogT.Wolf,86Mo.  m. 

But  in  Webb  v.  Den,  58  U.  S.  17  How.  078, 15  L.  ed. 
38.  a  statute,  enactloff  that  whenever  a  deed  has 
^leen  lesiBtered  twenty  years  or  more  It  shall  be 
fkrcsumed  to  be  upon  lawful  authority  no  matter 
what  may  have  been  the  form  of  acknowledflrment, 
the  effect  of  which  was  to  admit  ancient  deeds  in 
evktenoe  as  proof  of  title,  although  they  were  de- 
fectiTely  acknowledired,  was  held  not  to  be  a  retro- 
actiTe  law  under  the  constitution  of  Tennessee, 
which  the  legislature  was  forbidden  to  pass. 

Different  views  have  been  taken  upon  the  ques- 
tioo  bow  far  such  legislation  Impaired  vested  rights. 

In  speaking  of  a  state  law  validating  a  sale  made 
uDder  a  power  of  attorney  which  was  at  the  time 
ineffectual  the  oourt  says  '*  to  the  objection  that 
such  laws  violate  vested  rights  of  property,  it  has 
been  forcibly  answered  that  there  can  be  no  vested 
right  to  do  wrong.  Claims  contrary  to  Justice  and 
equi^  cannot  be  regarded  as  of  that  oharaoter. 
Consent  to  remedy  the  wrong  is  to  be  presumed. 
The  only  right  taken  away  is  the  right  dishonestly 
to  repudiate  an  honest  contract  of  conveyance  to 
the  iojury  of  the  other  party.  Bven  where  no 
remedy  oonld  be  had  in  the  courts,  the  vested  right 
ii  usually  unattended  with  the  slightest  equity.'* 
Bandall  v.  Krieger,  90  U.  8. 28  WalL  187, 28  L.  ed.  124. 

^lien  an  act  of  the  legislature  goes  no  further 
than  to  bind  a  party  by  a  contract  which  he  has  at- 
tempted to  enter  into,  but  which  was  invalid  by 
reasoD  of  some  personal  inabUity  on  his  part  to 
niake  it,  or  through  neglect  of  some  legal  remedy 
or  in  ooDsequenoe  of  some  ingredient  in  the  con- 
tract forbidden  by  law,  it  is  only  a  question  of  pol- 
icy and  not  one  of  constitutional  power.  United 
states  Mortg.  Co.  v.  Oroas,  96  III.  488. 

A  statute  validating  a  married  woman*s  power  of 
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attorney,  under  which  her  real  estate  was  sold,  does 
not  as  against  her  impair  the  obligation  of  a  con- 
tract or  divest  a  vested  right.  Dentael  v.  Waldie 
80  00.138. 

When  a  purchaser  has  paid  ifor  lands  and  the 
prior  owner  is  under  a  moral  obligation  to  convey, 
the  legislature  may  cure  a  defective  conveyance 
by  retroactive  legislation  as  against  such  owner, 
his  heirs  and  widow,  but  such  legislation  cannot 
affect  the  title  of  a  subsequent  bona  fide  purchaser. 
Newman  v.  Samueb,  17  Iowa.  628. 

The  Constitutions  of  Ohio,  1861,  art.  2,  fi  28,  and 
Kansas,  1865,  art  4,  8  2b,  authorised  laws  to  enable 
courts  to  carry  out  the  manifest  intention  of  par- 
ties by  curing  defects,  arising  out  of  want  of  con- 
formity with  the  requirements  of  a  statute. 

And  this  provision  was  held  to  authorize  the  in- 
sertion in  a  deed  of  the  name  of  a  married  wonmn 
which  was  omitted  by  mistake.  Goshom  v.  Pur- 
cell,  11  Ohio  St.  841. 

If  the  intention  of  husband  and  wife  is  to  convey 
the  entirety  of  land  owned  by  them  as  tenants  in 
common,  and  the  deed  is  made  to  convey  only  his 
interest  and  her  dower  rights  therein,  it  may  be  re- 
formed.   Smith  V.  Tarpin,  20  OUiio  St.  478. 

The  power  to  correct  and  cure  a  "deed  or  other 
conveyance  of  husband  and  wife"  on  account  of 
any  error,  defect,  or  omission  therein  is  coextensive 
with  the  defect  and  with  the  powers  the  parties 
themselves  possessed.  Whatever  they  could  have 
done  and  intended  to  do,  the  oourt  can  do,  and 
whatever  mistakes  they  or  the  officer  have  made 
whereby  the  intention  of  the  contracting  parties 
has  been  defeated,  may  be  cured.  It  is  the  power 
to  cure  and  not  the  power  to  make  deeds.  Oengen- 
hart  V.  Cracraf t,  86  Ohio  St.  649. 

The  legislature  has  power  to  confirm  convey- 
ances defectively  executed.  Dulany  v.  Tilghmao, 
6  Gill  &  J.  461. 
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any  state  of  the  Union.  Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  < 
*165 ;  Wilkinson  v.  Leland,  27  U.  S.  2  Pet. 
658,  7  L.  ed.  553 ;  Satterlee  v.  Matthswson,  27 
U.  8.  2  Pet.  380,  7  L.  ed.  458 ;  Soke  v.  Bender- 
son.  15  N.  C.  4,  25  Am.  Dec.  677 ;  Wales  v. 
Stetson,  2  Mass.  143,  3  Am.  Dec.  39 ;  Colder 
V.  Bull,  3  U.  8.  3  Dall.  394,  1  L.  ed.  651 ; 
Dash  V.  Van  Kleeek,  7  Johns.  607,  5  Am.  Dec. 
291 ;  U.  8.  Const,  art.  1,  §  10 ;  N.  C.  Const, 
art.  1,  §  17 ;  Butler  v.  PeuTisylvania,  61  U.  8. 
10  How.  416,  13  L.  ed.  478 ;  Fletcher  v.  Peck, 
10  U.  S.  6  Cranch,  137,  3  L.  ed.  178 ;  Stanmire 
V.  Taylor,  48  N.  C.  207,  214 ;  King  v.  Hunter, 
65  N.  C.  603,  6  Am.  Rep.  764 ;  Wesson  v. 
Johnson,  66  N.  C.  189 ;  1  Kent,  Com.  455 ; 
Stanmire  v.  PoweU,  35  N.  C.  312. 

Even  in  England,  where  there  are  no 
written  constitutions,  a  statute  will  not  com- 
monly be  construed  to  divest  vested  rights, 
and,  when  giving  it  a  retrospective  ^ect 
may  lead  to  that  result,  it  is  allowed  to 
operate  prospectively  only.  Moore  v.  Phillips, 
"  Mees.  «&  W.  536;  Couch  v.  Jeffries,  4  Burr. 


The  radical  difference  between  the  rules  of 
construction  prevailing  in  the  two  countries 
grows  out  of  the  fact  Uiat  the  courts  in  Eng- 
land are  forced  to  concede  the  supreme  and 
unlimited  power  of  parliament,  wnile  in  the 
United  8tates  legislatures  are  bound  to  ob- 
serve, and  the  courts  to  enforce,  the  restric- 
tions imposed  upon  all  the  co-ordinate 
branches  of  the.  government  by  the  federal 
and  state  constitutions.  Philosophical  writerA 
upon  law  generally  in  all  countries,  how- 
ever, deny  the  power  of  the  legislature  to  pass 


statutes  that  impair  a  right  acquired  under 
the  law  in  force  at  the  time  of-  its  enactment, 
and  insist  that  the  ri^ht  to  repeal  existing 
laws  does  not  carry  with  it  the  power  to  take 
away  property,  the  title  to  which  vested  un- 
der and  is  pretected  by  them.  But  the  legis- 
lature of  North  Carolina  is  restrained  by 
article  1,  g  10,  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States,  and  article  1,  §  17,  of  the  Con- 
stitution of  North  Carolina,  not  only  from 
passing  any  law  that  will  divest  title  to  land 
out  of  one  i)erson  and  vest  it  in  another  (ex- 
cept where  it  is  taken  for  public  purposes, 
after  giving  just  compensation  to  the  owner), 
but  from  enforcing  any  statute  which  would 
enable  one  person  to  evade  or  avoid  the  bind- 
ing force  of  his  contracts  with  another, 
whether  executed  or  executory.  Bobinson  v. 
Barfleld,  6  N.  C.  419 ;  Butler  v.  Com.  supra; 
Baltimore  d  8.  R  Co.  v.  ^^esbit,  61  U.  S.  10 
How.  395,  13  L.  ed.  469;  Fletcher  v.  Peek, 
supra;  Terrett  v.  Taylor,  13  U.  8.  9  Cranch, 
43,  3  L.  ed.  650 :  Dartmouth  CoUege  Trvsim 
V.  Woodward,  17  U.  8.  4  Wheat.  519,  4  L.  ed. 
629. 

The  first  case  in  which  the  constitutional 
inhibition  against  the  passage  of  a  law  im- 
pairing the  obligation  of  a  contract  came  be- 
fore the  8upreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
for  construction  was  Fletc^ter  v.  Peck,  supra. 
The  le^rislature  of  the  state  of  Georgia  bad, 
by  an  Act  passed  in  1795,  granted  land  to 
Cfrinn  and  others,  and  the  defendant  Peck 
was  a  purchaser  for  a  valuable  consideration, 
holding  through  several  mesne  conveyances 
under  the  patentees  named  in  the  act.    b 


A  distinction  has  been  made  between  unauthor- 
ized or  null  conveyances  and  those  which  were 
merely  Irregular. 

Thus  it  has  been  held  that  if  a  married  woman 
has  no  power  to  convey  land,  an  attempted  con- 
veyance cannot  be  rattfled  by  a  subsequent  statute. 
Lane  v.  Soulard,  15  Ul.  128. 

If  the  attempted  deed  by  the  married  woman  is 
a  nullity  it  cannot  be  cured,  as  where  the  statute 
requires  her  to  convey  her  property  by  her  hus- 
band joining  with^her  in  the  conveyance  and  the 
husband  falls  to  Join  in  the  deed,  there  is  no  deed 
and  there  can  therefore  be  nothing  to  cure.  Miller 
V.  Hine,13  0hloSt.666. 

But  this  distinction  is  not  universally  followed 
for  in  Pennsylvania  it  has  been  held  that  an  unau- 
thorized conveyance  by  a  married  woman  of  her 
separate  estate  may  be  confirmed.  Jones*  App^  57 
Pa.  889. 

It  is  competent  for  the  legislature  to  render  ille- 
gality of  consideration  no  defense  to  an  action  on 
any  contract.    Hill  v.  Smith,  1  Morris  (Iowa)  70. 

A  statute  prohibiting  the  defense  to  a  suit  on  a 
contract  that  it  was  made  on  Sunday,  unless  the  de- 
fendant restores  whatever  of  value  he  received 
imder  the  contract,  is  not,  as  apphed  to  prior  con- 
tracts, unconstitutional  as  divesting  vested  rights. 
Berry  v.  Clary,  77  Me.  488, 

The  statutory  defense  to  a  stock- jobbing  contract 
may  be  taken  away  by  subsequent  repeal  of  the 
statute.    Washburn  v.  Franklin,  86  Barb.  509. 

A  contract  with  a  corporation  which  is  invalid 
because  the  corporation  has  not  paid  to  the  state 
the  required  percentage  of  its  dividends,  which  fail- 
ure has  resulted  in  the  forfeiture  of  the  corporate 
franchises,  may  be  rendered  enforoibie  by  a  subse- 
quent statute.  Bleakney  v.  Farmers  &  M.  Bank,  17 
Serg.  &  R.  M,  17  Am.  Dec.  086. 

A  bond  invalid  when  executed  because  not  bear- 
22  L,  R.  A. 


ing  the  proper  stamp  may  be  rendered  valid  b}*  a 
subsequent  law  repealing  the  requirement  for  the 
stamp.    State  V.Norwood,  12 Md.  195. 

In  some  cases  it  is  held  that  the  repeal  of  a  law 
rendering  a  contract  void  will  not  validate  it. 
Mays  V.  Williams,  SS7  Ala.  267.  Such  cases,  however, 
do  not  go  far  enough  to  properly  come  within  tht* 
scope  of  this  note. 

Due  process  of  law. 

It  has  been  held  that  a  subscription  to  the  8tocb 
of  a  corporation  which  is  invalid  when  made  be- 
cause the  requisite  percentage  was  not  paid  at  the 
time  cannot  be  validated  by  a  subsequent  statute 
dispensing  with  such  requirement,  because  it  would 
be  taking  property  without  due  process  of  law. 
New  York  &  O.  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Van  Horn,  WN.  Y.473. 

But  it  has  also  been  held  that  the  right  to  avoid  a 
contract  because  of  noncompliance  with  a  sutu- 
tory  requirement  cannot  be  considered  as  property, 
and  therefore  a  statute  permitting  the  affixing  at 
any  time  of  a  stamp  to  a  contract,  the  validity  of 
which  depended  upon  the  existence  of  a  stamp, 
does  not  deprive  one  of  his  property  without  due 
process  of  la w.    G  Ibeon  v.  Hibbard,  IS  BCicb.  t\ 4. 

^}>plieation  of  the  n^es  to  acknowledomenU 

Since  a  deed  not  properly  acknowledged  may  be 
as  ineffectual  as  a  source  of  title  as  though  the  con- 
tract of  sale  was  itself  in  valid,  legislation  curing  the 
defects  may  perhaps  be  considered  with  that  vali- 
dating defective  contracts.  In  general  the  same 
rules  have  been  applied  to  both  ciasooe  of  defeota. 

A  deed  ineffective  because  of  the  failure  of  the 
notary  to  affix  his  official  seal  to  the  aoknowledjr- 
ment  may  be  cured  by  the  legislature.  Maxey!v. 
Wi8e,25Ind.L 

In  Logan  v.  WiUiama,  7S  111.  176«  without  discuss- 
ing tbe  constitutionality  of  the  act,  it  was  held 
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1796  the  same  body  enacted  a  statute  repeal- 
ing the  Act  of  1795,  and  declaring  it  and  all 
grants  issued  under  its  provisions  null  and 
void,  on  the  ground  that  its  passage  was 
procured  by  undue  influence  and  corruption. 
Tlie  court  held  that  the  Act  of  1796  could  not 
be  construed  to  divest  the  title  out  of  the  de- 
fendant Peck  and  invest  it  in  the  state,  and 
rested  its  ruling  not  only  upon  the  clause 
of  the  constitution  mentioned,  but  also  upon 
more  ^neral  principles  arising  out  of  the 
orpinic  law  of  all  of  the  states.  The  court 
said  upon  this  subject :  ''To  the  legislature 
all  legislative  power  is  granted;  but  the 
question  whether  the  Act  of  1796,  transferring 
the  property  of  an  individual  to  the  public, 
be  in  the  nature  of  a  legislative  power,  is 
well  worthy  of  serious  renection. "  This  was 
the  earliest  intimation  that,  if  the  prohibition 
had  been  omitted  in  the  Federal  Constitution, 
the  legislature  of  the  state  would  have  had 
no  power  to  revoke  its  own  grant  without  the 
consent  of  innocent  persons  holding  under 
it.  It  has  since  been  held  in  the  appellate 
courts  of  the  states  generally  that  a  law 
which  provides  for  the  transfer  of  the  interest 
of  an  individual  in  land  to  another  person  or 
to  the  state,  except  for  public  purposes,  and 
upon  just  compensation,  is  void,  because  it 
is  in  conflict  with  the  provisions  of  the  or- 
ganic law  that  the  three  co-ordinate  branches 
of  the  government  should  be  kept  forever 
separate  and  distinct,  and  that  no  person 
should  be  deprived  of  his  property  but  by 
the  law  of  the  land.  Stanmire  v.  Taylor, 
V.   Henderson,   King   v.    Hunter,    and 


Wesson  V.  Johnson,  supra.  It  is  true  that  the 
legislature  may  alter  the  remedy  if  its  efllcacy 
is  not  impaired,  or  take  it  away  if  one  that 
is  not  calculateid  to  diminish  the  value  of 
the  debt  be  provided  in  place  of  it.  Long 
V.  Walker,  105  N.  C.  90,  and  the  authorities 
there  cited.  The  rules  of  evidence  may  be 
changed  by  legislative  enactment,  too;  but 
if.  by  giving  a  retrospective  operation  to  a 
statute  passed  for  that  purpose, 'it  would  di- 
vest anv  right  of  property  that  had  already 
accruea,  it  should  be  construed  to  operate 
prospectively  only,  if  at  all.  Sedgw.  Stat.  & 
Const.  L.  p.  195.  1  Kent,  Com.  455,  says :  "A 
retrospective  statute  afllecting  and  changing 
vested  rights  is  very  general fy  consider^  in 
this  country  as  founded  on  unconstitutional 
principles  and  consequently  inoperative  and 
void. "  After  a  legacy  had  been  bequeathed 
to  a  married  woman,  and  when,  under  the 
law  then  in  force,  the  husband  had  a  right 
to  it,  subject  to  certain  contingencies,  the 
legislature  of  New  York  passed  an  act  de- 
claring that  the  real  and  personal  property 
of  any  female  then  married  should  be  her 
sole  and  separate  property.  The  appellate 
court  said  :  "*  The  application  of  this  statute 
to  this  case  would  be'a  violation  of  the  con- 
stitution of  this  state,  which  deolares  that  no* 
person  shall  be  deprived  of  life,  liberty,  or 
property  without  due  process  of  law. "  West- 
ervelt  v.  Oregg,  12  N.  Y.  202,  62  Am.  Dec. 
160.  While  acknowledging  the  riffht  of  the 
lawmaking  power  to  pass  remedial  Taws,  and 
especially  statutes  of  limitation  operating^ 
prospectively,  the  supreme  court  of  Pennsyl- 


that  an  act  to  validate  aokuowle<linnentB  taken  by 
an  offloer  who  had  no  authority  to  take  them  would 
hare  the  effect  of  rendering  the  acknowledgment 
Talid. 

And  generally  It  Is  held  that  a  defective  ac- 
knowledgment to  a  deed  may  be  validated  by  a 
legislative  act,  if  vested  rights  of  third  parties  are 
not  thereby  impaired.  Qreen  v.  Abraham,  48  Ark. 
flO;  Ferguson  v.  WlUiams,  68  Iowa,  717 ;  Barton  v. 
Morris,  15  Ohio,  406 ;  Stevens  v.  Martin,  18  Pa.  IQl : 
SkeUinger  v.  Smith,  1  Wash.  Terr.  870. 

Some  of  the  courts  are,  however,  inclined  to  treat 
earatlve  legislation  in  this  daas  of  cases  not  as 
valldatiDg  the  contract  but  as  more  nearly  affect- 
tog  the  evidence  of  title. 

It  has  been  said  that  since  the  bargainor's  title  is 
uidioately:dire8ted  by  the  execution  of  the  deed, 
and  the  acknowledgment  of  the  execution  is  sim- 
ply neoeesary  to  entitle  it  to  reiristration,  statutes 
validating  imperfect  acimowledgmentsare  not  un- 
ooostitiitiona]  though  retroactive,  because  they  did 
not  affect  rights  but  only  evidence  of  facts.  Mont- 
gomery y.  Hobeon,  Meigs.  487. 

In  discussing  the  question  of  the  effect  of  a  stat- 
ote  coring  the  defective  acknowledgment  of  a 
deed,  the  supreme  court  of  Iowa  said :  **  Deeds  de- 
reetiveiy  acknowledged,  or  even  without  an  ac- 
knowledgment, are  good  between  the  parties  to 
tbem.  Tfeie  acknowledgment  In  the  manner  re> 
quired  by  law  is  essential  to  admit  them  to  record 
and  make  them  notice  to  third  persons.  If  defect- 
ively acknowledged  and  third  persons  have  actual 
notice  of  their  existence,  they  are  bound  by  them." 
Brfnton  v.  Seevers,  12  Iowa,  888. 

Alegidatare  has  power  in  the  absenoe  of  any 
inUbltlttg  constitutional  limitation  and  except  as 
against  prior  vested  rights  to  cure,  by  retroactive 
iecWation,  defective  acknowledgments  of  deeds  in 
an  cases  where  the  purpose  of  the  acknowledgment 
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is  the  admission  of  the  instrument  acknowledged 
to  record  or  its  use  in  evidence.  Summer  v.  Mit- 
chell, 14  L.  R.  A.  815, 29  Fla.  179. 

There  has  been  some  tendency  to  make  a  distinc- 
tion between  deeds  of  married  women  and  those  of 
other  persons. 

In  Orove  v.  Todd,  41  Md.  688,  20  Am.  Bep.  7S,  a 
man  and  wife  had  executed  a  deed  of  his  proper- 
ty which  was  acknowledged  before  an  oiBoer  hav- 
ing no  authority  to  take  the  acknowledgment. 
Subsequently  an  act  was  passed  validating  defect- 
ive acknowledgments  and  the  court  in  discussing 
the  application  of  such  act  to  the  deed  in  question 
said  that  **  since  the  husband  might  at  common 
hiw  make  a  deed  without  an  acknowledgment,  the 
curative  act  would  operate  against  him  and  his 
heirs,  but  that  since  a  wife  cannot  make  a  deed  ex- 
cept in  a  particular  mode  not  complied  with)  In 
this  case,  her  attempted  deed  was  no  more  than  a 
blank  piece  of  paper,  and  that  upon  the  death  of 
her  husband  her  right  to  dower  became  vested  and 
could  not  be  divested  by  a  subsequent  act  attempt- 
ing to  validate  the  acknowledgment. 

An  acknowledgment  by  a  married  woman  to  a 
deed  of  her  husband*s  property,  which  falls  to 
state  that  she  releases  her  dower  right  in  the  prop- 
erty when  the  statute  requires  such  a  statement, 
cannot  be  cured  by  a  subsequent  statute,  because 
her  dower  right  Is  a  vested  right  and  can  only  be 
divested  by  her  own  act  in  the  mode  prescribed  by 
the  law,  or  by  doing  some  act  which  the  law  has 
declared  shall  be  attended  with  a  forfeiture  of  the 
right.   fiuBsell  v.  Rumsey,  86  Bi.  802. 

But  a  majority  of  the  cases  seem  to  hold  that  if 
there  Is  nothing  more  than  a  defective  acknowl- 
edgment It  may  be  cured. 

Some  early  Ohio  cases  held  that  the  legislature 
cannot  enact  a  law  which  shall  pass  the  land  of  a 
married  woman  by  an  instrument  not  binding  on 
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vania  said :  "  It  would  be  contrary  to  the 
spirit  of  legislation  in  Pennsylvania  from 
the  date  of  its  charter  to  the  statute  in  ques- 
tion to  deprive  a  man  of  his  land  instan- 
taneously under  the  pretense  of  limiting  the 
period  within  which  he  should  bring  his  ac- 
tion." Eakin  v.  Baub,  12  Sere.  &  R.  840. 
In  Greenaugh  v.  Greerumgh,  11"  Pa.  494,  51 
Am.  Dec.  567,  Chief  Justice  Gibson  dis- 
cussed a  statute  which  changed  the  rules  of 
evidence  by  providing  that  every  last  will 
and  testament  made  and  not  finally  adjudi- 
cated prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act,  to  which 
the  testator  had  made  his  mark  or  directed 
his  natme  to  bo  written,  should  be  deemed 
valid,  and  admitted  to  probate  on  proof  of 
the  fact.  The  learned  judge  said  that  the 
law  was  "destitute  of  retroactive  force,  not 
only  because  it  was  an  act  of  judicial  power, 
but  because  it  contravened  the  constitutional 
provision  that  no  man  should  *be  deprived 
of  life,  ]iberty.  or  property  except  by  the 
law  of  the  land.'"  Our  statute  is  one  pro- 
viding for  a  different  mode  of  establishing  a 
-deed  or  contract  which  may  infuse  life  into 
a  contract  void  at  the  option  of  the  party  to 
be  charged,  just  as  that  act  proposed  to  make 
operative  a  void  will. 

In  this  ^tate  it  has  been  settled  that  the 
legislature  is  not  empowered  to  pass  an  act 
that  provides  for  depriving  a  person  of  his 
property  in  an  unexpired  term  of  office  even 
by  a  i^eneral  law  or  amendment  to  the  con- 
stitution prescribing  a  different  mode  of  elec- 


tion, or  by  creating  a  new  office,  and  taming 
over  the  emoluments  and  perquisites  beloD| 
ing  to  the  officer  during  the  residue  of  his 
term  to  the  incumbent  of  the  newly  created 
place,  because  an  officer  has  a  vested  right 
in  his  office  for  the  term  prescribed  by  law. 
Hoke  V.  Henderson,  and  I&ng  v.  Hunter,  $v- 
pra.  In  Den  v.  Ifopy  5  N.  C.  87,  this  court 
held  that,  where  escheated  land  had  vested  in 
the  trustees  of  the  university,  the  legislature 
was  restrained  by  the  clause  of  the  Constitu- 
tion (art.  1,  g  17)  which  declared  that  no  per- 
son ought  to  be  deprived  of  property  but  by 
the  law  of  the  land  from  passing  an  act  to  take 
away  from  that  institution  the  escheated  land 
donated  to  it  by  a  former  statute.  In  Sutton 
V.  Askew,  66  N.  C.  172,  8  Am.  Rep.  600,  and 
in  Wessm  v.  Johnson,  66  N.  C.  189,  it  was 
held  that  where  the  land  was  acquireid  by  the 
husband,  and  the  marriage  was  contracted  be- 
fore the  passage  of  the  Act  of  1868,  restoring 
to  married  women  their  common-law  right  of 
dower,  that  statute  would  not  be  construed 
to  operate  retroactively,  because  to  give  such 
effect  to  it  would  interfere  with  the  vested 
right  of  the  husband  to  alien  without  the 
consent  of  the  wife,  and  to  pass  an  estate  in 
the  land  free  from  incumbrance  of  an  inchoate 
dower  right.  So  that  this  court  has,  in  these 
cases  also,  distinctly  held  that  no  law  can  be 
so  construed  as  to  take  propertv  from  one 
person,  except  for  public  use,  and  after  miik- 
ing  just  compensation,  and  give  it  to  another, 
or  to  incumber  the  property  of  one  person  by 


her  at  the  time  of  its  ezeoutioo.  Good  v.  Zeroher, 
12  Ohio.  864:  SiUiman  v.  Cummins,  18  Ohio,  116. 
But  these  cases  were  overruled  in  Cheenut  v. 
Shane,  16  Ohio,  500.  47  Am.  Dec.  887. 

And  now  it  is  held  that  a  defective  acknowledg- 
ment of  a  married  woman  may  be  cured.  Densen-^ 
hart  V.  Cracraf  t,  86  Ohio  St.  540. 

The  omission  of  an  officer  to  certify  the  separate 
examination  of  the  wife  may  be  cured.  '  Kilbourn 
V.  Fury,  36  Obi  >  St.  168. 

A  statute  validating  the  acknowledgment  of 
deeds  of  married  women  is  not  void  as  divesting 
vested  rights.    Johnson  v.  Richardson,  44  Ark.  865. 

The  failure  to  state  in  the  certificate  of  acknowl- 
edgment that  the  contents  of  the  deed  were  made 
known  to  the  grantor,  a  married  woman,  may  be 
lawfully  cured.  Bamet  v.  Bamet.  15  Serg.  &  R.  72, 
16  Am.  Dec.  616 ;  Tate  v.  Stooltzf  oos,  16  Qerg,  A  B. 
35, 16  Am.  Dec.  546. 

The  certificate  of  acknowledgment  to  the  deed 
of  a  married  woman  may  properly  be  amended  so 
as  to  give  validity  to  it.  Stroud  v.  McDaniel,  12 
Lea,  617. 

An  Imperfect  acknowledgment  by  a  married 
woman  may  be  ratified.  Matthewson  v.  Spencer,  3 
Sneed,  618 ;  Rainey  v.  Gk)rdon,  6  Humph.  845. 

Though  the  statute  must  be  complied  with  in  or- 
der to  pass  title  to  a  married  woman^s  separate 
property,  it  does  not  necessarily  follow  that  an  in- 
strument willingly  executed  by  her  and  actually 
acknowledged  as  required  by  law  is  absolutely  void 
simply  because  of  the  ofilcer'R  failure  to  make  the 
proper  certificate,  which  the  facts  authorized  and 
which  the  law  required  him  to  make,  and  a  statute 
may  properly  authorize  the  correction  of  the  cer- 
tificate.   Johnson  v.  Taylor,  60  Tex.  860. 

AppHeation  of  the  rules  to  eontrticts  unenforceable 
because  usurious. 
In  Ewell  V.  Daggs,  108  U.  S.  142,  S7  L.  ed.  682,  the 
court,  discussing  the  effect  upon  prior  contracts  of 
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a  law  forbidding  the  defense  of  usury,  states  that 
such  laws  have  been  upheld  as  against  all  objec- 
tions as  depriving  parties  of  vested  rights  or 
impairin«r  the  obligation  of  contracts;  that  the  priT- 
llege  of  resisting  payment  belonged  to  (he  reme- 
dy and  formed  no  element  in  the  rig-hts  inhering 
in  the  contract:  and  that  the  risrht  which  the  cura- 
tive or  repealing  act  takes  away  is  the  rigrht  in  the 
party  to  avoid  his  contract,— a  naked  legal  right 
which  it  is  usually  unjust  to  insist  upon  and  which 
no  constitutional  provision  was  ever  designed  to 
protect. 

A  statute  taking  away  the  defense  of  usury  will 
not  be  declared  invalideither  on  the  ground  that 
it  makes  contracts  good  that  were  before  illegal, 
or  on  the  ground  that  it  impairs  vested  rights. 
Woodrulf  V.  Scruggs,  27  Ark.  26, 11  Am.  Bep.  7ST. 

A  statute  prohibiting  setting  up  the  defense  of 
usury  is  not  unconstitutional.  Danville  v.  Pace, 
25  G  ratt.  1, 18  Am.  Rep.  668. 

And  the  weight  of  authority  is  that  in  the  ab- 
sence of  a  constitutional  provision  prohibiting  the 
passage  of  retrospective  laws,  a  contract,  void  for 
usury,  may  be  validated.  Savings  fiank  of  New 
Haven  v.  Bates.  8  C!onn.  605 ;  Mechanics  &  W.  Mut 
3a V.  Bank  &  Bldg.  Asso.  v.  Allen,  28  Ck>nn.  07; 
Welch  V.  Wadsworth,  80  Conn.  149,  TV  Am.  Dec.  239 : 
Andrews  v.  Russell,  7  Blackf .  474 :  Hays  v.  Walker. 
Id.  540 ;  Grimes  v.  Doe,  8  Blackf.  871 ;  Wood  v.  Keo- 
nedy,  19  Ind.  68;  Perrin  v.  Lyman,  182  Ind.  16; 
Baugher  V.  Nelson,  9  Gill,  299, 52  Am.  Dea  (M:  Wil- 
son V.  Hardesty,  1  Md.  Ch.  86 ;  Curtis  v.  Leavltt,  15 
N.Y.9. 

8ome  of  the  usury  laws  have  not  avoided  the 
contract  but  have  simply  declared  a  forfeiture. 
In  respect  to  such  a  law  it  has  been  held  that  a  )bv 
permitting  the  recovery  of  the  legal  rate  of  inter- 
est upon  a  contract  entered  into,  when  a  law 
declaring  a  forfeiture  of  three  times  the  interest 
reserved  in  case  of  usury  takes  away  no  rested 
right,  for  the  law  recognizes  no  such  right  in 
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giving  another  such  right  or  interest  in  it  as 
will  interfere  with  his  pre-existing  DOwer  to 
Alien.  Hughu  v.  Hodges,  102  N.  C.  236.  In 
Leak  v.  Gap,  107  N.  C.  478.  it  was  said  that 
"when  the  effect  of  a  law  is  to  divest  the 
vested  rieht  of  property,  except  for  the  use 
of  the  public,  and  then  only  alter  providing 
for  payment  of  its  value,  it  will  be  declared 
void.  In  the  case  of  Stanmire  v.  Taylor,  48 
N.  C.  207.  it  appeared  that  the  legislature 
had  passed  an  act  purporting  to  give  validity 
to  a  certain  grant  uieretoiore  issued,  but 
which  had  been  declared  void  bv  the  court 
in  Stanmire  v.  PUfwell,  85  N.  C.  812.  The 
act  was  passed  bv  the  General  Assembly  in 
October,  1852  (after  this  court,  in  June  pre- 
vious, had  declared  the  grant  relied  on  by 
the  plaintiff  in  the  then  pending  suit  to  be 
void),  and  provided  that  the  grant  should 
be  thereby  validated  and  declared  *'good  and 
effectual  to  pass  all  the  right  of  the  state  in 
and  to  the  said  land,  any  law  to  the  contrary 
notwithstanding.  "*  The  defendant  held  under 
a  subsequent  valid  msxt  from  the  state. 
Chief  Jttsiiee  Nash,  delivering  the  opinion  of 
the  court,  said  :  **  If  the  Act  of  1852  [declar- 
ing  plaintiff's  grant  valid]  was  intended  to 
give  life  to  the  void  grant  under  which  the 
plaintiff  claims  the  premises,  by  giving  a 
construction  to  it,  the  act  was  a  judicial  one. 
which  it  was  not  in  the  power  of  the  legisla- 
ture to  pronounce.  If  it  be  considered  purely 
a  legislatiye  iirrant  to  the  lessor  of  the  plain- 


tiff, then  it  violates  the  contract  it  made 
with  the  defendant  Taylor,  and  is  void.** 

It  is  contended,  however,  that  the  legisla- 
ture has  the  power  to  pass  remedial  acts,  and 
especially  is  authorized  to  so  alter  the  rules 
of  evidence  as  to  afford  relief  to  litigants. 
But  the  limit  to  such  authority  is  transcend- 
ed, said  Judge  Seawell,  when  a  law  is  enacted 
which  in  its  enforcement  has  the  effect  of  de- 
priving "*  one  individual  of  his  property  with- 
out his  consent  and  without  compensation, 
and  transferring  it  to  another. "  Robinson  v. 
Barfleld,  supra.  The  principle  governing 
this  controversy  was  as  clearly  stated  by 
Judge  Daniel,  in  an  opinion  delivered  in  the 
same  case,  when  he  said  that  *'the  transfer 
of  property  from  one  individual,  who  is  the 
owner,  to  another  individual,*  is  a  judicial, 
not  a  legislative,  act.  When  the  legislature 
presumes  to  touch  private  property  for  any 
other  than  public  purposes,  ana  then  only  in 
case  of  necessity,  ana  upon  rendering  full 
compensation,  it  will  behoove  the  judiciary 
to  check  its  eccentric  course  by  refusing  to 
give  anv  effect  to  such  acts.  ^ 

We  think  that  where  a  deed  or  contract 
purporting  to  convey  passes  an  equitable  in- 
terest in  land,  it  is  not  upon  its  face  void, 
and  the  legislature  has  the  power  to  enact 
remedial  laws  regulating  the  probate  and 
registration  of  such  instruments,  though  the 
incidental  effect  may  be  to  admit  to  registra- 
tion a  deed  or  contract  which  could  not  pre- 


peoaltfen,  and  it  does  not  violate  the  obligation  of 
t  oontraot.   TParmelee  v.  Lawrence.  48  111.  881. 

There  are,  however,  deoisionB  on  the  other  side 
of  this  question.  In  Florida  a  statute  invalidating 
usurious  oootracts  was  repealed,  and  the  court  in 
dJKusstnjr  the  effect  of  the  repealing  statute  on 
prior  contracts  said:  '*  Would  we  not  hy  applying 
the  principle  contended  for  give  the  repealing  law 
an  u  pott  facto  operation  and  really  impair  the 
obligation  of  contracts?  Is  not  the  exoneration 
br  virtoe  of  the  law  governing  the  oontract  at  the 
time  it  was  entered  Into  a  right  vested  by  the  law 
of  tbe  land  and  can  it  now  be  divested  by  posterior 
lefrislstion,— and  the  oontract  was  not  enforced 
although  there  was  nothing  in  that  case  to  show 
that  there  was  anything  more  than  a  simple  repeal 
of  the  statute,  with  no  intention  on  the  part  of  the 
legislature  to  validate  prior  contracts.  Blltchell  v. 
Doftgett^lFla.afiS. 

U  sfltatute  makes  void  a  contract  In  which  usury 
iB  reserved,  the  contract  cannot  be  validated  by  a 
mheequent  statute.  Morton  v.  Rutherford,  18 
Wia.2gB. 

A  oootract  entered  into  while  a  law  Is  in  force, 
vhich  provides  that  If  usury  Is  reserved  only  tbe 
amount  actually  loaned  may  be  recovered  back, 
cannot  be  made  enforceable  for  the  full  amount  of 
both  pttncipal  and  interest  by  the  passage  of  a 
euheequent  statute.  OnUland  v.  Phillips,  1  8.  C. 
N:8.lii8. 

And  the  course  of  dealings  between  the  parties 
roaj  faafe  vested  a  right  which  cannot  be  subse- 
quently taken  away. 

When  a  settlement  is  made  of  tbe  amount  due 
under  a  usurioos  contract,  and  the  right  to  reco\'er 
back  the  amount  of  overpayment  because  of  usury 
iM  become  fixed,  the  right  cannot  be  taken  away 
bj  subsequent  legislation.  Williar  v.  Baltimore 
Butchen  Loan  &  A.  Asso.  tf  Md.  640. 

Cmmet  with  JwiicUa  power. 
A  priTste  act  that  certain  deeds  of  married 


women  shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  effectual 
in  hiw  is  void,  as  interfering  with  the  powers  of  the 
Judiciary.    Robinson  v.  fiarfleld,  6  N.  C.  800. 

An  act  attempting  to  validate  defective  acknowl- 
edgments to  deeds  of  nuirried  women  is  invalid  as 
attempting  to  break  down  the  dividing  wall  be-  ' 
tween  the  legislative  and  judicial  departments  of 
government  in  declaring  not  only  what  tbe  law  is 
but  what  it  has  been;  as  depriving  the  citizen  of 
property  without  due  process  of  law;  and  as  divest- 
ing vested  rights.  Alabama  L.  Ins.  &  T.  Co.  v. 
Boykin,  88  Ala.  510. 

Rights  of  tMrd  persons  cannot  be  impaired. 

Acts  curing  defective  acknowledgments  cannot 
Interfere  with  the  rights  of  third  persons  vested  at 
the  time  of  their  passage.  McGehee  v.  McKenaie. 
4»  Ark.  IJSS. 

Rights  of  third  persons  which  have  actually 
vested  cannot  be  out  off  by  a  statute  curing  de- 
fective acknowledgments  in  a  deed.  Brlnton  v. 
Seevers,  12  Iowa,  88B. 

The  deed  of  a  married  woman  holding  property 
under  a  will  which  limits  it  to  her  separate  use  and 
to  her  heirs,  and  expressly  states  that  she  shall 
have  no  power  to  sell,  cannot  be  confirmed  by 
subsequent  legislation  so  as  to  cut  off  the  rights  of 
her  children.    Shonk  v.  Brown,  61  Pa.  3SS7. 

A  conve)  ance  cannot  be  validated  so  as  to  cut 
off  the  subsequently  acquired  rights  of  third  par- 
ties. Meigben  v.  Strong,  6  Minn.  177,  80  Am.  Dec. 
441:  Thompson  v.  Morgan,  6  Minn.  282. 

But  it  has  been  held  that  a  curative  act  throws  on 
tbe  subsequent  purchaser  tbe  burden  of  showing 
that  he  purchased  bona  fide  and  without  notice. 
Fogg  V.  Holcomb,  64  Iowa,  621. 

And  in  Joumeay  v.  Gibson,  66  Pa.  57,  it  is  decided 
that  a  defectively  acknowleged  mortgage  which  is 
placed  on  record  may  be  made  effectual  so  as  to  cut 
off  the  rights  of  third  persons  acquired  after  the 
record  by  a  statute  paissed  subsequently  to  the 
acquisition  of  such  rights.  H.  P.  F. 
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viously  be  proven,  and  to  enable  the  person 
claiming  under  it  to  use  it  in  establishing 
his  title.  It  has  been  suggested,  however, 
that  the  legislature  has  the  power  to  p:ive 
efficacy  retrospectively  to  contracts  like  that 
under  consideration,  which  have  been  so  often 
declared  void  for  uncertainty,  because  it  has 
also  been  held  that  they  were  void  at  the 
election  of  the  person  to  be  bound  thereby 
(just  as  in  the  case  where  the  agreement  is 
merely  verbal),  and  that,  being  voidable, 
the  legislature  had  the  power  to  impart 
vitality  to  them.  But  we  do  not  think  that 
the  line  of  demarcation  which  indicates  the 
limit  of  legislative  authoritv  can  be  made  to 
depend  upon  the  question  whether  the  agree- 
ment is  void  or  voidable.  The  deed  of  a 
married  woman  is  void ;  that  of  an  infant 
void  at  his  optit)n  on  arriving  at  maturity ; 
and  the  leading  authorities  concur  in  sus- 
taining the  genera]  proposition  that  the  con- 
tracts of  infants  are  voidable  only ;  yet  it 
will  not  be  contended  that  a  statute  allowing 
all  conveyances  theretofore  made  by  infante 
to  be  registered,  and  declaring  them  effectual 
to  pass  the  land  described  in  them,  would 
be  held  constitutional,  so  as  to  divest  title 
out  of  such  infante  without  their  consent. 
How  can  such  a  statute  be  distinguished  from 
one  which  operates  to  divest  title  out  of  a 
party  against  his  will  because  he  has  signed 
a  paper  or  entered  into  a  verbal  agreement, 
which  the  law  declares,  just  as  in  the  case 
of  an  infant,  has  passed  no  interest,  legal  or 
equitable,  in  the  land  which  purporte  to  be 
the  subject  of  the  agreement?  An  un- 
registered deed,  executed  with  all  of  the 
formalities  prescribed  by  law,  conveys  an 
equity  which  would  descend  to  the  heirs  of 
the  grantee.  A  law  which  gives  efficacy  to 
the  probate  of  such  a  deed  merely  provides 
for  transferring  the  legal  estate  by  certain 
proof  to  the  person  who  had  previously  been 
the  real  owner  in  equity.  It  transfers  the 
leeal  estate  to  such  equitable  owner,  as  did 
the  statute  of  uses,  but  it  does  not  disturb 
the  vested  beneflcial  right.  If,  in  that  case, 
the  deed  were  ineffectual  upon  ite  face  to 
pass  any  interest,  le^al  or  equitable,  no  re- 
medial statute  could  impart  efficacy  to  it. 
Robinton  v.  Barfield,  mprd.  It  would  seem, 
therefore,  more  accurate  to  declare  that  the 
power  to  enact  remedial  statutes  giving  effect 
to  contracte  for  the  sale  and  conveyances  of 
land  extends  only  to  those  cases  where  the 
grantee  or  other  person  deriving  benefit  from 
their  enforcement  had,  previous  to  the  passage 
of  the  law,  an  equitable  right,  and  not  to 
cases  where  the  policy  of  the  law  or  the  ex- 
press provision  of  a  statute  had  prevented  the 
transmission  of  any  interest  whatever  by  the 
instrument  or  agreement  relied  on.  Contracte 
are  made  with  a  view  to  the  legislative  au- 
thority to  provide  for  proving  in  the  readiest 
manner  that  the  parties  actually  entered  into 
them,  but  the  parties  are  not  deemed  to  have 
acted  in  reasonable  contemplation  of  such  an 
alteration  in  the  law  as  to  change  ite  policy, 
and  thereby  transfer  both  the  legal  and  equi- 
table estate  in  land  without  the  consent  of  the 
owner.  As  the  case  involves  an  important 
principle,  it  may  not  be  improper  to  cite 
numerous  additional  authorities  from  the  ap- 
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pellat«  courte  of  many  of  the  states,  in  which 
an  effort  has  been  made  to  fix  and  detenuiDc 
the  limit  to  the  authority  to  pass  remedial 

In  Alter' »  App.,  67  Pa.  841,  5  Am.  Rep. 
433,  the  supreme  court  of  Pennsylvania  de- 
clared it  incompetent  for  the  legislaton*  to 
empower  the  courts  to  correct  a  mistake  in 
a  testator's  will  which  rendered  it  inopera- 
tive, and  thereby  deprive  his  heirs-at-law 
of  property  that  had  descended  to  them.  In 
another  case  it  was  held  by  the  court  of 
Nevada  that,  where  a  testetor  left  no  heirs, 
the  legislature  had  power  to  waive  the  right 
of  the  stote  to  take  his  property  as  an  escheat 
by  validating  a  will  in  favor  of  his  devisees, 
but  could  not  have  divested  the  title  of  hia 
heirs-at-law  if  any  had  been  known.  Rt 
Slickiwth,  7  Nev.  229.  In  Hcubr&uck  v.  .Y*7- 
wavJcee,  13  Wis.  37.  80  Am.  Dec.  718,  that 
eminent  jurist  Chief  Jtistice  Dixon,  in  dis- 
cussing an  act  to  validate  a  contract,  void 
when  executed,  for  want  of  power  in  thecitj 
author i  ties  of  Mi  1  waukee,  said :  "  A  contract 
void  for  want  of  capacity  in  one  or  both  of 
the  contracting  parties  to  enter  into  it  is  as 
no  contract ;  and  to  admit  that  the  legislature, 
of  ite  own  choice,  and  against  the  wishes  of 
either  or  both  of  the  contracting  parties,  can 
give  it  life  and  vigor,  is  to  admit  that  it  is 
within  the  scope  of  le^rislative  authority  to 
divest  settled  ri/;hte  of  property,  and  to  take 
the  property  of  one  individual  or  corporation 
and  transfer  it  to  another.**  It  should  be 
noted  that  the  deed  in  that  case  was  void  at 
the  election  of  the  city.  See  also  MilU  v. 
Gharletun,  29  Wis.  413,  9  Am.  Rep.  578. 
Where  a  conveyance  is  void  for  want  of  power 
in  the  grantor  to  convey  the  estate  that  it 
purporte  to  pass,  it  cannot  be  validated  by 
stetute.  Slwnk  v.  Broton,  61  Pa.  327.  It  has 
been  held  that  a  lease  void  under  the  statute 
cannot  be  validated  bv  the  receipt  of  rent. 
Sedgw.  &  W.  Trial  o'f  Title  to  Lands,  879, 
and  notes.  When  the  subsequent  ratification 
by  the  contracting  party  cannot  give  validity 
to  an  agreement  to  rent  because  it  is  void 
under  this  same  statute  of  frauds  it  is  difficult 
to  understand  how  the  legislature,  despite 
the  protest  of  the  part.ies  to  a  deed  and  their 

Sri  vies,  can,  by  altering  the  rules  of  evi- 
ence,  restore  it  to  life.  In  Underwood  v. 
LiUy,  10  Serg.  <&  R.  99,  the  supreme  court 
of  Pennsylvania  said  "  that  the  retrospective 
operation  of  laws  would  be  supportea  when 
they  impair  no  contract  or  disturb  no  vested 
right,  but  only  vary  remedies,  cure  defects 
in  proceedings  otherwise  fair,  which  do  not 
vary  existing  obligations  contrary  to  their 
situation  when  entered  into  and  when  pros- 
ecuted. "  The  supreme  court  of  New  Hamp- 
shire held  that  the  legislature  had  no  power, 
as  against  parties  not  assenting,  to  validate 
a  fraudulent  sale  of  corporate  property. 
White  Mountains  R,  B.  v.  WhiU  Mountains 
(iV.  H.)  B.  B,  60  N.  H.  60. 

To  declare  by  statute,  in  terms  that  Mrs. 
Calloway  intended  to  convey  when  she  act- 
ually aliened  nothing,  would  be  a  legislative 
usurpation  of  judicial  power ;  and  to  change 
the  general  remedy  applicable  to  pre-existing- 
contracte  so  as  to  pass  an  estate  now,  when 
no  equiteble  right  vested  in  Harris  at  the 
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time  of  the  execution  of  the  paper,  even  if 
it  be  accomplished  by  modifying  the  rules 
of  evidence,  would  be  to  disturb  a  vested 
right  by  transferring  the  land  without  com- 
pensation to  the  owner  from  whom  it  is  taken 
after  it  had  been  aliened  to  a  purchaser  for 
value.  Horman  v.  Heist,  5  Watts  &  S,  171, 
40  Am.  Dec.  493.  There  is  a  general  presump- 
tion against  the  retroactive  operation  of  stat- 
utes, and  they  will,  in  cases  like  that  at  bar, 
where  it  will  impair  vested  rights  to  apply 
tbem  to  past  transactions,  be  construed  to 
affect  rights  accruing  after  their  enactment. 
Endlich,  Interpretation  of  Statutes.  §§  271- 
2T4;  Biehardgan  v.  Cook,  37  Vt.  599,  88  Am. 
Dec.  m. 

Where  deeds  are  executed  by  virtue  of  a 
judicial  decree,  and  are  voidable  only,  not 
void,  by  reason  of  some  irregularity  grow- 
ing out  of  a  failure  to  follow  the  mc^e  of 
procedure  prescribed  by  law  in  the  conduct 
of  the  action  or  proceeding,  it  is  clearly  com- 
petent to  cure  such  defects  by  remedial  legis- 
lation ;  and  where  the  action  or  proceeding 
has  been  instituted  and  prosecuted  in  good 
faith,  it  is  not  only  eminently  just,  but  it 
serves  the  important  end  of  perserving  the 
public  confidence  in  the  stability  of  Judg- 
ments of  the  courts,  to  resort  to  the  lawmak- 
ing power  for  such  rel ief .  Hence  the  curati  ve 
acts,  affecting  irregularities  in  special  pro- 
ceedings, have  been  upheld  by  the  courts,  as 
they  cannot  be  collaterally  impeached,  and 
are  voidable  only  in  the  absence  of  such 
remedial  acts  at  the  instance  of  a  party  to 
them ;  not  void.  Edtoards  v.  Moore,  99  N. 
C.  1 ;  Ward  v.  Lowndes,  96  N.  C.  867 ;  Bell 
V.  King,  70  N.  C.  830 ;  fferring  v.  Outlaw, 
Id.  834.  In  such  cases  the  curative  statute 
divests  no  vested  right,  because  the  theory 
of  the  decisions  upon  the  subject  has  always 
been  that  an  estate  vests  under  the  decree, 
subject,  however,  to  be  avoided  in  the  ab- 
sence of  legislation  on  notice  of  a  party  to 
the  proceeding,  or  to  be  validated  and  made 
conclusive  on  the  parties  by  a  proper  statute. 
Jftww  V.  Qidney,  76  N.  C.  34.  Such  proceed- 
ings differ  widely  from  contracts  of  infants, 
or  snch  as  are  not  enforceable  under  the  stat- 
ute of  frauds.  In  the  one  instance  a  prima 
facie  title  passes,  though  it  is  defeasible  ;  in 
the  other  the  contract  is  unlawful  in  its  in- 
cipiency, — passes  nothing.  The  one  is  valid 
until  it  is  avoided ;  the  other  is  void  until 
it  is  validated.  Parties  are  supposed  to  con- 
tract with  reference  to  the  power  of  the 
lawmakers  to  withdraw  the  mere  right  to 
avoid,  but  not  in  contemplation  of  the  enact- 
ment of  a  statute  which  would  operate  as  a 
compulsory  ratification,  and  divest  a  tested 
interest  without  the  consent  of  him  who 
holds  it.  It  is  like  the  distinction  between 
destroying  a  mere  right  or  possibility,  which 
must  have  been  expected  when  it  was  created, 
and  the  taking  of  an  interest  in  land  with- 
out compensation.  Bott  v.  Roanoke  Nav.  A 
^.  P.  Oo„  111  N.  C.  439,  19  L.  R.  A.  247. 
Thus  the  distinction  between  this  line  of 
cases  and  those  in  which  the  right  of  recovery 
depends  upon  giving  effect  to  a  deed  or  con- 
tract that  has  once  been  on  its  face  absolutely 
^oid,  or  voidable  at  the  election  of  the  party 
to  be  bound,  because  executed  contrary  to  the 
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prohibition  of  a  statute  or  not  in  the  only 
mode  declared  by  it  to  be  sufficient,  or  in 
violation  of  a  Tule  declared  by  public  policy. 
In  Omdry  v.  Cheshire.  88  N.  C.  375,  it  was 
held  that  a  void  judgment  could  be  attacked 
without  any  direct  proceeding  to  vacate  it. 
Doyle  V.  Brown,  72  N.  C.  398;  Stallings  v. 
OuUy,  48  N.  C.  344. 

The  statutes  that  provide  for  supplying 
lost  records  are  also  within  the  scope  of  leg- 
islative authority,  because  they  only  give  to 
certain  persons  the  means  of  setting  up  and 
establishing  valid  titles,  and  the  parties  who 
actually  afiened  and  passed  title  to  them 
cannot  complain  because  all  riffht  has  already 
been  divested  out  of  them,  ana  they  are  pre- 
sumed to  have  conveyed  with  reference  to  the 
legislative  power  to  provide  for  restoring  the 
evidence  of  what  had  been  actually  accom- 
plished, not  simply  attempted,  in  the  face 
of  a  statute  declaring  the  attempt  in  advance 
ineffectual.  Adle  v.  Sherwood,  8  Whart.  484. 
As  we  have  already  stated,  after  a  deed  has 
been  executed,  if  it  be  valid  upon  its  face, 
the  erantee  takes  an  equitable  estate  under 
it,  till  by  force  of  registration  (which  is  our 
modern  substitute  for  livery  of  seisin)  the 
legal  estate  vests  in  him.  He  being  the 
owner  in  equity,  it  is  no  interference  with 
vested  rights  to  provide  bv  law  a  more  con- 
venient mode  of  proving  tne  execution,  or  to 
ratify  a  probate  that  is  informal,  or  was 
taken  by  an  ofiicer  not  empowered  to  do  so, 
but  who  mistook  his  power.  Freeman  v.  Per- 
son,  106  N.  C.  251 ;  WhiU  v.  Connelly,  105 
N.  C.  65 ;  Tmng  v.  Jacksm,  92  N.  C.  144*; 
Tatom  V.  White,  95  N.  C.  458.  The  probate 
is  but  an  «£  parte  ascertainment,  by  author- 
ity of  law,  that  the  instrument  registered  is 
authentic  ( Young  v.  Jackson,  supra),  and  does 
not  conclude  the  parties  to  it  as  to  its  legal 
effect.  It  is  competent  for  the  legislature  to 
cure  a  defective  probate  where  the  instru- 
ment has  already  been  recorded,  as  it  is  to 
prescribe  the  mode  of  proving  in  future :  and 
parties  contract  with  a  view  to  the  possible, 
if  not  probable,  exercise  of  this  power.  The 
legislature  is  empowered,  unquestionably, 
to  pass  a  law  extending  the  statute  of  limit- 
ation, or  making  the  time  shorter,  if  a  rea- 
sonable time  is  given  for  the  commencement 
of  an  action'  before  the  bar  takes  effect. 
Strickland  v.  Draughan,  91  N.  C.  103.  The 
principle  announced  in  this  case  is  not  in- 
consistent with  the  doctrine  (laid  down  in 
Eakin  v.  Bauh,  supra)  that  a  man  cannot  be 
deprived  of  his  land  **  instantaneously  under 
the  pretense  of  limiting  the  period  in  which 
he  Should  bring  his  action."  Neither  can  he 
be  instantaneously  robbed  of  his  property,  the 
possession  of  which  he  is  about  to  recover  in 
the  courts,  under  the  guise  of  modifying  the 
rules  of  evidence.  So  the  principle  decided 
in  Alexander  v.  McDowell  County  Comrs., 
70  N.  C.  208,  has  no  bearing  upon  this  case. 
Where  one  holds  what  purports  to  be  a  con- 
tract made  on  behalf  of  the  state  by  an  agent, 
but  which  is  in  reality  void  for  want  of 
authority  in  the  agent  to  bind  the  state,  the 
legislature  has  the  power  to  assume  Uie  ob- 
ligation, just  as  it  could  have  provided  for 
payment  of  the  claim  if  no  agreement  had 
been  entered  into.     **  Municipal  corporations 
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are  mere  agencies  of  the  state,  through  which 
the  sovereign  acts  in  matters  of  social  con- 
cern." ^assy,  Roanoke Mv.  dt  W,  P.  E.  Co., 
supra;  Sutherland,  Stai.  Constr.  §  488.  The 
ri^ht  to  limit  involves  the  power  to  dispense 
wfth  limitations.  Ibid.  But  the  legislature 
cannot  take  the  property  of  one  man  and  give 
it  to  another,  though  an  attempt  may  be  made 
to  transfer  it  by  a  judicial  proceeding, —as 
by  a  sheriff's  sale.     Id.  §  484,  and  riote. 

Where  a  party  prays  an  appeal  to  an  appel- 
late court,  the  judgment  of  the  court  below 
is  thereby  vacated,  subject  to  the  condition 
that  he  shall  perfect  his  appeal  either  under 
any  law  existing  when  he  appeals,  or  that 
may  be  enacted  before  his  cause  is  heard  in 
the  appellate  court;  and  a  curative  act 
which  ^ives  him  a  status  in  the  higher  court 
is  considered  to  have  been  in  contemplation 
of  the  parties  at  all  times,  and  divests  no 
title,  but  simply  provides  the  means  of  fairly 
ascertaining  the  rights  of  the  litigants. 
Walker  v.  ticott,  104  N.  C.  481.  Judge  Cooley 
says  (Const.  Lim.  371),  in  treating  of  irreg- 
ularities that  may  be  cured  by  statute :  '*  And 
if  the  irregularity  consists  in  doing  some  act, 
or  in  the  mode  or  manner  of  doing  some  act, 
which  the  legislature  mi^ht  have  made  im- 
material by  prior  law,  it  is  competent  to' 
make  the  same  immaterial  by  subsequent 
law."  But  where  the  defect  which  the  act 
seeks  to  remedy  affects  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court,  it  is  in  violation  of  fundamental  prin- 
ciples to  give  it  a  retrospective  effect.  Ibid. 
The  learned  judge  must  not  be  understood 
as  maintaining  that  the  legislature  has  the 
power  to  pass  any  retroactive  remedial  law 
that  it  would  have  been  within  the  scope  of 
its  authority  to  have  enacted  for  future  opera- 
tion. Under  such  a  principle  no  man's  prop- 
erty wpuld  be  secure  against  the  judicial  au- 
thority of  the  lawmaking  department  of  the 
government.  If  the  receipt  was  void  for 
uncertainy  as  a  contract,  and  the  defendant 
acquired  no  legal  or  equitable  right  that 
could  then  be  enforced,  the  general  assembly 
had  no  more  authority,  even  under  the  guise 
of  changing  the  rule  of  evidence  or  provid- 
ing a  new  remedy,  to  transfer  the  life  estate 
of  Mrs.  A.  P.  Calloway,  and  the  remainder 
in  fee  of  her  daughters  to  the  defendant  by  a 
general  than  by  a  special  act  naming  the 
parties,  and  setting  forth  tlieir  relation  to 
each  other.  Such  special  acts  have  been  de- 
clared by  this  court  to  be  in  contravention  of 
the  organic  law,  not  only  as  attempts  to  di- 
vest vested  individual  rights,  but  as  infringe- 
ments on  the  part  of  the  legislature  upon  the 
power  of  the  judicial  branch  of  the  govern- 
ment. Stanmire  v.  Taylor,  supra.  We  con- 
clude, therefore,  that  the  legislature  did  not 
intend  that  the  statute  should  apply  to  pre- 
existing contracts,  but  only  to  those  entered 
into  after  its  passage.  In  permitting  the  de- 
fendant to  explain  what  land  was  referred  to 
we  think  there  was  error  for  which  a  new 
trial  should  be  granted. 

^eit  trial. 

Shepherd*  Ch.  «/.,  concurring: 
Under  the  view  I  have  taken  it  is  unnec- 
essary to  determine  whether  the  statute  in 
question  should  be  construed  as  prospective 
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only  in  its  operation,  as  I  am  very  clearly  of 
the  opinion  that  it  did  not  have  the  effect  of 
changing  the  existing  law  in  reference  to  de- 
scriptions contained  in  deeds  or  contracts  for 
the  conveyance  or  sale  of  land.  The  statute 
provides  that  '*in  all  actions  for  the  poeses- 
sion  of  or  title  to  any  real  estate  parol  testi- 
mony may  be  introduced  to  identify  the  land 
sued  for,  and  fit  it  to  the  description  con- 
tained in  the  paper  writing  offered  as  evi- 
dence of  title  or  right  of  possession ;  and  if 
the  jur^  is  satisfied  that  the  land  in  question 
is  the  identical  land  intended  to  be  con- 
veyed, .  .  .  then  the  said  pai)er  writing 
shall  be  deemed  and  taken  to  be  sufficient  in 
law*  to  pass  such  title  ...  as  it  purports 
to  pass,"  etc.  Section  1.  chap.  465,  Acts 
1891.  Whatever  ma^  have  been  the  intention 
of  the  legislature,  it  is,  I  think,  very  evident 
that  the  foregoing  language  does  not  change 
in  the  slightest  degree  the  existing  law  upon 
the  subject  to  which  it  refers.  It  is  but  a 
plain  and  concise  exposition  of  the  rules  of 
the  common  law,  ana,  if  the  legislature  in- 
tended to  abrogate  these  rules,  in  whole  or  in 
part,  it  should  have  expressed  such  intention 
in  the  clearest  and  most  unmistakable  man- 
ner. Statutes  which  **  innovate  upon  the 
common-law  rules  of  evidence,"  or  which 
**  provide  for  proceedings  unknown  to  or  con- 
trary to  the  common  law,  are  construed 
strictly  [and]  the  courts  cannot  properly  give 
force  to  them  beyond  what  is  expressed 
by  their  words,  or  is  necessarily  implied 
from  what  is  expressed."  Sutherland,  Stat. 
Constr.  g  400.  The  same  author  also  declares 
it  to  be  a  cardinal  principle  of  judicial  in- 
terpretation that,  *^  where  a  statute  uses  a 
word  which  is  well  known  and  has  a  definite 
sense  at  common  law  or  in  the  written  law, 
without  defining  it,  it  will  be  restricted  to 
that  sense,  unless  it  appears  that  it  was  not 
so  intended."  And  he  further  states  that 
"*  rules  of  interpretation  and  construction  are 
derived  from  the  common  law,  and,  since 
that  law  constitutes  the  foundation,  and 
primarily  the  body  and  soul,  'of  our  juris- 
prudence, every  statutory  enactment  is  con- 
strued with  reference  to  its  cognate  princi- 
ples." Sections  253-280.  Keeping  in  mind 
these  well  settled  principles,  let  us  inquire 
whether  there  is  anvthinff  in  the  statute 
which  sustains  the  defendant's  contention 
that  it  was  the  purpose  of  the  legislature  that 
the  word  "  description, "  as  therein  employed, 
should  be  so  construed  as  to  practically  repeal 
the  statute  of  frauds,  and  thus  destroy  in  a 
great  measure  the  stability  of  titles  to  the 
landed  -property  of  the  state.  We  should  be 
loath  to  attribute  to  the  lawmakers  a  purpose 
to  place  our  state  in  a  position  of  such  ex- 
ceptional and  unenviable  prominence,  and  I 
am  quite  sure  that  their  real  object  in  paasinc 
the  statute  may  be  explained  upon  other  and 
more  reasonable  grounds,  to  which  I  shall 
hereafter  refer.  The  statute  provides  that 
parol  testimonv  shall  be  admissible  for  the 
purpose  of  fitting  the  land  to  the  description 
contained  in  the  deed,  and  the  question  is 
whether  the  word  "  description"  is  to  be  taken 
in  Its  ordinary  and  legal  signification— that 
is,  a  description  which  has  a  legal  susoep- 
tibilitv  of  being  aided  by  testimony  so  as  to 
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identify  the  land — or  whether  it  means  a 
description  which  in  law  is  no  description 
whatever,  and  is  sometimes  called  an  **  in- 
sufficient description."  lam  really  unable 
to  conceive  of  any  principle  upon  which  the 
latter  proposition  can  be  supported,  unless  it 
be  that  the  legislature  must  have  intended 
something  diiferent  from  the  common  law, 
and  that  it  is  our  duty  to  discover  it,  and, 
by  a  process  known  as  **  judicial  legislation, " 
insert  it  into  the  statute.  This  involves  not 
merely  the  difficulty  of  departing  from  the 
generally  accepted  meaning  of  the  terms  of 
a  statute,  but  also  an  absolute  contradiction 
of  such  terms,  resulting  in  a  complete 
change,  in  many  instances,  in  the  rights  of 
property.  In  other  words,  inst^d  of  reading 
the  statute  **that  parol  testimony  may  be  re- 
ceived for  .the  purpose  of  fitting  the  land  to 
such  a  description  as  is  recognized  as  legally 
sufficient,"  we  are  to  substitute  the  words, 
''such  a  description  as  is  so  vague  and  in- 
definite as  to  have  been  heretofore  held  to  be 
legally  insufficient,"  or  one  which,  in  the 
laniruage  of  Judge  Pearson  in  a  case  similar 
to  this  {Murdoch  v.  Anderson,  57  N.  C.  78), 
is  "no  description  at  all."  I  cannot  see  how 
a  word  in  a  statute  bavin?  such  a  plain  legal 
signification  can,  in  the  absence  of  something 
in  the  context  requiring  it,  be  stricken  out, 
and  other  words  of  an  entirely  different  signi  - 
ficatlon  inserted  in  its  place.  The  failure  of 
the  legislature  to  accomplish  what  it  is 
argued  it  attempted  to  do  affords  no  warrant 
to  the  court  to  supply  the  supposed  omission. 
Even  if  the  langiiage  were  not  altogether 
free  from  ambiguity,  we  should  hesitate  to 
place  upon  it  the  construction  insisted  upon, 
for  it  is  a  universally  accepted  rule  that  "a 
construction  which  must  necessarily  occasion 
great  public  and  private  mischief  must  never 
be  preferred  to  a  construction  which  will 
occasion  neither,  or  not  in  so  great  a  degree, 
unless  the  terms  of  the  instrument  absolutely 
require  such  preference. "  Sutherland,  Stat. 
Constr.  328.  If  the  statute  means  that  testi- 
mony may  be  introduced  to  the  jury  in  all 
cases  where  the  description  has  heretofore 
been  held  void  by  reason  of  vagueness,  it 
would  be  exceedingly  difficult  for  any  court 
to  determine  what  is  a  sufficient  **  insufficient 
description"  which  should  be  submitted  to 
the  jury.  It  would  seem  from  the  construc- 
tion insisted  uoon  that,  if  there  is  a  mere 
semblance  of  a  description,  however  indefi- 
nite it  may  be,  its  legal  sufficiency  is  to  be  de- 
termined by  the  jury ;  for  if  they  find  that  the 
parties  intended  to  convey  a  certain  piece  of 
land,  the  description  shall,  by  reason  of  such 
finding,  be  deemed  in  law  sufficient  to  pass 
the  title.  It  is  impossi  ble  to  estimate  the  con- 
fusion which  would  result  from  such  a  sub- 
stantial reversal  of  the  functions  of  the  court 
and  the  jury.  I  suppose  that  any  attempt 
at  a  description  would  be  sufficient  to  put 
the  jury  in  full  control  of  the  matter  with- 
out anjr  interference  on  the  part  of  the  court. 
Thus,  if  I  have  ten  stores  on  Payettevllle 
street  in  the  city  of  Raleigh,  and  convey  to 
A.  "a  store  on  Fayetteville  street  in  the  city 
of  Raleigh."  this  will  be  sufficient  to  go  to 
the  jury,  and  they  may  determine  which  of 
the  ten  stores  was  Intended  to  be  conveyed. 
22LR.A. 


This,  of  course,  would  be  an  abrogation  of 
the  statute  of  frauds.  Could  the  legislature 
have  intended  this?  But  to  go  still  further. 
If  I  should  afterwards  sell  to  B.  oi\e  of  the 
stores,  specifically  describing  it,  what  is  to 
prevent  A.  from  identifying  it  as  the  one  sold 
to  him  under  his  vague  and  imperfect  descrip- 
tion? Under  the  statute  there  can  be  no 
equitable  principle  asserted  for  the  protection 
of  B.,  as  it  contains  no  saving  in  favor  of 
third  persons,  but  expressly '  provides  that 
in  all  cases  the  evidence  shall  be  received, 
and,  if  the  property  can  be  identified  by  the 
jury,  Uien  the  description  shall  be  deemed 
m  law  sufficient.  If  the  description  is  thus 
made  sufficient  by  the  finding  of  the  jury, 
it  must  be  sufficient  for  all  purposes.  That 
this  construction  is  not  the  true  one  is  en- 
tirely clear  by  a  reference  to  the  second  sec- 
tion of  the  act,  which  provides  **  that  no  deed 
.  .  .  shall  be  declared  void  for  vagueness 
in  the  description  by  reason  of  the  use  of  the 
word  'adjoining'  instead  of  the  words 
'bounded  by,'"  etc.  The  provision  was  in- 
tended to  meet  a  suggestion  that  there  was 
a  distinction  between  the  words  **  bounded 
by"  and  "adjoining"  as  affecting  the  legal 
sufficiency  of  a  description,  and  was  rendered 
unnecessary  by  a  subsequent  declaration  of 
the  court  in  iWy  v.  Seott,  109  N.  C.  874. 
It  recognizes  that  there  is  such  a  thing  as 
a  description  which  may  be  declared  void 
by  the  court  for  "  vagueness, "  and  enacts  that 
in  certain  instances  it  shall  not  be  so  declared 
void.  Now,  it  is  asked  with  absolute  con- 
fidence, why  was  it  necessary  to  provide  for 
the  cases  mentioned  in  this  section,  if  what 
had  been  suggested  to  be  an  **  insufficient 
description"  for  "vagueness"  was  provided 
for  in  the  first  section,  which  is  the  one  we 
have  under  consideration?  Very  clearly  there 
would  have  been  no  necessity  for  such  legis- 
lation if  the  present  contract  and  the  similar 
one  in  Fortesgne  v.  Crawford,  105  N.  G.  29, 
were  covered  by  the  first  section  under  the 
construction  contended  for.  I  think  that  it 
was  the  purpose  of  the  legislature  to  meet 
the  suggestion  referred  to,  and  this  is  cer- 
tainly all  that  Was  effected  by  the  terms  of 
the  statute.  I  do  not  impute  to  the  legis- 
lature a  purpose  to  enact  such  &  law  as  to 
produce  the  evils  which  would  result  from 
the  construction  insisted  upon,  and  I  am  of 
the  opinion  that  the  real  object  of  the  statute 
was  such  as  I  have  indicated.  The  common 
law,  then,  not  having  been  changed  in  respect 
to  this  contract,  and  it  being  void  under  the 
decision  in  Fortesque  Com,  supra,  I  concur  in 
the  ruling  that  there  should  be  a  new  trial. 

Harwell,  c/.,  dissenting: 

The  following  issue  was  submitted  to  the 
jury  without  objection  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff :  "  Is  the  land  of  which  the  defend- 
ant is  now  in  possession,  and  which  is  sued 
for  in  this  action,  the  identical  land  which 
is  referred  to  in  the  paper  writing  set  up  in 
the  answer,  and  alleged  to  have  been  executed 
to  defendant  by  A.  P.  Caloway  ?"  Defendant 
offered  this  writing  in  evidence,  and  plaintiff 
objected  "on  the  ground  that  it  was  too  in- 
definite in  describing  any  land."  His  honor 
overruled  the  objection,   and  admitted  the 
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evidence,  and  the  plaintiff  excepted.  The 
writing  referred  to  is  as  follows :  **  Wilkes- 
boro,  N.  C,  Apr.  19,  1880.  James  Harris 
has  pa^d  me  twenty  dollars  on  his  land. 
Owes  me  six  more  on  it.  A.  P.  Calloway.** 
I  assume  that  the  contention  of  the  plaintiffs 
was  that  parol  evidence  was  not  admissible 
to  locate  the  land  to  which  the  defendant 
alleged  this  receipt  referred,  and  show  that 
it  was  the  same  land  which  plaintiffs  were 
seeking  to  recover  of  him  in  this  action,  she 
>also  claiming  under  A.  P.  Calloway.  Her 
objection  should  have  been  to  the  parol  testi- 
mony when  it  was  offered.  The  writing  was 
clearly  admissible  in  evidence.  Its  legal 
effect  was  a  matter  to  be  determined  after  it 
was  introduced.  But  for  the  Act  of  1891 
(chap.  465,  §  1),  the  case  of  Fortesque  v. 
Crawford,  105  N.  C.  29,  would  be  decisive  of 
this  controversy,  for  there,  as  here,  the  only 
words  in  the  receipt  descriptive  of  the  land 
are  "his  land,'*  and  some  other  words  that 
show  that  what  was  there  styled  "  his  [the 
defendant's]  land"  was,  prior  to  the  alleged 
sale,  the  land  of  the  person  signing  the 
receipt. 

The  act  referred  to  seems  to  have  been  en- 
acted to  meet  and  avoid  the  hardship  of  such 
cases  as  that  cited  above  and  this  one  now 
before  us.  Whether  that  legislation  is  wise 
or  unwise  is  not  for  us  to  say.  We  should 
give  to  it  all  proper  effect.  We  have  here  a 
memorandum  in  writing,  which,  under  the 
law  as  it  stood  before  the  Act  of  1891,  would 
not  have  availed  the  defendant,  because  it 
was  not  tJhen  permissible  to  show  by  parol 
evidence  that  the  land  therein  designated  by 
the  vendor  as  **  his  land"  was  the  land  in  con- 
troversy, and  for  that  reason  alone.  The  ex- 
pression is  very  vague  and  indefinite,  but  it 
is  a  "description."  In  Breaid  v.  Munger,  88 
N.  C.  297,  "his  100  acres  of  land"  is  called 
an  "insufficient  description."  In  Vortmme 
V.  Qrawfwd,  supra  (the  receipt  being  similar 
to  the  one  here  under  consideration),  this 
court  said  of  the  defendant's  offer  of  parol 
testimony  that  he  was  endeavoring  "to  help 
out  the  insufficiency  of  the  description."  If, 
then,  there  was  a  written  memorandum  avail- 
able, and  sufficient  of  itself  for  defendant's 
protection  in  his  possession,  when  the  action 
was  begun,  if  the  description  had  not  been 
insufficient  and  imperfect,  that  imperfection 
and  insufficiency  could  be  remedied  by  the 


verdict  of  the  jury  founded  upon  the  writing, 
and  parol  testimony  which  the  act  had  made 
competent  "to  identify  the  land,  and  fit  it  to 
the  description  contained  in  the  paper  writ- 
ing" offered  as  "evidence  of  the  right  of  pos- 
session." There  was  no  error,  I  think,  in 
his  honor's  allowing  defendant  to  put  the 
writing  in  evidence,  and  the  introduction  of 
parol  evidence  to  identify  the  land.  The 
statute  is,  in  m^  oi)inion,  applicable  to  all 
actions  to  be  tried  in  the  courts,  no  matter 
when  the  contract  was  made.  It  does  not 
contravene  any  provision  of  the  constitution, 
for  it  affects  a  remedy,  and  not  the  rights 
of  any  citizen.  "Laws  which  change  the 
rules  of  evidence  relate  to  the  remedy  only" 
(Tahor  V.  Wa/rd,  83  N.  C.  291)  ;  and  such 
laws  are  not  unconstitutional,  though  retro- 
active (EinUm  v.  HinUm,  61  N.  C.  410; 
Wilkerson  v.  Buchanan,  83  N.  C.  296;  Phil- 
lips V,  Cameron,  48  N.  C.  390) .  The  act  now 
under  discussion,  if  applied  to  this  case, 
will  disturb  no  vested  right  of  Mrs.  Calloway 
or  her  vendee  with  notice.  It  will  merely 
prevent  the  perpetration  of  a  wrong  by  giv- 
ing to  the  defendant  a  preventive  for  that 
wrong  by  changing  the  rule  of  evidence  so 
as  to  allow  himT  in  defense  of  his  possession 
of  his  home,  to  submit  to  the  pury  parol  tes- 
timony that  was  not  admissible  when  the 
alleged  contract  was  made.  The  contract 
was  not  void,  but  only  voidable  at  the  option 
and  upon  the  proper  plea  of  the  alleged  con- 
tractor. Loughran  v.  Oiles,  110  N.  C.  425. 
and  cases  there  cited.  The  act  does  not  as- 
sume to  make  that  a  contract  which  was  not 
one,  but  merely  declares  that  the  jury  may 
determine  what  the  contract  was,  and  to  that 
end  may  hear  and  consider  certain  parol  evi- 
dence. This  will  disturb  no  vested  rights, 
nor  deprive  an^  one  of  what  is  his  own.  It 
may  be  that  it  is  better  for  the  commonwealth 
that  a  few  should  have  the  privilege  of  doing 
what  all  men  feel  to  be  wrong,— taking  from 
honest  purchasers  land  sold  to  them  by  de- 
fective descriptions, — than  that  some  should 
be  tempted  to  swear  falsely.  Of  that  we  say 
nothing.  All  such  legislation  as  that  under 
consideration  involves  a  Question  of  policy, 
and  not  of  constitutional  power.  Cooley, 
Const.  Lim.  6th  ed.  p.  460. 


CUrk,  J. 

ing  opinion. 


I  concur  in  the  above  dissent- 
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MINNEAPOLIS,    ST.    PAUL    &    SAULT 
STE.  MARIE  R.  CO. 

HOME  INSURANCE   CO. 

( Minn ) 

*1.   The  policy  issued  by  defendant  to 

*Headnotes  by  MirOHSLL,  J, 


plaintiff  on  the  property  of  shippers 

construed  as  an  iDSurance  for  the  benefit  of  plain, 
tiff  only  to  the  extent  of  its  liability  as  carrier 
and  warehouseman. 
8.  In  an  action  on  the  policy  the  hills  of 
1  flying  fl-giwigp  the  liability  of  the  phUs- 
tiff  to  the  shippers  as  carrier  and  warehouse- 
man are  the  measure  of  defendant's  liability  to 
the  plaintiff,  and  cannot  be  varied  by  parol  evl* 


Note.— The  above  case  seems  to  be  one  of  first 
impression  in  respect  to  the  exclusion  of  the  liabil- 
ity of  a  carrier  on  a  collateral  contract  to  insure 
from  the  protection  of  Insurance  against  liability 
as  carrier  and  warehouseman,  and  is  an  Important 
precedent  in  this  particular. 
22  L.  R,  A. 


That  liability  on  a  contract  to  procure  insuraooe 
constitutes  an  insurable  interest  is  held  In  Westero 
&  A.  Pipe  Lines  v.  Home  Ins.  Co.,  145  Pa.  SM,  but 
there  was  no  decision  as  to  whether  or  not  sucb 
interest  was  that  of  a  warehouseman. 


1893. 
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denoe.  In  an  action  to  enforce  rights  dependent 
on  a  written  contract,  althouflrh  the  suit  be  he- 
tveen  gtrangers  to  the  instrument,  or  between  a 
stranger  and  one  of  the  parties  to  the  contract, 
the  rule  against  varying  a  written  instrument 
applies.  A  liability  incurred  by  the  plalntlfT  on  a 
collateral  contract  to  procure  insurance  on  the 
property  of  shippers  is  not  a  liability  as  carrier  or 
warehouseman,  within  the  meaning  of  the  policy. 

(November  13, 1808.) 

fiROSS-APPEALS  from  onlers  of  the  Dis- 
V  irict  Court  for  Hennepin  County^  entered  in 
an  action  brought  to  recoyer  the  amount  al- 
leged to  be  due  on  a  policy  of  fire  insurance, 
tl^  plaintiff  appealing  from  an  order  reducing 
the  amount  of  recovery  allowed  by  the  jury, 
and  the  defendant  appealing  from  an  order 
denying  its  motion  for  a  new  trial  after  verdict 
in  favor  of  plaintiff.     Eeteraed  on  defendant*$ 


The  facts  aufficientlv  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Mem*,  A.  H.  Brie nt  and  Kitehel*  Cohen 
A  Slftaw,  for  plaintiff: 

The  contract  as  established  by  the  parol  evi- 
dence was  a  contract  under  the  common-law 
liability  of  carriers  to  carry  the  grain  to  Glad- 
stone, and  thence  deliver  it  through  its  elevator 
upon  the  vessel  of  the  next  water  carrier  at 
Gladstone;  it  was  not  an  agreement  to  insure 
bat  an  agreement  at  common  law  to  deliver  to 
the  next  connecting  &rrier. 

The  insurance  taken  by  the  carrier  was  pri- 
marily for  its  own  protection.  The  carrier,  in 
effect,  re-insured  the  risk  which  the  law  im- 
posed upon  it  by  virtue  of  the  agreement. 

Lawrence  v.  Winona  4b  St,  P,  B.  Co.  15  Minn. 
m,  2  Am.  Rep.  180. 

The  oral  evidence  was  properly  received. 

The  rule  that  parol  evidence  is  inadmissible 
to  Tary  the  terms  of  a  written  instrument  is 
applied  only  in  suits  between  the  parties  to  the 
instruments,  or  their  privies,  and  not  to  suits 
where  the  issue  is  between  one  of  the  parties 
to  the  instrument  and  a  third  person. 

Van  Eman  y.  Stanehfleld,  10  Minn.  255; 
inborn  v.  8turtetant,  17  Minn.  200;  National 
Car  d  Loeomoiive  Builder  v.  Cyclone  Steam 
Snow  Plow  Co.  49  Minn.  125;  Buxton  v.  Beal, 
49  Minn.  230;  Clerihew  v.  West  Side  Bank,  50 
Minn.  538;  Reynolds  v.  Maoness,  24  N.  C.  26; 
Lee  V.  Adtit,  87  N.  Y.  78;  McMaster  v.  Insur- 
ance Co.  of  North  America,  55  N.  Y.  222,  14 
Am.  Rep.  289;  LoweU  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Safeguard 
Fire  Ins.  Co.  88  N.  Y.  591.  See  also  Greenl. 
Ev.  §  279;  Whart.  Ev.  §  928. 

The  evidence  was  admissible  as  showing  that 
the  bill  of  lading  was  in  fact  never  accepted  as 
the  contract  between  the  parties. 

The  shipping  receipts  bound  the  carrier  to 
the  common-law  liability  of  the  common  car- 
rier. 

At  common-law  a  common  carrier  is  an  in- 
surer of  the  goods  intrusted  to  him  and  he  is 
responsible  for  all  losses  of  the  same,  save  such 
as  are  occasioned  by  the  act  of  God  or  the 
public  enemy. 

Christenson  v.  American  Exp.  Co.  15  Minn. 
270.  2  Am.  Rep.  122. 

The  evidence  was  sufBcient  to  warrant  the 
reformation  of  the  bill  of  lading  as  between  the 
shippers  and  the  railway  company. 

Buxton  V.  Beat,  supra. 

If  the  railway  company  beheld  liable  for  the 


ff  rain  in  the  elevator  as  a  common  carrier,  then 
in  the  absence  of  proof  as  to  the  origin  of  the 
fire,  defendant  was  liable  for  the  grain  de- 
stroyed in  the  elevator.  * 

Shriver  v.  Sioux  City  d  St.  P.  R  Co.  ^ 
Minn.  506,  81  Am.  Rep.  858;  Lindsley  v.  Chi- 
cago, M.  db  St.  P.  B.  Co.  86  Minn.  589;  HuU 
V.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  A  0.  R.  Co.  5  L.  R.  A. 
587,  41  Minn.  510;  BoM  v.  Chicago,  M.  db  St. 
P.  B.  Co.  44  Minn.  192. 

Messrs.  fiL  E.  Hall,  H.  S.  DnraAd,  and 
Cole»  UeVey  &  Cheshire  for  defendant. 

Mitchelly  J. ,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

By  the  policy  in  suit  the  defendant  insured 
the  plaintiff  **on  flour,  com,  grain,  seeds, 
provisions,  and  other  merchandise,  exclud- 
ing petroleum  or  its  products ;  it  being  un- 
derstood and  agreed  that  the  insurance  under 
this  head  is  to  cover  the  liability  of  the  in- 
sured as  carriers  and  warehousemen,  as  well 
as  their  own  property,  .  .  .  while  con- 
tained in  their  elevator  situated  at  Gladstone, 
Mich."  . It  is  too  plain  to  admit  of  argument 
that,  as  to  the  property  of'  others  intrusted 
to  its  custody,  this  was  not  an  insurance  for 
the  benefit  of  the  shippers,  but  for  the  benefit 
of  the  plaintiff  exclusively,  and  only  to  the 
extent  of  its  own  interest.  It  is  well  settled 
that,  if  the  carrier  would  insure  for  the  bene- 
fit of  the  owners  of  the  property,  this  must 
appear  from  the  use  of  apt  terms  in  the  pol- 
icy to  that  effect.  There  is  not  a  word  in 
this  policy  that  indicates  any  intent  to  insure 
any  other  interest  than  that  of  the  plaintiff 
to  the  extent  of  its  liabilit;^  as  carrier  and 
waiehousemau.  It  necessarily  follows  that 
to  entitle  plaintiff  to  recover  it  was  incum- 
bent on  it  to  prove  that  it  was  liable  as  car- 
rier or  warehouseman  to  the  owners  for  the 
loss  of  the  grain  destroyed  by  fire  in  its  ele- 
vator at  Gladstone.  Recognizing  this  fact, 
the  plaintiff  alleged  in  its  complaint  agree- 
ments between  itself  and  the  several  shippers 
that  it  would  procure  at  its  own  expense 
policies  of  insurance  on  their  grain  against 
loss  by  fire  while  in  this  elevator.  Upon  the 
trial  the  plaintiff  itself  introduced  the  bills 
of  lading  issued  by  it  to  the  several  shippers, 
by  the  terms  of  which  it  was  expressly  pro- 
vided that  plaintiff  should  not  be  liable  for 
any  loss  of  or  damage  to  the  property  by  fire 
not  caused  by  its  negligence  or  that  of  its 
agents.  It  may  be  here  stated  that  the  grain 
was  consigned  to  Buffalo,  and  was  destroyed 
by  fire  while  in  the  elevator  at  Gladstone, 
awaiting  delivery  by  plaintiff  to  the  next 
succeeding  line  of  carriers.  The  plaintiff 
was  then  permitted,  against  the  objection  and 
exception  of  the  defendant,  to  introduce  parol 
evidence  of  an  agreement  between  itself  and 
the  shippers,  made  at  or  prior  to  the  ship- 
ment of  the  grain,  and  prior  to  the  execution 
of  the  bills  of  lading'  referred  to,  that  it 
would  procure  insurance  on  the  ^in  as  al- 
leged in  the  complaint.  Even  if  this  evi- 
dence was  otherwise  competent,  it  was  inad- 
missible for  the  reason  that  it  did  not  tend 
to  prove  any  liability  of  plaintiff  as  carrier 
or  warehouseman,  which  was  all  against 
which  the  defendant  had  insured  it.  But  to 
this  point  we  shall  refer  hereafter. 
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One  ground  on  which  counsel  seek  to  sus- 
tain the  admissibility  of  this  oral  eyidence 
is  that  the  rule  against  varying  a  written 
contract  by  parol  applies  only  to  contro- 
versies between  parties  to  Lhe  instrument  and 
their  privies,  and  not  to  controversies  be- 
tween strangers  to  the  contract,  or  between 
one  of  the  parties  to  the  instrument  and  a 
stranger  to  it.  The  rule  is  as  stated,  with 
this  limitation,  however:  that  the  right  in 
the  latter  class  of  cases  to  vary  a  written  con- 
tract by  parol  is  limited  to  rights  independ- 
ent of  the  Instrument.  As  to  riffhts  which 
originate  in  the  relation  established  by  the 
written  contract,  or  are  foutided  upon  it,  the 
rule  against  varying  it  by  parol  applies. 
Browne,  Parol  Ev.  §  28;  Sayre  v.  Burdiek, 
47  Minn.  867 ;  Wodoek  v.  Robinson,  148  Pa. 
508.  In  the  present  case  plaintiff  is  claim- 
ing under  this  policy  rights  wholly  depend- 
ent upon  its  liability  to  the  shippers  of  the 
Cin.  That  liability  is  at  once  both  the 
is  and  the  measure  of  defendant's  liabil- 
ity ;  and  it  would  be  most  unreasonable  that 
it  should  be  allowed,  as  against  defendant, 
to  establish  that  liability  by  proof  of  oral 
promises  to  the  shippers  which  the  latter 
could  not  prove  against  it.  If  the  bill  of 
lading  is  conclusive  between  the  shippers 
and  the  plaintiff,  it  must  be  equally  so,  in 
this  case,  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  de- 
fendant. Counsel  further  claims  that  this 
parol  evidence  was  also  admissible  as  show- 
ing that  the  bills  of  lading  were  in  fact 
never  accepted  as  the  contract  between  the 
parties;  in  other  words,  as  we  understand 
counsel,  they  propose  to  throw  aside  the  bills 
of  lading  as  never  having  become  operative, 
ignore  the  express  oral  agreement  to  idlure. 
and  then  rest  their  case  upon  an  alleged  oral 
contract  of  carriage,  in  which  there  were  no 
exceptions  to  the  common-law  liability  of 
carriers.  With  all  due  respect  to  counsel,  it 
seems  to  us  that  this  contention  is  entirely 
baseless.  The  complaint  was  framed,  and 
the  case  tried  throughout,  upOn  the  theory 
that  the  liability  of  plaintiff  to  the  shippers 
grew  out  o|  the  express  agreement  of  the 
former  to  insure  the  grain,  and  the  record  con- 
tains nothing  even  suggestive  of  the  present 
contention  of  counsel.  The  evidence  fur- 
nishes no  support  to  this  contention.  The 
undisputed  facts  are  that  the  manner  in  which 
the  business  was  done  was  that,  immediately 
upon  loading  a  car,  a  short  bill,  or,  as  it  is 
called,  a  "shipping  receipt,"  was  issued  to 
the  owner,  and,  when  a  sufficient  number  of 
cars  had  been  loaded  to  constitute  a  "ship- 
ment, "  the  shipper  surrendered  these  receipts 
to  the  plaintiff,  and  received  in  their  place 
a  regular  or  large  bill  of  lading,  of  the  form 
already  described,  to  which  was  attached  a 
list  of  all  the  cars  in  the  shipment.  These 
bills  of  lading  the  shippers  attached  to  the 
drafts  drawn  on  the  consignees.  This  had 
been  the  customary  and  uniform  manner  of 
doing  business  between  the  parties  for  years. 
These  large  bills  of  lading  had  always  been 
accepted  and  used  by  the  shippers  without 
objection.  This  conclusively  proves  that  the 
owners  perfectly  understood,  when  shipping 
the  grain,  that  these  large  bills  of  lading, 
and  neither  their  preliminary  talk  nor  the 
small  "shipping  receipts,"  were  to  be  the 


final  repository  and  sole  evidence  of  the  con- 
tract between  themselves  and  the  plaintiff. 
In  the  absence  of  fraud  or  mistake,  of  which 
there  is  no  claim,  the  bills  of  lading  mu.st 
be  conclusively  presumed  to  be  the  final  and 
complete  expression  of  the  enfagements  of  tite 
parties :  certainly,  at  least,  or  the  obligations 
and  liabilities  of  the  plaintiff  as  carrier  or 
warehouseman  in  the  transportation  of  the 
property.  Whether,  as  between  the  shippers 
and  the  plaintiff,  the  former  could  show  by 
parol,  as  a  collateral  agreement,  an  under- 
taking to  procure  insurance  on  the  grain,  it 
is  unnecessary  to  consider,  for  under  such  an 
agreement  the  liability  of  the  plaintiff  would 
not  be  as  carrier  or  warehouseman,  against 
which  alone  the  defendant  insured.  The 
undertaking  of  the  defendant  to  insure  the 
plaintiff  against  its  liability  as  carrier  and 
warehouseman  can  have  but  one  meaning, 
viz.  the  .liability  growing  out  of  the  relation 
of  carrier  and  warehouseman  as  such.  It  was 
never  intended  to  cover  liabilities  which  the 
plaintiff  might  incur  by  virtue  of  special 
contracts  as  to  matters  entirely  outside  of  | 
their  common-law  liability  as  carriers  and  i 
warehousemen.  It  is  no  part  of  the  duty  of 
common  carriers  to  procure  insurance  on  ' 
property  intrusted  to  their  custody  for  the 
benefit  of  the  owners.  Had  this  plaintiff,  in 
order  to  secure  the  business  of  these  shippers, 
guaranteed  them  a  certain  profit  on  their 
grain,  or  the  receipt  of  a  certain  price  for 
it  after  its  arrival  at  Buffalo,  there  would 
have  been  as  much  reason  for  claiming  that 
the  liability  thus  incurred  was  covered  by 
this  policy  as  that  incurred  hy  the  agree- 
ment to  procure  insurance  on  it.  Connsel 
are  not  correct  in  saying  that  the  liability 
incurred  by  the  agreement  to  procure  insur- 
ance is  nothing  more  than  the  unqualified 
common- law  liability  of  a  carrier.  Suppose, 
for  example,  the  plaintiff  had,  in  the  exer- 
cise of  ordinary  ailigence,  secured  policies 
of  insurance  on  this  ffrain,  and  some  of  the 
insurance  companies  had  become  insolvent. 
The  plaintiff  would  not  have  been  liable  on 
its  contract  to  procure  insurance,  but  it  might 
have  been  liable  as  carrier.  Again,  suppose 
plaintiff  had  failed  to  procure  insurance,  and 
the  grain  had  been  destroyed  from  some  cause 
for  which  a  common  carrier  is  not  liable,  it 
would  nevertheless  have  been  liable  for  its 
failure  to  perform  its  contract  to  procure  in- 
surance. But  further  discussion  is  unneces- 
sary. The  policy  was  never  intended  to 
cover  liabilities  which  the  plaintiff  mi^ht 
incur  regarding  the  property  by  special  con- 
tracts entirely  outside  of  and  foreign  to  its* 
common-law  duties  as  carrier  or  warehouse- 
man. *  It  may  be  added  that  there  is  no  claim 
that  the  loss  was  caused  by  the  negligence 
of  the  plaintiff,  and  hence  not  within  the 
operation  of  the  stipulation  in  the  policy 
exempting  it  from  liability  for  loss  by  fire. 
Under  no  view  of  the  case  can  the  plaintiff 
recover. 

On  defendant's  appeal  the  order  appealed  from 
is  reversed. 

On  plaintiff's  appeal  t?iat  part  of  the  order 
appealed  from  is  affirmed. 

Motion  for  re-argument  denied    December 
20.  1898. 
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Smith  v.  McDowell,  ex  rel.  Hall. 
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ILUNOI8  SUPREME  COURT. 


James  A.  SMITH  et  al.,  Appts., 

V. 

H.  H,  Mcdowell,  state's  AUy..  ex  rel,  M. 
H.  HALL  et  al, 

(itf  IlL  U.) 

!•  Error  in  ■oatalnliig^  exceptions  to 
porttoBfl  of  an  answer  is  ImmateriAl,  tf 

tbe  aTermentB  exdaded  could  not  have  changed 
tbe  result.  ' 

2«  An  ordinanee  attempting  to  vacate 
aftreet  or  portion  thereof  for  the  sole 
pnrpose  of  allowing  a  private  person 
to  oeenpy  a  portion  for  an  area  and  stairways 
In  connection  with  tbe  basement  of  a  buUdinff 
is  Kttra  vires  and  void,  where  the  only  statutory 
suthurity  is  a  general  power  to  lay  out,  improve, 
and  vaoate  streets. 

8.  An  Abstraction  of  a  street  for  the 
length  of  85  feet  and  the  width  of  5  feet  by  a 
stone  wall  enoiOBing  an  areaway  to  a  basement  is 
a  purpresture  which  is  a  public  nuisance  per  se , 
Wood  the  power  of  municipal  authorfdea  to 
iiceose  without  expreps  authority. 

4.  The  ineonvenienoe  of  the  pabUe*  or 
the  snfllcienoy  of  the  remainder  of  the  street  for 
public  uses,  is  immaterial  on  the  question  of  abat- 
ing a  purpresture  in  a  street  m  prooeedingrs  by 
the  public. 

6.  Aniqjnnetion  to  prevent  the  eontin- 
vanee  or  ereation  of  a  nuisance  by  ob- 
structiDg  a  highway  may  be  granted  at  the  suit 
of  the  proper  officers. 

(October  26, 1806.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  decree  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Livingston  County 
enjoining  defendants  from  the  alleged  con- 
straction  and  maintenance  of  a  purpresture  in 
a  public  highway.    Affirmed. 

Statement  by  Shops*  </.: 

This  was  a  bill  in  chancery,  filed  by  H. 
H.  McDowell,  state's  attorney  in  and  for 
LlTingston  county,  tbis  state,  on  the  relation 
of  M.  e.  Hall  and  William  Cowling,  citi- 
ttns  and  electors  of  the  village  of  Chats- 
worth,  in  said  county,  on  their  own  behalf, 
as  well  as  the  general  public,  to  restrain  the 
coDstraction  of  a  purpresture,  consisting  of 
an  areaway  and  stairs  therein,  in  one  oi  the 
principal  streets  of  said  village.  The  bill 
alleges,  in  substance,  that  on  June  8,  1859, 
the  then  proprietors  of  certain  described  lands 
siiTYeyed  and  platted  the  same  into  lots, 
blocks,  streets,  alleys,  and  public  grounds, 
a^  the  town  of  Chatsworth ;  that  said  town 
afterward  became  incorporated  under  the  gen- 
eral law,  as  a  village ;  that  by  virtue  of  said 
plat,  and  the  terms  of  dedication  in  the 
acknowledgment  thereto,  and  the  recording 
thereof,  all  the  said  streets,   etc.,    became 


dedicated  to  the  use  of  tbe  public,  and  have 
ever  since  been  so  used  ;  ''that  in  said  village 
is  a  public  street,  named  '  Fourth  Street'  "  on 
said  plat;  that  the  president. and  board  of 
trustees  of  said  village  "have  undertaken, 
by  ordinance,  to  dispose  of  a  portion  of  said 
street  '*for  private  purposes  and  uses;'*  and 
an  ordinance  of  the  village  is  set  out,  as 
follows:  "An  ordinance  to  vacate  part  of 
Fourth  street  in  the  village  of  Chatsworth. 
Be  it  ordained  b^  the  president  and  board  of 
trustees  of  the  village  of  Chatsworth,  that  to 
enable  the  owners  oi  lot  nine,  (9,)  in  block 
twenty-two,  (22,)  in  the  original  town  (now 
village)  of  Chatsworth,  to  erect  and  maintain 
a  brick  building  on  said  lot  nine,  (9,)  with 
an  area  and  entrance  way  to  the  basement  of 
such  building  in  said  Fourth  streeet,  on  the 
west  side  of  such  building,  the  part  of  said 
Fourth  street  in  said  village  of  Chatsworth 
beginaing  at  the  southwest  comer  of  said  lot 
nine,  (9,T  and  running  thence  west  five  (3) 
feet-in  said  Fourth  street,  thence  north  in  said 
Fourth  street  eijfhty-five  (85)  feet,  thence 
east  five  (5)  feet,  to  the  east  line  of  said 
Fourth  street,  and  thence  south  eighty- five 
(85)  feet  to  the  place  of  beginning  be,  «nd 
the  same  is  hereby,  vacated.  Approved  Sep- 
tember 8,  1891.  James  A.  Smith,  President. 
Attest:    John  Tajrgert,  Village  Clerk." 

It  is  further  alleged,  in  substance,  that 
said  lot  9,  of  which  said  Smith  is  the  owner, 
is  located  on  the  corner  of  Fourth  and  Locust 
streets,  principal  thoroughfares  in  said  vil- 
lage, and  that  the  sole  purpose  and  obiect  of 
said  ordinance  was  to  give  to  said  Smith  the 
5  by  '85  feet  vacated,  for  an  area  and  stair- 
ways, in  connection  with  the  basement  of 
his  building  being  erected  on  said  lot,  and 
that  to  pennit  the  construction  of  such  area 
and  stairways  in  said  street  will  create  a 
purpresture  therein,  and  a  permanent  obstruc- 
tion thereof;  that  it  will  be  a  public  nui- 
sance, and  permanently  deprive  the  public 
of  that  portion  of  the  street,  so  given  to 
Smith,  over  which  the  public  has  hitherto 
traveled  upon  a  sidewalk  along  said  lot. 
The  bill  makes  said  James  A.  Smith  and  the 
village  oarties  defendant ;  prays  that  the  or- 
dinance be  declared  void,  and  that  said  Smith 
has  acquired  no  right  thereunder,  and,  if  any 
excavation  ur  area  has  already  been  made, 
that  same  be  declared  a  nuisance,  and  abated 
accordingly ;  prays  injunction  restraining 
said  Smith  from  excavating  in  said  street, 
and  from  constructing  and  maintaining  said' 
area  and  stairways,  and  from  using  said  street 
for  such  private  purpose,  and  that  the  injunc- 
tion be  made  perpetual. 

A  temporary  injunction  issued.  Answer 
was  filed,  admitting  all  the  material  allega- 
tions of  the  bill,  but  averring  new  matters, 
to  which  exceptions  were  filed  and  sustained. 


N'on.— The  relative  rlirhts  of  individuals  and  the 
public  in  highways  oonoerniniir  which  there  is  a 
coDtiouinir  development  of  the  law,  and  which  are 
of  constantly  invreasiuff  importance,  are  presented 
>n  tbe  ibove  case  with  a  clear  showing  of  the  pub- 
^  trait  existing  in  streets.  See  a  somewhat  differ- 
^LRA. 


eot  illustration  of  the  same  doctrine  in  the  denial 
of  the  power  to  lease  any  portion  of  a  street  to 
hucksters  by  the  decision  in  Schopp  v.  St.  Louis 
(Mo.)  20  L.  R.  A.  788.  See  also  the  case  of  New 
Haven  v.  New  Haven  &  D.  R.  O).  (Conn.)  18  L.  R. 
A.  266. 
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and  by  consent  the  parties  proceeded  to  a 
hearing  upon  the  bill  and  the  remaining  por- 
tions of  the  answer  to  which  exceptions  had 
not  been  filed  and  sustained.  This  practi- 
cally treated  the  allegations  of  the  bill  as 
true.  The  court  below  entered  decree  in  favor 
of  complainant,  finding  (he  ordinance  void, 
and  awarding  a  perpetual  injunction.  The 
defendants  prosecute  this  appeal. 

Jf««»r«. Strawn  Sb  Norton  for  appellants. 

Mr.  N.  J.  Pillflbnrjr*  for  appellee: 

By  virtue  of  the  statutory  dedication  of  the 
streets  and  alleys  and  its  acceptance  by  the 
village,  it  became  seised  in  fee  of  the  streets 
and  alleys  for  the  use  of  the  public  as  expressed 
in  the  dedication  (Rev.  Stat  1845,  g  21,  p. 
175),  and  thev  must  be  held  for  such  use  and 
purpose  and  for  no  other  whatever. 

The  city  may  improve  and  control  them  and 
adopt  all  needful  rules  and  regulations  for 
their  management  aud  use  but' she  cannot 
alien  or  otherwise  dispose  of  them. 

Alton  V.  lUinats  Transp,  (Jo.  12  HI.  88.  52 
Am.  Dec.  479;  Carter  v.  Chicago.  57  111.  285; 
Sherlock  V.  Winnetka,  59  HI.  889;  JacksonviOe 
V.  Jaeksonmlle  R  Co.  67  111.  540;  Quincff  v. 
Jones.  76  111.  281,  20  Am.  Rep.  248;  Chicago  v. 
Wright,  69  HI.  827;  Kreigh  v.  Chicago,  86  111. 
410;  Stack  v.  East  St,  Louie,  85  HI,  877.  28 
Am.  Rep.  619;  Morrison  v.  Hinkson,  87  HI. 
587,  29  Am.  Rep.  77;  Lee  v.  Mound  Station, 
118  HI.  312;  Ligare  v.  Chicago,  189  III.  46; 
Elliott,  Roads  &  Streets,  p.  478;  Com.  v.  King, 
18  Met.  115. 

Any  permanent  obstruction  to  the  free  use 
of  a  public  way  is  a  nuisance  at  common  law 
and  made  an  indictable  offense  by  our  Crim- 
inal Code,  §  277,  Rev.  Stat.  1874,  ch^p.  88, 
where  it  is  declared  to  be  a  public  nuisance  *  *to 
obstruct  or  encroach  upon  public  highways, 
private  ways,  streets,  alleys,  commons,  land- 
ing places,  etc." 

if  the  village  can  legally  vacate  five  feet  in 
width  of  a  street  for  private  use  it  can  in  like 
manner  give  twenty  feet  for  the  same  purpose. 
Such  o&tructions  being  a  public  nuisance 
there  is  no  authority  in  a  municipality  to 
license  the  erection  thereof. 

Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  gg  816,  821,  and  notes; 
Wood,  Nuisance,  p.  881,  §§  74,  250.  254;  Pfau 
V.  Reynolds,  58  111.  212. 

A  deed  from  a  city  will  not  justify  a  pur- 
presture. 

Stetsoti  V.  Faxon,  19  Pick.  147,  81  Am.  Dec. 
128. 

Neither  can  a  citv  for  its  own  use  obstruct 
public  streets  as  by  building  a  watertank 
therein. 

Morrison  v.  Hinkson,  supra;  PrineeciUe  v. 
Auien,  77  111.  325. 

Nor  can  the  legislature  authorize  the  taking 
of  lands  dedicated  to  public  use,  for  private 
purposes. 

Jaeksonmlle  v.  Jacksonville  R.  Co.  supra; 
Price  V.  Thompson,  48  Mo.  861;  Warren  v. 
Lyons  City,  22  Iowa,  857. 

At  all  events  those  who  claim  such  power  to 
exist  must  show  it  by  the  clear  letter  of  the 
statute. 

Kreigh  v.  Chicago  and  Ligare  v.  Chicago, 
supra;  State  v.  Cincinnati  Qas  Light  db  Coke 
Co.  18  Ohio  St.  262. 
22  L.  R.  A. 


And  the  general  powers  conferred  npoo 
cities  over  streets  does  not  authorize  them  to 
vacate  them  for  private  use  or  to  allow  en- 
croachments to  be  placed  permanently  thereoo. 

Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  §  521;  PnneevilU  v.  Auten, 
Stack  V.  East  St.  Louis,  Carter  v.  Chicago  and 
Ligare  v.  Chicago,  supra;  Elliott,  Roads  & 
Streets,  p.  18;  Chicago  Dock  dt  Canal  Co.  v. 
Oarrity,  115  HI.  155;  Com.  v.  King,  13  Met 
115;  ^de  v.  Middlesex  County,  2  Gray,  2^i, 
Com.  V.  Blaisdell,  107  Mase.  284;  StaU  y. 
Berdetta,  78  Ind.  185,  88  Am.  Rep.  117;  Pettu 
V.  Johnson,  56  Ind.  189;  St.  Vincent  Orphan 
Asylum  v.  Troy,  76  N.  Y.  108.  32  Am.  Rep. 
286;  Indianapolis  v.  MiUer,  27  Ind.  394. 

It  is  the  duty  of  the  town  authorities  to  keep 
the  streets  clear  and  unobstructed,  and  no  per- 
son has  the  right  to  take  and  hold  possession 
of  any  part  of  the  streets  for  any  private  pur- 
pose. 

Emerson  v.  Babeoek,  66  Iowa,  257,  55  Am. 
Rep.  273;  Beimer^s  App.  100  Pa.  182,  45  Am. 
Rep.  873;  FarreU.  v.  New  York,  5  N.  Y.  Supp. 
672, 

These  powers  conferred  in  general  terms 
upon  the  municipality  are, to  be  limited  to  the 
objects  and  purposes  alone  for  which  tbey  are 
created  and  subsist. 

A  thing  which  is  within  the  letter  of  the 
statute  is  not  within  the  statute  unless  it  be 
within  the  intention  of  the  makers,  and  courts 
in  determining  the  meaning  of  a  statute  are  not 
confined  to  its  words,  but  may  regard  its  pur- 
pose, consider  it  in  connection  with  other  stat- 
utes in  pari  materia  and  in  view  of  the  con- 
ditions existing. 

Anderson  v.  Chicago,  B.  d  Q.  B.  Co.  117  III 
26;  Oorml^  v.  Uthe,  116  111.  645. 

The  very  essence  of  the  right  to  use  the 
margin  of  a  street  and  the  right  of  the  city  to 
license  depends  upon  the  question  whether  it 
be  for  temporary  use  only  and  arise  upon  a 
neces&ity  and  the  use  itself  must  be  in  a  rea- 
sonable manner.  For  if  such  use  is  prolonged 
for  an  unreasonable  time,  or  if  it  is  of  such  a 
nature  as  to  unnecessarily  or  unduly  interfere 
with  the  right  of  Hie  public  to  pass  and  repass 
it  will  constitute  a  nuisance. 

Elliott,  Roads  &  Streets,  pp.  480,  481,  and. 
authorities  cited. 

The  general  public  is  not  required  when  it 
sees  its  rights  invaded  and  the  trust  declared 
for  its  use  preverted  to  wait  and  see  if  the 
trustee  will  not  at  some  time  in  the  future  cor- 
rect the  wrong  and  revoke  its  illegal  acts. 

As  the  village  did  all  it  could  to  assist  Smith 
and  still  stands  by  and  upholds  him,  it  is  not 
reasonable  to  suppose  that  it  would  prosecute, 
so  the  village  can  be  made  defendant. 

Jackson  v.  Norris,  72  111.  364. 

It  is  unquestionably  a  part  of  the  common- 
law  duty  of  the  attorney-general  to  institute 
proceedings  by  information  in  chancery  to  re 
strain  and  abate  public  nuisances  and  purprest- 
ures. 

Hunt  V.  Chicago  d  D.  B.  Co.  20  111.  App. 
282;  Jackson  v.  JVorris,  supra. 

It  is  the  doctrine  of  the  hornbooks  of  the 
law  of  equity  Jurisprudence  that  equity  does 
take  jurisdiction  in  this  class  of  cases. 

Story,  Eq.  Jur.  §  924;  Wood,  Nuisance. 
§§  777,  786;  Kerr,  Inj.  S  280;  Bispham,  Eq. 
§  400;  Joyce,  Inj.  §  1809. 
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This  power  has  been  ezercised  in  namberless 
cases. 

Pentujflmnia  v.  Wheeling  db  A  Bridge  Co, 
M  U.  S.  13  How.  518.  14  L.  ed.  249;  Craig  v. 
?»pfe,  47  ni.  487;  FeopU  v.  St.  LouU,  10  111. 
873;  Qteen  v.  Oakes,  17  111.  249;  Minke  v. 
Hopeman,  87  111.  450,  29  Am.  Rep.  63;  Earl  v. 
Ik  Hart,  12  N.  J.  Eq.  280,  72  Am.  Dec.  895; 
Eatt  India  Co.  v.  Vincent,  2  Atk.  88;  Van 
Bergen  v.  Van  Bergen,  2  Johns.  Ch.  272,  1  L. 
ed.  373;  Hammond  v.  FWfer,  1  Paige,  197,  2 
L  ed.  614;  Schwoerer  y.  BoyUton  Market  Amo. 
99  Mass.  285;  Beimer^e  App.  supra;  State  v. 
Mobile.  5  Port,  (Ala.)  279,  30  Am.  Dec.  564; 
Jdurdoei^s  Case,  2  Bland,  Ch.  461.  20  Am. 
Dec.  381. 

Sliope,</.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  important  question  presented  by  this 
record  is  whether,  under  the  statute,  giving 
manicipal  corporations  control  of  the  streets 
and  alleys  within  the  municipality,  power 
exists  in  the  corporate  authorities  to  vacate  a 
street,  or  a  portion  of  a  street,  for  the  benefit 
and  use  of  a  private  person.  It  is  charged, 
and  the  answer  practically  admits,  and  in- 
deed the  ordinance  on  its  face  purports,  that 
the  attempted  vacation  of  *a  strip,  5  feet  wide 
and  85  feet  long,  off  of  the  side  of  the  street, 
was  for  the  single  purpose  of  permitting  its 
use  by  appellant  Smith,  president  of  the 
board  of  trustees  of  the  village,  as  an  area* 
way.  connected  with  the  basement  of  his  pro- 
posed building.  The  doctrine  is  sought  to 
be  invoked  that  the  motives  of  the  trustees 
of  the  village  in  the  passage  of  the  ordinance 
cannot  be  judicially  inquired  into.  That 
position  is  at  once  conceded.  Whether  their 
motives  were  honest  or  otherwise  in  voting 
for  the  ordinance  is  not  a  subject  of  inquiiy. 
Bat  the  purpose  accomplished  by  the  ordi- 
nance—the object  attained— -may  always  be 
considered,  indeed  must  be,  in  determining 
the  validity  of  the  ordinance.  If  the  purpose 
effected  by  the  ordinance  is  within  the  power 
of  the  city  council,  their  act  will  be  valid. 
The  question  to  be  determined  is  one  <»f 
power  in  the  municipality,  in  the  determina- 
tion of  which  the  legal  effect  of  the  action 
of  the  municipality  becomes  the  controlling 
matter  for  consideration.  In  Ligare  v.  Chi- 
fa^o,  189  111.  46,  it  was  held  that  the  effect— 
the  result  of  the  action  of  the  city  council- 
was  the  exclusion  of  the  general  public  from 
a  portion  of  the  public  street,  opened  and 
sought  to  be  opened ;  and  the  power  of  the 
city  to  so  exclude  the  public  was  denied.  No 
such  purpose  was  expressed  in  the  ordinance, 
but.  that  being  the  effect  of  what  was  done, 
the  court  look&  to  the  result,  and,  that  result 
requiring  the  exercise  of  power  not  conferred 
QpoD  or  existing  in  the  municipality,  the 
ordinances  were  declared  void.  The  answer 
^vers  that,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  ordi- 
nance in  this  case.  Smith  had  taken  posses- 
sion of  the  locfis  in  quo,  and  excavated  for 
wd  erected  a  stone  area  wall,  enclosing  the 
strip  of  the  street  proposed  to  be  vacated. 
The  purpose  sought  to  be  attained,  and  act- 
tially  accomplished,  if  the  ordinance  is  valid, 
38  not  left  in  doubt.  This  strip  of  ground 
^vi  to  be  delivered  over  to  Smith,  for  his 
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private  use,  and  the  control  of  the  munici- 
pal it}'  over  the  same,  as  a  part  of  the  public 
street  of  the  village,  extinguished. 

Before  proceeding  further,  it  will  be  proper 
to  notice  the  contention  that  the  court  erred 
in  sustaining  exceptions  to  portions  of  the 
answer.  The  practice  in  chancery  in  this 
state  in  respect  of  exceptions  to  answers, 
which  are  mere  pleadings  (the  verification 
having  been  waived  in  the  bill),  has  been  so 
repeatedly  determined  that  no  discussion  will 
be  necessary.  Fulton  County  Suprs.  v.  Mis- 
sissippi d  W.  B.  Co.  21  111.  838;  Brown  v. 
Scottish  Anwrican  Mortg.  Ci?.  110  111.  285  ;  Mix 
V.  People,  .116  111.  265.  Conceding,  in  view  of 
these  authorities,  that  the  court  erred  in  this 
respect,  it  is  manifest  that  defendants  were 
not  prejudiced  thereby.  A  careful  examina- 
tion of  the  answer  will  fail  to  disclose  a 
single  averment  of  fact  to  which  exception 
was  sustained  which,  if  retained  and  proved 
in  the  most  ample  manner,  would  have 
changed  the  result.  Thus,  proof  of  the  fact 
that  it  was  agreed  between  the  village  and 
Smith  that  he  should  enclose  the  areaway 
with  a  substantial  iron  railing,  and  extend 
the  sidewalk  around  it,  and  tne  like  facts, 
would  in  no  wise  affect  the  question  of 
whether  a  purpresture  was  created  in  the 
street,  or  the  power  of  the  village  authorities 
to  vacate  that  portion  of  the  street  for  the 
private  use  contemplated. 

It  is  contended— First,  that  the  power  of 
the  village  authorities  to  vacate  streets  is 
plenary,  and  that,  they  having,  in  the  exer- 
cise of  their  legislative  discretion,  vacated 
the  strip  of  eround  mentioned,  their  action 
is  not  the  subject  of  judicial  review ;  and, 
secondly,  if  the  vacating  ordinance  be  in- 
valid, it  is  nevertheless  a  license  to  Smith  to 
occupy  that  portion  of  the  street,  and  such 
occupancy  by  him  is  not  therefore  a  nui- 
sance. It  is  insisted  that  as  the  statute 
(Rev.  Stat.  chap.  24.  §  62,  cl.  7),  grants 
power  to  municipalities,  organized  under  the 
general  incorporation  act,  "to  lay  out,  es- 
tablish, open,  alter,  widen,  extend,  grade, 
pave,  or  otherwise  improve  streets,  alleys, 
avenues,  sidewalks,  wharves,  parks,  and 
public  grounds,  and  vacate  the  same,"  the 
power  to  vacate  is  absolute,  to  be  exercised 
in  the  discretion  of  the  municipal  authori- 
ties. We  cannot  concur  in  this  view.  By 
the  platting  of  the  village,  the  streets,  in 
their  entire  width  and  length,  were  dedicated 
to  the  use  of  the  public  as  streets.  The  vil- 
lage thereby  became  seised  in  fee  of  the  streets 
and  alleys,  for  the  use  of  the  local  and  gen- 
eral public,  holding  them  in  trust  for  such 
uses  and  purposes,  and  none  other.  Alton  v. 
lUinois  TYansp.  Co.  12  111.  88,  52  Am.  Dec. 
479;  Carter  V.  Chicago,  57  111.  285;  Chicago 
V.  McGinn,  51  111.  266,  2  Am.  Rep.  295; 
Jacksonville  v.  Jacksonville  B.  Co.  67  111.  540 ; 
Quincy  v.  J(mes,  76  111.  231,  20  Am.  Rep. 
243 ;  Kreigh  v.  Chicago,  86  111.  410 ;  Stack  v. 
East  St.  Louis,  85  111.  877,  28  Am.  Rep.  619 ; 
Lee  V.  Mound  Station,  118  111.  812. 

These  municipal  corporations  are  instru- 
mentalities of  the  state,  exercising  such  pow- 
ers as  are  conferred  upon  them  in  the  govern, 
ment  of  the  municipality.  Their  power  is 
measured  by  the  legislative  grant,  and  they 
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can  exercise  such  powers  only  as  are  expressly 
granted  or  are  necessarily  implied  from  the 
powers  expressly  conferred.  The  legislature, 
representing  the  great  body  of  the  people  of 
the  state,  when  no  private  right  is  invaded 
or  trust  violated  {Jacfuonville  v.  Jacksonville 
R,  Co,  supra),  may  repeal  the  law  creating 
them,  or  exercise  such  control  in  respect  of 
the  streets,  alleys,  and  public  grounds  with- 
in the  municii>alities  of  the  state  as  it  shall 
deem  for  the  interest  of  the  people  of  the 
state.  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  §  541 ;  Chicago  v. 
Runmy,  87  111.  355:  P^le  v.  Walsh,  96  111. 
253,  36  Am.  Rep.  185 ;  Chicago  v.  Union  Eldg. 
Asso.  102  111.  397,  40  Am.  Rep.  598;  West 
Chicago  Pictrk  Comrs.  v.  McMuUen,  184  111. 
170,  10  L.  R.  A.  216.  It  does  not  follow, 
however,  as  seems  to  be  supposed,  that,  by 
the  use  of  the  general  words  ^  and  vacate  the 
same,''  the  absolute  power  of  the  legislature 
was  intended  to  be  conferred  upon  tlie  mu- 
nidpal  authorities.  The  grant  of  power  in 
this  particular  is  to  be  construed  in  view  of 
the  purposes  for  which  the  municipality  is 
invested  with  the  control  of  its  streets,  alleys, 
and  public  grounds.  The  municipality,  in 
respect  of  its  streets,  is  a  trustee  for  the  gen- 
eral public,  and  holds  them  for  the  use  to 
which  they  are  dedicated.  The  fundamental 
idea  of  a  street  is  not  onlv  that  it  is  public, 
but  that  it  is  public  in  all  its  parts,  for  free 
and  unobstructed  passage  thereon  by  all  per- 
sons desiring  to  use  it.  In  Alton  v.  Illinois 
Transp.  Co.,  supra,  we  said,  in  treating  the 
subject  there  under  consideration  :  "  What- 
ever title  to  these  public  grounds  may  be 
vested  in  the  city,  she  has  not  the  unqualified 
control  and  disposition  of  them.  They  were 
dedicated  to  the  public  for  particular  pur- 
poses, and  only  for  such  purposes  can  they 
be  rightfully  used.  For  tliese  purposes  the 
city  may  improve  and  control  them,  and 
adopt  all  neeaful  rules  and  regulations  for 
their  management  and  use,  but  she  cannot 
alien  or  otherwise  dispose  of  them.  At  most, 
she  but  holds  them  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of 
the  general  public."  In  Quincy  v.  Jones, 
supra,  after  quoting  with  approval  the  fore- 
going language,  it  is  said :  **  It  is  the  un- 
questioned duty  of  the  city,  in  controlling 
and  improving  the  streets,  to  prepare  them 
for  public  use  as  streets,     ...     as  the 

f public  necessity  may  require.  Holding  them 
n  trust  for  the  public,  and  having  no  au- 
thority to  convev  or  divert  them  to  other  uses, 
it  would  seem  inevitably  to  follow  that  they 
can  have  no  power  to  grant  to  individuals 
rights  or  easements  in  the  streets  which  mi^ht 
in  any  way  interfere  with  the  duty  of  pre- 
paring them  for  public  use."  And  in  Chi- 
cago Lock  &  Canal  Co.  v.  Oarrity,  115  111. 
155,  in  considering  the  power  of  the  munic- 
ipality to  grant  rights  in  the  public  streets 
of  the  city,  it  was  said  :  ""It  is  not  claimed 
that  the  use  of  the  streets  can  be  permanently 
granted  for  private  purposes,  and  we  recog- 
nize as  unquestionable  law  that  the  use  of 
the  streets  .  .  .  must  be  for  the  public, 
and  that  no  corporation  or  individual  can  ac- 
quire an  exclusive  right  to  their  use,  or  to 
the  use  of  any  part  of  them,  for  private  pur- 
poses. "  In  Glasgow  v.  :it.  Louis,  87  Mo.  678, 
under  power  ^'to  establish,  open,  vacate,  al- 
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ter,  widen,  extend,  pave,  or  otherwise  im- 
prove air  streets,"  etc.,  it  was  held  that  nn 
ordinance  to  vacate  a  portion  of  one  of  the 
streets  of  the  city  for  the  use  of  private  par- 
ties was  ultra  vires.  See,  also,  Reimefs  App. 
100  Pa.  182,  45  Am.  Rep.  373;  St  Vint<nt 
Orpfian  Asylum  v.  Troy,  76  N.  Y.  108.  32 
Am.  Rep.  286 ;  Slaie  v.  Berdeita,  73  Ind.  1^5. 
88  Am.  Rep.  117 ;  Belcher  Sugar  Rgf.  Co.  v. 
St.  Louis  Grain  Elevator  Go.  82  Mo.  127; 
Dubac^i  V.  Hannibal  &  St.  J.  R.  Co.  89  Mo. 
486.  And  we  held  that  the  city  cannot  ac- 
quire land  by  condenming  the  same  for  & 
street  when  the  real  purpose  is  to  devote  it 
to  a  private  use.  Ligare  v.  Chicago,  suprn. 
In  Aleher  Sugar  R^,  Co.  Case,  supra,  the 
court  held  that  the  corporation  could  nut 
condemn  property  for  a  public  use,  to  be  ap- 
propriated to  a  private  use.  It  in  no  wise 
a£fects  the  principle  involved  whether  the 
street  was  acquired  by  dedication  or  con- 
demnation. Glasgow  v.  St.  Louis,  supm. 
The  municipal  corporation  holding  and  con- 
trolling its  streets  in  trust,  for  the  use  of  tlie 
general  public,  without  power  of  converting 
lem  to  any  other  use,  it  follows  necessarilj 
that  the  right  to  **  vacate  the  same,"  is  to  be 
exercised  only  when  the  municipal  authori- 
ties, in  the  exercise  of  their  discretion,  de- 
termine the  street  is  no  longer  required  for 
the  public  use  or  convenience.  And  the  case 
of  Meyer  v.  Teutopolis,  181  111.  552.  is,  when 
properly  understood,  not  in  conflict  with  the 
views  here  expressed.  See  Ligare  v.  Cfdettyi, 
supra.  It  is  not  necessary  to  here  discuss  or 
determine  whether  the  courts  will  inan^  case 
interfere  to  prevent  the  abuse  of  municipal 
discretion  in  the  respect  mentioned,  for  the 
reason  that  it  is  not  sought  to  restrain  the 
exercise  of  such  discretion,  but  to  prevent 
the  perversion  of  their  power,  to  the  pro- 
motion of  private  interests,  in  violation  of 
the  trust  upon  which  the  streets  are  held. 
Carter  v.  Chicago,  supra.  In  this  case  there 
is  no  pretense  that  the  public  interests  rv- 
quired  the  vacation  of  any  part  of  the  street, 
or  that  any  public  interest,  local  or  general, 
would  be  subserved  by  the  proposed  vacation. 
The  ordinance,  professedly  and  in  terms,  pro- 
posed to  destroy  the  public  right  and  use. 
for  the  sole  purpose  of  enabling  a  private 
person  Ho  occupy  a  portion  of  the  street,  with 
a  permanent  structure,  appurtenant  to  his 
building  abuttin£[  upon  the  street.  This  the 
municipal  authorities  are  not  enipowered  to 
do,  and^their  action  was  ultra  rires  and  void. 
The  other  contention,  even  if  the  ordinance 
could  be  regarded  as  a  license  to  Smith  to 
permanently  occupy  a  i)ortion  of  the  street. 
IS  equally  untenable.  As  we  have  seen,  the 
primarjr  purpose  of  a  street  is  for  public  use, 
and  it  is  not  within  the  power  of  the  mu- 
nicipality to  divert  the  street  to  permaoeni 
private  uses.  It  by  no  means  follows  that 
every  obstruction  of  a  street  is  a  purpresture 
or  illegal.  Thus,  the  necessary  and  tempo- 
rary obstructions  incident  to  the  use  or  repair 
of  the  street,  the  interruption  that  may  be 
caused  by  the  temporary  depositing  of  earth 
or  material  in  improving  the  adjoining  lots, 
excavations  under  the  street  authorized  by 
the  municipality,  and  the  like  (GriiUry  v. 
Bloomington,  68  111.  47),  if  temporary  and 
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raisonabl J  necessary,  must  be  borne  as  a  rea- 
£ooable  and  nec^sary  limitation  of  the  free 
And  uninterrupted  right  of  use  by  the  pub- 
lic: and  when  made  under  proper  regula- 
tioDs,  and  with  reasonable  safeguards  aeainst 
accident,  such  interruptions  are  not  to  be  re* 
^rded  as  nuisances ;  the  test  in  all  such  cases 
being  that  the  interruption  shall  be  reason- 
ably necessary,  and  not  continued  for  an  un- 
reasonable time.  3  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  581  et 
ity.,  and  authorities  cited;  Angell,  High- 
vays,  chap.  6 ;  Wood,  Nuisances,  362  et  teq. 
And  so  in  respect  of  iron  gratings  to  admit 
light,  openings  for  admission  of  coal,  flap 
or  trap  doors,  the  extension  of  signs  into  the 
street,  and  the  like,  if  authorized  by  the 
municipal itf  and  properly  constructed,  so  as 
Dot  to  interfere  with  the  public  use  of  the 
street  or  sidewalk,  are  not  to  be  regarded  as 
nuisances.  But  it  is  indispensable,  to  take 
from  the  use  of  the  street  for  such  purposes 
the  character  of  a  nuisance,  that  the  street  or 
sidewalk  be  left  free  for  the  public  uses,  and 
in  as  safe  ccmdition  as  it  would  have  been 
without  such  use ;  for  the  city  government 
cannot  exempt  itself  from  liability  for  in- 
juries resulting  from  an  unsafe  condition  of 
the  streets,  or  any  part  of  them,  and  cannot 
delegate  to  others  authority  to  make  them  so, 
for.  although  such  occupation  of  the  street 
may  not  be  a  nuisance,  yet  the  owner  or  per- 
son creating  the  obstruction  or  using  it,  and 
the  city  after  notice,  will  be  liable iTor  neg- 
ligence in  its  construction  or  maintenance, 
^^'ood.  Nuisances,  275  et  seq. ,  and  cases  cited ; 
Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  fupra;  Elliott,  Roads  & 
Streets,  480-540.  Every  person  passing  over 
the  street  has  a  rieht  to  presume  that  it  is  in 
proper  condition,  and  in  every  way  safe,  for 
the  purpose  of  his  passage,  with  due  and  or- 
dinary care ;  and,  as  the  municipality  itself 
cannot  be  Justified  in  creating  a  nuisance,  no 
one  can  lustify  the  creation  of  a  nuisance 
nnder  a  license  from  it. 

The  distinction  between  these  uses  of  the 
street  when  authorized  and  that  proposed  in 
this  city  is  well  defined.  That  the  obstruc- 
tion extending  into  the  street  5  feet,  and  for 
the  length  of  86  feet,  was  intended  to  be  and 
was  permanent,  is  not  questioned.  It  was 
for  use  as  an  areaway.  adjoining  the  base- 
ment of  the  brick  building  to  be  erected  upon 
the  adjacent  lot,  flush  with  the  lot  line.  It 
was  surrounded  by  a  stone  wall,  on  the  top 
of  which  was  to  be  placed  an  iron  railing, 
and  the  sidewalk  was  to  be  extended  around 
It-  Its  perpetual  use  was  necessary  for  the 
purposes  for  which  it  was  desiniated,  and,  if 
the  ordinance  be  treated  as  a  license  merely, 
^  right  to  so  maintain  it  in  the  public 
street,  to  the  exclusion  of  the  public  and 
for  tbe  exclusive  benefit  of  the  abutting  lot- 
owner,  was  intended  to  be  conferred.  This 
being  so,  it  falls  within  the  definition  of  a 
"purprcstuTe?*  (4  Bl.  Com.  167),  and  is  pen- 
^  a  public  nuisance,  which  Uie  village  au- 
pities  had  no  power  to  license  or  maintain. 
Vood.  Nuisances,  288  et  %eq.  Section  231  of 
ibc  Criminal  Code  (1  Starr  &  C.  Anno.  Stat. 
P  ^15)  provides:  "It  is  a  public  nuisance 
•  .  (5)  to  obstruct  or  encroach  upon 
public  highways,  .  .  .  streets,  alleys, 
commons,"  etc.  **The  king,"  says  Judge 
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Dillon  (Mun.  Corp.  §  531),  "cannot  license 
the  erection  or  commission  of  a  nuisance ; 
nor  in  this  country  can  a  municipal  corpora- 
tion do  so,  by  virtue  of  any  implied  or  gen- 
eral power.  A  building,  or  other  structure 
of  like  nature,  erected  upon  a  street,  with- 
out the  sanction  of  the  legislature,  is  a  nui- 
sance, and  the  local  corporate  authorities  of 
a  place  cannot  give  a  valid  permission  thus 
to  occupy  the  streets  without  express  power 
to  this  end  conferred  upon  them  by  charter 
or  statute.  **  See  note.  Wood,  in  his  Law 
of  Nuisance  (sec.  742),  lays  down  the  rule 
that,  "while  a  municipal  corporation  may 
provide  by  ordinance  for  the  prevention  and 
removal  of,  yet  it  cannot  license,  a  nuisance, 
nor  can  it  maintain  a  nuisanoe  upon  city 
property,  but  is  subject  to  the  same  liability 
and  remedies  therefor,  at  the  suit  of  persons 
injured,  or  in  behalf  of  the  public,  as  an  in- 
dividual would  be. "  These  texts  are  amply- 
sustained  by  the  decided  cases  cited  in  Pettis 
V.  Johnson,  56  Ind.  139,  the  city  of  Indian- 
apolis contracted  with  the  owners  of  a  build- 
ing situated  upon  one  of  the  public  alleys  of 
the  city  that  they  should  construct  a  stairs- 
way  in  the  alley,  to  afford  access  to  rooms  in 
the  building  occupied  by  ofiices  of  the  city. 
The  structure  being  permanent  in  its  char- 
acter, it  was  held  to  be  a  nuisance,  and  abated 
accordingly.  The  court  says:  "The  city 
had  no  power  to  contract  for  such  a  structure 
in  such  a  place.  True,  the  city  has  exclusive 
jurisdiction  over  the  streets  and  alleys,  not 
to  enable  it  to  appropriate  them,  or  any  part 
of  them  in  perpetuity,  to  the  use  of  private 
Individuals,  but  to  keep  them,  so  far  as  may 
be,  open  and  free  to  all,  and  so  regulate  and 
control  necessary  temporary  obstructions  that 
they  shall  not  become  permanent.'*  Pfau  v. 
Reynolds,  58  111.  212;  C<m.  v.  King,  18  Met. 
115;  State  v.  Berdetta,  supra;  Hart  v.  Al- 
bany, 8  Paige,  218,  8  L.  ed.  121 ;  People  v. 
Cunningham,  1  Denio,  524,  48  Am.  Dec.  709. 
and  cases  supra. 

The  permanent  encroachment  upon  a  pub- 
lic highway  or  street,  unauthorized  by  the 
legislature,  and  the  creation  of  a  purpresture 
therein,  which  obstructs  the  free  and  unin- 
terrupted passage  of  the  public,  is,  as  a  mat- 
ter of  law,  a  public  nuisauce.  The  matter 
of  inconvenience  to  the  public,  or  that  suffi- 
cient of  tbo  street  may  remain  unobstructed 
to  still  accommodate  the  public  travel,  can- 
not be  considered.  The  trustee  of  the  pub- 
lic—the municipality— is  charged  with  the 
duty  of  keeping  and  maintaining  the  streets, 
in  all  their  parts,  open  and  unobstructed,  and 
in  reasonably  safe  condition,  for  the  public 
use.  No  question  of  the  amount  of  damage 
done  or  that  may  ensue  from  the  creation  of 
tbe  purpresture  is  raised,  nor  can  it  be  con- 
sidered in  proceedings  by  the  public,  the 
question  being  simply  whether  there  has 
been  an  invasion  of  the  public  right.  Where 
the  proceedings  are  instituted  by  a  private 
individual  for  a  public  nuisance,  the  gist  of 
his  right  of  action  is  the  private  injury,  and 
he  must  allege  and  prove  some  special  dam- 
age, different  in  kind  from  that  suffered  by 
the  general  public.  J^rDonaldv.  English,  85 
111.  232;  Chieago  v.  Union  Bldg.  Asso,  102 
111.  879,  40  Am.  Rep.  598 ;  East  St.  Louis  v. 
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O'Flynn,  119  111.  200,  59  Am.  Rep.  795.  The 
public  may  institute  proceedings  for  the 
abatement  or  prevention  of  the  nuisance  by 
its  authorized  public  officers,  irrespective  of 
the  question  of  pecuniary  damages.  Jackson 
V.  Norfis,  72  111.  364 ;  Hunt  v.  VJdcago  Hofse 
ct  Dummy  R,  Co.  121  111.  638.  Nor  does  it 
seem  to  be  necessary  when  the  erection  is  it- 
self an  invasion  of  the  public  right — that  is, 
where  it  is  a  nuisance  per  «6— that  the  fact 
should  be  established  at  law,  preliminary  to 
the  jurisdiction  by  iniunction.  The  public 
is  entitled  to  the  speediest  and  most  efifectual 
way  to  prevent  the  threatened  inva8k>n  of  its 
right.  Wood,  Nuisance,  §§  777-786;  Dill. 
Mun.  Corp.  520;  StaU  v.  Mobile,  t5  Port. 
(Ala.)  279,  30  Am.  Dec.  564;  Beimer'g  App. 
mpra;  People  v.    Vandtrhilt,  26  N.  Y.  287; 


Manhattan  Gas  Light  Co.  v.  Barker,  7  Roht. 
528;  Eden,  Inj.  11-159.  And,  if  there  has 
been  a  clear  invasion  of  the  common  right.— 
the  authorized  taking  for  private  use  that 
which  belongs  to  the  public,  as  by  the  per- 
manent occupation  of  a  public  street,  or  & 
portion  of  it, — injunction  will  be  granted, 
at  the  suit  of  the  proper  officers,  on  behalf 
of  the  public,  to  prevent  the  creation  and 
maintenance  of  the  nuisance.  8  Pom.  £q. 
Jur.  1859,  and  noU;  Earl  v.  De  Hart.  12  N. 
J.  Eq.  280.  72  Am.  Dec.  895 ;  Sparfuiick  v. 
Union  Pass.  R.  Co.  54  Pa.  401 ;  East  India 
Co.  V.  Vincent,  2  Atk.  83;  Murdock's  Ow. 
2  Bland,  Ch.  461,  20  Am.  Dec.  889,  notet. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  chancellor  de- 
cided correctly,  and  the  decree  ojjhe  Oircttit 
Court  will  be  affirmed. 
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1.  A  court  has  inherent  power  to  order 
an  elevator  in  the  court-houfle  to  be 
operated  by  the  sheriff  durinjar  sessiODS  of 
court,  when  the  use  of  the  elevator  Is  necessary 
to  furnish  fit  and  convenient  means  of  aooess  to 
the  court-room,  although  the  county  commis- 
sioners direct  to  the  contrary  that  the  use  of  the 
elevator  shall  be  discontinued. 


Note.— Power  of  courts  to  provide  the  necessary 
places  and  equipment  for  their  business. 

A  court  has  the  inherent  power  when  In  session 
to  incur  such  necessary  expense  as  the  eziflreacies 
of  the  occasion  may  require^  which  are  judicially 
determined  by  the  court,  as  dlrectinflr  a  sheriff  to 
board  and  lod£:e  the  Jury,  at  the  expense  of  the 
county,  where  such  Jury  should  not  be  allowed  to 
separate.  Watson  v.  Moniteau  County,  68  Mo.  182; 
LycomlnfT  County  Comrs.  v.  Hall,  7  Watts,  290. 

The  case  of  Lycoming  County  Comrs.  v.  Hall 
fieems'to  be  the  leading  authority  for  the  doctrine 
of  the  inherent  power  of  a  court  to  provide  Itself 
with  what  is  necessary  for  its  business. 

This  may  also  be  done  at  the  expense  of  the  city, 
when  the  city  should  furnish  the  expenses  of  the 
court    State  v.  Smith,  5  Mo.  App.  427. 

But  not  at  the  expense  of  the  state  in  the  absence 
of  statute.   State  v.  Clark,  57  Mo.  ^6. 

In  this  case  the  section  allowing  such  expense  had 
been  omitted  from  the  statute  by  the  legislatuie. 

And  a  county  where  the  court  is  held  is  liable  for 
incidental  expenses  of  the  supreme  court  In  the 
absence  of  statute.  McCalmont  v.  Allegheny 
County,  29  Pa.  417. 

And  Orleans  County  v.  Stfite  Auditor,  05  V t.  498, 
holds  that  the  state  is  liable  for  water  furnished  to 
the  court-house  under  a  statute  making  the  county 
liable  for  *'all  other  expenses  connected  with  the 
courts,"  but  the  case  does  not  show  who  ordered  It. 

And  a  county  is  liable  for  expenses  of  publication 
of  trial  lists  published  under  a  rule  of  court,  there 
being  no  statutory  provision  made  for  the  pay- 
ment.   Venango  County  v.  Durban,  3  Grant  Cas.  66. 

And  in  People  v.  Monroe  County  Suprs.,  16  How. 
Pr.  2:i6,  it  was  held  that  the*  rules  of  court  require 
the  clerk  to  print  the  calendar  for  the  general 
29  L.  R.  A. 


8.  An  injunction  against  carrying  oni 
an  order  of  court  cannot  be  granted  by  so- 
other court  of  similar  Jurisdiction,  but  can  be 
granted.  If  at  all,  only  by  the  court  which  made 
the  order. 

S*  The  propermode  of  review  of  an  or- 
der of  ewMTt  directing  the  sheriir  to 
operate  an  elevator  in  the  court-bouse  for 
convenience  of  access  to  the  court-room  is  by 
appeal  and  not  by  injunction  against  the  sboiil. 

(November  S8, 1893.) 

APPEAL  by  complainants  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Superior  Court  for  Vigo  County  in 


terms,  which  is  clearly  a  county  charge  for  whicb 
there  is  no  provision  by  law.  but  that  was  not  la 
controversy  In  this  case. 

In  People  v.  Greene  County  Suprs.,  99  Hun.  99. 
86  Hun,  619,  it  was  held  that  courts  have  inhereot 
power  to  Incur  necessary  expenses,  but  that  tue 
power  to  order  publication  of  terms  of  court  is  not 
vested  In  the  court,  as  such  a  construction  woold 
enlarge  the  terms  of  the  statute  providing  for  such 
publication. 

As  to  further  expenses,  see  Jones  v.  Lee  Oountr 
8uprs.  in/ro. 

In  State  v.  Noble,  4  L.  R.  A.  101, 118  Ind.  800,  where 
the  constitutiouallty  of  the  supreme  court  com- 
mission was  In  oontroverey,  it  was  held  that  if  they 
were  mere  assistants  of  the  court  an  act  authorfi- 
ing  their  appointment  by  the  governor  would  be 
unconstitutional  as  such  appointment  belongs  to 
the  Judicial  powers  of  the  court. 

And  the  supreme  court  of  Wisoonsin  has  the  in- 
herent power  to  appoint  its  own  Janitor,  although 
the  superintendent  of  public  property  has  charge 
of  the  state  house  where  the  statute  provides 
that  he  shall  not  Interfere  with  any  rooms  appro- 
priated to  state  officers.  Re  Janitor  of  Supreme 
Court,  36  Wis.  410. 

The  district  court  has  the -Inherent  power  to  ap- 
point its  own  court  crier  and  tipstaff  whose  duty 
combines  that  of  Janitor  also,  and  as  suoli  he  may 
be  required  to  take  charge  of  the  steam  heating 
apparatus  for  the  court  even  to  the  ezolosion  of 
heat  from  the  other  county  offices  If  neoessary,  and 
at  the  expense  of  the  county.  Be  Court  Offioen.  3 
Pa.  Dist^  Rep.  106,  SI  Phtla.  Leg.  Int.  6L 

But  State  v.  Smith,  82  Mo.  SL  reversing  15  Mo. 
App.  412,  holds  that  in  St.  Louis  the  power  to  ap- 
point a  court  Janitor  la  vested  In  the  oonuniBBionier? 
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favor  of  defendaots  in  an  acttOD  brought  to 
eD join  defendants  from  operating  or  interfering 
with  the  passenger  elevator  in  the  Vigo  County 
coort-houae.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

JVeMTf.  Faris  &  Haaiill*  for  appellant: 

If  the  board  of  county  commissioners,  as  is 
clearly  held  by  this  court,  has  the  control  and 
management  of  county  business,  it  surely  may 
make  orders  respecting  county  property  that 
may  interfere  with  a  continued  running  of  a 
certain  order  of  things  as  well  as  to  put  a  cer- 
tain order  of  things  in  motion  in  the  first  place. 

(y Boyle  Y.  Shannon,  80  Ind.  159. 

If  there  exists  any  authority  to  call  in  ques- 
tion the  management  and  control  of  the  board 
of  commissioners  over  the  elevator  in  question 
the  action  should  have  been  commenced  in  some 
regular  proceeding  known  to  the  law.  Rev. 
Sut.  1881.  §  814,  gives  us  a  rule  for  the  com- 
mencement of  actions  in  this  state,  and  section 
1168  prescribes  the  method  of  issuing  writs  of 
mandates  to  inferior  tribunals.  The  only  pro- 
ceeding entitled  to  a  standing  In  a  court  of 
justice  for  the  purpose  of  requiring  a  board  of 
commissioners  to  answer  or  give  an  account  of 
its  control  and  management  of  county  property 
would  lie  under  this  latter  section,  and  a  cir- 
eoit  court  would  only  have  the  right  of  pass- 
ing judgment  on  such  a  question,  if  such 
right  exists  at  all,  when  the  question  was  pre- 
sented to  the  jurisdiction  by  the  practice  known 
under  said  section  1168,  Rev.  Stat  1881. 
This  record  shows  orders  of  court  directed 
agsipst  persons  who  were  not  parties  to  any 


proceedings  before  it  and  against  whom  no 
process  or  notice  had  been  directed. 

Weitbaeh  v.  Arnold,  3  Wash.  Terr.  Ill; 
Hoffman  v.  Lake  County  Comrs.  96  Ind.  84; 
Slate  V.  Clark,  4  Ind.  815;  Po%ey  County  Comrs, 
V.  Saunders,  17  Ind.  487. 

Mesgrs,  UcNatt  Sb  UcNutt  for  appellees. 

Howard*  Ch,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

This  was  a  suit  brought  by  the  appellant 
board  of  county  commissioners  to  enjoin  the 
appellees  from  operating  or  interfering  with 
the  passenger  elevator  in  the  Vigo  county 
court-house. 

A  demurrer  to  the  complaint  having  been 
overruled,  the  appellees  answered  in  three 
paragraphs,  the  first  being  in  general  denial 
and  the  second  and  third  setting  up  affirma- 
tive matter. 

It  is  assigned  as  error  that  the  court  over- 
ruled appellant's  demurrer  to  the  affirmative- 
paragraphs  of  the  answer  and  the  sufficiency 
of  these  paragraphs  is  the  only  question  pre- 
sented for  our  decision. 

In  the  second  paragraph  of  the  answer  it  is- 
averred,  amongst  other  things,  that  the  Vigo 
county  court-house  is  an  iron  and  stone  struct- 
ure, 207  feet  long  by  150  feet  wide  and  three 
stories  high  above  the  basement ;  that  it  cost 
$480,000,  is  built  upon  a  public  square  in 
the  city  of  Terre  Haute  and  fronts  on  four 
streets,  with  a  public  entrance  from  each 
street.  That  there  are  two  stairways  at  the 
ends  of  the  building,  but  no  public  stair- 


of  the  board  of  public  works  by  statute,  subject  to 
approval  hf  the  president  of  the  board  of  public 
works,  and  the  oourt  cannot  regard  the  appoint- 
meot  of  an  obnoxious  janitor  as  a  vacancy,  and 
appoint  another. 

And  under  Mias.  Code  1802,  •  908,  directing  the 
dreatt  and  chancery  courts  to  make  an  allowance 
to  cterkB  for  supplies  to  beoertifled  to  the  super- 
TiKta.  it  must  be  allowed  or  disallowed  and  not 
shnply  oertilled.  Jones  v.  Lee  Ck>unty  Supra.  (Miss.) 
D»Md,]SaB. 

And  ander  N.  Y.  Gode,  131,  a  oourt  of  record  may 
order  the  sheriff  to  furnish  a  room  and  supplies  if 
the  board  of  supervisorB  fail,  but  the  Justices  of 
tbe  dty  court  cannot  make  such  an  order  as  Jus- 
tices.   People  V.  New  York  City  Ct.  16  N.Y.lR.  687. 

A  probate  Judge  in  Dakota  may  require  the  sheriff 
to  procure  room  and  fuel  for  the  court,  under  the 
Katutes,  if  tbe  commissioners  fail  to  furnish  one, 
but  be  cannot  rent  an  office  himself  and  collect  the 
expense  from  tbe  csounty.  Cleary  v.  Eddy  County, 
2  N.  Dak.  307. 

Tbe  power  of  the  county  commissioners  to  repair 
the  ooart^room  does  not  take  from  courts  of  rec- 
ord power  to  order  repairs  under  Ind.  8tat.,  1  Ga- 
via  t  Herd.  64,  M  8s  &.  authorizing  courts  to  allow 
»Qch  soms  as  may  be  due  to  persons  fumlsbing 
famiture  for  tlie  oourt^room  or  making  repairs 
thereof.    Nash  v.  Stat?,  83  Ind.  7B. 

Bat  a  oourt  baa  no  power  to  order  tbe  sheriff  to 
provide  suitable  rooms  and  equipments  when  tbe 
county  oomraJasioners  on  notice  immedlatoly  pro- 
ceed to  fumisb  tbem  in  time,  and  so  notify  tbe 
eoort,  and  the  sheriff  procures  his  after  such  notice. 
Bunett  T.  A^tamore,  6  Wash.  168. 

Nor  to  order  the  sheriff  to  purchase  matting 
where  tbe  statute  imposes  that  duty  on  the  county 
nrmmlnnlnnrni  Neosho  County  Comrs.  v.  8tod- 
<]art,13Kan.207. 

And  in  CUif  omia  tbe  Judge  of  the  superior  court 
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cannot  select  or  take  possession  of  any  room  in  the 
court-house  he  may  desire  that  has  been  assigned 
to  another  by  tbe  board  of  supervisors.  If  the 
court-room  is  insufficient  the  board  may  be  re- 
quired to  act  .under  Code,  §  144.  San  Joaquin 
CouDty  V.  Budd,  96  CaL  47. 

And  under  a  statute  .authorladng  a  Judge  to  di- 
rect the  sheriff  to  furnish  tbe  court-room  if  tbe 
county  does  not,  he  cannot  anticipate  tbe  action  of 
the  county.  Los  Angeles  County  v.  Los  Angjeles 
Super.  Ct  93  Cal.  88U. 

Nor  can  he  order  tbe  county  treasurer  to  pay  for 
such  supplies  which  he  has  certified  as  required  by 
tbe  statute,  when  the  statute  does  not  give  that 
power  to  tbe  Judge.    Ex  partt  Widber,  91  CaL  367. 

And  where  the  court  was  annoyed  by  the  traffic 
on  the  street  during  its  sessions,  the  power  to  pre- 
vent the  noise  by  use  of  ropes  across  the  street  was 
sustained.  Belvin  v.  Richmond,  1  L.  R.  A.  807,  35 
Va.  574. 

The  power  to  hold  court  in  tbe  county  in  another 
place  than  the  court-room  or  the  court-house,  will 
be  presumed  to  ba  ve  been  properly  exercised .  Mo- 
hon  V.  Harkreader,  18  Kan.  883;  Bates  v.  Sabin,  64  Vt. 
511;  State  v.  Peyton,  82  Mo.  App.  52S;  LeOrange  v. 
Ward,  11  Ohio,  257;  Stafford  County  Comrs.  v. 
State,  40  Kan.  21;  Smith  v.  Jones,  23  La.  Ann.  44. 

But  tbe  court  cannot  order  the  court-house  build- 
ing to  be  moved  to  another  site,  but  may  require 
that  it  be  made  more  comfortable.  Benton  County 
V.  Thompson,  7  Ind.  266. 

Of  much  interest  on  tbe  question  here  presented 
is  tbe  Indiana  case  of  White  County  Comrs.  v.  Owin 
(Ind.)  jxMt,  402,  which  decides  that  the  power  to 
make  necessary  repairs  to  a  court-house  is  inherent 
In  a  court,  but  that  it  cannot  extend  to  a  practical 
reconstruction  or  extension  of  tbe  building. 
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way  at  or  near  the  center ;  that  in  the  original 
plan  of  the  court-house,  provision  was  made 
-at  a  cost  of  $10,000,  for  an  elevator  in  the 
center,  to  reach  the  several  floors*  from  the 
basement  up.  That  the  elevator  is  in  keep- 
in|(  with  the  style,  finish,  and  fixtures  of 
said  building.  That  it  is  customary  to  use 
elev^itors  in  public  buildings  of  the  dimen- 
sions and  use  of  said  court-Louse.  That  the 
offices  of  the  clerk,  sherift,  recorder,  treas- 
urer, auditor,  and  the- board  of  county  com- 
missioners are  upon  the  first  floor.  The  sec- 
ond floor  is  occupied  by  the  circuit  and 
superior  courts,  the  office  of  the  prosecuting 
attorney  and  the  law  library.  Tne  main  en- 
trances to  the  circuit  and  superior  courts  are 
at  the  center  of  the  building,  near  the  ele- 
vator, but  about  sixty  feet  from  the  end  stair- 
ways. The  third  floor  is  occupied  by  the 
grand  jury,  the  petit  jury,  the  court  reporter, 
and  the  superintendent  of  the  county  schools. 
That  the  elevator  is  a  great  convenience  to 
grand  jurors  and  persons  subpoBnaed  before 
them  as  witnesses ;  also  to  petit  jurors ;  that 
it  is  a  great  convenience  to  judges,  jurors, 
parties,  attorneys,  and  witnesses  who  are 
•compelled  to  attend  th3  sittings  of  the  courts, 
and  to  those  who,  as  a  .part  of  the  public, 
•choose  to  do  so ;  that  said  elevator  is  a  great 
convenience  in  carrving  the  records  to  and 
from  the  offices  of  tne  court  on  other  floors ; 
that  in  the  ways  aforesaid,  and  in  many  other 
ways,  the  operation  of  the  elevator  facilitates 
the  carrying  on  of  the  business  of  the  courts, 
and  is  the  principal  means  of  access  to  the 
Vigo  circuit  court-room ;  that  the  board  of 
commissioners,  from  the  time  the  court- house 
was  opened  for  use,  in  April,  1887,  ran  and 
operated  the  elevator;  that  the  person  last 
employed  by  the  board  to  operate  the  elevator 
did  not  run  the  same  to  suit  the  convenience 
•or  necessitiea  of  the  circuit  and  superior 
courts ;  that  it  was  frequently  shut  down  be- 
fore the  courts  Bdioumed.  or  so  soon  there- 
after* that  persons  in  attendance  09  the  courts 
were  compelled  to  go  down  on  foot,  and  the 
records  used  in  the  courts  and  belonging  to 
oiflces  on  other  floors  had  to  be  carried :  that 
tlie  elevator  frequently  remained  shut  down 
after  the  courts  had  convened,  so  that  persons 
attending  court  were  compelled  to  use  the 
stairways,  while  the  records  had  to  be  carried 
up ;  that  such  neglect  to  properly  operate 
the  elevator  caused  those  attending  the  courts 

freat  inconvenience  and  annoyance ;  that  the 
[onorable  David  N.  Taylor,  Judge  of  the 
Vigo  circuit  court,  having  frequent  com- 
plaints made  to  him  of  such  neglect  and  mal- 
feasance of  the  elevator-man,  and  himself 
observing  the  inefficiency  in  the  operation 
of  the  elevator,  and  being  duly  advised  in 
the  premises,  issued  the  following  order : 

"ft  is  hereby  ordered  that  the  elevator 
running  from  the  basement  to  the  court-room 
floor  be  run  and  operated  in  accordance  with 
the  following  schedule :  During  all  terms 
of  court  from  8  A.  M.  until  ten  minutes  past 
twelve  noon,  and  thereafter  so  long  as  court 
shall  be  in  session,  and  from  a  quarter  past 
one  until  half  past  flve  during  any  term  of 
court,  and  at  all  times  during  court,  giving 
persons  attending  thereon  a  reasonable  time 
to  pass  down  therefrom  after  the  adjoum- 
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ment  of  •  same,  Sundays  excepted.  And  tbe 
clerk  is  ordered  to  certify  a  copy  hereof  to 
the  sheriff,  and  the  sheriff  is  ordered  to  serre 
the  same  on  the  person  or  persons  in  charge 
of  and  running  said  elevator,  and  upon  the 
board  of  county  commissioners,  and  make 
return  of  such  service  into  court.'' 

That  after  the  service  of  said  order,  the 
person  in  charge  of  the  elevator  faileid  to 
obey  the  same  and  failed  and  neglected  to 
operate  the  elevator  at  times  when  the  cir- 
cuit and  superior  courts  were  in  session: 
wherefore  the  circuit  court  directed  the  de- 
fendant, James  W.  Stout,  who  was  theo  and 
is  now  the  duly  elected,  qualified,  and  act- 
ing sheriff  of  \  igo  county,  to  take  charge  of 
the  elevator  and  run  the  same  aocordinff  to 
the  aforesaid  schedule ;  that  the  defendant 
Stout  is  operating  the  elevator  under  the  di- 
rection and  by  the  order  of  the  Viico  circuit 
court,  and  the  defendant  Lynch  is  the  deputy 
of  said  Stout,  and  is  acting  as  such  in  run- 
ning said  elevator.  The  board  of  oommiS' 
sioners  also  entered  an  order  upon  their  rec- 
ords that  the  interests  of  the  people  of  the 
county  and  a  due  regard  for  an  economical 
administration  of  the  affairs  of  the  county, 
do  not  require  the  further  running  of  the 
elevator,  and  therefore  ordered  it  closed. 

This  paragraph  of  the  answer  concludes  by 
averring  that  the  Vigo  circuit  court  did  there- 
upon cause  the  said  sheriff  by  himself  and 
his  said  deputy  to  operate  the  elevator  for  the 

Eurpose  of  expediting  and  facilitating  the 
usmess  of  the  said"  circuit  and*  superior 
courts,  that  the  said  circuit  court  so  con- 
tinued the  operation  of  said  elevator  because 
in  the  exercise  of  its  best  judgment  it  deemed 
it  necessary  and  expedient  in  carrying  on  the 
business  01  the  said  courts  and  a  great  pub- 
1  ic  convenience.  That  the  operation  and  riin- 
ning  of  said  elevator  is  necessary  in  carry- 
ing on  the  business  of  the  said  circuit  court 

The  third  paragraph  of  the  answer  is  sub- 
stantially the  same  as  the  second. 

It  is  not  seemly  that  a  dispute  such  as  this 
should  have  arisen  between  the  parties  con- 
cerned. We  have,  however,  to  consider  the 
case  as  it  comes  to  us.  The  controversy  must 
seem  trivial,  but  the  questions  involved  are 
iniportant. 

The  control  of  county  property  and  the 
management  of  county  business  ^nerally  are 
confided  bv  law  to  the  commissioners  of  the 
county.  In  contemplation  of  law,  in  so  far 
as  the  financial  affairs  of  the  county  are  con- 
cerned, the  board  of  county  commissioners  is 
the  county.  The  construction,  maintenance, 
and  custody  of  all  county  buildings,  not  ex- 
cepting the  court-house,  are  in  the  hands  of 
the  board.  They  provide  and  care  for  all  the 
offices  necessary  for  the  conduct  of  county 
affairs,  including  court- rooms,  offices  for  the 
clerk  and  sheriff  of  the  court,  jury  rooms, 
jail  and  other  rooms  and  buildings  conven- 
ient and  necessary  for  the  conduct  of  the  bus- 
iness of  the  courts.  This,  of  course,  includes 
the  means  of  access  to  the  court,  whether  by 
doors,  halls,  corridors,  stairway,  or  eleva- 
tors. 

But  while  the  powers  and  duties  of  tbe 
board  of  county  commissioners  within  tbe 
county  are  thus  ample  and  complete,  as  a 
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coQSiitueDt  part  of  the  administrative  depart- 
ment of  the  state  govemmeDt,  yet  it  must 
be  kept  in  mind  that  these  powers  and  duties 
an;  introsted  to  the  board  for  certain  defined 
purposes,  and  that  the  commissioners  are 
trustees  for  the  carrying  out  of  such  pur- 
poses. The  commissioners  may  not  exercise 
their  powers  arbitrarily  and  without  resard 
to  the  trusts  committed  to  their  keeping. 
The  treasurer's  office  should  be  suitable  for 
the  safe  keeping  of  the  funds  of  the  county. 
The  records  of  deeds,  showing  title  to  the 
property  of  the  people,  should  not  be  exposed 
to  needless  hazard.  The  jail  should  be  such 
as  to  provide  for  the  humane  and  safe  keep- 
ing 01  those  confined  therein  charged  with 
the  violation  of  the  laws.  And  so  for  other 
trusts  committed  to  the  board. 

Should  any  such  trust  be  disregarded  or 
abused,  resort  may  be  bad  to  the  courts  by 
anj  aggrieved  party,  or  by  one  authorizea 
to  act  for  the  people  at  large.  In  case,  how- 
ever, the  court  itself  is  the  party  ajg-grieved, 
more  delicate  and  important  considerations 
are  presented.  The  court-house,  as  the  term 
implies,  is  chiefly  for  the  use  of  the  court, 
the  remaining  uses  being  subordinate  and  to 
a  great  extent  incidental. 

Coarts  are  an  integral  part  of  the  govern- 
ment and  entirely  independent,  deriving 
their  powers  directly  from  the  constitution, 
in  80  far  as  such  oowers  are  not  inherent  in 
the  very  nature  oi  the  judiciary.  A  court,  of 
generBl  Jurisdiction,  whether  named  in  the 
constitution,  or  established  in  pursuance  of 
the  provisions  of  the  constitution,  cannot  be 
directed,  controlled,  or  impeded  in  its  func- 
tions by  any  of  the  other  departments  of  the 
«:oTemment.  The  security  of  human  rights 
and  the  safety  of  free  institutions  require  the 
absolute  integrity  and  freedom  of  action  of 
courts.  Lit(&  y.  State,  90  Ind.  888,  46  Am 
Rep.  224;  dmtfths  v.  Botwell,  117  Ind.  865 
El  parte  Orimthe,  118  Ind.  88,  8  L.  R.  A, 
896;  I^U  V.  HobU,  118  Ind.  850,  4  L.  R.  A 
101 :  State  v.  IMe,  121  Ind.  20 ;  Lanffenberg 
V.  Decker.  181  Ind.  471. 

While  the  power  of  a  court  is  essentially 
judicial,  being  the  power  to  hear  and  ad- 
judge causes,  yet  it  has  also  such  incidental 
powers  as  are  necessary  to  the  full  and  free 
exercise  of  its  purely  judicial  functions. 
The  court  may  therefore  make  such  rules  and 
regulations  as  are  necessary  to  secure  its  own 
&^om  of  action  and  to  carry  on  its  busi 
oess  with  dignity,  decorum,  order,  due  dis 
patch  and  convenience. 

The  Statute  (Rev.  Stat.  1881.  g  1817)  rec 
ognizes  and  asserts  such  implied  power  of 
the  court,  in  addition  to  its  strictly  judicial 
powers,  to  make  judgments,  sentences,  de 
crees.  orders.  Injunctions,  and  to  issue  pro- 
ems, namely,  the  power  "to  do  such  other 
^ts  as  may  be  proper  to  carry  into  effect  the 
same,"  that  is,  the  power  to  do  what  may  be 
neceaaary  for  the  exercise  of  its  own  proper 
functions.  Judffe  Buskirk,'  in  speaking  of 
orders  and  rules  of  court  made  in  pursuance 
of  sudi  power,  says  that,  **  while  they  are  in 
force,  they  are  as  binding  upon  the  court, 
parties  and  attorneys  as  though  enacted  by 
the  legislature-''  Buskirk,  Pr.  874,  and  au- 
thoritfes  there  cited. 
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Sections  1415  and  1416  of  the  same  statutes 
more  particularly  recognize  the  power  of  the 
court  to  order  the  preparation  of  the  court- 
house for  the  reception  of  the  court,  also  to 
make  orders  for  necessary  heating,  supply- 
ing furniture,  and  making  repairs.  ya$h  v. 
State,  88  Ind.  78. 

Even  without  statutory  enactment,  how- 
ever, the  court,  as  we  have  seen,  possesses 
all  powers  necessary  for  the  free  and  untram- 
meled  exercise  of  its  functions.  Consider- 
ing, therefore,  the  facts  concerning  the  Vigo 
county  court-house  as  detailed  in  the  answer, 
and  as  admitted  to  be  true  by  the  demurrer 
thereto,  there  can  be  but  little  doubt  that 
the  order  made  by  the  court  as  to  the  run- 
ning of  the  elevator  was  a  proper  exercise  of 
the  inherent  powers  of  the  court.  In  the 
construction  of  the  building;,  the  elevator 
was  made  the  principal,  and  was  the  only 
convenient  entrance  into  and  exit  from  the 
court-room.  The  stairways,  located  in  a 
part  of  the  building  remote  from  the  court- 
rooms, were  plainly  not  a  commodious  means 
of  access,  nor  were  they  intended  for  such 
purpose.  Considering,  too,  the  great  cost  of 
the  edifice  and  of  the  elevator  itself,  it  would 
be  most  unreasonable  that  the  court,  its 
judge,  the  officers,  jurors,  attorneys,  parties, 
and  witnesses,  and  the  people  generally  who 
chose  to  attend  upon  the  proceedings  of  the 
court,  should  be  compelled  to  seek  an  en- 
trance to  so  noble  a  seat  of  justice  by  way 
of  obscure  and  distant  stairways,  when  the 
county  had  provided  a  convenient  and  fit  ap- 
proach in  the  center  of  the  building  and  near 
to  the  doors  of  the  court- room.  To  prevent  the 
use  of  the  elevator  under  the  circumstances 
appears  as  a  perversion  of  the  very  purpose 
for  which  the  court-house  was  built.  It  was 
not,  perhaps,  proper,  except  in  case  of  urgent 
necessity,  for  the  court  to  take  upon  itself 
the  care  and  management  of  the  court-house 

fenerally.  or  of  any  part  of  it,  this  being  a 
uty  confided  by  law  to  the  county  commis- 
sioners, the  immediate  representatives  of  the 
people.  But  under  the  conditions  as  they 
appear  by  the  facts  set  forth  in  the  answer, 
the  dignified  and  proper  administration  of 
justice  required  the  moderate  and  reasonable 
order  issued  by  the  court.  The  schedule 
provided  for  in  that  order  was  only  for  the 
time  when  the  court  should  be  in  session  and 
this  the  court  had  an  undoubted  right  to  ask. 
And  when  the  order  was  disregarded  by  the 
person  in  charge  of  the  elevator,  the  court 
might,  as  it  did,  direct  its  sheriff,  by  himself 
or  deputy,  to  take  charge  of  the  elevator,  or 
the  court  might  appoint  a  bailiff  to  attend 
to  that  duty.  When  the  order  was  served 
upon  the  man  in  charge  of  the  elevator,  and 
upon  the  board  of  county  commissioners,  it 
was  but  right  and  proper  that  they  should 
have  complied  with  it.  It  asked  only  that 
the  chief  purpose  for  which  the  court-house 
had  been  built  and  the  elevator  erected  should 
be  carried  out.  It  would  appear,  indeed, 
that  the  elevator  was  expressly  built  for  the 
needs  of  the  court.  The  second  and  third 
floors,  to  which  the  elevator  runs,  are  devoted 
almost  exclusively  to  the  use  of  the  court, 
jury,  and  court  officers.  The  county  officers, 
including  the  commissioners  themselves,  are 
26 
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located  on  the  first  floor,  and  it  would  seem 
that  but  for  the  uses  of  the  court,  no  elevator 
would  have  been  needed  in  the  building  at 
all.  Yet  tiie  board  of  commissioners  went 
so  far  as  to  enter  an  order  upon  their  records 
directing  the  total  discontinuance  of  the  e]e> 
vator.  The  answer  states  that  the  circuit 
court,  in  the  exercise  of  Its  best  judgment, 
deemed  it  necessary  and  expedient  in  carry- 
ing on  the  business  of  the  courts,  that  the 
elevator  should  be  operated.  It  is  further 
expressly  alleged  that  the  operation  and  run- 
ning of  the  elevator  is  necessary  in  carrying 
on  the  business  of  the  circuit  court.  These 
averments  alone  would  make  the  answer 
eood.  The  rule  governing  this  case,  to  be 
deduced  from  what  we  have  said,  and  from 
the  authorities  cited,  is,  that  it  was  the  right 
of  the  county  commissioners,  as  it  was  their 
duty,  to  provide  a  suitable  and  convenient 
place  for  the  holding  of  the  courts  of  the 
county ;  but  that  if  they  failed  in  the  exer- 
cise of  such  right  and  Uie  discharge  of  such 
duty,  the  court  could  not,  bv  their  failure 
to  act,  or  by  an^  unwarranted  act  of  theirs, 
be  impeded  in  its  own  freedom  of  action  un- 
der the  constitution  and  laws  of  the  state. 
It  was  the  inherent  right  of  the  court,  and  it 
had  the  power,  to  provide  a  suitable  court- 
room, and  if  that  were  already  provided,  to 
secure  also  fit  and  convenient  means  of  using 
such  court-room,  including  facilities  for  ac- 
cess thereto,  suitable  and  necessary  for  the 
court  itself,  and  in  keeping  with  the  char- 
acter and  plan  of  the  building.  What  we 
have  said  thus  far  would  be  also  applicable, 
if  this  were  an  appeal  from  the  order  of  the 
court  directing  the  sheriff  to  take  charge  of 
the  elevator.  The  suit,  however,  was  one 
for  inl  unction  to  restrain'  the  officers  of  the 
court  from  carrying  out  tl^  order  of  the  court 
itself.  We  have  here,  then,  not  an  appeal 
from  an  order  of  court,  but  a  collateral  at- 
tack upon  such  order.  The  court  had  un- 
doubtea  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter, 
the  approach  to  its  own  court-room,  and  its 
action  could  be  reviewed  only  bv  appealing 
from  its  order.  The  order  would  not  in  any 
case  be  absolutely  void,  and  hence  could  not 
be  attacked  collaterally. 

There  is  this  further  to  be  said :  The  ac- 
tion was  brought  in  the  Vigo  superior  court 
to  enjoin  the  carrying  out  of  an  order  of  the 
Vigo  circuit  court.  One  court  is  thus,  in 
effect,  asked  to  set  aside  or  modify  the  order 
of  another  court  of  similar  jurisdiction. 
This  cannot  be  done.  Gregory  v.  Perdue,  29 
Ind.  66. 

If  the  suit  could  under  any  circumstances 
be  brought,  it  should  have  been  brought  in 
the  circuit  court.  -  The  proper  procedure, 
however,  would  have  been  to  file  a  petition 
in  the  Vigo  circuit  court  asking  to  have  the 
order  complained  of  set  aside  or  modified. 
From  an  adverse  decision  on  such  a  request, 
if  there  should  be  one,  an  appeal  might  then 
be  taken,  and  the  reasonableness  and  pro- 
priety of  the  action  of  the  court  inquired 
into. 

The  judgment  oj  the  Superior  Court  is  af- 
firmed, 
22  L.  R.  A. 
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1.  I^on^  acqvtoaeenoe  in  tike  miiTeml 
ciurtom  of  courts  to  alt  at  ooontjr  Mate 

is  equal  to  positive  law  requiring  the  oourts  to  be 
held  at  those  places. 

8.  Tbe  power  of  eourts  to  order  Deees- 
■ary  repairs  to  the  court-room  is  inherent 
and  Inoidental  to  Jurisdiction  like  the  power  to 
punish  for  contempt. 

8*  TbeeonstitatioiutleeparatlOBeftlie 
departments  of  f^Temment  is  not  tIo* 
lated  by  a  statute  authorising  circuit  ooatts  to 
repair  their  court-rooms. 

4*  The  power  of  eireait  eonrts  to  au- 
thorise repairs  to  the  €)onrt-r<xmi  ess* 
not  extend  to  the  practical  reconstrucdoo  of 
the  court-house  or  to  the  construction  of  laninir 
and  permanent  improvements  such  as  ezteneioiu, 
additions,  and  enlargrementB. 

6.  A  Toid  order  of  eonrt  to  suJce  a 
praetieal  reoonstmetion  ot  the  eoort- 
honse  is  subject  to  collateral  attack  by  way  of 
injunction  although  the  order  purports  to  be  for 
repairs  and  would  have  been  valid  if  confined  to 
necessary  repairs  only. 

(January  2a,  1894.) 

APPEAL  by  ooroplainant  from  a  judgment 
of  tbe  Circuit  Court  for  Wbite  County  in 
favor  of  defeudants  in  a  suit  brought  to  enjoin 
defendants  from  carrying  out  a  contract  for 
the  alleged  repair  of  the  court-bouse,  which 
had  been  made  under  an  order  of  the  court. 
Betereed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs,  Onthrie  lb  Bnshnell  and  David- 
son lb  Lewis,  for  appellant: 

The  powers  of  government  are  divided  into 
three  separate  departments. 

Const,  art.  8,  Rev.  Stat.  1881,  g  160. 

The  board  of  commissioners  belongs  to  tbe 
administrative  department. 

The  general  assembly  may  confer  upon  tbe 
boards  doing  county  business  in  the  several 
counties  powers  of  a  local,  administrative 
character. 

Const,  art.  6.  §  10,  Rev.  Stat.  1881,  §  160. 

The  general  assembljir  has  conferred  upon 
the  board  of  commissioners  power  to  make 
orders  respecting  the  property  of  the  county 
and  take  care  of  and  preserve  such  property. 

Rev.  Stat.  1881,  §  5745. 

The  board  of  commissioners  has  very  broad 

E>wers  over  county  finances,  property,  and 
stitutions,  and  its  discretion  in  the  control 
and  disposition  of  such  finances  and  property 
and  institutions  is  seldom,  if  ever,  interfered 
with  by  the  courts. 

StaU  V.  Clark,  4  Ind.  815;  Hiwn  v.  Statf, 
96  Ind.  Ill;  Platter  v.  Elkhart  County  Comr$. 


NoTB.— See  note  to  the  preoedinir  case,  on  tbe 
subject  of  the  power  of  oourts  in  respeot  to  courts 
houses,  etc. 
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103 Ind.  869;  Boehmerv.  SehnylkiU  County,^ 
Pa,  452;  State  Hank  of  Bay  City  v.  ChapeUe, 
40  Mich.  447:  Orleans  County  Suprs.  v.  Bowen, 
4  Laos.  24;  Shanklin  v.  Madtson  County  Comrs. 
SI  Ohio  St  575. 

The  general  assembly  has  further  provided 
that  such  commissioners  shall  cause  a  court- 
house to  be  erected  and  furnished. 

Bey.  Stat.  1881,  %  5748;  Moffit  v.  State,  40 
lod.  220;  Kitehel  v.  Union  County  Comrs,  128 
iDd.  541. 

The  general  assembly  has  further  provided 
th^  "wheneyer  it  shall  be  necessary  to  con- 
stniet,  complete,  or  repair  the  court-house,  the 
county  commissioners  may  borrow  for  that 
purpose  any  sum  of  money  not  exceeding  one 
per  centum  on  the  assessed  valuation." 

Rev.  Stat.  1881,  §  5749. 

The  b(Nurd  of  commissioners  has  exclusive 
jurisdiction  to  erect  and  repair  the  court-house, 
incladmg  the  coiu't-room. 

1.  The  legislative  enactments  and  decisions 
confer  jurisdiction  in  those  matters  upon  that 
board,  find  there  are  no  express  enactments 
which  confer  jurisdiction  in  those  matters  up- 
on the  circuit  court  or  upon  any  other  board 
or  officers  except  the  board  of  commissioners. 

2.  It  is  the  manifest  policy  of  our  laws  that 
such  jurisdiction  "should  belonff  to  a  single 
tribunal,  and  that  should,  it  would  seem,  as  is 
the  fact,  be  the  county  board." 

Benton  County  Comrs,  y.  Thompson,  7  Ind. 
265. 

Appellees  claim  that  the  circuit  court  has 
concurrent  jurisdiction  to  make  repairs  to  the 
court-room  under  the  statute,  that  "the  said 
courts  may  aJso  allow  such  sums  as  may  be 
due  to  persons  furnishing  fuel  used  in  term 
time,  or  furniture  for  court-room,  or  making 
repairs  thereof." 

Rev.  Stat.  1881,  g  1416,  as  construed  in 
SaA  V.  State,  88  Ind.  78. 

The  fairest  and  most  rational  method  to  in- 
terpret the  will  of  the  legislator  is  by  explain- 
ing his  intentions  at  the  time  when  the  law 
was  made,  by  signs  the  most  natural  and  possi- 
ble. 

1  Bl.  Com.  g  2,  p.  58;  Bishop,  Sututory 
Crimes,  g  128. 

A  statute  must  be  construed  with  reference 
to  the  whole  system  of  which  it  forms  a  part 

Sutherland,  Stat.  Constr.  g  284;  Spencer  v. 
State,  6  Ind.  41.  51;  Maanoelfy,  Collins,  8  Ind. 
38;  8t<Ue  v.  Harrison,  116  Ind.  804;  EvansifilU 
y.  Summers,  108  Ind.  192;  Valparaiso  y.  Gard- 
ner, 97  Ind.  1,  49  Am.  Rep.  416;  Taylor  y. 
Wathington  County  Comrs,  67  Ind.  888; 
Prather  v.  JefersontiUe,  M,  db  I.  R,  Co,  52  Ind. 
16. 

And  so,  the  practical  construction  given  to 
a  statute  by  the  public  officers  of  the  state,  and 
acted  upon  by  those  interested,  and  by  the  peo- 
ple, is  to  be  considered  in  cases  of  doubt.  In 
some  esses  it  has  been  held  to  be  conclusive. 

State  V.  Harrison,  supra;  Bruce  v.  Schuyler, 
9IIL221,46Am.  Dec.  447. 

The  manifest  purpose  of  the  legislature  was 
to  make  it  possible  for  tradesmen  furnishing 
those  necessary  incidentals  for  the  use  of  courts 
in  term  tune,  which  it  is  the  duty  of  the  sheriff 
to  provide,  to  set  pay  for  the  same  without 
being  compelled  to  wait  until  the  commission- 
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ers  of  the  county  should  be  in  session  and  to 
present  their  claims  there  for  Allowance. 

Can  it  be  reasonably  maintained  that  what 
is  here  undertaken  can  be  denominated  repairs 
to  the  court- room,  or  even  to  the  court-house — 
the  entire  structure? 

Words  are  generally  to  be  understood  in  • 
their  usual  and  most  known  signification;  not 
so  much  regarding  the  propriety  of  grammar, 
as  their  general  and  popular  use. 

1  Bl.  Com.  p.  59. 

The  words  themselves  best  declare  the  inten- 
tion of  the  legishiture. 

Sutherland,  Stat.  Constr.  g  247;  Rev.  Stat. 
1881,  g  240. 

To  repair  is  to  restore  to  a  sound  or  eood 
state  after  decay,  waste,  injury,  or  partial  de- 
struction; it  is  to  again  make  ready — it  is 
to  again  put  into  a  state  for  use. 

Webster^s  Diet.;  Anderson's  Law  Diet.; 
Bouvier's  Law  Diet. 

Additions  or  enlargements  are  not  repairs. 

Stephens  v.  JUilnor,  24  N.  J.  Eq.  859. 

Nor  is  repairing  a  street  repairs  to  the  prem- 

Aaunt  V.  JanesviUe,  81  Wis.  654;  Elliott, 
Roads  &  Streets,  886. 

Nor  does  a  contract  for  repairing  a  ship  in- 
clude furnishing  a  lost  anchor  and  chain. 

Anglin  v.  Henderson,  21  U.  C.  Q.  B.  27. 

Movable  iron  ceUs  for  a  jail  are  not  repairs. 

Cook  v.  Des  Moines  County,  70  Iowa,  171. 

To  repair  a  building  means  simply  to  restore 
it  to  a  sound  condition. 

First  mt.  Bank  of  Mt,  Vernon  v.  Sarlls,  18 
L.  R.  A.  481. 129  Ind.  201;  Weavers,  Templin, 
118  Ind.  808;  Pittsburgh  db  B.  Pass.  R.  Co.  y. 
Pittsburgh,  80  Pa.  72;  Romaek  v.  Hobbs  (Ind.) 
Nov.  2,  1892;  Western  Paving  dt  Supply  Co.  v. 
Citizens  Street  R.  Co.  10  L.  R.  A.  770,  128  Ind. 
584. 

The  plain  literal  meaning,  then,  of  section 
1416,  for  the  purpose  of  this  case,  is  this:  The 
circuit  court  may  allow  sums  due  for  incidental 
repairs  to  furniture  of  its  court-room. 

Ministerial  and  administrative  duties  do  not 
belong  to  the  judicial  department. 

Ex  parte  Griffiths,  8  L.  R.  A.  898, 118  Ind. 
88. 

The  act  of  the  court  in  this  case  was  minis- 
terial and  not  judicial. 

Crow  v.  Wcmren  County  Comrs,  118  Ind.  54; 
Platter  v.  Elkhart  County  Comrs.  108  Ind.  872. 

No  matter  what  court,  board,  or  tribunal  ex- 
ercises such  power,  it  is  dearly  ministerial  and 
administrative.  The  name  given  to  it,  or  the 
grade  of  court  exercising  it,  cannot  control  its 
classification.  The  nature  of  the  thing  done 
controls.  It  belongs  to  the  executive  branch 
of  the  government. 

Const,  art  8,  g  1;  Const,  art.  6,  g  10;  Ham- 
ilton County  Comrs,  v.  Cottingham,  56  Ind. 
559;  MeCormiek  v.  Johnson  County  Comrs.  68 
Ind.  214;  Welch  v.  Bowen,  108  Ind.  252;  Plat- 
ter y.  Elkhart  County  Comrs.  Id.  860;  Cro^e  v. 
Warren  County  Comrs,  118  Ind.  51;  Patton  v. 
Montgomery  County  Comrs,  96  Ind.  181. 

While  the  judicial  domain  is  sacred,  so  also 
are  the  other  fields  and  departments  of  govern- 
ment, and  the  judiciary  is  bound  to  be  equally 
watchful  and  punctilious  about  overstepping 
the  boundaries  of  its  own  proper  domain  and 
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iDvading  that  of  either  of  the  other  depart- 
mentfi. 

CoDEt.  art.  3,  §  1;  Waldo  v.  Wallace,  12  Ind. 
569. 

Constitutional  restraints  are  overstepped 
where  one  department  of  jg^ovemment  attempts 
'  to  exercise  powers  exclusively  delegated  to  an- 
other. 

BuUer  v.  8tate,  97  Ind.  877. 

No  one  of  these  departments  can  be  allowed 
or  authorized  to  invade  the  domain  of  the 
other  two,  or  either  of  them,  but  they  must  re- 
main separate,  distinct,  and  independent. 

Shoultz  V.  McFheeter8,  79  Ind.  878;  Ex  parte 
Griffiths,  supra;  State  v.  JNolde,  4  L.  R.  A.  101. 
118  Ind.  850;  State  v.  Denny,  4  L.  R.  A.  65. 
118  Ind.  449;  H&vey  v.  State,  119  Ind.  886: 
Houseman  v.  Montgomery;  58  Mich.  864;  Re 
mdgefield  Park,  54  N.  J.  L.  288;  PeopU  v.  Free- 
man, 80  Cal.  283;  lU  School- Law  Manual  63 
N.  H.  574:  MiUer  v.  Wheeler,  88  Neb.  765; 
Smith  V.  Strother,  68  Cal.  194.  See  also  State 
V.  Oleson,  15  Neb.  249;  State  v.  Young,  29 
Minn.  474;  McCrossen  v.  Lincoln  County,  57 
Wis.  184;  Haverly  Invincible  Min,  Co.  v. 
Howeutt,  6  Colo.  574;  Whiting  v.  Townsend,  57 
Cal.  515. 

Appellees  claim  that  if  the  court  had  the 
power  to  make  any  repairs  the  order  is  not 
void,  but  simply  erroneous.  But  the  court  did 
not  order  any  independent  separate  thing  that 
was  repairs.  No  one  inte^l  pan  of  the  work 
can  be  eliminated,  as  repairs,  leaviDg  the  resi- 
due as  new  construction.  The  court  did  not 
select,  nor  can  any  mind  select,  an  item  of 
separate  repairs,  nor  was  it  the  intention  of  the 
order,  nor  can  it  be  construed  as  requiring  the 
doing  of  anything  less  than  the  whole  work 
for  the  whole  price.  And  this  view  must  be 
taken  as  true  for  the  purposes  of  this  appeal, 
in  as  much  as  appellees  in  their  answer  adopt 
that  theory,  and  upon  that  theory  the  case  was 
tried  below. 

Bomack  v.  Hobb,  supra;  Elliott,  App.  Proc. 
pp.  481,  489,  490. 

If  there  was  an  excess  of  jurisdiction  the 
whole  order  is  void. 

See  Freem.  Judgm.  §  120c;  Van  Fleet, 
Collateral  Attack,  §  789. 

This  order  is  void,  by  reason  of  lack  of  ju- 
risdiction over  the  subject-matter— the  court- 
bouse — and  lack  of  power  to  do  the  thing  pro- 
posed; and  it  is  void  upon  its  face,  for  the 
plans  and  specifications  are  made  part  of  it. 
all  persons  contracting  under  this  order  are 
bound  to  take  notice  of  this  invalidity. 

Brady  v.  New  York,  2  Bosw.  178;  Reichard 
V.  Warren  County,  81  Iowa,  881;  Johnson  v. 
Indianapolis,  16  Ind.  227. 

If  the  order  is  void,  it  may  be  attacked  in 
any  manner,  even  collaterally,  and  the  con- 
tractors can  have  no  rights  under  it. 

This  action  is  a  direct  attack  upon  the  order 
of  the  circuit  court  for  the  reason  that  it  was 
brought  at  the  earliest  opportunity,  in  the 
same  court,  against  all  parties  that  had  or 
could  have  any  interest  in  or  rights  under  the 
order,  and  facts  are  alleged  in  each  paragraph 
of  the  complaint,  which,  if  true,  would  entitle 
appellant  to  have  the  order  in  (question  set 
aside  and  vacated  as  illegal  and  void. 

Rev.  Stat.  1881.  §  885;  Baker  v.  Armstrong, 
57  Ind.  191;  Hunter  v.  J/bCoy,  14  Ind.  528. 
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See  also  Carver  v.  Carter,  97  Ind.  505;  Gordon 
V.  Goodman,  ^InA,  271;  Colson  v.  Smith,^ 
Ind.  12;  Mandlove  v.  Lewis,  Id.  195. 

Judge,  judicatory,  judicial,  jurisdiction, 
judgment,  justice,  are  terms  that  relate  only 
to  the  determinations  of  causes,  or  the  ri^ts 
of  men,— not  necessarily  in  active  litigatiOD, 
but  in  some  form  as  they  pass  sub  Judiee. 
Even  a  proceeding  in  rem  is  in  fact  a  proceed- 
ing in  personam,  and  the  seizure  is  not  the 
hearing. 

Windsor  v.  McVeigh,  93  U.  8.  279,  28  L. 
ed.  916. 

The  jurisdiction  of  courts  is  the  power 
and  only  the  power  to  determine  the  causes  of 
men  by  the  regular  process  of  the  law. 

Hoover  v.  Banna,  3  Blackf.  48;  Boberim 
V.  State,  109  Ind.  79. 

Jurisdiction  is  the  power  by  which  judicial 
officers  take  cognizance  of  and  decide  causes. 

State  V.  WakeMd,  60  Vt.  618. 

It  does  not  follow  that  courts  may  not  exer- 
cise some  other  powers,  or  what  seems  to  be 
other  powers.  Thejr  are,  however,  simply  in- 
cidental to  the  principal  power.  Blot  out  the 
principal  power  and  the  incident  is  gone. 

It  would  be  impossible  to  enumerate  orevea 
to  cla.<<sify  the  acts  that  would  be  within  the 
scope  of  this  incidental  power,  but  the  princi- 
ple is  not  difficult  to  illustrate.  A  court  may 
order  stationery,  an  additional  bailiff,  repur 
of  a  window,  the  silencing  of  a  band  of  music 
in  the  street,  an  additional  chair  or  table  and 
inconceivable  other  things,  to  facilitate  the 
transaction  of  its  business:  but  such  things 
bear  no  analogy  to  the  repair  or  reconstruc- 
tion of  a  building  for  the  use  of  the  court  in 
after  years,  and  for  use  in  the  transaction  of 
business  not  yet  originated. 

In  Barnett  v.  Ashmtxre,  5  Wash.  168,  the 
court  below  had  ordered  rooms,  furniture, 
fuel,  lights,  stationery,  etc,  suitable  for  the 
transaction  of  business  by  the  court,  to  be  pro- 
vided bv  the  sheriff.  It  was  held  that  the 
statute  did  not  authorize  it,  and  the  court  had 
no  such  power,  and  that  the  matter  belonged 
to  the  board  of  commissioners. 

In  Los  Angeles  County  v.  Los  Angeles  Coun- 
ty Super.  Ct..  98  Cal.  880.  the  court  below  had 
become  impatient  at  the  delays  in  finishing  the 
new  county  building,  and  ordered  the  sberifl 
to  prepare  accommodations,  furniture,  fuel, 
lights,  etc.  The  supreme  court  did  not  dignify 
the  question  with  serious  argument,  but  after 
a  statement  of  the  facts,  in  h  per  curiam  opio 
ion,  said:  "We  do  not  think  the  court  and 
judges  have  such  power." 

In  Neosho  County  Gomrs,  v.  Stoddart,  13  Kan. 
207,  an  order  was  made  by  the  judge  of  the 
district  court.  "That  the  sheriff  of  said 
county  be  and  he  herebv  is  directed  to  pur- 
chase eighty-one  yards  of  cocoa  matting." 

The  court  on  appeal  held  that  the  sheriff 
with  or  without  the  order  of  the  court,  bad  no 
power  to  make  the  purchase. 

The  executive,  legislative,  and  judicial  de- 
partments are  forever  aloof  from  each  other. 
The  legislature  could  not  clothe  the  circuit 
courts  with  the  duties  of  building  court-houses, 
jails  and  bridges  if  it  were  so  minded. 

Sanders  v.  Cabaniss,  48  Ala.  172.  See  also 
Ex  parte  Griffltht^,  3  L.  R.  A.  398. 118  Ind.  88: 
Hotey  v.  StaU,  119  Ind.  895;  BarneU  v.  i4«A- 
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more,  supra;  Cleary  v.  Eddy  County,  2  N. 
Dak.  397;  San  Joaquin  County  v.  Budd,  96 
Cal.  47;  SkanJclin  v.  Madimn  County  Comrs. 
n  Ohio  St.  588.  Bee  also  Hotenherry  v. 
Talob/uiiha  County  Suprs.  67  Miss.  470. 

Tbe  failure  of  one  officer  or  tribunal  to  do 
its  dntjr  does  not  enlarge  the  authority  of  an- 
other or  clothe  him  with  power  to  discharj^e 
the  omitted  duty. 

Cleary  ▼.  Eddy  County,  supra;  Diekinton 
Hardwaro  Co,  v.  Pulaski  County,  55  Ark.  487. 

Messrs,  John  H.  Oonldt  George  R. 
Eldridffe,  Emory  B.  Sellers  and  Wil- 
liMB  ET  Uhl,  for  appellees: 

The  incidental  power  of  courts  to  make  re- 
pairs was  recognized  by  the  supreme  court  in 
the  case  of  Benton  County  Comrs,  v.  Thompson^ 
7  lod.  265.  It  was  recognized  by  the  legisla- 
ture by  sections  1416  and  1416,  Rev.  Stat. 
1881,  and  again  by  the  supreme  court  in  ^'ash 
V.  State,  88  Ind.  78. 

See  also  Cole's  Widow  v.  His  Executors,  7 
MatI.  N.  8.  41,  18  Am.  Dec.  242;  State  v. 
NoUe,  4  L.  R.  A.  101.  118  Ind.  859. 

A  court  cannot  be  controlled  in  the  exercise 
of  a  discretion. 

Carlisle  y,  Wilkinson,  12  Ind.  91;  GriMth  v. 
State,  Id.  548. 

The  findings  and  orders  of  May  16.  May  26, 
and  July  11,  1892,  being  of  and  concerolng 
that  part  of  the  county's  property  over  which 
the  court  had  jurisdiction  to  act,  conclude  ap- 
pellant and  all  others  affected  by  them,  and  no 
parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that  any 
fact  found  by  the  circuit  court  did  not  exist. 

EransviUe,  1.  ds  C.  8.  L.  R,  Co.  v.  Evansville, 
15  Ind.  895;  Little  v.  Tfiompson,  24  Ind.  146; 
Wright  V.  WeUs,  29  Ind.  854;  StaU  v.  Need- 
ham,  32  Ind.  825;  Ney  v.  Sunnney,  86  Ind. 
454;  Hornaday  v.  StaU,  48  Ind.  806;  Clay 
County  Comrs.  v.  Markle,  46  Ind.  96;  Mullikin 
V.  Eloomington,  72  Ind.  161. 

When  courts  of  general  jurisdiction  assume 
jurisdiction  over  property,  the  presumption  is 
that  such  jurisdiction  exists,  unless  the  con- 
trary is  shown. 

Burton  v.  Ferguson,  69  Ind.  486;  Houk  v. 
Barthold,  78  Ind.  21;  Einnaman  v.  Kinna- 
man,  71  Ind.  417;  Brown  v.  Anderson,  90 
Ind.  93. 

Unless  the  order  of  the  White  circuit  court 
made  on  July  11,  1892,  for  the  repair  of  the 
court-room  of  said  county  is  absolutely  void  on 
its  face,  this  action  will  not  lie.  Irregularities, 
errors,  omissions,  mistakes,  either  in  form  or 
fubstance,  will  not  avail  the  appellant  nor  can 
it  cause  any  inquiry  into  matters  dehors  the 
record. 

Bass  V.  Fort  Wayne,  121  Ind.  889;  Jackson 
V.  Smith,  120  Ind.  520;  Kleyla  v.  Haskett,  112 
Ind.  515;  Hum^  v.  Little  Flat  Rock  D,  Asso. 
72  Ind.  499;  Moore  v.  Tanner,  5  T.  B.  Mon. 
42,  27  Am.  Dec.  85;  Perkins  v.  Haywood,  182 
Ind.  95;  Harman  v.  Moore,  112  Ind.  221;  1 
Freem.  Judgm.  §§  180-182. 

The  White  circuit  court  had  jurisdiction  of 
the  matter  of  the  repair  of  the  court- room  in 
question.  The  powers  of  that  court  are  de- 
fined from  the  constitution  of  Indiana.  That 
nwtniment  vested  in  the  supreme  and  circuit 
courts  the  judicial  power  of  the  state. 

Ind.  Const,  art.  7,  §  1. 

This  vested  in  tbe  courts  the  whole  judicial 
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power  of  the  state  with  all  the  incidents  thereof. 

State  V.  JVo6fe,  supra;  KiWourn  v.  Thomp- 
son, 103  U.  8.  168,  26  L.  ed.  877;  People  v. 
Eeeler,  99  N.  Y.  463,  52  Am.  Rep.  49. 

The  judicial  authoritv  panted  by  the  con- 
stitution is  beyond  legislative  control. 

State  V.  Noble,  supra;  Exparte  Griffiths,  8  L. 
R.  A.  898.  118  Ind.  88;  WHght  v.  Defrees,  8 
Ind.  298;  Lafayette,  M,  dt  B,  B.  Co.  v.  Geiger, 
84  Ind.  197;  Houston  v.  Williafns,  18  Cal.  24. 
78  Am.  Dec.  565;  Vaughn  v.  Harp,  49  Ark. 
160;  Shoultz  V.  MePheeters,  79  Ind.  874; 
Smythev.  Boswell,  117  Ind.  866;  Little  v.  State, 
90  Ind.  838,  46  Am.  Rep.  224. 

The  iprant  of  judicial  power  in  the  constitu- 
tion refers  to  the  power  as  it  then  existed. 

State  V.  Noble,  4  L.  R.  A.  101.  118  Ind.  861; 
Hawkins  v.  Gotemor,  1  Ark.  570, 88  Am.  Dec. 
846;  De  ChasUUux  v.  Fairchild,  15  Pa.  18,  58 
Am.  Dec.  570. 

If  the  judicial  department  of  the  state  gov- 
ernment is  inde|)endent  of  the  others,  if  it 
may  not  voluntarily  cease  to  continuously  per- 
form its  constitutional  functions,  if  no  other 
department  may,  by  affirmative  act  or  by  neg- 
lect of  duty,  hinder,  delay,  or  force  a  discontin- 
uance of  the  exercise  of  those  powers  by  the 
judicial  department,  then,  of  necessity,  courts 
must  be  held  to  possess  the  inherent  power  to 
do  or  cause  to  be  done  anything  which  if  omit- 
ted would  result  in  tbe  cessation  of  the  exer- 
cise, by  courts,  of  Judicial  power. 

If  courts  be  held  to  possess  inherent  power 
to  do  these  minor  things,  necessary  only  that 
the  court's  decrees  may  properly  and  in  due 
form  be  carried  out,  or  the  dignity  of  the  court 
upheld,  must  not  this  same  department  o/ gov- 
ernment, of  necessity,  have  power  to  order 
those  things  which  will  enable  it  to  act,  and 
which  if  not  so  ordered  would  prevent  entire 
ly  the  administration  of  justice? 

This  is  not  the  principal  power  of  a  court, 
but  is  incident  to  the  principal  power  and  in- 
separable from  it. 

U7iit€d  States  v.  Hudson,  11 U.  8.  7Cranch, 
82,  8L.  ed.  259;  Little  y.  The  State,  supra; 
Bespublica  v.  Oswald,  1  Dall.  819,  1  Am.  Dec. 
246;  Clark  v.  People,  Breese,  840, 12  Am.  Dec, 
177,  and  note;  State  v.  Woo^fih,  27  N.  C.  199, 
42  Am.  Dec.  161;  Neelv.  State,  9  Ark.  259, 
50  Am.  Dec.  209;  Brown  v.  Brown,  4  Ind.  627. 
68  Am.  Dec.  641;  Ex  parte  Smith,  28  Ind,  47; 
Sanders  v.  State,  85  Ind.  818,  44  Am.  Rep.  29, 
citing,  Deutschman  v.  Charleston,  40  Ind.  449; 
Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  114,  116;  2  Story,  Const 
877;  State  y.  Noble,  supra. 

A  judge  has  authority  to  order  ropes 
stretched  across  a  street  during  the  hours  when 
his  court  is  sitting,  to  prevent  travel  in  front 
of  the  court-house,  when  the  noise  of  passing 
vehicles  is  sufficient  to  obstruct  the  proper  ad- 
ministration of  justice  therein. 

Belcinv,  Richmond,  1  L.  R.  A.  807.  85  Va. 
574. 

We  concede  that  the  statutory  power  to  re- 
pair the  court-room  is  conferred  upon  the 
board  of  commissioners  as  well  as  upon  the 
circuit  courts.  Hence,  concurrent  jurisdic- 
tion is  conferred.  It  follows  that  the  tribunal 
which  first  takes  jurisdiction  of  the  repairs,  re- 
tains it  until  the  end. 

Indiana  cfe  L  R.  Co,  v.  Williams,  22  Ind. 
198;  Coleman  v.  Barnes,  88  Ind.  98;  Taylor  v. 
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Ft,  Wayne,  47  Ind.  274;  Ex  parU  BushneU,  8 
Ohio  St.  599;  The  Robert  Fulton,  1  Paine.  C. 
C.  620;  Shelbif  v.  Baeon,  51  U.  S.  10  How.  56, 
18  L,  ed.  826. 

In  Beach  Y.  Grain,  2  N.  T.  86,  49  Am.  Dec. 
869,  the  court  said:  "  It  has  always  been  ad- 
judged that  upon  a  covenant  to  repair,  the  cov- 
enantor is  bound  to  rebuild  a  house  accidently 
destroyed  by  fire  or  thrown  down  by  enemies 
during,  his  term." 

Bro.  Gov.  4;  Paradine  v.  Jane,  Aleyn, 
27,  Dyer,  88  a.  pi.  10;  Earl  of  ChesUrfield  v. 
Duke  of  Bolton,  Com.  Rep.  627;  Walton  v. 
Water  house,  2  Saund.  422  o,  note;  Bullock  v. 
Bommitt,  6  T.  R.  650;  PhiUipe  v.  Stevens,  16 
Mass.  288;  Brecknock  Navigation  v.  Pritchard, 
6T.  R.  750;  Lockrow  v.  Borgan,  58  N.  Y. 
685. 

Appellant  must  fail  because  it  seeks  to  col- 
laterally attack  the  order  and  judgment  of  a 
court  of  general  Jurisdiction . 

Smith  V.  Hess,  91  Ind.  424;  Exchange  Bank 
V.  Ault,  102  Ind.  322;  Barman  v.  Moore,  112 
Ind.  221;  Littleton  v.  Smith,  119  Ind.  280; 
Indianapolis  dt  St,  L.  R,  Go.  v.  Earmless,  124 
Ind.  25;  MorriU  v.  JUorriU,  11  L.  R.  A.  155, 
20  Or.  96;  Wilkerso9iy.  ScJioonmaker,  77  Tex. 
615;  Haines  y,  /^«7in,  26  Neb.  880;  Van  Dyke 
V.  Johhs,  1  Del.  Ch.  98,  12  Am.  Dec.  76;  Moore 
V.  Tanner,  5  T.  B.  Mon.  42,  17  AntL  Dec.  85; 
Fisher  v.  BasseU,  9  Leigh,  119,  38  Am.  Dec. 
227;  Toung  v.  L(n'ain,  11  111.  624,  52  Am. 
Dec.  468;  Rodgers  v.  Evans,  8  Ga.  148,  52  Am. 
Dec.  890. 

The  judgments  of  courts  of  general  juris- 
diction will  be  upheld  against  a  collateral  at- 
tack, unless  they  appear  on  the  face  of  the 
record  to  be  void. 

EarU  V.  Earle,  91  Ind.  27;  Smith  v.  Hess, 
supra;  Lantz  v.  Maffett,  102  Ind.  23. 

Superior  courts  are  presumed  to  act  by 
right,  and  not  by  wrong,  and  their  acts  and 
judgments  are  consequently  conclusive  in 
themselves;  and  they  cannot  be  contradicted 
or  convicted  of  en  or  by  extraneous  evidence. 

Pease  v.  WhitUn,  31  Me.  117;  Gauldwell  v. 
Gurry,  98  Ind.  363;  Paine  v.  Mooreland,  15 
.  Ohio,  445,  45  Am.  Dec.  585;  Gochran  v.  Lor- 
ing,  17  Ohio,  409;  Parks  v.  Moore,  18  Vt.  188, 
87  Am.  Dec.  589;  McDonald  v.  Leewright,  81 
Mo.  29.  77  Am.  Dec.  631;  Fowler  v.  White- 
man,  2  Ohio  St.  270;  Cook  v.  Darling,  18  Pick. 
898;  WelUy.  Ma6on,6  111.  84;  Wright  v,  Wat- 
son, n  Humph.  529;  Ban^onv,  Tart,  18  Ala. 
668. 

The  word  "  void"  can  with  no  propriety  be 
applied  to  a  thing  which  appears  to  be  sound, 
and  which,  while  in  existence,  can  command 
and  enforce  respect,  and  whose  infirmity  can- 
not be  made  manifest. 

Freem.  Jud^m.  §  116. 

It  being  conceded  that  the  court  had  power 
to  make  some  repairs  to  the  court-room,  then 
it  is  wholly  immaterial  here  whether  the  judi- 
cial determination  of  the  court  was  wise  or 
unwise,  erroneous  or  otherwise,  for  **the  pow- 
er to  decide  at  all,  necessarily  carries  with  it 
the  power  to  decide  wrong^s  well  as  right." 

Snelson  v.  State,  16  Ind.  29;  Spaulding  v. 
Baldwin.  81  Ind.  376;  Gurry  v.  MiUer,  42  Ind. 
820;  iMiprence  County  Gomrs.  v.  Hall^  70  Ind. 
469;  Porter  v.  Stout,  78  Ind.  8;  Cooper  v.  Rey- 
nolds, 77  U.  S.  10  Wall.  808,  19  L.  ed.  981; 
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Sibley  v.  Wa^,16K.  Y.  180;  Atkins  y.  Kin- 
nan,  20  Wend.  241,  82  Am.  Dec.  684;  Jaekm 
V.  Grawfords,  12  Wend.  538;  Perkins  v.  Hay- 
wood, 182  Ind.  95. 

The  rule  is  invoked  to  uphold  all  final  jadg- 
ments  and  decrees  of  courts  of  oompetent  ju- 
lisdiction.  And  interlocutory  and  ex  parte 
orders  are  protected  by  the  same  principle  and 
cannot  be  collaterally  assailed;  for  example: 

An  order  of  discbaree  in  bankruptcy. 

Wiley  Y.  Pavey,  61  Ind.  457,28  Am.  Rep.  677; 
Blair  v.  Hanna,  87  Ind.  298;  Begein  v.  Aie&m, 
128  Ind.  160. 

An  order  of  a  court  of  admiralty  concern- 
ing a  ship. 

Groudson  v.  Iiconard,  8  U.  S.  4Cranch,484, 
2L.ed.  670. 

An  order  appointing  a  guardian  for  minors. 

Dequindre  v.  Williams,  31  Ind.  444. 

An  order  appointing  an  administrator. 

Ferguson  v.  &a>te,  90  Ind.  38. 

An  order  for  the  probate  of  a  will. 

2  Smith,  Lead.  Cas.  669;  Vanderpod  v.  Van 
Valkenburgh,  6  N.  Y.  190. 

An  order  e^inst  the  probate  of  a  will. 

SchuKz  V.  Schultz,  10  Oratt.  858,  00  Am. 
Dec.  335. 

An  order  of  allowance  made  by  a  board  of 
commissioners. 

State  V.  Buckles,  39  Ind.  272. 

An  order  of  allowance  made  by  the  circuit 
court. 

Gill  V.  State,  t2  Ind,  266. 

An  order  of  sale  of  the  ward's  real  estate  on 
the  petition  of  the  guardian. 

Davidson  v.  Bates,  111  Ind«  391. 

An  order  made  by  a  justice  of  the  peace 
overruling  a  motion  for  a  change  of  venue. 

State  V.  Wolever,  127  Ind.  306. 

An  order  concerning  a  ditch  or  drain. 

Montgomery  v.  Wasem,  116  Ind.  343. 

An  order  approving  the  current  report  of  an 
executor,  administrator  or  guardian,  is  ei 
parte  and  interlocutory,  but  not  subject  to  a 
collateral  attack. 

Parsons  v.  Mil/ord,  67  Ind.  489;  Candy  v. 
Hanmore,  76  Ind.  125. 

An  order  repairing  and  furnishing  a  court- 
room. 

Nash  V.  State,  88  Ind.  78. 

The  principle  is  invoked  to  uphold  even  the 
acts  of  quasi  judicial  officers,  when  assailed 
collaterally. 

Jackson  v.  Smith,  120  Ind.  520;  Chegaray  v. 
Jenkins,  5  N.  Y.  876;  Van  Rensselaer  v.  Oft 
treU,  7  Barb.  129;  Van  Rensselaer  v.  mibeek 
Id.  138;  Beach  v.  Funnan,  9  Johns.  229;  P^rry 
V.  Richardson,  9  Gray,  216;  Mackloi  v.  Daten 
port,  17  Iowa,  888;  Hugftes  v.  Kline,  30  Pa 
227;  Deane  v.  Todd,  22  Mo.  92;  Brshne  v, 
Hohnbach.  81  U.  S.  14  WaU.  618.  20  L.  ed 
745;  Williams  v.  MitcheU,  49  Wis.  284;  Ba»» 
V.  Ft.  Wayne,  121  Ind.  389;  McEneney  v.  8nl 
livan,  125  Ind.  407. 

HcGabev  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

Suit  to  enjoin  the  appellees,  the  sheriff, 
auditor,  and  treasurer  of  said  county,  and 
Charles  Pearce  and  Thomas  Morgan,  con- 
tractors, from  carrying  out  a  certain  contract 
entered  into  by  said  Gwin  as  sheriff  of  said 
county,  under  the  order  of  said  circuit  court, 
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on  one  side,  and  said  Pearce  and  Morgan  on 
the  other,  by  which  it  was  claimed  ov  the 
appellant  that  the  old  court-house  o!  the 
county  was  being,  or  about  to  be,  demol- 
ished, and  substantially  a  new  jcourt- house 
was  to  be  erected  instead  of  the  old,  at  a  cost 
of  132,087.50;  while  it  was  claimed  on  the 
other  hand  tliat  the  carrying  out  of  the  con- 
tract was  only  makinji;  needed  repairs  of  the 
court-room.  There  is  really  no  material 
controversy  about  the  facts,  but  the  main 
dispute  is  about  the  law  that  governs  the 
case. 

It  is  alleged  iathe  complaint,  and  the  evi- 
dence shows,  that  on  the  16th  day  of  May, 
1892,  the  White  circuit  court  made  and 
entered  a  finding  and  order  condemning  the 
court-room  as  unsafe  and  unfit  for  further 
use.  in  the  following  words:  ^The  circuit 
court,  bein^  duly  advised,  finds  that  the 
court-room  m  the  court-house  of  this  county 
is  so  out  of  repair  that  it  is  unsafe  longer  to 
hold  the  sessions  of  court  therein,  that  the 
plastering  on  the  ceiling  is  loose  and  liable 
to  fall  upon  persons  in  the  court- room  en- 
gaged in  business  before  this  court ;  that  the 
jury  room  is  both  unsafe  and  unfit  for  occu- 
pancy, and  jurors  while  deliberating  en- 
danger their  health  and  lives  while  remain- 
ing therein ;  that  the  walls  of  the  court-room 
are  cracked,  that  the  records  of  this  court  are 
not  protected  and  are  in  danger  of  loss  by 
fire,  and  the  papers  in  causes  pending  are  also 
in  danger  of  loss  by  fire  and  otherwise ;  that 
papers  in  cases  disposed  of  and  which  con- 
stitute part  of  the  records  of  this  court,  are 
kept  in  a  damp  and  insufficient  vault,  where 
thej  are  mildewing  and  rotting,  and  will  be 
lost  imless  remov^  from  the  place  where 
they  are  now  kept,  that  there  is  insufficient 
room  for  the  library,  and  no  chambers  for  the 
jud^e  nor  grand  iury  room  in  said  court- 
boose;  that  the  belfry  is  unsafe  and  liable  to 
fall  or  be  blown  down,  and  thus  the  lives  of 
persons  going  to  and  from  the  sessions  of 
this  court  are  endangered  ;  that  the  roof  over 
the  court-room  is  so  out  of  repair  as  to  utterly 
fail  to  keep  out  rain,  many  of  which  defects 
are  patent  and  others  apparent  upon  investi- 
gation ;  and  that  no  steps  are  being  taken  by 
ihe  board  of  commissioners  to  repair  said 
court-room  so  as  to  make  it  fit  for  use.  It  is 
therefore  ordered  bv  the  court  that  the  court- 
room now  occupied  by  this  court  be,  and  is 
hereby,  condemned  as  imsafe  and  unfit  for 
use  until  repaired. " 

On  May  26,  1892,  the  said  court  ordered 
said  court-room  repaired  by  an  order  modified 
on  July  11.  1892,  and  entered  of  record  as 
follows :  "In  the  matter  of  the  circuit  court- 
rfx)m.  The  court  having  heretofore  found 
that  the  present  court-room  is  unsafe  and  un- 
fit for  the  transaction  of  the  business  of  this 
court,  it  is  therefore  now  ordered  by  the 
court  that  said  court-room  be  repaired.  And 
the  court  now  appoints  James  F.  Alexander 
&  Sods,  competent  architects,  to  submit  plans 
and  specifications  for  such  repairs.  And 
comes  now  said  James  F.  Alexander  & 
Sons,  and  submit  such  plans  and  specifica- 
tions, which  arc  in  these  words  and  figures, 
to  wit :  (insert)  and  the  court  having  ex- 
amined the  same,  and  being  duly  advi^  in 
22LR.A. 


the  premises,  finds  that  said  court-room  can 
be  properly  repaired  according  to  said  plans 
and  specifications,  and  cannot  be  repaired  so 
that  the  same  will  be  safe  and  permanent  by 
the  adoption  of  any  other  plans  and  specifi- 
cations.' Wherefore  the  court  now  approves 
and  adopts  said  plans  and  specifications  and 
orders  that  said  court-room  be  repaired  in 
accordance  therewith. 

**And  it  is  further  ordered  that  James  P. 
Qwin,  the  sheriff  of  this  county,  proceed  to 
cause  said  repairs  to  be  made,  and  he  shall 
employ  persons  to  do  said^work  of  repairing 
said  court- room,  such  emplovment  to  be  made 
in  such  manner  as  he  shall  see  fit,  and  he 
shall  superintend  the  construction  of  said  re- 
pairs. The  said  repairs  shall  be  completed 
on  or  before  the  1st  day  of  November,  1892, 
and  upon  the  completion  of  said  repairs,  the 
said  sheriff  shall  report  the  fact  to  this  court, 
and  also  certify  the  costs  of  such  repairs, 
and  the  person  or  persons  to  whom  the  costs 
thereof  are  due,  for  allowance  as  provided  by 
law.  And  said  court  does  now  appoint 
James  F.  Alexander  &  Sons,  architects,  to 
inspect  said  work  and  make  all  proper  esti- 
mates during  the  progress  of  said  repairs. 

"And  comes  James  P.  Gwin,  sheriff  of 
this  county ;  and  reoorts  to  the  court  that  in 
pursuance  to  the  order  in  this  matter,  he  has 
employed  Pearce  and  Morgan  to  make  the 
necessary  repairs  to  the  circuit  court- room 
herein  before  ordered,  and  taken  from  them 
a  bond  conditioned  for  the  faithful  perform- 
ance of  said  work,  and  the  protection  of  this 
county  against  loss,  which  acts  of  said  sheriff 
are  approved  by  the  court.  And  all  persons 
are  forbidden  and  prohibited  from  in  any 
way  hindering  or  delaying  the  progress  of 
said  repairing  and  from  interfering  with  said 
sheriff,  or  any  person  or  persons  employed  by 
him,  or  acting  under  him  while  engaged  in 
the  making  of  said  repairs ;  and  the  sheriff  is 
ordered  to  remove  at  once  from  the  court- 
room all  the  furi^iture  and  fixtures  therein  so 
that  work  of  repairing  may  begin  .immedi- 
ately. " 

It  is  further  shown  that  the  court  ordered 
the  said  sheriff  to  procure  another  room  in 
the  town  of  Monticello  in  which  to  hold 
court,  which  was  done,  and  the  court  and  its 
records  moved  out  of  said  court-house  and  to 
the  building  thus  secured  to  be  occupied  and 
used  as  a  court-room  while  the  work  contem- 
plated was  being  done. 

It  is  further  alleged  in  the  complaint  that 
about  the  year  1850  the  board  of  commis- 
sioners of  White  county  built  the  court-house 
now  in  question  in  the  upper  part  of  which 
is  the  court-room,  giving  a  minute  descrip- 
tion of  the  building,  the  original  cost  of 
which  is  stated  to  be  but  $10,000,  while  the 
contract  price  of  the  work  contemplated  in 
the  order  as  reduced  by  the  modification,  is 
182,087.50,  with  a  liability  under  the  order 
allowing  the  court  and  architect  to  change 
the  plans  and  specifications  to  reach  many 
thousands  of  dollars  more.  That  no  ad- 
ditions had  ever  been  made  thereto,  and  that 
said  court-house  as  originally  constructed  in 
the  public  square  at  the  county  seat  was  a 
substantial  two-story  brick  court-house,  70 
feet  long  by  48  feet  wide  and  80  feet  high. 
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surmouDted  by  a  wooden  belfry  10^  feet 
square  and  25  feet  high,  containing  on  the 
first  floor  offices  and  vaults  for  the  clerk, 
auditor,  treasurer,  and  recorder,  and  on  the 
second  floor  a  large  and  commodious  court- 
room and  a  small  jury  room,  which  court- 
room and  offices  had  been  continuously  used 
by  the  officers  and  courts  up  to  July  12,  1892 ; 
that  appellant  had  repaired  it  from  time  to 
time ;  that  the  plans  and  specifications  re- 
quire the  tearing  away  of  so  much  of  the  old 
building  as  to  constitute  a  practical  destruc- 
tion of  It  and  a  remodeling  and  reconstruc- 
tion thereof ;  that  the  contract  was  entered 
into  without  the  plans  and  specifications 
having  been  first  filed  in  the  office  of  the 
county  auditor,  and  without  having  adver- 
tised for  bids. 

The  material  parts  of  the  appellee's  answer 
are  as  follows: 

"That  the  court-house  at  Monticello, 
White  county,  Indiana,  was  and  still  is  the 
only  place  in  said  county  provided  for  and 
as  a  place  of  holding  the  sessions  of  the  cir- 
cuit court  of  said  county.  That  on  the  lOth 
day  of  May,  1892,  and  long  prior  thereto, 
said  building  was  out  of  repair,  to  wit :  that 
the  plastering  on  the  ceiling  of  the  court- 
room was  loose  and  liable  to  fall  upon  per- 
sons in  the  court-room  engaged  in  business 
before  the  White  circuit  court ;  that  ttie 
foundation  of  said  building  was  and  is  de- 
fective in  this,  to  wit :  that  the  part  thereof 
under  ground  is  composed  of  boulders  laid 
too  loosely  and  not  to  sufficient  depth  to  give 
the  required  strength  to  sustain  the  walls 
built  thereon,  and  because  of  said  defective 
foundation,  the  walls  of  said  building  have 
settled  and  cracked  and  will  fall  to  the 
ground  unless  they  are  strengthened  and  sup- 
ported. That  to  sustain  said  walls  from  b«- 
low,  it  is  necessary  to  place  thereunder  a 
sound  and  secure  foundation  of  cut  stone  and 
cement,  and  to  hold  said  walls  in  place  and 
prevent  them  from  splitting  and  falling  out- 
ward, it  is  necessary  to  give  them  lateral 
support,  by  the  erection  against  the  same  of 
the  additional  walls  contemplated  by  the 
contract  of  the  defendants.  Pearce  and 
Morgan ;  that  by  placing  under  the  walls  a 
new  foundation,  properly  constructed,  etc., 
which  can  be  easily  done  under  the  contract 
of  Pearce  and  Morgan.  .  .  .  without 
removing  or  in  any  wise  impairing  said 
walls,  and  by  the  erection  of  said  additional 
walls,  said  building  would  be  given  suffi- 
cient strength  and  securely  held  in  place, 
and  that  unless  said  walls  are  so  strengthened 
and  supported  as  aforesaid,  it  would  be  im- 
possible to  make  the  repairs  that  are  nec- 
essary to  the  court-room,  which  occupies  the 
second  story  of  said  building,  and  which  is 
the  only  room  provided  for  the  holding  of 
the  circuit  court  of  said  county ;  that  because 
of  the  insecure  and  dilapidated  condition  of 
the  walls  of  said  court- room  hereinbefore 
mentioned,  the  same  is  unsafe  and  dangerous 
in  this,  to  wit :  that  they  are  liable  to  give 
way  and  fall  at  any  time  upon  the  persons 
who  may  be  in  or  near  said  building  and  be- 
cause of  the  dangerous  condition  of  said 
walls,  the  said  court-room  cannot  longer  be 
occupied  or  used  as  such.  That  the  roof 
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leaks,  rendering  it  unfit  for  occupancy ;  that 
many  of  the  rafters  and  other  timbers  sup- 
porting said  roof,  and  Joists  supporting  Uie 
ceiling  and  floor  of  said  court- room,  have,  by 
reason  of  age  and  exposure  to  wei  become 
rotten  and  wereby  weakened  to  such  an  ex- 
tent that  they  are  liable  to  ^ive  way  and  fall 
at  any  time  and  kill  or  injure  persons  th&t 
might  then  be  in  said  building ;  that  by  rea- 
son of  the  cracking  and  spreading  of  the 
walls,  the  joists  of  the  ceiling  and  floor  of 
the  court* room  did  and  do  not  rest  in  or  apon 
the  walls  of  said  room,  and  none  of  said  joists 
have  sufficient  rest  or  footing:  in  or  upon  said 
walls  to  securely  support  t&e  same,  and  are 
liable  to  fall  and  encfanger  the  lives  of  per- 
sons in  said  building  and  court-room." 

We  have  set  out  the  substance  of  the  com- 
plaint and  answers  and  the  order  of  the  coiut. 
so  as  to  exhibit  the  version  of  each  party  as 
to  the  nature  of  the  power  exercised  b^  the 
circuit  court  in  ordering;  what  it  denominates 
repairs  of  the  court-room.  It  appears  from 
all  these  averments,  and  the  plans  and  speci- 
flcations  which  are  a  part  of  the  record  oi  the 
order,  that  the  work  contemplated  therein 
will  be  the  construction  of  a  new  foundation 
and  basement  of  cut  stone,  bearing  no  re- 
semblance to  the  old  foundation ;  large  por- 
tions of  the  old  walls  are  to  be  destroyed  and 
taken  away,  and  those  that  are  left  to  remain 
are  to  be  supported  by  new  walls,  so  as  to 
support  and  keep  them  from  falling.  The 
joists,  floors,  and  ceilings  are  to  be  made  new 
throughout,  the  roof  and  rafters  are  to  be 
made  new,  the  windows  and  doors  are  to  be 
made  new,  the  inside  finishing  is  to  be  made 
new.  There  are  extensions  and  additions  to 
be  constructed  beyond  the  dimensions  of  the 
old  building,  there  are  rooms  and  apartments 
to  be  added  that  were  not  in  the  old  building. 
Indeed,  about  all  that  will  remain  of  the  old 
building  when  the  plans  and  specifications 
are  carried  out  will  be  so  much  of  the  old 
walls  as  are  to  be  left  standing,  and  that  part 
of  the  brick  that  comes  out  of  the  old  de- 
molished walls  that  are  sound,  and  which  by 
the  specifications  may  be  used  in  the  new 
walls  for  back  filling. 

Issue  was  joined  and  the  court  below,  after 
hearing  the  evidence,  found  for  the  appellees 
and  rendered  judgment  in  their  favor  over  a 
motion  for  a  new  trial.  About  the  only  point 
on  which  it  can  be  said  that  there  was  any 
conflict  in  the  evidence  was  as  to  the  alleged 
dangerous  condition  of  the  building.  As  to 
the  nature  of  the  work  to  be  done  under  the 
order  of  the  court  there  was  no  conflict.  It 
is  contended  by  the  appellee  that  there  is  a 
collateral  attack  on  the  adjudication  of  the 
court,  by  which  the  necessity  and  order  for 
the  work  was  adjudicated.  And  it  is  con- 
tended that  mere  errors  and  irregularities  in 
the  order  are  unavailable  on  such  an  attack. 
We  have  no  doubt  if  the  circuit  court  bad 
the  power  to  make  the  order,  that  this  attack 
thereon  being  collateral  must  fail.  Bern  v. 
F<yrt  Wayne,  121  Ind.  889. 

The  firat  inquiry  which  appellee's  conten- 
tion suggests  IS  this :  Was  the  order  made 
by  a  court  at  all  ?  A  court  is  defined  to  con- 
sist of  persons  officially  assembled  at  a  time 
and  place  appointed  by  law  for  the  admin- 
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istntion  of  justice.  Be  AUUoUy  13  Colo.  526, 
10  L.  R.  A.  790 ;  Dunn  v.  8UUe,  2  Ark.  22»,  36 
Am.  Dec.  64;  i>py  v.  Bigslow,  7  Ind.  App. 

It  appears  from  the  record  of  the  order  that 
when  It. was  made  the  proper  persons,  namely, 
the  clerk,  sheriff,  ana  judge  of  the  White 
circuit  court  had  assembled  at  the  time  ap- 
pointed by  law  for  holding  said  court.  The 
place  where  they  assembled  was  within  the 
county  and  within  the  county  seat  of  said 
county  of  White,  But  there  is  no  statute 
fixing  the  place  for  holding  the  White  circuit 
court  at  any  particular  point  in  the  county, 
lodeed,  we  have  been  unable  to  find  any 
statutory  or  constitutional  provision  fixing 
the  place  in  any  county  where  the  circuit 
court  should  be  held  from  the  organization 
of  the  state  to  the  present  time.  The  nearest 
approach  to  such  a  provision  is  section  24  of 
the  Act  of  1888,  for  the  regulation  of  county 
husinesB,  which  provides  that,  ''the  circuit 
courts  in  counties  where  court-houses  shall 
not  have  been  erected,  shall  be  holden  for 
the  time  being  at  the  place  designated  by  law 
or  selected  by  the  court.**  Rev.  Stat.  1888, 
p.  155. 

There  has  always  been  a  provision  that  the 
circuit  court  of  each  county  should  be  held 
in  the  county,  but  none  that  such  courts 
should  be  held  at  the  county  seat,  or  even  in 
the  court-house,  or  at  any' other  particular 
plac%  in  the  county ;  yet  no  one  can  doubt 
that  it  is  the  law  that  circuit  courts  shall  be 
held  at  the  county  seats  of  the  various  coun- 
ties. A  large  number  of  statutes  proceed  upon 
the  idea  that  the  county  seat  is  the  local 
habitation  of  the  circuit  court,  yet  none  of 
tbtm  80  expressly  provides.  Among  them  is 
section  6844,  Rev.  Stat.  1881,  passed  in  1868, 
relating  to  the  clerk  of  the  circuit  court,  and 
providing  that,  *^  such  clerk  shall  keep  his 
office  open  at  the  county  seat,  in  a  building 
provided  for  that  purpose  by  the  board  of 
commissioners  of  the  county  every  day  in  the 
year  (Sundays  and  the  Fourth  of  Julv  ex- 
cepted) between  the  hours  of  nine  A.  M.  and 
four  P.  M.  where,  by  himself  or  deputy,  he 
shall  attend  to  the  duties  of  his  office  not 
otherwise  provided  for.  **  The  statute  provid- 
ing for  posting  advertisements  of,  and  the 
place  where  judicial  sales  are  to  be  made, 
and  many  others  tend  to  show  the  intention 
to  have  been  that  circuit  courts  shall  be  held 
at  the  county  seat.  Rather  it  has  been  as- 
sumed by  such  legislature  that  such  a  law 
had  already  been  passed.  In  construing  stat- 
utes, the  whole  system  must  be  looked  to,  and 
statutes  upon  cognate  subjects  may  be  re- 
ferred to,  though  not  strictly  in  pari  materia, 
to  ascertain  the  meaning  of  any  particular 
part.    Sutherland,  Stat.  Constr.  §  284. 

Other  statutes,  and  the  general  principles 
of  law  will  be  considered  in  construing  stat- 
utes. OraffffardsviUe  ds  8.  W,  Tump.  Co.  v. 
Fiekher,  104  Ind.  97 ;  Stout  v.  Grant  County 
C^omrs.  107  Ind.  343 ;  BeaTumOe  v.  Summers, 
108  Ind.  189;  StaU  v.  Harrison,  116  Ind.  300. 

It  was  held  by  this  court  in  Franklin  County 
Gomrt,  V.  Bunting,  111  Ind.  148,  that  though 
there  was  no  statute  authorizing  the  county 
board  to  provide  a  sheriff's  residence,  yet  as 
the  statute  made  it  the  duty  of  the  county  I 
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board  to  provide  and  maintain  a  county  iail, 
and  enjoins  on  the  sheriff  the  duty  to  keep 
the  jail,  and  inasmuch  as  it  has  always  been 
the  custom  of  boards  of  county  commissioners 
to  make  suitable  provision  for  the  sheriff's 
residence ;  that  this  custom  had  given  a  con- 
struction to  the  law  which  could  not  be  dis- 
regarded, even  if  there  was  doubt  as  to  the 
meaning  of  the  statute.  This  court  in  that 
case  said :  "In  speaking  of  a  practical  con- 
struction j^iven  to  a  statute,  the  supreme  court 
of  Illinois  said:  'It  has  always  been  re- 
garded bv  the  courts  as  equivalent  to  positive 
law. '  "  'Bruce  v.  Schuyler,  9  111.  221,  46  Am. 
Dec.  447. 

By  another  court  the  principle  was  stated 
thus :  **  We  cannot  shake  a  principle  which 
in  practice  has  so  long  and  so  extensively 
prevailed.  Rogers  v.  Goodwin,  2  Mass.  475. 
There  are  many  cases  which  declare  and 
enforce  this  principle,  among  them  are  Stuart 
V.  Laird,  5  U.  S.  1  Cranch.  299,  2  L.  ed. 
116 ;  Martin  v.  Hunter,  14  U.  S.  1  Wheat. 
804,  4  L.  ed.  97 ;  Cohens  v.  Virginia,  19  U. 
8.  6  Wheat.  264,  5  L.  ed.  257;  Ogden  v. 
Saunders,  25  U.  8.  12  Wheat.  218-290,  «  L. 
ed.  606-682 ;  Minor  v.  Happersett,  88  U.  8. 
21  Wall.  162,  22  L.  ed.  627 ;  StaU  v.  Park- 
inson, 6  Nev.  15;  Pike  v.  Megoun,  44  Mo. 
491 ;  P^U  V.  La  Salle  County  Suprs.  100  111. 
495 ;  State  v.  FrencK  2  Pinney,  181.  ** 

It  has  been  the  universal  custom  to  hold 
the  circuit  courts  at  the  county  seats  without 
exception,  from  the  organization  of  the  state 
to  the  present  time,  under  an  interpretation 
of  the  statutes  that  they  imperatively  re- 
quired the  court  to  be  so  held.  This  long 
acquiescence  in  such  a  construction  is  equal 
to  positive  law,  requiring  such  courts  to  be 
so  held.  Sutherland,  Stat.  Constr.  §§  308, 
309;  State  v.  Harrison,  supra. 

Likewise,  the  statute  requires  **the  county 
commissioners  to  erect  a  court-house  jail,  and 
public  offices  for  the  clerks,  recorder,  treas- 
urer, and  auditor,  ...  where  the  same 
has  not  been  done,  shall  keep  the  public 
buildings  of  the  county  in  repair  and  such 
offices,  if  practicable,  shall  be  made  fire 
proof,  and  shall  be  occupied  by  such  officers 
respectively."    Rev.  Stat.  1881,  §6748. 

But  there  is  no  provision  unless  m  a  special 
act  for  removal  of  county  seats  requiring 
such  court-houses  or  other  public  buildings 
to  be  built  at  the  county  seat,  yet  the  uni- 
versal practice,  without  a  single  exception, 
has  been  that  court-houses  ana  other  public 
buildings,  connected  with  the  courts  or  the 
administration  of  justice,  have  been  erected 
at  the  county  seat.  The  Act  of  1875,  provid- 
ing for  the  various  duties  of  county  boards 
in  relation  to  the  construction  of  court-houses 
and  other  public  buildings  of  the  county 
makes  no  provision  that  court-houses  are  to 
be  built  at  the  countv  seat.  And  vet  in  view 
of  the  long  and  uniform  practical  construc- 
tion ^iven  to  these  statutes  amounting  now 
to  positi  ve  law,  if  the  board  of  commissioners 
were  to  attempt  to  erect  a  court-house  at  the 
expense  of  the  county  at  any  other  place  than 
the  county  seat,  such  attempt  would  be  il- 
legal, and  their  acts  in  furtherance  thereof 
would  be  void  and  liable  to  be  enloined. 
So,  too,  in  case  the  circuit  court  should  con- 
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vene  at  .any  place  outside  of  the  county  seat 
the  acts  and  proceedings  at  such  other  place 
would  be  void. 

The  Constitution  of  1816  provided  for  a 
supreme  court  and  circuit  courts.  Section 
6,  article  4,  Constitution  of  1816.  General 
Laws  of  Indiana,  from  1816  to  1817.  This 
court  was  organized  by  Act  approved  Decem- 
ber 23,  1816.  That  Act  provided  that  the 
place  of  meeting  of  this  court  should  be  at 
the  court-house  at  the  seat  of  government. 
That  had  reference  to  the  town  of  Corydon, 
in  Harrison  county.  That  Constitution  was 
repealed  and  superseded  by  the  Constitution 
of  1851,  and  there  has  never  been  any  statu- 
tory or  constitutional  provision  fixing'  a  place 
for  this  court  to  meet  and  hold  its  sessions 
from  that  time  to  tiiis.  But  it  has  been  the 
universal  custom  and  practice  for  this  court 
to  meet  and  hold  its  sessions  at  the  capitol  of 
the  state,  with  as  much  regularity  as  if  there 
had  been  a  statute  of  the  state  imperatively 
requiring  such  meetings  and  sessions  at  the 
state  ctpitol.  That  practice  has  been  so  long 
•continued  and  the  construction  of  our  statutes 
relating  to  the  same  has  been  so  long  ac- 
quiesce in  and  accepted  as  unquestioned  by 
everybody,  and  all  the  departments  of  the 
state  government,  that  it  amounts  now  to  pos- 
itive law  that  the  state  capitol  is  the  only 
lawful  place  where  this  court  can  assemble 
to  take  judicial  action.  The  more  recent 
statutes  organizing  courts  have  provided 
where  the  same  should  be  held.  The  act 
providing  for  superior  courts  provides  that 
they  are  to  be  held  at  the  county  seat,  and  in 
the  court-house,  unless  the  county  board 
furnish  some  other  place  for  them  to  be  held 
in  the  county  seat.  The  act  in  relation  to 
•criminal  courts  makes  a  similar  provision. 
The  act  creating  the  appellate  court  of  this 
state  provides  for  holding  its  sessions  at  the 
€apitol  of  the  state.  It  follows  from  the 
principles  above  announced  that  by  long 
practice,  uniformly  acquiesced  in  all  over 
the  state  giving  our  statutes  the  construction 
that  the  circuit  courts  must  hold  their  ses- 
ions  at  the  county  seat,  amounts  now  to 
positive  law,  and  that  the  White  circuit 
court  when  it  made  the  order  in  question  here 
was  lawfully  assembled  at  the  time  and  place 
designated  by  law  for  the  administration  of 
justice,  and  was  therefore  a  court. 

These  principles  of  construction  will  apply 
to  a  far  more  important  phase  of  the  case 
further  on. 

It  is  further  contended  by  the  appellant 
that,  the  circuit  court  being  clothea  with 
powers  belonging  to  one  department  of  the 
state  government  only,  namely,  the  judicial, 
it  can  exercise  no  power  not  judicial  in  its 
nature,  and  that  it  is  beyond  the  constitu- 
tional authority  of  the  legislature  to  confer 
any  such  power  upon  that  court,  and  it  is 
contended  that  the  power  to  make  the  order 
in  question  is  not  judicial,  but  is  administra- 
tive or  ministerial.  The  constitution  di- 
vides the  powers  of  the  government  of  the 
state  "into  three  separate  departments,  the 
legislative,  the  executive  including  the  ad- 
mfnistrative,  and  the  judicial,  and  no  person 
charged  with  official  duties  under  one  of 
these  departments  shall  exercise  any  of  the 
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functions  of  another,  except  as  in  this  con- 
stitution expressly  provided."  Rev.  Stat. 
1881,  g  96.  Therefore  the  appellant  contends 
that  even  though  the  legislature  may  have 
attempted  to  confer  the  power  on  the  circuit 
courts  to  repair  their  court-rooms,  such  leg- 
islation is  in  conflict  with  the  constitutional 
provision  just  quoted,  because  the  power  is 
not  judicial,  but  is  administrative  or  min- 
isterial, and  cannot  be  exercised  by  the  ja- 
dicial  department.  We  have  already  seen 
that  such  power  has  been  expressly  conferred 
on  the  boards  of  commissioners  by  section 
5748,  Rev.  Stat.  1881.  The  appellees  claim 
that  section  1482,  1  Burns'  Revision  of  1894, 
Rev.  Stat.  1881,  section  1416,  also  confers 
the  power  on  the  circuit  courts.  It  reads  as 
follows:  "The  said  courts  may  also  allow 
such  sums  as  may  be  due  to  persons  furnish- 
ing fuel  used  in  term  time,  or  furniture  for 
the  court-room,  or  makine  repairs  thereof." 

It  is  also  contended  on  behalf  of  the  ap- 
pellees that  the  circuit  court  is  possessed  of 
this  power  independent  of  the  legislature,  as 
one  of  the  incidental  or  inherent  powers  of 
the  court  as  a  judicial  tribunal,  of  which  the 
legislature  could  and  cannot  deprive  it.  An 
eminent  author  says:  "Judicial  power  as 
contra-distingished  from  the  power  of  the 
law  has  no  existence.  Courts  are  mere  in- 
struments of  the  law.  Judicial  power  is 
never  exercised  for  the  purpose  of  giving 
eflPect  to  the  will  of  the  judge,  always  for 
the  purpose  of  giving  effect  to  the  will  of  the 
legislature,  that  is,  to  the  will  of  the  law.*" 
Hawes,  Jurisdiction  of  Courts,  §  4. 

"And  when  courts  are  said  to  exercise  a 
discretion,  it  is  a  mere  legal  discretion  a 
discretion  to  be  exercised  in  discerning  the 
course  prescribed  by  law,  and  when  it  is  dis- 
co vereo,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  follow 
it."  Id.  §  29;  0«2w»  v.  Bank  of  United 
States,  22  U.  S.  9  Wheat.  866,  6  L.  ed.  234. 

The  state  constitution  further  provides 
that,  "the  judicial  power  of  the  state  shall 
be  vested  in  a  supreme  court,  in  circuit 
courts,  and  in  such  other  courts  as  the  een- 
eral  assembly  may  establ  ish. "  1  Burns'  Rev. 
1894,  §  181. 

And  that,  "the  state  shall,  from  time  to 
time,  be  divided  into  iudicial  circuits,  and 
a  judge  for  each  circuit  shall  be  elected  b; 
the  voters  thereof.  He  shall  reside  within 
the  circuit,  and  shall  hold  his  office  for  the 
term  of  six  years,  if  he  so  long  behave  well." 
Id.  §  169. 

These  constitutional  provisions  make  the 
circuit  courts,  when  organized,  constitu- 
tional tribunals ;  but  if  nothing  else  existed 
in  the  way  of  constitutional  provision  or  leg- 
islative enactment,  the  circuit  courts  would 
have  nothing  but  an  imaginary  existence,  an 
existcAce  only  in  legal  contemplation,  but 
no  real  potential  existence. 

Browne  on  Jurisdiction,  says:  "Courts 
mav  be  established,  and  their  jurisdiction 
denned  by  the  constitution  or  organic  law  of 
the  state,  or  by  legislative  enactment.  Gen- 
erally, however,  Jttrisdiction  proceeds  from 
statutory  power  granted,  except  where  it  is 
given  by  the  constitution,  of  which  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  the  United  States  is  ah  ex- 
ample ;  and  the  statutes  prescribe  the  manxier 
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in  which  the  court  shall  be  conducted  and  the 
form  and  procedure,  and  appoint,  or  provide 
for  the  appointment  or  election  of  judges  and 
subordinate  officers,  as  well  as  the  method  or 
niles  of  procedure  governing  them.  There 
are  no  courts  in  this  country,  except  those  so 
created."    Browne,  Jurisdiction,  §  12. 

In  Ltty  V.  Biffelaw,  awpra,  the  appellate 
court  said :  "•  A  court  has  been  defined  as  a 
place  where  justice  is  judicially  adminis- 
tered. Co.  Litt.  58 ;  8  Bl.  Com.  28.  This 
definition,  however,  has  been  often  criticized 
as  too  narrow,  being  limited  by  the  word 
•place. '  The  prominence  of  the  word  *place' 
in  this  definition  no  doubt  arises  from  the 
ancient  idea  that  the  king  was  the  fountain 
and  dispenser  of  justice,  and  wherever  he  was 
domiciled  was  a  court  or  place  where  justice 
was  dispensed.  In  modern  times  and  under 
our  form  of  government,  the  judicial  power 
is  exercied  by  means  of  courts.  A  court  is 
an  instrumentality  of  government.  It  is  a 
creation  of  the  law,  and  in  some  respects  it 
is  an  imaginary  thing,  that  exists  only  in 
legal  contemplation,  very  similar  to  a  cor- 
poration. A  time  when,  a  place  where,  and 
the  persons  by  whom  judicial  functions  are 
to  be  exercised  are  essential  to  complete  the 
idea  of  a  court.  It  is  in  its  organized  aspect, 
with  all  these  constituent  elements  of  time, 
place,  and  officers,  that  completes  the  idea  of 
a  court,  in  the  general  legal  acceptation  of 
the  term.  But  the  court  may  exist  in  legal 
contemplation  without  any  officers  charf^ed 
with  the  duty  of  administering  justice." 

It  is  by  legislative  enactment  alone  that 
these  constituent  elements  of  the  circuit 
courts  of  this  state  have  been  brought  into 
existence,  and  thereby  the  legislature  has 
called  into  being  the  actual  and  real  existence 
of  the  circuit  courts  of  this  state,  as  contra- 
distinguished from  their  existence  solely  un- 
der the  constitutional  provisions  quoted 
above.  The  Legislature  has  made  them 
courts  of  general  jurisdiction.  Bums*  Rev. 
18W,  §  1366;  Barkley  v.  Tapp,  87  Ind.  25. 

The  common  law  having  been  adopted  by 
the  legislature  before  the  state  was  or- 
ganized, and  while  it  was  a  territory,  which 
has  been  re-enacted  and  continued  in  force 
ever  since,  all  the  common -law  powers  of 
a  court  of  general  jurisdiction,  not  locally 
inapplicable  and  inconsistent  with  our  form 
of  government,  are  vested  in  the  circuit  courts 
by  virtue  of  their  reaction,  as  before  stated, 
and  by  virtue  and  force  of  the  common  law 
in  force  in  the  state  when  they  were  called 
into  existence  by  the  legislature,  subject  only 
to  the  limitations  of  the  constitution  of  the 
state  and  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  and  the  treaties  and  laws  made  in 
pursuance  thereof. 

One  of  the  limitations  of  the  constitution 
of  the  state  is  that  the  courts  are  inhibited 
from  exercising  anv  power  but  judicial,  and 
thtftefore  are  forbidden  from  exercising  ad- 
ministrative or  ministerial  powers  as  courts. 
Ordering  and  paying  for  repairs  of  their 
court- rooms  is  ministerial  or  administrative. 
HnmiUon  Countv  Comrs.  v.  Oottingham,  56 
Ind.  559;  MeVormick  v.  Johnson  County 
Contn,  W  Ind.  214 ;  Crow  v.  Warren  County 
C'jtnrt.  118  Ind.  51,  and  authorities  there 
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cited ;  Pafton  v.  Montgomery  County  Comrs, 
96  Ind.  181. 

Bat  courts  of  general  jurisdiction  were  by 
the  common  law  clothed  with  what  was 
known  as  incidental  or  inherent  power.  The 
power  to  punish  for  contempt  belongs  to  this 
class,  and  it  is  to  be  noted  that  law-writers 
and  courts  nearly  alwavs  designate  it  as  the 
power  of  the  court,  and  scarcely  ever  call  it 
jurisdiction  to  punish  for  contempt.  Browne, 
Jurisdiction,  §  115  a;  Hawes,  Jurisdiction 
of  Courts,  §§  221-228.  The  common  law  au- 
thorized courts  to  exercise  this  power,  not 
because  it  was  judicial  in  the  strict  sense, 
but  because  it  was  absolutely  essential  for 
the  maintenance  and  preservation  of  the 
dignity,  authority,  and  jurisdiction  of  the 
court.     See  same  authorities. 

Because  self- preservation  is  said  to  be  the 
highest  law  of  nature.  The  courts  and  law- 
wnters  all  agree  that,  **  the  power  to  hear  and 
determine  a  cause  is  jurisdiction.  ^  Browne, 
Jurisdiction,  ^  1,  p.  2;  OwaW  v.  Abbett,  102 
Ind.  283,  52  Am.  Kep.  662 ;  Lantz  v.  Maffett, 
102  Ind.  28 ;  Hawes,  Jurisdiction  of  Courts, 

But  the  power  to  hear  and  determine  a 
contempt  is  never  spoken  of  as  a  constituent 
element  of  the  power  to  punish  for  such  con-  • 
tempt.  It  is  rather  essential  that  the  court 
have  jurisdiction  to  hear  and  determine  some 
cause  and  be  engaged  in  the  exercise  of  such 
jurisdiction  as  a  condition  and  constituent 
element  of  its  power  to  punish  for  contempt. 
Bee  Browne,  Jurisdiction,  §  .115  a,  and  au- 
thorities there  cited :  Hawes,  supra. 

It  follows  that  it  is  out  of  absolute  neces- 
sity that  this  inherent  power  to  punish  for 
contempt  springs,  and  not  out  of  the  general 
jurisdiction  of  the  court  to  hear  and  deter- 
mine causes  generally.  Because,  says  Hawes 
on  Jurisdiction,  supra:  "The  power  of  the 
court  to  punish  for  an  alleged  contempt  of 
its  authority,  though  undoubted,  is  in  its 
nature  arbitrary,  and  its  exercise  is  not  to  be 
upheld  except  under  the  circumstances,  and 
in  the  manner  provided  by  law. " 

The  power  to  repair  the  court-room  of  the 
circuit  court  is  akin  to  the  power  to  punish 
for  contempt.  Like  the  power  to  punish  for 
contempt,  it  springs  out  of  absolute  ne- 
cessity, out  of  that  highest  law  of  nature, 
self-preservation,  and  does  not  belong  to  the 
general  jurisdiction,  but  is  incidental  to  such 
jurisdiction,  and  is  inherent  in  the  court, 
and  was  so  when  the  circuit  courts  wete 
first  called  into  existence  by  the  legisla- 
ture. Browne  on  Jurisdiction,  sec.  14,  says : 
"Where  jurisdiction  is  conferred  on  a  court 
by  the  constitution,  the  legislature  may 
nevertheless  regulate  the  mode  and  manner 
of  its  exercise  and  such  legislati^re  enact- 
ments will  be  obligatory  unless  it  practically 
derives  the  court  of  the  power  granted." 

Whether  this  inherent  power  to  repair  the 
court- room  was  conferred  by  the  legislature 
or  the  constitution  is  unimportant  to  inquire, 
as  in  either  case  the  legislature  has  the  au- 
thority to  regulate  the  exercise  of  that  power 
so  long  as  the  act  of  regulation  does  not 
deprive  the  court  of  the  power.  The  section 
of  the  statute  already  quoted  regulates  the 
exercise  of  that  power  without  impairing  it. 
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It  is,  however,  to  be  observed  that  as  circuit 
courts  were  in  existence  in  the  state  as  courts 
of  general  jurisdiction,  invested  with  these 
inherent  powers  when  the  constitution  was 
adopted,  the  presumption  arises  that  it  was 
the  intention  of  the  framers  of  that  instru- 
ment that  such  courts  should  continue  to  be 
clothed  with  such  inherent  and  incidental 
powers.  State  v.  J^foble,  118  Ind.  350.  4  L. 
R.  A.   101. 

Therefore,  section  1482  of  the  Statute, 
supra,  conferring  and  regulating  the  power 
of  circuit  courts  to  repair  their  court-rooms 
is  not  in  conflict  with  section  1  of  article  8  of 
the  Constitution  already  quoted,  forbidding 
persons  charged  with  official  duties  under 
one  of  the  departments  of  the  state  govern- 
ment from  exercising  any  *  of  che  functions 
of  another,  except  as  otherwise  expressly 
provided  in  the  Constitution.  Such  is  the 
construction  the  statute  and  Constitution  has 
received.  Benton  County  Comrs.  v.  T/iomp- 
son,  7  Ind,  265;  J\ash  v.  State,  88  Ind.  78. 

If  there  were  any  doubts  as  to  the  cor* 
rectness  of  this  construction,  the  great  length 
of  time  it  has  been  received  and  acted  on  ac- 
cording to  the  principles  already  laid  down 
gives  to  it  the  force  of  positive  law.  There 
.  18  no  necessity  for  the  exercise  of  any  power 
beyond  repairs  hj  the  circuit  courts.  Both 
the  power  to  repair  and  to  build  court-houses 
has  been  wisely  conferred  upon  the  board  of 
conmiissioners  in  the  exercise  of  the  large 
administrative  and  ministerial  powers  con- 
stitutionally vested  in  that  body  by  the  legis- 
lature. And  the  exclusive  power  to  build 
court-houses  and  other  county  buildings  has 
been  vested  by  the  legislature  in  such  county 
boards. 

But  a  doorway  may  be  broken  down  by 
casualty  or  otherwise,  leading  to  and  from 
the  court-room,  so  as  to  interfere  with  the 
due  administration  of  justice  therein,  or  a 
window  broken  out  with  like  effect,  or  fur- 
niture destroyed  or  any  other  circumstance 
that  transpires,  by  which  the  court- room  is 
so  impaired  in  its  usefulness  as  to  materially 
interfere  with  the  due  administration  of 
justice  therein;  the  inherent  power  of  the 
court  oucht  to  and  does  exist  to  afford  tem- 
porary relief  for  the  time  being,  to  order  and 
pay  for  such  repairs  as  will  enable  the  court 
to  continue  the  due  administration  of  justice 
therein.  But  it  is  contended  that  even  if  this 
inherent  power  does  exist,  that  it  is  not  an 
unlimited  power,  and  must  be  confined  to  re- 
pairs in  the  sense  of  that  necessity  out  of 
which  the  power  springs,  and  that  it  does 
not  exist  to  the  extent  of  practically  rebuild- 
ing or  reconstructing  the  court-house,  or  to 
the  construction  of  lasting  and  permanent 
improveqients,  such  as  extensions,  additions, 
and  enlargements  to  the  court-house.  We 
are  of  opinion  that  this  contention  musi  pre- 
vail because  such  is  the  law.  But  it  is  con- 
tended by  the  appellees,  on  the  other  hand, 
that  if  the  power  to  repair  existed  at  all, 
and  the  White  circuit  court  in  its  attempt  to 
carry  such  power  into  execution  erred  and 
went  beyond  what  might  be  termed  legiti- 
mate repairs,  it  was  a  mere  error  in  judg- 
ment, a  mere  irregularity  that  did  not  affect 
the  Jurisdiction,  and  that  such  error  and  ir- 
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regularitv  could  not  be  inquired  into  in  this 
collateral  way.  Counsel  say  that :  "The  find- 
ing of  the  court  and  the  decree  of  the  court 
is  directed  to  the  repair  of  the  court-room, 
and  it  finds  that  every  part  of  it  is  necessary 
and  proper  in  the  making  of  said  repairs." 

If  epithets  and  names  freely  applied  in  ml 
order  complaified  of  could  give  it  a  fixed 
character,  which  would  be  conclusive  upon 
the  courts,  then  the  order  here  in  qnestion 
has  conclusively  adjudged  the  subject  thereof 
to  be  repairs  of  the  court- room,  pure  and 
simple,  because  in  that  short  order  the  word 
"repairs"  and  "repaired"  are  used  no  lesa 
than  twenty  times.  Then  in  addition  to  tbe 
details  of  the  dangerous  dilapidation  of  the 
old  court-house,  set  forth  in  the  order,  the 
fact  that  the  commissioners  were  taking  no 
steps  to  repair  it  is  made  prominent  in  the 
order  though  they  had  ample  notice  of  its 
condition.  Browne  on  Jurisdiction,  ^  36, 
says:  "When  recitals  in  the  record  show 
any  facts  which  negative  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  court,  then  the  record  is  self- impeached." 

This  was  a  suit  in  equity.  Equity  looks 
at  the  intent,  rather  than  the  form :  it  always 
attempts  to  get  at  the  substance  of  things, 
and  to  ascertain,  uphold,  and  enforce  rights 
which  spring  from  the  real  relations  of  par- 
ties. It  win  never  suffer  the  mere  appear- 
ance and  external  form  to  conceal  the  true 
purposes,  objects,  and  consequences  of  a 
transaction.     1  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  §  878. 

We  have  already  seen  that  when  the  plans 
and  specifications  made  a  part  of  the  onler 
are  carried  out,  there  will  be  left  standing 
only  a  very  small  part  of  the  old  building, 
a  small  portion  of  the  old  walls ;  everything 
else  will  be  new,  and  there  will  be  additions 
and  extensions,  all  of  which  will  be  entirely 
new.  It  is  manifest  from  the  face  of  the 
record  of  the  order  that  the  intent  was  to 
come  as  near  building  a  new  court-house  as 
possible,  and  yet  retain  any  semblance  of  re- 
pairs. It  is  quite  manifest  from  the  onier 
that  the  only  reason  that  any  portion  of  tbe 
old,  dilapidated  wall  was  retained  was  to 
furnish  a  nucleus  around  which  repairs  could 
be  made  with  some  plausibility,  and  so  that 
the  court  mij^ht  be  able  to  say  tbe  work 
ordered  was  repairs.  The  work  contemplated 
and  described  in  the  plans  and  specifications 
cannot  be  denominated  "repairs,"  with  any 
regard  to  accuracy  of  expression,  as  we  shall 
hereinafter  see.  But  if  a  part  of  the  work 
ordered  were  legitimate  repairs  which  the 
court  had  power  to  make  yet  the  whole  is  so 
blended  as  to  be  inseverable,  which  plat'es 
the  whole  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court.  Freem.  Judgm.  §  120  c;  VanFleei. 
Collateral  Attack,  789. 

It  is  also  manifest  from  reading  the  reconi 
of  the  order  that  had  the  court  felt  assured 
that  it  possessed  the  power  to  rebuild  the 
court-house,  it  would  have  done  what  all 
must  agree  ought  to  have  been  dene,  namely, 
demolish  the  entire  building  and  build  an 
entirely  new  court-house  on  the  old  site.  It 
would  not  have  gone  through  the  unseemly 
prooess  of  "sewing  new  cloth  onto  an  old 
garment,  or  putting  new  wine  into  old  bot- 
tles."   St.  Markii:  22. 

The  old  building  originally  cost  but  |10.* 
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OOO,  and  was  at  the  time  worth  about  $7,000. 
Probably  an  entirely  new  court-house  could 
hare  been  built  for  the  $32,087.50,  the  con- 
tract price  of  (he  alleged  repairs.  If  the  ap- 
pellants had  courageously  performed  their 
miy  and  built  a  new  court-house  before 
their  neglect  had  driven  the  judge  of  their 
circuit  court  into  extreme  measures,  they 
would  have  saved  their  county  from  much 
needless  expense  and  loss.  But,  however 
overwhelmingly  the  evidence  may  establish 
that  an  entire  new  court-house  was  imperi- 
ously demanded,  yet  if  the  White  circuit 
court  had  no  power  to  build  one,  or  had  no 
power  to  do  what  it  attempted  to  do,  that 
consideration  cannot  add  to  or  enlarge  the 
power  of  the  court  so  as  to  justify  the  act. 
Counsel  for  appellees  ask  :  **Must  the  court 
remain  in  a  dangerous  structure  until  it  falls 
upon  it  and  destroys  the  lives  of  the  persons 
constituting  it?  Cannot  the  court  anticipate 
calamities  by  provident  use  of  human  skill? 
Must  a  court  wait  until  a  judge  is  killed  or 
nuimed  before  resorting;  to  that  highest  law, 
self  protection.  Is  it  not  within  the  power 
of  the  court  to  protect  itself  against  .  .  . 
a  veritable  death  trap?"  We  answer  the  first 
of  these  interrogatories  in  the  negative,  the 
second  in  the  affirmative,  the  third  in  the 
negative  and  the  fourth  in  the  affirmative. 

The  court  is  not  bound  to  remain  in  a 
dangerous  structure  until  it  falls  and  de- 
stroys the  life  of  jud^  or  officers ;  it  can  an- 
ticipate such  calamities  by  provident  use  of 
human  skill ;  it  is  within  the  power  of  the 
court  to  protect  itself  against  such  a  veritable 
death  trap  as  the  court-house  in  question 
seems  from  the  evidence  to  have  been.  All 
these  things  granted,  and  it  does  not  follow 
that  that  [K)wer  will  enable  the  court  to 
build  additions  and  extensions  to  such  death 
trap  and  thereby  and  therein  expend  over 
132,000  of  the  public  funds  of  the  county 
to  hold  up  a  death  trap,  the  whole  value  of 
which  does  not  exceed  $7,000,  under. color  of 
repairs.  Under  the  circumstances  disclosed 
in  the  evidence,  the  court  could  have  pro- 
tected itself  precisely  as  it  could  and  would 
have  done  if  the  old  courthouse  had  blown 
down  or  burnt  up  some  night.  No  one 
would  have  thou^^ht  of  an  attempt  on  the 
part  of  the  court  to  rebuild  it  but  the  court 
would  at  once  have  secured  another  room,  as 
it  actually  did  do,  for  temporary  use  in  the 
administration  of  justice,  until  the  proper 
authority  could  rebuild  the  court-house.  In 
support  of  the  claim  that  the  extraordinary 
power  attempted  to  be  exercised  here  was  one 
which  belonged  to  the  circuit  court,  counsel 
assert  that  *^the  judiciary  of  Indiana  is  en- 
tirely independent  of  any  power  on  earth  ex- 
cept tlie  power  of  the  people,  independent 
even  of  them,  except  that  the  people  might 
change  the  constitution,  and  in  the  exerdse 
of  that  power,  the  people  could  not  at)oli8h 
either  the  judiciary  or  Its  inherent  power 
without  conflictinff  with  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States.^  This  proposition  is  too 
broad.  It  is  true,  the  judicial  department  is 
independent  of  the  other  two  departments. 
The  constitution  erects  a  state  government, 
clothed  with  the  sovereign  power  of  the 
people,  and  diviiies  that  power  into  three 
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distinct  departments,  to  be  exercised  in  each 
exclusively  by  the  officers  of  that  department. 
In  that  sense  alone  the  several  departments 
are  independent  of  each  other.  Wright  v. 
Defreet,  8  Ind.  298 ;  Lafayette,  M.  d  B.  R. 
Co,  V.  Oeiger,  84  Ind.  185 ;  StaU  v.  NobU, 
svpra. 

The  judicial  department  is  no  more  inde- 
pendent of  the  leffislative  and  executive  de- 
partments that  eacli  of  them  is  independent  of 
the  judicial  department.  Smith  v.  Myers,  109 
Ind.  1,  58  Am.  Rep.  875. 

The  three  departments  being  invested  with 
the  entire  sovereignty  of  the  people  and  con- 
stituting the  state  government  are  not  so  in- 
dependent of  each  other  as  that  those  in  au- 
thority in  one  department  can  ignore  and 
treat  the  acts  of  those  in  authority  in  another 
department,  done  pursuant  to  the  authority 
vested  in  them,  as  nugatory  and  not  binding 
on  every  department  of  the  state  government. 
And  to  that  extent  does  the  appellee's  con- 
tention go,  as  we  understand  ft.  What  is 
meant  by  the  independence  of  the  judicial 
department  is  that  it  may  exercise  its  func- 
tions of  expounding  and  enforcing  law  in 
the  administration 'of  justice,  and  that  no 

Sart  of  these  functions  can  be  exercised  either 
irectly  or  indirectly,  by  either  the  legisla- 
ture or  the  executive ;  indeed,  that  those  in 
authority  in  the  other  departments  cannot 
even  so  much  as  cross  the  line  dividing  the 
domain  of  the  judicial  from  the  other  depart- 
ments to  make  a  suggestion  as  to  how  the 
judicial  department  shall  perform  its  func- 
tions or  what  kind  of  judgments  or  decrees 
it  ought  to  render  or  what  exposition  it  shall 
give  to  the  laws.  But  when  the  judicial  de- 
partment has  rendered  its  decree,  and  there- 
by given  an  exposition  and  construction  of 
the  law,  such  decree  and  construction  is  bind- 
ing on  both  the  other  departments.  And  so, 
too,  when  the  legislature  is  exercising  its 
functions  of  making  laws,  those  in  authority 
in  the  judicial  department  cannot  take  any 
part  in  the  exercise  of  those  functions ;  thej 
cannot  even  cross  the  line  dividing  the  judi- 
cial from  the  legislative  domain,  to  make  a 
suggestion  as  to  how  the  legislature  should 
per^rm  its  functions,  or  what  kind  of  laws 
It  should  make.  Smith  v.  Myers,  supra. 
Indeed,  the  judiciary  cannot  niake  laws  at 
all,  whether  in  or  out  of  their  domain.  But 
when  the  legislature  has  enacted  laws  that 
are  not  unconstitutional,  they  are  absolutely 
binding  on  the  judicial  as  well  as  the  execu- 
tive departments,  no  matter  how  unwise  and 
impolitic  thev  may  be.  Smith  v.  Myers,  and 
StaU  V.  Nol)le,  tupra;  Ex  parte  GriffitJis,  118 
Ind.  83,  8  L.  R.  A.  .398. 

Such  laws  are  also* binding  on  all  the  de- 
partments until  the^  are  repealed.  To  hold 
that  the  judiciary  is  so  far  independent  of 
the  legislative  department  that  it  may  disre- 
gard and  treat  as  nugatory  legislative  enact- 
ments passed  in  conformity  to  the  constitu- 
tion, is  not  only  to  draw  the  whole  sovereign 
power  of  the  state  government  into  the  judfi- 
ciary,  and  thus  destroy  the  independence  of 
the  other  departments,  but  it  erects  a  des- 
potism which  appellees  contend  cannot  be 
abolished  even  by  the  people.  Such  a  prop- 
osition is  utterly  untenable  because  it  not 
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only  violates  the  constitution,  but  is  destruc- 
tive of  the  state  government  and  the  essential 
principles  upon  which  it  is  founded.  While 
each  department  within  its  own  bounds  ex- 
ercises Its  powers  independent  of  each  of  the 
other  departments,  yet  each  department  is 
bound  by  the  acts  of  each  of  the  others  done 
within  the  limits  set  by  the  constitution  to 
such  powers. 

Appellee,  however,  contends  substantially 
that  the  inherent  power  already  vested  in  the 
circuit  court  was  extensive  enough  to  warrant 
and  justify  the  court  in  all  that  the  order 
proposed  to  have  done.  *  They  cite  N<uh  v. 
State,  supra,  and  Benton  County  Comrs,  v. 
Thompson,  supra,  as  a  recognition  of  that 
power.  They  also  claim  the  statute  above 
cited  is  also  a  recognition  of  the  existence 
of  the  power.  But  the  last  case  is  rather 
against  the  position  assumed,  it  holding  that 
the  circuit  court  could  not  move  a  court- 
house. The  other  case  was  simply  a  claim 
for  furniture  furnished  to  the  court- room  and 
paid  for  by  the  court.  Such  payment  was 
upheld  on  the  statute  already  quoted. 

The  appellee's  learned  counsel  cite  two 
cases  which  deserve  notice.  The  first  is  Beacfi 
V.  Grain,  2  N.  Y.  86,  49  Am.  Dec.  369, 
where  plaintiff  granted  to  defendants  a  right 
of  way  over  his  land  and  covenanted  to  erect 
a  gate  at  the  terminus,  and  in  the  same  in- 
strument the  defendants  covenanted  to  keep 
the  gate  in  repair.  It  being  removed  by  some 
unknown  person,  it  was  held  that  the  cove- 
nant impost  the  dutv  on  the  grantee  to  put 
up  a  new  gate,  likening  it  to  the  obligation 
of  a  tenant  to  repair,  and  in  case  of  destruc- 
tion to  rebuild.  The  other  case  was  Breck- 
nock Navigation  v.  Pritchard,  6  T.  R.  750, 
where  the  covenant  required  the  defendant  to 
keep  a  bridge  in  complete  repair  for  seven 
years,  the  bridge  having  been  washed  away, 
he  was  held  liable  to  rebuild  the  same.  If 
these  cases  are  applicable  and  controlling, 
we  must  then  hola  that  the  real  purpose  dis- 
closed in  the  order  was  within  the  power  of 
the  court,  and  that  the  incidental  power  of 
the  court  to  repair  its  court- room  carried 
with  it  necessarily  the  power,  in  case  of  its 
destruction  or  becoming  unfit  for  use,  to 
build  a  new  court- bouse.  But  there  are  many 
reasons  why  these  cases  are  not  in  point.  In 
each  case  there  was  a  contract,  imposing  the 
duty  solely  on  one  person  to  keep  in  repair. 
Here  there  was  no  contract  obi  igation,  but  a 
mere  discretionary  power  or  privilege  was 
vested  in  the  court  for  temporary  self  pro- 
tection, extending  no  further  than  that  tem- 
porary protection  required,  but  the  primary 
duty,  as  we  have  seen,-  was  devolved  on  the 
county  board  to  keep  the  court-house  in  re- 
pair, and  the  exclusive  power  to  rebuild. 
A  case  much  more  in  point,  and  nearly  par- 
allel, indeed,  exactly  parallel,  with  the  case 
at  bar  as  to  the  extent  of  the  power  conferred 
where  a  duty  to  repair  is  imposed  by  law, 
was  decided  by  this  court,  and  a  conclusion 
was  therein  reached  contrary  to  that  reached 
in  the  cases  above  referred  to.  It  was  said 
•  by  Elliott,  J.,  speaking  for  the  whole  court 
in  that  case  that :  "  We  are  unable  to  resist 
the  conclusion  that  the  trustee,  under  color 
of  making  repairs  and  removing  obstructions, 
22  L.  R.  A. 


has  changed  and  improved  the  ditch  in  sev. 
eral  essential  particulars.  The  ditch  bas 
been  greatly  widened  and  deepened,  and 
doubtless  much  improved  since  the  amount 
expended  is  almost  twice  the  cost  of  the  orig- 
inal ditch.  The  inference  from  the  facU 
stated  is  that  the  trustee  has  improved  the 
ditch  instead  of  repairing  it.  Under  author- 
ity to  repair,  there  can  be  no  enlargement 
and  improvement  except  in  so  far  as  the  work 
of  repairing  necessarily  enlarges  and  im- 
proves. '  Impair, '  says  the  supreme  coart  of 
Pennsylvania,  'means  to  restore  to  sound  or 
good  condition,  after  injury,  or  partial  de- 
struction. '  Pittsburgh  &  B,  Pass,  R.  Co,  t. 
Pittsburgh,  80  Pa.  72.  The  authority  of  the 
township  trustee  was  to  restore  as  nearly  as 
practicable  to  its  original  condition,  not  to 
enlarge  or  improve,  no  matter  how  much  the 
improvement  may  have  been  needed,  nor  how 
much  property  owners  may  have  been  bene- 
fited."     Weaver  v.    lemplin,  113  Ind.  303. 

The  same  principle  was  asserted  by  this 
court  in  Western  Paviria  ds  Supply  Co.  v. 
Oitisens'  Street  R.  Co.,  128  Ind.  534,  10  L. 
R.  A.  770,  where  it  was  said :  "  The  obliga- 
tion to  repair  a  street  is  one  thing,  and  the 
obligation  to  construct  a  street  is  another  and 
different  thing.  To  repair  a  thing  is  to  re- 
store it  to  a  sound  state  after  decay,  injurr. 
dilapidation  or  partial  destruction.  To  re- 
construct is  to  construct  or  build  again. 
One  who  only  assumes  ah  obligation  to  re-  . 
pair  a  house  could  not  be  required  to  tear  it 
down  and  rebuild  it. "  So  the  weight  of  au- 
thority seems  to  be  that  the  power  to  repair 
does  not  carry  with  it  or  imply  the  power  to- 
rebuild  or  reconstruct. 

While  there  is,  as  before  observed,  no  prec- 
edent upholding  the  extension  of  the  inci- 
dental power  ofa  court  to  repair  its  court- 
room to  the  construction  or  reconstniction  of 
a  court-house,  there  is  respectable  authority 
against  such  extension  in  the  following  cases : 
Neosfio  County  Cotnrs,  v.  Stoddart,  13  Kan. 
207 ;   Bamett  v.  Ashmore,  6  Wash.  163. 

This  ipcidental  power  has  existed  as  lon^ 
as  courts  of  general  jurisdiction  have  existed 
under  the  English  common  law.  The  strong- 
est reason  why  it  does  not  extend  to  building 
court-houses,  or  the  equivalent  thereof,  is 
found  in  the  fact  that  not  a  single  precedent 
can  be  cited  upholding  such  a  power,  though 
numerous  occasions  have  existed  in  this 
country  for  a  century  calling  for  the  asser- 
tion thereof.  If  such  a  power  had  existed, 
the  researches  of  appellee's  learned  counsel 
through  all  the  course  of  the  common  law 
would  have  been  rewarded  by  the  discovery 
of  precedents  for  its  exercise  in  the  construc- 
tion of  court-houses  by  the  courts  of  general 
jurisdiction.  We  have  already  seen  that  a 
practical  construction  given  to  a  statute  by 
public  officers  of  the  state,  and  acted  upon 
by  those  interested,  the  people  and  the  courts. 
for  a  very  great  length  of  time,  is  always 
regarded  by  the  courts  as  equal  to  positive 
law.  See  the  authorities  above  cited  on  this 
point ;  also.  State  v.  Harrison,  116  Ind.  300: 
Franklin  County  Comrs.  v.  Bunting,  HI  Ind. 
143. 

Mr.  Endlich,  in  his  valuable  worlc  sars: 
''It  has  been  sometimes  said,  indeed,  that 
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usage  is  only  the  interpreter  of  an  obscure 
law.  .  .  .  Said  Lard  Campbell  .  .  . 
there  would  be  no  safety  for  property  or  lib- 
erty if  it  could  be  successfully  contended  that 
all  lawyers  and  statesmen  haye  been  mistaken 
as  to  the  true  meaning  of  an  old  Act  of  Par- 
liament." £ndlich.  Interpretation  of  Stat- 
utes. §868. 


We  therefore  conclude  that  the  White  cir- 
cuit court  had  no  jurisdiction  or  power  to 
make  the  order  in  question,  and  that  it  was 
Yoid,  and  therefore  subject  to  collateral  at- 
tack by  way  of  injunction.  Therefore  the 
finding  of  the  trial  court  was  contrary  to  law. 

The  judgment  is  reversed,  with  instructions 
to  the  trial  court  to  grant  a  new  trial. 


NEW  JERSEY  COURT  OF   ERRORS  AND  APPEALS.' 


RAMSEY  &  GORE   MANUFACTURING 
CO.,  Plff,  in  Err,, 

V, 

Joseph  N.  KELSEA. 
(66N.J.L.aBH).) 

*UBd«r  a  Talid  eontnaet  fi»r  tlw  maniip 
fketure  and  sale  of  goods,  with  instruo- 

*Headnote8  by  Vah  Syokil,  J. 


tions  by  the  porchaser  to  vendor  to  send  tbem  to 
the  purchaser,  the  delivery  of  the  ffooda  to  a 
common  carrier  to  be  forwarded  is  a  delivery  to 
the  purchaser,  and  the  title  passes  to  the  pur- 
chaser, subject  to  the  vendor*8  right  of  stoppaire 
introtuttu. 

(June  19, 1898.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Passaic 
County  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of 


Non.— PioaHfiff  of  tiUe  to  property  ity  ddiveru  fhere- 
€fto^  carrier  for  transportation  to  consignee  or 
vendte. 

Whether  or  not  the  title  wiU  pass  seems  to  de- 
pend almost  entirely  on  the  intention.  There  are 
eertalD  acts  which  when  taken  in  connection  with 
the  rotation  of  the  parties  to  each  other  and  in  the 
abeenoe  of  explanatory  or  countervailing  evidence 
will  be  held  to  manifest  an  intention  to  pass  or  re- 
tain the  title.  But  in  almoitt  every  instance  the 
inesampUon  arising  from  the  acts  will  give  way  to 
theactoal  intention  if  that  can  be  shown. 

The  question  is  one  of  intention.  Bmery's  Sons  v. 
Irving  Nat.  Bank,  26  Ohio  St.  860. 18  Am.  Rep.  299. 

6o  the  mere  fact  that  the  bill  of  lading  was  taken 
io  the  name  of  the  seller  and  remained  unindorsed 
will  not  prevent  the  passing  of  title,  if,  from  all 
the  facts  in  the  case,  it  may  fairly  be  inferred  that 
it  was  the  aeller^s  intention  that  the  property 
Bhoiild  paas.   Joyce  v.  Swann.  17  C.  B.  N.  8.  84. 

Nor  will  the  further  fact  that  the  contract  pro- 
vided for  cash  against  the  bill  of  lading.  Ogg  v. 
ShQter.  L.  R.  10  C.  P.  1»,  44  L.  J.  C.  P.  161,  SB  L.  T. 
X.  S.  114, 28  Week.  Rep.  819. 

AlthoQf^  the  latter  case  was  reversed  on  appeal 
upoD  the  ground  that  an  intention  to  retain  title 
was  shown  by  taking  the  bill  of  lading  in  the  sel- 
ler^ name  and  retaining  it  under  his  control  for 
Usproteotion.  L.  R.  1  C.  P.  Div.  47.  46  L.  J.  O.  P. 
44, 88  L.  T.  N.  8.  402,  24  Week.  Rep.  100. 

OooFeraely  the  title  will  not  pass,  if  the  intention 
of  the  parties  was  that  it  should  not.  Mason  v. 
Great  Western  R.  Go.  81 U.  C.  Q.  B.  78. 

The  question  whether  or  not  the  consignor  has 
Teeerred  his  riirht  is  one  of  intention  to  be  gath- 
ered from  all  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  the 
ttansactton.  Bmery's  Sons  v.  Irving  Nat.  Bank, 
S  Ohio  St.  880, 18  Am.  Rep.  299. 

The  rule  that  delivery  to  the  carrier  is  delivery 
to  the  vendee  Is  not  contravened  by  asserting  the 
iag  dicponetidi  of  the  vendor,  when  the  drcum- 
stanoes  evidence  an  intention  to  retain  and  where 
there  la  a  special  agreement  to  that  elfect.  The 
John  K.  Shaw,  82  Fed.  Rep.  481. 

Question  of  law  or  fact. 

Tbe  qaestion  of  Intent  to  deliver  is  for  the  jury. 
Oibbou  V.  RoMnsoo.  68  liicb.  146. 

Whether  or  not  tbe  title  has  passed  is  a  question 
for  the  }ury.  If  the  evidence  leaves  it  at  all  doubt- 
ful Alabama  O.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Mount  Vernon  Oo. 
MAhLlTa. 

But  when  the  facts  are  not  in  dispute,  the  ques- 
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tlon  as  to  the  intent  to  pass  tbe  title  is  one  of  law. 
Smith  V.  Edwards,  29  Hun,  483. 

The  question  of  intention  to  pass  title  is  for  the 
jury  where  a  merchant  ships  goods  on  board  a 
vessel  chartered  by  another,  charging  the  latter  a 
commission  for  his  services  and  taking  receipts  in 
his  own  name  as  the  goods  are  delivered  on  the 
vessel,  and  Ihially  taking  a  bill  of  lading  in  his 
own  name  and  drawing  against  it  on  his  corres- 
pondent.   Falk  V.  Fletcher,  18  C.  B.  N.  8.  406. 

Where,  from  the  droumstances  attending  the 
case,  there  Is  uncertainty  as  to  the  intention  to 
pass  title  to  the  consignee,  as  where  the  goods  are 
shipped  to  him  and  a  bill  of  lading  attached  to  a 
draft,  which  is  discounted  by  a  third  person  to 
whom  the  bill  of  lading  is  transferred,  the  question 
is  for  the.  jury.  Merchants  Nat.  Bank  v.  Bangs,. 
102  Mass.  291. 

If,  by  the  contract  of  sale  the  seller  undertakes 
to  pay  the  freight  the  question  is  for  the  Jury 
whether  the  delivery  is  to  be  considered  complete 
when  the  goods  are  placed  in  charge  of  the  carrier 
or  not  until  they  reach  the  buyer.  McLaughlin  v. 
Marston,  78  Wi&  OTa 

If  the  contract  is  to  deliver  free  on  board,  the 
mere  fact  that  the  bill  of  lading  is  taken  in  the 
name  of  the  consignor  and  by  him  indorsed  and 
transmitted  to  his  agent  to  be  delivered  to  the 
consignee,  will  not  prevent  the  passing  of  title,  ^ 
but  the  question  is  for  the  Jury.  Browne  v.  Hare, 
4  Hurlst.  ft  N.  822,  29  L.  J.  Bxoh.  6,  6  Jur.  N.  8.  7U, 
7  Week.  Rep.  619,  alflrming  8  Hurlst.  &  N.  484, 27  L. 
J.  Ezch.  872. 

If  the  sale  is  for  cash  and  the  goods  are  delivered 
to  the  carrier,  the  vendor  retaining  the  bills  of 
lading  and  immediately  drawing  on  the  consignee 
for  the  price,  there  Is  evidence  for  the  Jury  on  the 
question  of  Intention  to  deliver  before  the  price  Is 
paid.    Refining  &  S.  Co.  v.  MiUer,  7  Phlla.  97. 

a.  Between  buuer  and  tetter. 
Delivery  to  designated  carrier, 
A  delivery  of  goods  to  a  carrier  deslflrnated  by 
the  purchaser  is  of  the  same  legal  effect  for  the 
purpose  of  passing  title  as  a  delivery  to  the  pur- 
chaser himself.  Merchant  v.  Chapman,  4  Allen, 
862 :  Johnson  v.  Stoddard,  100  Mass.  800 ;  Stafford  v. 
Webb,  Hill  &  D.  Supp.  218;  Waldron  v.  Romalne, 
22N.  T.868;  Wilcox  SUver  Plate  Co.  v.  Oreen,  72 
N.T.  17;  Taplin  v.  Packard,  8  Barb.  280;  Gutwillig 
v.  Zuberbier,  41  Hun,  861 ;  Wade  v.  Hamilton,  80- 
Oa.  450 ;  Bliss  v.  Geer,  7  111.  App.  612 :  Haug  v.  GU- 
lett,  14  Kan.  140 ;  Ranny  v.  Higby,  6  Wis.  62. 


416 


New  Jersey  Court  of  Errors  and  Appeals. 


Juke, 


plaintiff  in  an  actioD  broufbt  to  recover  the 
contract  price  of  certain  bobbins  which  were 
alleged  to  have  been  sold  and  delivered  to  de- 
fencuint.     Afflrmed,  * 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  John  W.  Grigrffs*  ^^^  plaintiff  in  er- 
ror: 

The  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  sue  for  the 
price  of  the  goods,  but  was  merely  entitled  to 
recover  damages  for  the  loss  of  profits  by  rea- 
son of  the  cancellation  of  the  oraer  or  the  fail- 
ure of  the  defendants   to  accept  the  goods. 


Where  there  is  a  sale  of  goods  generally  (as 
distinguished  from  the  sale  of  a  specific  cliat- 
tel)  no  property  in  them  passes  until  delivery. 

Chitty,  Cont  876;  Benjamin,  Sales,  Perkin's 
ed.  852  et  mq. 

When  the  vendor  has  not  transferred  to  the 
buver  the  property  in  the  goods  which  are  the 
suDject  of  the  contract,  as  where  the  agree- 
ment is  for  the  sale  of  chattels  not  specific,  or 
of  specific  goods  which  are  not  in  a  aeliverable 
state,  or  which  are  to  be' weighed  or  measured 
before  delivery,  the  breach  by  the  buyer  can 


If,  after  the  jroods  are  ordered,  they  are  put  up 
and  marked  with  the  purobaser's  name  and  put  on 
board  of  a  steamboat  desifirnated  by  the  purchaser, 
to  be  forwarded  to  hla  residence,  the  sale  la  com- 
plete, and  the  ffoods  are  the  property  of  the  pur- 
chaser  notwiebstandlngr  the  bill  of  lading  is  not 
forwarded  to  him,  if  the  possession  of  such  bill  Is 
not  necessary  to  enable  him  to  obtain  the  goods. 
People  v.  Haynes,  U  Wend.  640,  28  Am.  Dec.  580. 

If  the  agreement  is  that  the  property  shall  be 
delivered  at  the  depot  of  a  designated  carrier,  when 
it  is  so  delivered  the  title  passes,  and  if  the  carrier 
subsequently  delivers  It  to  a  third  person  by  direc- 
tion of  the  seller,  it  will  be  liable  to  the  buyer  for 
the  price.    Odell  v.  Boston  ft  M.  R.  Go.  109  Mass.  SO. 

If  the  buyer  orders  a  particular  mode  of  con- 
veyance, he  will  be  chargeable  with  the  loss  if  any 
happen.    Vale  v.  Bayle,  Gowp.  884. 

Delivery  to  carrier  generally. 

In  the  absence  of  some  order  or  agreement  on 
the  part  of  the  buyer  to  have  the  property  sent  to 
him  by  railroad,  or  of  some  evidence  in  regard  to 
usage  or  the  course  of  trade  from  which  such  an 
agreement  may  be  implied,  a  delivery  to  a  railroad 
company  is  not  a  delivery  to  the  buyer.  Bverett 
V.  Parks,  (BS  Barb.  9. 

In  Perkins  v.  Eckert,  66  CaL  400,  in  which  an  in- 
strument which  might  have  been  a  bill  pf  sale  or  a 
mortgage  of  certain  wheat,  had  been  given  by  de- 
fendant to  plaintiflTs,  and  the  wheat  had  been  de- 
Uvered  to  a  railroad  company  and  bills  of  lading 
taken  in  the  name  of  the  plaintiffs,  the  court,  in  an 
action  upon  the  indebtedness,  in  consideration  of 
which  the  instrument  was  given,  instructed  that 
the  shipment  constituted  a  delivery  to  the  plain- 
tiffs, but  the  appellate  court  held  that  ruling  to  be 
erroneous,  that  there  was  nothing  more  than  a 
constructive  delivery  which  would  not  make  plain- 
tiffs liable  for  the  loss. 

In  Allen  v.  Gomstook,  17  Ga.  664,  it  was  held  that 
a  general  order  for  goods,  without  naming  the 
mode  of  delivery,  did  not  authorise  the  vendor 
to  consider  himself  free  from  further  obligation 
when  he  bad  delivered  to  a  carrier  so  as  to  place 
the  goods  at  the  risk  of  the  buyer,  but  It  is  intimat- 
ed that  he  must  first  deliver  at  the  place  of  busi- 
ness of  the  buyer. 

So  it  was  held  that  if  there  is  no  mention  of  the 
manner  in  which  the  goods  shall  be  delivered  a  de- 
livery to  a  common  carrier  is  not  a  delivery  to  the 
buyer  so  as  to  place  the  goods  at  his  risk.  Loyd 
V.  Wight,  80  Ga.  674, 66  Am.  Deo.  686. 

But  in  Watkins  v.  Paine,  67  Ga.  80,  It  was  held 
that  a  delivery  to  a  carrier  according  to  the  usage 
of  trade  will  be  a  delivery  to  the  purchaser.  If 
the  purchaser  orders  the  goods  to  be  shipped,  al- 
though he  specifies  no  particular  carrier  or  dass 
of  cairriers. 

While  in  Star  Glass  Co.  v.  Longley,  64  Ga.  676,  it 
was  held  that  if  the  seller  upon  inquiry  prloed 
goods  to  the  buyer  and  thereupon  the  buyer  or- 
dered at  that  price  and  the  seller  delivered  the 
goods  to  a  common  carrier  consigned  to  the  buyer, 
there  was  a  complete  sale  at  the  price  named,  so  as 
•32  L.  R.  A. 


to  prevent  the  seller  from  subsequently  disputing 
it. 

If  the  buyer  orders  the  goods  to  be  forwarded 
by  a  carrier,  a  delivery  to  a  carrier  will  pan  the  title 
to  him,  although  be  does  not  specially  name  the 
carrier;  but  a  delivery  to  a  carrier  without  the  con- 
sent of  the  vendee,  either  express  or  implied,  iriil 
not  he  treated  as  a  delivery  to  him.  Hague  t. 
Porter,  8  H1U,  14L 

When  goods  are  contraoced  for  which  are  to  be 
sent  to  the  purchaser,  if  the  vendor  send  them  in 
the  mode  of  conveyance  agreed  on  by  the  parties 
or  directed  by  the  purchaser;  or,  if  no  agreement 
be  made  or  direction  given  in  the  usual  mode:  or 
If  the  purchaser  t)eing  informed  of  the  mode,  as- 
sents to  it;  or,  if  there  have  been  sales  or  oodto7- 
ance  of  other  goods  and  the  vendor  continues  to 
send  them  In  the  same  mode,— then  the  goods  are 
at  the  risk  of  the  purchaser  during  their  voyage. 
Whiting  V.  Farrand,  1  Conn.  60. 

A  delivery  to  the  carrier  Is  a  delivery  to  tbe  ven- 
dee, where  the  vendee  has  designated  the  oarrien 
where  the  carrier,  though  not  dealgnated,  is  tbe 
usual  one  employed  to  carry  twtween  the  two 
places;  where,  though  no  carrier  is  designated,  tbe 
one  employed  has  been  employed  in  other  similar 
oases  between  the  parties.  Meyer  Bros.  Drug  Go. 
V.  MoMahaa.  60  Mo.  App.  16. 

In  the  absence  of  a  designation  of  a  specified  car- 
rier, a  delivery  to  any  oommon  carrier  in  tbe  usual 
and  ordinary  course  of  business  transfers  the  title. 
Liggett  St  M.  Tobacco  Go.  v.  Golller  (Iowa)  Oct.  ». 
1808. 

[f  goods  are  to  be  sent  by  a  oommon  carrier,  a 
delivery  to  any  carrier  in  due  course  of  busioee 
is  a  sufficient  delivery  to  the  buyer.  Falvey  v.  Bicb- 
mond,  87  Ghi.  99;  Dutton  v.  Sulomonaon.  8  Boa  k  P. 
688;  Richardson  v.  Dunn.  8  Q.  a  218, 1  Gale  &  D.  417: 
Johnson  v.  Lancashire  &  T.  R.  Go.  L.  B.  8  a  P.  Div. 
490,  89  L.  T.  N.  S.  448, 87  Week.  Rep.  469;  Magnider 
V.  Gage,  88  Md.  844. 8  Am.  Rep.  177;  Keasler  v.  Smith, 
48  Minn.  494;  Gomstock  v.  Affoelter,  60  Ma  111; 
Hobart  v.  Littlefleld,  18  R.  1. 841;  Ranney  v.  Higby. 
4  Wis.  164;  Goloord  v.  Dryfus,  1  Okla.  888. 

And  the  consignor  may  collect  tlie  price  whether 
the  goods  are  received  or  not.  Hill  v.  Gayle.  1  Ala. 
875;  Burton  v.  Baird.  44  Ark.  666;  Diversy  v.  Kel- 
logg. 44  111.  114, 98  Am.  Dec.  164. 

If  a  buyer  gives  an  order  to  a  traveling  agent  of 
the  seller  and  nothing  is  said  about  tbe  mode  of 
carriage,  the  sale  will  be  complete  when  the  goods 
are  delivered  to  a  carrier  in  the  usual  way  at  tbe 
seUer^s  residence.     Gopeland  v.  Lewis,  8  Stark.  38. 

And  in  a  similar  case  it  was  held  that  an  aotioo 
for  the  price  of  tbe  goods  would  not  lie  at  the  place 
of  the  buyer'a  reeldenoe.  Harwood  v.  Lester,  3 
Bos.  &  P.  617. 

It  is  immaterial  that  the  carrier  is  a  teamster. 
West  V.  Humphrey  (Nev.)  Deo.  16,  1890l 

As  soon'as  goods  are  delivered  to  a  carrier  tbey 
are  at  the  risk  of  the  purchaser,  although  tbe 
freight  Is  to  be  paid  by  the  vendor.  King  v.  Mere- 
dith. 8  Oampb.  689. 

The  fact  that  the  right  to  reject  the  goods  if  tbey 
are  short  in  quantity  or  inferior  in  quality  is  re- 
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odIj  aifect  the  yendor  by  way  of  damages  for 
DOD-accepUiDoe. 

BenjamiD,  Bales,  768;  Parker  v.  Ptttit,  48  N. 
J.  L  512;  Qirard  ▼.  TaggaH,  5  Serg.  &  R.  19; 
AtkiMon  y.  BeU,  8  Bam.  &  C.  277,  2  Maon. 
&  R.  292;  EUMt  v.  Pi^9,  10  Bing.  512,  4 
Moore  &  tt.  8811.  See  also  Clarke  v.  ^?^60,  4 
Ad.  &  £1.  400;  i5^»nM/;  y.  KiUwrn,  16  Moore. 
P.  C.  C.  809;  QiOeti  ▼.  HiU,  2  Cromp.  &  M. 
085:  Dmner  y.  Thompmm,  2  Hill,  187:  i7a^rtt« 
?.  /Mer,  8  Hill,  141;  AUen  v.  JarvU,  20CoiiQ. 


60;  Moody  y.  Brown,  84  Me.  107,  19  Am.  Rep. 
894. 

If  it  be  held  that  the  rule  is  that  deliyery  to 
a  common  carrier  for  traDsportation  is  deliyery 
to  the  buyer,  nevertheless  such  deliyery  must 
be  of  the  whole  quantity  and  not  of  a  part, 
otherwise  title  will  not  pass,  unless  the  buyer 
accepts  them. 

Benjamin,  Sales,  Corbin's  ed.  g  685;  J)own» 
y.  Mar^y  29  Conn.  409;  Deftnbaugh  y.  Weaver, 
87  111.  182. 


served  br  the  buyer  will  not  prevent  the  dellvery 
to  the  oarrler  from  pJadnir  them  at  his  risk.  Gates 
V.  Carqainez  Phg.  Ck>.  78  Gal.  489. 

If  the  teller  asrees  to  furnish  the  property  free 
OD  board  eaxs,  the  title  will  pass  when  the  prop- 
erty te  shipped  oonslirned  to  the  purchaser.  Smith 
T.  Edwards, »  Hnn,  488. 

Thenleof  property  at  a  certain  price,  which 
«haU  oorerall  frelflrbt  and  insurance,  to  be  sent  by 
steamer  will  be  complete  when  the  foods  are 
shipped,  eo  that  they  are  afterward  at  the  risk  of 
the  buyer.   Mee  v.  MoNlder,  100  N.  Y.  500. 

The  property  in  goods  sold  In  bond  for  exporta- 
tion psflBes  on  their  deliyery  to  the  carrier,  although 
they  are  stfll  subject  to  the  custody  of  the  custom 
officen  and  cannot  leave  the  country  until  the' 
duties  are  pakL    Waldron  v.  Bomalne,  22  N.  Y.  8B8. 

If  ffoods  are  delivered  to  a  carrier  by  the  vendor 
addreaeed  to  the  purchaser  while  the  latter  is  under 
the  aae  of  twenty-one  but  do  not  reach  him  until 
he  has  attained  that  age,  infancy  is  a  good  defense 
to  an  action  fOr  their  price.  Orlffln  v.  Langfleld, 
3Campb.ft4. 

Sbipphig  property  corresponding  with  the  order 
Tests  the  title  absolutely  in  the  buyer  so  as  to  pre- 
clude his  subsequently  refusing  to  take  it  on  its 
arrival  at  destination.  D.  M.  Osborne  k  Co.  v.  Van 
Atten,  3  Wash.  Terr.  68. 

If  the  goods  are  delivered  to  the  carrier  con- 
sifroed  generally  to  the  buyer  at  a  dty  where  he 
I'esides,  without  any  particular  place  of  delivery 
being  designated,  the  title  passes.  Baoharach  v. 
Chester  Freight  Line.  UB  Pa.  414. 

The  pnaumptlon  that  delivery  to  a  carrier  passes 
title  may  be  rebutted  by  evidence  of  a  course  of 
deaUng  by  which  the  seller  undertook  to  deliver 
at  the  buyer's  place  of  business.  McLaughlin-  v. 
Mar^ton.  78  Wis.  <RQ. 

In  the  absence  of  evidence  showing  a  contrary 
inteotloo,  the  seller^s  contract  Is  complied  with,  if 
the  iroods  correspond  with  the  order  at  the  time  of 
delivery  to  the  carrier.  Lord  v.  Bdwards,  2  L.  R. 
A.dl9,148Mafl8.478. 

The  whole  doctrine  or  the  right  of  stoppage  in 
trmiUu  assumes  that  the  vendee  has  acquired  a 
title  such  as  would  enable  him  to  bring  trover, 
were  it  not  for  his  insolvency.  Orosvenor  v.  Phil- 
lips. 2  HID,  147. 

Bat  the  eases  turning  upon  the  right  of  stoppage 
iRtrtiwKftt  depend  upon  principles  so  far  distinct 
from  the  mere  question  whether  or  nor  the  title 
has  paawd  that  they  have  been  omitted  from  this 
note, 

Efeet  0/  9hipper'*9mit^takt  or  negVloence, 

If  the  oonsfgnmefDt  does  not  comply  with  the  or- 
<ler.  the  shipment  remains  at  the  risk  of  the  oon- 
^noT.   Bruce  V.  Pearson,  a  Johns.  684. 

If  a  smaller  quantity  than  that  ordered  is  deliv- 
ered to  the  carrier,  and  Che  buyer  is  notlfled  and 
fails  to  repudiate  the  action,  the  sale  will  be  held 
to  be  eomiAete  and  the  title  to  have  passed  in  re- 
spect to  the  property  forwarded.  Richardson  v. 
Dono.  2Q.  a  218, 1  Gale  ft  D.  417. 

If  the  quantity  sent  and  the^mode  of  transporta- 


tion do  not  correspond  with  the  order,  there 
must  be  an  actual  acceptance  by  the  buyer  to  ren- 
der him  liable.    Oomlng  v.  Colt,  6  Wend.  264. 

The  seUer  must  comply  with  the  conditions  of 
shipment  stipulated  fur  by  the  buyer  In  the  con- 
tract of  sale.    Woodrutr  v.  Noyes,  15  Oonn.  88S. 

If  the  goods  are  not  of  the  quality  ordered,  the 
tiUe  will  not  pass.    Ellis  v.  Roche,  78  IlL  2H). 

If  the  goods  did  not  correspond  with  the  order, 
the  title  will  not  pass.  Barton  v.  Kane,  17  Wis.  88, 
84  Am.  Dsic  728. 

The  burden  is  on  the  seller  to  show  that  he  com- 
plied with  the  terms  of  the  order.  Wolf  v. 
Dietzsch,  76  lU.  206. 

If  the  quantity  delivered  to  the  carrier  is  in  ex- 
cess of  that  ordered  by  the  buyer,  so  that  there  is 
something  to  be  done  to  complete  the  transaction, 
the  title  does  not  pass.  Downer  v.  Thompson,  2 
Hill,  187. 

But  if  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  sugar  provides 
that  it  shall  be  delivered  free  on  board,  and  the 
course  of  dealing  is  that  a  cargo  shall  be  shipped 
which  is  sometimes  suffloient  to  cover  several  or- 
ders, when  the  sugar  is  placed  on  board  it  is  so  far 
at  the  risk  of  the  buyer  that  he  has  {an  insurable 
Interest,  although  the  particular  portion  which 
shall  be  appropriated  to  the  filling  of  his  order  has 
not  been  marked  and  separated  from  the  bulk. 
Stock  V,  [nglis,  L.  R.  12  Q.  a  Div.  678. 

If  the  purchaser  designates  the  carrier  by  whom 
the  goods  are  to  be  shipped,  a  delivery  to  another 
carrier  will  not  pass  the  title.  Hills  v.  Lynch,  8 
Robt.42. 

If  the  seller  disregards  the  instructions  of  the 
buyer  as  to  shipment,  the  title  does  not  pass,  and 
the  goods  are  still  at  the  seller^s  risk.  Wheelhouse 
V.  Parr,  141  Mass.  5I«. 

The  duty  of  the  shipper  may  include  giving  ad- 
vice of  the  shipment  to  the  consignee.  Ooom  v. 
Jackson,  5  Bsp.  112. 

The  fact  that,  in  response  to  an  order  to  ship 
goods  by  any  conveyance  and  notify  the  buyer  of 
the  shipment,  the  seller  informs  him  that  they  will 
come  by  a  certain  convejance,  when  in  fact  they 
are  not  sent  until  a  later  one,  will  not  prevent 
them  from  being  at  the  buyer's  risk.  Cooke  v. 
v.  Ludlow,  2  Boo.  k  P.  119.  - 

The  failure  of  the  shipper  to  properly  designate 
the  owner  and  place  of  destination  by  reason  of 
which  the  goods  are  Most  in  transit  will  prevent  a 
completion  of  the'sale,  so  as  to  render  the  buyer 
liable  for  the  price.  Finn  v.  Clark,  10  Allen,  484, 12 
Allen.  S22. 

The  buyer  cannot  take  advantage  of  a  want  of 
insurance.  If  he  himself  ordered  the  seller  not  to 
Insure.    Elmore  v.  Kearny,  28  La.  Ann.  479. 

The  mere  transposition  of  the  buyer's  Initials  in 
the  consignment  will  not  defeat  a  recovery  from 
him,  if  there  is  nothing  to  show  that  such  error 
caused  the  loss  of  the  goods.  Qarretson  v.  Selby, 
87  Iowa,  6£n,  18  Am.  Rep.  14. 

The  fact  that  the  shipper  releases  the  carrier 
from  liability  for  damages  which  may  result  to  the 
goods  during  carriage  wUl  not  prevent  the  passing 
of  title,  if  the  buyer  orders  them  to  be  sent  by  rail- 
road and  the  railroad  company  will  not  transport 
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Messrs.  Stevenson  ft  Humphreysy  for 

defendant  in  error: 

As  a  contract  can  be  made  onl^  by  the  con- 
sent of  all  the  contracting  parties,  it  can  be 
rescinded  only  by  the  consent  of  all. 

2  Parsons,  Cont.  p.  678;  2  fienianain,  Sales, 
Corbin's  4th  Am.  ed.  pp.  975,  977. 

In  an  action  for  the  price  of  goods  "bar- 
gained and  sold"  it  is  only  necessary  to  prove 
a  valid  sale;  it  is  not  necessary  to  prove  a  de- 


livery; the  right  of  action  is  perfect  witLout 
delivery. 

Doremtis  v.  Howard,  83  N.  J.  L,  890:  Frazier 
V.  Fredericks,  24  N.  J.  L.  162. 

When  the  manufacturer  has  finished  a  cbat- 
tel  according  to  order  and  set  it  apart  for  the 
buyer,  the  property  is  at  the  buyer's  risk  trnd 
he  becomes  liable  for  the  price  though  be  has 
not  accepted  the  chattel  or  has  refused  to  ac- 
cept it. 


the  goods  without  the  release.  Stafford  v.  Walter 
W  111.  83. 

If  the  delivery  Is  to  a  carrier  designated  by  ttie 
buyer,  notice  to  him  is  not  necessary  to  pass  the 
title  at  his  risk.  Bradford  v.  Marbury,  ISi  Ala.  620, 
46  Am.  Dec.  264. 

In  order  to  place  the  goods  at  the  risk  of  the 
buyer,  the  seller  must  in  delivering  them  to  the 
carrier  exercise  due  care  and  diligence  so  as  to  pro- 
vide the  consignee  with  a  remedy  over  against  the 
carrier.    Ward  v.  Taylor.  66  111.  484. 

If  the  order  is  to  send  goods  by  a  particular 
coach,  and  there  is  a  rule  that  the  carrier  will  not 
be  answerable  for  goods  above  a  certain  value  un- 
less insured,  the  vendor  is  not  bound  to  insure  in 
order  to  clear  himself  of  the  risk,— especially  if 
there  has  been  a  course  of  dealing  between  the 
parties  and  he  never  has  Insured  before.  Cothay 
V.  Tute,  8  Campb.  129. 

If  the  goods  are  of  such  value  that  special  pre- 
cautions are  necessary  to  make  the  carrier  liable 
for  their  loss,  a  delivery  to  the  carrier  simply, 
without  taking  such  precautions,  is  not  a  sufficient 
delivery  so  as  to  charge  the  buyer  with  their  value 
in  case  they  are  lost  by  the  carrier.  Clarke  v. 
Hutchins,  14  East,  475. 

Effect  of  fraud. 
If  the  shipment  is  procured  by  fraud,  the  title 
will  not  pass.    Stephenson  v.  Hart,  1  Moore  &  P. 
857,  4  Bing.  476. 

The  shipment  and  not  the  loadi7ig  the  important 
fact. 

The  property  in  oil  to  be  laden  in  a  barge  does 
not  pass  as  fast  as  it  is  placed  in  the  barge,  if  the 
contract  is  for  a  t>arge-load.  Rochester  &  O.  Oil 
Ck).  V.  Hughey.  66  Pa.  322. 

Under  a  contract  for  a  boat-load  of  coal  slack 
the  title  does  not  pass  as  fast  as  the  slack  is  deliv- 
ered into  the  boat,  but  only  when  the  boat-load  is 
completed.  Hays  v.  Pittsburgh,  G.  &  B.  Packet 
Ck).  88  Fed.  Rep.  562. 

While  the  goods  are  only  partly  delivered  on 
board  the  vessel  and  the  shipper  holds  the  receipts 
for  them,  there  has  been  no  transfer  of  title.  Jones 
V.  Bradner,  10  Barb.  183. 

If  the  agreement  is  that  the  goods  shall  not  pass 
to  the  buyer  until  paid  for,  a  modification  agree- 
ment to  ship  before  they  are  paid  for  will  not 
change  the  title  until  they  have  actually  passed 
beyond  the  seller^s  control,  therefore  eroods  in  a 
partly  loaded  car  still  belong  to  the  seller.  Sum- 
mers V.  Wagner,  87  Mich.  272. 

The  delivery  is  not  complete  so  as  to  pass  title 
until  the  goods  have  passed  fully  out  of  the  power 
.  of  the  shipper  into  possession  of  the  railroad  com- 
pany (or  transportation.    Wenger  v.  Bamhart.  66 
Pa.  SOU. 

b.  Between  consignor  and  consignee. 

It  has  been  said  that  the  rule  that  delivery  to  the 
carrier  is  a  delivery  to  the  buyer  does  not  apply* 
unless  there  is  an  actual  purchase  of  the  goods 
shipped.    Alaberg  V.  Latta,  80  Iowa,  445. 

A  shipment  made  without  orders,  or  contrary  to 
orders,  is  at  the  risk  of  the  shipper  during  the  voy- 
age.   The  Francis,  2  Gall.  881. 

In  a  case  where  property  had  been  captured  in 


transitu  as  prize  and  had  been  claimed  by  the  con- 
signee, the  court  said,  to  produce  a  change  of  prop- 
erty from  the  shipper  to  the  consignee  it  was  es- 
sentially necessary  that  the  goods  should  have  been 
sent  in  consequence  of  some  contract  between  the 
parties,  by  which  the  one  agreed  to  sell  and  die 
other  to  buy.  Intention  of  the  consignor  to  vest 
the  right  to  property  in  the  consignee  would  not 
be  sufficient  to  effect  a  change  of  title  until  the 
goods  were  received,  or  some  evidence  given  of  an 
agreement  by  the  consignee  to  take  them  on  his 
own  account.  The  Francis,  12  U.  a  8  Crancb,  3», 
8  L.  ed.  588. 

If  a  shipper  has  general  discretionary  orders  to 
ship  what  and  when  he  pleases,  the  shipment;  will 
be  at  his  risk,  unless,  at  the  time  of  making  it* 
he,  by  some  overt,  unequivocal  act.  designates  or 
appropriates  the  shipment  to  his  correspondent. 
Until  such  appropriation  the  property  is  not 
changed.    The  Francis,  2  Qall.  801. 

Rut  it  has  been  held  that  if,  by  the  correspond- 
ence and  course  of  dealing  between  merchants  in 
different  places,  one  is  authorised  to  send  goods  to 
the  other  without  special  oi;4er.  the  propertrin 
goods  so  sent  vests  m  the  latter  upon  the  delivery 
to  the  carrier.  Moroerger  v.  Haokenberg,  18  ^eiff. 
&  R,  26. 

The  delivery  of  goods  to  a  carrier  by  the  con- 
signor does  not  necessarily  vest  the  property  in  the 
consignee,  but  the  general  presumption  that  it  does 
may  be  rebutted  by  the  circumstances  in  the  cose. 
Dunlop  V.  Lambert,  0  Clark  &  F.  OOa 

In  Johnson  v.  Stoddard,  100  Mass.  906.  it  is  inti- 
mated that  the  question  whether  or  not  the  deliv- 
ery of  the  goods  to  the  carrier,  without  taking- a 
bill  of  lading  for  them  and  transmitthig  it  to  the 
consignee,  would  amount  to  a  delivery,  ?rili  depend 
largely  on  the  question  of  custom. 

Where  a  hired  chattel  is,  by  the  terms  of  the 
agreement,  received  by  the  bailee  at  the  place  of 
the  contract  and  then  shipped  by  the  bailor  to  the 
home  of  the  bailee,  who  offers  to  pay  the  freifrbt, 
the  chattel  is  in  the  possession  of  the  bailee.  Lud- 
den  &  B.  S.  Music  House  v.  Dusenbury,  27  S.  i\  461. 

So  far  as  third  persons  are  concerned,  however, 
the  consignee  may  sometimes  be  regarded  as 
owner. 

The  carrier  is  authoriased  to  treat  the  coosigoee 
as  entitled  to  control  the  manner  of  delivery  of  the 
goods.    Sweet  v,  Barney,  28  N.  Y.  885. 

The  carrier  is  authorized  to  deliver  to  the  con- 
signee at  a  place  different  from  that  stated  in  the 
bill  of  lading.  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Holderman,  49 
Ind.  18. 

The  consignee  has  such  an  interest  as  to  entitle 
him  to  direct  as  to  the  place  of  delivery  of  the 
property.  London  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Bartlett,  7 
Hurlst  &  N.  400,  81  L.  J.  Bzoh.  98, 6  L.  T.  N.  B.  899. 
10  Week.  Rep.  108;  Cork  Dlstillerlee  Go.  v.  Great 
Southern  &  W.  R.  Co.  (Ireland)  L.  R.  7  H.  L.  2G9,  S 
Ir.  C.  L.  Rep.  884. 

Consignment  to  saUsfv  dettt. 

A  mere  shipment  of  goods  in  pursuance  of  a 

contract  between  the  consignor  and  consignee, 

whereby  the  former  was  to  pay  the  freight  and  the 

Latter,  after  he  had  sold  the  goods,  was  to  credit  the 
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2  BeDJamin,  Sales,  Corbin's  4th  Am.  ed.  p. 
m\  BaUentine  v.  Robinson,  46  Pa.  177;  Be- 
mrU  Y.  Smith,  15  Wend.  493;  West  Jersey  H. 
Of.  Y.  Trenton  Car  Works  Co.  33  N.  J.  L. 
517;  Hires  y.  Burff,  39  N.  J.  L.  4. 

The  appropriation  in  most  executory  con- 
tracts of  sale  is  by  tbe  act  of  the  seller,  usually 
manifested  by  a  delivery  of  the  goods  (o  tbe 
buyer  or  to  a  carrier,  to  be  transported  to  him. 
In  either  case  the  property  passes  when  the 


goods  are  placed  beyond  the  seller's  control, 
2  Benjamin,  Sales,  Corbin's  4th  Am.  ed.  p. 
465. 

When  goods  of  a  certain  character  are  or- 
dered, and  tbe  buyer  directs  that  they  be  sent 
to  him  by  a  common  canier,  or  where  from 
the  course  of  trade  delivery  to  a  common  car- 
rier to  be  sent  to  the  buyer,  is  the  evident  in- 
tent, in  such  case  the  property  passes  as  soon 
as  the  goods  are  put  in  the  carrier's  possession. 


proceeds  to  the  aocount'of  the  cposiflrDor,  does  not 
vest  the  title  in  the  consijrnee  in  tbe  absence  of  the 
bill  of  ladinsr  or  notice  of  tbe  shipment.  Helena 
First  Nat  Bank  v.  He  Andrews.  5  Mont.  326. 

But  the  title  to  property,  which  the  debtor  in- 
tends to  appropriate  for  the  payment  of  bis  cred- 
itor'A  debt  will  pass  to  the  creditor  when  the  debtor 
delirera  them  to  a  carrier,  takes  a  bill  of  ladiusr  for 
tbe  benefit  of  the  creditor  and  mails  it  to  the  cred- 
itor, subject  to  the  riffht  of  the  creditor  to  repudi- 
ate the  transaction  when  it  comes  to  his  knowl- 
edge.  Brown  v.  Bowe,  86  Hun,  488. 

A  consignment  to  pay  a  debt  did  not  formerly 
pas  title  in  Louisiana.    Wilson  v.  Smith.  12  La.  376. 

But  subsequent  legrtelatlon  modified  this  so  far  as 
\t  related  to  a  creditor  who  bad  made  advances  on 
the  conaiirnment.  Chaffe  v.  Heyner,  31  La.  Ann. 
»i. 

And  a  creditor  who  has  made  advances  on  the 
faith  of  tbe  property  shipped  seems  to  be  srenerally 
better  protected  than  a  general  creditor. 

A  delivery  of  iroods  to  a  carrier,  conslinied  to 
forwardingr  merchants,  who  have  made  advances 
on  the  faith  of  them,  is  virtually  a  delivery  to  them 
which  wiU  permit  them  to  maintain  a  suit  for  tbeir 
possession  against  one  to  whom  they  have  been  un- 
lawfully delivered  by  the  carrier.  Fltzhugb  v. 
Winian,9N.Y.66e. 

A  delivery  of  goods  to  a  carrier  on  account  of  a 
consignee  who  has  advanced  money  on  them  gives 
him  a  priority  of  title  over  one  who  receives  a 
second  bill  of  lading  for  tbe  same  goods,  with  no- 
tice that  the  flist  had  been  issued.  Stevens  v.  Bos- 
ton &  W.  R,  Corp.  8  Gray,  288. 

The  right  of  a  consignee  in  advance  to  his  con- 
lignor  with  a  bill  of  lading  in  his  name  is  a  qualified 
property  commensurate  with  and  to  support  bis 
lien  and  no  more.  Patterson  v.  Perry,  10  Abb.  Pr. 
82. 

A  delivery  to  a  carrier  of  goods  to  be  forwarded 
to  one  on  account  of  his  advances  is  a  delivery  to 
tbe  latter  so  far  as  to  pass  the  title  intended  to  be 
peased  for  Uen  or  sale.    Schumacher  v.  Eby,  24  Pa. 

5a. 

If  io  accordance  with  prior  authority  a  consignor 
sends  goods  to  a  consignee  and  draws  against  the 
bin  of  lading,  the  conslfirnee  acquires  a  lien  against 
the  goods  for  the  payment  of  past  advances  which 
wiU  be  superior  to  that  of  an  attaching  creditor  of 
the  consignor.  Vall^  v.  Cerr6, 86  Mo.  676, 88  Am. 
Dec  161. 

OmsiQnment  for  sole. 

A  factor  to  whom  property  is  consigned  for  sale 
does  not  in  general  get  any  title  to  the  property  by 
the  mere  fact  of  shipment  although  the  consignor 
is  his  debtor. 

Tbe  mere  (Wnsigoment  to  a  factor  without  more 
will  not  confer  title  to  him.  Woodruff  v.  Nashville 
A  CR.  00.2  Head,  87. 

Factots  acquire  no  lien  until  they  have  accepted 
Uie  consignment  according  to  its  terms.  Winter  v. 
Coit,7N.  r.  288.  97  Am.  Dec  6B& 

Factors  acquire  no  lien  for  general  balance  until 
the  property  ie  actually  received  unless  there  is  an 
vreeraent  to  that  effect,  expressed  or  Implied  from 
the  couiae  of  dealing*  and  if  they  receive  a  bill  of 
22LR.A. 


lading  with  advice  of  a  draft  against  it,  they  can 
acquire  no  lien  until  tbey  ha^e  accepted  on  the 
terms  named  in  the  letter.    Ibid. 

A  constructive  possession  is  not  sufficient  to  en- 
able a  factor  to  retain  tbe  goods  on  general  ac- 
count. Walter  v.  Ross,  2  Wash.  C.  C.  288;  Ryberg  v. 
Snell,  Id.  408;  Kinlocb  v.  Craig,  8  T.  R.  119,  788.  4 
Bro.  P.  C.  47. 

To  give  a  factor  a  lien  on  the  goods  consigned  but 
not  actually  received  by  him,  tbe  consignment 
must  be  to  him  in  terms  and  he  must  have  made 
advances  or  acceptances  on  tbe  faith  of  it.  Davis 
V.  Bradley,  28  Vt  118.  66  Am.  Dec.  2S6. 

Tbe  mere  loading  of  goods  consigned  to  a  factor 
for  sale  does  not,  prior  to  tbe  forwarding  of  tbe 
shipping  receipts,  give  bim  a  lien  as  against  attach- 
ing creditors  of  tbe  consignor.  Hodges  v.  Kimball, 
49  Iowa.  677, 81  Am.  Rep.  158. 

If  the  goods  are  to  be  sbipped  to  factors,  tbe 
mere  insertion  of  their  names  in  the  bill  of  lading 
does  not  invest  in  them  the  ownership  of  tbe  prop- 
erty, if  the  owner  retains  possession  of  tht;  bill  of 
lading.    Michigan  Cent.  R.  Co.  v.  PhiUips.  60 lU.  190. 

If  a  merchant  consigns  goods  to  a  factor  who  re- 
ceives them,  the  factor  can  acquire  no  title  which 
will  pass  to  bis  assignees  in  insolvency.  (Godfrey 
V.  Furzo,  8  P.  Wms.186. 

Goods  consigned  to  a  mere  factor  are  not  subject 
to  the  rule  of  the  carrier  making  tbe  goods  subject 
to  a  lien  not  only  for  the  freight  of  the  particular 
goods,  but  also  for  any  general  balance  due  from 
tbeir  respective  owners.  Wright  v.  Snell,  5  Bam. 
&  Aid.  36a 

If  property  is  delivered  to  a  carrier  upon  con- 
signment to  a  factor  for  sale,  the  consignee  only 
acquires  title  thereto  In  case  tbe  shipment  is  accom- 
panied by  an  unconditional  consignment.  An 
agreement  to  ship,  although  founded  upon  a  good 
consideration,  gives  no  title,  but  the  owner  of  the 
property  may,  notwithstanding,  impose  such  con- 
ditions upon  the  consignment  as  he  chooses,  and 
tbe  consignee  can  .only  acquire  title  thereto  by 
performing  the  conditions.  Oayuga  County  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Daniels,  47  N.  T.  681. 

A  delivery  to  the  master  of  a  vessel  is  not  a 
delivery  to  the  factor,  where  the  consignor  has 
merely  written  to  him  apprising  him  of  the  con- 
signment and  requesting  him  on  tbe  faith  of  It  to 
accept  bills,  although  tbe  bills  are  actually  accepted 
in  accordance  with  the  request.  Nichols  v.  Clent, 
8  Price,  647. 

If  goods  are  shipped  under  a  contract  that  they 
are  to  t)e  sold  on  joint  aocount  of  the  consignor 
and  consignee,  or  on  account  of  the  consignor  at 
the  consignee's  option,  the  title  will  not  pass  until 
the  consignee  has  exercised  his  option.  Tbe  Venus, 
12n.  8.  8  Cranch,  268.  8  L.  ed.  663. 

If  goods  are  consigned  to  be  sold  for  a  certain 
purpose,  until  the  consignees  have  done  some  act 
recognizing  the  appropriation  of  it  to  the  purpose 
specified  and  the  beneficiaries  have  signified  their 
acceptance  of  it  so  as  to  create  a  privity  between 
them,  the  property  remains  at  the  risk  and  on  ac- 
count of  the  consigoor.  Tleman  v.  Jackson,  30 
C.  S.  6  Pet.  680, 8  L.  ed.  284. 

Some  cases  have  gone  a  great  ways  in  denying 
tbe  title  of  the  factor. 
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2  Benjamin,  Sales,  Corbin's  4th  Ana.  ed.  pp. 
466-469:  1  Benjamin,  Sales,  Corbin'a  4th  Am. 
€d.  p.  195;  Bannef/  v.  Btgbp,  4  Wis.  154;  ne 
^ally  Magee,  70  U.  8.  3  Wall.  451,  18  L.  ed. 
197;  WUcox  Silver  Plate  Co.  v.  Green,  72  N. 
Y.  17. 

Where  the  vendor  is  bound  to  send  the 
goods  to  the  purchaser,  delivery  to  a  common 
carrier  is  a  delivery  to  the  purchaser  himself: 
the  carrier  being  in  contemplation  of  law  in 
such  case  the. bailee  of  the  person  to  whom. 


not  by  whom,  the  goods  were  sent;  the  lat- 
ter when  employing  the  carrier  being  regarded 
as  the  agent  of  the  former  for  that  pur- 
pose. 

2  Benlamin,  Sales,  Corbin's  4th  Am.  ed.  p. 
909,  and  cases  there  cited;  also  1  BeDjamio, 
Sales.  Corbin'8  4th  Am.  ed.  pp.  443,  462;  Cro** 
y.  (TDonnell,  44  N.  Y.  661,  4  Am.  Rep.  721; 
Caulkins  v.  Bellman,  47  N.  Y.  449,  7  Am. 
Rep.  461;  Wilcox  SUter  Plate  Co.  v.  Qreen,  72 
N.  Y.  20;  FraganoM.  Long,  4  Bam.  &  C.  219; 


It  was  held  that  the  shipment  of  goods  to  a  factor 
in  payment  of  a  debt  and  the  receipt  by  htm  of  the 
bill  of  ladlnflT  does  not  frive  him  any  right  of  prop- 
erty as  RgalQSt  credltoiB  of  the  consignor,  in  Saun- 
derelv.  fiartlett,  12  Heisk.  Sid. 

So  it  has  been  held  that  the  fact  that  goods  are 
shipped  and  the  bill  of  lading  delivered  to  the  car- 
rier for  the  consignee,  to  whom  the  consignor  owes 
a  debt,  is  not  sufficient  to  pass  the  title  to  the  con- 
signee, if  he  is  merely  a  factor  for  the  sale  of  the 
goods,  although  out  of  the  proceeds  he  is  to  pay 
his  own  claim,  so  as  to  prevent  an  attaching  credi- 
tor of  the  consignor  acquiring  the  title  to  them* 
Bonner  v.  Marsh,  10  Smedes  &  M.  376, 48  Am.  Deo.  754. 

But  other  courts  seem  to  hold  that  a  plain  inten- 
tion to  pass  the  title  will  have  that  effect. 

If  property  is  shipped  to  factors  expressly  to  pay 
them  for  previous  advances,  and  the  bill  of  lading 
is  transmitted  to  them,  the  property  will  pass. 
Desha  v.  Pope.  6  Ala.  680,  41  Am.  Dec.  76. 

If,  in  pursuance  of  a  contract  to  ship  goods  to  be 
sold  tofpay  adranoee,  the  promisor  delivers  the 
goods  'to  a  carrier  consigned  to  the  promisee  and 
notifies  the  latter  of  the  shipment,  the  intent  to 
pass  the  title  is  sufficiently  shown,  and  if  the  car- 
rlerjdelivers  the  goods  under  a  subsequent  order  of 
the  shipper  to  a  tbh^  person,  it  will  be  liable  for 
conversion.  Bailey  v.  Hudson  River  R.  Co.  40 
N.  Y.  70. 

If  ;the  factor  has  made  advances  on  the  faith  of 
the  shipment  he  occupies  a  much  better  position. 

If  the  consignment  is  to  commission  merchants 
who  have  nmde  advances  on  goods,  the  delivery  to 
theftCarrier  passes  the  title  to  the  consignees,  so  as 
to  give  ttiem  a  title  which  will  support  an  action  of 
replevin.    Qrosvenor  v.  Phillips,  2  Hill,  147. 

Where  one  consigns  property  to  a  factor,  speci- 
fically to  meet  a  bill  drawn  upon  him,  and  trans- 
mits a  vessers  receipt,  sufficient  title  vests  in  the 
factor  to  enable  him  to  maintain  trover  against 
one  unlawfully  taking  the  property.  Evans  v. 
Nichol,  4  Bcott,  N.  R.  43. 6  Mann.  &  G.  614, 5  Jur.  1110. 

The  delivery  by  a  consignor  to  a  carrier  of  goods 
to  be  transported  to  consignees,  in  pursuance  of  a 
special  agreement  that  they  shall  sell  the  goods  to 
pay  a  draft  made  against  them  and  apply  any  sur- 
plus to  pay  previous  advances  made  by  them  to  the 
consignor,  and  the  sending  of  the  bill  of  lading 
attached  to  the  draft  to  the  consignee,  passes  title 
to  the  consignee  so  as  to  render  the  goods  no 
longer  subject  to  attachment  by  the  creditors  of 
the  consignor.  Halllday  v.  Hamilton,  78  U.  8.  11 
Wall.  660. 20  L.ed.  214. 

But  some  of  the  courts  have  required  much  more 
to  vest  title  in  the  factor  than  the  mere  consign- 
ment and  advances  on  the  faith  of  It. 

Thus  a  factor  has  no  lien  unless  he  has  possession 
of  the  goods  either  by  himself  or  his  agent,  al- 
though he  has  made  advances  on  them,  paid  the 
freight  and  has  possession  of  the  bill  of  lading. 
Oliver  V.  Moore,  12  Helsk.  482. 

Mere  shipment  of  goods  to  a  factor  who  has  ac- 
cepted drafts  on  the  faith  of  it  does  not  give  him 
any  title  to  the  goods,  unless  a  bill  of  lading  or 
shipping  receipt  is  forwarded  to  him.  Elliott  v. 
Bradley,  23  Vt.  217. 
22  L.  R.  A. 


Shi-jpfment  to  one  whose  money  paid  for  Ute  gcnd». 

When  the  consignment  is  to  the  one  who  hts 
advanced  money  for  the  purchase  of  the  goods, 
the  delivery  to  the  carrier  severs  the  authority  of 
the  consignor  over  them.  Nelson  v.  Chicago,  a  4 
Q.  R.  Co.  2  IlL  App.  180;  Chaffe  v.  Heyner,  31  La. 
Ann.  S04. 

SMfment  by  aotnt  to  principal. 

If  an  agent  indebted  to  his  principal  ships  prop- 
erty to  him  on  board  a  ship  under  a  biU  of  lading 
making  the  property  deliverable  to  the  principal, 
the  title  vests  In  the  principal  and  the  agent  can- 
not countermand  the  direction.  Su mmeril  v.  Elder, 
lBinn.106. 

'  If  goods  are  purchased  in  a  foreign  country  by 
an  agent  upon  the  order  of  the  purchaser,  a  deliv- 
ery on  board  the  ship  for  transportaUon  is  a 
delivery  to  the  purchaser  and  the  property  will 
vest  in  him  by  that  act,  and  he  will  have  no  elec- 
tion to  accept  or  reject  it,  and  hence  his  title  wiU 
not  be  affected  by  a  subsequent  order  by  the  ship- 
per to  pay  the  proceeds  to  a  third  person.  The 
Mary  and  Susan,  14  U.  S.  1  Wheat.  26. 4  L.  ed.  27. 

Property  shipped  by  afactor  Is  to  beiegarded  as 
that  of  the  consignee,  so  far  as  the  question  whether 
or  not  it  is  subject  to  seizure  as  enemy  property  is 
concerned,  although  it  may  be  shown  in  defense 
that  the  factor  exceeded  his  authority  and  that  in 
consequence  the  consignee  repudiated  his  action  so 
that  the  property  never  passed  out  of  the  consign- 
or. Pry  V.  United  States,  70  U.  8. 8  WaiL  451, 18  L. 
ed.  197. 

If  an  agent  in  one  country  ships  goods  to  bis 
principal  in  another  and  places  in  the  mall  the  bill 
of  lading  making  the  goods  deliverable  to  the  prin- 
cipal, they  have  passed  absolutely  beyond  he  odd- 
trol,  and  the  mere  fact  that  he  draws  a  hOl  of 
exchange  against  the  bill  of  lading,  which  to  dishon- 
ored, will  not  operate  to  revest  in  him  any  contml 
over  the  property.  Ex  pane  Banner,  L.  R.2  Ch. 
Div.  278, 46  L.  J.  Bankr.Td,  84L.T.N.8.1i»,24Week. 
Bep.  476. 

Confignment  wMumt  eondUion, 

If  the  goods  are  left  with  a  common  carrier  to  bo 
delivered  to  the  consignee,  without  any  qualifica- 
tion or  restriction,  the  Oonslgnor  parts  with  all 
control  over  the  goods.  Phlhidelphia  &  R.  R.  Co. 
V.  Wireman,  88  Pa.  264. 

And  the  passage  of  title  is  not  prevented  by  fail- 
ure of  the  vendor  to  send  the  vendee  a  bill  of  lad- 
ing.   Ober  V.Smith,  78  N.C.81& 

c  Conduct  indicatina  an  intention  to  retain  tUle. 
Ooneigning  to  shipper**  aaeni. 

If  the  consignment  is  to  the  shipper's  agent  with 
secret  instructions  to  deliver  to  the  buyer  on  oer- 
tain  conditions,  the  delivery  to  the  carrier  will  not 
pass  the  title  to  the  buyer.  The  Merrimaek,  18  C'- 
S.  8  Cranch,  817,  3  L.  ed.  575. 

Where  the  shipper  consigns  the  property  to  bis 
own  agent  to  be  subsequently  delivered  to  the  pur- 
chaser, no  property  passes  by  the  simple  fact  of 
deli  very  to  the  carrier.  The  St.  Jose  Indiana  14 1*. 
S.  1  Wheat. »».  4  L.  ed.  78. 
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BoncfU  y.  Green,  25  N.  J.  L.  890;  Thomp- 
fojiY.  Oonaver,  82  N.  J.  L.  466;  We9t  Jersey 
R.  Co.  ▼.  Trenton  Car  Works  Co,  Id.  517. 

Van  Shekel*  /.,  delivered  the  opiDion  of 
tbe  ooart : 

It  appears  in  the.  case  that  the  defendants, 
who  live  in  Paterson,  N.  J.,  made  a  valid  con- 
tract in  March,  1890,  with  the  plaintiff,  who  is 
a  bobbin  manufacturer  in  New  Hampshire, 
under  which  the  latter  was  to  manufacture 


If  the  goods  are  oonslffned  to  the  agent  of  the 
ooodgnor,  no  title  will  pass  to  the  ooe  for  whose 
UK  they  are  intended  until  there  has  been  some 
further  act  of  delivery  to  bf  m.  Redd  v.  Burros,  68 
6a.  874. 

Bat  the  fact  that  the  groods  are  consigned  to  the 
shipper's  agent  will  not  prevent  a  passing  of  title, 
if  tbey  are  on  account  anch  risk  of  the  buyer.  The 
Merrimack,  12  U.  &  8  Cranch,  817. 8  L.  ed.  575. 

So  tbe  fact  that  the  goods  are  consigned  to  an 
aireatof  the  shipper  for  the  purpose  of  facilitating 
the  exercise  of  a  right  of  stoppage  in  tranHtu,  will 
Dot  prevent  the  passing  of  title.   Ibid. 

Oonrefsely  the  fact  that  goods  are  oonsigned  to 
one  person  for  the  use  of  another  will  not  vest  the 
property  in  the  former  so  as  to  make  it  subject  to 
attachment  for  his  debts.  Grove  v.  Brien,  49  U.  8. 
«  flow.  laa.  12  L.ed.  1142. 

Agreement  to  deliver  at  detianated  place. 

If  the  contract  is  to  deliver  at  the  buyer's  place 
of  bosinesB  the  title  will  not  pass  until  such  deliv- 
ery Is  made.   Hneathen  v.  Orubbs,  88  Pa.  147. 

If  the  vendor  undertakes  to  deliver  at  a  certain 
phtoe,  the  property  is  at  his  risk  until  it  Is  so  deliv- 
ered. McNeal  V.  Braun,  58  N.  J.  L.  617;  Allis  v. 
Volgt,  00  Mksh.  126;  Taylor  v.  Ck>le,  111  Mass.  368. 

If  tbe  goods  axe  to  be  delivered  at  the  buyer^s 
plaee  of  residence,  freight  to  be  paid  by  the  seller, 
they  are  at  his  risk  during  tlie  transit.  Murray  v. 
Nichols  Mfg.  Co.  34  N.  Y.  8.  R.62. 

If  the  contract  of  sale  requires  the  seller  to  ship 
the  property  to  a  certain  place  and  requires  that 
the  payment  Should  be  made  when  they  arrive, 
their  mere  shipment  does  not  change  the  title  so  as 
to  place  the  goods  at  the  buyer's  risk  while  in  tran- 
sit. They  do  not  become  at  his  risk  until  they  have 
been  delivered  at  the  designated  place.  Thompson 
v.  ChKsiiinatl,  W.  ft  Z.  R.  Go.  1  Bond,  0.  C.  162. 

If  the  conslgnoT  expressly  undertakes  to  deliver 
in  a  foreign  country,  the  property  remains  in  him 
and  the  character  of  the  goods,  in  reference  to 
their  being  subject  to  seizure  as  prise  or  not,  is  de- 
termined by  his  rights.  Ludlow  v.  Bowne,  1  Johns. 
1, 3  Am.  Dec.  277;  DeWolf  v.  New  York  Firemen's 
Ins.  Ck>.  80  Johns.  214. 

Where  flour  was  sold  by  a  shipper  "  to  arrive  at 
Boston."  the  title  remains  in  him  until  such  arrival. 
Hooper  v.  Chicago  AN.  R.  Ck>. 27  Wis.  81,  9  Am. 
Rep.  430. 

If  the  contract  obliges  the  seller  to  deliver  at  a 
certain  place,  the  default  of  the  carrier  cannot  ex- 
cose  hijB,  since  the  carrier  is  his  agent.  Braddock 
GianOo.  V.  Irwin,  168  Pa,  440. 

If  the  contract  obligates  the  vendor  to  deliver 
die  goods  at  a  certain  place,  mere  proof  that  he  de- 
iJA'ered  them  to  the  carrier  at  his  place  of  business 
to  not  sufficient  to  entitle  him  to  recover  for  their 
Price.  See  v.  Bernheimer,  6  Jones  ftS.  40. 

If  it  is  the  express  contract  that  the  property  is 
to  beshipped  by  tbe  seller  to  the  place  of  business 
^  the  purchaser  at  the  expense  of  the  seller,  the 
Plaoe  of  delivery  Is  the  purchaser's  place  of  busi- 
>Ka»  and  any  loss  on  tbe  way  must  fall  on  the  sell- 
er. Devine  v.  Edwards,  101  111.  188. 

Cinder  an  order  for  flour  to  be  manufactured  and 


6;000  bobbins  and  send  them  to  the  defendants 
at  Paterson.  The  following  are  the  control- 
ling facU  in  the  case:  The  contract  was  made 
in  March,  1890,  and  the  plaintiff  at  once  com- 
menced to  make  tbe  bobbins.  On  the  28th  of 
March,  1890,  the  defendants  wrote  to  one 
Wilkins,  who  had  Introduced  them  to  the 
plaintiff,  requesting  him  to  tell  the  plaintiff  to 
stop  the  order  for  the  time  being.  It  does  not 
appear  that  the  contenU  of  this  letter  were 
communicated  to  the  plaintiff.    On  the  29th 


delivered  by  the  vendor  at  the  vendee's  place  of 
business,  no  title  passes  until  tbeze  has  been  an  ac- 
ceptance by  the  buyer  of  the  flour  tendered  by  tiie 
seller.    Hanauer  v.  Bartels,  2  Colo.  614. 

But  the  contract  may  vest  the  title  in  the  buyer 
at  the  time  of  shipment,  notwithstanding  tbe  sell- 
er is  to  deliver  the  goods  at  thehr  destination.  Such 
a  contract  was  held  to  exist  where,  immediately  on 
the  shipment  of  the  goods,  the  insurance  policy 
and  bin  of  lading  were  handed  over  to  the  buyer, 
so  that  from  all  the  circumstances  in  the  case  the 
intention  was  manifest  to  place  the  title  in  him. 
Calcutta  ft  B.  8.N.  Co.  v.  De  Mattos,  82  L.  J.  Q.  B. 
822. 

In  Sparkee  v.  MarshaU,  2  Bing.  N.  C.  761, 8  Scott, 
172, 2  Hodges,  44,  it  was  held  that,  although  the 
goods  were  to  be  delivered  at  the  residence  of  the 
buyer,  yet  he  had  an  insurable  interest  in  them 
from  tbe  time  he  wasnotifled  of  their  being  placed 
in  the  carrier^  possession. 

And  it  has  been  held  tbat  although  the  manufact- 
urer  undertakes  to  deliver  the  goods  at  the  buy- 
er's plaoeof  business,  the  buyer  must  accept  them 
if  they  are  only  deteriorated  to  the  extent  that  is  a 
necessary  incident  of  the  transportation.  Bull  v. 
Hobinson,  10  Exch.  842,  2  C.  L.  Rep.  1276,  34  L.  J. 
Exoh.166. 

BUI  of  lading. 

Without  going  into  the  question  of  how  far  a  bil' 
of  lading  represents  the  goods  so  that  the  title  to 
them  may  be  passed  by  an  assignment  of  tbe  bill 
of  lading,  it  may  be  said  that  as  between  consign- 
or and  consignee  the  form  of,  and  method  of  deal- 
ing with,  the  bill  of  lading  is  a  potent  factor  in  de- 
termining the  intention  as  to  the  location  of  the 
title. 

The  ordinary  elfeot  of  passing  title  by  delivery 
to  tbe  carrier  may  he  controlled  by  taking  a  bill  of 
ladUig.  Bruce  v.  Wait,  8  Mees.  ft  W.  15:  Walt  v. 
Baker,  2  Bxch.  1, 17  L.  J.  Exch.  807;  Turner  v.  Liver- 
pool Bocks  Trustees,  6  Exch.  548,  20  L.  J.  Exch. 
883:  Ellershaw  v.  Magolac  6  Exch.  570;  The  Aurora, 
4  C.  Rob.  218;  Jones  v.  Brewer,  79  Ala.  645;  Berger 
V.  State,  60  Ark.  20:  Seymour  v.  Xewton,  106  Mass. 
272;  Farmers  ft  M.  Nat.  Bank  v.  Logan,  74  N.  Y. 
568. 

Agents  for  the  purchase  of  goods  may  retain 
title  in  themselves  until  they  are  paid  for,  by  tak- 
ing a  bill  of  sale  in  their  own  names  and  taking  a 
bill  of  lading  in  such  terms  as  to  show  their  inten- 
tion to  retain  the  control  and  disposition  of  the 
property.  Farmers  ft  M.  Nat.  Bank  v.  Logan, 
supra. 

The  fact  that  an  invoice  is  sent  to  the  alleged 
owner  is  not  sufficient  to  pass  the  title  to  him,  if 
the  bill  of  lading  is  taken  in  the  name  of  a  third 
person,  although  it  is  at  the  request  of  such  owner, 
if  the  accompanying  draft  is  sent  to  the  third  per- 
son and  paid  by  him.  Dows  v.  National  Exch. 
Bank  of  Milwaukee,  91  U.  S.  618,  28  L.  ed.  214. 

Making  goods  deliverable  to  eonsfgnor^s  order. 

If  the  goods  are  sent  by  the  consignor  on  his  own 

account,  subjeotto  his  own  order,  they  remain  his 

until  some  further  act  is  done  to  transfer  the  title 

to  the  consignee.    Baker  v.  Fuller,  21  Pick.  818. 
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of  March,  1890.  WilkiDs  replied  to  the  letter  of 
the  defendants,  asking  them  to  explain  why 
they  wished  to  have  the  order  canceled.  The 
case  shows  no  reply  to  this  letter.  On  the  6th 
of  JuDe,  1890.  the  plaintiff  shipped  to  defend- 
ants by  railroad  1,400  bobbins,  and  on  July 
25, 1890.  the  balance  of  the  6,000  were  shipped 


in  same  way.  Both  lots  arrived  safely  in  Pet- 
erson, and  on  the  14th  of  Augost,  1890,  the 
defendants  wrote  to  the  plaintiff  that  they 
would  not  accept  or  pay  for  them.  This  salt 
was  instituted  to  recover  the  price  agreed  upon 
when  the  order  was  given. 
The  first  ground  of  defense  is  that  the  con- 


If  the  propercy  is  delivered  to  the  carrier  as  that 
of  the  vendor  and  subject  to  his  order,  no  title  will 
pass  to  one  clalmiog  as  vendee.  Lester  v.  McDow- 
ell, 18  Pa.  91. 

^If  ^thc  g-oods  are  consigned  to  the  shipper  In  the 
caro'of  the  purchaser,  the  title  will  not  puss  so  as 
to  place  them  at  the  purchaser's  risk.  Ward  v. 
Taylor,  66  III.  484. 

The  title  does  uot  pass  if  the  property  is  shipped 
consigned  to  the  seller.     Sofan  v.  Jervis,  101  Ind. 

If  the  sblpplng  receipts  direct  the  carrier  to  de- 
liver the  goods  to  the  shipper's  order,  the  title  will 
notpaaesoastoautborisEe  a  delivery  to  the  buyer 
until  such  order  has  been  given.  Libby  v.  Ingalls, 
124  Mass.  506. 

Taking  the  bill  of  lading  in  the  name  of  the  con- 
signor prevents  the  title  from  passing  untU  the 
bill  of  lading  is  assigned.  McCormick  v.  Joseph, 
77  Ala.  286. 

A  seller's  taking  a  bill  of  lading  In  his  own  name 
is  strong  evidence  against  an  intention  to  pass  title. 
Reynolds  v.  Scott  (Cal.)  July  18, 1884. 

If,  by  the  bill  of  lading,  the  goods  are  to  be  de- 
livered to  the  order  of  tihe  vendor,  it  clearly  oper- 
ates. In  the  absence  of  rebutting  evidence,  to 
retain  the  title  in  the  vendor,  and  indicates  an  in- 
tention that  the  property  shall  not  pass.  Alabama 
G.  8.  R.  Co.  V.  Mount  Vernon  Ck).  84  Ala.  178. 

The  fact  that  the  buyer  has  paid  for  the  property 
before  it  is  placed  on  board  will  not  give  him  a 
title  to  it  it,  prior  to  its  shipment,  he  receives  a 
telegram  from  the  seller  that  it  would  not  be 
shipped  to  him,  and  the  seller  takes  bills  of  lading 
subject  to  his  own  order,  or  that  of  a  fictitious  per- 
son, which  he  indorses  to  a  third  person.  Gkibar- 
ron  v.  Kreeft,  L.  R.  10  Exch.  274, 44  L.  J.  Exch.  238, 
b3  L.  T.  N.  S.  865,  24  Week.  Rep.  146. 

In  case  of  a  contract  to  deliver  fifty  barrels  of 
potash  for  cash  on  delivery,  where  the  buyer  pro- 
cured a  vessel  for  the  shipment  and  directed  the 
potash  to  be  delivered  on  the  vessel  and  the  sellers 
so  delivered  it  but  took  receipts  in  their  own 
names,  which  were  stolen  by  the  buyer  and  a  bill 
of  lading  issued  to  him  on  the  faith  of  them,  it  was 
held  that  the  title  had  not  passed.  Brower  v.  Pea- 
body,  13  N.  Y.  121. 

But  although  the  goods  are  made  deliverable  to 
the  consignors*  order,  the  title  will  pass  if  he  sends 
the  consignee  a  letter  containing  an  order  on  the 
carrier  for  their  possession,  which  is  accepted  by 
the  carrier.  Hatch  v.  Lincoln,  ti  Cush.  84;  Hatch 
V.  Bayley,  12  Cush.  27. 

So  the  mere  fact  of  the  consignor's  taking  the 
bill  of  lading  in  his  own  name  is  not  in  all  cases  to 
be  taken  as  conclusive.  Other  circumstances  may 
be  such  as  to  control  its  effect. 

If  the  contract  is  to  deliver  the  goods  on  the  rail 
of  the  vessel,  the  fact  that  after  they  are  so  deliv- 
ered the  seller  takes  a  bill  of  lading  in  his  own 
name  is  merely  evidence  for  the  consideration  of 
the  jury  as  to  whether  he  Intended  to  deliver  or  not. 
Gibbons  v.  Robinson,  68  Mich.  146. 

If,  after  receiving  an  advance  from  a  commission 
merchant,  a  consignor  ships  a  carload  of  goods 
consigned  to  the  commission  merchant,  accompa- 
nied by  an  invoice  of  the  shipment  with  a  letter  of 
advice  stating,  "We  deliver  this  load  on  account  of 
our  indebtedness,"— the  fact  that  the  bill  of  lading 
*«'.taken  by  the  consignor  in  his  own  name  and  not 
It.  R.  A. 


forwarded,  will  not  prevent  the  title  from  i 
Straus  V.  Wessel,  30  Ohio  St.  211. 

If.  after  acceptance  of  the  draft  drawn  for  tbe 
purchase  money,  the  goods  are  delivered  to  the 
carrier,  the  passage  of  the  title  will  not  be  pre- 
vented by  the  taking  of  tbe  receipts  by  tbe  seller 
in  his  own  name.  Hail  v.  Richardson,  16  Md.  307, 
77  Am.  Dec.  80a 

A  more  ooudusive  fact  is  the  one  as  to  tbe  loca- 
tion of  the  risk  during  transit. 

K  the  goods  are  sent  upon  the  account  and  risk 
of  the  shipper,  the  delirery  to  the  master  is  a  de- 
livery to  him  as  agent  of  the  shipper,  not  of  tbe 
consignee.  The  Frances,  12  U.  8. 8  Cranch,  418;,  8  L 
ed.609. 

Conversely  in  Mlrabita  v.  Imperial  Ottomtn 
Bank,  L.  R.  8  Bxch.  Div.  164, 47  L.  J.  Exch.  418.  38 
L.  T.  N.  S.  607,  it  is  said  that  if  the  property  is 
shipped  at  the  buyer's  risk,  the  fact  that  the  seller 
takes  the  bills  of  lading  in  his  own  name  and  re- 
tains control  of  them  wiU  show  nothing  farther 
tban  that  he  intended  to  secure  tbe  price,  and  that 
upon  tender  thereof  the  buyer  would  have  an  ab- 
solute right  of  property  in  the  goods,  notwith- 
standing the  bills  of  lading  had  been  indorsed  to  a 
third  person. 

If  the  goods  are  shipped  on  account  and  at  tbe 
risk  of  the  consignee,  the  mere  fact  that  tbe  hillsof 
lading  are  taken  making  tbe  goods  deliverable  to 
the  consignor's  own  order,  does  not  prevent  tbe 
passing  of  title  so  that,  if  the  consignee  obtain  pos- 
session, the  consignor  cannot  recover,  although 
there  may  be  a  liability  on  the  part  of  the  carrier 
for  delivering  contrary  to  his  orders.  Coxe  v.  Har- 
den, 4  East,  211, 1  Smith,  20. 

In  Nichols  v.  aent,  8  Price,  547,  it  is  said  that 
wherever  a  delivery  of  goods  to  a  carrier  consigned 
to  a  person  at  a  distance  has  been  considered  as  a 
delivery  to  the  consignee  it  has  been  invariably  at 
his  proper  risk  and  under  a  formal  oonsignmentby 
indorsement  of  bills  of  lading. 

If  a  merchant  sends  goods  to  another  on  tbe  lat- 
ter's  account  and  draws  bills  on  him  for  such  goods 
the  title  will  pass,  although  the  money  is  not  pai<i. 
Godfrey  v.  Furzo,  3  P.  Wms.  186. 

The  words  ''free  on  board"  In  a  contract  of  lale 
indicate  that  after  tbe  goods  are  shipped  they  will 
be  on  account  and  at  the  risk  of  the  buyer.  Stock 
V.  Inglis,  L.  R.  12  Q.  a  Dlv.  OT8. 

If  the  consignor  advises  the  consignee  by  letter 
that  he  has  chartered  a  ship  on  his  account  and  en- 
closes him  an  invoice  of  tbe  goods  laden  on  board, 
which  were  therein  expressed  to  be  for  account  aod 
risk  of  the  consignee,  the  title  vests  in  tbe  con- 
signee; and  if  the  consignor's  agent  obtidns  pos- 
session of  them  and  refuses  to  deliver  them  without 
immediate  payment,  the  consignee  may  maintain 
trover  for  them.  Walley  v.  Montgomery,  8  Bast, 
086. 

And  if,  in  addition  to  placing  the  goods  at  tbi' 
risk  of  the  consignee,  the  bill  of  lading  is  indonK<l 
and  transmitted  to  him,  the  intention  to  vest  tbe 
title  in  him  is  usually  regarded  as  conclusively' 
shown. 

The  property  will  vest  upon  tbe  delivery  of  the 
goods  on  board,  on  account  and  risk  of  the  con- 
signee, and  transmission  of  the  bill  of  lading.  Key 
V.  Cotesworth,  7  Bxch.  60%  22  L.  J.  Bxch.  4. 

Where,  In  response  to  an  order  to  ship  goods. 
they  are  placed  on  board  a  ship  in  regular  cour 
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tract  was  made  by  Ramsey  &  Gore,  and  not 
by  the  Ramsey  &  €k)re  Manufacturing  Com- 
paoy,  and  tbat,  therefore,  the  motion  to  non- 
suit oo  the  trial  should  have  prevailed.  There 
19  DO  merit  m  this  contention.  The  letter  of 
August  14, 1890,  acknowledges  tbat  it  is  the 
contract  of  the  company. 


The  second  objection  is' that  all  the  bobbins 
were  not  sent  at  once,  and  that  the  defendants 
were  not  bound,  under  the  contract,  to  accept 
less  than  the  whole  number  ordered.  Conced- 
ing this  to  be  so,  the  sufficient  answer  is  that 
this  objection  was  not  taken  on  the  trial  below, 
and,  when  the  letter  notifying  the  plaintiff  of 


of  trade  aod  a  bill  of  ladiosr  taken  maklngr  them 
deliverable  to  the  shipper^s  order,  which  is  imme- 
diately indorsed  to  the  buyer  aod  transmitted  to  an 
a^Dt  for  him,  the  title  passes  so  as  to  place  the 
goods  Bt  the  risk  of  the  buyer.  Browne  v.  Hare,  8 
Hurist  ft  N.  484.  27  L.  J.  £xoh.  372,  affirmed  in  4 
Hurlst.ftN.8ai.»L.  J.  Excfa.6,5  Jur.  N.  8.  7U,  7 
Week.  Rep.  619. 

It  the  ffoods  are  delivered  to  the  carrier  for  the 
account  and  at  the  risk  of  the  ooDSlgnee,  and  the 
inToiee  and  bill  of  lading  transmitted  to  him,  the 
title  is  passed  so  tbat  the  subsequent  failure  of  the 
coDsisrnee  to  perform  his  contract  by  sending  a 
banker*!  draft  in  payment,  will  not  revest  the  title 
In  the  consigDor  so  as  to  enable  him  to  regain  pos- 
session of  the  property.  Wilmshurst  v.  Bowker,  8 
Scott,  N.  B.  OTl,  7  Mann,  ft  G.  882,  reversing  3  Scott, 
N.  R.  S^  S  Mann,  ft  G.  7W.  And  also  apparently 
overruling  the  same  case  on  a  former  hearing,  6 
Hng.  N.  C.  541. 

ik  debtor  who  accepts  an  order  from  bis  creditor 
to  purchase  goods,  and  after  oomplyiag  with  It  puts 
them  on  creditor's  Tessel  sent  for  them,  as  the 
creditor's,  advises,  him  of  the  shipment  on  his  ac- 
count and  risk  and  remits  blm  the  Invoice,  thereby 
pasEes  the  title  and  he  cannot  regain  it  by  subse- 
quently sending  the  blU  of  lading  payable  to  the 

order  of to  his  agent,  accompanied  by  a  draft, 

vith  Instruction  to  deliver  the  bill  of  lading  to  the 
creditor  only  in  case  he  accepts  the  draft.  Ogle  v. 
Atkinson,  5  Taunt.  750, 1  Marsh.  888. 

Shipping  receipts  forwarded  to  the  consignee  will 
five  him  the  same  rights  that  he  would  acquire  by 
a  bUI  of  hidiog.  Davis  v.  Bradley,  28  Vt.  118,  66 
Am.  Dec.  2S6.    |  *"    ~-         -"  agfa  «mm  ,m^ 

BtU  of  lading  in  name  of  consignee. 

The  presumption  is  that  the  consignees  named 
in  the  bill  of  lading  to  whom  the  property  Is*  to  be 
delivered  on  the  sole  condition  that  they  pay  the 
freight,  have  the  title  thereto.  Webb  v.  Winter,  1 
Cal.417. 

A  delivery  of  goods  In  the  usual  course  of  busi- 
ness to  be  transported  to  the  buyer  and  the  taking 
of  a  bill  of  lading  in  the  buyer's  nanae  transfers 
the  title  to  tbe  goods  and  places  them  at  the  buy- 
er's risk.    Putnam  v.  TiUotsoo,  18  Met.  617. 

The  actual  shipment  of  goods  pursuant  to  the 
order  of  tbe  buyer  on  board  a  vessel  designated  by 
faim  for  tbat  purpose,  under  a  bill  of  lading  mak- 
ing the  goods  deliverable  to  the  buyer,  passes  the 
titie  to  him,  and  tbe  seller  cannot  defeat  his  right 
by  retaining  the  bill  and  sending  it  to  bis  own 
agent  with  directions  not  to  deliver  it  until  the 
foods  are  paid  for.   Stanton  v.  Eager,  16  Pick.  467. 

The  delivery  by  a  shipper  to  a  carrier  of  goods 
consigned  to  a  third  person  and  a  bill  of  lading 
taken  in  the  name  of  such  third  person,  for  the 
porpose  of  securing  an  existing  indebtedness  from 
the  shipper  to  the  third  person,  operates  as  a  trans- 
fer of  the  legal  title,  although  the  third  person  has 
notf^gnifled  his  assent  to  the  transacjtion.  Grove 
v.Brien,40U.S.8How.«»,  12L.od.1142. 

Where  goods  were  shipped  under  a  bill  of  lading 
mating  that  they  were  'dipped  by  order"  and 
vere  to  be  delivered  ^'to  order  or  assignee,"  the 
oourt  held  that  the  only  proof  of  ownership  was 
the  poasession  of  tbe  bill  of  lading,  and  that,  al- 
though tbe  shipment  was  to  factors,  for  sale  and 
accounting  of  profits,  yet  persons  to  whom  the 
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factors  had  assigned  the  bill  of  lading  were  enti- 
tled to  tbe  property.    Glidden  v.  Lucas,  7  GaL  26. 

If  lumber  is  delivered  on  board  cars  consigned 
to  tbe  buyer,  the  fact  that  the  bills  of  lading  are 
retained  by  the  laborers  to  secure  pajrment  of  their 
wages  Is  not  sufficient  to  defeat  the  passing  of  tbe 
title.  Hope  Lumber  Co.  v.  Foster  ft  L.  Hardware 
Go.  68  Ark.  196. 

If  tbe  goods  are  consigned  by  tbe  bill  of  lading 
to  the  (H>n8lgnec,  the  fact  that  tbe  bUl  Is  retained 
by  the  consignor  and  sent  to  his  agent  with  direc- 
tions not  to  deliver  it  until  the  price  is  paid,  will 
not  prevent  the  title  from  passing.  Robinson  ▼. 
Pogue,86Ahi.  267. 

But  in  one  case  it  was  held  that  a  bill  of  lading 
by  which  goods  are  made  deliverable  to  tbe  con- 
signee is  revocable  until  the  goods  or  bill  of  lading 
are  delivered  to  him.  Mitchel  v.  Ede,  11  Ad.  ft  Bl. 
888, 8  Perry  ft  D.  513. 

So  tbat  delivery  of  goods  on  board  a  ship  belong- 
ing to  tbe  consignee  and  taking  a  bill  of  lading 
making  the  goods  deliverable  to  the  consignee,  he 
paying  the  freight,  will  not  transfer  tbe  title:  but 
tbe  consignor  may  change  the  destination  of  the 
goods  by  subsequent  indorsement  on  the  bill  of 
lading.    Ibia. 

Draft  aoaint/t  bfXl  of  ladiim. 

If  property  Is  consigned  to  a  correspondent,  sub- 
ject to  a  bill  of  exchange,  tbe  title  will  not  pass 
until  the  aocep^noe  of  the  bilL  Brandt  v.  Bowl- 
by,  2  Bam.  ft  Ad.  982. 

If  tbe  biU  of  lading  is  attached  to  a  biU  of  ex- 
change and  forwarded  to  a  bank  for  collecdoo  the 
title  will  not  pass,  Seellngson  v.  Pbilbrick,  80  Fed. 
Bep.601. 

If  goods  are  delivered  to  a  carrier  to  be  for- 
warded to  a  consignee  for  sale,  the  fact  that  the 
bill  of  lading  is  made  out  in  favor  of  the  consignee 
and  that  the  consignor  is  indebted  to  the  con- 
signee for  previous  advances,  will  not  operate  to 
transfer  the  title  to  tbe  consignee,  if  a  draft  is 
drawn  against  the  shipment  and  attached  to  the 
bill  of  lading  and  placed  in  the  hands  of  a  bank  to 
be  held  until  the  draft  is  accepted.  Bank  of  Ro- 
chester v.  Jones,  4  N.  T.  487,  66  Am.  Dec.  m 

If  goods  are  ordered  to  be  shipped  with  a  draft 
at  sight  attached  to  the  bill  of  lading,  the  direction 
is  evidence  that  the  title  to  the  goods  is  not  to  pass 
until  the  draft  is  paid.  Indiana  Nat.  Bank  v.  Col- 
gate, 4  Daly,  41. 

Persons  to  whom  property  is  consigned  for  sale 
have  no  right  to  receive  and  retain  the  property 
and  dishonor  the  draft  drawn  against  it,  although 
there  was  due  them  from  the  consignor  a  balance 
on  an  old  account.  Commercial  Bank  of  Keokuk 
V.  PfeilTer,  108  N.  Y.  242. 

If  a  draft  accompanies  the  bill  of  lading,  the 
consignee  cannot  claim  title  to  the  property  and 
refuse  to  accept  the  draft.  First  Nat.  Bank  v* 
Crocker,  111  Mass.  163. 

Shipping  the  goods  according  to  the  orders  and 
Intentions  of  the  purchaser  and  handing  over  bills 
of  lading  to  his  agents  to  be  forwarded  to  his  con- 
signees will  pass  tbe  title,  although  he  subsequently 
refuses  to  sign  the  draft  upon  the  consiguees, 
which  was  to  be  the  seller^s  security  for  payment 
of  the  purchase  price.  Harrison  v.  Williamson,  2 
Edw.  Ch.  480, 6  L.  ed.  466. 

If  tbe  goods  are  deliverable  to  tbe  order  of  the 
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the  defendants'  refusal  to  accept  was  written, 
the  whole  number  of  bobbins  were  in  Pater- 
son,  of  which  fact  the  defendants  had  notice. 
The  third  ground  of  defense  is  that  the  order 
to  stop  for  a  time  terminated  the  plaintiff's 
right  to  fill  the  order,  but  to  this  I  cannot 
agree.    His  right,  under  the  contract,  was  to 


proceed  at  once  with  the  manofacture  of  the 
goods,  and  to  make  delivery  witbin  a  reason- 
able time.  The  defendants  had  no  right  to 
require  him  to  stop  temporarily,  and  coald 
not,  by  such  notice,  change  the  plaintiff's  rights 
under  the  contract. 
The  fourth  ground  relied  upon  bj  the  de- 


coDsiffnor,  and  the  bill  of  lading  with  draft  at- 
tached Is  forwarded  for  collection,  no  title  passee. 
Alderdan  v.  Eastern  R,  Co.  115  MadS.  288. 

The-  fact  that  the  contract  provides  that  the 
goods  shall  be  shipped  free  on  board  does  not  make 
a  delivery  to  the  carrier  a  delivery  to  the  purchas- 
er, if  the  bm  of  lading  is  taken  to  the  vendor's  or- 
der and  attached  to  a  draft  transmitted  to  the 
vendor's  agent  for  collection.  Erwin  v.  Harris,  87 
Ga.888. 

Retention  of  the  bill  of  lading  and  forwarding  it 
to  agents  to  deliver  to  the  vendee  on  payment  of 
the  draft,  of  themselves,  sufBclently  indicate  an 
intention  to  retain  possession  and  control  of  the 
property  shipped,  fiergeman  v.  Indianapolis  & 
St.  L.  K.  Co.  104  Mo.  77. 

Where  the  consignor  sends  the  bill  of  lading  to 
his  agent  at  the  port  of  delivery,  accompanied  by 
a  bill  of  exchange  to  be  accepted  by  the  consig- 
nee, with  directions  to  hand  over  the  bill  of  lading 
when  the  bill  of  exchange  is  accepted,  the  pre- 
sumption is  that  the  title  should  not  pass  until  ac- 
ceptance. Shepherd  v.  Harrison,  L.  R.  6  H.  L.  116, 
40  L.  J.  Q.  B.  148, 24  L.  T.  N.  S.  &W,  00  Week.  Rep.  1, 
affirming  L.  K.  4  Q.  B.  196,  408, 88  L.  J.  Q.  B.  105, 
177. 

But  it  has  been  held  that  if  the  goods  are  deliv- 
ered  under  a  bill  of  lading  stating  that  they  are  on 
account  of  the  consignee  as  his  own  goods  and  to 
be  delivered  to  him.  the  fact  that  bills  are  drawn 
for  the  unpaid  purchase  money  is  not  sufficient  to 
prevent  the  passing  of  the  title.  Ogle  v.  Atkin- 
son, 1  Blarsh.  323, 5  Taunt.  750. 

So  if  the  goods  were  delivered  to  the  carrier  con- 
signed to  the  buyer,  and  the  bill  of  lading  taken  in 
his  name,  the  jury  may  be  authorized  to  find  an 
intention  to  deliver  to  him,  although  the  bill  of 
lading  was  attached  to  a  draft  and  sent  to  a  bank 
with  direction  not  to  deliver  the  bill  of  lading  un- 
til the  draft  was  accepted.  Wigton  v.  Bowley,  180 
Mass.  262. 

And  the  mere  fact  that  the  master  of  the  vessel 
attempts  to  withhold  the  goods  until  the  consignee 
accepts  the  draft  drawn  against  the  bill  of  lading, 
will  not  prevent  the  delivery  upon  the  boat  pass- 
ing the  title.  Groning  v.  Mendham,  5  Maule  &  S. 
189. 

It  has  been  held  that  If  the  bill  of  lading  is  taken 
in  the  name  of  the  consignor  and  attached  to  a 
draft,  the  title  will  not  pass  to  the  consignee  until 
the  draft  is  paid.  Jenkyns  v.  Brown,  14  Q.  B.  486, 
19  U  J.  Q.  B.  286, 14  Jur.  606. 

So  the  fact  that  the  bill  of  lading  is  taken  In  the 
name  of  the  shipper  and  attached  to  a  draft  and  for- 
warded through  a  bank  for  collection  does  not  im- 
port an  intention  to  give  credit,  so  that  the  buyer 
is  entitled  to  the  bill  of  lading  upon  acceptance  of 
the  draft.  Minnesota  Secur.  Bank  v.  Luttgen,  20 
Minn.  86a 

Conversely  it  has  been  held  that  when  a  bill  of 
lading  is  transferred  to  the  consignee,  and  at  the 
same  time  he  accepts  the  bill  of  exchange  for  the 
value  of  the  goods,  he  acquires  an  absolute  Interest. 
Dows  V.  CJobb,  10  N.  Y.  Leg.  Obs.  161. 

There  seems  to  be  no  doubt  but  that  the  pay- 
ment of  the  draft  and  receipt  of  the  bill  of  lading 
will  vest  the  title  in  the  consignee.  Forcheimer  v. 
Stewart,  66  Iowa,  604. 

Special  cotUniets  or  counes  of  deaiing. 
When  goods  are  placed  in  the  charge  of  a  carrier 
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under  a  contract  by  a  mining  company  to  ship  to 
a  bank  the  product  of  its  mine  in  oonsideratioa  of 
advances  made  by  the  bank,  and  that  the  carrier 
should  be  regarded  as  an  agent  of  the  banis,  the 
title  passes.  First  Nat.  Bank  v.  McAndrewe,  7 
Mont.  160. 

After  a  boat  is  completely  laden  and  a  receipt 
for  the  contents  taken  from  the  master  and  the  re- 
ceipt is  sent  to  a  consignee  accompanied  by  an 
agreement  that  the  consignee  may  have  the  prop- 
erty if  he  will  accept  a  draft  against  it,  the  accept- 
ance of  the  draft  passes  the  title  so  that  the  pro{»- 
erty  cannot  be  subsequently  appropriated  to  an. 
other  person.  Bryans  v.  Nix,  4  Mees.  ft  W.  7j6.  L 
Uurlst.  &  N.  480. 

Shipment,  accompanied  by  notice  thereof  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  order,  passes  title  to  the  buyer. 
Schmertz  v.  Dwyer,  68  Pa.  853. 

If  in  accordance  with  a  oourse  of  dealing,  good? 
are  consigned,  a  letter  of  advice  is  forwarded,  and 
a  bill  of  exchange  drawn  against  the  eonsignmect 
and  accepted  by  the  consignee,  the  title  passes,  al- 
though there  is  no  express  agreement  that  it  should 
do  so.  Holbrook  v.  Wight,  24  Wend.  189,  %  Am. 
Dec.  607. 

In  Tooke  v.  Hollingwortb,  5  T.  B.  215,  S  H.  BL 
601,  where,  by  agreement  the  consignor,  was  to 
send  the  consignee  all  of  a  certain  kind  of  property 
which  he  could  at  a  certain  price  and  who  from 
time  to  time  drew  upon  the  consignee  for  the  value, 
and  having  made  drafts  sent  some  property  to  eD- 
able  the  consignee  to  meet  them,  after  the  con- 
signee had  become  bankrupt,  it  was  held  that  the 
consignor  was  entitled  to  get  the  property  back* 
on  the  ground  that  It  was  sent  for  a  particular  pur- 
pose, and  that  that  purpose  not  having  l)een  an- 
swered the  property  remained  in  him. 

ImpoeUion  of  conditions. 

The  imposition  of  conditions  on  the  consignee 
will  prevent  the  passing  of  title  until  the  oonditions 
are  complied  with.  The  Frances,  18  U.  S.  OtCrancta, 
188,  8  L.  ed.  608. 

The  title  will  not  pass  if  the  property  is  shipped 
subject  to  the  performance  by  the  vendee  of  a  con- 
dition precedent.  Millhiser  v.  Erdman.  M  N.  C. 
292. 

If  t^e  sale  is  so  conditional  that  delivery  to  the 
buyer  himself  would  not  pass  title  until  the  condi- 
tion is  complied  with,  a  delivery  to  the  carrier  will 
not  have  that  effect.    Stone  v.  Perry,  60  Me.  48. 

Where  coal  was  sold  and  shipped  on  board  a  vessel 
chartered  by  the  buyer  to  be  paid  for  In  cash 
against  bill  of  lading  in  the  hands  of  the  seller's 
agent  at  the  port  of  delivery.  It  was  held  that  no 
property  passed  until  the  condition  was  fulfilled. 
Moakes  v.  Nioolson,  19  C.  B.  N.  S.  200, 84  L.  J.  C 
P.  278. 

If  the  sale  is  on  condition  that  notes  shall  be  eenx 
in  payment,  tbe  title  wiU  not  peas  until  the  notes 
are  sent,  although  the  goods  are  delivered  to  a 
carrier  for  transportation.  Hirschom  v.  Oanney, 
98  Mass.  149. 

If  the  goods  are  delivered  to  a  carrier  under  a  con- 
tract for  payment  of  cash  on  arrival,  the  payment 
of  the  cash  is  a  condition  precedent  to  the  passing 
of  title.  Daugherty  v.  Fowler,  10  L.  R.  A.  814, « 
Kan.  628. 

But  a  stipulation  for  payment  on  arrival  will  not 
of  itself  prevent  the  title  from  passing,  or  make 
either  payment  or  arrival  a  condition  prece<lent 
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fendanta  is  the  debatable  one,  and  that  is  that 
there  was  no  acceptance  by  the  defendants, 
and  therefore  that  the  title  did  not  pass  to  de- 
fendants, and  the  price  conseouently  cannot 
be  saed  for;  that  the  only  remedy  of  the  plain- 
tiff is  an  action  of  damages  for  nonacceptance. 
If  the  question  in  this  case  was  whether  there 


was  delivery  and  acceptance  to  take  the  case 
out  of  the  statute  of  frauds,  it  would  be  clear 
that  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover,  for  ther& 
was  a  refusal  to  accept.  In  this  case  the  con- 
tract is  conceded  to  be  a  valid  contract  in  writ- 
ing, and  the  question  presented  is  the  narrower 
one,  whether  there  was  such  a  delivery  as- 


thereto,  if  the  seller  has  appropriated  the  goods  to 
the  contract  by  deliverlnir  them  to  a  carrier  desig- 
nated by  the  buyer,  or,  in  the  absence  of  such 
designation,  to  a  carrier  in  due  course  of  trade. 
Farmera  Phosphate  Go.  v.  Gill,  1 L.  B.  A.  407,  W  Md. 
587. 

In  Norfolk  Southern  R.  Oo.  v.  Barnes,  104  N.  C. 
26,  it  was  held  that  iC  guods  are  sold  and  shipped  to 
be  delivered  upon  payment  of  the  purchase  money, 
the  right  of  property  passes  to  the  buyer,  but  the 
right  of  possession  remains  in  the  seller  until  the 
price  has  been  paid;  and  that  if  the  buyer  obtains 
possession  without  payiug  the  price  and  sells  to  a 
l)ona  fide  purchaser,  the  seller  cannot  retake  the 
goods. 

The  fact  that  the  payment  was  to  be  made  upon 
the  arrival  of  the  goods  does  not  impose  the  risk 
of  transit  on  the  seller,  if  his  contract  was  to  de- 
liver on  a  certain  boat  at  Boston  bound  for  the 
buyers  place  of  residence.  Barry  v.  Palmer,  19 
Me.  aOB. 

.Themere  fact  that  the  obligation  to  pay  is  depend, 
ent  upon  the  acceptance  of  the  materials  by  a  build- 
ing committee  will  not  prevent  the  passing  of  title, 
if  the  materials  shipped  were  of  the  quality  which 
the  contract  called  for,  so  that  the  committee  was 
bound  to  accept.    Rechtin  v.  McGary,  117  Ind.  192. 

d.  8ufficieneu  of  chcmge  of  possewfon  on  ttoat-ds 
eredUon, 

The  delivery  to  the  carrier  is  a  sufficient  change 
of  possession  to  make  the  sale  valid  as  against  at- 
taching creditors.    Hall  v.  Gaylor,  37  Conn.  660. 

Under  a  completed  sale  of  hay  to  be  delivered  at  a 
river  landing,  there  is  a  sufficient  change  of  posses, 
sion  when  it  is  delivered  at  that  place  and  there 
taken  possession  of  by  an  agent  of  the  buyer  and 
by  him  placed  on  board  a  vessel  for  transportation 
to  market,  to  prevent  its  being  attached  as  the 
property  of  the  vendor.  Schmidt  v.  Nunao,  63  Cal. 
371. 

e.  Place  tohen  sale  is  consummated, 

Ibtimately  connected  with  the  question  how  far 
delivery  to  a  carrier  is  a  delivery  to  a  buyer  is  the 
further  one  as  to  what  is  to  be  considered  as  the 
place  where  a  sale  is  consummated. 

In  Tegler  v.  Shipman,  88  Iowa,  194, 11  Am.  Rep. 
118,  the  question  of  the  place  of  sale  seems  to  be 
made  to  depend  upon  the  fact  as  to  where  the  con- 
tract was  completed  rather  than  where  the  proper- 
ty was  delivered,  the  court  stating  that  if  an  agent 
for  the  sale  of  liquors  forwarded  an  order  to  his 
principals  in  another  state,  to  be  by  them  accepted 
or  rejected  at  their  pleasure,  the  sale  would  be  in 
the  latter  state,  but  if  he  made  the  sale  and  for- 
warded the  statement  of  it  to  them  to  be  filled  then, 
the  sale  must  be  held  to  have  been  made  where  the 
agent  transacted  the  business. 

But  the  place  of  delivery  Is  usually  regarded  as 
the  important  fact. 

A  written  order  sent  from  one  state  to  another 
and  the  shipment  of  the  goods  in  the  latter  state 
according  to  the  order  makes  the  sale  complete 
there,  so  as  not  to  be  within  inspectioa  laws  of  the 
state  where  the  buyer  resides.  Atlantic  Phosphate 
Co.  V.  Ely,  82  Oa.  488. 

In  the  absence  of  any  agreement  between  the 
parties  to  the  contract,  a  delivery  of  goods  ordered 
to  a  carrier  is  in  law  a  delivery  to  the  purchaser,  so 
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as  to  make  the  place  of  sale  where  the  goods  were 
so  delivered.    Kline  v.  Baker.  90  Mass.  268.     ^ 

The  place  of  sale  of  Intoxlcatingjiquors  is  where 
the  sale  is  completed  by  a  delivery  of  liquors  In 
fulfillment  of  the  general  order  to  the  carrier. 
Abberger  v.  Marrln,  103  Mass.  70;  Brockway  v.  Ma- 
loney.  Id.  808;  Dolan  v.  Green,  110  ICass.  2iSZ:  Frank 
V.  Hoey,  128  Mass.  968;  Dunn  v.  State,  8  L.  R.  A.  190, 
82  Ga.  27;  Herron  v.  State.  51  Ark.  183;  Sarbecker  v» 
State,  66  Wis.  171, 66  Am.  Rep.  624;  Terrltt  v.  Bart- 
lett,  21  Vt.  184;  Whltiock  v.  Workman,  16  Iowa,  364; 
Williams  V.  Feinlman,  14  Kan.  288:  Torrey  v.  Corliss, 
88  Me.  838:  Banchor  v.  Ciiley,  88  Me.  663:  Kiing  v. 
Fries,  88  Mich.  276;  Sullivan  v.  SuUlvan,  70  Mich.  683; 
Pearson  v.  State,  4  L.  B.  A.  886,  60  Miss.  610;  Woolsey 
V.  BaUey,  27  N.,H.  21^;  Smith  v.  Smith,  27  X.  H.  244; 
Garland  v.  Lane,  40  N.  U.  246;  Boothby  v.  Plaisted, 
61  N.  H.  486, 12  Ajol  Rep.  140;  Garbracht  v.  Com.  96 
Pa.  149.  42  Am.  Rep.  660;  Mack  v.  Lee,  13  R.  L  2B8: 
Dame  v.  Flint,  04  Yt.  638;  Banchor  v.  Warren,  88 
N.  H.  188. 

The  delivery  of  liquors  to  a  carrier  to  be  trans- 
ported to  a  buyer  in  another  state  in  pursuance  to 
an  order  received  by  mail  completes  the  sale  and 
passes  the  title.    Orcutt  v.  Nelson,  1  Gray,  686. 

That  the  seller  undertakes  that  the  liquors  shall 
remain  good  for  a  reasonable  timelafter  reaching 
its  destination,  and,  if  destroyed  in  transit  through 
any  fault  of  the  seller,  he  would  bear  the  loss,  does 
not  fix  the  place  of  the  buyer^s  residence  rather 
than  that  of  the  seller^s  resldenoe  as  the  place  of 
sale.    Arnold  V.  Prout,  61  N.  H.  687. 

The  place  of  shipment  of  the  goods  is  the  place  of 
sale  within  the  law  providing  for  a  tax  on  business. 
Shriver  v.  Pittsburgh,  60  Pa.  440. 

The  fact  that  the  dealer  himself  takes  the  order 
will  not  complete  the  contract  so  as  to  make  the 
buyer^s  residence  the  place  of  sale,  if  the  order  is 
transmitted  and  filled  by  delivery  to  a  common 
carrier  at  the  seller^s  place  of  residence  in  another 
state.   State  v.  Hughes,  22  W.  Va.  755. 

The  fact  that  the  order  is  taken  by  the  seller  him- 
self does  not  prevent  his  place  of  busmess,  where 
he  sets  apart  the  liquor  and  delivers  it  to  a  carrier, 
from  being  the  place  of  sale.  Sortwell  v.  Hughes, 
1  Curt.  C.  C.  244. 

Receipt  by  merchants  in  one  state  of  an  order 
from  their  agent  in  another  state,  who  has  author- 
ity only  to  solicit  orders,  followed  by  the  filling  of 
the  order  and  delivery  to  a  carrier  for  transporta- 
tion, will  make  the  place  of  sale  the  seller's  resi- 
dence, and  it  is  immaterial  that  he  undertook  to 
pay  the  freight.    Finch  v.  Mansfield,  97  Mass.  89. 

But  if  the  seller  of  liquor  undertakes  to  deliver 
it  at  the  buyer's  residence  in  another  town,  the  sale 
may  be  found  to  have  been  completed  there.  Com. 
V.  Burgett,  186  Mass.  460;  Weil  v.  Golden,  141  Mass. 
864. 

So  if  a  seller  of  liquor  resident  in  one  state  sends 
his  agent  to  take  orders  in  another  state,  agreeing 
to  deliver  the  goods  in  the  latter  state,  the  sale  will 
not  be  complete  upon  delivery  of  the  liquors  to  the 
carrier  in  the  former.  Suit  v.  Woodhall,113  Mass. 
801. 

If  one  receiving  an  order  for  intoxicating  liquors 
transmits  it  to  his  agent  where  the  buyer  resides, 
to  be  by  him  delivered  to  the  buyer,  the  sale  will 
not  be  completed  by  delivery  to  the  carrier.  Ber- 
ger  V.  State,  60  Ark.  20. 

And  if  the  liquors  are  to  be  sent  ^subject  to  the 


426 


New  Jerset  Court  of  Errors  akd  Appeals. 


Jtjite, 


passed  the  title  to  the  vendees,  so  that  !hey 
may  be  held  for  the  purchase  price.  The 
vendor  claims  that  the  delivery  of  the  ffoods 
to  the  common  carrier  constituted  a  delivery 
to  the  purchasers,  and  passed  the  title  to  them, 
subject  only  to  the  right  of  stoppage  in  trans- 
itu.   It  is  not  asserted  that  the  receipt  by  the 


carrier  constitutes  acceptance  by  the  vendees: 
it  is  only  a  delivery,  not  an  acceptanoe.  That 
the  earner,  in  the  absence  of  authority  to  ac- 
cept, represents  the  purchasers  only  to  receive 
and  forward.  Although  the  cases  upoo  this 
subject  are  not  entirely  in  accord,  the  author- 
ities generally  hold  that  a  delivery  to  a  corn- 


approval  of  the  buyer,  the  place  of  sale  will  he  held 
to  be  that  of  the  buyer's  residence.  Rindskopf  v. 
B'Ruyter,  80  Mich.  1, 88  Am.  Rep.  840. 

If  the  contract  is  that  the  liq  uors  need  not  be  paid 
for  unless  they  suit  the  buyer,  the  sale  is  not  com- 
plete until  after  the  purchaser  has  received  the 
liquors  and  had  an  opportunity  to  make  an  elec- 
tion.   Wilson  V.  Stratton,  47  Me.  130. 

The  fact  that  liquors  are  sold  under  a  contract 
that  they  may  be  returned  If  not  as  represented 
doesnot,  ho weyer,  prevent  the  title  from  passing 
when  they  are  delivered  to  the  carrier.  Schlesing- 
«r  V.  Stratton,  9  R.  L  578. 

Under  a  statute  making:  void  all  contracts  or 
acrreements  relatingr  to  the  sale  of  intozicatlng 
liquors,  if  the  seller  takes  the  order  himself  the 
transaction  will  be  void,  althougrh  the  liquors  are 
put  up  and  shipped  at  his  place  of  business  In  an- 
other state.  Webber  v.  Howe.  86  Mich.  150, 24  Am. 
Rep.  560. 

Goods  sent  C.  O.  D. 

The  courts  are  at  variance  as  to  the  effect  of  send- 
Inir  the  goods  G.  O.  D.    On  one  side  it  is  held  that^ 

If  the  buyer  directs  the  goods  to  be  sent  to  him 
by  express  C.  O.  D.,  a  delivery  to  the  express  com- 
pany passes  the  title  to  the  buyer.  Crook  v.  Chow- 
an. 64  N.C.74& 

When  goods  are  forwarded  through  a  carrier 
designated  by  the  buyer  marked  C.  O.  D.,  the  car- 
rier is  the  agent  of  the  purchaser  to  receive  the 
goods  from  the  seller  and  the  agent  of  the  seller  to 
collect  the  price  from  the  purchaser,  and  the  sale 
is  complete  when  the  goods  are  delivered  to  the 
carrier.  Pilgreen  v.  State,  71  Ala.  888;  State  v. 
Carll,  43  Ark.  858,  51  Am.  Rep.  565;  firechwaid  v. 
People.  21  111.  App.  218;  Com.  v.  Fleming,  5  L.  R.  A. 
470, 180  Pa.  138. 

In  case  intoxicating  liquors  are  sent  into  the 
state  C.  O.  D.,  they  may,  if  seized  by  the  state,  be 
reclaimed  by  the  buyer,  if  oot  liable  to  confisca- 
tion, since  the  title  passed  when  the  bargain  was 
struck,  subject  to  the  vendor^s  lien,  so  as  to  give 
the  buyer  a  right  of  property  in  the  liquors.  State 
V.  Intoxicating  Liquors,  78  Me.  278. 

Conversely  it  is  held  that— 

The  title  to  liquor  sold  in  retail  quantities  and 
shipped  C.  O.  D.  remains  in  the  seller  uotil  it  is  de- 
livered and  the  price  paid,  so  as  to  make  the  seller 
liable  for  a  violation  of  the  liquor  laws,  if  he  is  not 
licensed  to  sell  In  the  place  at  which  the  delivery 
is  made.  United  States  v.  Shriver,  23  Fed.  Rep. 
134;  S.  C.  sub  nom.  People  v.  Shriver,  81  Alb.  L.  J. 
168,  Chicago  Legal  News,  Feb.  21, 1885. 

Goods  sent  C.  O.  D.  are  at  the  risk  of  the  vendor, 
although  sent  by  the  carrier  named  by  the  vendee. 
Baker  v.  Bourcicault,  1  Daly,  28. 

When  liquors  are  sent  C.  O.  D.,  the  carrier  is  the 
agent  of  the  consignor,  and  the  title  does  not  pass 
until  they  are  delivered  and  paid  for.  State  v. 
Four  Jugs  of  Intoxicating  Liquor,  58  Vt.  140. 

The  fact  that  goods  are  shipped  C.  O.  D.  indi- 
cates an  Intention  by  the  seller  to  retain  poases- 
sioD,  and  delivery  to  the  carrier  is  not  a  delivery 
to  the  buyer.    Wagner  v.  Hallack.  3  Colo.  176. 

The  decisions  may  be  partly  reconciled  by  deter- 
mining who  directed  the  shipment. 

The  judge,  in  delivering  the  opinion  in  United 
States  V.  Cllne,  28  Fed.  Rep.  537,  recognizes  the  rule 
that  when  liquors  are  delivered  to  a  carrier  marked 
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C.  O.  D.,  the  carrier  is  the  agent  of  the  seUer,  and 
the  sale  Is  not  completed  until  they  are  delivered 
and  the  price  paid. 

If  the  articles  shipped  are  manufactured  at  the 
order  of  the  purchaser,  the  mere  fact  that  they  are 
shipped  C.  O.  D.  will  not  prevent  the  manafacturer 
from  collecting  for  his  services.  Higgins  v.  Mor* 
ray,  73  N.  Y.  252. 

f .  Effect  of  receipt  by  carrier  to  satisfy  statute  of 
frauds. 

There  is  no  sufficient  acceptance  to  take  the  case 
out  of  the  statute  of  frauds,  where  the  goods  are 
delivered  to  a  common  carrier,  who  is  desifmated 
by  the  buyer  but  not  expressly  authorized  to  accept 
them,  if  they  never  come  into  the  buyer's  actual 
possession  and  be  never  sees,  examines,  or  exercises 
any  control  over  them  or  receives  the  bill  of  lading. 
Johnson  v.  Cuttle,  105  Mass.  447,  7  Am;  Bep.  btb. 

A  delivery  of  goods  in  accordance  with  a  parol 
contract  to  a  general  carrier  not  designated  or 
selected  by  the  buyer,  does  not  constitute  snob  i 
delivery  and  acceptance  as  to  satisfy  the  statute  of 
frauds.    Rodgers  v.  PhiUips,  40  N.  T.  519. 

If  the  statute  of  frauds  requires  aooeptanoe  of 
the  goods,  receipt  by  a  carrier  designated  by  the 
buyer  is  not  sufficient  to  show  acceptance.  Fon- 
taine V.  Bush,  40  Minn.  14L 

Delivery  of  goods  to  a  general  ship,  althougb 
corresponding  closely  to  the  description  given  by 
the  buyer,  if  accompanied  by  a  bill  of  lading  intbe 
name  of  the  seller's  agent,  does  not  constitute  sucb 
an  acceptance  by  the  buyer  as  will  take  the  case 
out  of  the  statute  of  frauds.  Frostburg  Min.  Co. 
V.  New  England  Glass  Co.  0  Cush.  115. 

If  the  goods  are  to  be  sent  subject  to  the  buyer's 
approval,  a  delivery  to  the  carrier  will  not  be  suffl- 
cient  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute  of  frauds. 
Rindskopf  v.  D'Ruyter,  88  Mich.  1, 83  Am.  Rep.  340l 

The  fact  that  the  buyer  designates  a  particular 
carrier  for  the  transportation  of  the  goods,  does  not 
empower  him  to  accept  them  so  as  to  take  the  case 
out  of  the  statute  of  frauds.  Jones  v.  Mechanics* 
Bank.  29  Md.  287,  96  Am.  Dec.  533. 

The  shipment  on  board  a  vessel  selected  by  the 
vendor,  and  the  signature  of  a  bill  of  lading  mak- 
ing the  goods  deliverable  to  the  vendee^s  airent, 
though  a  sufficient  delivery  to  support  an  action 
for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  is  not  sufficient  to 
make  a  binding  contract  within  the  statute  of 
frauds.  Meredith  v.  Meigh,  2  El.  ft  Bl.  354, 22  L.  J. 
Q.  a  401, 17  Jur.  649. 

Where  goods  were  verbally  ordered,  with  no  or- 
der given  as  to  the  manner  of  sending,  the  delivery 
to  the  carrier  directed  to  the  purchaser  was  not 
sufficient  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute  of 
frauds  so  as  to  pass  the  title  to  the  purchaser  and 
prevent  the  seller  from  maintaining  an  action 
against  the  carrier  for  their  loss.  Coats  v.  Oiap- 
lin,  2  Gale  &  D.  552, 3  Q.  a  488,  6  Jur.  1123. 

A  deli  veiy  of  goods  on  board  a  ship  chartered  by 
the  buyer  is  not  sufficient  to  take  the  case  out  of 
the  statute  of  frauds.  Acebal  v.  Levy,  10  Binf. 
376.  4  Moore  &  S.  217. 

The  receipt  by  the  carrier  of  goods  luder  a  parol 
contract  for  sale,  to  be  transported  to  the  buyer, 
does  not  constitute  such  an  acceptanoe  as  to  t«ke 
the  case  out  of  the  statute  of  frauds,  if  the  carrier 
was  not  specially  authorized  to  accept  it  so  as  to 
bind  the  buyer.  Atherton  v.  Newhall,  128  MasB. 
141. 25  Am.  Rep.  47. 
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non  carrier  of  the  goods,  properly  addressed 
totbe  vendee,  is  a  deiiveij  to  the  vendee,  sub- 
ject to  the  vendor's  right  of  stoppage  in 
tmnaitu,  and  to  the  vendee's  right  to  rej^t  for 
DODConformity  to  the  contract.  Brown  y. 
Ilvdgwn,  2  Campb.  87;  Button  v.  Solofnonson, 
3  Bos.  &  P.  582;  Bunlap  v.  Lambert,  6  Clark 


&  P.eOO;  Fragana  y.  T/mg,  4  Bam.  &  C.  219; 
Bawe9  V.  Peck,  8  T.  R.  380;  Krulder  v.  EUi- 
son,  47  N.  Y.  86,  77  Am.  Rep.  402;  Wilcox 
Bilwr  Plate  Co,  v.  Oreen,  72  N.  Y.  17:  Spen- 
cer V.  Hale,  30  Vt.  316.  73  Am.  Dec.  809; 
Stanton  v.  Eager,  16  Pick.  467;  Hunter  v. 
WHght.  12  Allen.  54d;  HaU  y.  Bichardeon,  16 


Mere  autbority  to  receive  yoods  for  transporta-  t 
tioD  carries  no  Implied  authority  to  aooept  them  so 
as  to  aatiafy   the  statute  of  frauds.    Allard  v. 
Greasert.SlN.  Y.  1. 

And  the  Rreat  weight  of  authority  is  that  deliv- 
ery to  a  carrier  Is  not  sufficient  to  take  the  case 
out  of  the  statute  of  trauds.  Caulldns  v.  Hellmao. 
47  X.  T.  448. 7  Am.  Bep.  461;  Lanifeman  v.  Stevens 
h  N.  T.  Leg.  Olie.  19;  Sherman  v.  Williams,  4  N.  Y. 
Week.  Dig.  415;  BiUln  v.  Henkel,  9  Colo.  804;  Sim. 
moos  Hardware  Co.  v.  Mulleo.  88  Minn.  195;  Nor- 
mftQ  V.  PbllUpa.  14  Mees.  &  W.  SH,  14  L.  J.  Bxch. 
a»,  9  Jar.  88S:  Rickard  v.  Moore.  88  L.  T.  N.  S.  841: 
Tower  v.  Tudhope,  87  U.  C.  Q.  B.  SOO:  Smith  v.  Hud- 
tmi.  6  Best  ft  S.  481.  84  L.  J.  Q.  B.  145.  llJur.  N.  8. 
^  12  L.  T.  N.  S.  877.  18  Week.  Bep.  (W8:  Hart  v. 
Bush.  El.  Bl.  &  El.  484. 97  L.  J.  Q.  B.  871.  4  Jur.  N. 
8.  «3at  Nicholson  v.  Bower.  1  El.  ft  Bl.  172. 28  L.  J. 
Q.B.97.6  Jur.  X.  S.  246:  Lloyd  v.  Wright.  26  Oa. 
215:  Denmead  v.  Glass,  80  Ga.  887;  Hauaman  v. 
Nye,  e  Ind.  488, 80  Am.  Bep.  199;  Keiwert  v.  Meyer, 
e  Ind.  887,80  Am.  Bep.  206;  MazweU  v.  Brown,  88 
Me.  W.  63  Am.  Bep.  605;  Grimes  v.  Van  Veobten.  20 
Mich.  410:  Smith  v.  Brennan,  62  Mich.  848. 

Bat  in  Hart  v.  Sattley,  8  Campb.  588,  it  was  de- 
cided that  if  the  delivery  Is  to  a  carrier  who  has 
been  in  the  habit  of  receiving  and  transporting 
goods  from  the  buyer  to  the  seller,  the  carrier  must 
be  considered  as  having  been  constituted  by  the 
buyer  his  agent  to  accept  the  goods  within  the 
statute  of  frauds. 

Hart  V.  Sattley  was  recognized  as  authority  in 
Sortw^  V.  Hughes,  1  Curt.  C.  C.  244. 

And  tt  has  been  held  in  Vermont  that  delivery  to 
a  carrier  selected  and  named  by  the  purchaser  and 
their  acceptance  by  him  constitutes  a  sufficient  re- 
ceipt and  acceptance  to  take  a  parol  sale  out  of  the 
statute  of  frauds.  Spencer  v.  Hale,  80  Vt.  314,  78 
Am.  Dec.  808;  Strong  v.  Dodds.  47  Vt  848. 

The  buyer  will  not  be  permitted  to  set  up  the 
statute  of  frauds  to  defeat  the  action  if  the  goods 
are  placed  oo  the  vessel  according  to  bis  directions 
and  are  afterwards  taken  possession  of  by  him  and 
treated  as  his  own.  Goddard  v.  Demerrltt.  48  Me. 
211. 

io  Morton  v.TIbbett  15  Q.  R  428. 19  L.  J.  Q.  a  882, 
14  Jor.  068,  the  buyer  had  purchased  wheat  by 
»mpleand  directed  it  to  be  sent  to  him  by  carrier. 
It  was  so  sent  and  he  took  the  sample  and  after  its 
arrival  attempted  to  sell  it  by  the  sample,  and  the 
court  held  that  whether  or  not  the  delivery  to  the 
carrier  was  sufficient,  his  acts  of  ownership  subse- 
quently wet«  evidence  from  which  a  Jury  might 
find  acceptance  sufficient  to  take  the  case  out  of 
the  sutute  of  frauds. 

A  letter  to  the  seller.  "I  have  spoken  to  Warner 
and  hired  him  to  freight"  the  goods  down  the  river. 
**You  will  please  deliver  them  to  him,"— is  a  suffi- 
cient appotaitment  of  Warner  as  agent  to  receive 
delivery  within  the  statute  of  frauds.  Thompson 
V.  Meock.  4  Abb.  App.  Dec.  400. 

Where  there  was  a  parol  contract  for  the  sale  of 
hay,  to  be  delivered  on  a  barge,  of  which  the  buyer 
vaa  half  owner,  and  he  directed  his  partner  to  go 
^th  the  barge  to  receive  the  hay,  the  trial 
court  held  that  there  was  a  sufficient  acceptance 
vben  the  hay  was  placed  upon  the  barge  to  take 
the  case  out  of  the  statute  of  frauds,  and  the  appel- 
late court  held  tbat  the  correctness  of  this  holding 
wa^  not  questioned  in  such  a  way  that  it  could  be 
PMwd  upon  on  appeaL  SUver  v,  Bowne,66  N.  Y.669. 
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But  a  mere  request  of  the  person  in  whose  hands 
the  property  is  to  see  that  it  is  delivered  and  meas- 
ured up  properly,  accompanied  by  a  request  to 
send  it  by  a  certain  boat,  does  not  make  a  delivery 
to  the  boat  a  sufficient  acceptance  to  take  the  case 
out  of  the  statute  of  frauds.  Astey  v.  Bmery.  4 
Maule&S.282. 

The  acceptance  and  dealing  with  the  bill  of  lad- 
ing may  also  constitute  an  acceptance  within  the 
statute  of  frauds.  Currie  v.  Anderson,  2  El.  &  BL 
602.  20  L.  J.  Q.  a  87.  6  Jur.  N.  S.  442,  8  Week.  Bep. 
274. 

Although  delivery  of  a  bill  of  lading  at  the  buy- 
er's office  from  which  he  is  absent  on  account  of 
sickness,  and  which  he  returns  as  soon  as  he  is  noti- 
fied of  its  presence,  is  not  a  sufficient  acceptance  of 
the  goods  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute  of 
frauds.    Quintard  v.  Bacon.  88  Mass.  185. 

If  the  buyer  selects  the  particular  goods  and 
specifies  the  carrier  to  whom  they  are  to  be  deliv- 
ered, a  delivery  to  and  receipt  by  the  carrier  wll 
constitute  such  an  acceptance  as  to  take  the  case 
out  of  the  statute  of  frauds.  Glen  v.  Whitaker,  61 
Barb.  451. 

And  after  the  buyer  has  accepted  the  goods  de- 
livery to  a  carrier  designated  by  the  buyer  will 
constitute  such  a  delivery  and  acceptance  as  will 
take  the  case  out  of  the  statute  of  frauds.  Cross  v. 
0*Donnell,  44  K.  Y.  661,  4  Am.  Bep.  721. 

And  a  delivery  of  goods  to  a  carrier  is  a  deliver}' 
to  a  buyer,  though  the  carrier  was  not  designated 
by  him.  so  as  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  provisions 
of  a  statute  of  frauds,  providing  that  the  sale  shall 
be  void  inter  alia  when  no  part  of  the  property  is 
delivered.  Bullock  v.  Stcherge,  4  McCrary,  184,  18 
Fed.  Bep.  844:  Liggett  k  M.  Tobacco  Co.  v.  Collier 
(Iowa)  Oct.  8. 1898. 

g.  RiQht  to  maintain  action. 

There  is  no  definite  rule  on  which  all  the  courts 
agree  as  to  who  is  the  proper  one  to  maintain  an 
action  for  nondelivery  of  the  goods  or  their  loss 
while  in  transit.  Actions  have  been  brought  by 
consignor,  by  consignee,  and  by  owner,  and  in 
most  instances,  something  in  the  facts  of  the  case 
has  made  the  action  proper  so  that  nuiny  of  the 
decisions  are  Rlmply  to  the  effect  that  the  one  who 
brought  the  action  could  maintain  it  without  at- 
tempting to  settle  definitely  that  it  could  have  been 
maintained  by  no  one  else. 

0\xmer  may  eue. 

The  owner  should  bring  the  action,  and  the  con- 
signee is  presumed  to  be  the  owner  in  the  absence 
of  proof  to  the  contrary.  Cougar  v.  Galena  ft  C. 
U.  R.  Co.  17  Wis  477. 

If  the  bill  is  general  to  A.,  and  the  invoice  only 
shows  that  they  are  upon  account  of  B.,  the  prop- 
erty is  in  A.  and  he  must  bring  the  action.  Evans 
v.  Marlett,  1  Ld.  Raym.  271,  12  Mod.  166,  3  Salk.  290. 

If,  by  the  bill  of  lading,  the  goods  are ,  to  be  de- 
livered to  A.  to  the  use  of  B..  B.  is  the  owner  and 
must  bring  the  action.    IMd. 

In  an  action  by  the  owner  of  goods  lost  in  transit, 
a  prior  recovery  by  the  consignor  is  no  defense. 
Coombs  V.  Bristol  ft  E.  R.  Co.  8  Hurlst.  ft  N.  1,  27 
L.  J.  Bxch.  288. 

Right  of  coneiipior. 
If  the  consignor  is  the  owner  of  the  goods  he 
may  maintain  the  suit. 
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Md.  396,  77  Am.  Dec.  303;  .Magrvder  v.  Qage, 
38  Md.  344,  3  Am.  Rep.  177;  1  Beojamin, 
Sales,  S§  161, 181;  Story,  Sales,  §  306;  2  Kent, 
Com.  499. 

The  distinction  is  made  in  some  of  these 
cases  that,  in  order  to  give  to  the  delivery  to 
the  carrier  the  effect  of  a  delivery  to  the  buyer. 


the  carrier  must  be  selected  or  named  by  the 
buyer.  When  the  contract  of  the  manufact- 
urer is  simply  to  make  the  goods  at  an  agteed 
price,  he  has  fully  executed  the  agreeroeDt  on 
his  part  when  the  goods  are  produced  at  his 
factory,  ready  to  be  delivered  on  demand.  Iq 
that  case,  however,  he  is  not  authorized  by  tlie 


If,  by  the  contract,  the  title  did  not  pass  to  the 
consi^rnee,  the  coDSIffoor  is  the  proper  person  to 
sue  for  the  loss  of  the  goods.  Ifadison,  I.  ft  P.  K. 
Ck).  V.  VThltesel,  U  Ind.  65. 

The  consifrnor  may  show  that  the  goods  belonged- 
to  himself  and  not  to  the  consignee,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  maintaining  an  action  against  the  carrier 
for  their  loss.    Harrison  v.  Hixson,  4  Blaokf .  228. 

If  goods  are  forwarded  for  sale  on  approval,  the 
action  for  their  loss  must  be  brought  by  the  con- 
signor.   Swain  v.  Shepherd,  1  Mood,  ft  R.  228. 

If  there  Is  such  fraud  in  the  case  that  there  has 
been  no  sale,  the  delivery  to  the  carrier  wlU  not 
pass  the  title  out  of  the  shipper  so  as  to  prevent  his 
bringing  action  for  a  wrong  delivery.  Duff  v. 
fiudd.  3  Brod.  ft  B.  177. 6  Moore,  409. 

If  the  shipment  is  made  at  the  risk  and  for  the 
account  of  the  consignor  he  must  bring  an  action 
for  the  loss.    Sargent  v.  Morris,  8  Bam.  ft  Aid.  277. 

If  the  consignor  Is  the  owner  of  property  and 
the  consignee  merely  his  agent,  the  suit  for  Its  de- 
struction is  properly  brought  in  the  name  of  the 
consignor.    Price  v.  Powell,  8  N.  Y.  822. 

If  1i)e  consignor  brings  suit,  he  must  show  by  his 
complaint  that  he  was  the  owner  of  the  property 
rather  than  the  consignee.  iPennsylvanta  Go.  v. 
Holderman,  60  Ind.  18. 

Conversely  it  has  been  held  that  if  the  goods  are 
shipped  under  a  bill  of  lading  stating  that  it  is  by 
order  and  on  account  of  the  consignee,  the  con- 
signor cannot  maintain  an  action  for  their  loss. 
Brown  v.  Hodgson,  2  Oampb.  87. 

So  delivery  of  goods  to  a  boatman  in  response  to 
an  order  to  ship  them  \tia  canal  passes  the  title  to 
the  buyer  so  as  to  prevent  the  seller  from  main- 
taining an  action  in  his  own  name  for  their  loss. 
Krudler  v.  £Ul8on,47  N.  Y.  86. 

So  a  mere  agent  who,  in  pursuance  of  his  duty, 
consigns  property  to  his  principal,  the  true  owner, 
has  no  sulBcient  title  after  the  property  has  been 
delivered  to  the  carrier  to  maintain  an  action  for 
its  loss.  Thompson  v.  Fargo,  40  N.  Y.  186,  10  Am. 
Rep.  342. 

It  Is  generally  held  that  the  consignor  may 
maintain  suit  on  the  carriage  contract  although  he 
Is  not  the  owner  of  the  property. 

In  Davis  v.  James,  5  Burr.  2680,  in  which  the 
shipper  delivered  the  goods  to  the  carrier  to  be 
transported  to  the  consignee  and  himself  paid  the 
freight,  the  court  held  that  he  might  bring  an 
action  on  the  agreement  between  himself  and  the 
carrier,  in  case  the  goods  were  lost. 

In  Moore  v.  Wilson,  1 T.  R.  eSO,  an  action  was 
brought  against  the  carrier  by  the  consignor  with 
an  allegation  that  the  hire  was  to  be  paid  by  the 
plaintiff,  and  the  court  held  that  proof  that  it  was 
to  be  paid  by  the  consignee  was  no  variance  because 
the  consignor  was  in  law  liable. 

Where  a  laundress  sent  linen  which  she  had 
washed  to  the  owner  by  a  carrier  whom  she  paid, 
she  was  held  entitled  to  maintain  an  action  for  its 
loss.  Freeman  V.  Birch,  INey.  ft  M.  420,8  Q.B.  488, 
note. 

In  case  goods  are  lost  in  transit,  the  consignor 
may  bring  action,  if  he  has  made  a  special  con- 
tract for  their  carriage  with  the  carrier.  Dunlop 
V.  Lambert,  6  Clark  ft  F.  000. 

The  suit  may  be  brought  by  the  one  with  whom 
the  carriage  contiact  was  made.  Mead  v.  South 
Eastern  R.  Co.  18  Week.  Rep.  786. 

If  the  contract  Is  made  by  the  shipper  and  freight  I 
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paid  by  him,  he  may  maintain  an  action  in  hie  own 
name  for  failure  to  deliver  aocording  to  the  bUl  of 
lading.    Joseph  v.  Knox,  8  Campb.  820. 

If  the  shipper  guarantees  payment  of  freight 
and  makes  special  agreement  for  the  oarrlsire, 
action  mav  be  brought  for  their  nondelivery  by 
the  consignor  with  whom  the  contract  was  made, 
or  by  the  consignee,  who  is  the  owner  of  the  goods. 
Stafford  v.  Walter,  67  III.  88.     . 

In  Goodwyn  v.  Douglas,  Cheves,  L.  174,  it  is  »id 
that  if  the  vendor  pays  the  freight  and  voluntsrily 
takes  on  himself  the  selection  of  the  carrier  and 
mode  of  conveyance,  he  must  stand  the  risk  of  lo^ 
and  may  maintain  an  action  against  the  carrier 
therefor. 

A  shipper  of  goods  who  has  f!ontraoted  for  their 
safe  conveyance  may  sue  for  injuries  thereto  io 
transportation,  although  the  title  has  vested  in  tbe 
consignee.  Hooper  v.  Chicago  ft  N.  R.  Co.  27  Wis. 
81,  9  Am.  Rep.  489. 

It  seems,  however,  that  the  existence  of  a  car- 
riage contract  is  not  in  all  cases  conclusive.  For 
It  has  been  held  that  an  action  founded  on  a  bill  of 
ladmg  should  be  brouerht  by  the  shipper  witli 
whom  the  contract  was  made,  or,  if  the  oonsifDee 
was  the  actual  owner  of  the  goods.  It  may  be 
brought  by  him.  Dows  v.  Cobb,  12  Barb.  810, 10  N. 
Y.  Legal  Obs.  161./ 

But  some  of  the  cases  are  strong  In  favor  of  tbe 
shipper.  Thus  the  shipper  named  in  a  bill  of  lad- 
ing may  sue  the  carrier  for  injury  to  the  goods 
while  In  transit,  although  all  tbe  interest,  geoerat 
or  special,  has  passed  to  the  consignee.  Blaocbaitt 
v.  Page,  8  Gray,  281. 

When  carrying  goods  from  seller  to  purchafler. 
if  there  is  nothing  in  the  relation  of  the  several 
parties  except  what  arises  from  the  fact  that  tbe 
seller  commits  the  goods  to  toe  carrier  as  tbe 
ordinary  and  convenient  mode  of  tnmsmisBioD  and 
delivery  in  execution  of  the  order  ufjale,  the  em- 
ployment is  by  the  seller  and  aotioos  baaed  upon 
the  contract  may  be  in  the  name  of  tbe  conatgnor. 
If,  however,  the  purchaser  designates  the  carrier, 
making  him  his  agent  to  receive  and  transmit  the 
goods,  or  if  the  sale  is  complete  before  delivery  to 
the  carrier  and  the  seller  is  made  the  agent  of  the 
purchaser  in  respect  to  the  forwarding  of  them, 
the  contract  of  service  may  be  held  to  be  with  the 
purchaser,  and  he  alone  would  be  entitled  to  main- 
tain an  action  for  breach  of  the  carriage  oontnct. 
Finn  v.  Western  R.  Co.  118  Mass.  fi^  17  Am.  Rep. 
128. 

Suit  by  congUmee. 

If  goods  by  bill  of  lading  are  consigned  to  A.  A 
Is  the  owner  and  must  bring  the  action  against  tbe 
master  of  the  ship,  if  they  are  lost.  Evans  v.  Mar* 
lett,  1  Ld.  Raym.  271,  Vi  Mod.  166,8  Salk.  29a 

A  consignee  to  whom  property  has  been  shipped 
In  satisfaction  of  prior  advances,  or  who  accepts  a 
draft  for  the  value  of  the  goods,  acquires  the  ab- 
solute title  so  as  to  enable  him  to  sue  upon  tbe  bill 
of  lading.    Dows  v.  Cobb,  Vt  Barb.  810. 

Consignees  of  goods  and  holders  of  the  blU  of 
lading  who  have  made  advances  upon  it  have  an 
interest  or  property  In  the  goods  which  will  entitle 
them  to  maintain  an  action  against  the  carrier  f(>r 
breach  of  the  contract.    Adams  v.  BiawU,  28  Barb. 

8. 

If  goods  are  delivered  to  a  carrier  to  be  delivered 
by  him  to  a  third  person  and  the  goods  are  lost,  tbe 
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vendee  to  deliver  them  for  transportation. 
But  when  the  purchaser  instructs  the  vendor 
to  send  the  goods  to  him  it  does  not  appear 
bow  it  makes  any  difference  in  the  rule  ap|)U- 
cable  to  the  case  whether  he  names  the  carrier 
or  not.  If  the  carrier  is  not  specified,  the 
rendor,  acting  in  this  respect  under  the  order 
of  the  purchaser  to  forward  the  goods,  is  his 


agent  in  the  selection  of  the  carrier,  and  in 
either  case  the  carrier  is,  in  contemplation  of 
law,  chosen  by  the  purchaser.  In  this  case 
the  purchasers  expressly  instructed  the  plain- 
tiff to  send  the  goods  from  New  Hampshire 
to  Paterson.  When  the  goods  passed  out  of 
the  possession  of  the  plaintiff  into  the  hands 
of  the  carrier,  who  must  be  regarded  as  the 


coDslgoee  only  can  hritifg  the  action.  Snee  v.  Pres- 
cott,lAtk.2l5. 

Tbe  buyer  may  maintain  an  action  for  the  loss 
of  froodssliJppecl  under  an  order,  **to  dispatch  tbe 
gt>od8  on  Insurance  being  effected.  Terms  three 
months*  credit  from  time  of  arrival."  Fra^no  v. 
Long,4 Bam.  Ir  C. 219, 6 l>owl. ik  B.  288. 

Ttie  consignee  has  such  an  interest  as  to  enable 
him  to  maintain  an  action  for  the  nondelivery  of 
xhe  goods  if  there  Is  no  evidence  of  owm*r8hlp  in 
the  consignor.    Arbuclcle  v.  Thompson,  37  Pa.  17a 

In  Andenon  v.  Clark,  2  Bing.  20,  in  which  accord- 
ing to  a  custom  of  dealing  between  the  parties, 
goods  were  shipped  Consigned  to  plaintilT  against 
which  a  draft  was  drawn  which  plaintiff  refused 
to  pay  and  thereupon  the  carrier  by  direction  of 
tbe  shipper  redelivered  the  goods  to  the  shipper, 
the  plahitlff  was  held  entitled  to  maintain  an  action 
for  the  nondelivery. 

The  coDsignees  are  to  be  held,  in  the  absence  of 
any  showing  to  the  contrary,  to  have  such  an  in- 
terest in  fhe  consignment  as  to  enable  them  to 
maintain  an  action  for  its  nondelivery.  Tronson 
V.  Dent  86  Bng.  L.  ft  Eq.  4L 

if  tbe  goods  are  consigned  without  reservation 
on  the  part  of  the  consignor,  the  consignee  is  the 
proper  party  to  bring  an  action  for  their  loss. 
Merchant's  Despatch  Transp.  Co.  v.  Smith,  76  111. 

The  consignees  are  entitled  to  maintain  an  action 
for  the  loss  of  the  goods.  D* Anjou  v.  Deagle,  8 
Harr.  k  J.  200;  Armentrout  v.  St.  Louis,  K.  C.  ft  N. 
K.C6.1MaApp.]68. 

Tbe  party  to  whom,  by  the  terms  of  the  bill  of 
lading,  the  property  is  to  be  delivered,  may  main- 
tain replevin  therefor.    Powell  v.  Bradlee,  9  Gill  ft 

If  the  goods  are  bought  and  paid  for  and  the  bill 
of  lading  executed  to  the  vendor  acknowledging 
the  receipt  of  the  goods  to  be  conveyed  to  the  ven- 
dee, tbe  contract  of  transportation  is  in  legal  effect 
with  the  vendee,  and  he  may  sue  for  the  nonde- 
livery of  the  goods.  Gwyn  v.  JEUohmond  ft  D.  R. 
Co.  85N.  C.  428, 80  Am.  Rep.  708. 

The  consignee  named  in  the  bill  of  lading  is  pre- 
aumed  to  be  the  owner  of  the  property,  and  in  tbe 
at^eoce  of  evidence  to  control  the  effect  of  that 
document,  be  Is  entitled  to  maintain  an  action  in  his 
own  name  against  the  carrier  for  tbe  loss  of  tbe 
votids.  Lawrence  v.  Mintum,  58  U.  8.  17  How.  100, 
I)  L  ed.  58. 

If  tbe  goods  are  shipped  for  the  account  and  risk 
of  the  consignee,  he  paying  freight,  and  it  is  so  ex- 
pressed in  the  invoice  and  bill  of  lading,  the  deliv- 
ery to  the  carrier  passes  the  title  to  him  and  he 
alone  can  sue  if  they  are  not  delivered.  Potter  v. 
Lansing,  I  Johns.  SIA,  3  Am.  Dec.  810. 

In  Dawes  v.  Peck,  8  T.  R.  880,  8  Bsp.  12,  the  court 
held  that  if  the  seller  delivers  the  goods  to  the  car- 
rier acconUDg  to  the  direction  of  tbe  buyer,  the 
^yer  is  the  one  to  maintain  the  action,  in  case  the 
foods  are  lost.  Cases  in  which  actions  had  been 
oaJDtained  by  the  shipper  were  distinguished,  and 
it  was  not  disputed  that  the  consignor  might  sue. 
«Qd  under  those  circumstances  the  carrier  would 
*wt  be  permitted  to  plead  as  a  bar  a  former  re- 
covery by  a  stranger  in  tbe  person  of  a  consignee, 
«nd  that  tbe  result  might  be  a  double  recovery 
•gainst  tbe  carrier. 
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Gk>ods  delivered  to  a  carrier  under  an  arrange- 
ment that  the  consignee  should  reoeive  them,  pay 
the  freight  and  apply  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  in 
payment  of  prior  advances  in  the  ordinary  course 
of  trade,  are  so  far  in  the  possession  of  the  con- 
signee that  he  alone  can  maintain  an  action  for 
their  wrongful  conversion.  Wetael  v.  Power,  6 
Mont.  «14. 

A  factor  del  credere  who  has  made  advances  upon 
goods  consigned  to  him  for  sale  has  a  lien  upon  the 
goods  and  may  maintain  an  action  against  the  car- 
rier for  nondelivery.  Holbrook  v.  Wight,  24 
Wend.  IflO,  85  Am.  Dec.  007. 

So  the  purchaser  to  whom  the  goods  have  been 
shipped  in  accordance  with  his  order  is  the  proper 
one  to  name  as  owner  in  an  indictment  for  their 
theft.    Walker  v.  State,  9  Tex.  App.  88. 

But  some  cases  have  held  that  if  the  title  was 
not  in  the  consignee  he  could  not  sue. 

A  mere  consignee  having  no  interest  in  the 
goods  consigned  cannot  maintain  an  action  against 
the  carrier  for  an  injury  to  the  goods  during  the 
voyage.    Ogden  v.  Coddingrton,  2  B.  D.  Smith,  817. 

The  presumption  arisii:g  from  the  bill  that  title 
has  vested  in  the  consignee  and  that  Ibe  should 
properly  bring  an  action  for  loss  of  the  property 
may  be  subject  to  explanation  and  removable  by 
proof.   Jones V.  Sims,  6  Port^  (Ala.)  188. 

If  the  contract  is  within  the  statute  of  frauds,  a 
mere  delivery  to  the  carrier  will  not  vest  title  in 
the  consignee,  so  as  to  enable  him  to  sue  for  lose  of 
the  goods.  Coombs  v.  Brlatol  ft  E.  R.  Co.  3  Hurlst. 
ft  N.  510.  27  L.  J.  Exch.  401. 

In  Alabama  G.  S.  R.  Co.  v.  Mount  Vernon  Co.,  84 
Ala.  178,  it  is  said  that  if  the  bill  of  lading  is  taken 
in  the  name  of  a  seller  and  attached  to  a  draft,  the 
title  is  presumptively  retained  In  the  seller,  and 
payment  of  the  draft  by  the  purchaser  after  the 
loss  of  the  goods  does  not  vest  title  Id  him  so  as  to 
enable  him  to  sue  the  carrier  for  their  loss. 

Other  cases  have  recognized  a  right  In  the  con- 
signee to  sue  although  the  title  was  shown  to  be  in 
another  person. 

The  consignee  may  bring  an  action  for  the  loss 
of  the  goods,  although  the  shipment  was  upon  ac- 
count of  the  consignor  who  also  paid  the  freight. 
Griffith  V.  Ingledew,  6  Serg.  ft  H.  430,  0  Am.  Dec. 
444. 

The  consignee  of  goods  may  sue  the  common 
carrier  for  their  loss,  although  another  person  was 
the  owner  of  them.  Southern  Exp.  Co.  v.  Arm- 
stead,  50  Ala.  860. 

AdmircUty  suUh. 

In  admiralty,  the  consignee  may  sue  for  breach 
of  the  carriage  contract.  McKiolay  v.  Morrish,  82 
U.  8.  21  How.  856,  W  L.  ed.  104. 

The  assignee  of  a  bill  of  lading  may  maintain  a 
libel  in  admiralty  in  his  own  name  for  the  loss  of 
the  goods.  The  Vaughan  and  Telegraph.  81  U.  8. 
14WalL258,20L.ed.  807. 

The  title  to  goods  sold  on  credit  and  delivered  to 
a  carrier  marked  with  the  initials  of  the  buyer 
and  insured  at  his  risk,  consigned  to  third  parties 
at  an  intermediate  port,tobe  by  them  traus<«hlpped. 
has  paj9sed  out  of  tbe  seller  so  that  he  cannot  main- 
tain a  libel  In  his  own  name  for  their  loss.  Blum 
V.  Caddo,  1  Woods,  C.  C.  64.  H.  P.  P, 
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agent  of  the  purchasers  to  transport  them,  the 
transfer  of  the  title  to  the  purchasers  became 
complete,  and  all  the  rights  of  ownership  in 
them  passed  to  the  purchasers.  If  the  carrier 
had  converted  the  goods  to  his  own  use,  the 
defendants  could  have  maintained  an  action 


for  them;  or  if  there  had  been  a  loss  id  transit 
it  would  have  fallen  on  them. 

In  my  opinion,  therefore,  the  vendor  was 
entitled  to  recover  the  contract  price,  and  tk 
judgment  hekfw  should  be  affirmed. 
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*A  party  reaiding  in  Doddrldflre  eonnty 
sends  a  postal  card  throuf^h  the  mall 
to  a  licensed  wholesale  liquor  dealer 

doiufir  buslneaB  as  such  In  Wood  county,  directing 
a  TMickage  of  whiskey  to  be  sent  him  by  express 
C.  O.  D.  The  order  thus  sent  havlnsr  been  re- 
ceived in  Wood  county,  and  having  been  com- 
piled with  by  delivering  the  package,  marked  *^C. 
O.  D. ,"  addressed  to  the  purchaser  In  Doddridge 
I  county,— field,  that  under  the  circumstances  the 
sale  was  made  in  Wood  county,  and  said  whole- 
sale merchant  was  not  liable,  under  indictment 
In  Doddridge  county,  for  retailing  liquors  with- 
out license  in  Doddridge  county. 

(June  21, 1908.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Doddridge 
County   to  review   a  Judgment  of   not 
fuilty  after  trial  of  an  indictment  against 
efendant  for  the  unlawful  sale  of  intoxicat- 
ing liquors.     Afflnned. 
The  facts  are  staled  in  the  opinion. 
Mr.  T.  S.  Riley,  Atty-Qen.,  for  the  State. 
Mr.  John  Bassel  for  defendant  in  error. 

Eng^lish*  P.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

At  the  November  term  in  the  year  1890,  W. 
H.  Flanacan  was  indicted  in  the  circuit  court 
of  Doddrid";e  county  for  unlawfully  selling 
spirituous  liquors  in  said  county  without 
having  obtained  a  license  therefor  as  required 
by  law.  A  motion  was  made  to  quash  the  in- 
dictment, which  was  overruled.  The  plea  of 
not  guilty  was  interposed.  Issue  was  joined 
thereon,  and  the  matters  arising  thereon  were 
submitted  to  a  :jury,  which  resulted  in  a  ver- 
dict of  "not  guilty,"  whereupon  the  attorney 
for  the  state  moved  the  court  to  set  aside  the 
verdict  of  the  jury,  and  grant  the  state  a  new 
trial,  because  said  verdict  was  contrary  to  the 
law  and  evidence,  which  motion  was  over- 
ruled, and  the  state  excepted,  and  tendered 
three  bills  of  exception,  which  were  signed, 
sealed,  and  saved  to  it,  and  made  a  part  of  the 
record  in  the  cause. 

The  facts  upon  which  said  indictment  was 
predicated,  and  about  which  there  appears  to 
be  no  controversy,  are  set  out  in  said  first  bill 
of  exceptions  as  follows :  On  the  17th  day  of 
September,  1890,  H.  McCally,  a  resident  of 

*Headnote  by  Bnglzbh,  P. 


Note.— As  to  how  far  delivery  of  property  sold 
to  a  carrier  passes  title  to  the  vendee,  see  note  to 
preceding  case. 
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West  Union,  Doddridge  countv,  W.  Va.. 
mailed  to  the  defendant,  W.  H.  Flanag&n. 
a  duly  licensed  wholesale  and  retail  dealer 
in  spirituous  liquors  at  Parkersburg,  Wood 
county,  W.  Va.,  not  licensed  in  said  Dodd- 
ridge county,  a  written  order  or  postal  card 
to  send  him  (McCally)  one-half  gallon  of 
whiskey,  collect  ondelivery ;  that  said  defend- 
ant received  said  order,  and  caused  said  spir- 
ituous liquors  so  ordered  to  be  packed  and  de- 
livered to  the  express  agent  at  Parkersburg. 
with  instructions  to  express  same  to  the  said 
McCally  at  West  Union,  C.  O.  D..  or  collect 
on  delivery,  to  West  Union ;  that  the  same 
was  so  expressed  and  received  by  said  Mc- 
Cally at  West  Union  from  the  express  agent. 
B.  Ii.  Maulsby,  and  that  said  agent  returned 
the  price  of  said  liquor,  — 11. 50,  —paid  by  the 
said  McCally  to  the  said  agent  at  W  est  Union, 
Doddridge  county,  to  the  said  defendant 
at  Parkersburg ;  and  that  he  received  the 
same,  —which  were  all  the  facts  shown  in  evi 
dence  to  the  jury  on  said  trial,  and  thereupon 
the  prosecuting  attorney  of  Doddridge  county 
moved  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury  that 
under  the  state  of  facts  above  detailed,  recit- 
ing them,  if  they  believed  them  beyond  all 
reasonable  doubt,  they  must  find  the  defend- 
ant guilty  as  charged  in  the  indictment;  but 
the  court  refused  to  give  said  instruction,  and 
the  state  excepted,  and  thereupon  the  defend- 
ant asked  the  court  to  instruct  the  jury  that, 
if  they  found  from  the  evidence  the  facts 
above  detailed,  they  should  find  for  the  de- 
fendant, to  the  giving  of  which  instruction 
the  state  by  her  attorney  objected,  but  the 
court  overruled  said  objection,  and  gave  said 
instruction,  and  the  state  excepted ;  and,  the 
jury  having  found  a  verdict  for  the  defend- 
ant, the  attorney  for  the  state  moved  to  set 
aside  the  verdict,  because  the  same  was  con- 
trary to  the  law  and  the  evidence,  which  mo- 
tion was  overruled,  judgment  was  rendend 
upon  the  verdict,  and  the  state  applied  for 
and  obtained  this  writ  of  error. 

The  action  of  the  court  with  reference  t«> 
said  instructions  and  upon  said  motion  to  set 
aside  the  verdict  of  the  jury  is  assigned  and 
relied  upon  as  error.  In  order  to  reach  a  cor- 
rect conclusion  in  this  case,  it  is  necessary  ti> 
determine  where  this  sale  was  made.  The  d( 
fendant  is  charged  with  selling  spirituous 
liquors  in  the  county  of  Doddridge,  without 
a  license,  and,  if  the  proof  shows  the  sale  to 
have  been  made  in  the  county  of  Wood,  he  is 
not  guilty  of  the  offense  chafed,  and  should 
have  been  acquitted.  This  indictment  does 
not  charge  the  defendant  with  soliciting  or- 
ders for  whiskey  in  Doddridge  county,  and. 
if  it  did,  the  charge  would  not  be  sustained 
by  the  proof.  It  merely  charges  an  unlawful 
selling  without  a  license  in  the  county  of 
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Doddridge.  The  order  for  the  whiskey  was 
sent  by  postal  card  through  the  mail.  The 
knowledj^e  that  the  whiskey  was  desired  was 
commuaicated  to  the  defendant,  Flanagan, 
by  the  postal  card  after  it  was  taken  from  the 
postoffice  of  Wood  county.  He  then  received 
the  order  in  Wood  county,  and  complied  with 
it  in  Wood  county,  by  packing  the  whiskey 
and  delivering  the  same  to  the  express  agent 
in  said  county.  It  is  true  the  package  was 
sent  C.  O.  D.,  but  that  only  authorized  the 
express  agent  to  receive  the  purchase  money 
on  delivering;  the  package.  The  postal  card 
directed  the  package  to  be  sent  by  express, 
C.  0.  D.,  and  the  defendant,  Flanagan,  in 
parsuance  of  this  request,  delivered  the  same 
to  the  express  agent,  who  acted  in  a  dual 
capacity,  to  wit,  as  the  agent  of  McCally, 
the  consignee,  in  receiving  and  carrying  the 
package  to  its  destination,  and  as  the  agent 
of  Flanagan,  the  consijgnor,  in  collecting 
the  purchase  money,  fi  the  case  of  Oar- 
braeht  v.  Owi..  96  Pa.  449,  42  Am.  Rep.  550, 
which  is  cited  by  Judge  Green  in  the  case 
of  ^aU  V.  Hughes,  22  W.  Va.  755,  the  facU 
were  very  similar  to  those  in  the  case  we  are 
considering.  A  party  was  indicted  for  sell- 
ing liquor  without  a  license.  The  defendant 
was  the  agent  of  a  wholesale  dealer  in  liq- 
uors, who  was  doins  business  in  the  citv  of 
Erie,  and  as  such  took  orders  for  liquors  from 
parties  residing  in  Mercer  county ;  and  it  was 
held  in  that  case  that  **  the  place  of  sale  is  the 
point  at  which  goods  ordered  are  set  apart  and 
deli?ered  to  the  purchaser,  or  to  a  common 
carrier,  w^ho,  for  the  purposes  of  delivery, 
represents  him ;"  and  uiat,  under  the  circum- 
stances, the  sale  was  made  in  the  city  of  Eric, 
and  not  in  Mercer  county.  Again,  in  the 
rase  of  Pilgreen  v.  State,  71  Ala.  368,  where 
whiskey  was  shipped  from  Calera  to  Colum- 
biana, "C.  O.  D. ,  the  court  held  the  place  of 
sale  to  be  Calera,  the  beginning  of  the  route. 
The  court  said  :  **  All  the  dealings  between 
the  bujrer  and  the  seller  were  at  Calera.  There 
the  offer  of  the  buyer  was  received,  accepted, 
and  acted  upon,  and  there  every  act  was  done 
which  it  was  intended  the  seller  should  do. 
The  general  property  in  this  thing  sold  there 
passed  to  the  buyers  by  the  delivery  to  the 
carrier  of  his  own  appointment,  though  he 
could  not  entitle  himself  to  possession  until 
he  paid  the  price  to  the  carrier.  The  carrier 
was  his  agent  to  receive  the  thin^  sold  at 
Calera,  and  was  the  agent  of  the  seller  to  re- 
ceive the  price.  .  .  .  The  general  prop- 
erty, however,  passed  to  the  buyer  by  the  de- 
livery to  the  express  company  at  Calera.  The 
risk  of  the  loss  then  passed  to  him,  though 
there  may  have  remained  in  the  seller  a  spe- 
cial property,  and  though  the  buyer  could* 
not.  without  payment  of  the  price,  entitle 
himself  to  the  absolute  property  and  to  the  ac- 
tual possession."  The  same  aoctrine  is  laid 
down  in  the  case  of  Krulder  v.  EUuton,  47  N. 
Y.  36.  7  Am.  Rep.  402,  where  "plaintiflP,  a 
merchant  in  New  York,  received  from  N.  & 
T.,  of  Rochester,  an  order  in  writing  for  cer- 
tain goods  to  be  sent  by  canal.  The  goods 
^ere  delivered  to  defendant's  common  car- 
riers upon  the  caoal,  consigned  to  N.  &  T., 


pursuant  to  the  order.  The  goods  were  lost  en 
route.  It  was  held  that  upon  the  delivery  to 
the  carrier  the  title  passed  absolutely  to  the 
consignees,  subject  only  to  the  right  of  stop- 
page in  transitu ;  and  the  plaintiff,  the  con- 
signor, could  not  maintain  an  action  for  their 
loss."  In  Benjamin  on  Sales,  (sec.  362,)  the 
author  says :  "  In  1808,  in  the  case  of  Button 
V.  Soloinonson,  3  Bos.  &  P.  582,  it  was  treated 
as  already  settled  law  that,  where  a  vendor  de- 
livered goods  to  a  carrier  by  order  of  the  pur- 
chaser, the  appropriation  is  determined,  the 
delivery  to  the  carrier  is  a  delivery  to  the 
vendee,  and  the  property  vests  immediately." 
This  question  was  before  this  court  in  the  case 
of  State  V.  Hughes,  22  W.  Va.  744,  above  re- 
ferred to,  and  ft  was  held  in  that  case  that, 
where  orders  for  whiskey  were  solicited  by 
defendant,  who  resided  in  Wood  county,  in 
the  county  of  Taylor,  and  the  whiskey  to  fill 
these  orders  was  delivered  in  jugs  to  an  ex- 
press agent  in  Wood  county  for  transportation 
to  the  purchaser  in  Taylor  county,  who  re- 
ceived the  whiskey  in  Taylor  county,  and 
paid  the  express  charges,  and  subsequently 
paid  the  purchase  money  to  one  of  the  firm  in 
Taylor  county,  the  seller  could  not  be  in- 
dicted in  Taylor  county  for  selling  spirituous 
liquors  witJhout  license,  as  the  sales  were 
made  in  Wood  county,  when  the  jugs  were 
delivered  to  the  express  agent.  Lntil  then 
there  was  only  an  executory  contract  for  the 
sale  of  the  whiskey,  and  the  sale  became  com- 
plete and  the  property  in  the  whiskey  was 
transferred  to  the  purchaser  when  it  was  de- 
livered to  the  express  agentfor  transportation, 
and  not  when  it  was  received  of  the  express 
agent  by  the  purchaser.  Other  cases  might 
be  cited  to  show  that  this  sale  was  made  in 
Wood  county,  but  these  are  regarded  as  suf- 
ficient. In  Wood  county  the  proposition 
was  made  to  purchase  the  whiskey ;  it  waa 
there  accepted ;  and  the  Koods  were  packed 
and  delivered  to  the  expressman,  the  ap- 
pointed agent  of  McCally,  in  Wood  county  ; 
so  that  every  element  necessary  to  constitute 
a  valid  and  complete  sale  was  present  in  the 
county  of  Wood,  and  all  of  the  elements  were 
w^anting  in  the  county  of  Doddridge,  so  far 
as  the  defendant,  Flanagan,  was  concerned. 
To  hold  otherwise  would  prevent  a  whole- 
sale merchant  in  Wheeling,  Parkersburg,  or 
Charleston  from  shipping  liquors  in  resppnse 
to  a  letter  or  telegram  from  a  neighboring 
county,  although  he  had  fully  complied  with 
the  law  licensing  him  as  a  wholesale  dealer, 
and  would  confine  his  wholesale  business  al- 
most exclusively  to  the  limits  of  his  own 
county.  Such  a  construction  does  not,  in  our 
opinion,  accord  with  either  the  letter  or  spirit 
or  the  law,  and,  entertaining  these  views 
upon  the  statement  of  facts  presented,  our 
conclusion  is  that  the  circuit  court  committed 
no  error  in  refusing  to  give  the  instruction 
asked  for  by  the  state,  or  in  giving  the  in- 
struction asked  for  on  behalf  of  the  defend- 
ant, or  in  refusing  to  set  aside  the  verdict  and 
grant  a  new  trial. 

For  these  reasons  t?te  judgment  complained  of 
must  be  affirmed. 
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Mary  L.  TRIPPE,  Admrx.  etc.,  of  Frederic 
W.  Trippe,  Deceased,  Bespt., 

PROVIDENT  FUND  SOCIETY,  Appt 
(J40  N.  Y.  28.) 

1.  The '*teB  days  from  the  date  of  either 
Injury  or  death"  within  which  notice 
of  the  death  of  a  person  insured  by  an 
accident  policy  must  be  gtven  does  not 
beiriD  to  run  from  the  date  of  nls  death  occa- 
sioned by  the  fall  of  a  building  which  he  occupied, 
if  the  fact  of  his  death  Is  not  known  until  the 
discovery  of  his  body,  but  besrins  to  run  when 
the  fact  of  death  is  known,— especially  where  the 
notice  of  death  is  required  to  contain  full  par- 
ticulars of  the  accident  and  injury. 

tS.  Receiving:  a^d  retaining  notice  of 
death  without  objection  and  call  for  f urthei* 

,  information,  besides  f  umlshlng  blanks  for  proofs 
of  loss,  waives  the  objection  that  the  notice  was 
not  served  in  time. 

3  •  The  sufficiency  of  the  notice  of  death 
is  a  question  of  la'w*  where  it  depends  upon 
the  construction  of  an  accident  policy  to  deter- 
mine whether  the  time  runs  from  the  date  of 
death,  or  of  the  discovery  of  the  fact  of  death. 

(November  88, 1886.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgn^ent  of 
a  General  Term  of  the  Superior  Court  for 
the  City  of  New  York  afflnnin^  a  judgment  of 
a  trial  term  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  the  amount  alleged  to  be 
due  on  a  policy  of  accident  insurance.  Af- 
firmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  John  L.  Hill,  with  Mr.  Arthur  M. 
Sanders,  for  appellant: 

Where  the  policy  provides  a  definite  time 
for  the  presentation  of  notice  of  accident  or 
injury  or  death,  and  that  such  presentation 
shall  be  a  condition  precedent  to  liability,  the 
failure  to  perform  the  condition  defeats  all  re 
course  on  the  policy,  no  matter  whether  death 
was  instantaneous  or  not. 

Cawley  v.  National  Ehnphyers  Asmtr.  Amo.  1 
Cab.  &  El.  597;  Gamble  v.  Accident  Ins.  Co.  4 
Ir.  C.  L.  Rep.  204;  Patton  v.  Employers  Lia- 
bility  Amir.  Co.  L.  R.  20  Ir.  98;  Quinlan  v. 
Providence  Washington  Ins.  Co.  188  N.  Y.  862; 
Stoneham  v.  Ocean,  R.  d  G.  A.  Ins.  Co.  L.  R. 
19  Q.  B.  Div.  237. 

The  fact  of  death  having  been  ascertained 
on  August  25,  it  must  be  that  the  rights  and 
privileges  of  both  parties  relate  back  and  be- 
come fixed  as  of  the  day  of  the  actual  death. 

NOTE.--AS  to  forfeiture  of  Insurance  by  failure 
to  furnish  proofb  of  loss  within  time  stipulated,  see 
Steele  v.  German  Ins.  Co.  (Mich.)  18  L.  R.  A.  86,  and 
note. 

On  the  question  when  the  stipulated  time  for 
f  urnishingr  proofs  of  loss  besrlns  to  run  the  abo^^e 
case  is  novel  and  important. 

For  a  somewhat  similar  construction  of  a  clause 
as  to  time  for  furnishing  proofs  of  loss,  see  Cooper 
V.  United  States  Mut*  Ace.  Asso.  (N.  Y.)  16  L.  R.  A. 
188.  I 
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and  the  time  of  both  parties  under  his  ooBtract 
begin  to  run  from  that  date. 

AUemania  Ins.  Co.  v.  Little,  20l\l  App.  481. 

Mr.  Trippe  accepted  the  policy  with  all  its 
provisions  and  conditions.  His  estate  was  bis 
beneficiary.  Neither  Mr.  Trippe  nor  his  bene- 
ficiary could  accept  a  part  of  the  contract  fa- 
vorable to  them  and  reject  the  balance.  Tbe 
contract  was  entire. 

Palmer  v.  Commercial  Travelers  Mut.  Arc 
Asso.  58  Hun,  001. 

It  would  not  be  unjust  or  unconscionable  to 
sustain  a  defense  predicated  on  a  delay  of  but 
one  day  in  giving  notice,  when  the  time  for 
action  was  fixed  by  the  poli<^. 

Roehner  v.  Kniacerbocker  L.  Ins.  Co.  63  K. 
Y.  161;  AUemania  Ins.  Co.  v.  LUUe,  supra; 
11   Am.  &  Eng.  Encyclop.  Law,  pp.  849, 350. 

The  time  of  death  was  a  material  question 
of  fact,  and  should  have  been  submitted  to  tbe 

Travelers  Ins,  Co.  v.  McKonkey{\}.  S,  8.  C.) 
20  Chicago  Legal  News,  885;  Abbott,  Trial 
Ev.  7S>-488;  Oppenheim  v.  Wo&,  8  Sandf.  Ch. 
571.  7  L.  ed.  961. 

There  was  no  waiver  of  the  breach  of  tbe 
condition  respecting  notice.  No  audi  question 
can  be  predicated  on  this  case. 

Waiver,  except  in  cases  which  depend  on 
some  theory  of  estoppel,  is  matter  of  intent. 
If  there  is  no  intent  to  waive,  there  can  be  no 
waiver. 

Robertson  v.  Metropolitan  L.  Ins.  Co.  88  N. 
Y.  541;  Weed  v.  London  dk  L,  F.  Ins.  Co.  116 
N.  Y.  118;  Armstrongs.  AgrieuUural  In$.Co. 
180  N.  Y.  560:  Ronalds.  Mutual  Resents  Fund 
L.  Asso.  182  N.  Y.  168. 

There  can  be  no  waiver,  except  in  cases  of 
estoppel,  without  knowledge  of  the  facts. 

Robertsons. Metropolitan  L.lns.  Co.  Weedr. 
London  <fc  L.  F.  Ins.  Co.  and  Armstrong  v.  Ag- 
ricultural ln4.  Co.  supra. 

The  defendant  was  sued  before  it  had  taken 
any  position  with  reference  to  the  case;  heoce. 
every  defense  under  its  policy  was  open  to  it 
The  retention  of  the  proofs,  of  itself,  does  not 
create  any  presumption  of  waiver.  Neither 
does  mere  silence. 

Titus  V.  Glens  Falls  Ins.  Co.  81  N.  Y.  410: 
BrinJe  v.  Hanover  F.  Ins,  Co.  80  N.  Y.  109. 

Mr.  William  H.  Arnoiaz,  for  respondent: 

The  notice  was  duly  dven.  The  courts 
construe  the  provisions  of  insurance  policies 
with  reference  to  the  meaning  and  intent,  and 
they  extend  or  annul  the  same  as  iustlce  may 
require.  Thus,  if  Mr.  Trippe  bad  been  ren- 
dered insane  and  so  had  been  rendered  legally 
incapable  of  giving  notice,  the  court  would 
read  tbe  policy,  "^tice  shall  be  given  in  ten 
days  providing  the  insured  is  in  a  mental  con- 
dition so  to  do." 

Germania  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Boykin,  79  U.  8. 12 
Wall.  488, 20  L.  ed.  442. 

If,  however,  there  had  been  any  failure  to 
give  the  notice  required  by  the  ten^ay  pro- 
vision of  the  policy,  such  failure  was  waived 
by  the  defendant  and  it  is  now  estopped  from 
claiming  the  benefit  of  any  forfeiture  based 
thereon. 


im, 
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Retaining  the  notice  when  delivereci,  even  if 
it  were  after  the  time,  was  a  waiver  of  defaalt. 

Wright  V.  F(yrbei,  1  How.  Pr.  !^;  Knieker- 
hacker  v.  Ltmcks,  8  How.  Pr.  64;  Georgia  Lum- 
ber Go.  V.  Strong,  8  How.  Pr.  346;  Brink  v. 
Hamwr  F.  1m,  Co.  80  N.  Y.  106. 

By  famishing^blank  proofs  of  loss  the  com- 
pany waived  the  default  if  any  had  been  made. 

T>avder8  ln$.  Co.  t^Bartford  v.  Edwards, 
mU.  8.  457,  SOL.  ed.  1178. 

The  acceptance  of  the  proofs  of  loss  was  a 
waiver  of  any  and.  all  previous  defaults,  if 
there  had  heen  any. 

Unihank  v.  TraveUrs  Ins.  Co.  4  Biss.  867; 
Ooodvin  v.  Massaehtuetts  Mui.  L.  Ins.  Co.  73 
N.  Y.  480;  Brink y.  ffanatier  F.  Ins.  Co.  supra; 
Jonai.  Howard  Ins.  Co.  117  N.  Y.  108. 

By  requiring  further  proofs  and  information 
the  company  waived  the  forfeiture. 

Armstrong  y.  Agricultural  Ins.  Co.  180  N.Y. 
^560;  PraU  v.  DweUivg  House  Mui.  Ins.  Co.  41 
N.  T.  8.  R.  808;  Bo^y.  American  Cent.  Ins. 
Co.  120  N.  Y.  510;  TOwv.  Qlen  FaUsIns.  Co. 
81  N.  Y.  410. 

O'Brient  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 

•court: 

The  defendant  is  an  accident  insurance  com- 
pany, upon  the  co-operative  or  assessment 
plan,  and  on  the  18th  da^  of  March,  1891, 
issaed  its  policy  or  certificate  to  Frederick 
W.  Trippe,  the  plaintiff's  intestate,  whereby 
it  agreed,  upon  the  considerations  referred  to 
in  the  instrument,  to  pay  to  him  certain  sums 
specified  as  a  weekly  indemnity  on  account 
of  diaahility  from  accidents  within  the  terms 
of  the  contract,  and  also  the  sum  of  $5,000 
in  ease  of  death  **  through  external,  violent 
and  accidental  means."  The  place  of  busi- 
oes6  of  the  insured  was  in  a  building  near 
Park  place,  in  the  city  of  New  York,  which, 
on  the  22d  of  August,  1891,  fell,  crushing  to 
death  in  the  ruins  several  of  the  occupants, 
and  amonir  them  the  insured.  The  destruc- 
tion of  this  building,  and  the  consequent  loss 
of  life,  is  known  in  the  events  of  that  year 
as  the  '*Piirk  Place  Disaster."  The  claim  is 
resisted  bv  the  defendant  upon  the  ground 
that  certain  conditions  expressed  in  the  cer- 
tificate, which  were  warranties  or  conditions 
precedent  to  liability,  have  not  been  com- 
plied with.  The  most  important  question, 
and  that  most  strenuously  insisted  upon  by 
the  defendant,  arises  upon  the  following  con- 
dition: •* Notice  of  any  accidental  injury, 
for  which  claim  is  to  be  made  under  this 
<:ertificate,  shall  be  given  in  writing,  ad- 
<ires8ed  to  the  president  of  the  society  at  New 
York,  stating  the  full  name,  occupation,  and 
4iddres8  of  the  injured  member,  with  full 
particulars  of  the  accident  and  injury,  and 
failure  to  give  such  written  notice  within 
ten  days  from  the  date  of  either  injury  or 
death  shall  invalidate  any  and  all  claims 
under  this  certificate." 

There  is  nothing  in  the  case  to  create  any 
doQbt  as  to  the  fact  that  the  insured  was 
killed  on  Uie  day  of  the  accident,  but  the 
fact  was  not  known  until  the  25th,  when  the 
body  was  found  among  the  ruins,  and  identi- 
fied. Notice  of  the  death  was  given  to  the 
defendant  on  the  2d  day  of  Heptember,  which 
was  within  the  ten  days  from  the  discovery 
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of  the  body,  but  not  within  ten  days  from 
the  day  of  the  accident,  when,  as  the  defend- 
ant insists,  the  death  must  have  occurred. 
The  condition  upon  which  the  defense  is 
based  was  to  operate  upon  the  contract  of 
insurance  only  subsequent  to  the  fact  of  a 
loss.  It  must  therefore  receive  a  liberal  and 
reasonable  construction  in  favor  of  the  benefi- 
ciaries under  the  contract.  McNaUy  v. 
Phomix  Ins.  Co.  187  N.  Y.  889.  The  pro- 
vision requires  not  only  notice  of  the  death, 
but  ''full  particulars  of  the  accident  and  in- 
jury. "  It  is  quite  conceivable  that  in  many 
cases  of  death  by  accident  the  fact  cannot  be, 
and  is  not,  known  until  days,  or  even  weeks, 
after  it  has  occurred.  Such  conditions  in  a 
policy  of  insurance  must  be  considered  as 
inserted  for  some  reasonable  and  practical 
purpose,  and  not  with  a  view  of  defeating  a 
recovery  In  case  of  loss  by  requiring  the  par- 
ties interested  to  do. something  manifestly 
impossible.  The  object  of  the  notice  was  to 
enable  the  defendant,  within  a  reasonable 
time  after  the  death  or  injury,  to  inquire  into 
all  the  facts  and  circumstances  while  they 
were  fresh  in  the  memory  of  witnesses,  in 
order  to  determine  whether  it  was  liable,  or 
I  not,  upon  its  contract.  The  full  particulars 
of  the  death,  which  the  condition  requires, 
cannot,  ordinarily,  be  furnished  until  the 
fact  of  death,  and  the  manner  in  which  it 
occurred,  are  ascertained.  In  this  case,  all 
that  was  known  prior  to  the  25th  of  August, 
when  the  body  was  found,,  was  the  fact  that 
the  deceased  had  his  place  of  business  in 
the  building,  and  that  it  had  been  destroyed. 
But  it  did  not  follow  from  these  facts  that 
the  insured  was  dead,  as  he  might  have  been 
absent  from  the  building  at  the  time,  or  in 
some  way  escaped  from  tbe  result  of  the  ac- 
cident :  that  a  notice  served  upon  the  defend- 
ant prior  to  the  time  when  the  body  was 
found,  and  the  fact  of  death  ascertained, 
would  not  be  within  the  object  or  terms  of 
the  condition.  The  parties  having  contracted 
that  the  notice  of  aeath  should  be  accom- 
panied by  full  particulars  of  the  manner  in 
which  it  occurred,  and  the  attendant  circum- 
stances, they  evidently  intended  that  it 
should  be  given  only  when  the  fact  and 
manner  of  death  became  known  to  the  parties 
who  were  required  to  act.  The  fair  and  rea- 
sonable construction  of  this  condition,  there- 
fore, is  that  the  ten  days  within  which  the 
notice  is  to  be  given  did  not  begin  to  run 
from  the  date  of  the  accident,  or  the  dis- 
appearance of  the  insured,  but  from  the  time 
when  the  body  was  found,  and  the  important 
fact  of  death,  with  the  circumstances  and 
particulars  under  which  it  occurred,  as- 
certained. This  construction  secures  to  the 
defendant  every  benefit  and  advantage  that 
was  intended  by  this  provision  of  the  policy, 
and  it  cannot,  therefore,  complain  if  the  very 
harsh  and  technical  meaning  which  it  now 
seeks  to  put  upon  a  condition  subsequent  is 
rejected.  The  plaintiff  was  the  widow  of 
the  deceased,  and  \he  beneficiary  named  in 
the  certificate.  She  was  the  only  party  in- 
terested in  the  enforcement  of  the  contract, 
and  who  could  give  the  notice:  and  she 
could  not  give  it.  "within  the  meaning  of  the 
condition,  until  she  had  knowledge  of  the 
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facts  which  she  was  bound  to  communicate. 
To  hold  that  the  plaintiff  was  bound  to  give 
notice  of  the  death  of  her  husband,  with  full 
particulars,  before  she  had  any  knowledge  of 
the  facts,  would  be  to  require  her,  by  a 
technical  and  literal  construction,  to  do  an 
impossible  thing,  which  was  not  within  the 
intention  of  the  parties  when  the  contract 
was  made.  Oermania  F.  ln$,  Co.  v.  Boykin, 
79  U.  S.  12  Wall.  483,  20  L.  ed.  442. 

Bnt,  even  if  the  defendant's  construction 
of  this  condition  was  correct,  we  think,  by 
its  acts,  the  objection  has  been  waived,  and 
cannot  now  be  urged  as  a  defense.  The  notice 
served  on  the  2d  of  September  was  retained, 
without  objection,  and  another  served  on  the 
15th  of  October,  after  the  plaintiff  had  been 
appointed  administratrix.  On  the  12th  day 
of  October,  upon  written  application  to  the 
defendant,  it  furnished  the  necessary  blanks 
for  proofs  of  loss.  These  proofs  were  made 
and  forwarded  to  the  defendant,  in  com- 
pliance with  the  terms  of  the  contract,  and 
were  retained  without  objection.  On  the 
19th  of  March  following,  the  defendant  called 
for  furtlier  information,  which  was  given. 
It  is  well*  settled  that  such  defenses  are 
waived  when  the  company,  with  knowledge 
of  all  the  facts,  requires  the  assured,  by 
virtue  of  the  contract,  to  do  some  act,  or  incur 
some  expense  or  trouble,  inconsistent  with 
the  claim  that  the  contract  had  become  in- 
operative in  consequence  of  a  breach  of  some 
of  the  conditions.  Mc Nolly  v.  Pliomix  Ins. 
Co.  supra;  Boby  v.  American  Cent.  Ins.  Co. 
120  N.  Y.  510;  Titus  v.  QUms  FaUs  Ins.  Co.  81 
N.  Y.  410,  419 ;  Benninghog  v.  Agricultural 
Ins.  Co.  93  N.  Y.  495 ;  Goodwin  v.  Massaehu 
setts  Mut.  L.  Ins.  Co.  73  N.  Y.  480 ;  BHnk  v. 
Hanover  F.  Ins.  Co.  80  N.  Y.  108;  Jones  v 
Howard  Ins.  Co.  IH  N.  Y.  103 ;  Armstrong 
V.  Agricultural  Ins.  Co.  130  N.  Y.  5^0; 
TVaveiers  Ins.  Go.  of  Hartford  v.  Edwards, 
122  U.  8.  457,  30  L.  ed.  1170.  The  acts  of 
the  defendant  in  receiving  and  retaining  these 
papers,  without  objection,  and  calline  for 
otiiers,  are  consistent  only  with  the  theory 
that  the  contract  was  still  considered  in  force ; 


and  as  the  plaintiff  acted  accordingly  Id  per- 
formance of  its  conditions,  subsequent  to  the 
loss,  the  defendant  oueht  not  to  be  permitted 
now  to  change  its  position,  and  assert  that 
after  ten  days  from  the  accident  the  obliga- 
tions of  the  policy  virtually  ceased,  by  rea- 
son of  failure  within  that  tijne  to  serve  no- 
tice of  death. 

The  deceased  stated  in  his  application, 
which  is  part  of  the  policy,  and  a  warranty, 
that  his  business  was  that  of  a  "  wholesale 
drug  merchant. "  It  is  now  urged  that  the 
contract  is  avoided  for  tfie  reason  that  this 
statement  or  representation  was  untrue.  This 
point  is  based  upon  evidence  tending  to  show 
that  some  of  the  articles  that  the  deceased 
kept  in  his  store,  and  dealt  in,  were  of  such 
a  character  as  to  deprive  him  of  the  right  to 
be'Classified  for  accidental  insurance  as  & 
wholesale  druggist.  Without  further  refer- 
ence to  the  merits  of  this  objection,  it  is 
sufficient  to  sa^  that  it  is  not  available  to 
the  defendant  in  this  court,  for  the  reason 
that  the  testimony  introduced  did  not  con- 
clusively establish  any  breach  of  warranty 
in  this  respect.  At  best,  the  question  was 
one  of  fact,  and  the  disposition  made  of  it 
by  the  learned  trial  judge  was  sufficiently 
favorable  to  the  defendant,  when  he  sub- 
mitted it  to  the  jury.  No  exception  was  taken 
by  the  defendant  to  this  course,  or  to  the  in- 
structions given  by  the  court  to  the  jury 
upon  the  submission  of  the  question,  and, 
obviously,  none  could  have  been.  In  fact, 
the  only  question  submitted  to  the  jury  was 
whether  this  statement  was  true.  The  only 
objection  that  the  defendant  made  to  this  dis- 
p<)6ition  of  the  case  was  to  request  a  submis- 
sion, also,  of  the  question  as  to  the  date  of 
the  death  of  the  insured,  which  request  was 
properly  refused,  as  the  sufficiency  of  the 
notice  of  death  served  presented  a  question 
of  law. 

The  other  exceptions  in  tlie  record  have 
been  examined,  and,  as  thev  disclose  no  error 
prejudicial  to  the  defendant,  the  judgrMnt 
should  be  affirmed. 

All  concur. 
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WESTERN   UNION   TELEGPAPH   CO., 
Appt, 

V. 

Charles  M.  WILSON. 
OS  Fla.  587.) 

*The  flollowiim:  rule  fbrmul&ted  In  Had- 
ley  ▼•  BazeBdale«  9  Ezch*  84 1 :  "Where 
two  parties  have  made  a  contract  which  one  of 
tbem  has  broken,  the  damagres  which  the  other 
party  ought  to  receive  in  respect  of  such  breach 
of  contract  should  be  either  such  as  may  fahrly 
and  suhstantlallv  be  considered  as  arising  natu- 
rally,- i.  e.,  according  to  the  usual  course  of  thinjcB, 
from  such  breach  of  contract  itself,  or  such  as 

*Headnote  by  Taylor,  J, 


may  reasonably  be  supposed  to  have  been  in  the 
contemphition  of  both  parties  at  the  time  tbey 
made  the  contract,  as  the  probable  result  of  the 
breach  of  it,"— HeW,  to  be  applicable  to  the  con- 
tracts of  telegraph  companies  for  the  trensmtf- 
sion  and  delivery  of  teleffrapbio  messaxes;  sod. 
consequently,  that  for  its  breach  of  a  ooatract 
to  transmit  or  deliver  an  unexplained  dpber.  at 
otherwise  unintelligible  messaire,  such  oompaDy 
is  liable  only  for  nominal  damages,  or,  at  moFt 
for  the  sum  paid  it  for  the  transmission  and  de- 
livery thereof. 

(Mabry,    J.,  diwente.) 
(November  8, 1808.) 


Note.— The  above  decision  as  to  the  measure  of  i 
damages  for  breach  of  contract  to  transmit  a 
cipher  or  unfaitelligible  telegram  is  noteworthy  as  I 
22  L.  R.  A, 


an  express  overruling  of  a  former  decisioD  of  th« 
court.  The  opinions  of  the  court  very  fully  pre- 
sent the  state  of  the  authorltiea  on  the  question. 
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APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Escambia  County 
in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to 
recoTer  damages  for  the  alleged  negligent  fail- 
ure of  defendant  to  promptly  transmit  and  de- 
liver a  message  in  compliance  with  its  con- 
tract.   Revened. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Mallory  A  Maxwell,  for  appel- 
lant: 

The  damages  allowed  by  the  Jury,  in  their 
verdict,  were  not  such  as  were  properly  allow- 
able, in  that  they  were  remote  and  not  within 
the  contemplation  of  the  parties  to  this  action, 
at  the  time  of  alleged  making  of  contract  for 
transmission. 

The  rule  that  the  measure  of  a  contracting 
party's  liability,  in  event  of  breach  by  him  of 
eoDtract,  will  be  those  damages  only,  which 
'*  may  reasonable  be  supposed  to  have  been  in 
the  contemplation  of  both  parties  at  the  time 
they  made  the  contract  as  the  probable  result 
of  the  breach  of  it/'  while  now  known  as  the 
rule  in  the  case  of  Hadley  v.  Barendaie,  9 
Eich.  841,  a  decision  of  comparatively  recent 
date,  is  one  of  the  oldest  and  most  firmly  root- 
ed principles  known  to  the  law. 

Pothier,  Obligation,  1,  159;  Code  Napoleon, 
S1160;  La.  Civ.  Code,  art.  1928,  §1824;  Home 
V.  Midland  R,  C%>.  L.  R.  8  C.  P.  131;  8  Suther- 
land, Damages,  298,  299;  Camp  v.  Western  U, 
TeUg.Co.  1  Met.  (Ky.)  164,71  Am.Dec,472;  West- 
ern U.   TeUg.  Go,  v.   Hyer  Bros,  22  Fla.  637. 

A  few  of  the  state  courts  refuse  to  recognize 
this  like  application  of  the  rule  to  telegraph 
companies. 

Danghtery  v.*  American  U.  Teleg,  Co,  75 
Ala.  168.  51  Am.  Rep.  485;  affirmed  by  a  di- 
vided court  in  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Way, 
83  Ala.  542;  Western  U.  Tdeg.  Co.  v.  Reynolds, 
77  Va.  178,  40  Am.  Rep.  715;  Wettern  U, 
TeUg.  Co.  v.  Hyer  Bros,  supra;  both  by  divid- 
ed courts. 

That  the  damages  in  this  case  be  held  prop- 
erly allowed  against  the  telegraph  company,  it 
mu^  be  shown  that  they  were  or  should  prop- 
erly have  been  within  the  contemplation  of 
the  company  at  the  time  of  receiving  the  mes- 
sage for  transmission. 

Home  V.  Midland  R.  Co.  supra. 

Man^  courts,  recognizing  the  difficulty  un- 
der which  they  labor,  hold  that  a  stricter  rule 
should  apply  to  carriers  than  to  telegraph  com- 
panies, and  that  mere  error  in  a  telegram  is 
not  prima  fade  evidence  of  negligence  on  the 
part  of  the  company. 

Breese  v.  United  States  Teleg.  Co.  45  Barb. 
274, 48  N.  Y.  132, 8  Am.  Rep.  526;  Sweetland  v. 
nUnaisdAf.  Teleg.  Go.  21  Iowa,  488,  1  Am. 
Rep.  285;  Birney  v.  New  York  d  W.  P.  Tdeg. 
Co.  18  Md.  841,  81  Am.  Dec.  607;  Baldwin  v. 
United  States  Teleg.  Co.  45  N.  Y.  744,  6  Am. 
Rep.  165:  mUs  v.  American  Teleg.  Co.  18  Al- 
len, 226;  Wetiem  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Edsall,  68 
Tex.  688;  Weslem  U.  Tdeg.  Co.  v.  NeiU,  57 
Tex.  288,44  Am.  Rep.  589;  Jones  v.  Western 
U.  Teleg.  Co.  18  Fed.  Rep.  717;  WHte  v. 
Western  U.  Tdeg.  Co.  24  Fed.  Rep.  710,  and 
others. 

Mr.  John  C.  Averyt  for  appellee: 

The  rule  of  siare  decisis  will  deter  this  court 
from  changing  its  position.  Appellant  is  pre- 
sumed to  have  made  ite  charge  and  appellee  to 
22LR.A. 


have  paid  it  and  refrained  from  commjnicat- 
ing  the  importance  of  his  message  with  refer- 
ence to  the  decision  of  this  court,  on  the  point 
involved.  In  such  cases,  changes  of  construc- 
tion should  be  only  prospective. 

Douglass  v.  Pike  County  of  Missouri,  101  U. 
8.  677,  25  L.  ed.  968;  Qee  v.  Williamson,  1 
Port.  (Ala.)  813,  27  Am.  Dec  681,  noU  677; 
1  Kent,  Com.  475. 

This  is  a  case  that  the  appellant  admits  that 
it  never  sent  or  attempted  to  send  the  message 
which  the  Jury  by  its  verdict  has  said  was  de- 
livered to  and  received  by  the  company.  It  is 
a  case  of  downright  and  gross  negligence,  in 
which  the  company  stands  before  the  court  in 
the  worst  possible  attitude  in  which  to  invoke 
the  protection  of  a  technical  and  often  fanci- 
ful rule  for  the  measure  of  damages  resulting 
from  negligence  or  willful  breach  of  contract. 

The  supreme  court  of  Alabama  in  Daugh- 
tery  v.  American U.  Tdeg.  Go.,  75  Ala.  168,  51 
Am.  Rep.  485,  says  with  reference  to  the  sup- 
posed distinction  between  cipher  messages  and 
those  so  briefly  and  obscurely  expressed  that 
no  one  can  understand  them  but  the  sender 
and  receiver;  we  can  perceive  no  reason  for  a 
different  rule  as  applicable  to  the  two  classes. 

Recently  an  effort  was  made  to  induce  the 
Alabama  court  to  review  its  decisions  in  above 
case,  (Western  U.  Tdeg.  Co.  v.  Way,  88  Ala. 
542,)  but  the  court  adhered  to  its  former  de- 
cision. 

See  also  Alexander  y.  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co. 
8  L.  R.  A.  71,  66  Miss.  161;  Hart  v.  Western 
U.  Tdeg.  Co.  66  Cal.  579,  55  Am.  Rep.  119; 
Western  U.  Tdeg.  Co.  v.  Reynolds,  77  Va.  178, 
46  Am.  Rep.  715;  Western  U.  Tdeg.  Co.  v. 
Fatman,  78  Ga.  285,  54  Am.  Rep.  877;  West- 
ern U.  Tdeg.  Co.  v.  Blanehard,  68  Ga.  299,  45 
Am.  Rep.  480. 

Tajlor»  </.,  dellveied  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  appellee  sued  the  appellant  in  the  cir- 
cuit court  of  Escambia  county,  in  case,  for 
damages  for  its  failure  to  transmit  and  de- 
liver a  telegraphic  message  in  cipher.  The 
suit  resulted  in  ajudgment  for  the  plaintiff 
in  the  sum  of  $688.88,  and  therefrom  the  de- 
fendant telegraph  company  appeals. 

The  declaration  alleges  as  follows :  *'  That 
the  Western  Union  l^legraph  Company,  a 
corporation,  the  defendant,  on  the  12th  day 
of  December,  1887,  was  engaged  in  the  busi- 
ness of  transmitting  telegraphic  messages 
between  Pensacola,  Florida,  and  New  York, 
in  the  state  of  New  York,  and  in  the  delivery 
thereof  to  other  cable  and  telegraph  com- 
panies for  transmission  to  Liverpool,  Eng- 
land, where  the  said  plaintiff  had  a  regular 
merdiant- broker  or  agent,  to  wit:  one  A. 
Dobell,  through  whom  the  plaintiff  nego- 
tiated, by  means  of  such  messages,  the  sale 
in  Europe  of  cargoes  of  lumber  and  timber, 
the  plaintiff  being  then  and  there  a  timber 
and  lumber  merchant  at  the  city  of  Pensacola. 
That  on  said  day  the  plaintiff  delivered  to 
the  defendant,  and  the  defendant  received 
from  him  at  its  office  in  the  city  of  Pensacola, 
and  undertook  to  transmit,  and  cause  to  be 
transmitted,  and  it  was  its  duty  to  transmit, 
and  cause  to  be  transmitted,  to  the  said  A. 
Dobell  the  following  cipher  message :    'Do- 
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bell,    Liverpool :     Gladfulness — shipment — 
rosa —  bonheur —  laciform —  banewort  —  mar- 

§in, '  which  the  said  Dobell  would  have  un- 
erstood,  and  the  plaintiff  intended  to  be  an 
offer  of  a  careo  of  lumber  and  timber  from 
said  port  of  Pensacola  for  sale  through  the 
said  Dobell  in  Europe,  and  the  said  Dobell 
would  have  sold  the  same  for  the  plaintiff  on 
the  terms  of  said  offer  at  a  profit  to  the  plain- 
tiff of  $1,200,  but  the  defendant  failed  and 
neglected  to  send  the  said  message  in  viola- 
tion of  its  duty  to  the  plaintiff,  and  to  the 
plaintiff's  loss  of  $1,200,"  and  therefore  he 
sues,  etc. 

At  the  trial  the  plaintiff,  over  the  defend- 
ant's objection,  was  permitted  to  testify,  in 
establishment  of  the  damages  claimed,  that 
he  had  to  sell  his  careo  of  lumber  in  Europe 
upon  the  market  for  the  best  price  he  could 
get,  which  was  flftv-two  shillings  a  load, 
and  which  amounted  to  $680.84  less  than  the 
price  at  which  he  offereid  same  for  sale  in 
the  message  failed  to  be  sent.  The  overruled 
objection  of  the  defendant  to  this  testimony 
was,  that  the  damage  sought  to  be  shown 
thereby  was  too  remote,  and  was*not  in  the 
contemplation  of  the  parties  at  the  time  of 
the  alleged  making  of  the  contract  for  the 
transmission  of  said  message.  To  this  ruling 
the  defendant  excepted,  and  it  is  assigned  as 
error.  The  question  presented  is.  What  is  the 
proper  measure  of  aamages  to  be  recovered 
of  a  telegraph  company  holding  itself  out  to 
the  service  of  the  public  for  hire  as  the  trans- 
mitter of  messages  by  electricity,  upon  its 
failure  to  transmit  or  deliver  a  message  writ- 
ten in  cipher,  or  in  language  unintelligible 
except  to  those  having  a  key  to  its  hidden 
meaning.  As  this  question  has  heretofore 
been  passed  upon  by  this  court  contrary  to 
the  views  we  find  it  impossible  to  become 
divested  of,  and,  as  we  think,  contrary  to  the 
great  weight  of  the  well -reasoned  adjudica- 
tions, both  in  this  countrv  and  in  England, 
we  take  it  up  with  diffiaence  that  finds  no 
palliative  in  the  fact  that  the  decision  hereto- 
fore WHS  by  a  divided  court.  Western  U. 
Co.    V.   Hyer  Bras.  22  Pla.  687.     In 


tliat  case  the  majority  of  the  court,  while  ap  • 
proving' the  following  well-established  rule 
first  formulated  in  reference  to  carriers  of 
goods  in  the  cause  eelebre  of  Hadley  v.  Box- 
endale,  9  Exch.  841;  ''Where  two  parties 
have  made  a  contract  which  one  of  them  has 
broken,  the  damage  which  the  other  party 
ought  to  receive  in  respect  of  such  breach  of 
contract  should  be  either  such  as  may  fairly 
and  substantially  be  considered  as  arising 
naturally,  i.  0.,  according  to  the  usual  course 
of  things,  from  such  breach  of  contract  itself, 
or  such  as  mav  reasonably  be  supposed  to 
have  been  in  the  contemplation  of  both  par- 
ties at  the  time  they  made  the  contract,  as 
the  probable  result  of  the  breach  of  it,''  hold 
that  it  has  no  applicability  to  the  contracts 
of  telegraph  companies  for  the  transmission 
of  messages,  and  that  such  companies  may 
be  justly  considered  and  treated  as  standing 
alone  a  system  unto  itself.  The  reasoning 
leading  to  this  conclusion  is  as  follows: 
"*•  The  common  carrier  charges  different  rates 
of  freight  for  different  articles  according  to 
their  bulk  and  value  and  their  respective 
23  L.  R.  A, 


risks  of  transportation,  and  provides  differ- 
ent methods  for  the  transportaticn  of  each. 
It  is  not  shown  here  that  the  defendant  00m- 
pany  had  any  scale  of  prices  which  were 
higuer  or  lower  as  the  importance  of  the  dis- 
patch was  great  or  small.     It  cannot  be  aaid. 
then,  that  lor  this  reason  the  operator  should 
be  informed  of  its  Importance,  when  it  made 
no  difference  in  the  charj^  of  transmission. 
It  is  not  shown  that  if  its  importance  had 
been  disclosed  to  the  operator  that  he  was 
required  by  the  rules  of  the  companv  to  send 
the  message  out  of  tlie  order  in  whida  it  came 
to  the  ofi^ce,  with  reference  to  other  messages 
awaiting  transmission,  that  he  was  to  oae  any 
extra  degree  of  skill,  any  different  method 
or  aeency  for  sending  it,  from  the  time,  the 
skill   used,    the  agencies  employed,  or  the 
compensation  demanded,  for  sending  an  un- 
important dispatch,  or  that  it  would  aid  the 
operator  in  its  transmission.     For  what  rea- 
son, then,  could  he  demand  information  that 
was  in  no  way  whatever  to  affect  his  maimer 
of  action  or  impose  on  him  any  additional 
obligation?    It  could  only  operate  on  him 
persuasively  to  perform  a  duty  for  which  be 
nad  been  paid  the  price  he  demanded,  which 
in  consideration  thereof  he  had  agreed  to 
perform,  and  wh'ich  the  law  in  consideration 
of  his  promise  and  the  reception  of  the  con- 
sideration therefor  had  already  enjoined  on 
him."    The  answer  to  all  this  is,  that  the 
same  argument  is  equally  applicable  as  a 
reason  why  the  rule  in  Hctdlsy  v.  BiuendaU 
should  not  apply  to  carriers  of  goods  for  hire. 
The  carrier  of  goods  in  contracting  to  carry 
and  deliver  deals  with  the  tangible;  when 
he  contracts  he  has  In  his  mind's  eye  from 
the  visible,  tangible  subject  of  his  contract 
what  will  be  the  probable  damage  resulting 
directly  from  a  breach  of  it  on  his  part,  and 
so  has  the  other  party  to  the  contract  with 
the  carrier,  therefore,  the  damage  likely  to 
flow  from  a  breach  by  the  carrier  can  prop- 
erly be  said  to  enter  mutually  into  the  con- 
templation of  both  parties  to  the  contract, 
and  it  is  this  mutuality  in  the  contemplation 
of  both  parties  to  the  contract  of  the  results 
that  will  be  likely  to  flow  directly  from  its 
breach  that  really  furnishes  that  equitable 
feature  of  the  rule  that  the  damages  thus 
mutually  contemplated  are  in  fact  l£e  dam- 
ages that  the  law  will  impose  for  the  breach. 
Why?    Because,  in  the  eye  of  the  law,  the 
parties  having  mutually  contemplated  such 
damages  in  going  into  such  contract,  those 
damages  can  alone  be  inferred  as  having  en- 
tered into  their  contract  as  a  silent  element 
thereof.     The  rule  in  Hadley  v.  BaxendaU  is 
applicable  alone  to  breaches  of  contract,  and 
formulates  concisely  the  measure  of  damages 
for  the  breach  of  those  contracts  that  do  not 
within  themselves  in  express  terms  tT  the 
penalty   to  follow  their  breach.     In  other 
words,  this  rule  does  nothing  more  than  tu 
give  expression  to  that  part  of  the  contract 
which  in  the  eye  of  the  law  has  been  mutu- 
ally agreed  upon  between  the  parties,  but 
concerning  which  their  contract  itself  is  si- 
lent.   This  essential  leading  feature  of  the 
rule,  we  think,  was  wholly  lost  sight  of  in 
the  discussion  of  the  question  in  WetUm  ('. 
Teleg.  Co.  v.  Hyer  Bros,  supra,  1.  e. ,  that  the 
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damaj^es  provided  for  under  the  rule  arise  ex 
eorUrattu^  and  that  unless  there  is  mutuality 
in  all  the  essential  elements  that  enter  into 
or  grow  out  of  the  contract  the  whole  fabric 
becomes  unilateral  and  abhorrent  in  the  eyes 
of  the  law.  The  assertion,  as  a  rule  of  law, 
that  one  party  to  a  contract  shall  alone  have 
knowledge  that  a  breach  of  that  contract  will 
direct] y  result  in  the  loss  of  thousands  of 
dollars,  and  that  upon  such  breach  he  can 
reooTer  of  the  other  party  to  ttie  contract 
all  of  such,  to  him,  unforeseen,  unexpected, 
uncontemplated,  non-consented- to  damaices, 
seems  to  us  to  be  a  complete  upheaval  of  all 
the  old  land- marks  in  reference  to  damages 
npon  broken  contracts,  and  the  establishment 
of  a  new  rule  that  is  neither  fair,  just,  nor 
equitable ;  and  which,  if  it  is  to  be  applied 
to  the  broken  contracts  of  telegraph  compa- 
nies, must  also,  according  to  every  principle 
of  consistency,  be  applied,  under  liie  condi- 
tions, to  every  violated  contract  where  in- 
dividuals are  the  contracting  parties.  The 
argument  in  Western  U.  Te^,  Go,  v.  Hyer 
Bro€.,  supra,  that  it  was  not  shown  that 
the  telegraph  company  would  have  charged 
more,  or  used  more  dispatch,  or  taken  more 
care,  or  been  aided  in  any  wav  in  the  per- 
formance of  its  duty  if  it  had  been  informed 
of  the  contents  or  purport  of  the  message  con- 
tracted to  be  sent  in  that  case,  is  entirely 
foreign  to  the  question.  In  arriving  at  the 
rale  of  law  -as  to  the  damage  that  parties  to 
cnntTKtB  are  entitled  to,  as  matter  of  legal 
right,  upon  breach  thereof,  a  consideration 
of  anything  that  might  or  might  not  in  fact 
have  prevented  the  wrongful  breach,  has 
nothing  to  do  with  the  subject  whatever. 
Bot  we  are  to  look  to  and  consider  the  mutual 
rights  of  the  parties  from  the  inception  of 
the  contractual  relations  between  them  down 
through  the  contract  itself  to  the  breach  com- 
plaineid  of.  One  of  the  primary  rights  that 
eadi  party  has  who  is  about  to  enter  into  a 
contract  with  another,  a  breach  of  which  may 
resalt  in  damage,  is  to  be  so  situated  that 
he  may  foresee  what  direct  probable  results 
will  reasonably  and  in  the  usual  course  of 
events  follow  bad  faith,  neglect,  or  other 
breach  upon  his  part.  Why?  I^ot  that  it 
will  or  will  not  in  fact  deter  him  from  be- 
ing delinquent,  but  that  he  may,  if  he  will, 
so  act  as  to  guard  against  and  avoid,  for  his 
own  benefit,  the  foreseen  calamitous  conse- 
quence, or,  that  he  may,  if  he  does  not,  be 
held  to  have  knowingly  and  willingly  sub- 
jected himself  to  the  contemplated  conse- 
quences of  his  wrong,  that,  from  being  fore- 
seen and  contemplated,  the  law  will  impute 
bis  consent  thereto. 

That  the  rale  in  Hadley  v.  Baxendale,  supra, 
is  the  one  properly  applicable  to  the  con- 
tracts of  telegraph  companies  for  the  trans- 
mission of  messages,  has  the  support  of  the 
overwhelming  weight  of  the  decided  cases^ 
not  only  as  to  the  numerical  strength  of  the 
decisions  concurring  therein,  but  in  the  logi- 
cal soundness  of  the  reasoning  upon  which 
their  conclusions  rest,  as  will  be  seen  from 
the  following  authorities :  Western  U.  Teleg, 
('o.  V.  JffaU,  124  U.  8.  444,  81  L.  ed.  479; 
'Anders  v.  Stuart,  L.  R.  1  C.  P.  Div.  326 ; 
A-Afli  V.  Western  V.  Teleg,  Go,  8  Biss.  131 ; 
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WhiU  V.  Western  U.  TeUg.  Co.  14  Fed.  Rep. 
710 ;  Baldwin  v.  United  States  Teleg.  Co.  45 
N.  Y.  744,  6  Am:  Rep.  165;  Western  U. 
Teleg.  Co.  v.  Graham,  1  Colo.  280,  0  Am. 
Rep.  186 :  First  Nat.  Bank  of  Bamesville  v. 
Western  U.  TeUg.  Co.  80  Ohio  St.  555,  27 
Am.  Rep.  485 ;  Candse  v.  Western  U.  Teleg, 
Co.  84  Wis.  471,  17  Am.  Rep.  452;  Daniel 
V.  Western  U.  TeUg.  Co.  61  Tex.  452.  48  Am. 
Rep.  805 ;  Beavpre  v.  Plaeijie  dt  A.  TeUg.  Co. 
21  Minn.  155 ;  True  v.  Intcmatumal  TeUg.  Co, 
60  Me.  9,  11  Am.  Rep.  156;  Squire  v.  West- 
em  U,  TeUg.  Co.  98  Mass.  282,  98  Am.  Dec. 
157 ;  United  States  TeUg.  Co.  v.  Wenger,  55 
Pa.  262,  98  Am.  Dec.  751 ;  TyUr  v.  Western 
U.  TeUg.  Co.  60  111.  421,  14  Am.  Rep.  38; 
United  States  Teleg.  Co.  v.  OildersUve,  29  Md. 
282,  96  Am.  Dec.  519;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co. 
V.  Kirkpatriek,  76  Tex.  217 ;  Cannon  v.  West- 
ern U.  TeUg.  Co.  100  N.  C.  800 ;  Landtbergw 
"7.  Magnetic  TeUg.  Co.  82  Barb.  580;  ManvilU 
V.  Western  U.  TeUg.  Co.  87  Iowa,  214,  18 
Am.  Rep.  8 ;  Western  V.  TeUg.  Co.  v.  Edsall, 
68  Tex.  668 ;  Hibbard  v.  Western  U.  TeUg, 
Co.  m  Wis.  558 ;  Thompson  v.  Western  U. 
TeUg,  Co.  64  Wis.  581,  54  Am.  Rep.  644; 
AbeUs  V.  Western  U.  TeUg.  Co.  87  Mo.  App. 
554;  Western  U.  TeUg.  Co.  v.  Conitcell,  2 
Colo.  App.  491 ;  8.Sutherland.  Damages,  298 ; 
Wood's  Mayne,  Damages,  40;  Thompson, 
Electricity,  g§  811-816,  846,  858-875. 

Opposea  to  this  array  of  authorities  are  the 
following  decisions  by  divided  courts,  with 
the  exception  of  the  Qeorgia  and  Mississippi 
cases :  Western  U.  TeUg.  Co.  v.  Hper  Bros, 
supra;  DavghUry  v.  American  U.  TeUg.  Co. 
75  Ala.  168,  51  Am.  Rep.  485 ;  American  U. 
TeUg.  Co.  v.  Daughtery,  89  Ala.  191 ;  West- 
em  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Way,  88  Ala.  542 ;  West-  . 
em  U.  TeUg.  Co.  v.  Fatman,  78  Ga.  285,  54 
Am.  Rep.  877;  Alexander  v.  Western  U. 
TeUg.  Co.  66  Miss.  161,  8  L.  R.  A.  71. 

The  case  of  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Bey-  ' 
nolds,  77  Va.  173.  46  Am.  Rep.  715,  is  also 
cited  as  sustaining  a  contrary  rule,  but  a 
careful  reading  of  that  case  will  disclose  the 
fact  that  the  conclusions  reached  are  predi- 
cated upon  a  statutory  provision  in  their 
code.  In  the  case  at  bar  the  message  that  it 
is  alleged  the  defendant  company  failed  to 
send  was  in  cipher  and  contained  nothing 
that  would  indicate  to  the  defendant's  oper- 
ator whether  it  contained  a  criticism  upon 
the  **  Horse  Fair**  painting  by  the  great  artist 
Rosa  Bonheur  named  in  the  message,  or 
whether  it  related  to  a  matter  of  dollars  and 
cents.  There  was  no  explanation  made  to 
the  operator  as  to  its  meaning  or  importance, 
except  that  the  plaintiff  said  that  the  word 
^gladfulness**  in  the  message  had  a  special 
meaning.  What  that  special  meaning  was 
he  did  not  disclose.  -  Under  these  circum- 
stances all  that  the  plaintiff  could  rightfully 
recover  for  the  defendant's  failure  to  send  or 
deliver  the  message  would  be  nominal  dam- 
ages, or,  at  most,  the  sum  paid  by  him  as 
the  price  of  its  transmission.  It  was  error, 
therefore,  for  the  court  to  admit  testimony 
as  to  the  damage  sustained  by  the  plaintiff 
by  the  loss  of  sale  of  a  cargo  of  timber  con- 
sequent upon  the  failure  to  forward  the  mes- 
sage. 

There  is  another  feature  pre.sented  in  the 
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proofs,  aside  from  all  that  has  been  said  upon 
the  rule  of  damaj^  in  such  cases,  that  would 
prevent  the  recovery  had* in  this  case.  The 
plaintiff  himself  testifies  that  he  received 
from  his  aji^ent  Dobell  in  Europe  an  offer  for 
the  cargo  of  timber.  What  that  offer  was  is 
nowhere  stated  or  shown.  Then  he  says: 
**  I  decided  to  make  a  final  proposition,  which 
I  did  by  taking  the  message  to  the  telegraph 
ofilce  that  was  not  sent,  which  message  when 
translated  was  an  offer  by  me  of  said  cargo 
of  timber  for  sale  at  fifty-four  shillings  per 
load.''  Then  he  says  that  he  missed  the  sale 
of  the  cargo  at  the  terms  offered  by  him  in 
his  message  in  consequence  of  the  defendant's 
failure  to  send  it,  and,  consequently,  had  to 
sell  on  the  market  for  the  best  price  he  could 
aret,  which  was  fifty-two  shillings  per  load. 
There  is  not  a  word  of  proof  in  the  record  to 
show  that  his  offer  contained 'in  the  unsent 
message  would  ever  have  been  accepted,  or 
that  he  could  ever  at  any  time  have  sold  the 
timber  at  the  price  at  which  he  so  offered  it, 
or  that  it  could  ever  have  been  sold  at  any 
greater  price  than  the  one  he  actually  received 
lor  same,  whether  his  message  had  been  sent 
or  not.  Yet  in  the  face  of  this  state  of  the 
proofs  damages  have  been  allowed  to  the 
plaintiff  equal  to  the  difference  between  a 
price  at  which  he  simply  offered  his  timber 
for  sale,  and  the  price  actually  received  by 
him  for  it,  without  a  word  of  proof  to  show 
whether  the  higher  price  at  which  he  offered 
it  for  sale  could  ever  have  been  obtained  for 
it  or  not. 

The  appellee  contends  that  because  of  the 
decision  in  Western  U.  Teleg.  Go,  v.  Hyer 
Bros. ,  supra,  the  question  of  damaj2:es  cannot 
be  considered,  that,  as  to  this  case,  it  is  stare 
decisis.  This  doctrine,  as  we  understand  it, 
is  properly  applicable  to  decisions  furnish- 
ing rules  of  property,  and  those  construing 
statutes,  and  to  those  passing  upon  the  va- 
lidity of  contracts  in  which  investments  have 
or  may  have  been  made  upon  the  faith  of  the 
adjudication  as  to  their  validity,  in  which 
cases  former  decisions  upon  the  same  ques- 
tions will  be  adhered  to,  but  we  do  not  think 
this  case  falls  within  the  rule. 

In  reversing  the  former  ruling  of  the  court 
in  Hyer  Bros,  we  do  not  interfere  with  any 
vested  right,  acquired  upon  the  faith  of  that 
adjudication,  but  pass  upon  the  rule  of  dam- 
aj2:es,  as  upon  an  abstract  proposition,  to  folr 
low  the  breach  of  such  contracts.  Of  the 
erroneousness  of  the  rule  as  laid  down  in  that 
case,  we  are  perfectly  and  clearly  satisfied ; 
and,  in  such  case,  in  determining  the  pro- 
priety of  overruling  it  as  a  solemn  adjudica- 
tion, we  are  to  be  governed  largely  by  a  con- 
sideration of  the  results  that  will  likely  flow 
from  the  enunciation  and  establishment  of 
the  one  or  the  other  of  the  two  rules.  If,  in 
such  case,  we  conclude  that  the  affirmance  of 
what  we  deem  to  be  the  erroneous  rule  in 
that  case,  will  be  productive  of  more  far- 
reaching  and  harmful  results  than  would  fol- 
low the  disaffirmance  thereof,  then  it  be- 
comes our  duty  to  overturn  it.  And  such  we 
think  would  be  the  result  here.  Besides  be- 
ine  unilateral  and  wholly  unfair,  as  we  have 
before  stated,  we  cannot  see  why,  if  the  pro- 
tection of  the  rule  in  Hadley  v.  Baxendale, 
22  L.  B.  A. 


is  to  be  withheld  from  contracts  with  tele- 
graph companies,  it  should  not  also  be  de- 
nied in  the  daily  recurring  contractual  con- 
troversies between  individuals.  To  overturn 
the  rule  in  controversies  as  between  man  &Dd 
man  would  be  such  an  uprooting  of  the  old 
land- marks  as  to  make  it  impracticable  to 
surmise  the  harmful  results  that  would  fol- 
low. Entertaining  these  views,  we  do  not 
think  that  the  doctrine  of  stare  decisis  con- 
strains us  to  adhere  to  the  rule  in  Hyer  Bros., 
but  think  that  less  harm  will  follow  our  re- 
turn to  the  well -beaten  and  familiar  track, 
that  furnishes  a  plain  and  easily  compre- 
hended rule  for  all  contracting  parties,  be 
they  corporate  or  individual. 

Th^  judgment  appealed  Jrom  is  rec&rsedf  and 
a  new  trial  ordered. 

Ranejt  Oh.  </.,  concurring: 

A  reconsideration  ^f  the  question  of  the 
measure  of  damages  involved  here  confirms 
the  correctness  of  the  view  expressed  in  my 
dissenting  opinion  in  Western  U.  Teleg,  Co.  v. 
Hyer  Bros. ,  22  Pla.  649  et  seq. ,  and  1  concur 
in  the  ooinion  of  Judge  Taylor,  that  the  rule 
followed  in  the  case  mentioned  is  unfair  and 
ought  not  to  be  perpetuated;  and,  without 
committing  myself  further  upon  the  question 
of  stare  decisis,  my  conclusion  is  that  more 
injury  will  result  In  the  future  from  adher- 
ing to  the  rule  of  the  Hyer  Case  than  will  ac- 
crue to  parties  to  past  transactions  from 
changing  it,  and  that  the  judgment  should 
be  reversed.  Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  5th  ed.  6-'). 
and  note  1;  Wells,  Stare  Decisis,  §  624  tt 
seq.;  Chamberlain,  Stare  Decisis,  19. 

Mabry,  e7.,  dissenting: 

The  question  of  liability  to  damage  for  a 
failure  on  the  part  of  a  telegraph  company 
to  send  a  cipher  message  is  not  a  new  one  in 
this  court.  Over  six  years  ago  this  Question 
was  deliberately  settled  here  by  the  aecislon 
in  the  case  of  Western  U,  Teleg.  Co.  v.  ^r 
Bros.^  22  Fla.  682.  It  is  proposed  now  to 
reverse  this  case  and  my  view  is  that  it  should 
not  be  done.  Every  question  in  reference  to 
cipher  messages  entering  into  the  case  now 
before  us  was  fully  discussed  and  maturely 
considered  in  the  Hyer  Case,  and  this  case  has 
the  support  of  decisions  in  Alabama,  Missis- 
sippi, (ieor^ia  and  Virginia.  Under  the  de- 
cision in  the  Hyer  Case,  there  was  a  remedy 
for  damages  for  a  failure  on  the  part  of  a  tele- 
graph company  to  send  a  cipher  message  when 
It  had  for  compensation  agreed  to  do  so. 
There  is  much  merit  in  the  rule  that  where 
the  company  holds  itself  out  to  the  public  as 
a  transmitter  of  cipher  messages  for  pay,  it 
should  not  be  allowed,  after  receiving  the 
mone;^  and  agreeing  to  send  the  message,  t(> 
deny  its  liability  for  damages  resulting  from 
its  own  violation  of  duty,  on  the  ground 
that  the  message  was  in  cipher  and  its  oon- 
tent<s  not  known  to  the  companv  when  it 
agreed  to  send  it.  This  court  having  planted 
itself  in  favor  of  this  rule  over  six  ^eare  agi» 
I  do  not  think  we  should  disturb  it.  I  do 
not  see  how  greater  harm  will  result  from 
adhering  to  the  decision  than  overruling  it. 

Rehearing  denied. 
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1.  The  penalty  fbr  seUin^  or  oWmrkikg 
for  sale,  or  havliiy  in  poMoerton,  nny 
trout  which  is  not  alive  daring  the  dose  season, 
which  is  imposed  by  Stat.  1884,  chap.  17t  •  68,  ex- 
tends  to  trout  artificially  propacrated  on  one*B 
own  premJBes,  in  Tlew  of  •  28,  which  declares  that 
such  trout  may  be  sold  at  all  times  for  purposes 
of  culture  and  maintenance,  but  not  for  food 
during  <doBe  seasons. 

2.  The  legtelatore  mm,y  forbid  the  sale* 
oflbrinfl^  for  enle*  or  poeaeesion  dnrin§^ 
the  eloee  jroneon  of  trout  which  are  not 
alive,  although  they  were  artificially  propagated 
on  one*s  own  premises,  if  such  close  season  Is  not 
unreasonable. 

(Novembers,  1893.) 

EEPORT  by  the  Superior  Court  for  Ply- 
mouth County  for  the  opinion  of  the  Su- 
pieme  Judicial  Court  of  an  indictment  charg- 
ing defendant  with  the  unlawful  sale  of 
trout    Judgment  for  the  Commonwealth. 

This  was  an  indictment  found  by  the  grand 
jury,  charging  that  the  defendant,  on  the 
29th  day  of  March,  in  the  year  1898,  did  have 
in  his  possession,  and  did  offer  and  expose 
for  sale  and  did  sell  one  trout,  said  trout 
having  been  taken  in  this  commonwealth,  and 
not  then  and  there  being  alive. 

To  this  indictment  the  defendant  pleaded 
not  guilty.  It  was  admitted,  however,  that 
the  defen(hint  did,  on  the  day  charged  in  the 
complaint,  sell  one  dead  trout  as  therein  al- 
leged. The  defendant  claimed  that  said  trout 
was  one  which  had  been  artificially  raised, 
propagated,  and  maintained  by  him,  and  of- 
fered to  prove  facts  as  to  the  method  of  hatch- 
ing, raising,  and  maintaining  said  trout, 
which  also  applied  to  all  other  trout  owned 
by  him,  claiming  that  If  he  did  prove  these 
facts  to  the  sati^action  of  the  jury,  he  was 
entitled  to  an  acquittal  on  the  ground  that 
the  statute  against  selling  trout  between  cer- 
tain dates  applied  only  to  wild  trout,  or  trout 
that  are  hatched  and  grow  in  a  state  of  nat- 
ure, without  artificial  aid  in  propagating  and 
maintaining  them. 

The  facts*' which  he  offered  to  prove  are  as 
follows : 

That  he  is  now  and  for  a  long  time  past 
has  be«n,  the  owner  in  fee  simple  of  a  tract 
of  land  in  Plymouth  in  said  county ;  that  a 
brook  runs  through  this  land,  and  that  by 
means  of  this  brook,  he  has  raised  artificial 
ponds;  that  he  is  engaged  in  the  business 
of  artificial Iv  cultivating  and  propagating 
biook  trout  for  sale ;  that  these  trout  are  his 
property,  and  that  for  several  years  past  he 
has  been  taxed  for  them  by  the  town  of  Ply- 
mouth, upon  an  assessed  value  from  $2,000 
to  $5,000  and  that  the  trout  sold  by  him  was 
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one  artificially  cultivated  and  propagated  by 
him  for  the  purpose  of  sale. 

He  further  offers  to  prove  that  he  has  been 
engaged  in  said  business  since  September, 
1809,  and  was  the  first  person  in  this  com- 
monwealth to  engage  in  artificially  cultivat- 
ing and  propagating  brook  trout  for  sale  as 
a  business. 

The  defendant  further  oflera  to  prove  that 
trout  cultivated  and  propagated  by  him  are 
cultivated,  propagated,  and  maintained  by 
taking  the  spawn  or  egg,  called  ova,  artifi- 
cially from  the  trout,  and  placing  the  egg  so 
obtained  in  shallow  boxes,  which  have  a  fine 
wire  netting  in  the  bottom,  upon  which  the 
ova  are  laid.  These  boxes  containing  the  ova 
are  placed  in  a  trough  in  a  hatchine  house, 
through  which  a  shallow  stream  of  water, 
kept  at  a  uniform  temperature,  is  allowed  to 
run  ;  that  trout  begin  spawning  by  October  15 
of  each  year,  and  are  througt  spawning  bv 
the  middle  of  December ;  that  the  eggs  hatch 
in  about  sixty  days  from  the  time  of  setting 
the  spawn,  during  which  they  require  daily 
care  to  remove  all  unimpregnated  eggs,  to 
prevent  the  destruction  of  the  fertile  spawn  ; 
that  a  further  time  of  about  sixty  days  is  re- 
quired for  the  yolk  sack,  upon  which  the 
young  fish  called  fry  at  first  subsist  to  become 
absorbed,  before  they  need  other  food,  during 
which  time  they  need  constant  care  and  at- 
tention ;  that  they  are  then  put  in  the  rearing 
ponds,  where  for  the  first  two  months  they 
have  to  be  fed  four  times  daily,  for  the  next 
two  months  three  times,  for  the  next  two 
months  twice  daily,  and  from  that  time  once 
daily,  as  long  as  they  are  kept.  When  a  year 
old  they  require  to  be  removed  into  deeper 
and  larger  ponds,  where  they  are  grown  until 
they  are  large  enough  for  the  market,  which 
is  about  January  15  of  the  following  year. 
The  trout  for  which  the  defendant  is  in- 
dicted for  selling  was  one  raised  and  main- 
tained in  the  way  above  described. 

In  the  month  of  January  of  this  year,  and 
for  several  years  past,  the  defendant  has  had 
from  five  to  six  tons  of  trout  artificially  cul- 
tivated and  maintained. 

During  all  the  time  these  trout  are  kept, 
and  until  they  are  disposed  of,  they  are  fed 
upon  slieep  haslets,  minnows,  and  herring 
chopped  up  and  prepared  for  them. 

By  the  process  of  artificial  cultivation  and 
propagation,  95  per  cent  of  the  eggs  are 
hatched,  while  in  a  state  of  nature  not  over 
8  per  cent  hatch  ;  and  that  trout  raised  artifi- 
cially are  equal  or  superior  as  an  article  of 
food  to  wild  trout,  and  are  after  the  middle 
of  January  to  the  time  of  spawning  a  good 
and  wholesome  article  of  food. 

The  defendant  offers  to  prove  that  trout 
will  not  inhabit  water  of  a  higher  tempera- 
ture than  sixty-five  degrees  Fahrenheit ;  that 
there  are  no  trout  waters  open  to  the  public 
except  by  consent  of  riparian  owners,  and 
that  there  is  no  great  pond  in  this  common- 
wealth in  which  the  public  have  any  fishery 
rights,  which  brook  trout  can  inhabit,  and 
that  all  waters  which  brook  trout  inhabit  are 
owned  by  private  persons,  or  corporations. 
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The  commonwealth  did  not  contest  the 
truth  of  the  facts  offered  to  be  proved  bv  the 
defendant,  but  claimed  that  such  evidence 
would  furnish  no  defense  against  the  indict- 
ment, and  was  inadmissible  for  that  purpose. 
The  presiding  judge  so  ruled  and  excluded 
the  evidence. 

The  defendant  also  asked  the  court  to  rule, 
the  statutes  of  this  commonwealth  provide 
no  penalty  against  a  person  for  having  in  his 
possession  and  offering  and  exposing  for  sale 
and  selling  dead  brook  trout  artificially  cul- 
tivated, propagated  and  maintained  by  him 
in  this  commonwealth. 

If  the  statutes  of  this  commonwealth  im- 
pose anv  penalty  upon  the  defendant  for  hav- 
ing in  his  possession  and  offering  and  expos- 
ing for  sale  and  selling  dead  brook  trout 
which  were  kept  and  confined  in  artificial 
ponds  upon  his  premises,  and  which  were  ar- 
tificially cultivated,  propagated,  and  main- 
tained in  the  manner  the  defendant  offered  to 
prove  that  his  were  confined,  cultivated, 
propagated,  and  maintained,  then  the  statute, 
so  far  as  it  applies  or  relates  to  such  trout, 
is    unconstitutional. 

The  court  refused  to  give  the  rulings  as 
requested.  The  defendant  submitted  to  hav- 
ing a  verdict  of  guilty  returned  against  him, 
and  the  presiding  judge  reported  the  case 
for  the  determination  of  the  supreme  judicial 
court.  If  there  was  error  in  the  ruling  of 
the  court,  the  verdict  is  to  be  set  aside,  other- 
wise the  verdict  is  to  stand. 

Mn  Robert  O.  Harris,  for  the  Common- 
wealth : 

In  the  case  of  rivers  and  streams  not  nav- 
igable riparian  owners  have  the  exclusive 
rif;ht  of  fishing  in  front  of  their  land  to  the 
middle  of  the  stream. 

Com.  V.  Chapin,  5  Pick.  199,  16  Am.  Dec. 
886 ;  VinUm  v.  WeUih,  9  Pick.  87 ;  McFarlin 
V.  Emx  Go.  10  Cush.  804 ;  Cole  v.  Eastliam, 
183  Mass.  65 ;  Com,  v.  Look,  108  Mass.  452. 

The  right  is,  however,  subject  to  the  con- 
trol of  the  legislature,  and  statutes  made  in 
the  exercise  of  such  control  are  constitu- 
tional. 

Stoughton  v.  Baker,  4  Mass.  522,  8  Am. 
Dec.  286 ;  Vinton  v.  Welsh,  and  McFarlin  v. 
Essex  Qos  supra;  Jnland  FisJieries  Comrs,  v. 
Holyoke  Water  Power  Go.  104  Mass.  446; 
Burnham  v.  Webster,  5  Mass.  266;  Corn,  v. 
McGurdy,  5  Mass.  824 ;  Gom.  v..  Essex  Go.  18 
Gray,  239;  Gole  v.  Eastkam,  and  Gom,  v. 
Looky  supra. 

Rights  of  property,  like  all  other  social 
and  conventional  rights,  are  subject  to  such 
reasonable  limitations  in  their  enjojrment  as 
shall  prevent  them  from  being  injurious,  and 
to  such  reasonable  restraints  and  regulations 
established  by  law  as  the  legislature,  under 
the  governing;  and  controlling  power  vested 
in  them  by  the  constitution,  may  think  nec- 
essary ana  expedient. 

Gom.  V.  Alger,  7  Cush.  53 ;  Gom.  v.  Ger- 
tain  Intoxicating  Liquors,  115  Mass.  158; 
Gom.  V.  Blaekirigton,  24  Pick.  852. 

We  have  statutes  prescribing  the  hours  and 
times  in  which  certain  sorts  of  places  of 
aoMisement  may  be  kept  open,  and  they  have 
been  held  to  be  constitutional. 
22  L.  R.  A. 


G(yin.  V.  Golton,  8  Gray,  488. 

The  statutes  prohibiting  the  keeping  of 
places  of  business  open  on  Sunday  have  al- 
ways been  sustained. 

&w.  V.  Has,  122  Mass.  40 ;  Gom.  v.  SUrr, 
144  Mass.  861.    , 

A  statute  prohibiting  the  taking  of  gravel 
and  sand  from  beaches  has  been  held  to  pro- 
hibit the  owner  of  the  beach  as  well  as  aoy 
other  person  and  to  be  constitutional  even  as 
against  the  owner. 

Gom.  V.  Tetrksimry,  11  Met.  55. 

A  statute  forbidding  the  employment  of 
women  more  than  a  certain  number  of  hoarft 
per  week  is  constitutional,  and  iff  not  an  un- 
constitutional invasion  of  a  woman's  right 
to  sell  her  labor. 

Gom.  V.  HamilUm  Mfg.  Go.  120  Mass.  383. 

As  was  said  by  the  court  in  Gom.  v.  Geitcn, 
supra,  "  The  reasons  which  induced  the  legis- 
lature to  make  it  penal  .  .  .  are  not  for 
us  to  inquire." 

In  Bancroft  v.  Gambridge,  126  Mass.  438, 
the  court  says :  **  The  legislature  is  ordina- 
rily the  proper  judge  of  tBe  necessity  for  the 
exercise  of  the  power.  ** 

The  statute,  under  which  the  defendant 
claims  to  make  a  defense,  will  not  be  de- 
clared unconstitutional,  even  if  the  govein- 
ment  is  in  error  on  all  preceding  points  and 
though  this  statute  bears  more  heavily  on 
him  than  may  seem  needful. 

Gom.  V.  C&pp,  5  Gray,  97. 

Mr.  T.  E.  Grover,  W  defendant : 

A  legislative  act  is  to  be  construed  accord- 
ing to  the  intent  of  the  legislature.  The  in- 
tent is  the  essential,  the  vital  part  of  a  stat- 
ute, and  to  reach  the  intent,  its  meaning  mi^ 
be  extended  beyond  the  precise  words  used, 
to  the  reason  or  motive  upon  which  the  leg- 
islature proceeded. 

Gleaveland  v.  Norton,  6  Cush.  384 ;  Staniels 
V.  Baymand,  4  Cush.  816 ;  United  States  t. 
Fislier,  6  U.  S.  2  Cranch,  858,  2  L.  ed.  301 

The  statute  is  a  penal  one,  and  in  deroga- 
tion of  a  common -law  right,  and  should, 
therefore,  for  both  reasons,  be  construed 
strictly,  and  so,  if  possible,  as  not  to  inter- 
fere with  that  right. 

The  statute  was  passed,  not  to  impair  or 
destroy  the  right  of  property,  but  to  protect 
it,  by  "encouraging  the  cultivation  of  use- 
ful fishes." 

Title  to  Stat.  1869,  chap.  384. 

It  soueht  to  increase  the  fish  supply  so  that 
the  public  might  obtain  a  cheap  and  health- 
ful article  of  food. 

Bum?iam  v.  Webster,  5  Mass.  268;  Turner 
V.  Nye,  14  L.  R.  A.  487,  154  Mass.  579 :  Cmn. 
V.  McGurdy,  5  Mass.  324 ;  Gom.  v.  Essex  Co, 
13  Gray,  249 ;  Turner  v.  Nye,  14  L.  R.  A. 
487,  154  Mass.  586. 

Preventing  the  defendant  from  selling  his 
trout  for  a  portion  of  the  year  does  not  In- 
crease the  supply,  or  benefit  the  public,  al- 
though that  may  be  the  result  with  those  of 
natural  cultivation  and  growth. 

When  the  Statute  of  1869.  chap.  384,  went 
into  effect,  which  was  July  12  of  that  year, 
there  was  no  one  engaged  in  artificially  rais- 
ing trout  as  a  business,  for  the  defendant, 
who  was  the  first  to  engage  therein,  did  not 
begin  until  the  Septeml^  following,  and 
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consequently  sucb  a  case  as  is  here  presented 
could  not  have  been  in  ttie  mind  of  the  le^s- 
lature,  for  the  facts  which  distinguish  it  from 
any  case  which  could  then  have  arisen  did 
not  exist  To  hold  that  even  section  58  above 
cited  was  intended  to  apply  to  such  case  as 
this  would  reverse  its  intent,  and  instead  of 
eocouraging  the  cultivation  of  useful  fishes, 
its  effect  would  be  to  restrain  it. 

Hall  V.  State,  20  Ohio,  14 ;  Piatt  v.  Union 
Pae.  R.  Co.  99  U.  8.  48,  25  L.  ed.  424 ;  StncaU 
y.  Jona,  9  Pick.  414. 

Defendant's  property  in  his  trout  exists 
independent  of  the  statute.  He  holds  them 
by  a  commOn-law  right  as  he  holds  other 
property.  They  are  kept  confined  upon  his 
own  premises  and  within  his  immediate 
power.  TTiey  are  his  property  as  the  fowls 
kept  in  his  yard  are  his  property.  The  dis- 
tinction as  to  ownership  between  his  trout 
and  the  unconfined  trout,  although  such  trout 
may  have  a  legal  owner  under  the  statute,  is 
Uie  same  as  that  between  the  duck  he  raises 
and  the  wild  duck  that  is  found  in  the  waters 
upon  his  land. 

FUet  V.  Hegeman,  14  Wend.  46 :  Decker  v. 
Fiiher,  4  3arb.  592 ;  Poet  v.  Kreieeher,  108 
X.  Y.  112. 

A  statute  of  New  York  provides  that  **  no 
person  shall  catch  or  take  any  oysters, "  etc. 

The  court  of  appeals  held  that  that  act  did 
not  apply  to  persons  taking  their  own  oysters 
out  of  their  private  lots  or  beds. 

Bsople  V.  Hazen,  121  N.  Y.  318.  See  also 
People  V.  FiehbougK  184  N.  Y.  393 ;  United 
State*  V.  Sheldon,  15  p.  S.  2  Wheat.  119,  4 
L  ed.  199;  Wales  v.  Stetson,  2  Mass.  146,  8 
Am.  Dec.  39 ;  State  v.  Lovell,  23  Iowa,  804 ; 
Pwfie  V.  Utiea  Ins,  Co,  15  Johns.  380,  8  Am. 
Dec.  243;  Jacks&n  v.  CoUins,  3  Cow.  89; 
Che$apeake  d  0.  Canal  Co.  v.  Baltimore  A  0, 
A  Go.  4  Gill  &  J.  152 ;  KHth  v.  Quinney, 
1  Or.  384. 

H  it  should  be  held  that  the  defendant,  un- 
der the  facts  he  offered  to  prove,  committed 
a  criminal  offense  within  the  intent  of  the 
statute,  then  the  question  is  presented,— Is 
the  statute  creating  that  offense,  so  far  as  it 
applies  to  this  case,  constitutional? 

Declaration  of  Rights,  arts.  1,  10,  12. 

As  applied  to  this  case,  the  statute  under 
which  the  defendant  is  indicted  m§y  be  de- 
clared constitutional  when  applied  to  the 
protection  of  fishos  in  which  the  public  have 
a  common  right  or  interest,  as  distinguished 
from  private  ownership,  and  unconstitutional 
when  applied  to  the  private  property  of  a 
citizen  in  which  the  public  nave  no  such 
right  or  interest. 

Wdlinffton,  Petitioner,  16  Pick.  95,  26  Am. 
Dec.  681 ;  Fisher  v.  MeQirr,  1  Gray,  1,  61 
Am.  Dec.  381 ;  Com.  v.  Cl^yp,  5  Gray,  100 ; 
Own.  v.  Ritehings,  Id.  482 ;  Warren.^,  Charles- 
<wn.  2  Gray,  84 ;  CargiU  v.  Power,  1  Mich. 

Within  what  limits  does  the  constitution 
permit  the  legislature  to  interfere  with,  re- 
strict, or  regulate  the  use  of  private  prop- 
erty? This  power  may  be  divided  into  three 
general  classes ;  (1)  The  power  of  taxation  ; 
i2)  the  right  of  eminent  domain ;  (8)  the  po- 
lice power. 

I^oe  legislature  might  require  the  defend- 
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ant  to  put  upon  the  trout  he  sells,  or  offers. 
for  sale,  during  the  prohibited  time,  some 
mark  or  device,  so  they  could  be  distin- 
guished from  wild  trout,  while,  it  would  be 
an  excess  of  power  to  prevent  their  sale  dur- 
ing that  time  altogether.  If  the  legislature . 
has  the  power  to  prevent  the  defendant  from 
selling  his  trout  during  a  part  of  the  year,  it 
may,  upcta  the  same  principle,  prevent  their 
sale  for  the  entire  year,  and  thus  its  power 
would  extend  to  total  prohibition. 

Com.  V.  Huntley,  15  L.  R.  A.  839,  156- 
Mass.  286 ;  Ckm,  v.  Stodder,  2  Gush.  562,  48^ 
Am.  Dec.  679;  MiUer  v.  Harton,  10  L.  R. 
A.  116.  152  Mass.  547;  0».  v.  Perry,  14 
L.  R.  A.  825,  155  Mass.  117 ;  Com.  v.  Alger, 
7  Gush.  58. 

The  constitutional  limit  of  interference 
with  private  property  is  this :  private  prop- 
erty, when  employed  in  business,  only  comes 
within  the  control  of  the  police  power,  if 
the  question  of  public  protection  is  not  in- 
volved, when  that  property  is  affected  with  a 
public  interest.  Judge  Gooley  divides  these 
cases  into  four  classes : 

1.  Where  the  business  is  one  the  following 
of  which  is  not  of  right,  but  is  permitted  hj 
the  state  as  a  privilege  or  franchise. 

2.  Where  the  state  on  public  grounds  ren- 
ders to  the  business  special  assistance  by  taxa- 
tion or  otherwise. 

8.  Where  for  the  accommodation  of  the- 
business  some  special  use  is  allowed  to  be 
made  of  public  property,  or  of  a  public  ease- 
ment. 

4.  Where  exclusive  privileges  are  granted 
in  consideration  of  some  special  return  to  be 
made  to  the  public. 

Gooley,  Gonst.  Lim.  4th  ed.  chap.  16, 
g§  6,  746;  Munn  v.  lUinois,  94  U.  S.  113, 
125,  24  L.  ed.  77,  84 ;  Slaughter -Houm  Cases, 
88  U.  S.  16  Wall.  86.  21  L.  ed.  894. 

Defendant's  business  of  raising  trout  doea 
not  come  within  these  enumerated  cases. 

Neither  does  it  come  within  the  police 
power  found  in  the  maxim  of  the  common 
law,  sic  utere  tuo,  ut  alienum  non  Icgdas. 

Com.  V.  Alger,  7  Gush.  84 ;  Com.  v.  Tewks- 
bury,  11  Met.  57. 

Fishery  rights,  like  the  right  to  use  un- 
navi gable  streams  for  boating,  etc.,  are  sub- 
ject to  legislative  regulation  because  they 
are  public  riehts,  but  such  regulations  can- 
not be  carried  to  the  extent  of  taking  away 
a  riparian  owner's  right,  or  depriving  him 
of  the  use  of  his  own  property.  He  has  the 
exclusive  right  of  fishing  along  the  banks, 
the  exclusive  control  of  the  land,  and  what- 
ever is  affixed  to  the  soil  growing  in  the 
water  to  the  middle  of  the  stream,  if  his 
land  is  bounded  by  the  stream,  is  absolutely 
his. 

Com.  V.  Tiffany,  119  Mass.  304;  Com.  v. 
Vincent,  108  Mass.  446 ;  Vinton  v.  Welsh,  ^ 
Pick.  91 ;  Com.  v.  Chapin,  5  Pick.  199,  16 
Am.  Dec.  386. 

Section  26  declares  that  the  owner  of  fishes 
artificially  cultivated  or  maintained  shall 
not  sell  them,  i.  e.  fishes  artificially  culti- 
vated or  maintained,  for  food  at  seasons  when 
their  capture  is  prohibited  by  law  ;  but  there 
is  no  time  when  the  capture  of  such  fishes  is 
prohibited  by  law,  on  Uie  contrary,  the  stat- 
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ute  expressly  provides  that  he  may  take  such 
fishes  in  his  own  waters  at  pleasure.  Ther% 
being,  then,  no  limit  as  to  the  time  of  cap- 
ture, there  can  be  no  limit  as  to  the  time  of 
sale. 
D&nbow  V.  State,  18  Ohio,  11. 

Allen,  (/.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

There  are  two  questions  in  this  case, 
namely,  whether  the  defendant's  act  was 
within  the  true  meaning  of  the  statute  for- 
bidding the  sale  of  trout ;  and,  if  so,  whether 
the  statute  is  constitutional. 

1.  The  defendant  contends  that  the  penalty 
imposed  by  Pub.  Stat.,  chap.  91,  §  53,  for 
sellinii:  trout,  does  not  extend  to  the  sale  of 
trout  which  have  been  artificially  propagated 
and  maintained.  YHiatever  force  this  con- 
tention might  have  if  section  58  stood  alone, 
a  reference  to  other  sections  of  the  same  chap- 
ter, and  to  the  history  of  this  legislation, 
makes  it  clear  that  such  trout  are  not  ex- 
empted. The  chapter  contains  many  provis- 
ions for  the  protection  of  trout  and  other 
useful  fishes,  and  among  them  are  those  for 
the  encouragement  of  their  artificial  propaga- 
tion and  maintenance.  No  question  is  m^e 
that  section  58  is  applicable  to  all  other  pro- 
tected trout  except  such  as  have  been  arti- 
ficially propagated  or  maintained ;  as,  for 
example,  to  trout  found  in  such  small  or 
great  ponds  and  such  streams  as  are  specially 
Drotected  by  the  provisions  of  sections  10, 
i2,  14,  23,  24,  27.  Bv  section  26  it  is  pro- 
vided that  ^^  fishes  artificially  propagated  or 
maintained  shall  be  the  property  of  the  per- 
son propagating  or  maintaining  them ;  and 
a  person  legally  engaged  in  their  culture  and 
maintenance  may  take  them  in  his  own  waters 
at  pleasure,  and  may  have  them  in  his  pos- 
session for  purposes  properly  connected  with 
said  culture  and  maintenance,  and  may  at 
all  times  sell  them  for  these  purposes,  but 
shall  not  sell  them  for  food  at  seasons  when 
their  capture  is  prohibited  by  law. "  A  close 
season  for  trout  was  fixed  by  section  51,  which 
has  since  been  changed  by  Stat.  1884,  chap. 
171.  Section  58,  by  its  terms,  imposes  a 
penalty  upon  every  person  who  "sells  or 
offers  or  exposes  for  sale  or  has  in  his  pos- 
session a  trout,''  except  alive,  during  the 
close  season.  Statutes  have  long  existed 
restricting  the  modes  of  taking  trout,  but  the 
first  provision  making  their  sale  punishable 
is  found  in  Stat.  1869,  chap.  884,  §  28.  This, 
after  modifications  in  Stat.  1874,  chap.  186, 
and  Stat.  1876,  chap.  221,  §  1,  was  re-enacted 
in  Pub.  Stat.,  chap.  91,  g  58.  The  object  of 
all  these  statutes  was  to  protect  and  preserve 
the  trout.  The  same  statute  which  first  for- 
bade their  sale  also  contained  the  provisions 
upon  which  the  present  statute  is  founded,  to 
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encourage  their  artificial  propagation  and 
maintenance.  In  order  to  ms^e  the  protection 
of  the  trout  more  effectual,  it  was  deemed^ 
necessary  by  the  legislature  to  punish  the 
sale,  during  the  close  season,  ox  all  trout 
except  those  which  are  alive.  This  was  prob- 
ably on  account  of  the  difficulty  in  distin- 
guishing between  trout  which  had  been  arti- 
ficially propagated  or  maintained  and  other 
trout.  On  the  construction  contended  for  b7 
the  defendant,  the  law  could  not  be  so  well 
enforced.  In  view  of  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 26,  it  seems  to  us  plain  that  the  penalty 
imposed  bv  section  58  extends  to  artificially 
propagated  trout. 

2.  'In or  have  we  any  doubt  that  the  statute 
is  constitutional.  The  importance  of  preserr- 
ing  from  extinction  or  undue  depletion  the 
trout  and  other  useful  fishes  in  the  waters  of 
the  commonwealth  has  been  recognized  and 
illustrated  in  many  familiar  statutes  and 
decisions  from  an  earlv  time.  Such  protec- 
tion has  alwavs  been  deemed  to  be  for  ""the 
good  and  welfare  of  this  commonwealth," 
and  the  legislature  may  pass  reasonable  laws 
to  promote  it.  Such  laws  are  not  to  be  held 
unreasonable  because  owners  of  property  may 
thereby  to  some  extent  be  restricted  in  its 
use.  It  has  often  been  declared  that  all  prop- 
erty is  acquired  and  held  under  the  tacit  con- 
dition that  it  shall  not  be  so  used  as  to  de- 
stroy or  greatly  impair  the  public  rights  and 
interests  of  the  community.  Many  illustra- 
tions might  be  cited  where  such  restrictions 
on  the  use  of  property  have  been  held  Talid. 
But  the  casetf  are  fam^iar.  The  limitation 
is  that  the  restrictions  must  not  be  unrea- 
sonable. The  legislature  may  **  make,  ordain 
and  establish  all  manner  of  wholesome  and 
reasonable  orders,  laws,  statutes  and  or- 
dinances, directions  and  instructions,  either 
with  penalties  or  without ;  so  as  the  same 
be  not  repugnant  to  this  constitution,  as  they 
shall  judge  to  be  for  the  good  and  welfare 
of  this  commonwealth."  Const  chap.  1.  §  1, 
art.  4.  The  legislature  may  forbid  the  catch- 
ing or  selling  of  useful  fishes  during  rea- 
sonable close  seasons  established  for  them; 
and  to  extend  the  prohibition  so  as  to  in- 
clude such  as  have  been  artificially  prop- 
agated or  maintained  is  not  different  in  prin- 
ciple from  legislation  forbidding  persons 
from  catching  fish  in  streams  running  through 
their  own  lands.  The  statute  under  consider- 
ation falls  within  this  poweri  Oofih  v.  Look 
108  Mass.  452 ;  Cam,  v.  Alger.  7  Cush.  53. 
84,  85;  C(m.  v.  TewkeOmry,  11  Met.  55,  57; 
GoU  V.  Eaatham,  183  Mass.  65;  Bidecut  v. 
Ktwx,  148  Mass.  868,  2  L.  R.  A.  81 ;  Mair  v. 
Fkyrehand,  100  Mass.  186,  1  Am.  Rep.  94,  97 
Am.  Dec.  82 ;  Phelps  v.  JRacey,  60  N.  Y.  10, 
19  Am.  Rep.  140. 

Verdict  to  stand. 


1898 


Caicerom  v.  Pittsburg  &  L.  E.  R.  Co. 


44S 


PENNSYLVANIA  SUPREME  COURT. 


Allen  CAMERON 
PITTSBURGH  &  LAKE  BRIE  R.  CO., 

a57  Pa.  617.) 

CoodemaaAion  of  a  strip  of  land  aerofls 
a  Ikrm  fbr  canal  pnrpoaos  does  not  dip 
▼ide  the  fluvt  tnto  two  parcels  for  the  purpose 
of  estimatlngr  damaflree  for  the  oonstructlon  of  a 
railroad  across  one  of  them  although  such  strip 
is  talEen  in  fee  and  the  canal  is  abandoned  and 
the  fee  to  such  strip  acquired  by  third  persons. 

(October  28«  1808.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  for  Lawrence 
County,  in  favor  of  plaintiff  apon  an  appeal 
from  an  assessment  by  viewers  of  damages  for 
a  strip  of  land  appropriated  by  defendant  for  a 
right  of  way.    Agirmed, 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Jfe«tr«.  D*  B.  lb  Ij.  T.  Kurts*  for  appel- 
lant: 

Iq  the  compensation  of  damages  for  land 
taken  by  a  railroad  company,  the  law  has  re- 
gard only  to  tbe  tract  of  land  through  which 
the  railroad  is  located,  considered  as  a  whole, 
^Dd  not  to  the  person  of  the  owner. 

Advantages  accruing  to  an  adjoining  but 
separate  tract,  owned  by  the  same  person,  but 
not  cut  b^  the  railroad,  cannot  be  taken  into 
consideration  in  assessing  damages  for  the  prop- 
erty actually  taken. 

Uarruimrg  A  P.  FL  Co.  v.  Mcnyre,  4  W.  N. 
0.582. 

Whenever  tbe  commonwealth  took  land  for 
permanent  use  under  the  Internal  Improve- 
ment Acts  of  April  1 1 ,  1825,  February  26, 1826, 
April  9, 1827.  and  similar  acts,  and  constructed 
and  operated  a  canal  on  it,  she  acquired  an 
estate  m  such  land  in  perpetuity  and  may  dis- 
pose of  the  same  in  fee. 

WeMUm  Pienngyltania  R.  Co'b  App.  99  Pa. 
155;  Wycming  Coal  <ft  Transp.  Co.  v.  Priee,  81 
Pa.  156,  citing  Com,  v.  MeAUister,  2  Watts, 
IdO;  Haldeman  v.  Pimnsyltfania  B.  Co.  50  Pa. 
425;  Craw  v.  Allegheny,  58  Pa.  477;  Robineon 
V.  West  Ptnntyltania  R.  Co.  72  Pa.  816;  PolU 
V.  Pennggltania  8.  V.  R.  Co,  119  Pa.  278. 

We  find  nothing  in  the  statutes  securing  or 
reserving  to  such  owners,  whose  lands  were 
divided  by  the  canal,  a  right  of  way  over  it; 
and  even  if  there  was,  such  right  would  at 
most  he  an  easement  in  the  land  held  in  fee  b^ 
tbe  commonwealth  or  its  grantee  and  in  this 
case  would  not  avail  the  plaintiff  in  bis  claim, 
for  the  reason  that  the  defendant's  appropria- 
tion invades  neither  tbe  parcel  of  land  west  of 
tbe  canal,  nor  such  right  of  way  or  easement 
in  the  land  formerly  occupied  by  the  canal, 
and  therefore  the  injury,  if  any,'  suffered  by 
tbe  plaintiff  is  but  indirect  and  consequential — 


and  f<»-  whidi  there  could  be  no  recovery  in 
this  case. 

Penneyltania  R,  Co.  v.  Lippineott,  116  Pa. 
472;  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Marchant,  119  Pa. 
541. 

Two  distinct  tracts  of  land  connected  only 
by  means  of  a  way,  whether  private  or  public, 
cannot  be  treated  as  one  in  the  assessment  of 
damages. 

Pennsylvania  Co.  for  Ins.  v.  Pennsylvania 
8.  V.  R  Co.  161  Pa.  384. 

Messrs.  Dana  Sb  tiong  for  appellee. 

Sierrett,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

In  1891  the  defendant  company  appropri- 
ated a  atrip  of  land  for  railroad  purposes,  ex- 
tending northerly  across  the  easterly  end  of 
plaintiff's  farm.  On  appeal  from  award  of 
viewers,  this  issue  was  formed  for  the  pur- 
pose of  determining  the  amount  of  his  oam- 
ages ;  and  on  the  trial  thereof  the  railroad 
company  contended  that  he  was  not  entitled 
to  recover  for  the  injury  or  depreciation  of 
the  westerly  end  of  the  farm,  containing 
eighty -five  acres,  because  it  Is  a  separate  and 
distinct  tract  from  that  through  which  its 
road  passes.  The  facta  upon  wnich  this  con- 
tention is  based  are  as  follows :  Over  sixty 
vears  affo  the  farm  in  question  was  bisected 
by  the  Beaver  Division  of  the  Pennsvlvania 
canal,  in  the  construction  of  which  the  com- 
monwealth acquired  title  in  fee  to  the  strip 
of  land  taken  for  canal  purposes.  Afterwards 
that  title  passed  to  persons  other  than  the 
plaintiff  or  tho^  through  whom  he  acquired 
title  to  his  farm,  so  that  he  has  never  owned 
the  strip  formerly  occupied  by  the  canal  bed 
and  its  banks.  That  improvement  crossed 
the  farm  in  a  northerly  direction,  leaving 
about  thirty -four  acres  on  the  easterly,  and 
eighty-five  acres  on  the  westerly,  side  there- 
of. For  the  purpose  of  furnishing  convenient 
communication  between  the  two  parts  of  the 
farm,  a  bridge  was  built  over  the  canal,  and 
thereafter  maintained  by  the  commonwealth 
and  her  successors  in  title  while  the  canal 
was  in  operation.  On  the  trial  of  the  issue, 
testimony  tending  to  show  the  extent  to 
which  the  farm  as  a  whole,  including  the 
portions  east  and  west  of  the  old  canal,  was 
depreciated  by  defendant  company's  appro- 
priation of  said  strip  for  railroad  purposes, 
was  offered  and  received  by  the  court  under 
exception.  The  learned  judge  also  in- 
structed the  jury,  in  substance,  as  recited  in 
the  eighth  and  ninth  specifications,  that,  not- 
withstanding the  fact  that  the  farm  was  cut 
into  two  pieces  by  taking  the  strip  In  fee  for 
canal  purposes,  its  identity  was  not  de- 
strbyed,  but  the  two  pieces  of  land,  one  on 
either  side  of  the  canal,  continued  to  consti- 
tute the  farm,  just  as  they  did  before  the 
commonwealth  entered  and  appropriated  the 


NoTS.— The  above  case  is  an  excellent  Illustration 
of  tbe  rule  for  determining  what  constitutes  a 
single  tract  in  eatimatinff  damages  caused  by  oon- 
deouatloD. 

The  essential  character  of  the  property  and  Its 
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uses  is  dearly  made  tbe  test  although  It  consists  of 
two  parts  entirely  separated  by  property  of  third 
persons.  Bee  on  this  point  some  similar  cases  in 
noU  to  Leroy  &  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Hoss  (Kan.)  2  L.  R.  A. 
217. 
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strip  for  canal  purposes;  that,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  assessing  the  damages  sustained  by 
the  plaintiff  in  consequence  of  the  taking  by 
defendant  company,  the  two  pieces  are  to  be 
considered  as  one  farm,  the  same  as  thousch 
the  commonwealth  had  not  taken  the  strip  In 
fee.  In  brief,  the  single  question  involved 
in  all  the  assignments  of  error  is  whether  the 
learned  judge  was  correct  in  taking  that  view 
of  the  law.  There  is  no  controversy  as  to  the 
facts  upon  which  that  question  depends.  An 
outline  of  the  principal  facts  has  already  been 
given.  The  others  are  in  entire  harmony 
with  those  already  stated.  The^r  all  pojnt 
to  the  conclusion  that  the  lands  in  question 
constitute,  as  they  did  before  the  construction 
of  the  canal,  one  single  farm,  the  entirety  of 
which  was  not  affected  by  that  improvement 
or  anything  else,  except  as  to  the  quantity 
of  land  taken  therefrom  by  the  common- 
wealth. So  far  as  the  testimony  shows,  the 
farm  has  always  been  held,  occupied,  and 
cultivated  as  one  tract  of  land.  Ther«  is  lit- 
tle, if  anv,  significance  in  the  fact  that,  in 
the  deed  bv  woich  plaintiff  acquired  title, 
the  parts  Iving  on  either  side  of  the  canal 
are  separately  described  by  metes  and  bounds, 
one  bounded  on  the  west  by  the  easterly  line 
of  the  canal,  and  the  other  on  the  east  by  the 
westerly  line  of  the  canal.  It  was  a  con- 
venient way  of  excluding  the  common- 
wealth's property.  It  was  never  contem- 
plated by  the  legislation  under  which  the 
canals  were  constructed  that  the  appropria- 
tion of  a  strip  through  or  across  any  farm 
should  have  the  effect  of  converting  one  single 
farm  into  two  separate  and  distinct  farms  or 
tracts.  To  hold  that  it  had  that  effect  would 
be  a  verjr  narrow,  as  well  its  unwarranted, 
construction.  Without  further  comment,  we 
are  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  learned  judge 
was  right  in  holding  that  plaintiff  was  en- 
titled to  recover  damages  for  the  injury  or 
depreciation  of  the  entire  farm,  embracing 
the  part  west,  as  well  as  that  east,  of  the  Ola 
canal.  The  autJiorities  relied  on  by  the  de- 
fendant stand  upon  their  own  peculiar  facts. 
They  are  not  applicable  to  the  undisputed 
facts  of  this  case. 
Judgment  affirmed. 


Be  Estate  of  Richard  B.  BAILY,  Deceased. 


Elizabeth  JACKSON,  Appt., 

J.  Mitchell  BAKER. 
(166  Pa.  684.) 

1.  The  relation  of  co-siireties  Jointly  and 
severally  liable  for  the  default  of  their  prtndpnl 
as  to  each  other  is  such  that  each  Is  a  principal 
for  one  half  the  amount  recoverable  for  such  de- 
fault and  a  surety  for  the  other  half. 

8.  A  legracy  firom  a  Bnrety  to  his  co- 
surety jointly  and  severally  liable  with  him  for 
the  pnnolpars  default,  is  subject  to  deduction 


for  the  proportionate  share  of  the  leiratee  of  tbe- 
amount  the  estate  of  the  testator  is  compelled  to 
pay  upon  such  liability  although  the  legacy  s 
assifirned  to  a  third  person  before  any  paymeot  i» 
made  by  the  surety. 

(Octobers,  1808.) 

APPEAL  by  exceptant,  one  of  the  residuary 
legatees  of  Richard  B.  Baily,  decease(f, 
from  a  decree  of  the  Orphan  *s  Court  for  Ches- 
ter County  overruling  exceptions  to  the  mas- 
ter's report,  approving  the  action  of  Baily's 
executors  and  directing  as  to  the  proper  dis- 
tribution of  the  estate.     Bewrsed. 

The  testator,  Baily,  and  Francis  Worth 
were  sureties  on  the  bond  of  Ebenezer  Worth. 
a  guard ian  for  certain  minors.  The  guardian 
become  insolvent  and  left  the  state,  a  new 
guardian  was  appointed  and  a  balance  found 
to  be  due  the  estate  from  the  old  guardian, 
which  was  directed  to  be  paid  to  him  either 
by  the  guardian  or  his  sureties.  Meanwhile 
Baily  had  died  leavin^r  a  will  by  which  he 
gave  a  legacy  to  his  co-surety,  Francia 
Worth.  Baily 's  executors  paid  the  whole 
amount  of  the  deficiency  in  the  account  of 
the  principal  in  the  guardian's  bond,  and 
Francis  Worth  assigned  his  legacy  to  defend- 
ant in  this  action.  The  exceptant  to  the  ex- 
ecutor's account  sought  to  raise  the  question 
of  the  validity  of  the  payment  made  by  the 
executors  of  the  amount  due  on  the  guar- 
dian's bond,  and  also  sought  to  compel  a  con- 
tribution toward  such  amount  from  the  leg- 
acy to  the  co-surety. 

The  facts  and  contentions  of  the  parties 
fully  appear  from  the  following  portion  of 
the  ikuditor's  report : 

The  third  exception  is  as  follows : 

"The  pavment  of  IS, 681. 96  to  Cloud  Pyle, 
guardian,  is  erroneous  and  should  be  reduced 
one  half.'' 

The  facts  upon  which  the  payment  is  based 
are  as  follows:  In  the  year  1878  Ebenezer 
Worth  was  appointed  by  the  orphans'  court 
of  Chester  county  g'uaixlian  of  Jesse  Anna 
Phipps,  a  minor,  and  upon  Marcii  14,  1878. 
he  filed  his  bond  as  cruardian  in  the  sum  of 
$12,000  with  Fi-ancis'  Worth  and  Richard  B. 
Baily  as  sureties.  He  subsequently  became 
financially  embarrassed ;  his  property  was 
sold  by  the  sheriff ;  and  he  left  the  state,  and 
now  resides  in  Barton  county,  Missouri.  At 
or  about  the  same  time,  Francis  Worth,  his 
brother,  and  co-surety  upon  the  bond  with 
Mr.  Baily,  executed  and  delivered  to  David 
M.  McFarland  and  Paschall  Worth  a  deed  of 
trust  of  all  his  real  and  personal  estate  and 
has  been  since  that  time  insolvent  and  with- 
out property  of  any  kind.  After  the  insolv- 
ency of  both  Ebenezer  and  Francis  Worth, 
Richard  Baily  assumed  charge,  of  the  estate 
of  the  minor,  became  the  custodian  of  such 
investments  as  the  guardian  had  made,  col- 
lected the  money  thereon  and  made  payments 
to  the  ward.  After  the  death  of  Richard  B. 
Baily,  Ebenezer  Worth,  on  October  28,  1»W), 
filed  bis  final  account  as  guardian,  showing 
a  balance  due  his  ward  of  $8,592.16  and  pe- 


NOTE.— The  relation  to  each  other  of  sureties  I  person.    See,  as  to  set-off  against  lefratee.  Roods 
Jointly  and  severably  liable  is  illustrated  in  an  an-  I  v.  Mellett  (Ind.)  7  L.  R.  A.  231,  and  noU;  also  Fiscus 
usual  way  by  the  above  case  of  a  legacy  from  one  i  v.  Moore  (Ind.)  7  L.  R.  A.  886. 
to  the  other  which  has  been  aasiflrned  to  a  third  I 
2a  L.  R.  A. 
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titioned  the  court  to  be  relieved  from  the 
trust  as  guardian  aforesaid.  On  October  28, 
1890.  the  court  ordered  and  directed  that  he 
be  discharged  from  the  duties  of  his  appoint- 
ment ''.upon  the  money  due  as  shown  by  his 
aceoant  being  paid  to  his  successor  by  him 
or  his  sureties'*  and  on  the  same  day,  upon 
the  petition  of  the  minor,  appointed  Cloud 
Pyle  successor  of  the  said  Ebenezer  Worth  as 
guardian  of  the  said  Jesse  Anna  Phipps. 
The  balance  due  as  shown  by  his  account  to- 
gether with  interest  thereon,  amounting  to 
13.681.96  was  paid  by  the  executors  of  Rich- 
ard B.  Baily  deceased,  to  Cloud  Pyle,  the 
new  guardiap,  on  March  25,  1801,  for  which 
payment  Mr.  Pyle  executed  a  release.  Be- 
fore payment  was  made  the  executor  required 
Mr.  Pyle  to  make  demand  upon  fYancis 
M'orth  for  his  one  half  of  the  indebtedness  on 
the  bond,  and  made  a  similar  demand  them- 
ttlves,  which  demands  were  refused  by 
Worth  for  reasons  given.  Upon  suit  being 
threatened  by  Pyle,  the  executors,  under  the 
advice  of  their  counsel,  paid  the  full  amount 
under  protest.  Br  a  statement  furnished  by 
the  executors  to  Francis  Worth,  on  January 
17,  1S91,  it  appears  that  of  the  amount  paid 
1945.32  is  the  proceeds  of  investments  left  in 
Mr.  Baily's  hands  by  Ebenezer  Worth,  and 
that  the 'balance  or  $2,786.04  is  the  true 
amount  which  the  sureties  were  called  upon 
to  make  good,  of  which  amount  the  one  half 
or  $1.868782  belongs  to  Francis  Worth  to  pay. 
In  reply  to  the  demand  of  the  executors  Mr. 
Worth  replied  that  Richard  Baily  had  in  his 
lifetime  assumed  to  pay  the  full  amount  due 
on  the  bond,  and  had  "a  number  of  times" 
«iid  to  him,  "Thee  will  never  have  any  of 
it  to  pay."  He  further  informed  the  execu- 
tors that  he  had  sold  the  legacy  bequeathed 
to  him  by  Richard  B.  Baily,  deceased  to  J. 
Mitchell  Baker.  Francis  Worth  is  entitled 
under  the  will  of  Mr.  Baily  to  receive  a  leg- 
acy of  $4,000,  bequeathed  to  him  in  the  fol- 
lowing terms;  **I,  Richard  B.  Baily,  au- 
thorize the  persons  hereinafter  named  .  .  . 
paid  to  each  in  person.  Francis  Worth  four 
thousand  dollars."  This  legacy  he  sold  and 
assigned  on  October  3,  1890,  to  J.  Mitchell 
Baker,  the  consideration  money  having  been 
paid  on  October  6,  1890,  and  on  the  first- 
named  date  the  executors  signed  a  written 
acceptance  of  notice  of  said  assignment  at- 
tached thereto.  The  consideration  named  in 
the  assignment  is  the  sum  of  one  dollar,  and 
otlier  good  and  valuable  considerations.  Mr. 
Worth,  the  legatee,  testifies  that  at  the  time 
of  the  execution  of  the  assignment,  Mr. 
Baker,  the  assignee,  knew  that  he  (Worth) 
waa  a  co-surety  with  Richard  B.  Bailv  upon 
the  bond  of  Ebenezer  Worth.  Mr.  Baker,  on 
the  other  hand,  is  equally  positive  that  he 
did  not.  At  least  one  of  the  executors  knew 
of  the  existence  of  this  bond  when  they  signed 
the  acceptance  of  notice  for  Mr.  Baker,  and 
those  who  did  not,  discovered  the  fact  very 
«on  after.  The  executor,  who  was  in  a  posi- 
tion to  have  the  earliest  and  best  information 
on  the  subject,  was  called  upon  by  Mr.  Baker 
before  he  paid  the  money,  but  after  the  ex- 
ecution of  the  assignment,  and  was  encour- 
aged by  that  gentleman  to  purchase  the  leg- 
»cy.    'Said  it  was  all  right,  if  he  had  the 


money  would  buy  it  himself. "  On  the  18th 
of  October,  1890,  Mr.  Baker  secured  from 
Francis  Worth  and  Samuel  P.  Webb  a  bond 
of  indemnity  in  which  "they  covenant  and 
agree  that  the  said  J.  Mitchell  Baker  shall 
receive,  by  virtue  of  his  assignment  of  the 
legacy  aforesaid,  the  sum  of  thirty-eight 
hundred  dollars,  and  if  the  said  sum  snail  be 
subject  to  set-off,  deduction,  or  diminution 
in  the  hands  of  the  executors  of  the  said 
Richard  B.  Baily,  deceased  .  .  .  thev 
will  pay  and  make  up  said  deficiency  to  the 
said  J.  Mitchell  Baker."  The  above  consti- 
tutes a  history  of  the  facts  surrounding  this 
credit,  and  the  auditor  has  been  compelled  to 
give  them  somewhat  in  detail  in  order  that 
the  controversy  over  the  payment  may  be 
fully  understood.  That  controversy  raised 
three  questions  for  the  consideration  of  the 
auditor,  viz.  : 

1.  Was  the  payment  by  the  executors  a 
proper  one? 

3.  Can  the  exiscutors  set  off  the  one  half 
due  on  the  said  bond  by  Francis  Worth 
against  his  legacy  of  $4,000  dollars,  or 

8.  Is  J.  Mitchell  Baker  entitled  to  receive, 
by  virtue  of  hisaBsifi:nment,  the  full  amount 
01  the  legacy,  less  the  collateral  inheritance 
tax? 

The  last  two  questions  will  be  passed  upon 
by  the  auditor  in  his  report  on  distribution ; 
the  first  is  properly  raised  to  the  exception 
filed,  and  must  be  determined  here.  Two 
widely  different  reasons  were  urged  before 
the  auditor  in  support  of  this  payment. 
Counsel  for  the  executors  say  that  the  bond 
being  joint  and  several,  Ebenezer  Worth,  the 
principal,  and  Francis  Worth,  the  co-surety, 
being  insolvent,  demand  having  been  made 
upon  them,  after  demand  upon  Francis  Worth 
for  payment,  and  suit  having  been  threatened 
against  the  estate  of  Richsfd  B.  Baily,  the 
executors  were  justified  and  it  was  their  duty 
in  order  to  save  costs  to  the  estate  to  make 
payment.  Counsel  for  J.  Mitchell  Baker, 
the  assignee  of  the  legacy,  to  iruard  against 
a  conflict  of  interests  between  his  client  and 
the  executors  in  the  distribution  of  the  leg- 
acy, urges  as  a  reason  for  allowing  the  pay- 
ment that  the  legacy  to  Francis  Worth* was 
given  in  lieu  of  all  debts  due  from  Worth  to 
the  estate,  and  relying  upon  the  statements 
of  the  testator  to  Dr.  Warren  and  others,  ar- 
gues that  Mr.  Bailv  intended  to  release 
Francis  Worth  from  all  liability  on  the  bond, 
and  to  assume  the  entire  indebtedness  him- 
self. Counsel  for  the  exceptor  views  the  sit- 
uation with  his  wonted  equanimity,  and  is 
satisfied  that  the  item  should  be  reduced  one 
half,  and  so  long  as  his  clients  and  the  other 
legatees  under  the  will  are  not  called  upon 
to  pay  it,  is  indifferent  whether  the  executors 
or  J.  Mitchell  Baker  shall  lose  it.  The  au- 
ditor adopts  the  first  reason  given,  and  sus- 
tains the  payment  on  the  ground  presented 
by  the  counsel  for  the  executors.  There  can 
be  no  doubt  about  the  liability  of  this  estate 
for  the  entire  suretyship.  The  bond  is  joint 
and  several ;  the  principal  and  co-surety  are 
both  insolvent ;  the  amount  of  the  indebted- 
ness upon  the  bond  had  become  fixed  by  the 
filing  of  the  guardian's  account,  and  its  con- 
firmation by  the  court  and  demand  having 
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been  made  by  the  newly  appointed  guardian 
and  suit  threatened,  there  was  no  possible 
way  for  the  executors  to  avoid  payment  of 
this  debt.  The  payment  was  compulsory,  in 
that  it  was  of  a  claim  which  they  could  not 
legally  resist.  ''A  payment  is  deemed  to  bo 
compulsory  when  the  party  making  it  can- 
not Wally  resist  it.*'  4  Am.  &  Eng.  Ency- 
clop.  Law,  p.  5,  notes;  Aldrich  v.  Aldrieh, 
56  Vt.  824,  48  Am.  Rep.  791. 

**  A  surety  who  has  paid  money  for  a  guar- 
dian, which  the  latter  owed  upon  his  bond, 
and  which  the  surety  is  bound  to  make  good, 
is  not  obliged  to  wait  for  judgment  or  exe- 
cution, but  by  paying  without  them,  under- 
takes the  burden  of  showing  that  he  was 
actually  bound  to  pay.  FUMxick  v.  Weaver, 
34  Ark.  569.  "*  4  Am.  <&  Eng.  Encyclop.  Law, 
p.  5,  notes. 

This  claim  havine  been  paid  by  the  exec- 
utors, a  surcharge  ol  one  half  the  amount  so 
paid  would  resiilt  either  in  throwing  the  re- 
sponsibility of  the  payment  upon  the  exec- 
utors personally  and  making  them  liable  for 
the  amount  of  such  surcharge,  or  in  making 
them  volunteers  to  the  extent  of  the  payment 
of  Worth's  one  half,  and  thereby  establish- 
ing the  relation  of  debtor  and  creditor  be- 
tween the  executors  and  Francis  Worth  in 
the  distribution  of  his  legacy,  compelling 
them  to  become  the  claimants  for  reimburse- 
ments from  the  legacy,  and  to  successfully 
contest  their  rights  as  against  other  claimants 
or  lose  the  payment.  The  auditor  is  not  pre- 
pared, nor  QO  the  facts  require  that  he  should 
go  to  either  length  in  passing  upon  this  ex- 
ception. While  it  is  true  the  executors  should 
have  consulted  counsel  before  accepting  no- 
tice of  the  assignment  of  the  Wortn  legacy 
to  Baker,  and  while  one  of  the  executors  at 
least  had  some  knowledge  as  to  Francis 
Worth's  liability  on  the  bond,  nothing  was 
done  or  left  undone  by  them  which  in  any 
manner  increased  the  liability  of  the  estate 
,upon  this  bond  or  relieved  Francis  Worth 
from  the  payment  of  his  one  half  thereof. 
The  signing  of  the  acceptance  of  notice  did 
not  in  the  slightest  degree  change  the  rela- 
tions of  all  the  parties,  to  wit,  Worth,  Baker 
or  the  executors.  If  the  assignment  takes 
precedence  of  the  claim  for  contribution,  it 
does  so  not  by  reason  of  any  act  of  the  ex- 
ecutors, but  l>ecause  it  was  executed  and  de- 
livered prior  to  the  payment  by  the  executors 
to  Pyle  of  the  amount  claimed  to  be  due  from 
Worth.  The  assignment  was  complete  with- 
out the  acceptance  of  notice,  and  at  the  time 
of  their  signing,  it  was  not  in  the  power  of 
the  executors  to  defeat  it.  To  the  auditor  it 
seems  clear  that  the  evidence  discloses  no  act 
either  of  omission  or  commission  on  the  part 
of  the  executors  which  would  warrant  him 
-  upon  them  personally  the  burden 


of  one  half  of  the  payment  of  $3,681.96,  ex- 
cepted to,  nor  does  it  seem  right  or  equitable 
that  they  should  be  compelled  to  contest  their 
right  to  reimbursement  in  the  distribution. 
The  auditor  prefers  rather  to  treat  the  credit 
as  a  proper  payment  by  the  executors  in  be- 
half of  the  estate,  a  payment  made  in  the 
discharge  of  their  dutv,  and  from  which 
there  was  no  escape.  If,  therefore,  the  au- 
22  L,  R.  A. 


ditor  is  right  in  his  conclusions  the  contest 
over  the  legacy  of  Francis  Worth. must  be 
between  the  estate  of  Richard  B.  Baily  for 
contribution,  and  J.  Mitchell  Baker  as  as 
signee  of  that  legac^r ;  and  if  the  estate  is  not 
entitled  to  contribution  as  against  Mr.  Baker, 
then  the  estate  and  not  the  executors  must 
lose  the  amount.  One  other  question  only 
raised  by  this  exception  should  be  answered. 
It  is  as  to  the  right  of  Francis  WorUi  to  re- 
ceive this  legacy  over  and  above  his  in- 
debtedness to  *the  estate.  In  allowing  this 
credit  the  auditor  finds  no  facts  which  would 
justify  him  in  saying  that  the  testator  in- 
tendea  to  give  to  Francis  Worth  the  legacy 
over  and  above  his  liability  and  indebtedne^ 
on  the  guardian's  bond,  nor  in  finding  that 
a  release  of  that  indebtedness  was  proven. 

Francis  Worth  is  entitled  to  a  legacy  of 
$4,000  under  the  will  of  Mr.  Baily.  This 
legacy  he  sold  and  assigned  to  J.  Mitchell 
Baker,  on  October  3,  1890,  and  upon  the  same 
day  the  executors  accepted  notice  of  the  as- 
signment. On  the  13th  of  October,  1890. 
Mr.  Baker  secured  a  bond  of  indemnity  from 
Francis  Worth,  with  Samuel  P.  Webb  as^ 
surety,  on  which  they  covenant  to  pay  and 
make  up  any  deficiency,  to  Mr.  Baker,  which 
may  exist  or  arise  with  said  legacy  by  reason 
of  any  deduction  or  diminution  in  the  hands 
of  the  executors. 

On  March  25,  1891,  the  executors  paid  to 
Cloud  Pyle,  guardian  of  Jesse  Anna  Phipp. 
the  sum  of  $8,681.96,  being  the  amount  due 
upon  a  bond  given  by  ESenezer  Worth,  a 
former  guardian,  and  upon  which  Richard 
B.  Baily  and  Francis  Worth  were  co-sureties, 
and  jointly  and  severally  both.  The  exec- 
utors claim  the  right  to  'set  off  the  one  half 
due  on  said  bond  by  Francis  Worth  against 
his  legacy  of  $4,000  in  their  hands,  and  J. 
Mitclusll  Baker  claims  the  legacy  by  virtue 
of  his  assignment. 

The  right  of  the  executors  to  set-off  claimed 
must  depend  upon  the  proper  application  of 
the  principles  relating  to  contribution,  and 
the  time  when  that  contribution  can  be  en- 
forced. 

''The  right  of  contribution  arises  between 
sureties  when  one  has  been  called  upon  to 
make  good  the  princi pal's  default,  and' has 
paid  more  than  his  share  of  the  entire  lia- 
bility, and  the  right  does  not  arise  until 
that  surety  has  paid  more  than  his  share  of 
the  debt."  Adams,  Eq.  *369;  WoodY,  Leland. 
1  Met.  387;  Bispham,  Eq.  §§  328-380;  1 
Lead.  Cas.  Eq.  pt.  1,  (text-book  series)  ^120. 

Payment  must  have  been  compulsory ;  that 
is  one  which  the  surety  could  not  resist.  4 
Am.  &  Eng.  Encyclop.  Law,  p.  5,  note. 

Payment  in  the  case  was  made  by  the  exec- 
utors to  Cloud  Pyle  on  March  25,  1891,  and 
in  that  payment  was  included  the  one  half 
due  by  Francis  Worth  upon  the  bond.  The 
right  of  contribution,  therefore,  arose  at  thai 
time,  and  the  set-off  was  complete  against 
Francis  Worth's  claim  for  his  legacy.  H 
this  were  a  claim  by  Worth  himself,  or  br 
his  creditors,  this  set-off  would  be  effectual, 
for  the  creditors  of  Worth  would  be  in  no 
better  situation  than  Worth  himself.  But 
can  the  interest  of  a  prior  bona  fide  purchaser 
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for  value,  without  knowledge  or  notice  of 
this  set-off,  be  affected  by  it?  It  geems  clear 
to  the  auditor  that  it  cannot. 

It  is  a  fact  not  seriously  controverted,  and 
the  auditor  so  finds,  that  Baker  was  a  bona 
fide  purchaser  for  value  of  this  legacy  prior 
to  March  25, 1891,  and  without  notice  of  any 
claim  for  defalcation  or  set-off,  everything 
in  the  testimony  points  to  an  honest  and  fair 
afisignment  of  the  legacy  to  an  innocent  party 
for  value.  Whatever  Francis  Worth  may 
have  known,  or  feared,  or  suspected  in  regard 
to  his  ri|;ht  to  claim  this  legacy  as  against 
his  contingent  liability  on  the  guardian's 
bond,  there  is  no  evidence  that  he  com- 
municated these  fears  or  suspicions  to  Mr. 
Baker,  or  ^ ave  the  latter  cause  to  doubt  the 
merit  of  his  claim.  It  is  true  Mr.  Worth 
testifies  that  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of 
the  assignment.  Mi,  Baker  knew  that  he 
(Worth)  was  a  co-surety  with  Richard  Bailv 
upon  the  bond  of  Ebenezer  Worth.  This  is 
denied  by  Mr.  Baker,  but  whether  true  or 
false,  such  knowledge  was  not  sufficient  to 
put  Mr.  Baker  upon  guard  or  inquiry,  par- 
ticularly in  the  light  of  the  subsequent  acts 
and  silence  of  the  executors  themsel  ves.  The 
mere  fact  that  Baker  knew  of  the  existence 
of  the  bond,  if  true,  could  not  raise  a  pre- 
sumption against  the  bona  fides  of  the  as- 
sijTTiment  to  him,  because  it  was  not  the 
bond,  but  its  payment  of  more  Uian  their 
share  by  the  executors,  that  created  the  right 
of  set-off  against  Worth. 

Worth's  title  in  the  legacy  was  complete 
and  perfect  at  the  time  of  the  assignment. 
He  had  an  absolute,  indefeasible  interest, 
capable  of  assignment,  and  liable  for  seizure 
for  his  debts.  Whatever  rights  Worth  and 
the  executors  had  in  this  legacy  were  fixed 
and  determined  by  the  assignment  of  the  leg- 
acy to  Baker  and  notice  thereof  to  the  ex- 
ecutors. Baker's  interest  in  the  legacy  is 
exactly  that  of  the  legatee  himself,  as  it  stood 
afTected  by  countervailing  equities  at  the 
time  of  the  assignment  He  took  it  subject 
to  every  defense  that  would  be  valid  between 
the  original  parties,  but  to  no  defense  that 
was  not  valid  and  subsisting  at  the  time  the 
executors  received  notice  of  the  assignment. 
It  would  be  most  inequitable  and  unjust  to 
permit  the  executors  to  make  any  defense 
against  the  assignee,  which,  at  the  time  of 
the  assignment  of  the  legacy  or  notice  of  it, 
thev  could  not  have  made  against  Worth  him- 

Another  fact  not  to  be  lost  si^ht  of  in  ad- 
justing the  rights  of  these  parties  is  that  no 
negligence  nor  default  appears  in  the  con- 
duct of  Baker.  He  took  everv  precaution  to 
inform  himself  of  the  real  situation  by  the 
ori^oal  parties,  and  their  relations  to  each 
other.  His  course  was  that  of  a  prudent, 
caatioQs  man,  desirous  of  ascertaining  all 
the  facts  relating  to  the  legacy,  and  of  pro- 
tecting himself  Rt>m  all  loss.  Before  he  paid 
the  money  on  the  assignment  he  called  upon 
Mr.  Mclvland,  the  executor,  who  was  -in  a 
position  to  have  the  best  information  upon 
matters  pertaining  to  the  estate,  and  was  told 
^7  that  ffentleman  ''it  (the  legacy)  was  all 
right,**  if  he  had  the  money  "would  buy  it 
himself."  All  three  of  the  executors  signed 
22LR.A,! 


an  acceptance  of  notice  of  the  assij^nment  be- 
fore Baker  paid  the  money,  and  no  intimation 
was  given  by  any  of  them  that  the  full  amount 
of  the  leffacv  was  not  due  from  the  estate  of 
Worth ;  in  fact,  those  of  the  executors  who 
knew  of  the  guardians'  bond  did  not  believe 
that  Worth's  liability  thereon  could  be  set 
off  against  his  legacy,  and  acted  upon  that 
presumption.  Advice  of  counsel,  if  asked, 
might  or  might  not  have  chanced  their 
views,  but  as  the  advice  was'  not  aiMsed  these 
views  remain  firmly  fixed.  No  wamine 
reached  Mr.  Baker  from  them  that  Worth 
was  co-surety  upon  a  bond  with  Richard  B. 
Baily,  that  that  bond  would  eventually  have 
to  be  paid  by  the  estate,  and  that  when  paid 
the  executors  would  claim  to  set  off  the  one 
half  thereof  against  Francis  Worth's  legacy. 
This  silence  on  the  subject,  whether  proceed- 
ing from  ignorance  of  the  fact,  or  mistake  aa 
to  their  legal  rights,  would  effectually  bar 
them  from  setting  up  that  defense  after  the 
assignee  had  parted  with  his  money  on  the 
faith  of  that  silence. 

The  silence  of  two  of  the  executors  and  the 
language  of  one  was  in  effect  a  declaration  to> 
Baker  of  no  set-off  and  they  are  estopped  from 
setting  up  any  defense  which  existed  at  the 
date  of  such  declaration.  Baker  had  a  right 
to  rely  upon  the  statement  of  one  of  the  ex- 
ecutors that  "the  legacy  was  all  right,"  and 
upon  the  silence  of  all  of  them  as  to  an^  de- 
falcation or  defense.  If  he  was  misled 
thereby  in  purchasing  this  legacy  ;  if  he  took 
it  upon  the  faith  of  Uiese  representations  and 
loss  occurs, — it  must  fall  upon  those  whose 
acts  occasioned  the  loss,  for.  it  is  a  well-es- 
tablished principle  that  where  a  loss  must 
fall  upon  one  of  two  innocent  persons  it  shall 
be  borne  by  him  whose  act  occasioned  it. 

Mr.  Baker,  therefore,  being  a  bona  fide 
purchaser  for  value,  prior  to  the  right  of 
contribution,  and  without  notice  of  any  de- 
falcation or  defense  upon  the  part  of  the  ex- 
ecutors is  entitled  to  take  this  legacy  by  vir- 
tue of  his  assignment  and  it  will  be  awarded 
to  him  in  the  distribution. 

Exceptions  were  taken  to  this  report  which 
were  overruled  bv  the  court,  and  the  except- 
ant appealed  with  the  following  assignments 
of  error  : 

1.  In  dismissing  the  exception  that  the  au- 
ditor erred  in  allowing  the  payment  to  Cloud 
Pyle.  guardian,  as  a  proper  credit. 

2.  In  dismissing  the  exception  that  the  au- 
ditor erred  in  awturding  to  J.  Mitchell  Baker, 

i  assignee  of  Francis  Worth,  the  full  amount 
of  the  legacy  bequeathed  to  Francis  Worth. 
8.  In  dismissing  the  exception  that  the  au- 
ditor erred  in  awiurding  any  sum  whatever  to 
Baker. 

4.  In  dismissing  the  exception  that  the  au- 
ditor having  awarded  Baker  $8,914,  should 
have  surcharged  the  executor  with  that 
amount. 

5.  In  not  reducing  the  sum  awarded  to 
Baker  to  the  extent  of  Francis  Worth's  share 
of  the  amount  due  on  the  guardian's  bond. 

6.  In  not  treating  the  claim  made  by  Baker 
as  the  claim  of  Fnmcis  Worth. 

Messrs.  Charles  H«  Pennypaeker* 
Warren  W.  Hole  and  Butler  &  windle, 
for  appellant : 
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The  executors  had  no  right  to  pay  the  de- 
mand of  Cloud  Pyle,  guardian,  at  the  time 
and  under  the  circumstances  they  did  pay  it. 

This  estate  should  have  been  protected 
against  any  liability  whether  contingent  or 
absolute. 

Boe8  V.  McKinny,  2  Rawle,  227. 

Although  his  right  to  call  ifor  the  interpo- 
sition of  equity  does  not  arise  until  his  prin- 
cipal is  in  default  by  nef2:lecting  to  pay  the 
claim  at  maturity  it  is  founded  upon  a  con- 
tract which  existed  before,  and  while  he  has 
a  claim  against  the  decedent  so  equitable  as 
this  it  is  unjust  that  the  representative  of 
the  latter  should  deprive  him  of  the  security 
already  in  his  hands. 

Beav&r  v.  Beaver,  23  Pa.  170. 

The  obligation  of  a  surety  under  a  statu- 
tory bond  is  determined  by  the  law  under 
which  it  is  given. 

Crawley  v.  Com.  123  Pa.  275. 

The  legal  construction  of  a  will  in  writing 
cannot  be  explained  or  altered  by  the  parol 
declarations  of  the  testator,  of  his  understand- 
ing of  the  meaning  of  the  will,  or  of  his  in- 
tentions to  do  something  else. 

Camfart  v.  Math^,  2  Watts  &  8.  458,  37 
Am.  Dec.  528 ;  KeiUey  v.  KeOey,  25  Pa.  460. 

We  should  go  far  beyond  tiie  province  of 
interpretation,  if  we  make  a  legacy  ^ood  for 
its  amount,  and  also  good  for  the  extinguish- 
ment of  any  amount  of  debt. 

Strong  v.  Bom,  35  Pa.  *3d4 ;  BmOougJi  v. 
Bo^iOough,  68  Pa.  498. 

If  Worth  was  bound  to  pay  unto  this  estate 
the  results  of  his  undertaking  of  suretyship, 
then  Baker  is  likewise  bounof. 

FranU  v.  Brown,  17  Serg.  &  R.  287 ;  Franiz 
V.  Bnyton,  1  Penr.  &  W.  257 ;  Bredin  v.  Neal, 
8  Penr.  «&  W.  190 ;  Thompeon's  App,  42  Pa. 
848. 

A  legatee  who  is  indebted  to  the  estate  of 
his  testator  is  not  entitled  to  recover  his  leg- 
acy, nor  that  which  he  holds  by  assignment 
in  right  of  another  legatee,  so  long  as  any 
part  of  his  debt  to  the  estate  equal  to  the 
amount  of  the  legacies  claimed,  remains  due 
and  unpaid,  and  the  assiiernee  of  such  legatee 
can  be  m  no  better  situation  than  the  legatee 
himself. 

Keim  v.  Muhlenberg,  7  Watts,  79 ;  Adams, 
Eq.  8th  ed.  p.  228 ;  Story,  Eq.  Jur.  13th  ed, 
p.  63 ;  Wms.  Exrs.  p.  960. 

Jl£r.  Thomas  W.-  Pierce*  for  appellee : 

The  right  of  one  cosurety  to  demand  con- 
tribution does  not  arise  out  of  the  obligation, 
by  which  they  are  bound  for  the  principal, 
but  upon  an  equity  that  he  should  not  pay 
more  than  a  proper  share  of  the  joint  burden, 
and  such  right  dates  from  the  time  of  the 
payment. 

Campbell  v.  Mesier,  4  Johns.  Ch.  339,  1  L. 
ed.  860,  8  Am.  Dec.  570. 

The  right  of  contribution  arises  between 
sureties  when  one  has  been  called  upon  to 
make  good  the  princi pal's  default,  and  has 
paid  more  than  his  share  of  the  debt. 

Adams,  Eq.  269 :  Bispham,  Eq.  ^§  328-830 ; 
Baylies,  Sureties  &  Guarantors,  327. 

The  right  of  action  for  contribution  does 
not  arise  until  payment  of  more  than  a  due 
proportion. 

Martin  v.  Frantz,  127  Pa.  889. 

22  L.  R.  A. 


The  legacy  and  the  claim  for  contribution 
are  not  due  in  the  same  right.  While  Mr. 
Baker,  as  assignee  of  the  legacy,  would  be 
liable  to  such  abatements  as  the  legacy  was 
subject  to  at  the  time  of  assignment,  he  could 
not  be  made  liable  for  debts  of  the  assignor, 
created  or  accruing  after  the  assignment  wu 
made  and  notice  given. 

T/umpeon  v.  McClelland,  29  Pa.  475;  Rider 
V.  Johnson,  20  Pa.  190 ;  Thompson's  App.  42 
Pa.  845;  Ammon's  App.  63  Pa.  284;  Albert 
V.  Hawk,  8  Watts.  448 ;  Strong  v.  Bass,  85  Pa. 
838. 

The  failure  of  Mr.  Worth  to  pay  such 
claims  as  might  arise  between  him  and  tlie 
executors,  after  he  had  parted  with  his  right 
to  the  legacy,  cannot  affect  the  assignee, 
whose  rights  are  determined  as  of  the  time 
of  the  assignment. 

Keim  v.  Muhlenberg,  7  Watts,  79. 

MeCoUnm,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court : 

Richard  B.  Baily  and  Francis  Worth  were 
cosureties,  jointly  and  severally  liable  for 
the  default  of  their  principal,  and  in  their 
relation  to  each  other  each  was  a  principal 
for  one  half  the  amount  recoverable  for  such 
default,  and  a  surety  for  one  half  of  it.  If  ei- 
ther was  compelled  to  pay  the  whole  amount, 
his  rights  and  remedies  against  his  cosurety 
for  the  half  were  the  same  as  against  their 
principal  for  the  whole.  Cr^  v.  Moore,  9 
Watts,  451 ;  Mosier's  App.  56  Pa.  76,  98  Am. 
Dec.  788;  Bess's  Estate,  69  Pa.  272;  and 
Wright  v.  Oroter  db  Baker  Sewing  Mack.  Co. 
82  Pa.  80.  If  a  surety  gives  a  legacy  to  his 
principal,  the  latter  cannot  recover  It  from 
the  estate  of  the  former  until  he  has  satisfied, 
or  furnished  indemnity  against,  the  demand 
for  which  the  testator  was  his  surety.  Bm 
V.  McKinny,  2  Rawle,  226.  If  the  debt  of 
the  principal  has  been  paid  by  the  surety  or 
his  estate,  such  payment  may  be  relied  on  to 
satisfy  or  reduce  the  amount  of  the  legacy, 
and  this  is  so  although  the  payment  was  made 
by  the  estate  after  proceedings  for  the  re- 
covery of  the  legacy  were  inBtituted.  Bearer 
V.  Beaver,  28  Pa.  1»7.  It  is  clear,  therefore, 
that  in  a  proceeding  by  Worth  for  the  collec- 
tion of  the  legacy  to  which  he  was  entitled 
under  and  by  virtue  of  the  will  of  Richard 
B.  Baily  the  estate  could  deduct  therefrom 
the  amount  it  was  compelled  to  pay  by  rea- 
son of  his  default- as  the  testator's  cosurety. 
It  was  thought,  however,  by  the  learned 
court  below  that,  as  Baker  purchased  the 
legacy  before  the  payment  was  made  by  the 
estate,  such  payment  was  not  available  as  a 
partial  defense' to  his  claim  tot  the  whole  of 
it,  and  in  accordance  with  this  view  it,  less 
the  collateral  inheritance  tax,  was  awarded 
to  him.  In  support  of  this  decree  it  is  urged 
that  when  Worth  transferred  the  legacy  the 
estate  had  no  demand  against  him  which  was 
applicable  to  it,  nor  equity  for  the  protec- 
tion of  which  the  executors  could  withhold 
from  him  the  whole  or  a  part  of  it,  until  in- 
demnity was  furnished,  or  his  liability  as 
cosurety  was  d  ischarged .  We  think  this  con- 
tention, to  the  extent  that  it  denies  the  exist- 
ence of  such  an  equity  in  the  estate  at  the 
time  of  the  transfer,  is  unsound.    It  fails  to 
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give  proper  effect  to  the  relation  between  co- 
sureties, and  to  duly  consider  the  rights  and 
liabilities  which  spring  from  it.  Prima 
facie  this  relation  is  established  between  two 
persons  when  they  unite  with  a  third  in  an 
obligation  for  the  payment  of  his  debt,  and 
by  this  act  they  become,  as  we  have  already 
seen,  his  sureties  for  the  whole  debt,  and 
sureties  of  each  other  for  half  of  it.  If  their 
principal  fails  to  pay  his  debt,  and  the  co- 
sureties pay  it  in  equal  proportions,  he  be- 
comes their  debtor,  and  their  liabilities  to 
each  other  as  such  are  discharged ;  but  if  one 
of  them  is  compelled  to  pay  the  whole  debt 
he  is  entitled  to  contribution  from  his  co- 
surety, and  may  enforce  it  by  an  action  of 
assumpsit,  or  1^  subrogation  to  the  rights  of 
the  creditor.  While  the  action  for  it  cannot 
be  maintained  until  default  and  payment,  as 
above  stated,  it  is  nevertheless  true  that  the 
riglit  to  have  and  the  liability  to  make  con- 
trfbution  inhere  in  the  transaction  by  which 
the  sureties  were  jointly  and  severally  bound 
for  the  debt  of  their  principal.  In  Agnew  v. 
M,  4  Watts,  31.  Kennedy,  J.,  in  delivering 
the  opinion  of  the  court,  said:  "It  is  cer- 
tainly too  well  established  now  to  be  ques- 
tioned that  where  any  one  or  more  of  those 
who  are  cosureties  have  had  to  pay,  as  such, 
the  debt  of  their  principal,  or  any  part  there- 
of, and  he  is  unaole  to  reimburse  it.  the  loss 
arising  therefrom  must  he  borne  equally  by 
all  of  them.  Hence  has  arisen  the  rignt  to  con- 
tribution. This  right  has  been  considered  as 
<lepending  rather  upon  a  principle  of  equity 
than  upon  contract;  but  it  may  well  be  con- 
sidered as  resting  alike  on  both  for  its  founda- 
tion, for  although  generally  there  is  no  ex- 
press agreement  entered  into  between  joint 
sureties,  yet  from  the  uniform  and  almost 
universal  understanding  which  seems  to  per- 
vade the  whole  community  that  from  the  cir- 
cumstance alone  of  their  agreeing  to  be  and 
becoming  accordingly  cosureties  of  th^  prin- 
cipal they  mutually  become  bound  to  each 
other  to  divide  and  equalize  any  loss  that 
mar  arise  therefrom  to  either  or  any  of  them, 
it  may  with  great  propriety  be  said  that  there 
is  at  least  an  implied  contract.  Deeringi  v 
Rirl  of  Winchdaea,  2  Bos.  &  P.  270 ;  Cray 
thorne  v.  Sioinbume,  14  Ves.  Jr.  160.  This 
liability  between  sureties  to  contribution  in 
case  of  loss  through  the  inability  of  their 


principal  to  pay  being  known  to  them  at  the 
time  of  their  becoming  sureties,  may  well 
he  considered  a  great,  if  not  the  main,  in- 
ducement in  many  instances  to  their  becom- 
ing such."  It  is  therefore  incorrect  to  say 
that  the  estate,  before  payment  of  the  prin- 
cipal's debt,  had  no  equity  aeainst  the  testa- 
tor's cosurety  and  legatee  which  would  en- 
able it  to  withhold  payment  of  the  legacy 
until  it  was  indemnified,  or  the  inability  of 
such  co-surety  to  pay  one  half  of  that  debt  in 
case  of  the  principal 's  inability  to  pay  it  was 
discharged.  It  clearly  had  such  an  equity 
which  ma  suit  by  Worth  for  the  legacy 
would  have  been  to  the  extent  mentioned 
available  as  a  defense.  This  equity  was  not 
destroyed,  nor  the  defense  founded  upon  it 
affect^,  by  the  assignment  of  the  legacy  to 
Baker.  He  acquired  by  his  purchase  such 
ri^ht  to  the  legacy  as  his  assignor  had,  and 
this  right,  as  we  have  seen,  was  qualified  by 
the  estate's  equity  against  the  latter  as  co- 
surety of  the  testator.  The  learned  counsel 
for  the  appellee  concedes  in  his  printed  ar- 
gument that  "  if  the  decedent  was  surety  for 
Worth,  and  that  relation  existeil  at  the  time 
of  the  transfer,  the  legacy  would  be  abatable 
by  the  amount  subsequently  paid  by  the  es- 
tate, or  the  legacy  might  be  held  to  await 
the  determination  of  the  liability  of  the  es- 
tate." *  It  seems  to  us  that  this  concession  is 
fatal  to  the  appellee's  claim,  because  in  the 
relation  of  cosureties  established  between 
Bally  and  Worth  there  was  an  implied  prom- 
ise^'by  each  to  the  other  to  pay  one  half  of 
their  principal's  debt  in  case  of  his  inability 
to  pay  it,  and,  as  they  were  jointly  and  sev- 
erally bound  for  such  debt,  their  relation  to 
each  other  for  half  of  it  was  that  of  princi- 
pal and  surety.  In  the  acceptan«je  by  the 
executors  of  notice  of  the  assignment  there 
is  nothing  prejudicial  to  the  in^terests  of  the 
estate,  and  we  fail  to  discover  anything  in 
the  evidence  which  prevents  the  residuary 
legatees  from  successfully  asserting  on  dis 
tribution  its  rights  to  the  deduction  claimed. 
We  therefore  sustain  the  second,  fifth,  and 
sixth  specifications  of  error,  and  overrule  the 
first,  third,  and  fourth. 

Decree  reversed ,  and  record  remitted  to  the 
court  below,  with  instructions  to  enter  a  de- 
cree in  accordance  with  this  opinion. 
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John  WILSON  et  al.,  Appts., 
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PEOPLE  of  the  State  of  Colorado,  to  the 
Use  of  PUEBLO  &  ARKANSAS  VAL 
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1*  A'  bond  gtven  by  an  ofllcer  does  not 
ertead  the  obligation  impoged  npon 


by  law»  unless  hy  force  of  constitutional 
or  legrislative  provisions;  but  his  duty  aod  liabil- 
ity as  to  moneys  coming  into  his  hands  is  meas- 
ured by  the  law  of  bailment. 
8.  The  loss  of  money  deposited  by  a 
derk  of  court  in  a  bank  of  reputed 
solvency,  cictlngr  as  a  prudent  maiji  would,  will, 
not  make  him  liable  on  his  bond  to  pay  orer 
moneys  that  come  into  his  hands. 

(November  22, 1893.) 


XoTK-Ltobtttty  ort  official  bond  for  loan  o/  money 
by  theft  or  bank  failure, 
Tbk  main  case  holds  that  In  the  absence  of  stat- 
ute, the  clerk  of  a  court  Is  not  liable  on  his  bond 
for  loss  of  money  through  failure  of  the  bank, 
where  it  was  depoetted,  if  he  used  due  care, 
^  L.  R.  A. 


There  appears  to  be  some  conflict  of  authority  as 
to  the  liahility  on  an  official  bond  for  loss  of  money, 
some  cases  holding  that  there  is  no  liability  for 
money  lost  through  failure  of  the  bank  in  which  the 
money  was  deposited  by  the  oflBcer  where  there 
was  no  negligence  on  his  part;  as  where*  a  surro- 
39 
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APPEAL  by  defendanf^  f rom  a  judgment  of 
the  District  Court  for  Fremont  County 
in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to 
enforce  defendant's  alleged  liability  on  the 
ofQcial  bond  of  the  clerk  of  the  district  court 
for  the  loss  of  money  which  bad  been  placed 
in  his  possession  pending  condemnation  pro- 
ceedings, and  by  him  deposited  in  a  bank 
which  became  insolvent.    iiever$ed. 

Statement  bv  Ooddard,  J.: 

This  case  was  submitted  without  suit  upon 
the  followinji:  agreed  statement  of  facts :  ^  (1) 
The  defendant  John  Wilson  was,  during  the 
time  hereinafter  stated,  and  is  now,  the  duly 
appointed  and  acting  clerk  of  the  district 
court  of  Fremont  county,  Colorado,  and  the 
defendants  8.  W.  Humphrey,  C.  8.  Toppinir, 
and  J.  H.  Harrison  are  the  sureties  on  his 
official  bond  as  such  clerk,  a  true  copy  of 
which,  with  the  indorsements  thereon,  is 
herewith  attached.  (2)  At  various  times 
during  the  year  1887  the  plaintiff,  the  Pueblo 
&  Arkansas  Valley  Railroad  Company,  a  cor- 
poration organized  under  the  laws  of  the  state 
of  Colorado,  and  then  constructing  a  line  of 
railroad  through  Fremont  county,  paid  over 


to  the  defendant  Wilson*,  as  such  clerk,  vari- 
ous sums  of  money  fixed  and  determined  by 
the  jud^e  of  the  said  court  by  rules  enicreJi 
in  certain  condemnation  proceeding  for  right 
of  way  then  pending  in  the  said  district 
court,  as  deposits  pending  the  ascertainmeDt 
of  damages,  and  to  authorize  the  companv  lo 
take  possession  of  the  right  of  way  ^n<iing 
the  ppoceedings,  as  provided  by  section  6  of 
the  Eminent  Domain  Law  (Code  Civ.  Proc. 
p.  77) .  These  moneys  were  deposited  by  the 
defendant  Wilson,  as  received,  to  his  credit 
as  clerk  of  said  court,  in  the  Exchange  Bank 
of  Canon  City,  a  private,  unincorporated 
banking  institution  then  doing  business  at 
said  Canon  City,  in  said  county,  and  reputed 
to  be  solvent.  (3)  The  said  Exchange  Hank 
has  failed  in  business,  and  its  depositors  have 
not  been  paid.  The  condemnation  proceed- 
ings referred  to  have  all  been  concluded  by 
final  decree  vesting  title  in  the  railroad  com- 
pany, and,  of  the  moneys  so  paid  by  the  rail- 
road company  to  the  said  clerk  as  deposits, 
the  company  is  entitled  to  receive  back  as  an 
excess  of  the  amount* so  deposited,  over  and 
above  the  amounts  finally  award^  as  dam- 
ages, the  sum  of  $2,997.20,  which  has  not 


gate  lost  private  money  paid  into  court  and  depos- 
ited by  him  in  a  bank  that  failed,  where  his  bond 
only  required  faithful  performance  of  bitf  duties. 
People  V.  Faulkner,  107  N.  Y.  477,  reversing  38 
Hun,  607. 

And  in  York  County  v.  Watson,  15  S.  C.  1, 40  Am. 
Hep.  575,  which  was  an  action  against  a  county 
treasurer  for  accounting,  he  was  not  liable  for  loss 
of  money  through  failure  of  the  bank  where  be 
bad  deposited  the  same.  The  common  -law  doctrine 
of  liability  only  applies  as  his  bond  is,  '^at  the 
duties  shall  be  well  and  truly  performed.'*  See 
State  V.  Moore,  infra,  and  cases  following  holding 
the  bond  to  strict  liability  in  bank  cases. 

So  where  money  was  stolen  from  a  county  treas- 
urer's office,  and  the  bond  was,  **  shall  faithfully 
execute  the  duties  of  the  said  office,"  and,  **  shall 
pay,**  the  latter  clause  was  held  to  be  only  one  of 
the  enumerated  duties.  Albany  County  Suprs.  v. 
Dorr.  2S  Wend.  440,  affirmed  in  7  HiU,  588,  by  a  di- 
vided  court. 

But  a  collector's  bond  "  for  the  faithful  execu- 
tion of  his  duties**  where  the  statute  made  It  his 
duty  *^  pay,**  and  also  made  the  bond  a  lien  on  all 
the  property  of  the  obligors,  and  the  statutory  pro- 
visions seemed  clearly  to  regard  him  as  a  debtor 
for  the  amount  to  be  collected,  is  not  released  be- 
cause money  is  stolen  from  his  dwelling  without 
fault.  In  this  case  the  plea  failed  to  allege  the 
identity  of  the  money  lost  and  this  was  regarded 
as  another  ground  of  the  decision.  Muzzy  v.  Sbat- 
tuck,  1  Denio,  288. 

And  in  a  similar  case  a  bond  '*to  pay  over 
promptly**  and  "exercise  aU  reasonable  diligence 
and  care  In  the  presentation  and  lawful  disposal 
of  all  money  **  was  held  not  to  make  the  treasurer 
liable.  Ross  v.  Hatch,  5  Iowa,  148.  See  Taylor 
Dist.  Twp.  V.  Morton,  infra^  for  other  cases  of 
•  failure  of  bank. 

And  the  same  was  held,where  a  county  treasurer 
was  assaulted  and  robbed  in  his  office,  the  bond 
being,  "shall  weU  and  faithfully  attend  to  the 
duties  of  said  office  and  perform  all  things  re- 
quired.** Cumberland  v.  Pennell,  09  Me.  8B7, 81  Am. 
Rep.  284. 

And  where  a  tax  colleoter  was  robbed  while  on 
the  road  to  pay  over  money  that  he  had  collected, 
and  the  bond  was  "well  and  truly  and  faithfully 
keep  safely,**  he  was  held  to  be  more  than  a  mere 
22  L.  R.  A. 


bailee  for  hire  but  that  it  was  a  question  for  the 
jury  whether  he  was  negligent  or  not  in  going  un- 
armed: and  if  he  used  the  highest  care,  vigilance, 
and  diligence  and  was«robbed  by  irresistible  force, 
it  would  be  a  valid  defense.  State  v.  Houston,  T8 
Ala.  670, 56  Am.  Bep.  50,  88  Ala.  861. 

So  where  a  receiver  of  public  money  was  robbed 
by  confederate  forces  without  fault  on  bis  part, 
the  liability  on  his  bond  was  only  that  of  bailee, 
and  be  was  only  required  to  use  due  di]igenee,as 
against  a  public  enemy.  United  States  v.  TboniBS, 
82  U.  S.  15  Wall.  887, 21  L.  ed.  80. 

Now  under  Act  1806,  14  Stat,  at  L.  44,  Rev.  Stat. 
69 1059, 1082,  the  court  of  claims  may  determine  the 
claim  of  any  disbursing  officer  for  loss  of  funds 
while  in  the  line  of  his  duty. 

Cases  holdina  liabatty  to  be  {OtKluU  In  Urn  by  nb- 
benT.and  theft. 

The  prior  decisions  of  the  United  States  courts, 
however,  held  the  law  of  bailment  does  not  apply. 
and  that  a  bond  to  "keep  safely**  is  not  discharged 
by  theft  from  the  officer  without  his  fault  United 
States  V.  Presoott,  44  U.  S.  3  How.  578,  11 L.  ed.  T3t 

So  where  the  bond  was  "  to  pay  over  and  ac- 
count.** United  States  y.  Dashiel,  71  U.S.  4  Wall. 
182,18L.ed.819. 

So  where  the  bond  was  to  "discharge  all  the 
duties**  and  an  act  of  congress  made  it  bis  duty  to 
pay  it  over.  Boyden  v.  United  Stajtes,  80  U.  S.  13 
Wail.  17,  20  L.  ed.  527. 

So  on  a  similar  bond  where  notes  received  for 
duties  were  canceled  but  were  stolen  before  being 
put  in  the  poetoffloe  for  return,  the  liability  stlU 
existed  for  whatever  loss  might  be  sustained  by 
the  government  through  danger  of  their  beinirput 
in  circulation  again,  and  damages  for  inconven- 
ience as  lost  vouchers.  United  States  v.  If  organ, 
52  U.  S.  11  How.  154, 18  L.  ed.  643. 

And  the  liability  on  an  official  bond  is  not  re- 
leased by  reason  of  confederate  agents  taking  tbe 
money  from  the  officer  where  his  delay  in  transmit- 
ting occasioned  the  loss.  Bevans  v.  United  Sute, 
80  U.  S.  13  Wail.  56,  SO  L.  ed.  681. 

So  a  postmaster*s  bond  is  not  discharged  where 
he  turned  over  the  money  in  his  hands  to  tb^  con- 
federate government,  and  no  force  was  used. 
United  States  v.  Keehler,  76  U.  S.  9  Wall.  83, 19  L. 
ed.  574. 
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been  paid.  (4)  Query,  are  the  clerk  and  the 
sureties  on  his  bond  liable  to  the  railroad 
company  for  the  payment  of  this  money?  If 
Tes-  let  judgment  be  entered  in  favor  of 
the  plaintiff  against  the  defendants  for  the 
amount  aforesaid,  with  interest  from  date  of 
suit ;  if  no,  let  judgment  be  entered  for  the 
defendants  for  costs. " 

The  bond  above  referred  to  and  indorsed 
upon  this  statement  is  as  follows; 

•'Know  all  men  by  these  presents,  that 
we,  John  Wilson,  as  principal,  and  S.  W. 
Humphrey,  C.  S.  Topping,  and  J.  H.  Har- 
rison, are  held  and  firmlv  bound  unto  the 
people  of  the  state  of  Colorado  in  the  penal 
sum  of  five  thousand  ($5,000)  dollars,  for  the 
payment  of  which,  sum  of  money  we  bind 
ourselves,  our  heirs,  executors,  and  admin- 
istrators, jointly  and  severally,  firmly  by 
these  presents.  Sealed  and  dated  this  twenty - 
fourth  day  of  May,  1886.  The  condition  of 
the  above  obligation  is  such  that,  whereas, 
the  above-bounden  John  Wilson  has  been  ap- 
pointed clerk  of  the  district  court  of  the  third 
<3d)  judicial  district  of  the  state  of  Colorado, 


within  and  for  the  county  of  Fremont,  now, 
therefore,  if  the  said  John  Wilson  shall  faith- 
fully perform  all  the  duties  of  said  office  as 
prescribed  by  law,  that  he  will  punctually 
pay  over  to  the  person  legally  authorized  to 
receive  the  same  all  moneys  that  may  come 
iuU)  his  hands  by  virtue  of  the  said  office, 
and  shall  deliver  to  his  successor  in  office  all 
records,  books,  papers,  and  other  things  be- 
longing to  his  said  office,  then  the  above  ob- 
ligation to  be  null  and  void;  otherwise,  to 
remain  in  full  force  and  effect.  John  Wil- 
son. [Seal.]  8.  W.  Humphrey.  [Seal.] 
C.  S.  Topping.  [Seal.]  J.  H.  Harrison. 
[Seal.]** 

The  court  below  rendered  judgment  upon 
this  agreed  statement  of  facta  in  favor  of  ap- 
pellees, and  against  the  appellants,  for  the 
sum  of  $3,180.86  and  costs.  To  reverse  this 
judgment  the  defendants  bring  the  case  here 
on  appeal. 

MewTB.  Maeon  &  Maeon  and  D.  P.  WU- 

>ii  for  appellanta. 

Mr.  Clubrles  £•  O««t»for  appellee: 


And  where  a  receiver  of  public  money  was  mur- 
dered and  robbed,  his  l)ODd  was  held  bound  for  the 
loss,  as  he  is  not  a  bailee,  but  an  insurer.  United 
States  V.  Watts,  1 K.  M.  663. 

It  should  be  noticed  that  United  States  v.  Thomas, 
@  U.  S.  15  WalL  927, 21  L.  ed.  89,  makes  an  important 
e:coeption  to  these  federal  cases  and  seems  to  weak- 
en their  authority,  while  the  Act  of  Ck>nffre8B  of  1806 
aboFc  cited  changes  the  law  as  to  federal  officers. 

The  liability  on  an  official  bond  is  also  held  in 
many  of  tiie  states  to  be  not  that  of  bailee,  but  that 
it  ia  fixed  by  the  bond  or  by  the  bond  taken  in  con- 
nection with  the  statutes  imposing  liability  and  Is 
not  released  by  robbery  of  the  officer.  State  v. 
Nevin,  19  Nev.  lOe:  State  v.  Lanier.  81  La.  Ann.  423. 

So  where  the  money  was  stolen  from  a  safe  fur- 
nished by  the  county.  Jefferson  County  Comrs.  v. 
Uneberger,  8  Mont.  231«  86  Am.  Rop.  462;  Halbert 
V.  ^tate,  22  Ind.  125;  Hennepin  County  Comrs.  v. 
JoDcs,  18  Minn.  190:  Redwood  County  Comrs.  v. 
Tower,  28  Minn.  46. 

So  when  the  money  was  stolen  from  a  safe  in 
which  it  had  been  placed  by  the  officer.  State  v. 
Clarke,  73  N.  C.  266;  State  v.  Blair,  76  N.  C.  78; 
Thompson  v.  Trustees  of  Township  16,  80  111.  99: 
Morheck  v.  State,  28  Ind.  86;  Pme  Island  fioard  of 
Education  v.  Jewell,  44  Minn.  427. 

Or  stolen  from  his  house  or  office.  New  Provi- 
dence V.  McBaohron,  88  N.  J.  L.  830;  McBachron  v. 
New  Providence,  86  N.  J.  L.  628;  Hancock  v.  Haz- 
aird,  12  Cush.  112,  £0  Am.  Bee.  171;  State  v.  Harper, 
6  Ohio  8L  607,  67  Am.  I>ec.  868;  Com.  v.  Comly,  3 
Pa.  332. 

And  the  same  was  held  In  Taylor  Dist.  Twp.  v. 
Morton,  37  Iowa,  660,  in  which  the  bond  was  to 
"dischfltrge  the  duties  of  said  office  '^  and  the  stat- 
ute made  it  his  duty  '* to  hold  all  moneys**  '*and 
pay  out  the  same."  differing  in  the  form  of  the 
bond  from  Boss  v.  Hatch,  5  Iowa,  140. 

And  the  same  was  held  in  LinvUle  v.  Leininger, 
Twp.Tn]8tee8,72  Ind.  404tand  Rock  v.  8tinger.86  Ind. 
^  but  was  not  the  point  involved  in  those  cases. 

And  in  Chicago,  a  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  Bartlett,  120  Ul. 
6Q3b  it  was  held  that  a  bond  of  a  township  treasurer 
ii  not  released  on  account  of  theft  of  the  money 
without  his  fault,  but  that  case  was  one  on  a  bond 
of  an  officer  of  a  corporation. 

See  also  Muzzy  v.  Shattuck,  1  Denio,  288. 
Conet  hoUaing  UoMItty  to  he  abtdlute  in  loss  by  iMiik 
faOurt. 

And  the  same  rule  of  liability  has  been  applied 
22L.R.A. 


where  an  officer  deposited  money  as  treasurer  in  a 
bank  that  failed,  and  the  bond  was  '*  to  perform  all 
the  duties,"  and  the  statute  made  it  his  duty  to 
**  deliver  to  successor  all  money."  State  v.  Moore, 
74  Mo.  418,  41  Am.  Rep.  822. 

And  the  same  degree  of  liability  was  imposed, 
but  the  bond  is  not  disdoeed  in  the  case.  State  v. 
Powell,  67  Mo.  886, 20  Am.  Rep.  612;  Nason  v.  Direc- 
tors of  the  Poor,  126  Pa.  445. 

So  where  the  statute  provides  the  only  way  in 
which  funds  shall  be  disbursed  and  deposit  was 
made  individually  instead.  Ward  v.  Colfax  County 
School  Dist.  No.  15. 10  Neb.  288,  36  Am.  Rep.  477, 

So  where  the  bond  was  for  'Mawful  disposal "  a 
deposit  was  hold  unlawful  as  contrary  to  statute 
forbidding  a  loan,  and  the  record  does  not  disclose 
whether  the  deposit  wa^  in  his  name  or  as  treas- 
urer. Lowry  v.  Polk  County,  61  Iowa,  60,  38  Am. 
Rep.  lia 

So  an  officer  who  deposits  as  treasurer  money  In 
a  bank  that  fails  is  liable  on  a  bond  *'to  faithfully 
discharge  the  duties  "  and  ''  properly  and  legally 
disburse  or  pay  all  moneys."  Omro  Suprs.  v. 
Kaime,  80  Wis.  466.  » 

And  the  same  was  held  on  a  similar  bond  where 
the  statute  required  the  officer  *Ho  account "  and 
the  deposit  was  made  in  the  name  of  the  common- 
wealth.   BaUy  V.  Com.  20  W.  N.  C.  221. 

And  the  liability  is  fixed  by  a  bond  providing  *'  to 
account  for  and  pay  Over"  where  a  clerk  of  a 
court  deposited  money  received  by  him  on  sale  of 
land.    Havens  v.  Lathene,  75  N.  C.  606. 

So  when  the  bond  is  in  ordinary  form.  Inglis  v. 
State,  61  Ind.  212. 

And  State  v.  Croft,  24  Ark.  660.  holds  that  the 
'* failure  to  keep  the  money"  is  a  breach  of  the 
bond,  where  the  money  is  lost  through  failure  of 
the  bank. 

And  the  liability  on  the  bond  is  absolute  where  a 
receiver  deposited  in  a  bank  that  failed,  and  the 
deposit  was  made  through  an  arrangement  to  ob- 
tain surety  on  his  bond,  divesting  him  of  the  sole 
power  of  drawing  the  funds.  White  v.  JBaugh,  8 
Clark  &  F.  44. 2  Bligh,  N.  S.  181. 

So  in  Rowley  v.  EUr,  104  Ind.  180,  it  is  held  that  a 
township  trustee  is  required  to  account  to  the 
township,  irrespective  of  any  casualty  by  which 
the  money  may  be  lost,  but  that  question  was  not 
involved  in  the  case.  I.  T. 
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A  bond  ^ith  an  udqualifed  condition  to 
account  for  and  pay  over  moneys  enlarges  the 
implied  obligation  of  the  receiving  officer,  and 
deprives  him  of  oflPenses  which  are  available  to 
an  ordinary  bailee. 

The  performance  of  an  express  contract  is 
not  excused  by  reason  of  anything  occurring 
after  the  contract  was  made,  though  unfore- 
seen by  the  contracting  party,  and  though  be- 
yond his  control. 

Paradine  v.  Jane^  Aleyn,  26;  Ford  v.  Cotes- 
worth,  L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  184. 

The  bond  in  this  case  has  the  effect  of  such 
a  special  contract. 

United  States  v.  Prescott,  44  U.  S.  3  How. 
578,  11  L.  ed.  734;  United  States  v.  Morgan, 
52  U.  S.  11  How.  154,  13  L.  ed.  643;  United 
States  V.  Das?iiel,  71  U.  8.  4  Wall.  182.  18  L. 
ed.  319;  Boyden  v.  United  States,  80  U.  S. 
18  Wall.  17,  20  L.^d.  527;  Com.  v.  Gomly,  3 
Pa.  372;  Thompson  v.  Trustees  of  Township  16, 
30  III.  99;  State  v.  Harper,  6  Ohio  St.  611,  67 
Am.  Dec.  868;  Ifeio  Providenee  v.  McEachron, 
83  N.  J.  L.  840;  Omro  Suprs.  v.  Kaime,  89 
Wis.  468.  See  also  Muziy  v.  Shattuek,  1 
Denio,  283;  Perley  v.  Muskegon  Covnty,  32 
Mich.  132,  20  Am.  Rep.  637. 

Ooddardf  </.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court : 

From  the  agreed  facts  it  appears  that  the 
money  was  lost  through  no  fault  of  the  clerk. 
He  deposited  the  money  in  a  bank  of  reputed 
solvency,  as  clerk  of  the  court,  and  in  doing 
so  acted  as  prudent  men  ordinarily  do  with 
their  own  funds.  The  judgment  of  the  court 
below  must  therefore  be  upheld,  if  at  all, 
upon  the  principle  that  the  conditions  of  his 
official  bond  imposed  upon  him  an  absolute 
obligation  to  pay  the  money  when  req^uired. 
and  that  no  exercise  of  diligence  on  his  part 
will  exonerate  him  from  such  obligation. 
Such  is  the  contention  of  counsel  for  appel- 
lee, and  for  its  support  be  relies  on  the  case 
of  United  States  v.  Prescott,  44  U.  S.  3  How. 
578,  11  L.  ed.  734,  decided  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  in  1844,  as  the 
Icmding  case,  and  several  other  cases  in  that 
court,  as  well  as  some  decisions  by  state 
courts,  which  approve  and  follow  the*  doc- 
trine therein  announced.  In  these  cases  in 
which  the  rule  contended  for  was  sustained, 
the  court  had  under  consideration  the  liabil- 
ity imposed  by  the  official  bond  of  receivers 
or  public  money,  and  the  conclusions  arrived 
at  were  influenced  largely  by  considerations 
of  public  policy.  Whether  the  case  at  bar 
is  sufficiently  analogous  to  these  cases  to 
brine  it  within  the  rule  therein  announced 
it  is  unnecessary  to  decide,  since  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States,  in  a  later  case, 
has  very  much  modified,  if  it  has  not  in 
effect  overruled,  the  extreme  doctrine  laid 
down  in  its  earlier  decisions.  In  the  ca.se  of 
United  States  v.  T/umas,  82  U.  S.  15  Wall. 
337,  21  L.  ed.  89,  Justice  Bradley,  in  speak- 
ing of  the  leading  case  of  United  States  v. 
Prescott,  supra,  said:  "After  reciting  the 
condition  of  the  bond,  the  court  adds,  with 
a  greater  degree  of  generality,  we  think,  than 
the  case  before  it  required  :  'The  obligation 
to  keep  safely  the  public  money  is  absolute, 
without  any  condition,  express  or  implied;! 
^2  L.  R  A. 


and  nothing  but  the  payment  of  it,  when  re- 
quired, can  discharge  the  bond. '  This  hmai 
language  would  seem  to  indicate  an  opiDioii 
that  the  bond  made  the  receiver  and  his  gure- 
ties  liable  at  all  events.  .  .  .  And  hs 
the  money  in  the  hands  of  a  receiver  is  not 
his,  as  he  is  only  custodian  of  it,  it  would 
seem  to  be  going  very  far  to  say  tiiat  his  en- 
gagement to  have  it  forthcoming  was  so  ab- 
solute as  to  be  qualified  by  no  condition 
whatever,  not  even  a  condition  implied  in 
law."  And  after  reviewing  the  principal 
cases  relied  on  by  appellee  he  further  said: 
"So  much  stress  has,  in  almost  every  case, 
been  laid  upon  the  bond  as  forming,  eitbtrr 
directly  or  indirectly,  the  basis  or  a  new 
rule  of  responsibilitjr,  that  it  seems  especial ly 
important  to  ascertain  what  are  the  le^^al  ob- 
ligations that  spring  from  such  an  instru- 
ment. The  learned  judges  in  the  great  gen- 
erality of  the  remarks  made  in  some  of  tlte 
cases  referred  to,  with  regard  to  the  liability 
of  a  receiving  officer,  and  especially  of  his 
sureties,  by  virtue  of  his  bond,  have  evi- 
dently overlooked  what  we  conceive  to  be  a 
very  important  and  vital  distinction  between 
an  absolute  agreement  to  do  a  tiling  and  a 
condition  to  do  the  same  thing,  inserted  in  a 
bond.  In  the  latter  case  the  obligor,  in  order 
to  avoid  the  forfeiture  of  bis  obligation,  is 
not  bound  at  all  events  to  perform  the  condi 
tion,  but  is  excused  from  its  performance 
when  prevented  by  the  law  or  by  an  over 
ruling  necessity.  And  this  distinction,  we 
think,  affords  a  solution  to  the  question  in 
volved  in  this  case.  .  .  .  The  condition 
of  his  [&n  official]  bond  is  collateral  to  the 
obligation  or  penalty :  it  is  not  based  on  a 
prior  debt,  nor  is  it  evidence  of  a  debt;  and 
the  duty  secured  thereby  does  not  become  a 
debt  until  default  be  made  on  the  part  of  the 
principal.  Until  then,  as  we  have  seen,  he  is 
a  bailee,  though  a  bailee  resting  under  speiial 
obligations.  The  condition  of  his  bond  is. 
not  to  pay  a  debt,  but  to  perform  a  duty 
about  and  respecting  certain  specific  property 
which  is  not  his,  and  which  he  cannot  use 
for  his  own  purposes. " 

While  the  majority  opinion  distinguished 
the  case  under  consideration  from  those  pre 
ceding  it.  we  think  the  reasoning  of  tlu* 
learned  justice  who  wrote  the  opinion  logi- 
cally and  necessarily  overrules  the  doctrine 
laid  down  in  the  former  cases.  If,  as  there- 
in announced,  the  obligation  imposed  by  the 
bond  is  absolute,  and  the  officrer  was  an  in- 
surer of  the  money  received  by  him,  how 
could  the  manner  or  cause  of  its  loss  affeit 
his  liability?  Wherein  is  be  more  at  fault 
when  overpowered  by  one  or  two  robbers 
than  he  is  when  intimidated  by  an  army^ 
Justice  Miller  refused  to  concur  in  the  major- 
ity opinion  because  it  did  not  frankly  over 
rule  those  cases  and  abandon  the  doctrine  on 
which  they  rested,  and  in  his  dissenting 
opinion  stated  his  personal  views  upon  tlie 
question  as  follows:  "When  the  case  of 
United  States  v.  Dashiel  [71  U.  S.  4  Wall. 
182,  18  L.  ed.  319],  came  before  the  court  I 
was  not  satisfied  with  the  doctxiue  of  the 
former  cases.  T  do  not  believe  now  that  on 
sound  principle  the  bond  should  be  construct! 
to  extend  the  obligation  of  the  depositary 
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Ijeyond  what  the  law  imposes  upon  him, 
ihoueh  it  may  contain  words  of  express  prom- 
ise to  pay  over  the  money.  I  think  the  true 
construction  of  such  a  promise  is  to  pay  when 
the  law  would  require  it  of  the  receiver,  if 
no  bond  had  been  given:  the  object  of  tak- 
ing the  bond  being  to  obtain  sureties  for  the 
performance  of  that  obligation.  Nor  do  I 
believe  that,  prior  to  these  decisions  there 
was  any  principle  of  public  policy  recog- 
nized by  the  courts,  or  imposed  by  the  law, 
which  made  a  depositary  of  the  public  money 
liable  for  it,  when  it  had*  been  lost  or  de- 
stroyed without  any  fault  of  neglieence  or 
fraud  on  his  part,  and  when  he  haJH  faith- 
fully discharged  his  duty  in  regard  to  its 
<-ustody  and  safe- keeping." 

We  believe  the  true  rule  is  that  a  public 
otBcer  who  receives  money  by  virtue  of  his 
office  is  a  bailee,  and  that  the  extent  of  his 
obligation  is  that  imposed  by  law.  That, 
when  unaffected  by  constitutional  or  legisla- 
tive provisions,  his  duty  and  liability  is 
measured  by  the  law  of  bailment.  If  a  more 
stringent  obligation  is  desired,  it  must  be 
prescribed  by  statute.  That  his  official  bond 
does  not  extent  such  obligation,  but  its  office 
is  to  secure  the  faithful  and  prompt  perform- 
ance of  his  legal  duties.  Instances  where 
the  constitution  and  statutes  of  this  state  have 
increafled  the  common  law  liability  of  cer- 
tain officers  were  recognized  by  this  court  in 
two  cases,  at  least.  In  the  case  of  State  v. 
Waimn,  17  Colo.  170,  it  was  held  that  by 
constitutional  provisions  the  state  treasurer 
was  made  absolutely  liable  for  state  moneys 
received  by  him  ;  and  in  the  case  of  McClure 
V.  Im  Plata  Cminty  Comrs,  (Colo.)  34  Pac. 
Rep.  763  (recently  decided) ,  it  was  held  that  a 
county  treasurer,  by  virtue  of  the  statute  reg- 
ulating the  duties  of  his  office,  was  a  bailee 
with  express  and  extraordinary  liability. 
No  constitutional  or  statutory  provision  in 


this  state  imposes  a  more  stringent  obliga- 
tion upon  a  clerk  of  the  district  court  than 
that  imposed  by  the  common  law.  This  rule 
of  common  law,  as  laid  down  by  Justice 
Story,  is  as  follows:  "In  respect  to  prop- 
erty in  the  custody  of  the  officers  of  a  court, 
pending  process  and  proceedings,  such  of- 
ficers are  undoubtedly  responsible  for  good 
faith  and  reasonable  diligence.  If  the  prop- 
erty is  lost  or  injured  by  any  negligent  or 
dishonest  execution  of  the  trust,  they  are 
liable  in  damages.  .  .  .  The  degree  of 
diligence  which  officers  of  the  court  are 
bound  to  exert  in  the  custody  of  the  property 
seems  to  be  such  ordinary  diligence  as  be- 
longs to  a  prudent  and  honest  discharge  of 
their  duties,  and  such  as  is  req^uired  of  all 
persons  who  receive  compensation  for  their 
services. **  Story,  Bailm.  §  620.  It  is  in- 
sisted in  argument  that  its  doctrine  refers 
only  to  specific  property,  and  does  not  apply 
to  money  deposited  with  the  clerk,  because 
it  is  assumed  that  he  holds  the  relation  of 
debtor  to  the  fund,  and  therefore  may  use 
it  as  his  own.  To  this  we  cannot  agree. 
The  money  received  by  him  is  a  trust  fund, 
and  a  conversion  of  it  to  his  own  use  would 
constitute  embezzlement,  and  subject  him  to 
a  criminal  prosecution.  The  defendant  Wil- 
son, as  appears  from  the  agreed  facts,  did 
not  mix  the  money  in  question  with  his  own 
funds,  or  in  any  manner  treat  it  as  his  own. 
He  deposited  it  in  the  bank  as  clerk,  and  the 
bank  had  notice  thereby  that  the  money  so ' 
deposited  was  held  by  him  in  his  official 
capacity.  At  the  time  of  the  deposit  the 
bank  was  in  good  standing.  We  think,  un- 
der the  circumstances,  he  is  not  chargeable 
with  any  fault  that  should  render  him  or  his 
sureties  liable  for  the  loss. 

T?ie  judyment  of  the  court  beloic  tctU  l)e  re- 
versed, with  directions  to  enter  judgment  for 
defendants. 


FLORIDA   SUPREME  COURT. 


L.  W.  SPRATT  et  al,  AppU., 

V. 

C.  O.  LIVINGSTON. 
<8S  Fla.  507.) 

*i.  Bgr  the  Aet  of  Co/n^gream  passed  in 
1891,  cshapter  64,  United  States  Stat- 
utes at  Lso'^et  amendin^f  the  ori^^inal 
ftod  Amendatory  Act  creating  the 
Freedman*s  Saving  St  Trust  Com- 
pany, the  secretary  of  the  treasury  was  au- 
thorized and  directed  to  appoint  the  comptroller 
of  the  curreDcy  a  commissioner  of  said  company 

*Headnote8by  Mabht,  J, 


XOTS.— The  powers  and  the  relation  to  the  cor- 
poratloD  of  a  statutory  liquidator  substituted  for 
tbe  corporation  in  order  to  wind  It  up  are  presented 
above  in  a  somewhat  unusual  illustration  of  the 
flale  of  tbe  property  on  execution  against  the 
liqmdator. 

For  moU  on  execution  or  JudicJal  sale  of  corpo- 
rate franchise  or  property  necessary  to  its  enjoy- 
ment, see  Brady  v.  Johnson  (Md.)»0  L.  R.  A.  737. 
22LR.A. 


for  the  purpose  of  dispoeinir  of  its  property  and 
winding  up  ita  business.  Upon  his  qualifying  by 
taking  the  oath  and  giving  the  bond  prescribed 
in  the  Act,  the  comptcoller  of  the  currency,  as 
such  commissioner,  became  invested  with  the  le- 
gal title  and  possession  of  all  the  property  of  said 
company,  and  clothed  with  all  tbe  rights  and 
privileges,  and  required  to  perform  all  the  duties 
of  the  three  commissioners  appointed  under  the 
Amendatory  Act  of  1874,  chapter  349,  whose  func- 
.tions  oeased  upon  the  appointment  and  qualifica- 
tion of  the  comptroller  as  such  commissioner. 

8.  The  purpose*  as  well  as  the  effect*  of 
the  Amendatory  Act  of  Confl^ress  malr- 
iniif  the  comptroller  of  the  currency  a 
commissioner  of  the  Freedman's  Savings  & 
Trust  Company,  was  to  invest  him,  as  such  com- 
missioner, with  the  property,  management,  and 
disposition  of  the  affairs  of  said  company  for  the 
purposes  of  liquidation,  and  he  thereby  became 
the  statutory  substitute  and  successor  of  the  cor- 
poration itself,  and  not  a  mere  trustee  of  the  bare 
legal  title  of  its  property. 

8.  O.  instituted  a  suit  of  attachment  in 
the  state  circuit  court  ai:ainst  the 
comptroller  of  the  currency,  as  commissioner 
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of  the  Freedman^s  Savinflrs  &  Trust  Company,  to 
recover  for  servicee  rendered  and  money  ex- 
pended by  him  as  afrent  of  said  commissioner  in 
windinfiT  up  a  branch  business  of  said  company  in 
the  state:  the  commissioner  appeared  and  Inter- 
posed pleas  to  the  merits  of  the  suit,  and  after 
trial,  Judgrment  was  rendered  in  favor  of  Q.,  and 
real  estate  in  possession  of  the  commissioner  was 
sold  under  execution  emanatlncr  from  the  judg- 
ment, and  L.  became  the  purchaser  at  said  sale; 
no  objection  was  made  by  any  depositor  or  bene- 
ficiary of  the  company  to  the  legal  proceedings 
against  the  commissioner,  and  after  paying  the 
judgment  in  favor  of  G.,  a  balance  of  the  pur- 
chase money  arising  from  the  execution  sale  was 
paid  to  the  commissioner.  Held,  that  L.  acquired 
the  legal  title  to  said  real  estate  at  said  sale,  and 
could  recover  the  same  in  an  action  of  ejectment 
against  S.,  who  had  gone  into  possession  of  the 
property  under  a  contract  of  purchase  from  the 
commissioner,  but  had  refused  to  comply  with 
the  terms  of  his  purchase,  and  was  not  entitled 
to  a  specific  performance  of  his  contract. 
4*  The  poflseMdon  of  real  estate  by  one 
who  enters  under  an  afr^eement  to  pur- 
chase from  the  owner,  but  without  paying  the 
consideration  price,  cannot  be  adverse  until  he 
repudiat-«s  the  seller^s  title  and  asserts  his  own 
title  to  the  property. 

.   (November  8, 1898.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Duval  County  in 
favor  of  plaintiff,  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover possession  of  certain  real  estate  in  the 
city  of  Jacksonville.    A  firmed. 

The  facts  are  fully  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  W«  B.  Tooni^,  for  api>ellant8: 

The  only  title  that  the  defendant  in  execu- 
tion had  was  as  trustee,  and  the  trust  property 
could  not  be  seized  and  sold  under  an  execu- 
tion against  the  trustee  so  as  to  vest  the  pur- 
chaser with  the  fee-simple  title. 

Lewin,  Tr.  8th  ed.  212,  213;  Perry,  Tr. 
§^  768,  769;  Taylor  v.  Galhtoay,  1  Ohio,  232, 
18  Am.  Dec.  605;  SvUivan  v.  Bruhling,  66 
Wis.  473;  BoUingswarth  v.  Trueblood,  59  Ind. 
542. 

The  record  shows  that  the  judgment  upon 
which  the  execution  issued  was  for  services 
rendered  by  Greeley  to  the  trustee,  and  it  was 
the  personal  debt  of  the  trustee. 

LEngUy,  VErtgle,  19  Fla.  714;  Hackman  v. 
Maouire,  20  Mo.  App.  286. 

Trust  property  cannot  be  seized  and  sold  for 
thepersonal  debt  of  the  trustee. 

UolUnggworth  v.  TVueblood,  supra. 

He  cannot  even  delegate  his  power  of  sale. 

Oillespie  v.  8mith,  29  lU.  473,  81  Am.  Dec. 
828;  Fuller  v.  aifeil,  69  Tex.  849. 

Where  the  vendor  himself  repudiates  the 
contract,  tries  to  get  the  tenant  of  part  of  the 
premises  sold  to  flttom  to  him,  and  forcibly 
ejects  the  purchaser  from  another  portion  and 
commences  divers  proceedings  and  suits  to 
oust  the  vendee  and  his  tenant,  it  amounts  to 
the  same  thing  in  its  legal  effect  as  if  the  pur- 
chaser had  repudiated  the  holding  under  his 
vendor  and  brought  home  to  him  knowledge 
that  he  was  claiming  adversely  to  him. 

Tyler,  Ejectment,  877;  Hartv.  Bo%twick,  14 
Fla.  178. 

Mr.  L.  W«  Sprattt  in  propria perwna,  also 
for  appellants. 

Mr,  H«  Biflbee*  for  appellee: 
22  L.  R.  A. 


The  defendant,  as  commissioner,  io  this  case, 
stands  in  the  same  relation  to  the  depositors  of 
the  bank  that  the  board  of  directors  of  a  cor- 
poration do  to  the  stockholders. 

He  is  specially  empowered  to  sell  and  con- 
vey at  his  discretion,  and  to  make  conveyanca 
to  purchasers.  He  is  specially  empowered  to 
employ  agents  and  to  pay  them  for  their  serv- 
ices and  to  pay  himself,  out  of  the  funds  aris- 
ing from  the  sale  of  property,  before  any  dis- 
tribution is  made  to  depositors^ 

See  Acts  of  Congress  1878-74,  p.  133,  aod 
later  act  now  before  the  court. 

The  commissioner  himself  could  sell  this 
property  voluntarily  and  pay  this  judgment 
out  of  the  proceeds  of  sale.  This  beini;  so,  it 
must  logically  follow  that  if  he  don't  do  it.  it 
could  be  sold  under  judgment  at  law. 

Every  judgment  rendered  in  this  state  **8hall 
create  a  hen  and  be  binding  upon  the  real  es- 
tate of  the  defendant  or  deiendants." 

McGlellan's  Dig.  pp.  618,  619. 

The  purchaser  under  an  execution  sale  takes 
all  the  legal  title  and  right  of  possession  and 
all  the  interest  of  the  judgment  debtor,  and  he 
takes  it  subject  to  the  equities  of  third  parties. 

Bird  V.  Earle,  15  Fla.  458. 

An  execution  sale  may  transfer  a  legel  title 
which  the  defendant  held  as  trustee. 

Freem.  Executions,  ^  885,  bottom  page  554. 
note  7  citing  authorities.  See  also  Mon^amery 
cfe  W.  P.  E.  Co.  V.  Brane/i,  59  Ala.  189. 

In  Giles  v.  Palmer,  49  N.  C.  886,  69  Am. 
Dec.  756,  it  was  held  that  on  a  judgment  against 
the  husband,  real  estate  held  by  him  as  tras 
tee  for  his  wife  could  be  sold  on  execution, 
and  that  the  purchaser  on  such  title  could 
maintain  ejectment. 

When  the  judgment  debtor  can  sell  and  con- 
vey a  title,  then  it  maj>  be  sold  on  execution 
at  law  against  him.  *'It  is  a  statutory  con- 
veyance mm  debtor  to  creditor." 

Bartlet  v.  Barlow,  12  Mass.  850;  1  Peny. 
Tr.  S  821;  2  Perry,  Tr.  §  848;  Cooper  v.  Gal- 
braith,  8  Wash.  C.  C.  546;  ShaUej/  v.  SpOlman. 
19  Fla.  516;  2  Morawetz,  Priv.  Ck)rp.  §  864, 
pp.  887,  888;  Angell  &  A.  Priv.  Corp.  §g  640. 

Mabryve/.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  tiie 
court: 

C.  O.  Livingston  brought  a  suit  of  eject- 
ment in  the  circuit  court  for  Duval  county, 
in  March  A.  D.  1889,  against  L.  W.  Sprati 
and  W.  B.  Bamett,  to  recover  possession  of 
a  certain  lot  of  land  described  in  the  declara- 
tion and  situated  in  the  city  of  Jacksonville, 
Duval  county,  Florida.  A  trial  of  the  cause 
before  the  court  without  a  jury  resulted  in  a 
finding  and  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  and 
the  defendants  appealed. 

To  maintain  his  action  the  plaintiff  first 
introduced  a  deed  from  J.  P.  Sanderson  and 
wife  bearing  date  February  7,  A.  D.  1870. 
conveying  to  the  Freedman's  Savings  &  Trust 
Companv  lot  eight  (8)  in  block  thirty-one 
(31)  as  described  on  the  plan  of  the  said  city 
of  Jacksonville.  This  lot  embraces  the  land 
in  controversy  in  this  suit.  Next  a  certified 
copy  of  the  record  of  a  certain  cause  in  the 
Duval  circuit  court  where  Jonathan  C 
Greeley  was  plaintiff  and  William  L.  Tren 
holm,  the  comptroller  of  the  currency,  as 


Spratt  v.  Litingbton. 


455 


<»mmi88ioDer  of  the  Freedman's  Savings  <& 
Trust  Ck>mpaQy  was  defendant.  This  suit 
-was  commencea  by  attachment,  the  affidavit 
therein  alleging  that  the  defendant  Tren- 
holm,  comptroller  of  the  currency  of  the 
United  States,  as  commissioner  of  the  Freed- 
man's  ^vinffs  &  Trust  Company,  was  justly 
indebted  to  me  affiant,  Greeley,  In  the.  sum 
of  17,673.88,  which  sum  was  actually  due 
from  said  Trenholm  as  such  commissioner, 
and  that  he  resided  beyond  the  limits  of  the 
state  of  Florida. 

The  defendant  appeared  by  attorneys,  and 
filed  pleas  to  the  merits  of  the  cause,  which, 
after  issue  joined,  was  referred  to  a .  referee 
for  decision.  After  hearing  the  testimony 
offered  and  argument  of  counsel  the  referee 
rendered  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff, 
Greeley,  against  the  defendant,  William  L. 
Trenholm,  comptroller  of  the  currency,  as 
commissioner  di.the  Freedman's  Savings  & 
Trust  Company,  for  the  sum  of  |5,186.77, 
and  costs  of  suit. 

The  record  shows  that  Greeley's  suit  was 
lor  moneys  paid  out  by  -him  for  costs  and 
expenses  incident  to  litigation  over  the  prop- 
erty held  by  the  defendant,  and  known  as  the 
"Freedman's  Savings  Bank  Building**  sit- 
uated in  Jacksonville,  Florida,  and  also  for 
compensation  to  Greeley  for  services  rendered 
bv  him  as  agent  for  defendant  at  Jackson- 
ville. 

Following  the  introduction  of  this  record 
plaintiff  put  in  evidence  a  certified  copy  of 
an  execution  emanating  from  the  judgment 
rendered,  and  a  deed  from  the  sheriff  of 
Duval  county  on  a  sale  under  said  execution 
conveying  the  said  lot  eight  (8)  blbck  thirty- 
one  (31),  to  the  plaintiff  in  this  suit. 

A  notice  of  the  sale  of  the  Freedman*s 
Bank  building  at  auction  by  the  commis- 
sioner was  shown,  and  J.  C.  Greeley  for  the 
plaintiff  testified  that  the  Freedman's  Sav- 
ings &  Trust  Company  went  into  possession 
of  the  property  sued  for  in  this  suit  in  1870 
and  remained  m  possession  until  the  failure 
of  the  bank,  and  then  the  commissioners  ap- 
pointed under  the  Act  of  Congress  went  into 
possession  and  remained  in  possession  until 
about  the  25th  day  of  March,  1880,  when  L. 
W.  Spratt  became  the  purchaser  at  the  auc- 
tion sale ;  that  Spratt  got  into  possession  of 
the  portion  of  the  property  sued  for  in  this 
action  by  the  attornment  to  him  of  the  then 
tenant  and  who  is  his  codefendant  in  this 
suit,  and  that  he,  Spratt,  afterwards  refused 
to  comply  with  the  terms  of  sale  and  refused 
to  surrender  possession.  He  also  stated  that 
he  was  the  agent  of  the  commissioners  of  the 
Freedman's  Bank  in  the  management  of  its 
real  estate  in  Jacksonville  from  March,  1880, 
to  the  time  of  the  trial  of  this  suit. 

Defendants  did  not  offer  to  show  any  paper 
title  to  the  lot  in-  question  but  testified  that 
they  were  present  at  the  sale  of  lot  eight  (8) , 
in  block  tl\irty-one  (81),  known  as  the 
*" Freedman's  Bank  property,  ^  and  at  this  sale 
snd  before  the  bidding  began  it  was  an- 
nounced by  the  a^ent  of  the  vendor  that  there 
was  some  defect  in  the  chain  of  title  which 
the  vendor  would  have  corrected  in  a  few 
<laTs.  thirty  being  named  as  a  limit  in  which 
this  was  to  be  done  and  a  sufficient  title  to 
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be  made  to  the  purchaser ;  that  the  purchaser 
at  the  sale  was  required  to  make  a  cash  pay- 
ment of  $500  and  was  then  to  be  let  into  pos- 
session of  the  premises,  the  balance  of  the 
purchase  money  to  be  paid  when  good  title 
was  tendered  ;  that  Spratt  became  "the  pur- 
chaser of  said  lot  and  paid  in  cash  the  $500, 
and  Greeley,  who  as  agent  for  the  commis- 
sioners hacf  been  renting  the  building  and 
collecting  the  rents,  directed  the  tenants  to 
attorn  to  him,  Spratt,  and  ^ave  him  a  key 
to  a  vacant  room  in  the  building ;  that  Bamett 
did  attorn  to  Spratt  and  has  ever  since  rec- 
ognized him  as  landlord. 

Further,  that  shortly  after  the  purchase  by 
Spratt,  Greeley,  as  the  agent  of  the  commis- 
sioners, tried  to  get  Bamett  to  refuse  to  re- 
cognize Spratt  as  landlord,  and  to  pay  rent 
to  the  commissioners,  and  asserted  that  Spratt 
had  no  right  to  the  possession.  Also  that 
said  commissioners  caused  suits  to  be  insti- 
tuted against  Bamett  before  the  county  judge 
of  Duval  county  in  August,  1880,  to  oust 
him  of  possession  of  said  lot,  and  several 
suits  were  commenced  by  said  commissioners 
against  Barnett  in  the  circuit  court  for  Duval 
county  in  relation  to  said  premises.  Certified 
copies  of  the  record  of  proceedinirs  in  both 
the  county  and  circuit  courts  for  Duval  were 
offered  in  evidence  by  defendants.  One  was 
a  proceeding  in  the  county  court  by  the  com- 
missioners of  the  Freedman's  Savings  &  Trust 
Company  against  W.  B.  Bamett,  delinquent 
tenant,  August  11,  1880,  and  the  decision  was 
favorable  to  Burnett.  Another  was  by  Knox, 
commissioner,  against  Bamett,  assumpsit  for 
rent,  commenced  on  July  8,  1880,  and  re- 
sulted in  a  judgment  for  defendant  Bamett. 
Another  was  an  action  of  ejectment  com- 
menced by  Knox,  commissioner  of  the  Freed- 
man's  Savings  &  Trust  Company  in  Septem- 
ber, 1882,  against  Bamett.  This  action  it 
seems  was  dismissed  on  the  plaintiff's  motion. 

Barnett  further  testified  that  he  had  been 
in  the  exclusive  and  continuous  occupation 
of  the  premises  sued  for  since  the  25th  of 
March,  1880,  as  the  tenant  of  his  codefend- 
ant, Spratt,  and  Spratt  testified  that  he  had 
been  furnished  by  the  agent  of  the  commis- 
sioners of  the  Freedman's  Savings  &  Trust 
Company,  at  the  time  of  his  purchase,  with 
a  list  of  the  tenants  and  the  amount  of  their 
rent,  and  the  key  to  a  vacant  room  in  the 
building,  and  that  he  renewed  the  lease  to 
Barnett  and  took  possession  of  the  vacant 
room ;  that  sometime  in  the  summer  of  1880 
Greeley  acting  as  the  agent  of  the  commis- 
sioners forcibly  entered  said  room  and  ejected 
him  therefrom  ;  also  that  the  commissioners  of 
the  Freedman's  Savings  &  Trust  Company 
had  never  tendered  or  caused  to  be  tendered  to 
him  a  good  and  sufficient  deed  to  said  prop- 
erty. 

In  rebuttal  plaintiff  put  in  evidence  a  bill 
filed  by  Spratt  and  Bamett  on  the  6th  day  of 
November,  1882,  against  John  J.  Knox,  com- 
missioner of  the  said  Freedman's  Savings  <& 
Trust  Company,  and  George  Wheaton  Deans 
as  administrator  of  the  estate  of  Jacob  Fore- 
man, deceased.  The  purpose  for  which  this 
bill  was  introduced  was  to  show  that  Spratt 
and  Bamett  recognized  the  relation  of  pur- 
chaser of  the  property  on  the  part  of  Spratt 
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and  that  he  was  thereby  seeking  as  such  pur- 
chaser to  have  the  commissioner  of  the  Freed- 
man's  Savings  &  Trust  Company  to  execute  a 
deed  to  said  property  by  virtue  of  his  said 
purchase. '  The  allegations  of  this  bill  are  set 
out  in  the  case  of  Knox  v.  Spratt^  19  Fla. 
817.  The  mandate  of  this  court  in  the  case 
referred  to  on  a  reversal  of  the  decision  of 
the  circuit  court  in  refusing  to  dissolve  an 
injunction  therein  granted,  was  also  in- 
troduced in  evidence.  An  affidavit  of  Spratt 
filed  May  2,  1884,  in  a  suit  then  pending  in 
the  circuit  court  for  Duval  county  wherein 
he  was  complainant  and  Greorge  Wheaton 
Deans  and  John  J.  Knox,  as  commissioner 
of  the  Freedman's  Savings  &  Trust  Company 
were  defendants,  was  also  put  in  evidence. 
The  purpose  being  to  further  show  that 
Spratt  still  recognized  his  status  as  purchaser 
of  the  property  from  the  Freedman's  Savings 
&  Tru«*t  Company. 

The  plaintiflf  also  showed  by  the  sheriff  of 
Duval  county  that  he  had  paid  the  balance 
of  the  proceeds  arising  from  the  sale  of  the 
property  at  execution  sale,  after  satisfying 
the  judgment  obtained  by  Greeley,  to  the 
commissioner  oi  the  Freedman's  Savings  & 
Trust  Company. 

Counsel  for  appellants  insists  here  as 
grounds  for  reversing  the  judgment  appealed 
from  that  the  appellee,  Livingston,  acquired 
no  title  whatever  at  the  execution  sale  under 
the  judgment  of  Greeley  against  Trenholm, 
as  commissioner  of  the  Freedman's  Savings 
«fe  Trust  Company,  or  that  he  did  not  acquire 
from  this  source  such  title  as  will  sustain  a 
recovery  in  ejectment,  and  conceding  such  to 
be  the  case  that  Spratt  had  been  in  actual, 
continuous  and  adverse  possession  of  the 
parcel  of  laud  in  controversy  for  seven  years 
before  the  institution  of  the  suit. 

It  is  contended,  first,  that  Trenholm  was 
the  mere  trustee  and  holder  of  the  bare  le^al 
title  of  the  lot,  and  its  sale  under  execution 
against  him  transferred  no  beneficial  in- 
terest whatever  to  Livingston.  To  under- 
stand Trenholm 's  status  to  the  lot  in  question 
at  the  date  of  sale  a  reference  to  the  Act  of 
Congress  creating  the  Freedman's  Savings  & 
Trust  Company,  and  the  amendments  thereto 
is  necessary.  By  Act  of  Congress  approved 
March  3,  A.  D.  1865,  certain  named  individ- 
uals fifty  in  number  and  their  successors  were 
constituted  a  body  corporate  by  the  name  of 
**  The  Freedman's  Savings  &  Trust  Company" 
and  by  that  name  could  sue  and  be  sued  in 
any  court  of  the  United  States.  The  corpo- 
rators named  were  the  first  trustees  of  the 
corporation  and  its  business  was  to  be  man- 
agjed  and  directed  by  the  board  of  trustees 
with  authority  and  direction  to  elect  from 
their  number  a  president  and  two  vice-presi- 
dents, and  also  to  appoint  such  other  ofilcers 
as  might  be  deemed  At.  The  general  business 
of  this  corporation  was  to  receive  on  deposit 
such  sums  of  money  as  might  be  offered  by, 
or  on  account  of,  persons  who  had  before  the 
passage  of  the  act  been  held  in  slavery  in  the 
United  States,  or  their  descendants,  and  to 
invest  the  same  in  stocks,  bonds,  treasury 
notes,  or  other  securities  of  the  United  States. 
Provisions  were  made  for  the  investment  of 
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the  deposits  to  be  made,  and  also  for  the  re- 
payment of  the  same,  with  interest  thereon  to 
the  depositors.  One  of  the  provisions  in  the 
12th  section  of  the  Act  is  "  that  no  president, 
vice  president,  trustee,  officer,  or  servant  of 
the  corporation  shall,  directly  or  iDdixectly, 
borrow  the  funds  of  the  corporation  or  'Ws^  de- 
posits, or  in  any  manner  use  the  same,  or  auy 
part  thereof,  except  to  pay  necessary  ex- 
penses, under  the  direction  of  the  board  of 
trustees. "  The  board  of  trustees  was  author- 
ized to  fix  the  salaries  of  the  president,  vice- 
presidents,  subordinate  officers  and  agents  of 
the  corporation. 

The  original  Act  was  amended  in  1874, 
chapter  840,  United  States  Statutes  at  Large. 

The  only  provisions  of  this  amendatory  act 
necessary  to  be  referred  to  here  are  those  coo- 
tained  in  the  seventh  section.  This  section 
provides  "that  whenever  it  shall  be  deemed 
advisable  by  the  trustees  of  said  corporation 
to  close  up  its  entire  business,  then  they 
shall  select  three  competent  men,  not  con- 
nected with  the  previous  management  of  the  - 
institution  and  approved  by  the  secretary  of 
the  treasury,  to  be  known  and  styled  com- 
missioners, whose  duty  it  shall  be  to  take 
charge  of  all  the  property  and  effects  of  said 
Freedman's  Savings  &  Trust  Company,  close 
up  the  principal  and  subordinate  branches, 
collect  from  the  branches  all  the  deposits  they 
have  on  hand,  and  proceed  to  collect  all  sums 
due  said  company,  and  dispose  of  all  the 
property  owned  by  said  company,  as  speedily 
as  the  interests  of  the  corporation  require, 
and  to  distribute  the  proceeds  among  the 
creditors  pro  rata,  according  to  their  respect- 
ive amounts ;  they  shall  make  a  pro  rata  div- 
idend whenever  they  have  funds  enough  to 
pay  twenty  per  centum  of  the  claims  of  de- 
positors. Said  commissioners,  before  they 
proceed  to  act,  shall  execute  a  joint  bond  to 
the  United  States,  with  good  sureties,  in  the 
penal  sum  of  $100,000,  conditioned  for  the 
faithful  discharge  of  their  duties  as  commis- 
sioners aforesaia,  and  e^all  take  an  oath  to 
faithfully  and  honestly  perform  their  duties 
as  such,  which  bonds  shall  be  executed  in  the 
presence  of  the  secretary  of  the  treasurv,  be 
approved  by  him,  and  by  him  safely  iept; 
and  whenever  said  trustees  shall  file  with  the 
secretary  of  the  treasury  a  certified  copy  of 
the  order  appointing  said  commissioners,  and 
they  shall  nave  executed  the  bonds  and  taken 
the  oath  aforesaid,  then  said  commissioners 
shall  be  invested  with  the  legal  title  to  nil 
of  said  property  of  said  company,  for  the 
purposes  of  this  act,  and  shall  have  full 
power  and  authority  to  sell  the  same,  and 
make  deeds  of  conveyance  to  any  and  all  of 
the  estate  sold  by  them  to  the  purchaser. 
Said  commissioners  may  employ  such  agents 
as  are  necessary  to  assist  them  in  closing  up 
said  company,  and  pay  them  a  reasonable 
compensation  for  their  services  out  of  the 
funos  of  said  company ;  and  the  said  com- 
missioners shall  retain  out  of  said  funds  a 
reasonable  compensation  for  their  trouble,  to 
be  fixed  by  the  secretary  of  the  treasurj'  and 
the  comptroller  of  the  ^currency  and  not  ex- 
ceed in  (t  three  thousand  dollars  each  per  an- 
num.    Said  commissioners  shall  deposit  all 


im. 


Spratt  V  Livingston. 


457 


sums  collected  by  them  in  the  treasury  of 
the  United  States  until  they  make  &pro  rata 
distribution  of  the  same." 

There  was  still  a  further  amendment  to  the 
chapter  of  the  Freedman's  Savings  &  Trust 
Company  passed  in  1881.  chapter  64,  United 
States  Statutes  at  Large. 

By  this  Act  section  7  of  the  Amendatory 
Act  of  1874  was  repealed,  and  the  secretary  of 
the  treasury  was  authorized  and  directed  to 
appoint  the  comptroller  of  the  currency  a 
commissioner  who  was  required  to  give  bond 
and  take  an  oath  faithfully  to  perform  his 
duties  and  when  the  bond  was  given  and  oath 
taken,  said  commissioner  was  invested  with 
the  possession  and  legal  title  of  all  the  prop- 
erty of  the  Freedman's  Saving  &  Trust  Com- 
Dany  for  the  purposes  of  this  Act  and  the 
Act  of  1874,  chapter  349,  United  States  Stat- 
utes  at  Larffe.  Said  commissioner  was  also 
invested  with  all  the  rights,  prerogatives, 
and  privileges,  and  required  to  perform  all 
the  duties,  that  were  conferred  and  enjoined 
upon  the  three  commissioners  under  the  said 
Act  of  1874,  and  from  and  after  his  qualifi- 
cation as  such  commissioner,  the  duties, 
rights,  and  authority  of  said  three  commis- 
sioneis  should  cease  and  determine ;  pro- 
vided, that  nothing  in  the  act  should  in  any 
way  impede  or  delay  any  case  or  cases  in- 
stituted in  an^  court  by  or  against  the  said 
three  commissioners  appointed  under  the  Act 
of  1874,  but  every  such  case  should,  upon 
the  suggestion  of  the  appointment  of  the 
comptroller  as  commissioner  aforesaid,  and 
due  entry  of  the  change  on  the  docket  of  the 
court  in  which  such  cause  was  pending,  be 
proceeded  with  in  the  name  of  such  comp- 
troller in  the  same  manner  as  if  such  charge 
had  not  been  made. 

The  Act  of  1881.  chapter  64,  also  provides 
''that  said  commissioner,  with  the  approval 
of  the  secretary  of  the  treasury,  shall  have 
the  right  and  authority  to  sell  any  of  the 
real  and  personal  property  of  said  company 
at  public  or  private  sale,  as  in  his  judgment 
he  may  deem  best,  and  to  buy  in  for  the  ben- 
efit of  the  company  any  property  which  may 
be  olfered  for  sale  to  paj  debts  and  liabilities 
of  %id  company,  if  in  his  judgment  said 
property  is  being  sacrificed  by  such  sale,  and 
to  make  to  the  purchasers  of  property  sold  by 
him  deeds  of  conveyance  for  their  respective 
purchases." 

Such  was  the  relation  of  William  L.  Tren- 
holm,  comptroller  of  the  currency,  to  the 
Freedman's  Savings  &  Trust  Company  and 
its  property  at  the  time  Greeley  obtained 
judgment  against  him  as  commissioner  of 
said  company.  By  Act  of  Congress,  the  same 
power  that  created  the  Freedman's  Savings 
&  Trust  Company,  he,  by  virtue  of  his  oflBce 
of  comptroller  of  the  currency,  was  made  a 
commioBioner  for  this  institution  with  the 
concurrence  of  the  corporators,  and  as  such 
was  invested  with  the  full  title  and  posses- 
sion of  all  of  its  property  for  the  purpose  of 
closing  up  its  entire  business.  To  this  end 
be  had  express  power  and  authority  to  dis- 
pose of  all  the  property  of  the  company  and 
to  employ  such  agents  as  were  necessary  to 
assist  him  in  winding  up  its  affairs,  and  to 
pay  them  reasonable  compensation  for  their 
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services  out  of  the  corporate  funds.  The  evi- 
dent design  and  effect  of  the  Act  of  Congress 
in  making  the  comptroller  of  the  currency  a 
commissioner  for  the  institution  named  were 
to  confer  upon  him  as  such  the  entire  and 
complete  management  and  disposition  of  the 
affairs  of  said  company  for  the  purpose  of 
liquidation.  He  was  the  statutory  substitute 
and  successor  of  the  companv  for  the  purpose 
mentioned.  The  record  discloses  the  fact  that 
Greeley's  suit  was  to  recover  for  expenditures 
of  money  and  services  rendered  by  him  as 
agent  for  such  commissioner  in  winding  up  a 
branch  business  of  the  company  at  Jackson- 
ville, Florida,  the  principal  office  being  in 
Washington,  D.  C;  and  the  commissioner 
residing  there. 

It  is  not  denied  that  the  title  of  the  Freed- 
man's Savings  &  Trust  Company  to  the  prop- 
erty involvea  in  the  case  before  Us  was  vested 
in  the  said  commissioner  at  the  time  Greeley 
commenced  his  suit  of  attachment  against 
him.  Spratt  had  gone  into  possession  or  this 
property  under  a  contract  of  purchase  from 
the  commissioner,  and  as  a  consequence  is  not 
in  a  situation  to  deny  his  title.  The  ^com- 
missioner, when  sued  at  law  by  Greeley,  did 
not  object  to  the  iurisdiction  of  the  court, 
but  interposed  pleas  to  the  merits  of  the 
cause,  ana  when  the  property  had  been  sold 
under  execution,  accepted  the  surplus  arising 
from  the  sale  after  paying  Greeley's  judg- 
ment. Furthermore,  it  does  not  appear  that 
any  effort  was  ever  made  by  any  beneficiary 
of  the  company  to  arrest  the  proceedings  at 
law  against  the  commissioner,  nor  is  the  title 
to  the  property  now  called  in  question  bv  any 
such  person.  The  question  then  is.  Could  the 
legal  title  held  by  the  commissioner  be  sold 
under  execution  at  law  and  transferred  to  the 
purchaser?  It  cannot  be  denied  that  the  title 
held  by  the  commissioner  was  coupled  with 
a  trust,  but  that  trust  was  the  winding  up 
of  the  entire  business  of  the  corporation.  It 
included  the  collection  of  all  debts  due  the 
company,  a  sale  of  all  of  its  property,  the 
payment  of  all  of  its  debts  and  necessarv  ex- 
penses in  closing  up  the  business,  and  the 
disbursement  of  the  remaining  funds  to  the 
depositors. 

Mr.  Perry,  in  his  book  on  Trusts,  section 
321,  says:  "As  a  general  rule,  the  legal 
estate  in  the  hands  of  a  trustee  has  at  common 
law  precisely  the  same  properties,  character- 
istics, and  incidents,  as  if  the  trustee  were 
the  absolute  beneficial  owner,"  and  he  also 
states  that  the  trustee  may  sell  and  devise 
the  estate  held  bv  him,  and  it  may  be  taken 
in  execution.  This  is  qualified,  however,  as 
follows :  "But  these  incidents  do  not  gener- 
ally interfere  with  the  proper  execution  of 
the  trust,  for  all  conveyances  and  all  incum- 
brances made  or  imposed  upon  the  estate  by 
the  trustee,  for  other  purposes  than  those  of 
the  trust,  or  in  breach  of  the  trust,  are  entirely 
disregarded  by  a  court  of  equity,  whatever 
may  be  the  effect  of  such  conveyances  or  in- 
cumbrances in  a  court  of  common  law." 
There  are  authorities  maintaining  the  view 
urged  by  counsel  for  appellee  here,  that  a 
bare  legal  title  in  trust  can  be  sold  under  ex- 
ecution against  the  trustee,  and  that  a  pur- 
chaser at  such  sale  will  acquire  the  title  of 
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the  trustee,  whatever  it  may  be.  The  cases. 
<;ited  by  counsel  go  to  this  extent.  But  there 
is  a  conflict  in  the  law  on  this  point,  and 
many  authorities  hold  that  if  one  is  the  mere 
holder  of  a  bare  legal  title  for  the  benefit  of 
another,  an  execution  sale  of  such  an  estate 
affainst  him  transfers  no  interest  whatever. 
If  the  estate  and  title  of  the  commissioner  in 
■and  to  the  property  in  question  in  this  suit 
come  within  the  character  of  the  estates  just 
mentioned,  there  is  serious  difficulty  in  hold- 
ing upon  the  weight  of  authority  that  it  can 
be  taken  in  execution  at  law. 

But  it  is  further  insisted  for  appellee  that 
as  the  Freedman's  Savings  &  Trust  Company 
was  a  foreign  corporation  doing  business  in 
this  state,  the  commissioner,  appointed  bv 
authority  of  law  to  represent  and  act  for  it 
in  winding  iip  its  business,  came  within  the 
provisions  aitd  spirit  of  our  attachment  istat- 
utes,  and  suits  could  be  instituted  against 
him  as  against  the  corporation  itself  on  all 
liabilities  properly  incurred  by  him  in  clos- 
ing up  the  business  of  the  corporation,  and 
that  for  this  purpose,  to  the  extent  of  the 
powers  conferred,  the  commissioner  stood  as 
a  corporation  sole  liable  to  be  sued  as  a 
nonresident  corporation.  Our  Statute  (chap- 
ter 1687,  sec.  29 ;  McClellan's  Dig.  §  22,  p. 
238),  provides  that  "any  company  incor- 
poratea  by  any  other  state  or  country,  or  by 
law  of  Congress,  and  having  property  in 
this  state,  shall  be  liable  to  be  sued,  and  the 
property  of  the  same  shall  be  liable  to  at- 
tachment in  the  same  manner  as  individuals, 
residents  of  other  states  or  countries,  and 
having  property  in  this  state."  If  suit  of 
attachment  had  been  instituted  in  this  state 
against  the  Freedman's  Savings  <&  Trust  Com- 
pany, on  a  valid  claim  against  it  while  it 
was  the  owner  of  propertv  here,  no  doubt 
could  exist  as  to  the  applicability  of  this 
statute  to  such  suit.  The  supposed  difficulty 
in  the  case  before  us  is  that  Greeley's  suit 
was  not  against  the  Freedman's  Savings  & 
Trust  Company,  but  against  the  commis- 
sioner appointed  to  wind  up  its  business,  and 
for  a  debt  incurred  by  him  in  the  performance 
of  his  duties  as  such  commissioner.  We  are 
satisfied  from  an  examination  of  the  Act  of 
Congress  and  the  amendments  thereto  that  the 
comptroller  of  the  currency,  as  commissioner 
of  the  Freedman's  Savings  &  Trust  Company, 
did  not  sustain  to  said  company  and  its  de- 
positors the  relation  of  a  trust-ee  of  a  mere 
naked  title  for  the  benefit  of  the  depositors. 
The  original  incorporators  of  this  company, 
denominated  trustees,  occupied  a  trust  rela- 
tion to  the  depositors,  yet  it  is  evident  that 
said  trustees  represented  and  stood  for  the 
corporation  itself,  and  in  this  respect  could 
sue',  and  were  liable  to  be  sued  in  the  cor- 
porate name  on  all  matters  connected  with 
the  legitimate  business  of  the  company.  By 
the  amendments  to  the  original  act,  congress 
substituted  the  comptroller  of  the  currency 
in  place  of  the  original  trustees  for  the  pur- 
pose of  winding  up  the  affairs  of  the  insti- 
tution. As  we  have  before  said,  he  was  the 
statutory  substitute  and  successor  of  the  com- 
pany for  the  purposes  of  liquidation.  His 
status  was  not  tiiat  of  a  receiver  of  such 
company  under  the  appointment  of  a  court, 
22  L.  R  A. 


nor  does  the  office  of  an  administrator  con- 
ferred in  a  foreign  jurisdiction  properly  il- 
lustrate his  attitude.  The  views  expre^d 
by  Chief  Justice  Waite,  in  sneaking  for  the 
court  in  the  case  of  Belfe  v.  Rundk  [Life 
Asao.  ofAmenea  v.  RunM],  108  U.  S.  222, 
26  L.  ed.  887,  in  reference  to  the  status  of  & 
statutory  successor  of  a  dissolved  corpontion, 
aptly  describe,  we  think,  the  office  and  func- 
tions of  the  commissioner  in  reference  to  the 
corporation  named  and  its  property.  By  the 
laws  of  Missouri^  the  superintendent  ot  the 
insurance  department  of  the  state  government 
was  authorized  under  certain  circumstances 
to  commence  proceedings  to  dissolve  insur- 
ance corporations  organized  under  tUe  laws 
of  that  state.  A  statute  provided  that  "  upon 
the  rendition  of  a  final  judgment  dissolv- 
ing a  company  or  declaring  it  insolvent, 
all  the  assets  of  such  company  shall  vest  In 
fee  simple  and  absolutely  in  the  superintend- 
ent of  the  insurance  department  of  this 
state,  and  his  successor  or  successors  in  office, 
who  shall  hold  and  dispose  of  the  same  for 
the  use  and  benefit  of  the  creditors  and  policy- 
holders of  such  company,  and  such  other  per- 
sons as  may  be  interested  in  such  assets."  A 
certain  Insurance  company  was  dissolved  by 
a  decree  of  the  Missouri  court,  and  Bundle 
and  wife,  policy-holders  of  the  company, 
commenced  suit  in  the  state  of  Louisiana 
against  said  company,  its  local  agent  in  the 
city  of  New  Orleans,  and  a  party  who  had 
recovered  a  judgment  against  it,  for  the 
purpose  of  having:  the  assets  in  Louisiana 
of  the  dissolved  corporation  declared  a  trust 
fund  to  be  applied  to  the  payment  of  claims 
of  Louisiana  creditors  and  policy-holders. 
Relfe,  who  was  the  superintendent  of  the  in- 
surance department  of  the  state  of  Missouri, 
was  made  a  party  to  the  suit  in  Louisiana 
on  his  own  motion  and  then  petitioned  for 
the  removal  of  the  cause  to  the  circuit  court 
of  the  United  States  for  the  district  of  Louisi- 
ana, and  also  filed  within  time  in  that  court 
a  copy  of  the  record  in  the  state  court  and 
gave  the  security  required  by  act  of  con- 
gress. A  motion  was  sustained  to  strike  tlie 
cause  from  the  docket  of  the  circuit  court  on 
the  ffround.  among  others,  that  Relfe  had  no 
stanaing  in  the  court,  he  being  a  creature  of 
the  state  of  Missouri,  without  capacity  to 
sue  or  defend  causes  in  the  state  of  Louis- 
iana. The  opinion  referred  to  says  that 
**  Relfe  is  not  an  officer  of  the  Missouri  state 
court,  but  the  person  designated  bv  law  to 
take  the  property  of  any  dissolved  life  in- 
surance corporation  of  Uiat  state,  and  hold 
and  dispose  of  it  in  trust  for  the  uses  and 
benefit  of  creditors,  and  other  parties  inter- 
ested. The  law  which  clothed  him  with 
this  trust  was,  in  legal  effect,  part  of  the 
charter  of  Xhe  corporation.  He  was  the  stat- 
utory successor  of  the  corporation  for  the 
purpose  of  winding  up  its  affairs.  As  such 
he  represents  the  corporation  at  all  times  and 

g I  aces  in  all  matters  connected  with  his  trust. 
[e  is  the  trustee  of  an  express  trust,  with  all 
the  rights  which  properly  belong  to  such  a 
position.  He  is  an  officer  of  the  state*  and 
as  such  represents  the  state  in  its  sovereigoty 
while  performing  its  public  duties  connected 
with  the  winding  up  of  the  affairs  of  one  of 
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i ts  insol  vent  and  d  issol  ved  corporat i ons.  His 
authority  does  not  come  from  the  decree  of 
the  court,  but  from  the  statute.  He  appeared 
in  Louisiana  not  by  virtue  of  any  appoint- 
ment from  the  court,  but  as  the  statutory 
successor  of  a  corporation  which  the  court 
had  in  a  legitimate  way  dUsolved  and  put 
out  of  existence.  He  was  in  fact  the  cor- 
poration itself  for  all  the  purposes  of  wind- 
ing up  its  affairs. "  It  Is  further  said  in  the 
opmion:  "We  are  aware  that,  except  by 
virtue  of  some  statutory  authority  an  admin- 
istrator appointed  in  one  state  cannot  een- 
erallj-  sue  in  another,  and  that  a  receiver 
appointed  by  a  state  court  has  no  extra-ter- 
ritorial power;  but  a  corporation  is  the 
creature  of  legislation  and  may  be  endowed 
with  such  powers  as  its  creator  sees  fit  to 
give.  Necessarily  it  must  act  through 
agents,  and  the  state  which  creates  it  may 
saj  who  those  agents  shall  be.  *'  So  in  the 
case  before  us  congress  has  vested  in  the  comp- 
troller of  the  currency  as  a  commissioner 
all  the  rights,  powers,  property,  and  liabil- 
ities of  the  Freedman's  Savings  &  Trust  Com- 
pany for  the  purposes  of  liquidation  and  the 
estate  which  he  has  is  commensurate  with  the 
powers  conferred.  He  represents  the  corpora- 
tion at  all  times  and  places  in  all  matters 
connected  with  his  trust.  That  the  corpora- 
tion itself  was  liable  to  be  sued  and  its  pro|>- 
erty  here  attached  is  clear  and  we  think  it 
equally  clear  that  the  property  in  the  hands 
of  the  commissioner  appointed  by  authority 
of  law  to  stand  for  ana  represent  the  corpora- 
tion in  matters  connected  with  his  duties  as 
such  is  liable  to  be  reached  by  attachment. 
Our  attachment  laws  furnish  a  remedy  against 
nonresident  debtors  owning  property  in  this 
state,  and  the  right  of  the  state  through  the 
process  of  the  courts  to  so  appropriate  prop- 
erty within  its  jurisdiction  is  beyond  ques- 
tion. The  discussion  In  the  case  of  Pennayer 
V.  JV^fjf,  95  U.-  8.  714,  24  L.  ed.  505,  on  this 
subject  is  exhaustive. 

liie  case  before  us  is  to  be  distinguished 
from  one  of  an  ordinary  trustee  holding  the 
bare  legal  title  in  trust  for  another  in  this, 
that  the  commissioner  is  invested  by  legis- 
lative authority  with  all  the  rights,  powers, 
and  liabilities,  for  the  purposes  of  liouida- 
tion,  that  the  original  corporation  had,  and 
to  this  extent  he  is  just  as  liable  to  suit  on 
matters  within  the  scope  of  his  authority  as 
the  corporation  itself  would  have  been  had 
it  acted,  and  is  made  so  by  legislative  au- 
thority. No  law  of  trusts  is  violated  by  this 
construction.  A  general  rule  applicable  to 
such  estates  is,  that  the  trustee  takes  a  legal 
interest  and  estate  commensurate  in  extent 
and  duration  with  the  object  and  extent  of 
the  trust  itself,  and  a  legal  interest  and 
estate  in  him  will.  If  possible,  be  declared 
sufficient  for  the  purposes  of  the  trust. 
2-2LaA. 


ZahrUkie  v.  Morris  ds  E,  R  Co.  33  N.  J. 
Eq.  22 ;  West  v.  FiU,  109  111.  425 ;  NeiU(m 
V.  Lagov!^  53  U.  8.  12  How.  98,  18  L.  ed. 
909 ;  Packard  v.  MarshaU,  138  Mass.  801 ; 
Wilcox  V.  Wheeler,  47  N.  H.  488 ;  WiUimati 
V.  HolmeB,  4  Rich.  Kq.  475.  Oftentimes  the 
estate  in  the  trustee  has  been  enlarged  or 
curtailed  without  regard  to  the  terms  of  its 
duration  to  him  in  oraer  that  the  trust  created 
may  be  accomplished,  and  in  the  case  before 
us,  although  the  office  of  the  commissioner 
is  coupled  with  a  trust,  this  will  not  conflict 
with  the  powers,  liabilities,  and  estate  con- 
ferred on  him  by  the  act  of  congress. 

The  other  ground  of  defense  relied  upon  in 
the  trial  court,  of  adverse  possession,  cannot 
be  maintained.  It  is  clearly  shown  and  not 
denied  that  8pratt  went  into  possession  of 
the  property  sued  for  under  an  agreement  to 
purchase  it  from  the  commissioner  of  the 
fl^edman's  Savings  &  Trust  Company.  The 
record  before  us  shows  that  Spratt  has  per- 
sisted in  the  possession  of  the  property  under 
a  claim  of  right  as  vendee  from  said  com- 
missioner and  has  sought  in  the  courts  a  par- 
tial specific  performance  of  the  agreement  to 
convey  the  property  to  him.  It  seems  that  . 
a  deed  was  tendered  to  him  by  the  commis- 
sioner but  was  declined  on  the  ground  that 
there  was  a  partial,  failure  of  title.  The 
right  of  8pratt  to  a  specific  performance  was 
settled  adversely  to  him  in  1887  in  the  de- 
cision reported  in  28  Fla.  64.  From  the  date 
of  his  purchase  up  to  the  time  of  this  de- 
cision there  is  no  question  but  that  Spratt 
recognized  his  possession  as  that  of  vendee 
under  his  contract  to  buy  from  the  commis- 
sioner. Such  a  possession  was  Irreconcilable 
with  an  adverse  holding  on  his  part.  Petty 
V.  Mays,  19  Fla.  652:  Knox  v.  SprtUt, 
supra;  Hart  v.  Bostwiek,  14  Fla.  167.  Coun- 
sel for  appellants  concedes  that  a  vendee  in 
possession  under  a  contract  to  purchase  does 
not  hold  adversely  to  the  vendor  until  there 
is  a  repudiation  of  such  a  relation  between 
them,  but  he  insists  that  the  efforts  of  the 
commissioner  and  his  agents  to  oust  Spratt 
of  his  possession  converted  it  into  an  adverse 
holding  and  he  can  now  rely  upon  it  as  a  de- 
fense. The  difficulty  about  this  position  is 
that  Spratt  was  unwilling  to  accept  the  view 
that  his  possession  was  adverse,  but  persist- 
ently resisted  the  demands  of  the  commis- 
sioner on  the  ground  that  such  possession 
was  rightful  under  the  ap^'eement  to  pur- 
chase. There  is  nothing  to  show  that  Spratt 
himself  repudiated  the  relation  of  vendor  and 
vendee  certainly  up  to  the  time  of  the  decis- 
ion in  this  court  in  1887,  and  the  present  suit 
was  commenced  in  1889. 

Upon  a  review  of  the  entire  record  we  think 
the  decision  rendered  in  this  case  was  correct 
and  the  judgment  ist/ierefore  affirmed. 
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NEW  JERSEY  COURT  OF   ERRORS  AND  APPEALS. 


PENNSYLVANIA  R.   CO.,   Plf  in    Err., 

T. 

William  GOODENOUGH  and  Wife. 

{ N.J ) 

'^In  an  action  by  a  husband  and  wife 
fbr  a  pei*flM>nal  ii^ury  to  the  wife  his  con- 
tributory oegligeDce  will  defeat  the  suit. 

(Diacon,  J..  dtmnU.) 

(December  i«  1808.) 

ERROR  to  the  Supreme  Court  to  review  a 
judgment  in  favor  of  plaintiffs  in  an 
action  brought  to  recover  damages  for  personal 
injuries  to  Mrs.  Goodenougb  which  were  al- 
leged to  have  resulted  from  defendant's  negli- 
gence.    Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinions. 

Mr.  William  S.  Gummere*  for  plaintiff 
in  error: 

In  all  cases  where  the  wife  is  injured  by  the 
joint  negligence  of  her  husband  and  of  a  third 
party,  the  husband's  negligence  should  be  im- 
puted to  the  wife  by  reason  of  their  marital 
relationship,  and  should  bar  a  recovery. 

Shearm.  &  Redf.  Neg.  §  46;  Carlisle  v. 
Sheldon,  38  Vt.  440;  Peck  v.  New  Tark,  N.  H. 
d  H.  R.  Co.  50  Conn.  879;  Joliet  v.  Seicard,  86 
111.  402,  29  Am.  Rep.  85;  Tahn  v.  Ottvmwa,  60 
Iowa,  429. 

*Headnote  by  Reed,  J. 


At  common  law,  a  right  of  action  for  a  per 
sonai  tort  was  not  property.  It  did  not  pfi.« 
under  the  English  Bankrupt  Acts,  whicb  vested 
all  the  property  otthe  bankrupt,  both  real  and 
persona],  in  his  assignee. 

Howard  v.  Crowther,  8  Mees.  &  W.  602. 

It  is  a  mere  personal  right,  has  no  elements 
of  property,  and  is  not  assignable. 

Rice  V.  Stone,  1  Allen.  566;  Oardhtr  v. 
Adams,  12  Wend.  297;  NoHh  v.  Tnriier,  » 
Serg.  &  R  244. 

Whatever  may  be  the  case  elsewhere,  it  was 
not  the  intention  of  the  le^slature  of  New  Jer- 
sey  to  make  a  right  of  action  of  this  kind  prop- 
erty; or,  at  least,  ft  did  not  intend  to  make 
such  a  right  of  action  the  property  of  the  wife. 

Married  Women's  Act  (Rev.  pp.  636,  637), 

Can,  then,  a  married  woman  maintain  an  ac 
tion  in  her  own  name,  without  joining  ber 
husband  therein,  for  an  injury  done  to  her? 

The  Practice  Act,  §  22  (Rev.  p.  851)  declares 
that  ''in  any  action  by  a  husband  and  bis  wife, 
for  an  injury  done  to  the  wife  in  respect  of 
which  she  is  necessarily  joined  as  coplaintiff, 
it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  husband  to  add 
thereto  claims  in  his  own  right  arising  ex  de- 
licto." 

Two  things  clearly  appear  from  this  section: 

1.  That,  in  suits  of  this  kind,  both  the  bus 
band  and  wife  must  be  joined  as  coplaintiffs: 
in  other  words,  that  the  common  law  still  g[Ov- 
erns  such  cases,  the  common-law  rule  beini; 
that  "when  an  injury  is  commited  to  the  per- 
son of  the  wife,  during  coverture,  the  wife 


Note.— Husbarid'g  negliaence  as  bar  to  recovery  for 
wtfe^s  personal  injuries. 

There  is  apparently  some  conflict  as  to  the  con- 
tributory negligence  of  the  husband  being  Imput- 
ed to  his  wife.  8ome  of  the  cases  Impute  his  negli- 
gence  to  her  wjiere  she  is  riding  in  a  vehicle  with 
him  as  driver  and  is  Injured,  and  this  is  held  on  the 
ground  of  the  relation  of  occupant.and  driver  and 
not  of  husband  and  wife:  Morris  v.  Chicago*  M. 
&  St.  P.  R.  Ck>.  26  Fed.  Rep.  22;  Carlisle  v.  Sheldon, 
88  Vt.  440;  Tahn  v.  Ottumwa,  GO  Iowa,  429. 

And  where  both  are  guilty  of  negligence  which 
barred  a  recovery.  It  was  said  that  if  he  was  alone 
guilty  his  negligence  would  be  imputed  to  her.  In 
an  action  by  the  husband  and  wife.  Peck  v.  New 
York,  N.  H.  &  H.  R.  Co.  60  Conn.  379, 14  AmTarBng. 
R.R.Cas.688. 

Other  cases,  however,  hold  that  the  negligence  of 
the  busband  as  driver  will  not  be  imputed  to  the 
wife  as  occupant  of  the  same  vehicle.  Louisville, 
N.  A.  &  C.  R.  Co.  V.  Creek,  14  L.  R.  A.  788,  180  Ind. 
189,  49  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  R.  Cas.  451;  MiUer  v.  Louis- 
ville, N.  A.  &C.  R.  Co.  128  Ind.  97;  Chicago,  St.  L.  & 
P.  R.  Co.  V.  Spllker  (Ind.)  56  Am.  &  £ng.  R.  R.  Cas. 
200. 

And  where  the  husband  and  wife  were  riding  In 
a  wagon  driven  by  another  and  she  was  killed  by 
the  cars,  and  it  was  contended  that  the  husband 
and  driver  were  both  negligent,  the  court  held  that 
the  contributory  negligence  of  the  driver  will  not 
be  imputed  to  the  wife.  Galveston,  H.  &  S.  A.  R. 
Co.  V.  Kutac,  72  Tex.  643. 

But  the  doctrine  of  imputing  the  negligence  of 
the  driver  to  the  occupant  of  the  vehicle  is  not 
within  the  scope  and  purpose  of  thin  note.  The 
leading  case  of  Thorogood  v.  Bryan,  8  C.  B.  115,  af- 
**-*ming  the  right  to  Impute  such  negligence  has 
R.A. 


been  frequently  denied  and  finally  overruled  in 
The  Bemina,  L.  R.  12  Prob.  Div.  58. 

There  are  some  oases  which  impute  to  the  wif^ 
the  negligence  of  the  husband  on  the  ground  that 
the  damages  to  be  recovered  are  community  prop- 
erty, where  the  wife  was  hurt  by  the  husband 
driving  into  an  excavation.  McFladden  v.  Santa 
Ana,0.  &F.  Street  R.  Co.  11  L.  R,  A.  258,  87  Cal. 
464. 

But  see  Nanticoke  v.  Wame,  inffa. 

And  the  same  doctrine  was  set  forth  in  MisBoun 
Pac.  R.  Co.  V.  White,  80  Tex.  202,  when  the  husband 
had*charge  of  convict  cara,  but  a  recovery  was 
had  In  that  case. 

Other  cases  impute  negligence  of  husband  to 
wife  without  discussing  whether  It  arisee 
from  the  form  of  action,  or  relation  of  dri\*er,  or 
relation  of  husband,— as  where  a  wife  riding  in 
a  wagon  with  her  husband  as  driver  was  injured  by 
a  railroad  train.  Gulf,  C.  &  8.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Green- 
lee,  62  Tex.  844. 

And  where  a  wife  in  a  carriage  driven  by  her  hus- 
band was  injured  by  the  horse  being  frightened  bv 
a  machine  in  the  street,  the  court  says:  **Tbe 
knowledge  regarding  the  disposition  of  the  hor^e 
by  H.  (the  husband)  is  the  knowledge  of  the  wife:** 
but  if  the  husband  or  wife  knew  nothing  of  the 
vicious  character  of  the  horse,  and  yet  his  \iciou8- 
ness  contributed  to  the  injury,  the  Jury  should  find 
for  the  defendants.  Huntoon  v.  Trumbull,  2  Mc- 
Crary,  814. 

Our  conclusions  from  this  would  be  chat  In  tbls 
case  the  Imputed  negligence  would  not  affect  the 
case*  as  the  recovery  was  made  to  depend  alone 
on  the  viciousness  or  good  qualities  of  the  horse. 

And  in  Joliet  v.  Seward,  86  lU.  402,  29  Am.  Rep. 
85,  where  the  wife  was  left  holding  a  team  by  ber 
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cannot  sue  alone  ia  any  case,  and  the  husband 
and  wife  mast  join." 

1  Cljitty,  PI.  *  73. 

2.  It  also  dearly  appears,  from  the  section 
referred  to,  that  the  husband  has  a  personal 
interest  in  the  verdict  recovered  for  the  wife's 
injan%  because  it  permits  him  to  add  claims, 
in  his  own  ri^ht,  arising  ex  deiieto. 

That  section.  Revision,  p.  851,  provides  that 
"any  married  woman  living  separate  from  her 
husband  may  bring  suit  in  her  own  name  for 
the  recovery  of  damages  for  an3r  injury  done  to 
her  person  or  reputation;  and  it  shall  not  be 
lawful  for  the  husband  of  such  married  woman 
to  control,  discontinue,  release,  or  in  any  way 
interfere  with  such  action." 

This  is  an  enabling  act;  it  confers  upon 
iTuirried  women,  under  certain  conditions,  a 
ris:bt  which,  except  for  this  statute,  they  would 
not  have. 

Injuries  received  by  married  women  who  are 
living  with  their  husbands  can  only  be  sued 
for  by  the  husband  and  wife  jointly,  and  the 
common-law  right  of  the  husband  to  control, 
dii^x)otiDue,  or  release  the  same,  still  exists. 

Beach  V.  Beach,  2  Hill.  2«0,  88  Am.  Dec.  584; 
Ahdenon  v.  Anderson,  11  Bush,  827;  Coolidge 
V  Parrii,  8  Ohio  St.  594;  1  Bishop,  Married 
Women,  s5§  706.  910-912, 

If  the  common -law  right  of  the  husband  still 
exists,  there  can  be  no  recovery  if  he  contrib- 
uted by  his  negligence  to  bring  about  the  acci- 
dent which  caused  the  injury  sued  for. 

1  Bishop,  Married  Women,  §  912;  Tibbs  v. 
iS/vK-n,  2  Grant,  Cas.  89. 

Vr.  Samuel  H.  Grey  also  for  plaintiff  in 
trror. 

Mr.  Samuel  K.  Robbins,  with  Mr.  John 
W.  Weseott*  for  defendants  in  error: 


The  question  of  the  contributory  negligence 
of  the  plaintiff.  Sarah  Goodenougn,  was  prop- 
erly left  to  the  Jury. 

Central  R.  Co.  of  2>/,  J.  v.  Moore.  24  N.  J.  L. 
824;  Aew  J&rtev  B.  <t  Tranm.  Co.  v.  Weet,  83 
N.  J.  L.  480;  Fenntylmnia  R.  Co.  v.  Matthews, 
86  N.  J.  L.  581;  Delaware,  L.  &  W.  R.  Co.  v. 
Toffey,  88  N.  J.  L.  525;  BonneUy.  Delaware,  L. 
dt  W.  R.  Co,  39  N.  J.  L.  189;  Berry  v.  Pennsyl- 
vania R.  Co.  48  N.  J.  L.  141. 

The  contributory  neglitrence  of  the  husband 
(if  any)  in  this  case,  could  not  be  imputed  to 
the  wife. 

1.  Because  * 'contributory  negligence,  to  de- 
feat a  right  of  action,  must  be  that  of  the  party 
injured.^' 

New  Jersey  Exp.  Co.  v.  Nichols,  83  N.  J.  L. 
484;  Paulmier  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  84  ^.  J.  L.  151; 
New  York,  L.  E.  dk  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Steinlyrenner, 
47  N.  J.  L.  161;  Smith  v.  Irtoin,  51  N.  J.  L. 
507. 

2.  Had  the  plaintiff,  Sarah  Goodenough.  been 
riding  with  any  other  person  than  her  husband, 
or  one  who  was  her  servant  or  agent,  under 
like  circumstances,  the  driver's  contributory 
nec^ligence  could  not  be  imputed  to  her. 

Bennett  v.  New  Jersey  R.  A  Transp.  Co.  86  N. 
J.  L.  225,  13  Am.  Rep.  435;  New  York,  L.  E. 
dt  W.  R.  Co.  V.  Steinbrenner,  supra;  Robinson 
V.  New  York  Cent.  &  IL  R.  R.  Co.  66  N.  Y.  11, 
28  Am.  Rep.  1;  Dyer  v.  Eri^R.  Co.  71  N.  Y. 
228;  Michigan  Citjf  v.  Boeckling,  122  Ind.  89; 
Dean  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  6  L.  R.  A,  143, 
129Pa.  514;  £lliott.  Roads  &  Streets  (1890),  pp. 
631,  632,  and  cases  cited. 

8.  That  the  driver  of  the  vehicle  was  her 
husband,  can  make  no  difference  in  the  appli- 
cation of  the  principle. 

None  of  the  authorities,  or  cases,  holding 


bu9b8od  and  a  blast  in  the  street  caused  the  team 
to  nio  away  injurinir  her.  It  wf»  held  that  if  the  In- 
jurv  waa  caused  by  the  neirligidnoe  of  the  husband 
9be  could  not  recover,  and  that  question  should  be 
suhmitted  to  the  jury. 

Thedoctrtne  that  nefrilirenoe  of  the  husband  will 
bar  recoTOry  unless  the  cause  of  action  belongrs  to 
her  alone,  as  announced  in  the  main  case,  but  may 
not  where  the  wife  can  sue  alone,  does  not  seem  to 
bave  been  discussed  In  the  two  preccdinir  cases,  as 
in  MiBBouri  the  riRht  of  the  wife  to  such  damages 
w  her  §epAnite  estate.    Flori  v.  St.  Louis,  infra. 

And  in  lilioots  a  wif e  may  sue  alone  for  personal 
iQiuries.   Chicacro.  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  Dunn,  6»  111. 

other  cases  hold  that  contributory  negligence  of 
the  husband  driving  a  vehicle  in  which  the  wife  is 
riding  will  not  bar  a  recovery  by  her  administrator 
for  damages  to  the  wife  caused  by  the  negligence 
of  other  parties.  The  questi6n  of  interest  in  the 
rKovery  is  not  discussed  in  these  eases  but  the  fact 
that  suit  was  brought  by  the  wife^s  adminis- 
trator shows  that  the  caus^of  action  belonged  to 
ihe  wife.  Hoag  v.  New  York  Cent.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co. 
U1X.T.W9. 

The  same  was  held  in  Shaw  t.  Craft,  87  Fed.  Rep. 
31-1  (Ohio)  bat  in  that  state  the  cause  of  action  is 
t^combed  as  separate  estate.  See  Davis  v.  Guar- 
niwi,  intra. 

The  same  was  held  where  the  wife  sued  in  her 
own  name.  Platz  v.  Cohoes,  24  Hud,  101,  affirmed 
in  »  X.  Y.  at>,  42  Am.  Rep.  28d. 

Mere  knowledge  by  husband  of  defects  in  a  side- 
wait  over  which  bis  wife  would  cross  on  an  er- 
riDd,  where  he  failed  to  warn  her,  will  not  bar  a 
23LKA. 


recovery  in  an  action  by  the  husband  and  wif e«  as 
it  was  not  necessarily  negligent  to  cross  even  with 
knowledge  of  the  defects.  Street  v.  Holyoke.  105 
Mass.  82,  7  Am.  Rep.  500. 

And  the  same  was  held  where  the  cause  of  action 
was  vested  in  the  husband  who  sued  to  recover  for 
loss  of  time  and  services  of  his  wife,  the  court  say- 
ing that  as  an  abstract  proposition  it  should  not  be 
said  that  it  was  negligence  for  a  husband  to  fall 
to  warn  his  wife  of  danger  in  going  on  a  side- 
walk, but  that  he  cannot  recover  for  any  damages 
that  may  result  to  her  if  he  sees  her  going  to  a 
place  where  he  knows  she  will  probably  be  burr 
and  does  not  warn  her.  Nanticoke  v.  Wame,  106 
Pa.  873. 

And  where  the  right  to  damages  was  recognized 
as  separate  estate  in  the  wife,  the  contributory  neg- 
ligence of  the  husband  knowing  a  building  Is  un- 
safe will  not  be  Imputed  to  the  wife  who  is  injured 
by  the  fall  thereof.  Flori  v.  St.  Louis.  3  Mo.  App. 
231,  affirmed  In  OB  Mo.  341, 88  Am.  Rep.  504. 

And  contributory  negligence  of  husband  in  use 
of  drugs  purchased  for  his  wife,  will  not  bar  an 
action  by  her  administrator  against  the  druggist 
causing  death;  but  in  this  case  the  cause  of  action 
was  recognized  as  separate  estate.  Davis  v.  Guar- 
nieri,  45OhioSt.470. 

And  attempting  to  cross  a  river  about  dark  in 
a  boat  sculled  by  a  blind  husband,  where  there  is 
a  lantern  on  board  and  they  were  accustomed  to 
cross  the  river  in  that  way,  the  wife  acting  as  guide 
In  directing  the  course.  Is  not  such  contributor j' 
negligence  as  will  bar  a  recovery  by  her  adminis- 
trator where  a  tug  caused  her  death  by  negligence. 
Harris  v.  Uebelhoer,  75  N.  Y.  169.  I.  T.  , 
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*Iii  an  action  by  a  husband  and  wife 
for  a  personal  ii^nry  to  the  wife  his  con- 
tributory negrliffence  will  defeat  the  suit. 

(Dixon,  J.,  dtesento.) 

(December  4, 1808.) 

ERROR  to  the  Supreme  Court  to  review  a 
judgment  in  favor  of  plaintiffs  in  an 
action  brought  to  recover  damages  for  personal 
injuries  to  Mrs.  GJood enough  which  were  al- 
leged to  have  resulted  from  defendant's  negli- 
gence.    Reixrsed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinions. 

Mr.  William  S.  Gnmmere,  for  plaintiff 
in  error: 

In  all  cases  where  the  wife  is  injured  by  the 
joint  negligence  of  her  husband  and  of  a  third 
party,  the  husband's  negligence  should  be  im- 
puted to  the  wife  by  reason  of  their  marital 
relationship,  and  should  bar  a  recovery. 

Shearm.  &  R^df.  Neg.  §  46;  Carlisle  v. 
Sheldon,  38  Vt.  440;  Peck  v.  JVeto  York,  JV.  H. 
d  U,  R.  Co.  50  Conn.  879;  Joliet  v.  Setoard,  86 
111.  402, 29  Am.  Rep.  85;  Tahn  v.  Ottvmwa,  60 
Iowa,  429. 

*HeadDote  by  Reed,  J. 


At  common  law,  a  right  of  action  for  a  ptr 
sonal  tort  was  not  property.  It  did  not  ps?* 
under  the  English  Bankrupt  Acts,  which  vested 
all  the  property  otthe  bankrupt,  both  real  and 
personal,  in  his  assignee. 

Howard  v.  Crmcther,  8  Mees.  &  W.  602. 

It  is  a  mere  personal  right,  has  no  elements 
of  property,  and  is  not  assignable. 

Rice  V.  Stone,  1  Allen,  566;  Qardntr  v. 
Adams,  12  Wend.  297;  North  v.  Turner,  9 
Se^.  &  R  244. 

Whatever  may  be  the  case  elsewhere,  it  was 
not  the  intention  of  the  le^slature  of  New  Jer- 
sey to  make  a  right  of  action  of  this  kind  prop- 
erty; or,  at  least,  it  did  not  intend  to  make 
such  a  right  of  action  the  property  of  the  wife. 

Married  Women's  Act  (Rev.  pp.  686, 637), 
§§  1-8. 

Can,  then,  a  married  woman  maintain  an  ac- 
tion in  her  own  name,  without  joining  her 
husband  therein,  for  an  injury  done  to  her? 

The  Practice  Act.  §  22  (Rev.  p.  851)  declares 
that  "in  any  action  by  a  husband  and  his  wife, 
for  an  injury  done  to  the  wife  in  respect  of 
which  she  is  necessarily  joined  as  coplaintit!, 
it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  husband  to  add 
thereto  claims  in  his  own  right  arising  ex  de- 
licto." 

Two  things  clearly  appear  from  this  section: 

1.  That,  in  suits  of  this  kind,  both  the  bus- 
band  and  wife  must  be  joined  as  coplaintiffs: 
in  other  words,  that  the  common  law  still  gov- 
erns such  cases,  the  common-law  rule  beint; 
that  "when  an  injury  is  commited  to  the  per- 
son of  the  wife,  during  coverture,  the  wife 


Note.— Hi«band'«  negligence  as  bar  to  recovery  for 
uHfe^s  persofial  injuries. 

There  Is  apparently  some  conflict  as  to  the  con- 
tributory Deffliflreoce  of  the  husband  being  Imput- 
ed to  his  wife.  Some  of  the  cases  impute  his  neflrli- 
gence  to  her  w.here  she  is  riding  in  a  vehicle  with 
him  as  driver  and  is  injured,  and  this  is  held  on  the 
ground  of  the  relation  of  oocupant.and  driver  and 
not  of  husband  and  wife:  Morris  v.  Chicago,  M. 
&  St.  P.  R.  Go.  28  Fed.  Rep.  22;  Carhsle  v.  Sheldon, 
38  Vt.  440;  Yahn  v.  Ottumwa,  80  Iowa,  429. 

And  where  both  are  guilty  of  negligenoe  which 
barred  a  recovery,  it  was  said  that  if  he  was  alone 
guilty  bis  negligenoe  would  be  imputed  to  her,  in 
an  action  by  the  husband  and  wife.  Peck  v.  New- 
York,  N.  H.&  H.  R.  Co.  60  Conn.  879, 14  Am.JfBng. 
R.R.Ca8.683. 

Other  cases,  however,  hold  that  the  negligence  of 
the  husband  as  driver  will  not  be  imputed  to  the 
wife  as  occupant  of  the  same  vehicle.  Louisville, 
N.  A.  &  C.  R,  Co.  V.  Creek,  14  L.  R.  A.  738,  180  Ind. 
189,  49  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  R.  Cas.  451;  Miller  v.  Louis- 
ville, N.  A.  &  C.  R.  Co.  128  Ind.  97;  Chicago,  St.  L.  & 
P.  R.  Co.  v.  Spilker  (Ind.)  56  Am.  &  Eng.  R,  R.  Cas. 
200. 

And  where  the  husband  and  wife  were  riding  in 
a  wagon  driven  by  another  and  she  was  killed  by 
the  cars,  and  it  was  contended  that  the  husband 
and  driver  were  both  negligent,  the  court  held  that 
the  contributory  negligence  of  the  driver  will  not 
be  Imputed  to  the  wife.  Galveston,  H.  Sc  S.  A.  R. 
Co.  V.  Kutac,  72  Tex.  648. 

But  the  doctrine  of  Imputing  the  negligence  of 
the  driver  to  the  occupant  of  the  vehicle  is  not 
within  the  scope  and  purpose  of  thiP  note.  The 
leading  case  of  Thorogood  v.  Bryan,  8  C.  B.  116,  af- 
flrmiog  the  right  to  impute  such  negligence  has 
22  L.  R.  A. 


been  frequently  denied  and  Anally  overruled  in 
The  Bemina,  L.  El.  12  Prob.  Div.  58. 

There  are  some  eases  which  impute  to  the  wife 
the  negligence  of  the  hustuind  on  the  ground  that 
the  damages  to  be  recovered  are  community  prop- 
erty, where  the  wife  was  hurt  by  the  huftband 
driving  into  an  excavation.  McEadden  v.  Santa 
Ana,  O.  &  F.  Street  R.  Co.  11  L.  R.  A.  2S2,  87  Cal. 
464. 

But  see  Nanticoke  v.  Wame,  infira. 

And  the  same  doctrine  was  set  forth  in  Missouri 
Pac.  R.  Co.  V.  White,  80  Tex.  208,  when  the  husband 
had^charge  of  convict  cars,  but  a  recovery  was 
had  in  that  case. 

Other  oasee  impute  negligenoe  of  husband  to 
wife  without  discussing  whether  it  arises 
from  the  form  of  action,  or  relation  of  driver,  or 
relation  of  husband.— as  where  a  wife  rldiniar  in 
a  wagon  with  her  hustxind  as  driver  was  injured  by 
a  railroad  train.  Gulf,  C.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  Green- 
lee, 62  Tex.  844. 

And  where  a  wife  in  a  carriage  driven  by  her  hus- 
band was  injured  by  the  horse  being  frightened  by 
a  machine  in  the  street,  the  court  says:  '*The 
knowledge  regarding  the  disposition  of  the  hor^e 
by  H.  (the  husband)  is  the  knowledge  of  the  wife;** 
but  if  the  husband  or  wife  knew  nothing  of  the 
vicious  character  of  the  horse,  and  yet  his  vicious- 
ness  contributed  to  the  injury,  the  Jury  should  find 
for  the  defendants.  Huntoon  v.  Trumbull,  2  Mc- 
Crary,  814. 

Our  conclusions  from  this  would  be  that  in  this 
case  the  imputed  negligence  would  not  alfeet  the 
case,  as  the  recovery  was  made  to  depend  alone 
on  the  vidousness  or  good  qualities  of  the  horse. 

And  in  Joliet  v.  Seward,  86  til.  402,  29  Am.  Rep. 
85,  where  the  wife  was  left  holding  a  team  by  her 
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-cannot  sue  alone  in  any  case,  and  the  husband 
and  wife  must  join." 

1  Cljitty,  PI.  ♦  73. 

3.  It  also  clearly  appears,  from  the  section 
referred  to,  that  the  husband  has  a  personal 
interest  in  the  verdict  recovered  for  the  wife's 
injury,  because  it  pNermits  him  to  add  claims, 
in  his  own  right,  arising  ex  delicto. 

That  section.  Revision,  p.  851,  provides  that 
"any  married  woman  living  separate  from  her 
hu5;baDd  may  bring  suit  in  her  own  name  for 
the  recovery  of  damages  for  an^r  injury  done  to 
her  person  or  reputation;  and  it  shall  not  be 
lawful  for  the  husband  of  such  married  woman 
to  control,  discontinue,  release,  or  in  any  way 
interfere  with  such  action." 

This  is  an  enabling  act;  it  confers  upon 
married  women,  under  certain  conditions,  a 
right  which,  except  for  this  statute,  they  would 
not  have. 

Injuries  received  by  married  women  who  are 
living  with  their  husbands  can  only  be  sued 
for  by  the  husband  and  wife  jointly,  and  the 
commonlaw  right  of  the  husband  to  control, 
discoDtioue,  or  release  the  same,  still  exists. 

Beach  v.  Beach,  2  Hill,  260,  38  Am.  Dec.  584; 
Andermn  v.  Andergon,  11  Bush.  327;  Conlidge 
V  Purria,  8  Ohio  St.  594;  1  Bishop,  Married 
Women,  «S§  705.  910-012. 

If  the  common -law  right  of  the  husband  still 
txists.  there  can  be  no  recovery  if  he  contrib- 
uted by  his  negligence  to  bring  about  the  acci- 
dent which  caused  the  injury  sued  for. 

1  Bishop,  Married  Women,  §  912;  Tibbs  v. 
Bivwn,  2  Grant,  Cas.  89. 

Mr.  Samuel  H.  Grey  also  for  plaintiff  in 
«rror. 

1/r.  Sftmnel  K.  Robbins*  with  Mr.  John 
W.  Wescott,  for  defendants  in  error: 


The  question  of  the  contributorv  negligence 
of  the  plaintiff.  Sarah  €k)odenough,  was  prop- 
erly left  to  the  jury. 

Central  B.  Co,  ^  JV.  J,  v.  Moore.  24  N.  J.  L, 
824;  New  Jeraey  B.  d  Tranm,  Co.  v.  West,  33 
N.  J.  L.  430;  Pennsylvania  JR.  Co.  v.  Matthews, 
36  N.  J.  L.  531;  Delaware,  L.  <&  W,  B.  Co,  v. 
Toff^,  38  N.  J.  L.  525;  BonneU  v.  Delaware,  L. 
<St  W,  B,  Co.  39  N.  J.  L.  189;  Berry  v.  Pennsyl- 
vania B.  Co.  48  N.  J.  L.  141. 

The  contributory  neglisreuce  of  the  husband 
(if  any)  in  this  case,  could  not  be  imputed  to 
the  wife. 

1.  Because  •^contributory  negligence,  to  de- 
feat a  right  of  action,  must  be  that  of  the  party 
injured.^' 

New  Jersey  Exp.  Co.  v.  Nichols,  33  N.  J.  L. 
434;  Paulmier  v.  EHe  if.  O.  34  JS.  J.  L.  151; 
New  York,  L.  E.  dt  W.  B.  Co.  v.  Steinbrenner, 
47  N.  J.  L.  161;  Smith  v.  Irwin,  51  N.  J.  L. 
507. 

2.  Had  the  plaintiff,  Sarah  Goodenough.  been 
riding  with  any  other  person  than  lier  husband, 
or  one  who  was  her  servant  or  agent,  under 
like  circumstances,  the  driver's  contributory 
negligence  could  not  be  imputed  to  her. 

Bennett  v.  New  Jersey  B.  d  Transp,  Co.  36  N. 
J.  L.  225.  18  Am.  Rep.  485;  New  York,  L.  E. 
<£  W.  B.  Co.  V.  Steinbrenner,  svpra;  Bobinson 
V.  New  York  Cent,  <fc  //.  B.  B.  Co,  66  N.  Y.  11, 
23  Am.  Rep.  1;  Dyer  v.  ErieB.  Co,  71  N.  Y. 
228;  Michigan  Citifv.  Boeckling,  122  Tnd.  89; 
Dean  v.  Pennsylvania  B,  Co.  6  L.  R.  A.  143, 
129.Pa.  514;  Elliott,  Roads  &  Streets  (1890),  pp. 
631.  632,  and  cases  cited. 

3.  That  the  driver  of  the  vehicle  was  her 
husband,  can  make  no  difference  in  the  appli- 
cation of  the  principle. 

None  of  the  authorities,  or  cases,  holding 


busbaod  and  a  blast  in  the  street  caused  the  team 
to  run  away  Injuring  her,  it  was  held  that  if  the  in- 
jury waa  caused  by  the  neirlisenoe  of  the  husband 
9be  could  not  reoo%'er.  and  that  question  should  be 
submitted  to  the  Jurj. 

The  dootrine  tbat  neglifrenoe  of  the  husband  will 
bar  recovery  unlece  the  cause  of  action  belongs  to 
her  alone,  as  announced  Id  the  main  case,  but  may 
not  where  the  wife  can  sue  alone,  does  not  seem  to 
bave  been  discussed  in  the  two  preccdlngr  cases,  as 
in  MisBouri  the  right  of  the  wife  to  such  damages 
»  her  separate  estate.    Flori  v.  St.  Louis,  infra. 

And  in  Illinois  a  wife  may  sue  alone  for  personal 
ioiuHcs.   Chicago.  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  Dunn,  58  111. 

Other  cases  hold  that  contributory  negligence  of 
the  husband  driving  a  vehicle  in  which  the  wife  is 
riding  will  not  bar  a  recovery  by  her  administrator 
for  damages  to  the  wife  caused  by  the  negligence 
of  other  parties.  Tbe  questldn  of  interest  in  the 
recovery  is  not  discussed  in  these  cases  but  the  fact 
that  suit  was  brought  by  tbe  wife*8  adminis- 
trator shows  that  tbe  cau»^of  action  belonged  to 
I  he  wife.  Hoag  v.  New  York  Cent.  &  U.  R.  R.  Co. 
UIN.Y.IW. 

The  same  was  held  in  Shaw  v.  Craft,  37  Fed.  Rep. 
31'.  (Ohio)  bnt  in  that  state  tbe  cause  of  action  is 
recognised  as  separate  estate.  See  Davis  v.  Guar- 
nierl,  infm, 

Tbe  same  was  held  where  tbe  wife  sued  in  her 
own  name.  Platz  v.  Cohoes,  24  Hun,  101,  affirmed 
in  80  N.  Y.  219, 42  Am.  Rep.  28d. 

Mere  knowledge  by  husband  of  defects  in  a  side- 
walk over  which  his  wife  would  cross  on  an  er- 
rand, where  he  failed  to  warn  her,  will  not  bar  a 
22LRA. 


recovery  in  an  action  by  tbe  husband  and  wife,  as 
it  was  not  necessarily  negligent  to  cross  even  with 
knowledge  of  the  defects.  Street  v.  Holyoke.  105 
Mass.  82.  7  Am.  Rep.  500. 

And  the  same  was  held  where  the  cause  of  action 
was  vested  in  the  husband  who  sued  to  recover  for 
loss  of  time  and  services  of  bis  wife,  the  court  say- 
ing that  as  an  abstract  proposition  it  should  not  be 
said  that  it  was  negligence  for  a  husband  to  fail 
to  warn  bis  wife  of  danger  in  going  on  a  side- 
walk, but  that  he  cannot  recover  for  any  damages 
that  may  result  to  her  if  he  sees  her  going  to  a 
place  where  he  knows  she  will  probably  be  hurt 
and  does  not  warn  her.  Nantlcoke  v.  Wame,  106 
Pa.  878. 

And  where  tbe  right  to  damages  was  recognized 
as  separate  estate  in  tbe  wife,  the  contributory  neg- 
ligence of  the  husband  knowing  a  building  is  un- 
safe will  not  be  imputed  to  the  wife  who  is  injured 
by  the  fall  thereof.  Flori  v.  St.  Louis.  3  Mo.  App. 
231,  affirmed  in  00  Mo.  341.  88  Am.  Rep.  504. 

And  contributory  negligence  of  husband  in  use 
of  drugs  purchased  for  his  wife,  will  not  bar  an 
action  by  her  administrator  against  the  druggist 
causing  death:  but  in  this  case  the  cause  of  action 
was  recognized  as  separate  estate.  Davis  v.  Guar- 
nieri«45OhioSt.470. 

And  attempting  to  cross  a  river  alK>ut  dark  in 
a  boat  sculled  by  a  blind  husband,  where  there  is 
a  lantern  on  t)oard  and  they  were  accustomed  to 
cross  the  river  in  that  way,  the  wife  acting  as  guide 
in  directing  the  course,  is  not  such  contributory 
negligence  as  will  bar  a  recovery  by  her  adminis- 
trator where  a  tug  caused  her  death  by  negligence. 
Harris  V.  Uebelhoer,  75  N.  Y.  160.  I.  T.  , 
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that  the  coDtributory  negligence  of  the  hus- 
band, driving  the  vehicle  in  which  she  was 
hurt,  should  be  imputed  to  the  wife,  in  bar  of 
the  action,  are  based  upon  the  relationship  ex- 
isting between  them,  or  on  the  fact  that  they 
were  coplaintiffs  in  the  action;  while  all  of 
the  cases  assigning  any  reason  for  so  holdine 
are  in  direct  antagonism  to  the  Bennett  and 
Steinbrenner  Cases. 

Beach,  Contrib.  Neg.  (1885),  pp.  118, 114,  and 
cases  cited. 

The  cases  holding  that  the  contributory  neg- 
ligence of  the  husband  should  not  be  imputed 
to  the  wife  are  in  harmony  with  the  decisions 
in  this  state. 

Hoag  V.  Ne^JD  York  Cent,  dh  H.  R.  R.  Co.  Ill 
N.  Y.  199;  Miller  v.  Louisville,  If,  A.  d  C,  R. 
Co.  128  Ind.  97;  LauisvUle,  N.  A.  dk  C,  R.  Co. 
V.  Creek,  14  L.  R  A.  783,  180  Ind.  189;  Fhri 
V.  St.  Louis,  3  Mo.  App.  231. 

The  husband's  being  joined  as  coplaintiff  in 
this  action  can  have  no  possible  weight  in  the 
solution  of  this  question. 

The  right  of  the  husband  to  the  wife's  choses 
in  action,  as  well  as  to  her  other  propertv,  real 
and  personal,  was  extinguished  by  the  Act  of 
1852  (Rev.  "Married  Women."  pp.  «86,  687, 
§1-8). 

Vreeland  v.  Sehoonmaker,  16  N.  J.  Eq.  512. 

The  husband,  by  virtue  of  the  act|  was  de- 
prived of  the  control  which  he  had  by  the 
common  law.  He  was  prevented  from  recov- 
ering possession  of  and  acquiring  title  to  the 
personal  property  of  the  wife  during  coverture. 

Compton  V.  Pierson,  28  N.  J.  Eq.  229;  Van 
Clew  V.  Rook,  40  N.  J.  L,  25. 

A  right  of  action  growing  out  of  a  personal 
tort  to  a  married  woman,  is  held  to  come  with- 
in the  description  of  "property  acquired  in 
any  manner." 

Stewart,  Husb.  &  W.  (1885),  g§  219,  280, 
447;  Chicago,  B.  <Ss  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  Ihinn,  52  El. 
260;  Berger  v.  Jacobs,  21  Mich.  215;  Leonard 
V.  Pope,  27  Mich.  145;  Stevenson  v.  Morris,  87 
Ohio  St.  10,  41  Am.  Rep.  481. 

Nor  does  the  husband  acquire  anv  substantial 
interest  in  the  judgment  recoverea  in  this  suit 
by  reason  of  being  joined  as  coplaintiff. 

Stewart,  Husb.  &  W.  §  447;  Vreeland  v. 
Sehoonmaker  and  Compton  v.  Pierson,  supra; 
Klein  v.  Jewett,  26  N.  J.  Eq.  474 

There  are  no  facts  in  this  case  which  would 
warrant  the  court  in  holding  that  the  husband 
was  the  servant  or  agent  of  the  wife,  and  that 
his  negligent  conduct,  if  any,  could  be  im- 
puted to  her  on  that  ground. 

The  driver  cannof  be  converted  into  the 
servant  of  the  passenger,  for  the  single  pur- 
pose of  preventing  the  passenger  from  bring- 
ing suit  against  a  third  party  whose  negligence 
has  co-operated  with  that  of  the  driver  in  the 
production  of  the  injury.  The  identification 
must  be  so  complete  that  the  passenger  would 
not  only  be  debarred  from  a  suit  against  the 
proprietor  of  the  coach  for  the  driver's  negli- 
gence, but  would  also  be  responsible  to  third 
persons  for  injuries  sustained  by  the  careless- 
ness of  Uie  driver  in  the  course  of  the  journey. 

Bennett  v.  Ifew  Jersey  R.  dh  Transp.  Co,  36 
N.  J.  L.  225,  18  Am.  Rep.  486;  New  York,  L. 
E.  <fc  W.  R.  Co.  V.  Steinbrenner,  47  N.  J.  L. 
161.  And  see  also  Newman  v.  PhiUipsburg 
22L.R.A. 


Horse  Car  R.  Cfe.  8  L.  R  A.  842,  52  N.  J.  L 
446. 

Reed,  J.,   delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  action  was  brought  by  a  husband  ami 
his  wife  to  recover  for  an  injury  to  the  wife. 
caused  by  a  collision  between  the  wagon  in 
which  they  were  driving  and  a  train  on  the 
railroad  of  the  plaintiff  in  error.  At  the 
trial  it  was  urged  by  the  defense  that  the 
husband,  who  was  ariving,  was  negligent. 
and  that  his  negligence  contributea  to  the 
wife's  iniury.  The  trial  justice,  however, 
charged  that  the  negligence  of  the  husbaDd 
could  not  be  imputed  to  the  wife.  This  h 
assiened  for  error.  To  ascertain  how  far  the 
conduct  of  the  husband  affects  the  right  to 
recover  in  an  action  of  this  kind  it  is  essen- 
tial that  the  posture  of  the  husband  in  rela- 
tion to  the  suit  shall  be  ascertained.  If  he 
is  a  party  interested  in  the  subject-matter  of 
the  action,  then  it  follows  that  he  cannot  be 
permitted  to  recover  when  his  negligent  con- 
duct contributed  to  the  creation  of  the  cause 
of  the  action.  The  rule  at  common  law  is 
entirely  settled  that  for  a  tort  to  the  wife, 
either  ante  or  post  nuptial,  the  husband  must 
be  joined  with  the  wife  in  an  action.  Dicev. 
Parties  to  Actions,  p.  409;  1  Chittv.  PI.  73; 
Comyns,  Dig.  title.  Baron  and  reme  (V) : 
Schouler,  Husb.  A  W,  141.  Upon  the  ren- 
dition of  judgment,  the  husband  has  the 
ri^ht  to  receive  the  money.  Bishop,  Marrietl 
Women,  §  913.  So  completely  is  the  hus 
band  identified  with  the  prosecution  of  the 
action  that  he  can  release  the  cause  of  action. 
Beach  v.  Beach,  2  Hill,  260,  38  Am.  Dec. 
584 ;  Ballard  v.  RusseU,  38  Me.  196.  54  Am. 
Dec.  620 ;  Southworth  v.  Packard,  7  Mass.  95: 
Anderson  v.  Anderson,  11  Bush,  827 ;  Bishop. 
Married  Women,  .§  912.  If  the  wrong  to  Uie 
wife  is  inflicted  throu«rh  the  connivance  of 
the  husband,  his  conduct  is  an  answer  to  the 
action,  although  he  may  press  the  suit. 
Tibbs  V,  Broicn,  2  Grant,  Cas.  39.  So  his 
power  over  the  action,  and  the  effect  of  bis 
conduct  upon  the  result,  are  entirely  settled 
at  common  law.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that 
if  his  negligence  assisted  to  create  the  muse 
of  action  it  would,  al  common  law,  be  a  com 
plete  defense  to  the  action.  Has  this  been 
changed  by  any  le«rislation  in  this  state?  I 
think  it  quite  clear  th^t  it  has  not.  On  re 
ferrlng  to  the  act  relating  to  the  propertT  of 
marri^  women  (Revision,  p.  636),  we  find 
that  the  real  and  personal  propertv  of  everr 
married  woman,  and  the  rents,  issues,  and 
profits  thereof,  shall  be  her  sole  and  sefwrate 
property.  Personal  torts  do  not  create  rights 
of  property.  The  right  to  aue  for  such  i> 
not  assignable.  They  do  not  survive  the 
death  of  the  injured  person,  because,  in  the 
language  of  Lord  Ellenborough  in  Chnmher- 
lain  V.  WiUiamion,  2  Maule  &  8.  408:  '•Ex 
ecutors  are  the  representatives  of  the  temporal 
property,— that  is,  the  debts  and  goods  of  the 
doceasecl, — but  not  of  their  wrongs,  except 
where  those  wrongs  operate  to  the  tempon) 
injury  of  the  personal  estate.**  The  lan- 
guage of  the  section  itself  is  inapplicable  t(> 
a  right  to  sue  for  a  tort,  for  no  rent,  issue. 
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or  profit,  in  the  sense  of  the  statute,  can  arise 
oat  of  a  tort.  Section  11  of  the  Act  provides 
that  she  may  maintain  an  action  in  her  own 
name,  and  without  joining  her  husband 
therein,  for  all  breaches  of  contract,  or  for 
the  recovery  of  all  debts,  wa^es,  earnings, 
money,  and  all  property  whicn  by  this  act 
is  declared  to  be  her  separate  property,  and 
she  shall  have  in  her  own  name  the  same 
remedies  for  the  recovery  and  protection  of 
Buch  property  as  if  she  were  an  unmarried 
woman.  If  a  rij^ht  to  sue  for  a  tort  is  prop- 
erty, then,  by  force  of  this  section,  the  hus- 
band was  an  unnecessary  party  to  this  action. 
Yefc  section  22  of  the  Practice  Act  obviously 
refers  to  this  class  of  personal  torts,  in  an 
action  for  which  both  must  join.  This  sec- 
tion provides  that  in  any  action  by  a  hus- 
band and  wife  for  an  injury  to  the  wife  in 
respect  of  which  she  is  necessarily  joined  as 
coplaintifF«  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  hus- 
band to  add  thereto  claims  in  his  own  ri^ht 
arising  ex  delicto.  This  is  a  copy  of  section 
40  of  the  common-law  Procedure  Act  of  1852 
(15  &  16  Vict.  chap.  76),  which  undoubtedly 
refers  to  personal  injuries  to  the  wife,  in  ac- 
tions to  recover  damages  for  which  husband 
and  wife  must  sue  jointly. 

If  any  doubt  remained  in  respect  to  the 
general  rule  in  this  state  tliat  the  husband 
must  join  with  the  wife  in  actions  for  per- 
sonal injuries  to  the  wife,  it  would  be  dis- 
sipated by  section  24  of  the  Practice  Act, 
which  states  the  exception  to  the  rule  in  such 
terms  as  to  show  the  existence  of  the  rale  it- 
self. This  section  provides  thus:  ^'Any 
married  woman  being  in  a  state  of  separation 
from  her  husband,  may  bring  suit  in  her  own 
name  for  the  recovery  of  damages  for  any  in- 
jury done  to  her  person  or  reputation ;  and 
It  shall  not  be  lawful  for  the  husband  of  such 
married  woman  to  control,  discontinue,  re- 
lease, or  in  any  way  interfere  with  such  ac- 
tion, but  the  same  shall  proceed  and  be  under 
the  control  and  direction  of  said  married 
woman,  as  if  she  were  9k  feme  eole.^  So  it  is 
perceived  that  in  all  instances  except  when 
the  feme  cotert  is  living  in  a  state  of  separa- 
tion from  her  husband  he  retains  his  common - 
law  power  of  control  over  and  interest  in  the 
action.  The  husband  has  not  a  mere  power 
to  sue  for  the  wife,  but  he  has  a  power 
coupled  with  an  interest  in  the  suit.  Re- 
taining this  control  over  the  suit,  and  this 
rij^ht  to  release,  and  consequently  to  com- 
promise it  for  money,  he  cannot  be  permitted 
to  create  the  cause  of  action  by  his  negligent 
or  fraudulent  conduct,  and  then  reap  the 
benefit  which  this  interest  in  the  action  con- 
fers. 

We  think  the  charge  in  this  respect  was 
erroneous,  and  the  judgment  must  he  reversed. 

Dizom  «/.*  dissenting: 

The  plaintiff,  William  Goodenough,  and 
Sarah,  his  wife,  were  riding  along  a  public 
street  across  ihe  railroad  of  the  defendant,  in 
a  wagon  drawn  by  a  horse  which  was  driven 
by  the  husband,  when  a  collision  between 
the  vehicle  and  a  train  of  the  defendant  oc- 
curred, and  the  wife  received  severe  bodily 
injury.  This  suit  was  brought  to  recover 
compensation  for  the  injurv  tfius  suffered  by 
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the  wife,  and  a  verdict  was  obtained  assessing 
her  damages  at  $2,700,  upon  which  a  judg- 
ment was  rendered  that  she  recover  that  sum 
against  the  defendant.  On  writ  of  error  to 
review  this  judgment,  the  only  serious  ques- 
tion presented  on  the  record  Is  whether  the 
trial  justice  erred  in  charging  the  jury  that, 
unless  the  husband  was  acting  as  ^gent  of 
the  wife,  his  negligence  was  not  imputable 
to  her.  It  is  insisted  bv  the  defendant  that 
such  negligence  should  be  so  imputed,  be- 
cause of  the  marriage  relation,  and  the  legal 
necessity  therefrom  arising  of  Joining  the 
husband  as  a  plaintiff  in  the  suit.  The  ar- 
gument rests  upon  the  premise  that  the  bus- 
oand  has  a  legal  interest  in  the  cause  of  ac- 
tion, and  in  whatever  compensation  may  be 
recovered,  and  thence  is  deduced  the  con- 
clusion that  the  husband's  contributory  neg- 
ligence must  preclude  any  recovery,  t  deny 
the  premise. 

It  must,  of  course,  be  remembered  that  we 
are  not  dealing  With  the  damages  which  a 
husband  sustains  by  the  physical  injury  of 
his  wife,  such  as  the  etpenses  of  her  cure, 
and  the  loss  of  her  service  and  society.  These 
must  be  sued  for  by  the  husband  alone  (ex- 
cept as  our  statute  permits  them  to  b|  iuined 
with  such  a  cause  of  action  as  is  now  before 
us).  Against  the  husband's  claim  for  those 
danmges  no  doubt  his  contributory  negli- 
gence would  be  a  defense.  But  the  cause  of 
action  now  under  consideration  is  the  direct 
injury  to  the  wife's  person,  and  the  loss- 
which  she  as  an  individual  thereby  suffers. 
In  such  a  cause  of  action,  and  in  any  recov- 
ery at  law  thereupon,  the  husband,  I  think, 
has  no  legal  interest.  It  may  be  assumed 
that  such  a  cause  of  action,  before  it  i9  merged 
in  a  judgment,  does  not  come  within  the 
legal  notion  of  ** property."  In  Blackstone's 
classification  of  the  various  kinds  of  property 
(2  Bl.  Com.  488)  he  ranges  damages  for  in- 
jury sustained  as  property  acquired  and  lost 
by  suit  and  judgment  at  law,  saying  that, 
although  the  injured  party  has  a  right  to 
damages  the  instant  he  receives  the  injury, 
and  this  right  is  given  by  the  law  of  nature, 
yet  a  judgment  is  necessary  to  convert  this 
right  into  ^  property. "  So  far  as  this  classi- 
fication excludes  from  the  legal  definition  of 
property  a  right  to  damages  for  an  injury  u> 
property,  it  has  been  criticised,  but  with 
regard  to  an  injury  to  the  person  it  seems  to 
be  generally  accepted  as  correct.  Assuming 
its  correctness,  our  married  women's  acts, 
which  relate  to  a  wife's  property  only,  do 
not  affect  the  right  to  these  damages  lief  ore 
judgment,  and  therefore  we  must  consider 
whether  the  husband  had  a  legal  interest  in 
such  damages  at  common  law. 

It  must  be  admitted  that  the  husband  waa 
a  necessary  party  to  be  joined  with  his  wife 
in  a  suit  for  the  recovery  of  such  damages. 
But  this  was  not  because  of  his  legal  interest 
in  the  damages.  He  was  a  necessary  coplain- 
tiff  with  his  wife  in  all  suits  at  law  for  the 
vindication  of  her  rights.  Even  when  he 
had  relinquished  his  power  over  his  wife's 
rights,  he  was  so  joined.  Innell  v.  Neioman, 
4  Bam.  &  Aid.  419.  And  after  our  statute 
had  terminated  the  husband's  interest  in  his 
wife's  property,  but  before  the  latter  statute 
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authoriziDg  a  married  woman  to  sue  alone  for 
her  property,  it  was  necessary  that  her  hus- 
band should  be  joined  as  a  coplaintiff;  so 
that  the  necessity  of  joining  him  in  the  suit 
is  not  indicative  of  any  legal  interest  in  the 
•cause  of  action.  As  is  frequently  stated  in 
the  books,  lie  is  joined  for  the  sake  of  con- 
formity. It  may  also  be  admitted  that,  un- 
less he  had  surrendered  his  power,  the  hus- 
band could  settle  for  the  damages,  or  could 
release  the  wrongdoer  from  responsibility  to 
the  wife.  8outhtoorth  v.  Packard,  7  Mass. 
95;  Ander8on  v.  ATiderson,  11  Bush,  327; 
Beach  v.  Beach,  2  Hill,  260,  88  Am.  Dec. 
584 ;  Ballard  v.  BusseU,  33  Me.  196,  54  Am. 
Dec.  620.  This,  however,  arose,  not  from 
the  theory  that  the  damages  belonged  to  the 
husband,  but  from  the  power  which  he  had 
over  all  rights  of  action  belonging  to  his 
wife.  He  could  make  them  his  by  reducing 
them  to  his  own  possession.  Settling  for  the 
damages  was  so  reducing  them,  and  releas- 
ing the  wrongdoer  was  deemed  equivalent  to 
settlement.  The  distinction  between  a  hus- 
band's power  over  his  wife's  rights  in  action 
and  a  legal  interest  in  them  forms  the  basis 
of  decision  in  Stall  v.  FulUm,  30  N.  J.  L. 
430,  Bfd  Peterson  v.  Mvlfard,  86  N.  J.  L. 
481.  where  it  was  held  that  the  husband's 
creditors  had  no  claim  on  such  rights  of  the 
wife,  unless  the  husband  had  chosen  to  exer- 
cise his  power  over  them  so  as  to  make  them 
his  own.  If,  without  the  exercise  of  such 
power,  those  rights  were  the  property  of  the 
husband,  the  claims  of  his  creditors  could 
not  have  been  denied.  Having  thus  noticed 
those  rules  of  the  common  law  which  might 
seem  to  favor  the  contention  of  the  defend- 
ant, an^  having  shown  that  they  presuppose 
nothing  antagonistic  to  the  dictate  of  nat- 
ure that  compensation  for  a  personal  injury 
should  belong  to  the  person  injured,  it  must 
further  be  noticed  that  there  are  rules  of 
common  law  which  clearly  recognize  this 
natural  claim  as  legally  subsisting  in  the 
case  of  married  women.  In  an  action  for  a 
battery  or  other  personal  tort  done  to  the 
wife  the  wife  must  join.  Bacon,  Abr.  title, 
Baron  <fe  Ferne,  p.  806.  She  must  join  be- 
cause she  is  the  meritorious  cause  of  action, 
the  husband  joining  for  conformity  only. 
De agate  v.  Gardiner,  4  Mees.  «&  W.  6.  If 
the  husband  dies  before  or  pending  the  suit, 
the  right  of  action  survives  to  the  wife. 
Bacon,  Abr.  title.  Baron  d  Feme,  p.  804. 
But  if  the  wife  dies  before  or  pending  suit, 
the  right  of  action  is  extinguished.  Id.  p. 
306 ;  Siroop  v.  Swarts,  12  Serg.  &  R.  76.  In 
view  of  the  common-law  maxim,  actio  person- 
all's  moritur  cum  persona,  these  rules  plainly 
indicate  to  whom  the  right  of  action  belongs. 
Because  it  survives  the  husband,  it  is  not 
his ;  it  dies  with  the  wife,  because  it  is  hers. 
I  conclude,  then,  that  at  common  law  the 
husband  has  no  legal  interest  in  the  right  or 
cause  of  action  which  accrues  to  a  married 
woman  for  a  tort  to  her  person.  He  has  some 
power  over  it,  but  no  legal  interest  in  it. 

1  have  said  that  our  married  women's  acts 
do  not  seem  to  affect  this  right  of  action ; 
yet  it  would  be  entirely  in  accord  with  the 
spirit  of  those  laws  if  by  judicial  construc- 
tion their  terms  were  made  to  embrace  it. 
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That  the  legislature  should  have  placed  all 
a  wife's  real  and  personal  property,  and  the 
rents,  issues,  and  profits  thereof,  beyond  her 
husband's  power  of  disposal,  and  made  them 
her  sole  and  separate  property,  as  though  she 
were  a  single  woman,  and  should  have  left 
this  most  intimate  right,  which  oonoems  her 
very  existence,  unsecured  to  her,  can  be  rea- 
sonably accounted  for  only  on  the  ground  of 
inadvertence.  But  the  defendant's  ar^mem 
is  rested  also  upon  the  supposition  tEat  the 
husband  has  a  legal  interest  in  the  compen- 
sation recovered  in  a  suit  for  his  wife's  per- 
sonal injury.  This  support  likewise,  in  mj 
opinion,  fails.  When  a  recovery  has  taken 
place,  when  the  cause  of  action  has  become 
merged  in  a  judgment,  then  I  think  our 
married  women's  acts  become  operative  upon 
it.  As  already  stated,  the  judgment  is  prop- 
erty, and  all  property  received  or  obtained 
by  a  married  woman,  in  any  manner  what- 
soever, belongs  by  force  of  the  statute  to  her 
alone,  as  if  she  were  a  single  woman.  It 
may  be  suggested  that,  the  judgment  being 
recovered  by  the  husband  and  wife  together, 
the  property  is  not  received  or  obtained  by 
the  wife,  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute. 
The  same  thing  miffht  be  urged  with  respect 
to  a  chattel  ^i~ven  by  a  third  person  to  the 
wife,  but  delivered  to  the  husband  for  her 
At  common  law  it  would  have  been  abso- 
lutely his.  But  now,  I  presume  he  would 
be  deemed  a  mere  agent  in  the  transaction, 
and  the  chattel  would  be  hers.  Similarly, 
in  this  case,  the  husband  appears  with  his 
wife  in  obtaining  the  property,  but  it  is  ob- 
tained on  her  account,  and  for  her ;  and  with- 
in any  just  view  of  the  statute  it  is  obtained 
by  her,  and  not  by  her  husband.  Reason 
seems,  therefore,  to  lead  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  husband  has  no  legal  interest  in  such 
a  judgment  as  is  now  before  us. 

Turning  to  previous,  in dicial  decisions, 
they  appear  to  tend  in  the  direction  above 
pointea  out.  Counsel  for  the  defendant  re- 
lies upon  Carlisle  v.  ShOdon,  88  Vt  440: 
Peck  V.  New  York,  N.  H.  <fe  H.  R,  Co.  oO 
Conn.  379 ;  Joliet  v.  8eward,  86  111.  402.  29 
Am.  Rep.  36 ;  and  Yahn  v.  Otiumte^i,  6«1 
Iowa,  429.  While  in  these  cases  it  was  said 
that  the  negligence  of  a  husband  driving 
would  be  imputed  to  the  wife  riding  with 
him,  yet  in  every  case  the  imputabilitv  was 
placed,  not  on  the  relation  or  husbana  and 
w^ife,  but  on  that  of  driver  and  passenger. 
This  will  be  seen  by  a  quotation  from  the 
opinion  in  Carlisle  v.  Sheldon^  which  is  the 
only  case  of  husband  and  wife  cited  in  the 
other  decisions.  The  Vermont  court  said: 
The  wife  stands  in  no  different  position  from 
that  which  she  would  occupy  if  the  driver 
of  the  vehicle  in  which  she  was  carried  had 
been,  instead  of  her  husband,  one  employeii 
for  that  purpose.  ...  If  she  had  been  a 
passenger  in  a  stage  coach  on  this  occasion, 
and  had  received  the  same  injury,  .  . 
the  driver  would  be  treated  as  being  her 
agent.  .  .  .  There  is  nothing  in  the  mar- 
ital relation  which  would  change  the  situs 
t ion  of  the  wife  in  respect  to  her  husband's 
negligence  under  such  circumstances,  for  the 
same  consequences  would  have  followed  if 
the  relation,  instead  of  being  that  of  husband 


1893. 


GrERNWOOD  ▼.  BUTLVR. 


465 


4Dd  wife,  had  been  that  of  parent  and  child, 
or  master  and  servant,  or  if  she  had  been  an 
«ntire  stranger.  **  This  is  substantially  the 
doctrine  of  Tfvarogood  y.  Bryan,  8  C.  B."  115 ; 
and.  if  that  doctrine  had  been  repudiated  in 
Vermont,  as  it  has  been  in  New  Jersey  (yew 
York,  L.  E.  d  W.  R.  Co.  y.  Steinbrenner,  47 
y.  J.  L.  161),  it  may  fairly  be  inferred  from 
the  language  above  quoted  that  Carlisle  v. 
Sheldm  and  the  cases  following  it  would  haye 
l}een  decided  differently.  I  haye  found  only 
two  cases  where  the  decision  rested  on  the 
mere  relation  between  husband  and  wife,  and 
only  one  of  these  is  directly  on  the  point  pre- 
sented by  the  case  in  hand.  Both,  howeyer, 
tend  to  corroborate  the  opinion  which  I  have 
formed.  In  Eterte  y.  Ewrts,  8  Mich.  580,  it 
was  held,  in  an  action  by  husband  and  wife 
for  an  assault  upon  the  wife,  that  no  act  or 
words  of  the  husband,  unless  the  wife  was 
privv  to  or  participant  in  them,  could  be 


Sroyed  in  mitigation  of  damages.  In  Bbag  y. 
lew  York  Cent,  d  IL  R.  R.  Co,,  111  N.  Y. 
199,  an  action  by  an  administrator  of  a  mar- 
ried woman  to  recover  damages  for  her  death, 
caused  by  the  negligence  of  the  defendant,  it 
was  adjudged  that  the  contributory  neeli< 
gence  of  the  husband  in  carelessly  driylng 
across  the  railroad  track,  whereby  his  wife,  a 
passenger  in  his  vehicle,  was  killed,  was  not 
imputable  to  the  wife,  and  so  did  not  bar  the 
suit  of  her  administrator.  Tet,  under  the 
New  York  statute,  as  under  ours,  what  would 
haye  defeated  the  action  of  the  injured  person 
in  case  death  had  not  ensued  would  defeat  the 
action  of  the  administrator.  Both  upon  rea- 
son and  authority,  then,  I  think  the  jury  in 
the  trial  of  this  case  were  properly  instructed 
that  the  contributory  negligence  of  the  hus- 
band constituted  no  defense.  The  judgment 
below  should  be  affirmed. 
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^Ch^ter  109  of  the  liftws  of  1898,  eo 
cemin^  the  sale  and  redemption  of 
real  twrt>tf^>  does  not  have  the  effect  to  change 
or  nalUfy  any  of  the  terms  of  a  Judgrment  duly 
rendered  before  the  passage  of  that  act,  directing 
the  Bale  of  lands,  or  any  interest  therein,  for  the 
purpose  stated  in  said  judgment. 

(Deoember  9, 1883.) 

ERROR  to  the  District  Court  for  Rice 
County  to  review  an  order  made  in  cer- 
tain foreclosure  proceed! n/^s,  which  extended 
the  time  for  redemption,  in  accordance  with 
a  statute  passed  after  the  final  judgment  of 
foreclosure,  beyond  what  the  mortgagor  was 
-entitled  to  at  the  time  the  mortgage  was 
given  and  foreclosed.    Reversed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Owen  A.  Bassett  for  plaintiffs  in 
error. 

Menn.  A.  H.  Ijasley  and  John  Onth- 
rie*  for  defendant  in  error : 

The  state  cannot  pass  laws  that  "  impair 
the  obligation  of  a  contract/'  but  the  state 
••may  regulate  at  pleasure  the  modes  of  pro- 
cedure in  courts  in  relation  to  past  contracts, 
as  well  as  future. " 

Bmwm  V.  Kimie,  42  U.  8.  1  How.  811.  11 
L.  ed.  148 :  0?mc  v.  Douglass,  8  Kan.  123,  87 
Am.  Dec.  458;  Weaver  v.  SeOs,  10  Kan.  619; 
Hathnm  ▼.  Calef,  69  U.  S.  2  Wall.  10,  17  L. 
ed.  776 ;  Jackson  v.  Lamphire,  28  U.  8.  3  Pet. 
290,  7  L.  ed.  683 ;  Brnienbach  v.  Busli,  44  Pa. 
318,  84  Am.  Dec.  442 ;  Bunn  v.  Oargas,  41 
Pa.  441. 

*Hea(hK>te  by  Ai.LJnr,  J. 

Non.— On  the  subject  of  the  impairment  of  the 
oblifoition  of  a  Judfirment  as  a  contract,  see  noit  to 
Kockwdl  T.  Butler  iCtolo.)  17  L.  B.  A.  811. 
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Whatever  belongs  merely  to  the  remedy 
may  be  altered  according  to  the  will  of  the 
state. 

The  discussion  in  all  cases  of  this  charac- 
ter arises  out  of  the  distinction  that  exists 
between  the  doctrine  of  lex  loci  contractus,  lex 
domicilii,  etc. ,  on  the  one  hand,  and  lex  fori 
on  the  other ;  for  it  is  universally  conceded 
that  the  latter  must  govern  the  remedv. 

Andrews  v.  Uerriot,  4  Cow.  510,  ana  note. 

I.  The  lex  loci  contractus— the  law  of  the 
place  where  the  contract  is  made,  or  is  to  be 
performed — is  to  g:ovem  as  to  the  nature, 
validity,  construction,  and  effect,  of  such 
contract. 

II.  The  lex  loci  rei  sita  governs  real  prop- 
erty, the  title  to  which  can  be  acquired  and 
lost  only  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the 
laws  of  the  countrv  where  it  is  situated. 

United  States  v.  OroOyy,  11  U.  8.  7  Cranch, 
115,  3  h.  ed.  287. 

III.  The  lex  fori— \he  forms  of  the  remedy 
and  the  order  of  judicial  proceedings — are  to 
be  according  to  the  law  of  the  place  where 
the  action  is  instituted,  without  any  regard 
to  the  domicil  of  the  parties,  the  origin  of 
the  right,  or  the  countrv  of  the  act. 

Story,  Confl.  L.  ^  558. 

It  is  in  this  state  an  undisputed  proposi- 
tion of  law  that  a  mortgagee  acquires  no  title 
or  estate  in  the  mortgaged  premises,  and  only 
acquires  a  lien  on  the  property. 

Chick  V.  WilletU,  2  Kan.  390 ;  Vanderslice  v. 
Knapp,  20  Kan.  647  ;  Alexander  v.  SJionyo,  Id. 
705 ;   Winston  v.  Bumell,  44  Kan.  367. 

Coxe  V.  Martin,  44  Pa.  822,  was  an  action  to 
foreclose  a  mortgage.  The  legislature  of 
Pennsylvania  had  passed  an  act  which  pro- 
vided that  **no  civil  process  shall  issue  or 
be  enforced  against  any  person  mustered  into 
the  service  or  this  state,  or  of  the  United 
States,  during  the  term  he  shall  be  engaged 
in  such  service. " 

The  question  was  squarely  presented  in 
this  case  whether  this  act  of  the  legislature 
was  in  contravention  of  secftion  10,  article 
1  of  the  Federal  Constitution.     The  court 
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said  nothiDg  is  said  about  the  legal  remedies 
to  enforce  payment  in  case  of  default.  The 
scire  facias  is"  given  by  our  old  Act  of  1705, 
no  allusion  to  which  is  contained  in  the 
mortgage.  This  remedy  does  not  arise  out 
of  contract;  it  is  conferred  upon  it  by  the 
legislature,  and  because  conferred  by  the  leg- 
islative power  of  the  state,  it  may  be  sus- 
pended by  the  same  power  under  pressure  of 
public  exigencies  for  a  term  that  is  neither 
indefinite  nor  unreasonable.  This  mortgage 
was  made  subject  to  that  power :  all  contracts 
within  the  state  are  so  made.  The  power 
permeates  them  all,  if  not  expressly  excluded 
by  the  contracting  parties.  No  such  con- 
tract, therefore,  is  violated,  when  the  power 
acts,  unless  it  transcends  its  constitutional 
limits. 

BreiUnbach  v.  Bushy  supra;  Von  Baumbach 
V.  Bads,  9  Wis.  650,  76  Am.  Dec.  283. 

What  riffhts  had  the  mortgagee  in  the  case 
at  bar,  either  under  his  contract  or  decree, 
that  were  impaired  or  affected,  or  how  was 
the  oblifi'ation  of  the  mortgagor  with  refer- 
ence to  the  mortgagee  impaired  or  affected? 

The  new  law  did  not  postpone  the  sale  a 
moment ;  it  did  not  impair  his  right  to  sell 
to  the  highest  and  beet  bidder  and  get  all  of 
the  proems  of  the  sale  and  apply  it  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  judgment ;  and  it  did  not 
prevent  him  from  causing  a  general  execu- 
tion to  issue  for  anv  remainder  of  the  judg- 
ment, as  he  might  have  done  before. 

See  Connecticut  Mut,  L,  Ins.  Co,  v.  Cush- 
man,  108  U.  S.  51,  27  L.  ed.  648 ;  Robertson 
V.  Van  Cleave,  15  L.  R.  A.  68,  129  Ind. 
217 ;  Dads  v.  Rupe,  114  Ind.  688 ;  Morley  v. 
iMke  Shore  d  M,  8,  R.  Co.  146  U.  S.  162.  86 
L.  ed.  925 ;  Wood  v.  Kennedy,  19  Ind.  68 ; 
Bank  of  Hamilton  v.  Dudley,  27  U.  8.  2  Pet. 
492.  7  L.  ed.  496;  United  States  v.  Conway, 
1  Hemp.  818;  Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  196-847; 
Smith  V.  McCarthy,  56  Pa.  862 ;  Robinson  v. 
Schenck,  102  Ind.  820 ;  Antoni  v.  Wnght,  22 
Gratt.  857 ;  Robinson  v.  Howe,  13  Wis.  847 ; 
Moore  v.  Martin,  38  Cal.  428 ;  Stone  v.  Bos- 
sett,  4  Minn.  298;  Heyward  v.  JuM,  Id. 
492 ;  Von  Baumbach  v.  Bade,  supra;  Read  v. 
Frankfort  Bank,  28  Me.  318 ;  Lockett  v.  Usry, 
28  Ga.  345;  Berihold  v.  Fox,  13  Minn.  506, 
97  Am.  Dec.  243 ;  Conkey  v.  Hart,  14  N.  Y.  31. 

Allen*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  action  was  commenced  in  the  district 
court  of  Rice  county  on  the  25th  day  of  May, 
1891,  by  N.  T.  Greenwood,  to  foreclose  a 
mortgage  executed  by  Thomas  A.  Butler  and 
wife  on  certain  lots  in  the  city  of  Lyons. 
Other  parties,  claiming  liens  on  the  land, 
were  made  defendants.  Issues  were  joined, 
and  on  the  22d  day  of  September,  1891,  a 
judgment  was  rendered  in  favor  of  the  plain- 
tiff for  $861.36,  directing  a  sale  of  the 
premises  without  appraisement,  subject  to  a 
mortgage  for  $6,000,  and  ordering  execution 
to  issue  in  six  months  in  case  the  defendant 
failed  for  that  time  to  pay  the  amount  of  the 
judgment,  interest  and  costs.  The  decree 
concludes  as  follows:  **And  it  is  further 
adjudged  and  decreed  by  the  court  that  the 
said  defendants,  and  each  of  them,  and  all 
persons  claiming,  or  to  claim,  by,  through, 
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or  under  them,  or  any  of  them,  upon  the 
confirmation  of  any  sale  of  said  lands  or 
tenements  hereunder,  be  barred  and  forever 
foreclosed  of  all  title  to.  lien  upon,  or  equity 
of  redemption  in  said  lands  and  tenements, 
or  any  part  thereof,  and  that  upon  confirma- 
tion of  any  sale  made  as  herein  provided  tbe 
sheriff  be  directed  to  put  the  purchaser  of 
said  lands  or  tenements  in  possession  tiiere- 
of."  Afterwards,  on  the  7th  day  of  April, 
1892,  on  the  application  of  the  plaintiff  for 
a  supplemental  judgment  against  certain 
other  defendants,  who  were  brought  in  by 
publication,  a  further  decree  was  rendered, 
Darring  them  also.  Again,  on  the  22d  day 
of  April,  1892,  a  further  order  was  made  to 
supply  omissions  from  the  record,  and  a 
further  and  final  decree  was  rendered,  which 
concludes  with  an  order  barring  tbe  claims 
of  all  defendants  in  the  same  language  as 
that  contained  in  the  original  decree.  On 
the  23d  of  March,  1898,  an  order  of  sale  was 
duly  issued  on  this  judgment  by  the  clerk 
of  the  court  and  on  the  24th  day  of  April 
1898,  the  loto  were  sold  to  J.  £.  Putnam  U^t 
$2,000  subject  to  the  $6,000,  mortgage.  On 
the  25th  day  of  May,  1898,  the  motion  of  the 
plaintiff  to  confirm  the  sale  came  on  to  be 
heard,  and  the  sale  was  confirmed.  The 
journal  entry  then  proceeds  as  follows :  "  And 
it  is  further  ordered  and  adjudged  that  so 
much  of  said  motion  as  relates  to  directing 
the  sheriff  to  make  a  deed  to  said  purchaser 
of  said  lands  and  tenements,  and  put  him  in 
possession  of  said  premises,  tbe  denied:  to 
which  last  order  and  decision  of  tbe  court 
the  plaintiff  and  the  said  purchaser  then  and 
there  excepted.  And  it  is  further  ordered  br 
the  court  that  the  said  sheriff  execute  to  the 
purchaser  a  certificate  containing  a  descrip- 
tion of  the  property  sold,  and  the  amount  of 
money  paid  bv  said  purchaser,  together  with 
the  amount  of  costs  up  to  this  date,  stating 
that,  unless  redemption  is  made  within 
eighteen  months  thereafter  according  to  law, 
said  purchaser,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  will 
be  entitled  to  a  deed  for  the  same ;  to  which 
last  order  of  the  court  the  said  plaintiff  and 
the  said  purchaser  then  and  there  excepted.  *" 
The  question  presented  in  this  case  is  as  xo 
the  correctness  of  the  decisions  of  the  court 
last  quoted.  The  plaintiff  in  error  contends 
that  on  the  confirmation  of  the  sale  of  tbe 
premises  he  was  entitled  to  a  deed  and  to  tbe 
possession  of  the  property.  Elaborate  briefs 
are  filed,  and  the  case  has  been  fully  and 
ably  argued  by  counsel.  For  the  defendants 
in  error  it  is  urged  that  chapter  109  of  the 
Laws  of  1893,  known  as  the  ^  Redemption 
Act, "  applies  to  this  case ;  that  the  order  made 
by  the  district  court  is  in  compliance  there- 
with, and  is  valid.  On  the  part  of  tbe  plain- 
tiff in  error  it  is  contended  that  this  act  does 
not  and  cannot  affect  the  rights  of  the  (vir- 
ties  to  and  purchasers  under  judgments  ren- 
dered before  the  passage  of  the  law:  and, 
further,  that  the  act  can  have  no  application 
to  contracts  made  before  its  passage ;  that  as 
to  such  contracts  it  would  be  m  contravention 
of  the  10th  section  of  article  1  of  the  Consti- 
tution of  the  United  States,  because  it  would 
impair  the  obligation  of  contracts.  Chapter 
109  of  the  Laws  of  1898  went  into  effect  on 
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the  17Ui  of  March,  1893.  The  twenty-fifth 
section  reads :  **  The  provisions  of  this  act 
shall  apply  to  all  sales  under  foreclosure  of 
mortgage,  trust  deed,  mechanic's  lien,  or 
other  lien,  whether  special  or  general,  and 
the  terms  of  redemption  shall  be  the  same.'* 
The  statute  in  terms  contains  no  exception  of 
rast  contracts,  or  judgments  already  entered. 
The  question  as  to  the  effect  of  this  act  on 
judgments  already  entered  is  necessarily  in- 
volved in  the  decision  of  this  case,  and  there- 
fore should  be  first  considered. 

Speaking  generally,  it  is  the  province  of 
the  legislature  to  establish  within  constitu- 
tional limits  the  rules,  not  onl^  of  procedure, 
but  for  the  determination  of  rights,  by  which 
the  courts  shall  be  governed.  These  rules 
must,  in  the  very  nature  of  things,  precede 
the  action  of  the  courts  in  the  orderly  deter- 
mination of  the  rights  of  parties.  Those 
interested  in  any  controversy  are  given  their 
day  in  court.  At  the  appoi nted  time  the  court 
bears  their  proofs,  the  presentation  of  their 
views  as  to  the  law  fixing  their  rights,  and 
thereupon  proceeds  to  determine  all  ques- 
tions, both  of  fact  and  of  law,  presented. 
This  determination  is  entered  of  record,  and 
becomes  a  final  settlement  and  determination 
of  the  controversy.  It  hardly  seems  nec- 
essary to  cite  authorities  to  support  the  prop- 
osition that  a  final  judgment  so  entered  is 
not  to  be  changed  or  set  aside  by  the  lawmak- 
ing power.  Our  form  of  government  does 
not  contemplate  an  appeal  from  the  judgment 
of  the  courts  to  the  legislature,  nor  does  it 
contemplate  nor  authorize  by  a  sweeping  act 
of  the  legislature  a  change  in  the  force  and 
effect  of  a  great  class  of  judgments  already 
entered.  The  precise  question  involved  in 
this  case  was  determined  in  the  case  of  Mils 
V.  BaliUm,  10  Kan.  206.  Prom  the  opinion 
in  that  case,  delivered  by  Mr.  Justice  Brewer, 
we  quote :  "  The  purchaser  at  a  sheriff's  sale 
looks  to  the  decree  for  the  measure  of  interest 
and  title  he  will  acquire  by  his  purchase. 
He  knows  he  can  get  no  more  interest  than 
the  defendant  possesses  and  the  decree  orders 
sold ;  but  he  bids,  rightfully  expecting  to 
obtain  all  that.  It  is  that  interest  which  the 
sheriff  offers ;  it  is  that  he  bids  for ;  it  is  that 
which  is  struck  down  to  him ;  and  it  is  that 
which,  if  the  sale  be  confirmed,  he  should 
then  receive.  .  .  .  The  proceedings  on 
the  sale  were  regular.  The  plaintiffs,  de- 
fendants, and  purchaser  agreed  in  seeking  a 
confirmation.  The  confirmation  then  fol- 
lowed as  a  matter  of  course.  The  decree 
barred  redemption.  The  sale  followed  the 
decree.  All  the  interest  of  the  mortgagors 
(not  an  interest  subject  to  the  right  to  pos- 
sess and  redeem  for  two  years)  was  offered 
by  the  sheriff,  and  was  bid  for  by  the  pur- 
chaser. The  confirmation  closed  that  sale. 
The  sale  as  made  was  the  sale  confirmed,  and 
that  by  consent.  The  legal  effect  of  that 
confirmation  was  to  give  the  party  a  right  to 
a  deed,  and  the  defendant  could  not,  by  ob- 
jecting to  a  deed,  deprive  the  purchaser  of  a 
right  which  flows  from  the  confirmation.  It 
is  said  that  this  carries  the  consent  of  the  de- 
fendant to  a  point  beyond  that  to  which  he 
intended  it  should  go,  and  that  the  limit  he 
intended  is  clearly  indicated  by  his  objecting 
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to  a  deed.  It  is  plain  he  wished  only  the 
confirmation  of  a  sale  of  an  interest  subject 
to  possession  and  redemption ;  but  the  trouble 
is,  no  such  sale  was  made.  It  may  be  that, 
by  consent  of  plaintiffs,  defendant,  and  pur- 
chaser, the  decree  might  have  been  modified, 
and  the  sale  confirmed  as  of  an  estate  subject 
to  redemption  ;  but  nothing  of  the  kind  was 
done.  Plaintiffs  and  purchaser  were  seeking 
a  confirmation  of  the  sale  made,  and  miffht 
not  have  cared  for  a  confirmation  of  a  dif- 
ferent one.  This  is  not  in  the  nature  of  a 
contract  in  which,«unless  the  minds  of  the 
parties  agree,  there  is  no  contract.  The  order 
and  decree  of  a  court  is  not  simply  the  record 
of  an  agreement.  It  establishes  rights  founded 
upon  past  transactions.  The  law,  and  not 
the  will  of  the  parties,  determines  its  effect. 
For  instance,  A.  brings  suit  against  B.  B. 
enters  his  appearance,  and  consents  to  iudg- 
ment,  but  objects  to  the  judgment  being  a 
lien  on  his  realty  in  the  county.  The  judg- 
ment is  entered,  A.  making  no  consent.  The 
lien  would  follow.  The  law  attaches  it  to 
the  judgment.  Just  so  here.  The  confirma- 
tion of  a  sale  under  a  decree  barring  redemp- 
tion entitles  the  purchaser  to  a  deed.  Neither 
plaintiffs  nor  purchaser  made  any  consent. 
They  asked  affirmative  relief;  relief  they 
were  entitled  to  under  a  decree.  They  asked 
confirmation  of  a  sale.  The  defendant  con- 
sented to  it.  It  was  ordered.  Then  followed 
the  right  to  a  deed;  a  right  resting  upon 
decree,  sale,  and  confirmation.''  (^den  v. 
Walters,  12  Kan.  282. 

"We  have  considered  the  case  of  Morley  y. 
Lake  Share  A  M.  8.  R,  Co.,  146  U.  8.  162, 
86  L.  ed.  925,  which  holds,  where  a  judg- 
ment for  money  is  entered,  and  by  law  bears 
7  per  cent  interest,  no  rate  being  specified  in 
the  judgment,  and  a  law  is  subsequently 
passed  reducing  the  rate  of  interest  on  all 
judgments  to  6  per  cent,  that  such  law  oper- 
ates'on  judgments  rendered  prior  to  its  pas- 
sage. The  decision  is  put  upon  the  ground 
tihat  the  interest  in  such  case  is  in  the  nature 
of  a  penalty,  or  liquidated  damages  for  the 
nonpayment  of  the  judgment,  and  is  a  matter 
wholly  within  the  discretion  of  the  legis- 
lature, not  being  a  part  of  the  contract  be- 
tween the  parties,  nor  fixed  or  established  by 
the  judgment  of  the  court.  From  this  decis- 
ion Justices  Harlan,  Field,  and  Brewer  dis- 
sented. We  do  not  think  that  case  directly 
in  point.  The  subject  of  interest  was  not 
there  a  matter  of  judicial  determination.  It 
followed  as  a  legal  incident,  as  would  ac- 
cruing costs  attending  the  enforcement  of  a 
judgment.  In  this  case  the  parties  to  the 
suit  were  to  have  the  amount  of  the  plantiff's 
recovery  determined  by  the  court,  and  to  have 
an  adjudication  as  to  the  risrhts  of  all  the 
parties  claiming  an  interest  in  or  lien  upon 
the  mortgaged  property.  The  plaintiff  then 
sought  a  sale  of  the  property,    and  the  ap- 

Eli cation  of  the  proceeds  to  the  oayment  of 
is  claim.  It  was  absolutely  necessary  that 
the  decree  should  determine  what  interest 
should  be  sold,  and  whose  rights  should  be 
barred.  It  directed  a  sale  without  appraise- 
ment of  the  interests  of  the  mortgagors,  but 
allowed  them,  in  accordance  with  the  law  as 
it  then  stood,  a  stay  of  six  months  in  which 
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to  redeem.  In  case  of  a  failure  to  pay  within 
that  time  it  directed  a  sale  of  tlie  interest  of 
the  mortgagors  subject  to  the  prior  mortgage 
for  $6»000,  and  decreed  that  on  the  confirma- 
tion of  such  sale  the  rights  of  all  the  defend- 
ants should  be  barred  and  foreclosed  of  all 
equity  of  redemption,  and  that  the  sheriff 
should  be  directed  to  put  the  purchaser  into 
possession.  The  original  judgment  was  en- 
tered almost  a  year  and  a  half  before  the  Act 
of  1898  was  passed,  and  the  final  supple- 
mental decree  more  than  eleven  months  be- 
fore its  passage.  It  cantiot  be  said  that  a 
sale  of  lands  with  a  right  of  possession  re- 
maining in  the  judgment  debtor  for  a  year 
and  a  half  thereafter  is  the  same  thin^  as  a 
sale  with  «  right  to  immediate  possession  on 
confirmation  of  the  sale.  It  is~  simply  the 
carving  out  and  taking  away  from  the  estate 
originally  decreed  to  be  sold  another  estate 
limited  for  a  year  and  a  half.  It  diminishes 
the  value  of  the  lands  to  be  sold  by  just  ex- 


actly the  value  of  the  tenure,  rent  free,  for 
a  year  and  a  half.  The  fact  that  the  jud«;- 
ment  would  stil]  draw  interest  does  not  affe<:t 
the  question  as  to  the  value  of  the  security 
to  be  sold  for  its  satisfaction.  We  conclude, 
then,  that  judgments  rendered  prior  to  Ute 
passage  of  the  act  are  not  affected  by  it,  and 
that  all  sales  of  land  under  such  judgments 
must  be  made  in  accordance  with  their  terms, 
and  will  pass  such  estates  as  are  thereby 
ordered  to  be  sold.  As  the  conclusion  we 
have  reached  on  this  question  is  decisive  of 
the  case,  it  is  unnecessary  to  now  enter  into 
a  discussion  of  the  constitutional  question 
so  ably  presented  by  counsel  on  both  sides. 

The  order  directing  that  a  certificate  istut  to 
tlie  purc/uuter  will  be  reversed,  with  the  direc- 
tion that  the  sheriff  be  ordered  to  execute  a 
deed  to  the  purchaser,  and  that  he  have  im- 
mediate possession  of  the  land  sold. 

All  the  Justices  concur. 
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1.  A  lead  pencil  mark  across  the  name 
of  a  candidate  is  a  distinyilshlng  mark 

which  makes  the  ballot  Invalid  under  Indiana 
statutes  which  prohibit  any  distin^uishingr  mark 
or  mutilation. 

8.  A  hole  in  a  ballot  made  in  scratching 
out  a  stamp  mark  constitutes  a  distinguish- 
ing mark  or  mutilation  within  the  probibitiOD  of 
the  Indiana  statutes  although  the  ballot  is  other- 
wise properly  stamped. 

8.  A  stamp  at  or  on  a  square  opposite  a 
blank  space  left  for  the  name  of  a  candidate 
is  a  distinguishing  mark  under  the  Indiana  stat- 
ute which  prohibits  any  stamp  excepting  in  the 
square  enclosing  the  device  or  in  the  square  op- 
posite the  name  of  a  candidate. 

4*  nie  provisions  of  the  Indiana  stat- 
utes that  a  ballot  bearing^  a  distin- 
gvdBiag  mark  or  mutilation  shall  be 
▼oid,  and  also  that  a  stamp  elsewhere  than  on 
a  square  prescribed  by  statute  shall  be  treated  as 
a  distinguishing  mark,  are  mandatory  and  not 
merely  directory  so  that  a  corrupt  intent  in  mak- 
ing such  prohibited  mark  is  not  ueoessary  to  de- 
feat the  vote. 

(January  34, 1894.) 

APPEAL  bv  complainant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  circuit  Court  for  Porter  County 
in  favor  of  defendant  in  a  proceeding  brought 
to  contest  the  alleged  election  of  defendant 
to  the  office  of  sheriff  of  Porter  County.  Af- 
firmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 


Meiers,  A*  L.  Jones*  Cass  A  Weir  and 
Kern  A  Bailey  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  N.  L*  Ag^ew  and  D.  E.  Kellej, 
with  Mr,  E.  D.  Crumpacker,  for  appellee : 

It  is  said  in  the  case  of  State  v.  Black,  15 
L.  R.  A.  769.  54  N.  J.  L.  446:  **Solonga* 
the  ballot  can  be  marked  for  identification, 
or  the  vote  of  the  citizen  can  be  disclosed  in 
any  way,  the  voter  is  liable  to  be  called  to 
an  account  for  his  conduct.  The  coercionist 
will  treat  his  refusal  to  vote  a  marked  ballot 
as  an  adverse  vote.  The  corruptionist  will 
have  the  means  of  assuring  himself  that  the 
vote  he  has  purchased  will  be  delivered. 
The  thoughts  of  those  interested  in  pure  elec 
tions  were  turned  by  these  considerations  to 
the  device  of  some  scheme  for  voting  which 
would  secure  compulsory  secrecy,  and  at  the 
same  time  provide  for  an  orderly,  equal,  and 
convenient  exercise  of  the  right  of  suflfrage/ 
In  Bechtel  v.  Albin  (Ind.)  April  4,  1898.  this 
court  declared  respecting  our  election  law: 
"That  the  great  underlying  object  was  to 
avoid  the  possibility  of  discovery,  from  the 
ballot,  of  the  identity  of  the  voter." 

Ballots  which  contained  stamp  marks  thai 
did  not  touch  any  square  at  all  are  expressly 
denounced  by  the  statute  which  in  this  re- 
spect was  declared  mandatory  in  Parrin  v. 
Wimberg,  15  L.  R.  A.  775,  130  Ind.  561. 

McCabe,  </.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

At  the  general  election  held  on  the  ^th 
day  of  November,  1802,  the  appellant,  Joseph 
Sego,  was  the  democratic  candidate,  the  ap- 
pellee, Heber  Stoddard,  the  republican  can 
didate,  one  Harrison  H.  Williams,  the  peo- 
ple's candidate,  and  one  William  B.  Gibb> 
the  prohibition  candidate,  for  the  office  of 


Note.— For  effect  of  marks  or  devices  to  distln- 
srulsh  ballots,  see  wtte  to  Rutledfire  v.  Crawford 
(Cal.)  18  L.  R.  A.  781,  also  later  cases,  People  v.  On- 
ondaera  County  Canvassers  (N.  Y.)  14  L.  R.  A.  824; 
Allen  V.  Gl7nn  (Colo.)  16  L.  R.  A.  748;  State  v.  Rus- 
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sell  (Neb.)  16  L.  R.  A.  740;  Parvin  v.  Wlmbety  (InA* 
16  L.  R.  A.  776;  State  v.  Ellis  (N.  C.)  17  L.  R.  A.  3S: 
State  v.  Walsh  (Conn.)  17  L.  R.  A.  864;  State  r.  Saxon 
(Fla.)  18  L.  R.  A.  7!Z1;  Lindstrom  v.  Manistee  Countv 
Cauvassers  (Mich.)  19  L.  R.  A.  171. 
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sheriff  of  Porter  county.  At  the  meeting  of 
the  board  of  canvassers,  convened  in  pursu- 
ance of  law,  there  were  canvassed  and  counted 
for  each  of  said  candidates,  respectively,  the 
following  number  of  votes,  viz.  :  for  appel- 
lant, 2,0§0;  for  apoellee  2,028 ;  for  Harrison 
H.  Williams  100:  and  for  William  B.  Gibbs 
114  votes;  whereupon  appellee  having  been 
found  by  said  board  to  have  received  the 
plurality  of  all  the  votes  returned  and  can- 
vassed, he  was  declared  elected  to  said  office. 
On  the  15th  day  of  November,  1892,  within 
iHu  days  after  the  result  of  said  canvass  was 
declared,  appellant  filed  in  the  office  of  the 
auditor  of  said  countv  his  statement  to  contest 
the  election  of  appellee  to  said  office.  Issue, 
trial  before  the  board  of  commissioners,  re- 
sulting in  a  judgment  by  the  board  that  ap- 
pellee had  received  a  plurality  of  all  the 
votes  cast  at  said  election,  and  had  been  duly 
elected  to  said  office.  The  appellant  ap^- 
pealed  to  the  circuit  court  of  said  county, 
where  there  was  a  trial  by  the  court,  special 
finding  and  conclusions  of  law,  whereupon 
there  was  another  judgment  rendered  in  favor 
of  appellee,  declaring  that  he  had  received  a 
pluralitv  of  all  the  votes  cast  at  such  elec- 
tion and  had  been  duly  elected  to  said  office, 
from  which  judgment  this  appeal  is  prose- 
cuted. 

It  is  assigned  for  error  that  the  circuit 
court  erred  in  its  conclusions  of  law.  This 
\s  the  only  question  presented  by  this  ap- 
peal. The  finding  shows  that  the  number  of 
votes  in  the  aggregate  with  which  each  can- 
didate was  crraited  by  the  canvassing  board 
were  all  legal  votes,  and  that  each  candidate 
was  legally  entitled  to  be  so  credited  in  the 
court.  The  controversy  arises  over  si  xty-fi ve 
other  ballots  that  had  been  returned  to  the 
clerk's  office  in  sealed  bags,  none  of  which 
had  heen  counted  by  the  board  of  canvassers 
for  either  candidate.  The  finding  and  con- 
clusions of  law  show  that  the  sixty-five  bal- 
lots so  returned  to  the  clerk's  office  uncounted 
had  been  cast  by  legal  voters  at  said  elec- 
tion, and  that  twenty- three  of  them  were  so 
stamped  as  to  indicate  the  intention  of  the 
voters  to  vote  for  the  oontestee,  Stoddard,  and 
were  free  from  marks  or  mutilations  whereby 
said  ballots  could  be  distinguished,  and 
should  have  been  counted  for  the  contestee 
and  the  circuit  court  did  so  count  them,  mak- 
ing his  whole  vote  2,046.  No  question  is 
made  in  appellant's  brief  against  the  correct- 
ness of  this  ruling. 

And  of  the  uncounted  ballots  returned  as 
aforesaid,  the  court  found  as  matter  of  fact, 
and  stated  in  its  legal  conclusions,  that  nine- 
teen of  them  were  so  stamped  as  to  indicate 
the  intention  of  the  voters  to  vote  for  con- 
testor,  Joseph  Sego,  and  that  said  ballots 
were  free  from  anv  marks  or  mutilations  by 
which  they  could  be  distinguished  and 
»iioQld  have  been  counted  for  said  Sego,  and 
the  court  so  counted  them  for  him,  making 
his  whole  number  of  votes  2,089. 

No  question  is  made  on  either  side  as  to 
the  correctness  of  this  conclusion.  The  court 
further  finds  that  two  of  said  uncounted  bal- 
lots were  so  stamped  as  to  indicate  the  inten- 
tion of  the  voters  to  vote  for  the  contestor, 
Sego,  and  were  free  frc>m  marks  or  mutila- 
22L.Riu 


tions  by  which  they  cotild  be  distinguished, 
and  were  properly  stamped,  but  that  said 
two  ballots  were  not  protested  by  any  mem- 
ber of  the  election  board  at  said  election 
whereat  they  were  cast,  and  that  the  action 
of  the  election  board  in  rejecting  said  ballots 
was  unanimous  jn  their  decision  that  the  same 
ought  not  to  be  counted,  and  said  ballots 
were  in  no  way  disputed  or  protested  and 
for  that  reason  the  court  concluded  as  matter 
of  law  that  they  ought  not  to  be  counted  and 
accordingly  rejected  them  for  that  reason. 

Whether  that  conclusion  of  law  was  right 
or  wrong,  as  we  shall  hereafter  see,  can  make 
no  difference  in  the  result  of  this  case.  We 
have  left  of  the  uncounted  ballots  twenty -one 
yet  to  consider.  One  of  these  was  found  to 
contain  a  lead- pencil  mark  across  the  name 
of  Thomas  Hammond,  a  candidate  for  con- 
gress on  said  ballot,  another  bore  evidence 
of  having  been  stamped  in  the  square  oppo- 
site the  name  of  William  A.  Henneger  for 
congress  on  said  ballot,  and  of  having  the 
stamp  erased  by  a  knife,  or  some  other  sharp 
instrument,  so  that  it  made  a  hole  clear 
through  the  ticket,  and  was  also  stamped  to 
the  left  of  each  candidate  on  -the  republican 
ticket  except  Heber  Stoddard.  Five  of  said 
twenty-one  ballots  were  stamped  plainly  and 
clearly  in  one  of  the  large  squares  contain- 
ing a  device,  and  one  of  them  in  which  the 
stamp  was  in  the  square  containing  the  eagle 
at  the  head  of  the  republican  ticket  also  was 
clearly  and  plainly  stamped  between  the 
word  *** republican"  at  the  top  of  the  ticket, 
and  to  the  left  of  the  name  William  John- 
ston on  said  republican  ticket.  Another  is 
stamped  in  the  square  surrounding  the  roost- 
er, and  it  is  stamped  in  the  square  to  the 
left  of  each  of  the  names  in  the  democratic 
ticket;  another,  stamped  in  the  square  sur- 
rounding the  rooster,  is  also  stamped  on  the 
square  to  the  left  of  each  of  the  names  on 
the  democratic  ticket;  another,  stamped  in 
the  square  enclosing  the  eagle,  is  also 
stamped  to  the  left  of  the  names  of  Allen 
Reynolds  and  Joseph  Sego,  on  the  democratic 
ticket,  it  appearing  that  there  was  a  full  list 
of  candidates'  names  for  the  various  offices 
printed  on  the  republican  ticket,  includ- 
ing the  offices  for  which  Allen  Reynolds 
and  Joseph  Sego  were  candidates;  another, 
stamped  in  the  scjuare  enclosing  the  rooster, 
is  also  stamped  in  the  square  to  the  left  of 
the  name  of  Allen  Reynolds  on  the  demo- 
cratic ticket.  Another  ballot  was  stamped 
to  the  left  of  the  names  of  Beck  and  Sego, 
in  the  democratic  ticket,  and. Coats  in  the 
republican  ticket,  Stoner'in  the  prohibition 
ticket.  Yeoman,  Shultz,  Jones,  Green,  and 
Peck  in  the  people's  ticket,  and  is  also 
stamped  on  the  square  to  the  left  of  the  place 
for  commissioner  of  the  third  district  of  Por- 
ter county,  in  a  square  opposite  to  which 
there  is  no  candidate's  name  printed,  and  the 
ticket  as  to  that  office  is  left  blank  ;  another 
was  stamped  in  the  squares  to  the  left  of  the 
names  of  Hammond,  Bartholomew,  and  Sego 
on  the  democratic  ticket,  and  to  the  left  of 
the  name  of  Burstram  on  the  republican  tick- 
et, and  on  the  squares  to  the  left  of  the  names 
of  Shultz,  Green,  Peck,  and  Hamfeldt  in  the 
people's  ticket ;  also  in  the  squares  to  the  left 
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of  the  places  for  candidates  for  prosecuting 
attorney,  county  surveyor,  and  commissioner 
of  the  third  district  on  the  prohibition  ticket, 
there  bein^  no  candidate  named  onHhat  ticket 
for  either  of  these  offices  and  as  to  them,  the 
said  prohibition  ticket  being  blank. 

Four  of  these  rejected  ballots  contained 
large  blurred  marks  or  blotches  in  the  square 
surrounding  the  device,  four  or  five  times  as 
large  as  the  ordinary  stamp  mark;  two  of 
these  were  voted  for  appellant  and  two  for  ap- 
pellee. This  leaves  for  consideration  but  five 
of  the  twenty-one  rejected  votes.  These  all 
contained  more  than  one  stamp  mark  in  the 
large  square  enclosing  the  device.  It  is  fur- 
ther found  that  these  twenty- one  votes  re- 
jected by  the  circuit  court  bore  no  other 
marks  than  those  above  indicated  and  that  six- 
teen of  them  were  so  stamped  as  to  indicate  an 
intention  to  vote  for  appellant,  and  five  of 
them  were  so  stamped  as  to  indicate  an  inten- 
tion to  vote  for  appellee.  As  we  have  seen, 
without  ihese  twenty-one  votes,  the  count 
stands  2046  for  appellee  and  2089  for  appel- 
lant about  which  there  is  no  disagreement.  It 
is  not  contended  by  appellant's  leamed  coun- 
sel, as  we  understand  them,  that  these  twenty - 
one  ballots  were  marked  or  stamped  in  the 
manner  provided  by  what  is  known  as  our 
Australian  Ballot  Law ;  indeed,  it  is  virtually 
conceded  that  these  ballots  were  not  stamped 
and  marked  according  to  the  strict  letter  of 
that  law.  But  it  is  insisted  that  such  law  as 
to  its  directions  for  stamping  and  marking 
ballots  is  not  mandatory,  but  directory  sim- 
ply. So  much  of  sections  45  and  52  of  said 
law  as  amended  by  the  Act  approved  March  6, 
1891,  that  is  applicable,  reads  as  follows: 
Sec.  45 :  **The  voter  shall  then,  and  without 
leaving  the  room,  go  alone  into  any  of  the 
booths  which  may  be  unoccupied,  and  indi- 
cate the  candidates  for  whom  he  desires  to  vote 
by  stamping  the  square  immediately  preced- 
ing their  names.  .  .  .  Provided,  however, 
that  if  he  shall  desire  to  vote  for  all  the  can- 
didates of  one  party  or  group  of  petitioners, 
he  may  place  the  stamp  on  the  large  square 
enclosing  the  device  and  preceding*the  title 
under  which  the  candidates  of  such  party  or 
group  of  petitioners  are  printed,  and  the  vote 
shall  then  be  counted  for  all  the  candidates 
under  that  title.  If  the  voter  stamps  the  large 
square  enclosing  the  device,  he  shall  not 
stamp  elsewhere  on  the  ballot,  unless  there 
be  no  candidate  for  some  office  in  the  list 
printed  under  such  stamp^  device,  in  which 
case  he  may  indicate  his  choice  for  such  office 
by  stamping  the  square  to  the  left  of  the  name 
of  any  candidate  fdr  such  office  on  any  other 
list.  A  stamp  on  a  ballot  in  violation  of 
this  provision  shall  be  treated  as  a  distin- 
guishing mark.  If  a  stamp  touches  a  square, 
it  shall  be  counted  on  the  square,  but  a  stamp 
that  touches  no  square  shall  be  treated  as  a 
distinguishing  mark.  ** 

"Sec.  52.  .  .  .  Any  ballot  which  shall 
bear  any  distinguishing  mark  or  mutilation 
shall  be  void,  and  shall  not  be  counted.^ 

The  ballot  containing  a  lead-pencil  mark 
across  the  name  of  Thomas  Hammond  was  in 
violation  of  the  letter  of  the  statute  just 
quoted,  which  forbids  the  counting  of  a  bal- 
lot with  a  distinguishing  mark.  The  one 
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which  had  been  stamped  in  the  square  op- 
posite the  name  of  Henneger,  and  that  atamp 
mark  erased  so  that  a  hole  was  thereby  miMie 
through  the  ticket,  though  otherwise  prop- 
erly stamped  at  other  places  on  the  ballot,  is 
in  the  same  fix.  The  one  stamped  in  the 
square  containing  the  device  at  the  head  of 
the  republican  ticket,  and  also  stamped  be- 
tween the  word  "  republican"  at  the  top  of  the 
ticket,  and  to  the  left  of  the  name  of  William 
Johnston  on  said  republican  ticket,  is  in  vio- 
lation of  section  45,  which  forbids  a  stamp 
anywhere  else  on  the  ticket  when  stamped  in 
the  square  containing  the  device,  unless  there 
be  no  candidate  for  some  office  in  the  list 
printed  under  the  stamped  device.  The  ex- 
ception could  not  apply,  because  the  addi- 
tional stamp  here  was  in  the  republican  tick- 
et. The  statute  imperatively  requires  such 
additional  stamp  to  be  treated  as  a  distin- 
guishing mark,  and  the  other  section  declares 
such  a  ticket  to  be  void,  and  forbids  it  to  be 
counted.  The  two  stamped  in  the  square  sur- 
rounding the  rooster,  and  also  in  tie  square 
to  the  left  of  each  of  the  names  in  the  demo- 
cratic ticket  falls  in  the  same  category  as  the 
last  one  above  mentioned.  The  one  stamped 
in  the  square  enclosing  the  eagle,  and  also 
stamped  to  the  left  of  the  names  of  Allen 
Reynolds  and  Joseph  Sego  on  the  democratic 
ticket,  there  being  a  full  list  of  candidates 
on  the  republican  ticket  for  the  various 
offices,  including  the  offices  for  which  Rey- 
nolds and  Sego  were  candidates,  is  ia  viola- 
tion of  that  part  of  said  section  45  forbidding 
additional  stamps  on  the  ticket  when  the 
large  square  encloeinf  the  device  is  stamped, 
where  there  is  a  full  list  of  candidates  under 
the  device  stamped,  and  declaring  such  ad- 
ditional stamp  a  distinguishing  mark,  and 
the  other  section  62  declaring  It  void  and 
forbidding  it  to  be  counted.  The  one  stamped 
in  the  square  enclosing  the  rooster  and  also 
in  thesauare  to  the  left  of  the  name  of  Alien 
Reynolds  on  the  democratic  ticket  falls  ia  the 
same  category  as  the  one  before  tlie  last.  The 
one  stamped  to  the  left  of  Beck  and  Sego  in 
the  democratic  ticket,  and  Coats  in  the  re- 
publican ticket,  Stoner  in  tlie  prohibition 
ticket.  Yeoman,  Shultz.  Jones,  Green  and 
Peck  in  the  people's  ticket,  and  also  sUmped 
on  the  square  to  the  left  of  the  place  for  com- 
missioner of  the  third  district  of  PortA^r 
county  in  a  square  opposite  to  which  there  is 
no  candidate's  name  printed,  the  ticket  as  to 
that  office  being  left  blank,  is  a  violation  of 
said  section  45,  declaring  a  ticket  void,  being 
a  distinguishing  mark  to  stamp  at  another 
place  than  on  the  device,  and  forbidding  the 
same  to  be  counted.  There  are  only  the 
squares  to  the  left  of  names  on  the  various 
tickets  and  the  square  enclosing  the  device, 
that  can  be  lawfully  stamped  by  the  provis 
ions  of  section  45.  A  stamp  at  or  in  h 
square  opposite  no  candidate's  name  is  a  dis- 
tinguishing mark.  The  one  stamped  in  the 
squares  to  the  left  of  the  names  of  Hammond. 
Bartholomew,  and  Sego,  on  the  democratic 
ticket,  and  to  the  left  of  the  name  of  Buratram 
on  the  republican  ticket,  and  also  on  the 
squares  to  the  left  of  the  names  of  Sbultz. 
Green,  Peck,  and  Hamfeldt  in  the  people  s 
ticket,  and  also  in  the  square  to  the  left  ot 
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the  places  for  prooecuting  attorney,  county 
sur?eyor,  and  commissioner  of  the  third  dis- 
irict  on  the  prohibition  ticket,  there  being 
no  candidate  named  on  that  ticket  for  either 
of  these  offices,  said  ticket  being  blank  as  to 
said  offices,  is  in  the  same  category  as  the 
last  one  aboye  mentioned.  We  need  not,  and 
do  not,  pass  upon  the  yalidity  of  the  four 
ballots  rejected,  because  they  each  contained 
large  blurred  marks  or  blotcnes  in  the  square 
surrounding  the  deyice  four  or  flye  times  as 
large  as  the  ordinary  stamp  mark,  because 
two  of  them'  were  for  appellant  and  two  were 
for  appellee,  making  the  result  the  same 
whether  they  are  counted  or  not.  The  flye 
remaining  rejected  ballots  each  contained 
more  than  one  stamp  mark  in  the  large  square 
enclosing  the  deyice,  were  stamped  contrair 
to  section  45  the  literal  meanine  of  which  is 
that  ooe  stamp  mark  is  to  be  placed  in  any 
square,  and  no  more.  It  yiolates  section  52, 
in  that  Such  unnecessary  stamp  marks  are 
distinguishinff  marks,  and  by  its  terms  the 
ballots  are  made  yoid  and  are  forbidden  to  be 
counted.  It  is  contended  that  the  statute  is 
directory  merely,  and  not  mandatory,  as  to  the 
method  of  marking  ballots  or  stamping  them. 
This  court,  in  speaking  of  this  very  proyision 
of  the  law  in  hirvin  y.  Wimberg,  180  Ind. 
566, 15 L.  R.  A.  778,  said :  "If  we  hold  this 
statute  to  be  directory  only,  and  not  manda- 
tory, we  are  left  entirely  without  any  fixed 
rule  by  which  the  officers  of  election  are  to  be 
^ided  in  counting  the  ballots.  *'  Appellant's 
counsel  earnestly  insist  that  though  the  ballot 
is  not  stamped  as  the  statute  requires,  and  in 
violation  of  its  terms,  yet  unless  there  is 
proof  that  the  unauthorized  or  prohibited 
marking  was  done  by  the  yot^r  for  a  corrupt 
motive,  the  ballot  must  be  counted.  Such  a 
construction  would  be  utterly  subyersiye  of 
the  leadinff  idea,  thought,  and  purpose  of  the 
act.  At  the  time  the  legislature  met  that 
passed  the  act,  there  was  a  general  belief  in 
the  public  mind  that  the  most  threatening 
evil  to  government  by  the  people  was  bribery 
or  vote  buying  at  elections.  The  evil  was 
more  dangerous  in  our^tate  than  in  many  of 
our  sisters,  because  the^wo  leading  political 
panics  were  so  nearly  matched  in  numbers. 
thus  rendering  it  practicable  to  change  the 
result  by  the  purchase  of  a  few  thousand 
votes.  Criminal  statutes  imposing  seyere 
penalties  against  the  crime  had  proyen  but 
idle  and  powerless  fulminations,  at  which 
both  the  buyer  and  seller  laughed,  feeling 
that  their  mutual  interest  would  hold  the 
secret  of  their  crime  against  free  goyernment 
securely  locked  in  their  breaste.  So  that  the 
statute  was  the  outgrowth  of  the  desire  of  all 
to  rid  the  state  of  the  burning  disgrace  and 
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ominous  danger  to  popular  goyernment.  And 
the  leading  idea  and  thought  of  the  whole  act 
was  not  to  afford  relief  against  the  fraud  of 
yote  buyine  and  bribery  at  elections  after 
its  commission,  but  it  was  to  deyise  a  plan 
by  which  the  honest  yoter  could  not  only  be 
freed  from  intimidation  by  making  his  vote 
a  secret  known  only  to  himself  and  his  God, 
but  it  was  to  absolutely  shut  the  door  against 
makinff  merchandise  of  his  yote  b^  the  cor- 
ruptible yoter  as  near  as  human  ingenuity 
could  devise  such  a  plan.  That  the  plan  has 
proven  eminently  sucxxssful  is  eyidenced  by 
the  fact  that  all  political  parties  warmly  ap- 
proye  the  law,  and  that  thirty  6dd  of  our 
sister  states  have  since  substantially  adopted 
it.  The  idea  was  not,  as  appellant's  ooimsel 
seem  to  think,  to  so  provide  as  to  render  it 
impossible  for  the  purchased  or  bribed  yoter 
to  afterwards  identify  the  ticket  he  yoted  by 
looking  at  and  inspecting  it,  because  the 
other  provisions  of  the  act  provide  for  a  de- 
struction of  the  ballots  after  they  are  counted, 
and  before  anybody  except  the  officers  can  see 
them.  But  it  was  to  guard  a^inst  the  pos- 
sibility of  the  yote  seller  indicating  to  the 
buyer  in  advance  how  his  ballot  would  be 
distinguished  from  the  other  ballots  in  the 
box,  so  that  the  buyer  or  his  agent,  who  may 
be  one  of  the  election  officers,  could  tell  when 
the  bribed  yoter 's  ballot  was  reached  in  the 
count  that  such  bribed  voter  had  carried  out 
his  contract.  It  was  belieyed  that  if  it  could 
be  rendered  impossible  for  the  buyer  or  his 
agent  to  identity  the  ballot  yoted  by  the  pur- 
chased voter  from  a  mere  indication  before- 
hand how  it  should  be  marked,  the  desired 
end  would  be  reached,  because  it  was  be- 
lieved that,  as  a  general  thing,  a  yote  buyer 
would  not  risk  his  money  on  a  yote  seller 
without  some  assurance  other  than  the  mere 
word  of  the  bribed  yoter.  To  that  end  a 
stamp,  the  same  stamp,  is  required  to  be  used 
in  marking  ballots  and  indicating  the  yoter 's 
choice,  instead  of  a  pen  or  pencil,  which 
could  be  giyen  a  peculiar  turn  or  a  peculiar 
mark  so  as  to  distinguish  the  ballot.  If  that 
is  true,  how  much  more  is  it  true  that  to 
carry  out  the  general  intent  of  the  act  that 
tlie  ballots  here  in  question  are  all  in  yiola- 
tion  of  the  act.  Many  of  them  are  expressly 
declared  by  the  terms  of  the  act  yoid,  and 
the  others  are  such  as  render  it  possible  to 
identify  the  ballot  by  the  person  engaged  in 
buying  it.  See  Bechtel  y.  Albin  (Ind.)  at  last 
term. 

Without  counting  the  two  tickets  rejected 
by  the  court  because  they  were  not  protested, 
the  appellee  has  a  clear  plurality  of  all  the 
yotes  by  five. 

The  judgment  is  therefore  affirmed. 


472 


NoBTH  Carolina  Supreme  Cocbt. 


Not., 


NORTH  CAROLINA  SUPREME  COURT. 


STATE  of  North  Carolina,  AppL, 

V. 

T.  L.  MOORE. 
( N.C. ) 

1*  If  an  oeeapation  tas  can  be  npheld 
in  anjr  ease  as  an  ezerctae  of  the  iaxini^ 
power*  it  must  not  violate  a  oonstitutioDal  re- 
quirement of  uniformity,  and  therefore  a  tax  im- 
posed by  the  legislature  on  the  exercise  of  an  oo- 
cupation  in  some  counties  but  not  in  others  is 
unconstitutional . 

8.  The  oeeapation  of  an  *'eniicraat 
a^ent**  does  not  belong  to  that  class  which  is  so 
inherently  harmful  or  dangrerous  to  the  public 
that  it  may  be  either  directly  or  indirectly  re- 
stricted or  prohibited,  where  the  occupation  con- 
sists merely  in  hirinsr  laborers  in  the  state  to  be 
employed  beyond  the  limits  of  the  state. 

8.  A  lieenee  fbe  of  $1,000  for  the  oeeii^ 
pation  of  an  emlierant  afl^nt  unaocom- 
panled  by  any  police  regulation  whatever,  is  un- 
reasonable and  cannot  be  upheld. 

(November  21, 1866.) 

APPEAL  by  the  state  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Criminal  Court  for  New  Hanover 
County  acquitting  defendant  of  a' violation 
of  the  Emigrant  Agent  Act.     AMrmed. 

The  facta  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opin- 
ion. 

Mr.  Frank  I.  Osborne*  Atty-Oen.,  for 
the  Slate. 

Mr.  Junins  Davis*  for  appellee : 

The  act  violates  the  rules  of  uniformity 
prescribed  by  the  constitution  of  the  state  for 
the  levying  and  assessing  of  taxes. 

State  V.  PaweU,  100  N.  C.  526;  Puitt  v. 
.  Oaston  County  Oomrs.  M  N.  C.  713,  55  Am. 
Rep.  638;  Worth  v.  Wilmington  <fe  F.  R. 
Co.  89  N.  C.  296.  46  Am.  Rep.  879 ;  Oatlin 
▼.  Tarboro,  78  N.  C.  121 ;  WiUy  v.  Salisbury 
Gomrs.  Ill  N.  C.  400. 

It  violates  articles  1  and  17  of  the  Bill  of 
Rights. 

1  Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  6th  ed.  p.  744; 
Butcher's  Union  S.  H.  d  L.  8.  L.  Co.  v. 
Crescent  City  L.  8.  L.  A  8.  H.  Co.  Ill  U. 
8.  767,  28  L.  ed.  591. 

The  act  is  leveled  at  the  laboring  class 
only,  that  great  mass  who  earn  their  living 
in  the  sweat  of  the  brow,  and  is  a  barrier  to 
many  who  may  wish  to  embrace  the  oppor- 
tunity and  means  offered  by  agents  to  emi- 
grate from  the  state  in  the  hope  of  bettering 
their  condition. 

Ex  parte  Kuhack,  9  L.  R.  A,  482,  86  Cal 
274. 

It  is  not  "the  law  of  the  land." 

It  is  partial  only  in  its  operation.  It  does 
not  embrace  all  pursuing?  the  denounced  call- 
ing within  the  state,  but  applies  only  to  cer- 
tain counties  and  makes  highly  penal  in 
them,  what  is  entirely  lawful  in  tiie  other 
counties  of  the  state. 


8taU  V.  Dimne,  98  N.  C.  788 ;  Re  Jacobi, 
98  N.  Y.  98,  50  Am.  Rep.  686;  People  v. 
Gillson,  109  N-  Y.  389;  hople  v.  Man,  ^ 
N.  Y.  377,  52  Am.  Rep.  40 ;  8taU  v.  <?o«/. 
will.  6  L.  R.  A.  621,  33  W.  Va.  179;  :<UUe 
V.  Fire  Creek  Coal  A  C.  Co.  ^  L.  R.  A.  3M, 
33  W.  Va.  188 ;  Bak&r  v.  P&riland,  5  Sawy. 
566 ;  Com,  v.  P^rry,  14  L.  R.  A.  325,  155 
Mass.  117;  Durkee  v.  Jarusnille,  28  \^i8. 
464,  9  Am.  Rep.  503. 

It  violates  the  Constitution  of  the  United 
States,  in  that  it  is  an  attempted  interferenoe 
with  the  right  of  congress  to  regulate  com- 
merce between  the  states.  For  interstate 
commerce  consists  as  well  of  the  ttansit  of 
persons  from  state  to  state,  of  emigntioa 
from  one  state  to  another,  as  of  the  transpor- 
tation of  merchandise. 

McCall  V.  California,  136  U.  8.  104,  84  L. 
ed.  392 :  RobHns  v.  Sfielby  County  Tax.  Diit. 
120  U.  8.  498,  80  L.  ed.  698 ;  Brimtfier  ?. 
Rebtnan,  138  U.  8.  81,  34  L.  ed.  863;  Minne- 
sota V.  Barber,  136  U.  S.  326,  34  L.  ed.  460. 

It  violates  the  14th  Amendment  to  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States. 

It  denies  to  those  engaged  in  the  business 
of  hiring,  within  the  prescribed  counties, 
laborers  to  leave  the  state,  the  equal  protec- 
tion of  the  law. 

San  Mateo  County  v.  Southern  Pae.  R.  Co.  7 
Sawy.  517,  13  Fed.  Rep.  145,  728;  8  Am.  & 
Eng.  R.  R.  Cas.  11,  12,  15 ;  Barbier  v.  Cm- 
oUy,  113  U.  8.  31,  28  L.  ed.  924;  Person  v. 
P&rtland,  69  Me.  278.  31  Am.  Rep.  276;  J^in- 
neapolis  dh  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Beekwith,  129  U. 
8.  28,  29,  32  L.  ed.  586 ;  Yiek  Wo  v.  Ho^pkiM, 
118  U.  8.  369-373,  30  L.  ed.  226,  227;  Stats 
V.  Divine,  supra. 

The  reason  of  the  act  is  public  history. 
For  it  is  notorious  that  its  openly  avowed 
purpose  was  to  prevent  negro  laborers  from 
leaving  the  state. 

It  is  a  bold  and  patent  attempt  to  accom- 
plish an  unlawful  object  in  an  alleged  law- 
ful way.  - 

Henderson  v.  Wickkam,  92  U.  8.  268.  S3 
L.  ed.  548 ;  Chy  Lung  v.  Freeman,  92  U.  S. 
275,  23  L.  ed.  660;  Hannibal  d  St.  J.  R 
Co.  V.  Husen,  95  U.  8.  472,  24  L.  ed.  530; 
San  Mateo  County  v.  Southern  Pae.  R  Ok 
supra. 

Shepherd,  Ch.  «/.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court  : 

This  is  an  indictment  for  the  yiolation  of 
chapter  75,  Acts  1891 ;  and  it  is  found  in  xbe 
special  verdict  that  the  defendant,  **  witboui 
having  first  procured  a  license  therefor  from 
the  treasurer  of  the  state  of  North  Carolina, 
did  hire  six  laborers  in  the  county  of  New 
Hanover,  in  the  state  afcfiresaid,  to  be  em- 
ployed beyond  the  limits  of  the  said  state. 
and  did  solicit  other  laborere  in  said  countr 
to  hire  themselves  to  be  so  employed,  and 
that  the  said  defendant  on  the  day  i^oresaid, 
and  in  the  county  aforesaid,  was  engaged  In 


Note.— The  above  ia  unusually  important  as  a  I  Imposed  for  revenue.  This  question  has  heretofore 
decision  that  a  constitutional  provision  for  uni-   been  but  slightly  touched  in  the  deciaioiia  of  tbe 
f  ormity  applies  to  an  occupation  tax  where  that  is  '  courts. 
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the  business  of  hiring  in  the  said  county  la- 
borers to  be  employed  beyond  the  limits  of 
said  state,  and  that  the  said  county  of  New 
Hanover  is  east  of  the  line,  as  at  present  es- 
tablished, and  as  so  established  on  the  6th 
day  of  February,  1891,  for  the  receiving  of 
patients  by  the  North  Carolina  Insane  Asy- 
lum." The  act  referred  to  excludes,  in  ex- 
press terms,  from  its  operation,  any  of  the 
counties  in  the  state  which  are  west  of  the 
said  line,  except  a  few,  which  are  therein 
specifically  named  ;  and  thus  it  appears  that 
the  same  occupation  may  be  lawfully  and 
freely  pursued  in  many  of  the  counties  of 
North  Carolina,  while  in  others  a  license  fee 
of  $1,000  is  required  to  be  paid  into  the  state 
treasury,  and  its  pursuit  without  such  a  li- 
cense is  denounced  as  a  criminal  offense  and 
punishable  by  a  fine  of  ^'not  less  than  five 
hundred  dollars  and  not  more  than  five  thous- 
and dollars,  **  or  by  imprisonment  in  the 
county  ]ail  "not  less  than  four  months,  or 
confinement  in  the  state  prison  at  bard  labor 
not  exceeding  two  years  fot  each  and  every 
offense,  within  the  discretion  of  the  court. 
It  must  be  manifest  from  these  provisions 
that  the  principle  of  uniformity  is  entirely 
disregaroed,  and  that,  if  the  act  is  to  be  con- 
sidered as  an  exercise  of  the  taxing  power  of 
the  legislature,  it  must,  under  the  repeated 
decisions  of  this  court,  be  declared  unconsti- 
tutional and  void.  Const,  art.  5,  §  8,  au- 
thorizes the  legislature  to  tax  **  trades,  pro- 
fessiims,  franchises,"  etc.  ;  and,  although  it 
is  not  expressly  provided  that  such  taxes  shall 
be  uniform.  **  yet, "  says  Rodman,  J. ,  speak- 
ing for  the  court  in  Qatlin  v.  Tarboro,  78  N. 
C.  119,  **a  tax  not  uniform,  as  properly  un- 
derstood, would  be  so  inconsistent  with  nat- 
ural justice,  and  with  the  intent  which  is 
apparent  in  the  section  of  the  constitution 
above  cited,  that  it  may  be  admitted  that  the 
collection  of  such  a  tax  would  be  restricted 
as  unconstitutional."  In  Worth  v,  Wilming- 
ton dt  W.  R  Co.,  89  N.  C.  291,  46  Am.  Rep. 
679,  the  principle  just  stated  was  distinctly 
reco^ized,  and  declared  to  be  within  the 
spirit  and  meaning  of  the  fundamental  law. 
Smith,  Ch.  J.,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of 
the  court,  said  :  **  We  should  be  reluctant  to 
hold,  if  there  were  no  question  of  constitu- 
tional right  involved,  that  this  method  of 
levying  taxes  was  sanctioned  by  our  own 
constitution,  and  consistent  with  the  equal- 
it7  and  uniformitv  which  it  contemplates. 
The  'uniform  rule^  to  be  observed  in  the  ex- 
ercise of  the  taxing  power  seems  to  be  so  far 
applicable  to  the  taxes  imposed  on  'trades, 
professions,  franchises  and  incomes, '  as  to  re- 
quire that  no  discriminating  tax  be  imposed 
Qpon  persons  pursuing  the  same  vocation, 
while  varying  amounts  may  be  assessed  upon 
vocations  or  employments  of  different  kinas. " 
Again,  in  Puitt  v.  OatUm  CourUy  Comrs.,  94 
X.  C.  709,  55  Am.  Rep.  688,  it  was  said : 
"The  principle  of  uniformity  pervades  the 
fundamental  law,  and  while  not  in  the  con- 
stitution applied  in  express  terms  to  the  tax 
on  trades,  professions,  etc.,  necessarily  un- 
derlies thie  power  of  imposing  such  tax. "  In 
this  last  case  the  court  adopted  the  words  of 
Miller,  J.,  in  the  8taU  Railroad  Tax  Cases, 
92  U.  8.  575,  2»  L.  ed.  668,  -that  while  one 
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tax  may  be  imposed  upon  innkeepers,  another 
upon  ferries,  and  a  still  different  tax  on  rail- 
roads, the  taxation  must  be  the  same  on  each 
class  that  is,  the  same  tax  upon  all  innkeep- 
ers, upon  all  ferries,  and  upon  all  railroads, 
in  their  respective  classes  as  taxable  sub- 
jects." And  again,  in  State  v.  I\>ioell,  100 
N.  C.  535,  the  same  language  was  accepted 
as  a  correct  definition  of  "uniformity,"  and 
it  was  repeated  that  "uniformity,  in  its  legal 
and  proper  sense,  is  inseparably  incident  to 
the  power  of  taxation."  The  act  under  con- 
sideration, if  intended  to  impose  a  tax,  in 
the  legal  signification  of  the  term,  very 
plainly  falls  within  the  inhibition  of  the- 
organic  law,  as  interpreted  so  often  by  this 
court,  for  it  cannot,  with  the  least  show  of 
reason,  be  contended  that  the  principle  of  uni- 
formity is  not  violated  when  the  same  oc- 
cupation is  heavilv  taxed  in  one  county, 
while  in  an  ad  joint  ne  county  it  is  entirely 
free  and  untrammeled.  It  is  too  plain  for 
argument  that  if  the  legislature  had  passed 
an  act  imposing  a  tax  upon  merchants  doing 
business  in  the  counties  of  New  Hanover, 
Pender,  and  Bladen,  while  like  merchants 
in  the  counties  of  Brunswick,  Robeson,  and 
Richmond  were  not  required  to  pay  such  tax, 
the  act  would  be  void;  and  yet  such  a  dis- 
crimination in  taxation  would  be  no  greater 
than  that  which  is  attempted  to  be  made  un- 
der the  statute  in  question.  It  is  not  very 
unusual  in  this  country  for  the  state,  either 
directly,  or  through  its  various  municipal 
corporations,  to  require  the  payment  of  & 
certain  amount  for  the  privilege  of  prosecut- 
ing one's  profession  or  calling;  and  this  ia 
required,  indiscriminately,  of  all  kinds  of 
occupations,  whatever  be  their  character, — 
whether  harmful  or  innocent;  whether  the 
license  is  necessary  to  the  protection  of  the 
public,  or  not.  "While  the  courts  are  not 
uniform  in  the  presentation  of  the  grounds 
upon  which  the  general  reauirement  of  a  li- 
cense for  all  kinds  of  employments  may  be 
justified,  on  one  ground  or  another,  the  rieht 
to  impose  the  license  has  been  very  generally 
recogni  zed .  W  hate  ver  refinements  of  reason  - 
ing  may  be  indulged  in,  there  are  but  two- 
substantial  phases  to  the  imposition  of  a  li- 
cense tax  on  professions  and  occupations.  It 
is  either  a  license,  strictly  so  called,  im- 
posed in  the  exercise  of  the  ordinary  police 
power  of  the  state,  or  it  is  a  tax  laid  in  the 
exercise  of  the  power  of  taxation."  Tiede- 
man,  Pol.  Powers,  §  101;  Cooley,  Taxn. 
408.  We  have  seen  that  under  the  latter  view 
the  law  under  consideration  cannot  be  sus- 
tained, for  the  want  of  the  uniformity  re- 
quired by  the  constitution ;  and  this  bringa 
us  to  the  other  branch  of  the  inquiry,^ 
whether  it  can  be  upheld  as  a  regulation  un- 
der the  police  power  of  the  state. 

2.  "The  police  of  a  state,  in  a  comprehen- 
sive sense,  embraces  its  whole  system  of  in- 
ternal regulation,  by  which  the  state  seeks 
not  only  to  preserve  the  public  order  and  to 
prevent  offenses  against  the  state,  but  also  to 
establish  for  the  intercourse  of  citizen  with 
citizen  those  rules  of  good  manners  and  good 
neighborhood  which  are  calculated  to  pre- 
vent a  conflict  of  rights,  and  to  insure  to  each 
the  uninterrupted  enjoyment  uf  his  own,  so 
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far  as  is  reasonably  consistent  with  a  like 
enjoyment  of  rights  by  others/'  Cooley, 
Const.  Lim.  704.  "  The  power  is  very  broad 
and  comprehensive,  and  is  exercised  to  pro- 
mote the  health,  comfort,  safety  and  welfare 
of  society.  Its  exercise  in  extreme  cases  is 
frequently  justified  by  the  maxim  ^aahis  pop* 
uli  'suprema  lex  est, '  It  is  used  to  regulate 
the  use  of  property  by  enforcing  the  maxim 
*aic  utere  tuo^  ut  cUienum  non  Icedas. '  Under 
it  the  conduct  of  an  individual  and  the  use 
-of  property  may  be  regulated  so  as  to  inter- 
fere, to  some  extent,  with  the  freedom  of  the 
one  and  the  enjoyment  of  the  other."  Be 
Jacobs,  98  N.  Y.  98,  60  Am.  Rep.  686 ;  Tiede- 
man,  Pol.  Powers,  §  1.  "This  power,  un- 
der our  federal  system  of  government,  has 
been  left  with  the  states,  and  the  only  limit 
to  its  exercise  in  the  enactment  of  laws  by 
their  legislatures  is,  that  they  shall  not  prove 
repugnant  to  the  provisions  of  the  funda- 
mental law — the  state  constitution  and  the 
Federal  Constitution,  with  the  laws  made  un- 
der its  delegated  powers."  State  v.  Moore, 
104  N.  C.  714 ;  Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  •574. 
In  its  fair  and  reasonable  exercise,  the  legis- 
lature, by  reason  of  the  very  nature  of  the 
power,  is  not  restricted  by  constitutional 
provisions  in  reference  to  uniformity,  as, 
says  J'Udge  Cooley,  ^'the  circumstances  of  a 
particular  locality,  or  the  prevailing  public 
itentiment  in  that  section  of  the  state,  may 
require  or  make  acceptable  different  police 
regulations  from  those  demanded  in  another. 
These  discriminations  are  made  constantly, 
and  the  fact  that  the  laws  are  of  local  or  spe- 
cial operation,  only,  is  not  supposed  to  ren- 
der them  obnoxious  in  principle. "  Cooley, 
Const.  Lim.  480.  This  principle  has  been 
fully  recognized  in  this  state,  and  is  illus- 
trated by  many  decisions.  In  Intendani  of 
Raleigh  v.  Sorrell,  46  N.  C.  49,  an  ordinance 
of  the  city  of  Raleigh  requiring,  under  pen- 
alty, oats  to  be  weighed  bv  the  public  weigfa- 
master,  before  being  offered  for  sale,  was 
sustained  as  a  valid  police  regulation.  So, 
an  ordinance  forbidding  the  sale  of  fresh 
meat  in  the  town  of  Durham,  except  at  the 
market  house  (State  v.  Pendergrass,  106  N. 
C.  664),  and  an  act  regulating  the  sale  of 
seed  cotton  in  certain  counties  of  the  state, 
were  held  to  be  a  proper  exercise  of  the  po- 
lice power.  So  also,  it  may  be  stated,  as  a 
general  principle,  that  all  callings  and  pro- 
fessions which,  by  reason  of  their  peculiar 
character,  may  directly  or  indirectly  do  harm 
to  the  public,  are  subject  to  police  regula- 
tions, and  a  license  may  be  required  for 
their  prosecution.  "  On  this  principle, "  says 
Tiedeman  (Pol.  Powers,  §  101),  "attorneys, 
physicians,  druggists,  engineers  and  other 
skilled  workmen  may  be  required  to  procure 
a  license,  which  would  certify  to  their  fitness 
to  pursue  their  resi)ective  callings,  in  which 
professional  skill  is  most  necessary,  and  in 
which  the  ignorance  of  the  practitioner  is 
likely  to  be  productive  of  great  harm  to  the 
public,  and  to  individuals  coming  into  busi- 
ness relations  with  them.  So  also,  the  li- 
censing of  dramshops,  green  groceries,  hack- 
men  and  the  like,  is  justifiable,  in  order  that 
these  callings  may  be  effectually  brought 
within  the  police  supervision,  which  is  nec- 
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essary  to  prevent  the  occupation  becoming 
harmful  to  the  public."  It  must  not  be  un- 
derstood, however,  that  the  exercise  of  the 
police  power  is  without  limit  On  the  con- 
trary, it  is  settled  by  abundant  aatbority 
that,  while  it  is  for  the  legislature  to  deter- 
mine what  regulations  are  needed  to  protect 
the  public  health,  and  secure  public  comfort 
and  safety,  and  its  measures  calculated  and 
intended  to  accomplish  these  ends  are  gen- 
erally within  its  discretion,  and  net  the  sub- 
ject of  judicial  review,  it  is  nevertheless  true 
that  this  extensive  authority  must  be  exer- 
cised in  subordination  to  those  great  princi- 
ples of  fundamental  law  which  are  designed 
for  the  protection  of  the  liberty  and  the  prop- 
erty of  the  citizen.  "  Liberty,  in  its  broad 
sense,  as  understood  in  this  country  means 
the  right  not  only  of  freedom  from  servitude, 
imprisonment,  or  restraint  but  the  right  of 
tne  to  use  his  faculties  in  all  lawful  ways, 
to  live  and  work  where  he  will,  to  earn  his 
livelihood  in  any  lawful  calling  and  to  pur- 
sue any  lawful  trade  or  vocation. "  Be  Jaoobs, 
supra;  Peo^  v.  Qillsmi,  109  N.  Y.  889.  In 
Butchers'  UnitynS.  H,  &L,  S.  Z.  Oo,  v.  Om- 
cent  Oity  L,  S.  L,  &  S,  H,  Co.  Ill  U.  8. 
746,  28  L.  ed.  585,  Mr,  Justice  Field  said 
"that  among  the  inalienable  rights  as  pro- 
claimed in  the  declaration  of  independence 
is  the  right  of  men  to  pursue  ...  any 
lawful  business  or  vocation  in  any  manner 
not  inconsistent  with  the  equal  rights  of 
others.  .  .  .  The  right  to  pursue  them, 
without  let  or  hindrance,  except  that  which 
is  applied  to  all  persons  of  the  same  a^,  sex 
and  condition,  is' a  distinguishing  privilege 
of  citizens  of  the  United  States,  and  an  essen- 
tial element  of  that  freedom  which  they  claim 
as  their  birthright.  ^  In  the  same  case,  Mr. 
Justice  Bradley  said :  "I  hold  that  the  lib- 
erty of  pursuit,  the  riiirht  to  follow  any  of 
the  ordinary  callings  of  life,  is  one  of  the 
privileges  of  a  citizen,  of  which  he  cannot 
be  deprived,  without  invading  his  right  to 
liberty,  within  the  meaning  of  the  constitu- 
tion." In  Bertholfy,  O^BetHy,  74  N.  Y.  509. 
30  Am.  Rep.  328,  Andrews,  J.,  remarked  that 
a  man's  right  to  liberty  includes  *'the  right 
to  exercise  his  faculties,  and  to  follow  a  law- 
ful vocation  for  the  support  of  life."  Judgf 
Coolejr  says:  "The  general  rule,  undoubt- 
edly, is  that  any  person  is  at  liberty  to  pur- 
sue any  lawful  calling,  and  to  do  so  in  his 
own  way,  not  encroaching  on  the  rights  of 
others.  It  is  not  .'competent,  therefore,  to 
forbid  any  person  or  class  of  persons,  whether 
citizens  or  resident  aliens,  offering  their  serv- 
ices in  lawful  business,  or  to  subject  others 
to  penalties  for  employing  them. "  These  au- 
thorities are  referred  to  for  the  purpose  of 
showing  that,  under  the  mere  guise  of  a  po- 
lice regulation,  a  person  cannot  be  undulv  re- 
stricted, or  substantially  prohibited,  from 
pursuing  a  lawful  occupation.  In  order  to 
iustify  such  legislation,  the  business  must 
Itself  be  of  such  a  nature  that  its  prosecution 
will  do  damage  to  the  public,  whatever  may 
be  the  character  and  Qualification  of  those 
who  engage  in  it.  Mr.  Tiedeman,  in  his 
very  reliable  work  (Pol.  Powers,  p.  290), 
remarks :  "  In  order  to  prohibit  the  prosecu- 
tion of  a  trade  altogether,  the  injury  to  the 
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public,  which  famishes  the  Justification  for 
such  a  law,  must  proceed  from  the  inherent 
<:baracter  of  the  business.  .  .  .  But,  if 
the  business  is  not  inherently  harmful  the 
prosecution  of  it  cannot  rightfully  be  prohib- 
ited to  one  who  will  conduct  the  business  in 
a  proper  and  circumspect  manner.  Such  an 
one  would  be  'deprived  of  his  liberty'  with- 
out due  process  of  law. "  It  is  on  the  ground 
of  their  inherently  harmful  and  dangerous 
character  that  the  keeping  of  framing  tables 
or  the  selling  of  intoxicating  liquor,  or  other 
things  of  a  cTemoralizing  nature,  may  be  ab- 
solutely prohibited.  Mtigler  v.  Kansas,  123 
U.  S.  623.  81  L.  ed.  205 ;  State  v.  Jai/ner,  81 
N.  C.  5S4.  This  may  be,  and  is  often,  di- 
rectly accomolished  by  legislation,  which, 
in  its  terms,  Is  expressly  prohibitory,  instead 
of  the  circuitous  method  of  imposing[  a  bur- 
den in  the  nature  of  a  license  as  a  police  reg- 
ulation, which  is  diificult  or  impossible  to 
be  borne,  and  which,  in  the  end,  may  make 
the  occupation  unprofitable.  Cooley,  Taxn. 
404. 

It  must  be  apparent  from  an  examination 
of  the  statute  in  question  that  the  occupation 
of  an  "*  emigrant  agent,  **  as  defined  therein, 
does  not  belong  to  that  class  which  is  so  in- 
herently harmful  or  dangerous  to  the  public 
that  it  may  either  directly  or  indirectly,  be 
restricted  or  prohibited.  The  statute  defines 
the  said  occupation  **  to  mean  any  person  en- 
gaged in  hiring  laborers  in  this  state  to  be 
employed  bejrond  the  limits  of  the  same. "  It 
cannot  be  seriously  contended  that  a  laborer, 
under  our  system  of  government,  as  indicated 
bv  the  unquestionable  authorities  to  which 
we  have  referred,  does  not  possess  the  right 
of  hiring  his  services  to  any  one,  either  with- 
in or  without  the  state ;  and,  if  he  may  do 
this,  we  are  unable  to  see,  as  we  have  Just 
remarked,  how  an  agent  or  other  person  en- 
gaged in  hiring  him  to  be  employ^  without 
the  state  can  be  considered  as  following  an 
occupation  which,  in  itself,  is  inherently 
dangerous  or  harmful,  in  the  sense  above 
mentioned.  Indeed,  this  position  is  fully 
conceded  by  the  attorney -general,  and  we 
will  now  consider  whether  the  license  im- 
posed bv  the  act  is  restrictive  or  prohibitory 
in  its  character. 

While  the  probable  harm  and  inconven- 
ience of  immigration,  to  the  public,  may 
not  be  averted  by  such  legislation,  it  is  of 
the  greatest  importance  to  all  of  the  citizens 
of  the  state  that  the  inexperienced  and  artless 
laborer  ma^  not  be  impo^  upon  by  the  false 
representations  and  other  fraudulent  practices 
of  an  emigrant  agent :  and  it  is  one  of  the 
highest  duties  imposed  upon  the  lawmakers 
to  prevent  such  abuses  by  prescribing  rigid 
and  appropriate  regulations,  under  which  the 
«aid  occupation  con  alone  be  followed.  Reg- 
ulations of  this  nature  may  be  made  in  a 
variety  of  ways,  but  that  which  is  most  com- 
monly adopted  is  the  requirement  of  a  license 
«e,  which  is  exacted  for  the  purpose  of  de- 
fraying the  probable  expenses  of  ascertain- 
ing the  moral  and  other  qualifications  of  the 
proposed  licensee,  and  the  proper  inspection 
or  other  necessary  police  supervision  under 
Jhich  the  particular  business  is  to  be  con- 
ducted.  While  the  means  adopted  must  have 


a  relation  to  the  accomplishment  of  these 
ends,  it  is  not  absolutely  necessary,  in  all 
cases,  that  the  law  or  ordinance  imposing 
the  license  should  prescribe  any  specific  reg- 
ulation, and.it  is  sufficient  if  the  court  can 
see  that  the  fee  exacted  is  a  reasonable  pro- 
portion of  the  necessary  expenses  incident  to 
the  general  police  supervision.  The  entire 
absence,  however,  of  any  regulation  or  of 
anv  police  supervision  whatever  is  a  power- 
ful aid  (and  especially  where  the  amount  ex- 
acted is  verv  large)  in  determining  whether 
the  license  is  not  really  a  discruised  species 
of  taxation,  or  an  indirect  method  of  unduly 
restricting  or  prohibiting  the  business  alto- 
gether. In  this  case,  however,  we  have  no 
hesitation  in  reaching  the  conclusion  that  the 
act  in  question  is  not,  and  was  not  intended 
as,  a  mere  regulation,  but  its  object  was  ei- 
ther to  tax  or  to  restrict  or  prohibit  the  par- 
ticular occupation  mentioned  therein.  This 
is  evident  from  the  fact  that  it  does  not  con- 
tain any  of  the  features  of  a  police  regula- 
tion, nor  is  it  connected  in  any  way  with 
any  police  supervision.  No  provision  what- 
ever is  made  for  the  ascertainment  of  the 
moral  character  or  other  qualities  of  the  ap- 
p]  icant.  The  statute  provides  that  **  any  per- 
son shall  be  entitled  to  a  license**  upon  the 
payment  of  the  prescribed  fee,  and  therefore 
the  vilest  impostor  may  demand  a  license, 
and  the  treasurer  has  no  discretion  to  with- 
hold it.  Neither  are  there  anv  regulations 
as  to  the  manner  in  which  the  business  is  to 
be  carried  on,  and  the  licensee  is  left  entirely 
unrestrained,  except  so  far  as  he  may  be 
amenable  to  the  general  law.  Even  if  there 
were  such  regulations,  there  is  an  utter  ab- 
sence of  any  provision  for  an  inspector,  or 
other  officer  whose  duty  it  is  to  enforce  them. 
The  general  scope  and  tendency  of  the  act, 
in  connection  with  the  exaction  of  the  very 
large  license  fee,  induce  us  to  believe  that, 
viewed  as  a  police  regulation,  it  is  so  far 
restrictive  and  prohibitory  as  to  contravene 
those  fundamental  principles  we  have  enun- 
ciate, and  which  are  intended  to  protect  the 
citizen  in  the  pursuit  of  an  occupation  not 
inherently  dangerous  or  harmful  to  the  pub- 
lic. It  may  be  regulated,  but  it  cannot  be 
indirectly  prohibited,  by  an  exercise  of  the 
police  power.  Whatever  doubt,  however, 
that  may  possibly  remain  as  to  the  validity 
of  the  act  as  a  police  regulation  may  be  dis- 
sipated when  we  consider  the  reasonableness 
of  the  amount  required  for  the  license.  We 
have  already  adverted  to  this  principle,  and 
will  refer  to  some  of  the  many  authorities 
upon  the  subject.  In  Cooley  "on  Taxation 
(page  408).  it  is  said  :  "Where  the  grant  is 
not  made  for  revenue,  but  for  regulation,  a 
much  narrower  construction  is  to  be  applied. 
A  fee  for  the  license  may  be  exacted,  but  it* 
must  be  such  a  fee,  only,  as  will  legitimately 
assist  in  the  regulation :  and  it  should  not 
exceed  the  necessary  or  probable  expense  of 
issuing  the  license,  and  of  inspect! n;?  and 
regulating  the  business  which  it  covers. "  In 
Tiedeman.  Pol.  Powers,  §  274,  it  is  said 
that,  *'  in  the  regulation  of  occupations,  it  is 
constitutional  to  require  those  who  apply  for 
n  license  to  pay  a  reasonable  sum  to  defray 
the  expenses  of  issuing  the  license,  and  main- 
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taining  the  police  supervision."  The  prin- 
ciple has  been  emphatically  recogniz^  by 
this  court  in  State  v.  Bean.  91  N.  C.  554. 
In  that  caae  it  appeared  that  the  town  of 
Salisbury,  had  under  its  charter,-  the  author- 
ity to  regulate  the  manner  in  which  pro- 
visions might  be  sold  in  its  "streets  and 
markets,"  and  to  enforce  such  regulations  by 
appropriate  penalties,  etc.  The  ordinance 
provided  that  "no  butcher  or  other  person 
shall  cut  up  and  expose  to  sale  any  fresh 
meats  within  the  limits  of  Salisbury  without 
first  obtaining  a  license  from  the  commis- 
sioners of  the  town,  which  license  shall  au- 
thorize the  person  or  persons  to  sell  meat  at 
a  certain  stand,  shop, or  stall  specified  in  said 
license,  to  be  used  as  a  market,  and  for  which 
license  said  person  shall  pay  the  sum  of 
$3.00  per  month  payable  in  advance."  The 
court  held  that  as  the  subjects  of  taxation 
were  enumerated  in  the  charter,  and  as  the 
occupation  of  selling  meat  by  butchers  was 
not  included  therein,  the  town  had  no  right 
to  impose  a  tax  upon  that  particular  occupa- 
tion ;  and,  when  It  was  ureed  that  the  li- 
, cense  fee  could  be  sustained  as  a  regulation 
under  the  police  power,  it  was  held  that  it 
was  not  a  police  regulation,  but  a  tax.  The 
opinion  was  based  upon  the  unreasonableness 
of  the  amount  required  for  the  license.  The 
court  (Ashe,  J.)  said:  "There  are  authori- 
ties to  be  found  to  the  effect  that,  under  the 
police  power,  license  may  be  granted  for  the 
exercise  of  particular  avocations  and  employ- 
ments, but  in  all  such  cases  it  is  held  that 
the  fee  or  price  exacted  for  the  privilege 
must  not  be  with  a  view  to  revenue ;  and  in 
such  cases  it  is  competent  and  proper  for  the 
courts,  where  the  effect  and  purpose  of  an 
ordinance  are  brought  to  be  reviewed  by 
them,  to  see  that  the  fee  or  price  paid  for  the 
privilege  of  exercising  the  franchise  is  rea- 
sonable, and  not  for  the  purpose  of  raising 
revenue.  Desty,  Taxn.  SOfe.  And  to  the  like 
effect  is  StaU  v.  Hohoken,  83  N.  J.  L.  280." 
The  court  then  proceeded  to  quote  Dillon, 
Municipal  Corporations,  357,  to  the  effect 
that,  in  the  case  of  a  license  under  the  police 
power,  only  "a  reasonable  fee  for  the  license, 
and  the  labor  attending  its  issue,  may  be 
charged."  Several  cases  were  cited  to  show 
that,  because  of  the  unreasonable  amount  ex- 
acted for  a  license,  its  imposition  was  con- 
sidered as  an  exercise  of  the  taxing,  and  not 
of  the  police,  power.  The  authorities  are 
abundant  in  support  of  the  proposition,  but 
its  correctness  is  so  fully  established  that  it 
is  hardly  necessary  to  reproduce  them  in  this 
opinion.  We  will  refer,  however,  by  way 
or  further  illustration,  to  the  instructive  case 
of  St,  Paul  V.  Traeger,  25  Minn.  248,  38  Am. 
Rep.  462.  The  city  of  St.  Paul  had,  by  or- 
dinance, required  a  license  fee  of  $25  for 
every  huckster  of  vegetables  who  plied  his 
trade  in  the  streets  of  the  city.  In  aetermin- 
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ing  whether  this  was  a  license  or  a  tax,  the 
court,  in  the  course  of  the  discussion,  said : 
"It  cannot  be  claimed  that  it  was  enacted  in 
the  exercise  of  any  police  power,  for  sanit&ry 
purposes,  or  for  the  preservation  of  good 
order,  peace,  or  quiet  of  the  city,  because, 
neither  upon  its  face,  nor  upon  any  evidence 
before  us,  does  it  appear  that  any  provision 
is  made  for  inspection,  etc.  ...  The 
annual  sum  exacted  for  the  license  is  mani- 
festly much  in  excess  of  what  is  necessary 
or  reasonable  to  cover  expenses  incident  to 
its  issue.  ...  No  regulations  being  pre- 
scribed in  reference  to  its  prosecution  under 
the  license,  there  could  be  little,  if  any,  oc- 
casion for  the  exercise  of  any  police  author- 
ity in  supervising  the  business,  or  enforcing 
the  ordinance,  and  no  cause  for  any  consider- 
able expense  on  that  account."  The  court 
held  that  the  ordinance  was  not  a  police  reg- 
ulation. Inasmuch  as  a  license  fee  must  be 
prescribed  in  advance,  and  in  many  instances 
It  cannot  be  determined  with  accuracy  what 
the  expenses  incident  to  the  regulation  may 
be,  the  courts  are  not  inclined  to  be  too  ex- 
act in  placing  an  estimate  upon  them,  so 
long  as  the  sum  demanded  is  not  altogether 
unreasonable.  But  we  have  no  difficulty  in 
holding,  in  the  present  case,  that  the  amount 
of  $1,(K)0,  to  be  paid  in  each  county  in  which 
the  occupation  is  pursued,  is  enormously  in 
excess  of  the  probable  expenses  incident  to 
the  regulation.  We  have  seen  that  in  fact 
there  is  no  regulation  at  all,  and  therefore 
no  expense,  except  the  insignificant  amount 
necessary  to  defray  the  cost  of  simply  issuing 
a  license.  If  a  license  fee  of  $3  per  month 
was  held  excessive  in  State  v.  Beian,  mnpra, 
where  very  many  of  the  elements  of  a  police 
regulation  were  present,  what  shall  we  say 
of  the  license  fee  of  $1,000  in  this  case,  in 
which  there  is  virtually  no  expense,  and 
where  there  is  not  a  single  feature  which  in- 
dicates any  police  regulation  whatever? 

As  the  questions  discussed  are  of  much  im- 
portance, and  especially  because  they  involve 
the  constitutionality  of  an  act  of  the  legisla- 
ture, we  have  been  somewhat  elaborate  m  the 
expression  of  our  views.  Entirely  mindful 
of  that  most  salutary  principle  that  no  court 
should  declare  an  act  ot  the  legislature  uncon- 
stitutional unless  it  is  plainly  so,  and  deeply 
conscious,  as  we  are,  of  the  profound  respon- 
sibility imposed  upon  those  whose  province 
it  is  to  exercise  so  delicate  a  duty,  we  can- 
not hesitate  in  deciding  that  the  act  under 
examination  is  incapably  of  being  sustained, 
in  any  ooint  of  view.  Considered  as  a  tax 
(and  this,  we  think,  is  its  true  character^ 
it  is  void  for  want  of  uniformity ;  and,  con- 
sidered as  an  exercise  of  the  police  power, 
it  is  likewise  void,  because  of  its  restrictive 
or  prohibitory  character,  as  well  as  the  un- 
reasonable amount  exacted  as  a  license  fee. 

Affirmed, 
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1.  Btoekln  trade  of  a  partnership  doinff 

busloeBB  In  a  dty,  which  remains  thereuntil  it  Is 
sold  In  course  of  business  is  ^^permanently  locat- 
cd'Hbere  for  purposes  of  taxation, without  regard 
10  tbe  residenoe  of  members  of  the  firm, within  the 
meaniog  of  the  exception  in  Md.  Const,  art.  3,  8 
51,  Diaking  goods  taxable  at  the  residence  of  the 
owner,  except  when  '^permanently  located"  else- 
where. 

%  A  stock  in  trade  of  a  trading  part- 
nership Is  properly  aeoeflsed  to  Oie '^ 


instead  of  to  the  individual  members,  where  the 
law  provides  for  the  assessment  of  goods  at  a 
place  where  they  are  permanently  located,  with- 
out regard  to  the  residence  of  the  owners. 

(January  12, 1884.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  Judj^ment  of 
the  Baltimore  City  Court  in  favor  of  de- 
fendants in  an  action  brought  to  compel  tbe 
payment  of  a  tax  assessed   against  property 
constituting  a  stock  of  goods  in  defendants 
possession  for  purposes  or  trade.     Reversed, 
Tbe  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 
Mr.  Thomaa  O*  uayea,  for  appellant : 
Tbe  legal  title  to  the  stock  in  question  is  in 
tbe  firm  and  not  in  the  individual  members  of 
tbe  firm,  and  is  hence  taxable  to  the  firm  and 


Nora.— TVlc  on  partTiership  properlv. 
A%  reoard/i  pUice  of  taxation. 

Personal  property  of  a  partnership  which  is  in 
tbe  same  state  as  its  principal  place  of  business  is 
muded  as  belonging  at  such  place,  for  the  pur- 
pr^ses  of  uxation,  under  statutes  taxing  part- 
oeiships  at  their  place  of  business,  and  is  not 
taxable  elsewhere  in  the  state.  Monroe  v.  Green- 
boe,  54  Mich.  9;  Osterhout  v.  Jones,  Id.  288; 
Williams  v.  Saginaw,  51  Mich.  120;  Putnam  v.  Fife 
Uke  Twp.  45  Mich.  126;  Torrent  v.  Tager,  52  Mich. 
5U6:  Hoadley  v.  Middlesex  Ck>unty  Ck>mrs.  106  Mass. 
519;  McCbv  V.  Anderson,  47  Mich.  fi02:  Stock  well  v. 
Brewer, »  Me.  386;  Fairbanks  v.  Kittredge.  24  Vt. 
>,  St.  Johnsbury  School  District  No.  1  v.  Kittridge, 

Rvteso. 

So  a  firm  of  cattle  dealers  having  a  place  of  busl- 
nesB,  is  not  taxable  at  another  place  where  it  has 
the  use  of  the  stock  yards  office  in  common  with 
other  dealers.   Farwell  v.  Hathaway,  151  Mass.  242. 

So  a  Ihrm  having  scores  at  two  places  and  sendin«r 
bats  to  a  mill  at  another  place  to  be  made  over, 
wbicb  mill  is  owned  and  run  by  other  parties,  is 
not  taxable  at  such  place  although  the  firm  is 
allowed  to  sort  and  ship  its  goods  from  such  mill. 
Lee  V.  Templeton,  5  Gray,  6T9. 

So  ft  bookselling  and  publishing  firm  having  a 
place  of  business,  is  not  taxable  in  another  city 
where  it  keeps  some  of  its  plates  stored,  even 
though  ft  has  some  printing  and  binding  done  in 
«ucb  piaoe  under  contract.    Little  v.  Cambridge,  9 

eu8b.as. 

But  a  firm  having  a  factory  at  another  place 
where  starch  is  made,  stored,  and  kept  till  sold  has 
a  ''place  of  business*'  there  although  the  sales  were 
made  at  its  regular  place  of  business  at  another 
city  in  the  same  state.  Barker  v.  Watertown,  137 
Maa8.2?7. 

Ad  inhabitant  is  taxable  in  the  state  wherein  he 
rendes  for  bis  interest  in  a  firm  established  and  do- 
ing bustnesB  in  another  state.  Bemis  v.  Boston,  14 
Allen,  aos. 

Coder  Kan.  Gen.  Stat.,  p.  1028,  providing  that 
personal  property  shall  be  listed  in  the  township  or 
ctty  in  which  the  person  charged  with  the  tax  re- 
sided, a  firm  residing  in  one  county  and  having  per- 
sonal property  in  another  is  liable  only  for  tax 
in  the  former.    Griffith  v.  Garter,  8  Kan.  666. 

But  Kansas  Act  1874, 1 7,  requiring  property  of  a 
flrm  to  be  listed  by  the  principal  accounting  officer 
or  by  an  agent  or  partner  thereof,  implies  that  it 
V  to  be  listed  as  a  whole  at  tbe  place  where  one  of 
the  Arm  resided  and  carried  on  the  business  and 
not  that  each  should  list  his  part  separately. 
Swallow  V.  Thomas,  15  Kan.  66. 
22  L.  R.  A. 


The  locality  of  the  capital  of  a  house  purchasing 
cotton  on  commission  is  the  same  as  the  domlcil  of 
the  members  of  the  firm  irhere  they  reside  in  the 
same  city  in  which  their  business  is  located  and  is 
uot  regarded  as  distributed  through  the  state 
where  sent  to  purchase  cotton.  St.  John  v.  Mobile, 
21AUI.224. 

Under  Indiana  Act  Dec.  18, 1872,  requiring  boats 
to  be  listed  where  enrolled,  registered,  or  licensed, 
they  cannot  be  taxed  where  a  ftrm  of  owners  reside 
if  they  are  not  kept  in  that  town.  Bversole  v.  Cook, 
02  Ind.  222. 

But  under  Ind.  Rev.  Stat.  1881,  8  6203,  providing 
that  boats  shall  be  listed  where  the  owners  or  one 
of  them  resides,  if  a  boat  owned  by  a  firm  is  listed 
where  two  of  tbe  firm  reside  it  is  not  also  subject 
to  taxation  in  another  j>laoe  in  the  same  county 
where  another  member  resides.  Cook  v.  Port  Ful- 
ton, 106  Ind.  170. 

And  under  Mass.  Rev.  Stat.,  chap.  7, 8 18,  and  Stat. 
1880,  chap.  188, 8  2,  ships  are  to  be  taxed  to  the  part- 
ners Jointly  where  their  business  is  carried  on.  Pea- 
body  V.  Bssex  County  Comrs.  10  Gray,  97. 

A  tax  on  a  nonresident  member  of  a  firm  may  be 
levied  in  the  state  where  such  Qrm  is  doing  business 
on  bis  interest  in  the  partnership  to  be  collected 
from  the  property  of  the  firm  to  which  he  belongs. 
Ihier  V.  Small,  17  How.  Pr.  201. 

And  a  foreign  firm  having  a  resident  partner 
and  branch  business  in  New  York  is  liable  to  taxa- 
tion in  that  place  although  the  business  there  is 
tributary  to  the  business 'abroad.  AeMoMahon, 
66  How.  Pr.  190. 

But  a  resident  partner  in  England,  of  a  firm  do- 
ing business  in  New  York,  is  not  liable  for  income 
tax  of  the  firm  in  respect  to  profits  made  by  buy- 
ing and  exporting  goods  from  England.  The  prof- 
its which  return  to  the  resident  partner  in  England 
as  his  share  are  taxable  there.  Sulley  v.  Atty-Gen. 
5  Hurlst  &  N.  711,  6  Jur.  N.  S.  1018,  8  Week.  Rep.  472, 
reversing  4  Hurlst,  &  N.  760. 

In  Hubbardston  Lumber  Co.  v.  Covert,  86  Mich. 
254.  it  was  held  that  a  Arm  has  the  characteristics  of 
legal  Identity  for  tbe  purpose  of  taxation,  but  this 
was  not  involved  in  the  case.  See  also  subheads— 
'^Set-off  for  debts:"  ''Joint-stock  association.'' 

Set-off  for  debts. 

In  an  assessment  against  the  Individual  member 
of  a  Arm  for  his  Interest  in  the  property  of  the  firm, 
he  is  not  entitled  to  deduct  the  firm  debts  due  in 
the  state,  but  may  have  his  proportionate  share 
deducted  if  he  makes  a  proper  showing.  State  v. 
Parker,  34  N.  J.  L.  71. 

It  seems,  in  the  absence  of  statute,  that  in  East 
Jersey  each  member  of  the  firm  is  assessed  for  his 
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Dot  to  the  iDdividual  members  of  the  firm  at 
their  respective  places  of  residence. 

Latrobe  v.  Baltimore,  19  Md.  13 ;  FourtJi 
Nat.  Bank  of  N.  T,  v.  New  Orleans  &  C\  R. 
Go.  78  U.  S.  11  Wall.  628,  20  L.  ed.  88;  Case 
V.  Beauregard,  &9  U.  8.  124,  25  L.  ed.  871; 
State  V.  Parker,  84  N.  J.  L,  78;  Fairbanks  v. 
Kittredge,  24  Vt.  14. 

Goods  and  chattels  are  permanently  located 
in  Baltimore  city  when  actually  situated  within 
its  corporate  limits,  with  no  location  elsewhere 
and  not  there  temporarily,  in  transitu  or  on 
storage  or  deposit  for  temporary  purposes. 

The  legislature  had  the  power  to  say  that 
the  assessable  value  of  the  glass  found  in  pos- 
session of  appellees  on  the  day  of  the  assess- 
ment should  be  ascertained  by  the  ascertain- 


ment of  the  average  value  of  that  glass  as  stock 
in  trade  for  the  year  the  taxes  were  levied. 

8tatf  V.  Sterling,  20  Md.  502. 

The  words  *'  permanently  located"  as  used 
in  article  8,  section  51,  of  Ck)nstitutioo,  cannot 
be  held  to  mean  a  location  lasting  forever.  No 
such  meaning  is  ever  given  to  these  words. 
The  definition  of  "permanent"  by  theweieht 
of  judicial  decisions  does  not  embrace  the  idea 
of  absolute  perpetuity,  but  rather  when  used 
in  connection  with  location,  of  indefinite  dura- 
tion. 

Texas  d  R  R  Co.  v.  MarshaU,  186  U.  S. 
898.  84  L.  ed.  385;  Mead  v.  Ballard,  74  U.  S. 
7  Wall.  290,  19  L.  ed.  190;  BasseU  v.  Jchnstm, 
2  N.  J.  Eq.  156;  lA>rd  v.  Ooldberv,  81  Cal.  596; 
Perrp  v.  Wheeler,  12  Bush.  541;  Eldertm  v. 


interest  in  the  firm,  while  In  West  Jersey  the  firm 
is  aBseseed  as  a  whole. 

And  where  three  of  the  firm  were  nonresidents, 
the  property  of  the  firm  was  properly  assessed 
where  situated  although  the  resident  member 
lived  in  another  city,  but  no  deduction  will  be  made 
for  debts  if  the  interest  of  the  resident  partner  is 
not.discloeed.    Taylor  v.  Love,  48  N.J.  L.  Ii2. 

And  where  one  member  of  a  6rm  resides  in  the 
state  and  the  other  members  are  nonresidents  the 
firm  is  not  entitled  to  deduction  for  debts.  State 
V.  McCbesney,  36  N.  J.  L.  548. 

Joint^stoek  assodalion. 

The  property  of  a  joint-stock  association  that  is 
a  partnership  is  taxable  at  its  place  of  business 
without  resrard  to  residence  of  its  shareholders. 
Hoadley  v.  Middlesex  County  Comrs.  106  Mass.  619; 
Rlcker  v.  American  Loan  &  T.  Ck).  140  Mass.  84f}. 

A  Joint-stock  company  is  not  exonerated  from  a 
tax  imposed  on  lnsuranoe>companies,  *^ncorporat- 
ed  or  associated  under  the  laws  of  another  Kovem- 
ment,**  even  if  the  company  is  a  partnership."  Oli- 
ver V.  Liverpool  &  L.  L.  &  F.  Ins.  Co.  100  Mass.  681* 

And  a  Joint-stock  company  that  was  a  partner- 
ship was  taxable  as  a  corporation  under  N.  T« 
Laws  1881,  chap.  861,  providing  that  every  associa- 
tion organized  under  any  law  in  this  state  shall  be 
liable  to  pay  tax  on  its  corporate  franchise  or  bus- 
iness. People  V.  Wemple,  6  L.  R.  A.  808,  117  N.  T. 
136. 

But  a  joint-stock  company  that  is  a  partnership 
is  not  taxable  under  1 N.  T.  Rev.  Stat.,  pt.  1,  chap. 
13,  title  4,  8 1«  providing  that  all  moneyed  or  stock 
corporations  shall  be  taxed  on  their  capital  in  a 
certain  manner.  People  v.  Coleman,  16  L.  K.  A. 
188. 188  N.  Y.  279.  affirming  87  N.  Y.  8.  R.  IJW;  Hoey 
V.  Coleman,  46  Fed.  Rep.  fSSL;  Byers  v.  Coleman,  Id. 
824. 

And  a  statute  imposing  a  tax  on  the  shares  of 
stock  companies  is  invalid  as  applied  to  a  partuer- 
sblp,  under  a  constitutional  provision  that  a  tax 
must  be  imposed  on  some  produce  or  goods,  and  a 
share  is  not  a  commodity.  Gleason  v.  McKay,  184 
Mass.  419;  Ricker  v.  American  Loan  &  T.  Co.  suitra. 

Name  in  whieh  the  OMessment  is  made. 


Firm  property  should  be  assessed  against  the 
firm  in  the  partnership  name,  but  slight  discrep- 
ancy will  not  invalidate  where  no  one  has  been 
misled.  Van  Dyke  v.  Carleton,  61  N.  H.  674:  Hill  v. 
Graham,  72  Mich.  660;  Lyle  v.  Jacques,  101  III.  644. 

But  in  Thibodaux  V.  Keller,  29  La.  Ann.  5U8,  it  was 
held  that  a  purchaser  of  property  sold  for  taxes  be- 
longing to  Keller  &  Co.  as  the  property  .of  J.  N. 
Kellar  for  taxes  of  J.  N.  Keller,  obtains  no  title.  It 
seem  that  there  an  assessment  is  on  a  footing  with 
a  judgment.  In  Van  Dyke  v.  Carleton,  supra,  the 
name  of  the  firm  was  reversed.  In  Hill  v.  Graham, 
22  L.  R.  A. 


supm,  a  statute  provided  that  an  assessment  in  tbe 
wrong  name  would  not  invalidate.  And  in  Lyle  r. 
Jacques,  supra,  tbe  name  was  one  used  by  that 
firm  doing  business  under  several  names  but  still 
the  same  firm. 

Real  estate  handed  in  with  other  property  be- 
longing to  the  firm  is  properly  assessed  in  the  name 
of  the  firm.    Hubbard  v.  Winsor,  15  Mich.  146. 

Where  timber  land  of  a  member  of  anonresldeDt 
firm  is  listed  to  such  firm  by  its  agent  in  tbe  name 
of  the  firm,  a  levy  against  logs  belonging  to  tbe 
firm  for  such  tax  was  sustained.  Sage  t.  Bur- 
Ungame,  74  Mich.  120. 

DiSBOlutiOfl. 

If  Urm  property  is  taxable,  the  subsequent  diaso- 
lution  of  the  firm  wOl  not  afteot  the  right  to  en- 
force the  tax.  Blodgett  v.  Muskegon,  60  Micb.  580: 
Robinson  v.  Ward,  18  Ohio  St.  298. 

And  a  tax  assessed  after  dissolution  and  paid  un- 
der protest,  cannot  be  recovered  beck  from  tbe 
town  if  tbe  aifairB  of  the  firm  had  not  been  wouud 
up  or  there  was  firm  property  on  hand.  Oliver  v. 
Lynn,  180  Mass.  148L 

But  in  Von  Phul  v.  New  Orleans,  24  La.  Ann.  981, 
it  was  held  that  a  firm  was  improperly  assessed 
after  notice  of  dissolution  had  been  duly  pub- 
lished. 

And  a  partner  who  paid  taxes  for  the  firra  to 
prevent  seizure  after  the  firm  bad  diswlved  fur 
taxes  which  were  then  due,  nuy  set  off  the  same 
against  his  copartner  when  sued  by  him  on  a  note 
given,  before  seizure  for  such  partner's  Interest. 
Evans  v.  Bradford,  86  Ind.  587. 

But  a  partner  renting  his  copartner*B  Interest  at 
dissolution  cannot  defeat  the  claim  for  rent  by  suf- 
fering a  sale  of  an  undivided  one  half  fm  taxes 
due  prior  to  the  dissolution,  as  It  was  his  duty  to 
pay  the  whole  notwithstanding  the  retiring  part- 
ner said  he  would  not  allow  such  taxes  if  paid. 
Chapin  v.  Streeter,  124  U.  8.  800, 31  L.  ed.  47&. 

A  purchaser  of  a  partnership  interest  assumlncr 
the  liabilities  of  the  firm  is  bound  to  pay  the  taxes 
outstanding  against  tbe  share  of  the  retiring  mem- 
ber.   Wbeat  V.  Hamilton,  58  Ind.  2S6. 

But  a  partner  is  not  liable  for  tbe  firm  tax  aftnr 
he  had  disposed  of  his  interest  in  the  firm,  before 
the  time  for  assessing.  Washburn  v.  Walworth, 
188  Mass.  499. 

And  In  the  absence  of  agxeen^ent  one  partner  is 
not  liable  to  the  others  for  taxes  paid  by  tbe  firm 
on  capital  borrowed  of  such  first-named  member. 
Conn  V.  Conn,  22  Or.  452. 

The  interest  in  a  firm  in  Calif  omia,  of  a  member 
residing  in  New  York,  is  not  such  a  debt  at  bis 
death  as  to  be  aaseseable  against  his  executon  in 
New  York  as  the  surviving  partners  owe  no  debt 
to  tbem  until  after  liquidating  tbe  firm  debts. 
People  V.  Coleman,  44  Hun,  20.  !•  T. 
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SmmenB,  4  C.  B.  479;  NewUm  v.  Mahoning 
Omnty  Comrs.  100  U.  S.  568,  25  L.  ed.  712; 
HatTMY.  8haw,\%l\\.  im. 

"PennaDenlly  located"  is  opposed  to  a 
temporary  locaUoD  or  in  transitu;  when  ap- 
plied to  goods  and  chattels  they  must  have  no 
actus]  location  elsewhere. 

Davis  V.  Montgomery  Furnace  d  Chemical 
Co.  (Ala.)  Dec.  10,  18»0. 

Goods  and  chattels,  horses  and  cattle,  and 
other  movable  property  of  a  tangible  or  visible 
character,  are  liable  to  taxation  m  the  Jurisdic- 
tion of  the  state  where  the  same  are  and  are 
ordinarily  kept,  irrespective  of  the  residence  or 
domicil  of  the  owner. 

Com.  V.  American  Dredging  Co,  1  L.  R.  A. 
237,  m  Pa.  886. 

Property  it  a  partnership  is  with  propriety 
taxed  where  the  business  is  carried  on. 

Cooley,  Tazn.  374;  Mobile  v.  Baldwin,  57 
Ala.  «8;  Irvin  v.  J^ew  Orleans,  St,  L.  d  C.  R, 
Co.  M  III.  Ill:  St.  Louis  v.  Wiggins  Ferry 
Co.  78  U.  B.  11  Waa  428,  20  L.  ed.  192. 

The  court  of  appeals  of  Maryland  has  given 
a  meaning  and  interpretation  to  the  Act  of 
1865,  chapter  119,  and  has  emphatically  said 
that  "actually  situated"  is  equivalent  to 
"permanently  located." 

Firemen's  Ins.  Co.  v.  Baltimore,  28  Md.  811. 

Legal  protection  and  taxation  being  recipro- 
cal, it  is  but  just  and  fair  that  the  stock  in 
Question,  whi<m  receives  its  sole  protection 
m>m  Baltimore  city,  should  pay  to  that  city 
its  just  proportion  of  taxes  for  this  protection. 

Com.  V.  American  Dredging  Co.  and  Mchile 
V.  Baldwin,  supra;  Pullman  PeUace  Car  Co.  v. 
Ptnnsyltania,  141  U.  8. 18,  85  L.  ed.  618. 

Mmn.  James  P.  Gorier  and  WiUiaan 
&•  Bryan,  Jr.*  also  for  appellant. 

Mmn.  D.  G.  Mcintosh  and  David 
Stewart*  for  appellees: 

The  case  is  not  affected  by  the  fact  that  the 
propertv  is  partnership  property. 

Lindley,  Partn.  2d  Am.  ed.  pp.  110,  111; 
Bates.  Partn.  §  175;  Cooley,  Taxn.  1st  ed.  p. 
271. 

The  interest  of  each  partner  in  the  parffeer- 
ship  is  his  personal  property. 

Bemis  v.  Boston,  14  Allen,  366;  Fairbanks 
V.  KiUndge,  24  Vt  10. 

Where  the  partners  live  in  different  taxing 
districts,  the  place  of  business  does  not  fix  the 
place  of  taxation  for  all  the  personality  of  the 
firm  wherever  situate. 

Taylor  v.  Late,  48  N.  J.  L.  142;  State  v. 
Parker,  84  N.  J.  L.  71;  Lanier  v.  Macon,  59 
Ga.  187. 

In  Kansas,  ''corporations,  companies, •  tod 
firais'*  are  by  statute  taxed  as  distinct  persons. 

SfcaUow  V.  Thomas,  15  Kan.  66. 

The  power  of  the  legislature  which  in  most 
states  can  separate  for  the  purposes  of  taxation 
the  situs  of  the  personal  property  from  the 
domidJ  of  its  owner  (Tappan  v.  Merchants 
Iiat.  Bank  of  Chicago,  86  t).  8.  19  Wall.  490. 
22  L  ed.  189)  is  limited  in  Maryland  by  the 
constitution ;  and  under  this  limitation  even 
special  statutes  for  the  taxation  of  partnerships 
SB  ifldrviduals,  such  as  exist  in  other  states, 
would  be  invalid. 

The  stock  in  trade  of  a  merchant  is  not 
"jTOods  and  chattels  permanently  located." 

The  statute  does  not  speak  of  such  personal 
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property  as  may  be  permanently  located,  but 
singles  out  ''  goods  and  chattels"  by  which  is 
meant  visible,  tangible,  movable  things. 

Kirkland  v.  Brune,  31  Gratt.  181. 

And  in  this  case  the  visible,  tangible,  mov- 
able pieces  of  glass  have  no  permanent  location 
whatever. 

If  a  ship  kept  by  a  merchant  at  his  dock 
sails  away  to  return  again,  it  has  in  a  sense  a 
permanent  home  there.  There  is  far  more 
permanency  of  location  in  this  than  iif  a  box 
of  glass  which  is  intended  to  be  sold  and  sent 
away  never  to  return.  And  yet  a  ship  is  not 
"  goods  and  chattels  permanently  located." 

Hooper  v.  Baltimore,  12  Md.  464. 

So  with  cars  and  engines  passing  through 
union  depot. 

Philadelphia,  W.  d  B.  R.  Co.  v.  Appeal  Tax 
Court  of  Baltimore,  50  Md.  897. 

A  similar  decision  was  rendered  about  Pull- 
man cars. 

Appeal  Tax  Court  of  Baltimore  v.  PuUmnry 
Palace  Car  Co.  50  Md.  452. 

It  is  no  argument  to  urge  the  eauity  of  busi- 
ness men  paying  their  taxes  in  their  place  of 
business. 

Hooper  v.  Baltimore,  supra, 

Boyd*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  case  was  tried  in  the  Baltimore  city 
court  on  an  agreed  statement  of  facts.  The 
ai^reement  shows  that  Charles  J.  Baker,  Wm. 
Baker,  Jr.,  and  Charles  E.  Baker  compose- 
the  firm  of  Baker  Bros.  &  Co.  ;  that  Charles. 
E.  Baker  is  a  resident  of  Baltimore  city  and 
the  other  two  members  of  the  firm  are  resi- 
dents of  Baltimore  county ;  that  Charles  J. 
Baker  has  a  four- tenths  interest  and  the  other 
two  have  each  a  three- tenths  interest  in  the 
firm.  It  is  admitted  that  the  place  of  busi- 
ness of  the  firm  is  on  Charles  street  in  Balti- 
more city,  at  which  place  is  kept  the  stocks 
of  the  partnership  of  an  average  value  of 
$80,000;  that  the  firm,  has  been  assessed  by 
the  appeal  tax  court  of  Baltimore  city  tor 
$80,000  on  their  stock  and  $750  on  their 
horses  used  in  their  business  and  taxes  $1,- 
898.95  for  state  and  city  taxes  for  1892. 

The  appellees  declined  to  pay  those  taxea 
but  were  willing  to  pay  on  the  horses,  which 
they  keep  permanently  in  the  city,  and  on 
the  three  tenths  interest  of  Charles  £.  Baker. 
The  question  raised  by  the  agreed  statement 
of  facts  and  the  prayers  were  whether  taxes 
could  be  levied  and  collected  from  the  whole 
stock  of  the  firm  or  whether  only  the  three- 
tenths  interest  of  Charles  £.  Baker  therein 
was  liable. 

The  court  below  decided  that  the  plaintiff 
was  only  entitled  to  recover  the  amount  of 
taxes  due  for  the  horses  and  for  the  interest 
of  Charles  £.  Baker  in  the  whole  stock  of  the 
partnership.  A  judgment  was  entered  ac- 
cordingly for  $482.88,  with  interest  and  costs, 
and  the  plaintiff  appealed  to  this  court. 

The  appellees  rely  upon  section  51  of 
article  8  of  the  Constitution  of  Maryland, 
which  provides  that  **the  personal  property 
of  residents  of  this  state  shall  be  subject  to 
taxation  in  the  county  or  city,  where  the  resi- 
dent bona  fide  resides  for  the  greater  part  of 
the  year  for  which  the  tax  may  or  shall  be 
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levied,  and  not  elsewhere,  except  ^oods  and 
<;hattel8  permanently  located  which  shall  be 
taxed  in  the  city  or  county  where  they  are 
so  located. "  The  principal  question  to  be  de 
termined  is  the  meaning  of  the  term  ^per 
manently  located"  as  used  in  section  of  the 
•constitution  it  being  contended  by  the  appel- 
lees that  the  goods  and  chattels  composing 
their  stock  in  trade  are  not  "permanently 
located"  in  the  city  of  Baltimore.  Article 
16  of  the  Declaration  of  Rights  asserts  that 
"every  person  in  the  state  or  person  holding 
property  therein,  ought  to  contribute  his 
proportion  of  public  taxes  for  the  support  of 
the  government,  according  to  his  actual 
worth  in  real  or  personal  property." 

Taking  this  in  connection  with  the  pro 
vision  of  the  constitution  above  quoted,  it  is 
clear  that  it  was  contemplated  by  the  framers 
of  th3  constitution  thao  personal  property 
such  as  that  referred  to  in  this  case  should  be 
taxed  somewhere.  If  a  resident  of  Baltimore 
county  has  personal  property  (carriage  and 
horses  for  example)  which  go  in  and  out  of 
.the  city  without  having  any  permanent  abid- 
ing place  in  the  city,  he  should  pay  taxes  on 
the  same  in  Baltimore  county.  The  object 
of  the  constitutional  provision  was  to  insure 
as  far  as  possible  taxation  once,  and  to  pre- 
vent it  more  than  once  on  the  same  propertv. 
As  the  situs  ot  personal  property  is  ordinarily 
the  place  of  residence  of  the  owner,  the  con- 
stitution provides  that  personal  property 
should  bo  taxed  where  the  owner  bona  flae  re- 
sides for  the  greater  part  of  the  year,  but  as 
that  provision  alone  might  work  great  hard- 
ships on  the  county  or  city  where  goods  and 
chattels  of  the  owner  are  permanently  located, 
the  exception  was  made.  Goods  and  chattels 
permanently  located  at  the  residence  of  the 
•owner  are  to  be  taxed  there,  ^  so  what  might 
be  called  his  "floating  goods 'and  chattels  are 
taxed  at  the  place  of  his  residence,  because 
they  have  no  actual  situ^  of  their  own,  and 
hence  that  of  their  owner  is  adopted,  but 
such  goods  and  chattels  as  compose  the  stock 
in  trade  of  the  appellees  are  not  carried 
backwards  and  forwards  between  Baltimore 
county  or  some  other  county  and  the  city  of 
Baltimore.  As  long  as  they  are  the  property 
•of  the  appellees  they  are  located  in  Baltimore 
xiity,  and  they  are  as  "permanently  located," 
there  as  such  goods  ana  chattels  can  be  any- 
where. They  are  not  manufactured  or  pur- 
chased to  be  kept  as  long  as  they  remain  in 
existence. 

The  separate  articles  constituting  the  stock 
may  continue  the  property  of  the  appellees 
for  a  day,  a  week,  a  month*  a  year,  or  longer, 
but  until  they  are  sold  they  remain  perma- 
viently  in  Baltimore,  and  are  not  moved  from 
place  to  place.  That  is  clearly  what  is  meant 
by  "  permanently  located" — not  that  the  goods 
and  chattels  must  remain  until  they  are  worn 
out  or  indefinitely.  The  agreed  statement  of 
facts  shows  that  the  average  value  of  the  stock 
<;arricd  by  the  appellees  is  $80,000  and  that 
they  were  assessed  for  that  amount.  In  other 
words,  the  appellees  keep  constantly  on  hand 
nt  their  place  of  business  in  Baltimore  city 
$80,000  worth  of  goods  and  chattels  in  the 
shape  of  glass,  etc.  It  may  be  true  that  $5, 000 
worth  of  glass  mav  be  sold  and  shipped  away 
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to-dav,  and  another  lot  of  glass  worth  $5,000 
may  be  substituted  for  it  to-day  or  to-mor 
row,  but  the  stock  of  ^oods  and  chattels  of 
the  value  of  $80,000  {s  kept  on  hand— ia  per- 
manently located  at  their  place  of  business. 
It  is  not  necessary  to  itemize  the  stock  in  trade 
when  it  is  assessed.  The  assessors  examine 
the  S|tock— the  goods  and  chattels— and  fix 
their  value  for  taxation,  just  as  they  do  the 
furniture  or  other  tangible  personal  property 
at  the  respective  residences  of  the  appellees. 
If  the  contention  of  the  appellees  is  to  pre- 
vail, their  merchandise  cannot  be  taxed  any- 
where. No  merchant  expects  to  keep  his 
stock  permanently  on  hand  in  the  sense  that 
term  is  used  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the 
appellees.  He  expects  to  sell  as  soon  as  he 
can  receive  his  price,  and  as  h«  sells  be  re- 
plenishes his  stock.  The  articles  are  chaog- 
ing  from  day  to  day,  but  the  stock  which 
represents  the  aggregate  of  the  goods  and 
chattels  remains  about  the  same.  Yet,  can 
it  be  claimed  that  a  merchant  who  resides 
and  canies  on  his  business  in  Baltimore  is 
not  to  be  taxed  for  his  stock  in  trade.  A 
reasonable  construction  must  be  given  the 
constitutional  provision,  and  we  must  bear 
in  mind  the  object  in  taxing  goods  and 
chattels  permanently  located  in  the  city  or 
county  where  they  are  so  located. 

If  the  position  of  the  appellees  is  correct 
it  is  possi  Die  t4)  have  hundreds  of  thousands  of 
dollars,  probably  millions,  of  tangible  per- 
sonal property,  goods,  and  chattels,  within 
the  city  of  Baltimore,  having  the  benefit  of 
its  police  and  fire  protection  from  year  to 
year  and  yet  not  contribute  one  dollar  to  the 
support  of  the  police  and  fire  departments. 
Merchants  transacting  business  in  Cumber- 
land, Hagerstown,  Frederick,  Annapolis  and 
other  incorporated  cities  and  towns  in  the 
counties  could  escape  all  municipal  taxes  on 
their  stock  in  trade  by  living  beyond  the  cor- 
porate limits  of  those  cities  and  towns,  whilst 
those  living  within  such  cities  and  towns 
must  pay  the  municipal  as  well  as  the  state 
aiUL  county  taxes  on  their  stock  in  trade. 
Such  a  construction  of  the  law  would  encour- 
age fraud.  A  resident  of  a  remote  county 
might  carry  a  large  stock  in  tnide  in  Balti- 
more city  or  on  the  eastern  shore  without  the 
knowledge  of  the  authorities  of  the  county 
where  he  resided. 

We  recognize  fully  the  force  of  the  argu- 
ment of  counsel  for  the  appellees  that  prop- 
erty cannot  be  taxed  simply  because  it  may 
seein  inequitable  to  permit  it  to  escape  taxa- 
tion. But  when  we  are  called  upon  to  con- 
strue statutes  or  the  constitution  on  this 
subject  it  is  our  duty  in  seeking  the  true  in- 
terpretation of  language  used  to  place  a 
reasonable  construction  upon  it,  and  to  bear 
in  mind  the  fact  that  our  constitution  aimed 
to  require  all  persons  to  bear  their  just  share 
of  the  burden  of  taxation. 

This  case  differs  wholly  from  those  of 
Hooper  v.  BaUimore,  12  Md.  464,  and  iWi 
delpJiia.  W.  <fe  B.  R.  Co.  v.  Appeal  Tax  CifUTt 
oj  Baltimore,  50  Md.  397,  cited  by  the  ap- 
pellees. Harper  was  a  resident  of  'Baltimore 
county  and  this  court  decided  that  his  ship 
was  not  permanently  located  "within  the 
state,"  and  hence  it  could  not  be  taxed  by 
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Baltimore  city.  The  statute  then  in  force  re- 
<)uired  proi>erty  ownod  by  residents  of  this 
«tate,  and  not  permanently  located  elsewhere 
within  the  state,  to  be  assessed  to  the  owner 
in  the  county  or  city  where  he  resided.  The 
ship  was  registered  in  the  custom  house  at 
Baltimore,  but  under  the  law  of  congress  ex- 
isting at  that  time,  she  could  not  be  regis- 
tered elsewhere  whilst  the  owner  residea  in 
Baltimore  county,  as  Baltimore  cfty  was  the 
port  of  entry  of  the  district  which  embraced 
Baltimore  county,  and  hence  the  fact  that  she 
sailed  from  the  port  of  Baltimore  city  to 
foreign  ports  did  not  permanently  locate  her 
there  if,  in  the  lan^uaee  of  the  court  in  that 
case,  "a  vessel  built  U)r  and  actually  em- 
ployed in  the  foreign  trade  can  be  said  to  be 
permanently  located  anywhere.  ^  The  case  in 
oO  Md.  397,  supra,  determined  that  the  roll- 
ing stock  of  tho  company  could  not  be  as- 
sessed in  Baltimore  city,  as  it  was  not  per- 
manently located  there  within  the  meaning 
of  the  General  Assessment  Act  of  1876,  which 
bad  a  provision  very  similar  to  that  in  the 
constitution.  The  court  decided  that  Balti- 
more city  was  not  the  home  office  of  the  cor- 
poration. It  said  on  page  416:  "The  en- 
gines and  cars  of  the  appellant  have  no 
abiding  place  or  permanent  location  in  this 
state,  so  as  to  become  incorporated  with  the 
other  permanent  property  of  the  state,  and 
are  only  brought  here  transiently  when  em- 
ployed in  the  operation  of  the  road."  The 
court  uses  as  equivalent  terms  "  abiding  place 
and  permanent  location."  In  this  case  the 
goods  and  chattels  have  an  "abiding  place" 


in  Baltimore  city;  and  are  "incorporated 
with  the  other  permanent  property"  of  the 
city.  They  are  not  simply  in  transitu  or  tem- 
porarily located,  and  it  is  not  a  strained  con- 
struction of  the  language  of  the. constitution 
to  determine,  as  we  ao,  that  the  stock  in  trade 
of  the  appellees  is  "permanently  located"  in 
the  city  of  Baltimore,  and  hence  liable  to 
taxation  there. 

We  do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  determine 
whether  this  stock  could  be  taxed  in  Balti- 
more city  by  reason  of  the  fact  that  It  is 
owned  by  a  firm  transacting  business  there. 
We  are  of  the  opinion,  however,  that  it  is 
perfectly  proper  to  assess  the  property  to  the 
firm  instead  of  to  the  individual  members 
thereof  according  to  their  respective  interests. 

There  are  many  reasons  why  this  should  be 
so.  The  interest  of  the  partners  may  vary 
from  time  to  time,  and  should  it  be  necessary 
at  any  time  to  sell  the  property  for  taxes  it 
might  be  very  inconvenient  and  cause  serious 
delay  in  the  collection  of  taxes  if  the  in- 
terests of  partners  must  be  determined  as  they 
would  likely  have  to  be  before  any  one  would 
purchase. 

As  partnership  assets  are  liable  for  part- 
nership debts  before  they  are  for  the  debts  of 
the  individual  members  of  the  firm  it  would 
be  proper  to  levy  the  taxes  against  the  firm. 
Assessing  the  firm  instead  of  the  individual 
members,  w^ill  save  much  inconvenience  to 
the  authorities  and  do  no  injustice  to  any  one. 
It  follows  from  what  we  have  said  that  the 
judgment  below  must  be  reversed. 

Judgment  reversed  and  neic  trial  awarded. 
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(- 


.Minn. 


.) 


n.  Atteiitlii«r  wltneflseatoawmmustbe 

nich  as  are  competent  at  the  date  of  attestation, 
and,  if  then  competent,  their  sabsequent  incom- 
petency, from  whatever  cause,  will  not  prevent 
the  probate  of  the  wilL 

8*  The  rule  of  eompetenogr  ^n  sach  oases, 
fn  tills  state,  is  that  defined  by  the  statute.  Gen. 
Stat.  1878.  chap.  78.  H  «,  7. 

^*  A  ouuried  person  Is  not  to  be  deemed 
aa  incompetent  mttemtbikg  witness  at  the 
time  of  the  execution  of  a  will,  simply  because 
the  husband  or  wife  of  such  person  is  a  benefi- 
ciary uD4er  the  will. 

4.  And  the  question  of  Inoompeteney  In 
rachense  ean  only  mrime  sabseqoently 
on  the  probate  of  the  will,  upon  his  or  her  ex- 
uninadon  as  a  witness,  and  then  only  in  the  singrle 
contingency  that  such  beneficiary  becomes  a  con- 
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testaiit,  and  does  not  then  cdnsent  to  the  exam- 
ination of  the  witness. 
6.  Tlie  stntute  makes  void  a  leg^aey  to 
an  attesting^  witness*  But  this  provision 
does  not.  under  the  laws  of  this  state,  apply  to  the 
husband  or  wife  of  such  witness.  Neither  has 
any  present  direct  or  certain  interest^in  a  legacy 
to  the  other. 

(December  88, 1803.) 

APPEAL  by  contestants  from  an  order  of  the 
District  Court  for  Dakota  County,  af- 
flrmin)?  an  order  of  the  Probate  Court,  which 
admitted  to  probate  an  alleged  will  of  Julia 
C.  Holt,  deceased.     Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Jay  W.  Crane*  for  appellants : 

By  the  common  law  the  husband  of  a  leg- 
atee could  not  be  a  competent  witness  to  a 
will. 

Oiddings  v.  Turgeon,  58  Vt.  106 ;  Sullivan 
V.  Sullivan,  106  Mass.  474,  8  Am.  Rep.  356 ; 
Holdfast  V.  Dowsing,  2  Strange,  1253 ;  Hatfield 
V.  Thorp,  5  Barn.  &  Aid.  589;  1  Jarman, 
Wills,  pp.  71-73;  2  Redf.  Wills,  p.  4,  Twte 
S;  4  Kent,  Com.  p.  508;  1  Woemer,  Admin- 
istration, 75;  Fortune  v.  Buck,  23  Conn.  1. 


rtil^P"""^*®  above  case  is  interesting  as  express  I  time  to  testify  under  the  general  statutory  provls- 
aedsion  that  the  competency  of  a  person  to  attest   ions  as  to  witnesses  where  the  statute  makes  no 
•  will  is  to  be  determined  by  his  competency  at  that '  other  provision  as  to  witnesses  to  wills. 
22L.R.A.  n 
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Our  probate  code  provides  that  a  will  shall 
be  "^  attested  and  subscribed  in  his  (testator's) 
presence  by  two  or  more  competent  wit- 


Gen.  Laws  1889,  §  19,  p.  98.  The  word 
"  witness"  is  defined  :  — "  A  witness  is  a  per- 
son whose  declaration  under  oath  is  received 
as  evidence  for  any  purpose,  whether  such 
declaration  is  made  on  oral  examination,  or 
by  deposition  or  affidavit.'' 

Minn.  Stat.  1878,  chap.  78,  title  1,  §  6. 

Therefore  before  a  person  is  and  can  be  a 
witness  as  provided  by  section  6,  chapter  78, 
he  must  be  sworn  and  his  declaration  under 
oath  received  for  some  purpose. 

The  person  who  attaches  his  name  to  a 
will,  attesting  the  signature  of  the  person 
executing  the  same,  is  certainly  not  a  wit- 
ness within  the  meaning  of  section  6  of  title 
1  of  chapter  78. 

As  it  is  not  used  in  the  statutory  sense  of 
section  6,  the  word  "  witnesses''  as  found  in 
section  21  of  the  Probate  Code  must  mean 
witnesses  at  common  law. 

Therefore  the  word  **  witnesses,"  in  section 
21,  must  be  construed  in  accordance  with  the 
rules  at  common  law. 

The  witnesses  must  be  competent  at  the 
time  of  the  attestation. 

Hawes  v.  Humphrey,  9  Pick.  850,  20  Am. 
Dec.  481 ;  SUwart  v.  Rarriman,  56  N,  H. 
25,  22  Am.  Rep.  408;  4  Kent,  Com.  510;  1 
Redf.  Wills,  253,  and  note  1;  1  Jarman, 
Wills,  p.  70;  Hatfidd  v.  Thorp  and  Holdfast 
V.  Dowsing,  supra. 

The  attesting  witnesses  are  regarded  in  law 
as  persons  placed  around  the  testator,  in  order 
that  no  fraud  may  be  practiced  upon  him  in 
tie  execution  of  the  will,  and  to  judge  of 
his  capacity.  They  must  therefore  be  com- 
petent witnesses  at  the  time  of  the  attesta- 
tion ;  otherwise  the  will  is  not  well  executed. 

2  Greenl.  Kv.  '§  691,  noU  S. 

It  is  contrary  to  the  spirit  of  the  law  to 
place  round  the  testator  sucli  an  interested 
person  as  the  husband  of  the  legatee  or  dev- 
isee, to  guard  against  fraud  and  judge  of 
his  capacity. 

1  Woemer,  Administration,  75;  Oiddings 
V.  Turo^on,  and  SuUivan  v.  SuUivan,  supra. 

If  this  court  should  find  that  under  the  laws 
of  Minnesota,  £.  Z.  Needham  is  a  competent 
witness  to  the  will,  it  must  modify  the  judg- 
ment of  the  district  court  and  declare  the 
will  void  as  to  Georgiana  Needham. 

Laws  1889,  §  21,  p.  98,  Probate  Code; 
Window  V.  Kimball,  25  Me.  498 ;  Jackson  v. 
Woods,  1  Johns.  Cas.  168 ;  Jackson  v.  Bur- 
land,  2  Johns.  Cas.  814. 

Messrs.  Striiif^r  A  Seymour,  for  re- 
spondents : 

All  persons,  except  as  hereinafter  provided, 
havine  the  power  and  faculty  to  perceive, 
and  of  making  known  their  perceptions  to 
others,  may  be  witnesses. 

Gen.  Stat.  1878,  chap.  78,  g  7. 

Husband  and  wife  are  now  made  witnesses 
for  and  against  each  other. 

Wilson  V.    Wilson,  48  Minn.  898. 

No  question  is  raised  here  by  contestants 
but  that  E.  Z.  Needham  testified  with  the  per- 
mission of  his  wife.  Mrs.  Needham  was  in 
court  and  failed  to  object  to  Mr.  Needham 's 
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so  testifying,  but  her  consent  was  given  when 
she,  through  her  attorney,  called  on  bim  as 
a  witness. 

Wolford  V.  Famham,  44   Minn.  159. 

The  mere  fact  that  a  husband  is  a  legatee 
in  a  will  does  not  disqualify  the  wife  from 
being  a  competent  witness  to  its  execution. 

Hawkins  v.  Hawkins,  54  Iowa,  443 ;  BUe* 
V.  Officer,  7Q  Iowa,  843. 

MaxweU^.  Hill,  89  Tenn.  584,  holds  that  a 
witness  to  a  will,  who  becomes  heir  to  the 
devisee  upon  the  latter's  death,  intestate^ 
after  the  death  of  the  testatrix,  is  not  ''in- 
terested in  the  devise"  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Code  of  Tennessee,  section  8003,  which 
provided  that  wills  shall  be  subscribed  by  at 
least  two  witnesses,  **  neither  of  whom  is  in- 
terested in  the  devise." 

V»nderbiiFf(h»  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court : 

The  will  in  question  here  contains  a  legacy 
to  Georgiana  Needham,  estimated  by  the  tes- 
tator at  about  $400,  and  it  was  attested  by 
two  witnesses,  one  of  which  was  E.  Z.  Need- 
ham, who  is  and  was  at  the  time  of  sacfa  at- 
testation the  husband  of  Gtorgiana.  Mra. 
Needham  is  the  proponent  of  the  will,  and 
in  the  probate  court  objection  was  made  by 
the  contestants,  appellants  here,  to  the  al- 
lowance and  probate  of  the  will  on  the  ground 
that  the  husband  of  the  proponent  £.  Z. 
Needham  was  not  a  competent  witnefls  to  the 
will.  The  action  of  the  probate  court,  allow- 
ing the  will,  having  been  affirmed  by  the 
district  court,  the  case  is  brought  here  on  ap- 
peal from  the  judgment  of  the  last-named 
court. 

1.  The  first  Question  presented  involves  the 
competency  of  the  attesting  witness  E.  Z. 
Needham.  Undoubtedly  he  must  luive  been 
a  competent  witness  at  the  time  of  the  exe- 
cution of  the  will.  This  is  the  established 
doctrine  of  the  common- law  authorities,  from 
the  case  of  Holdfast  v.  Dowsing,  2  Stran^re. 
1258,  down  to  the  present  time  (1  Redf. 
Wills,  258;  3  Greenl.  Ev.  par.  891;  MwnU 
V.  MtyrHU,  58  Vt.  78,  88  Am.  Rep.  859) ;  and 
it  is  clearly  recognized  in  our  statute  {Pro- 
bate Code,  chap.  2,  §  19),  which  requires 
that  a  will  shall  be  attested  and  subscribed 
in  the  testator's  presence  by  two  or  more  com- 
petent witnesses.  But,  if  competent  at  the 
time  of  the  execution  of  the  will,  their  sub- 
sequent incompetency,  from  whatever  cause 
it  arises,  shall  not  prevent  the  probate  and 
allowance  of  the  will,  if  it  is  otherwise  sat- 
isfactorily proven.  The  appellants,  how- 
ever, contend  that  the  attesting  witnesses 
must  be  such  as  would  be  competent  under 
the  common-law  rule,  and  that  they  are  im- 
pliedly not  included  in  the  definition  of 
"witness"  (Gen.  Stat.  chap.  78/ §  6),  be- 
cause their  competency  is  to  be  determined 
as  of  the  time  of  the  attestation,  and  not  as 
of  the  time  when  they  may  be  called  to  tes- 
tify on  the  probate  of  the  will.  But  this 
construction  cannot  be  upheld.  The  cases 
from  Massachusetts  are  not  in  point,  bec&uft^ 
there  the  statutes  removing  the  objection  to 
the  competency  of  witnesses  on  the  ground 
of  interest  and  of  the  relation  of  husband  and 
wife  are  expressly  declared  not  to  apply  to 
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attesting  witnesses  to  a  will.  SuUiran  v. 
.<HUifMn,  106  Mass.  478,  8  Am.  Rep.  356. 
The  question  of  the  competency  of  such  wit- 
nesses in  this  state  is  determined  by  the  stat- 
ute. Oen.  Stat.  chap.  78,  §§  6,  7,  9,  10. 
An  attesting  witness  is  competent,  if  he  be 
oDe  who  would  at  the  same  time  be  competent 
to  testify  in  court  to  the  facts  which 'he  at- 
tests; and  so  the  courts  hold.  Thus  in  Jen- 
kint  V.  Dawes,  115  Mass.  601,  an  attesting 
witness  is  declared  to  be  one  who  at  the  time 
of  the  attestation  would  be  competent  to  tes- 
tify ;  and  in  MarnU  v.  Mamll,  58  Vt.  78,  38 
Am.  Rep.  659,  **  competency  to  testify  must 
exist  at  the  time  of  the  attestation.  The  at- 
testation contemplated  the  subsequent  testi- 
mony to  the  facts  attested  when  the  will 
should  be  proved.  The  incompetency  of  the 
husband  or  wife  to  testify  where  either  was 
an  interested  party  at  the  common  law  arose 
out  of  the  unity  of  interest  and  of  personal 
relations.  This  unity  of  interest  may  be 
removed,  and  yet,  owing  to  the  unity  and 
confidential  nature  of  their  personal  rela- 
tions, the  common-law  rule  in  respect  to  com- 
petency remains,  on  grounds  of  public  policy. 
LucoB  V.  Brcokg,  85  U.  8.  18  Wall.  463.  21 
L.  ed.  788 ;  Oiddings  y.  Turgeon.  53  Vt.  110. 
It  is  conceded  that  the  unity  of  interest,  so 
far  as  relates  to  property,  has  been  done  away 
with  by  statute  (  WiU(m  v.  Wilson,  48  Minn. 
400),  and  the  general  disqualification  to  tes- 
tify on  the  STound  of  interest  is  removed  by 
Gen.  Stat.,  "chap,  78,  §7;  but  it  is  denied 
that  the  statute  has  removed  the  general  in- 
competency growing  out  of  the  marriage  re- 
lation. But  the  only  limitation  upon  the 
competency  of  either  is  found  in  section  10, 
which  provides  that  neither  party  shall  be 
examined  without  the  consent  of  the  other. 
They  are  not  thereby  made  incompetent  wit- 
nesses, nor  are  they  to  be  classed  as  such, 
though  their  right  to  be  examined  is  con- 
tin^t  upon  the  consent  of  that  one  for  or 
against  whom  the  witness  ma^  be  offered. 
It  does  not  follow  that  a  married  person  is 
incompetent  to  attest  a  will  because  the  hus- 
band or  wife  of  such  person  is  a  beneficiary 
under  the  will.  He  can  only  become  incom- 
petent in  a  single  contingency,  and  that  is, 
in  case  such  interested  party  shall  become  a 
contestant  on  the  subsequent  probate  of  the 
will.  If  the  latter  be  not  a  contesting  party, 
he  is  in  no  position  to  raise  the  objection, 
and  he  may  not  choose  to  do  it  if  he  is ;  and 
if  he  be  one  of  the  proponents,  he  thereby 
consents  to  the  testimony  of  the  attesting 
witnesses.  The  contingency  which  would 
make  him  incompetent  may  never  arise,  and 


if  it  does,  it  must  be  deemed  to  arise  subse- 
quent to  the  act  of  attestation.  In  the  case 
at  bar,  then,  what  evidence  is  there  that  the 
witness  is  incompetent?  The  wife  is  propon- 
ent, and  offers  to  examine  her  husband  as  a 
witness,  ^o  question,  therefore,  in  respect 
to  his  competency  is  raised.  Incompetency 
in  a  witness  is  not  presumed,  and  the  ques- 
tion is  to  be  determined  when  the  offer  to  ex- 
amine the  witness  is  made,  and  then  the  facts 
are  to  be  ascertained  by  the  court.  The  wit- 
ness is  not  shown  to  lie  incompetent  in  this 
case,  and  his  evidence  on  the  probate  of  the 
will  was  properly  received.  In  Tillotson  v. 
Prichard,  60  Vt.  107,  it  is  held  that  the  wife 
of  the  grantor  in  a  Minnesota  deed  was  a 
competent  attesting  witness  thereto,  under 
the  provisions  of  the  statute  we  have  been 
considering,  and  the  court  says  "  that  she  was 
a  competent  witness,  and  might  be  examined 
with  the  consent  of  her  husband,'*  and  also 
held,  as  we  do,  that  the  plaintiff,  by  offer- 
ing the  deed  in  evidence,  consented  to  her 
belnga  witness. 

2.  The  appellant  also  contends  that  if  the 
husband  be  a  competent  witness,  then  the 
legacy  to  his  wife  should  be  held  void  under 
the  statute  which  annuls  beneficial  devisees, 
etc.,  to  a  subscribing  witness  on  account  of 
the  marital  relation.  But  there  is  nothing 
in  this  point.  The  husband  has  no  direct  or 
certain  interest  in  the  legacy  to  his  wife.  It 
is  absolutely  hers  in  her  own  right,  and  free 
from  his  control.  Gen.  Stat.  chap.  69 ;  Wil- 
son V.  Wilson,  supra.  The  only  devises  or 
legacies  which  the  statute  annuls  are  those 
made  to  subscribing  witnesses,  which  clearly 
does  not  apply  to  the  husband  or  wife  of  the 
legatee.  In  England,  where  husband  and 
Wife  are  competent  witnesses  (Taylor,  £v. 
pp.  1145,  1147),  the  statute  has  gone  further 
(1  Vict.  chap.  36,  g  15),  and  also  avoids 
gifts,  legacies,  and  devises  to  the  husband 
or  wife  of  an  attesting  witness.  It  could 
not  be  done  without  the  statute.  This  legis- 
lation assumes  both  the  competency  of  the 
witnesses  and  that  thev  had  no  interest  in  the 
legacies  which  would  have  made  the  same 
void  without  the  aid  of  legislation  to  that 
effect.  The  construction  we  have  adopted  is 
in  conformitv  with  the  spirit  of  modem  leg- 
islation on  the  general  subject  of  the  rights 
of  husband  and  wife,  and  the  practical  re- 
sults will  no  doubt  be  no  more  serious  than 
in  the  case  of  parents  or  children,  who  may 
unquestionably  attest  deeds  and  wills  for 
each  other.  1  Alb.  L.  J.  246.  It  is  a  matter 
largely  for  the  judgment  of  the  legislature. 

Judgment  affirmed. 
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nlMi  to  «it»bUah  uniform  rmtam  of  In- 
suraAoe  and  of  agents*  oommiasioDB  ia  not  ille- 
gal under  the  Texas  Anti-trust  Law  of  March  80, 
1880,  prohibiting  trusts  for  restrictions  In  trade 
or  the  production,  price,  or  rates  of  transporta- 
tion for  oommodlties  or  articles  of  commerce, 
since  a  oontraot  of  insurance  is  not  nrade''  nor 
is  it  an  **artiole  of  commerce"  or  i4**oommodlty.** 


^ora.— In  conneoticm  with  the  elaborate  review  I  that  a  combination  of  insuranoeroompanies  was 
of  theanti-trust  legislation  in  the  above  case,  see   within  the  prohibition  of:the.statute. 
Bute  V.  Fbipps  (Kan.)  18  L.  B.  A.  667,  which  held  I 
^L.R.A. 
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Tbxas  Supreme  Coubt, 


Dec, 


8.  The  words  "restrietloiis  In  trade**  in 
an  anti-trastlaw  makinf^  sncli  restric- 
tions a  felony  puDlshaUe  with  heavy  penal- 
tle8«  by  fine  or  Imprisonment,  cannot  be  con- 
strued to  include  all  contracts  which  in  any  sense 
restrict  trade,  but  are  limited  to  combinations 
such  as  those  between  producers  or  dealers  to 
limit  production  or  supply  of  an  article  and  thus 
acquire  a  monopoly  of  it  and  then  unreasonably 
enhance  prices,  or  those  quasi  public  corpora- 
tions which  migrht  be  disabled  by  the  combina- 
tion from  perf ormlnfiT  duty  to  the  public. 

8.   It  is  not  iUeg^  at  common  law  for  in- 
surance  companies  to  make  a  combination,  to 
establish  uniform  rates  of  insurance  and  of  com- 
missions to  agrents. 
ff 

(December  14, 1898.) 

ERROR  to  the  Court  of  Civil  Appeals  for 
the  Third  Supreme  Judicial  District  to  re- 
view  a  judgment  affirming  a  judgment  of  the 
District  Court  for  Travis  County  in  favor  of 
the  state  in  a  proceeding  to  enjoin  an  alleged 
illegal  combination  between  defendants  to  fix 
rates  and  a^ts'  fees,  and  to  prohibit  defend- 
ants from  doing  any  additional  business  in  tbe 
state.     Reversed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Leake*  Henry,  MiUer  A 
Reeves*  for  plaintiffs  in  error: 

There  is  nothing  in  tbe  statute  that  tends  in 
the  slightest  degree  to  indicate  that  any  strained 
or  unnatural  meaning  is  intended  to  be  given 
to  tbe  words  used. 

The  arrangement  and  collocation  of  the 
words  plainly  show  that  Ihey  are  to  be  under- 
stood in  their  ordinary  sense  and  signification. 
The  onlv  two  words  used  in  the  statute,  which 
it  would  appear  from  the  allegations  of  the  pe- 
tition are  relied  upon  to  cover,  or  apply  to,  the 
business  of  fire  msurance,  are,  **commerce" 
and  ''commodities."  The  business  carried  on 
by  fire  insurance  companies  is  neither  one  nor 
the  other. 

Paul  V.  Virginia,  75  U.  8.  8  Wall.  108,  19 
L.  ed.  857;  8taU  v.  Henke,  19  Mo,  225;  Bar- 
nett  V.  Potoell,  Litt.  Sel.  Cas.  409:  Fleckner  v. 
Bank  of  United  States,  21 U.  8. 8  Wheat.  838,  5 
L.  ed.  631.  See  Black,  Law  Diet.  Commodity; 
Engelking  v.  Von  Wamel.  26  Tex.  469. 

The  first  clause  of  the  act  prohibiting  com- 
binations for  the  restriction  of  trade  is  wholly 
inoperative,  because  it  does  not  specify  what 
acts  or  conduct  shall  constitute  "restrictions  in 
trade." 

Wolff  y.  State,  6  Tex.  App.  195:  Johnson  v. 
State,  4  Tex.  App.  68;  Bogers  v.  State,  tt  Tex. 
App.  400;  Alexander  v.  State,  29  Tex.  495; 
Willson,  Criminal  Forms,  pp.  226,  227. 

The  words,  "restraint  of  trade."  are  univer- 
sally limited  to  such  restrictions  as  harmfully 
affect  the  public  interest. 

Oregon  Steam  Nav.  Co.  v.  Winsor,  87  U.  8.  20 
Wall.  68.  22  L.  ed.  318.  See  Bishop.  Cont. 
g§  514, 516, 518,  523;  Alger  v.  Tfiacher,  19  Pick. 
51.  31  Am.  Dec.  119;  Pike  v.  Thomas,  4  Bibb, 
486,  7  Am.  Dec.  741,  and  note;  Craft  v.  Me- 
Conoug?ip,79  111.  346, 22  Am.  Rep.  171.  See  also 
Palmer  v.  Stebbins,  3  Pick.  188, 15  Am.  Dec. 
204;  Grecnhood,  Pub.  Pol.  648.  666,  667; 
Ladd  V.  Southern  Cotton  Press  <ft  Mfg.  Co.  53 
Tex.  172;  Cooley,  Torts,  p.  278;  Tiedeman,  Pol. 
22  L.  R.  A. 


Powers,  p.  226;  Koehler  v.  Feuerhaeher,  2  Mo. 
App.  11. 

The  word  *  'trade,"  as  used  in  the  first  clause, 
as  well  as  when  considered  in  respect  to  the 
subsequent  clauses,  must  be  given  its  ordinary 
meaning. 

The  obvious  and  most  usual  sense  in  which 
the  word  **trade"  is  employed  is  to  express 
traffic,  exchange,  and  dealing. 

Higginson  v.  Pomerop,  11  Mass.  112;  May 
V.  Rice,  101  U.  S.  287.  25  L.  ed.  799. 

The  act  is  void  under  section  66,  article  8. 
of  the  State  Constitution,  which  provides  that 
"the  legislature  shall  not,  except  as  otherwise 
provided  in  this  constitution,  pass  any  local  or 
special  law  regulating  labor,  trade,  mining  or 
manufacturing." 

Ex  parte  Westerfield,  55  Cal.  650. 

The  18th  section  of  the  Act.  which  excepts 
from  its  provisions,  ''agricultural  ptoductB  or 
livestock  while  in  the  hands  of  the  producer 
or  raiser"  renders  it  obnoxious  not  only  to  tbe 
express  denunciati6n  of  our  Bill  of  Rights  and 
the  14th  Amendment  of  the  Constitution  of 
the  United  States,  but  also  to  the  fundamental 
principles — the  very  genius  of  free  institutions 
~in  which  our  whole  system  of  govemmeot 
inheres. 

Absolute  equality  of  right  in  the  same  things 
is  the  only  due  course  of  law  of  the  land. 

See  Janes  v.  Reynolds,  2  Tex.  251;  Bank  <?f 
the  State  v.  Cooper,  2  Yery.  599.  24  Am.  Dec. 
517.  and  note;  wallp  v.  Kennedy,  2  Yerg.  554, 
24  Am.  Dec.  511;  Hewitt  v.  State,  35  Tex.  732; 
Dillingham  v.  Putnam  (Tex.)  June  24,  1890. 

Many  of  the  cases,  both  state  and  federal, 
base  ttieir  doctrine,  with  unanswerable  force, 
not  upon  express  limitations  found  in  the  writ- 
ten constitution  of  the  slate,  but  upon  the 
great,  inherited  rights  of  the  American  people 
upon  which  their  written  constitutions  are 
founded,  and  which,  alone,  give  aaatiranoe  of 
the  permanency  of  their  freedom. 

dfizens  Sav,  db  Loan  Asso.  v.  Top^a,  87  U. 
S.  20  Wall.  655,  22*  L.  ed.  466;  Lews  v.  Webb, 
8  Me.  820;  Holden  v.  James,  11  Mass.  896. 6 
Am.  Dec.  174;  Simonds  v.  Simonds,  108  Mass. 
572,  4  Am.  Rep.  576;  Millett  v.  People,  117  Dl. 
294. 57  Am,  Rep.  869;  Baggs*s  App.  48  Pa.  512. 
82  Am.  Dec.  588;  DurkeeY.  JanemUe,  28  Wis. 
464,  9  Am.  Rep.  500;  People  v.  Hurlbvl,  24 
Mich.  44,  9  Am.  Rep.  108;  State  v.  OoodwiU, 
6  L.  R.  A.  621,  88  W.  Va.  179;  Stale  v.  Fire 
Creek  Coal  <&  C.  Co.  6  L,  R.  A.  859, 88  W.  Va. 
188;  Oodeharles  v.  Wigeman,  118  Pa.  4S1: 
Wilder  v.  Chicago  <&  W.  Jf.  R.  Co.  70  M'cJj. 
3«8;  People  v.  Detroit  (Mich.)  June  8,  1888: 
/Mssen  County  v.  Gone,  72  CaL  887;  Grand 
Rapids  Chair  Co.  v.  Runnels,  77  Mich.  104: 
JanesviUe  v.  Carpenter,  8  L.  R.  A.  808, 77  Wis 
288;  Gordon  v.  Winchester  Bldg.  Asso.  12  Bush. 
110,  28  Am.  Rep.  718;  Ragioy.  /8tofe,86Tenn 
272;  Shreveport  v.  Levy,  26  La.  Ann.  671,  21 
Am.  Rep.  558. 

The  powers  sought  to  be  exercised  by  the 
state  in  the  statute  under  consideration  are 
clearly  within  the  prohibition  of  the  14tb 
Amendment. 

Strauder  v.  West  Virginia,  100  U.  a  808,25 
L.  ed.  664;  Dent  v.  West  Virginia,  189  U.  S 
114,  82  L.  ed.  628;  Virginia  v.  Biws,  100  U,  S 
818.  818,  25  L.  ed.  669;  Ex  parte  Virginia,  100 
U.  8.  389,  25  L.  ed.  676;  Barbier  v.  ConnoUjf, 
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118  U.  8.  27,  28  L.  ed.  923;  Tick  Wo  v.  Bop- 
Aiiw,  118  U.  8.  356.  30  L.  ed.  220.  See  also 
U.  S.  Const  14th  Amend,; IHUinghatn  v.  Put- 
nam, Jane$  ▼.  ReynoldB,  Hemtt  v.  State,  Bank 
of  the  State  v.  Cooper,  Wafly  v.  Kennedy, 
CUUens  Hav,  db  Loan  Amo.  v.  Topeka,  Holden 
T.  Jamee,  Lewie  v.  WM,  Simonds  v.  Simonds, 
MiUett  V.  People,  Bagas's  App,  Durkee  v. 
Janemlle,  People  v.  ffvrlbttt.  State  v.  (jhod- 
tnU,  State  v.  Fire  Greek  Coal  d  C.  Co.,  God- 
Charles  v.  Wiffeman,  Wilder  v.  Chicago  db  W.  Jf. 
B.  Co.,  People  v.  Detroit,  Grand  Rapids  Chair 
Co.  V.  Runnels,  JanesviUe  v.  Ctorpeniw*,  6^<?r- 
don  Y.  Winchester  Bldg.  Asao.,Ragio  v.  State, 
i^ihreteport  v.  Zfi^,  and  Ex  parte  Westeijield, 
iitpra;  Park  v.  Betroit  Free  Press  Go.  l.L.  R. 
A.  599,  72  Mich.  560;  Pearson  ▼.  Portland,  69 
Me.  278,  81  Am.  Rep.  276;  South  d;  North  Ala. 
R.  Co.  V.  Morris,  65  Ala.  193;  Chicago,  St.  L. 
A  N.  0.  R.  Go.  V.  Moss,  60  Miss.  641. 

The  court  erred  in  holding  that  the  petition 
set  oat  a  good  cause  of  action  at  common  law, 
and  that  the  state,  by  its  attorney- general,  had 
the  right  10  prosecute  the  same. 

8taU  V.  Fanners  Loan  db  T.  Co.  81  Tex. 
530;  United  States  v.  San  Jacinto  Tin  Go.  125 
U.  8.  278,  81  L.  ed.  747;  AttyGen.  v.  Tudor 
lee  Co.  104  Mass.  244.  6  Am.  Rep.  227;  Gearge- 
tmn  V.  Alexandria  Canal  Go.  87  U.  8. 12  Pet. 
91,  9  L.  ed.  1012;  AttyGen.  v.  Salem,  108 
Mass.  188:  State  v.  Schweickardt  (Mo.)  37  Am. 
&  Eng.  Corp.  Gas.  650;  AttyGen.  v.  Utica  Ins. 
Co.  2  Johns.  Ch.  371,  1  L.  ed.  412;  Pe<ypl€  ▼. 
Albany  4t  S.  R.  Co.  57  N.  Y.  161. 

The  court  erred  in  rendering  judgment 
against  the  defendants,  enjoining?  them  from 
carrring  out  their  agreement,  not  to  pay  the 
local  agents  more  than  15  per  cent  commisaons. 
and  not  to  place  their  business  in  the  hands  of 
any  agent  who  should  demand  and  receive 
more  than  said  amount  of  commission  from 
any  other  company,  because  said  agreement  is 
not  against  the  public  interest,  but,  on  the  con- 
trary, is  in  accord  therewith,  as  its  tendency 
would  necessarily  be  towards  the  reduction  of 
rates  of  insurance  charged  the  public,  through 
the  lessening  of  the  expenses  of  the  business. 

BeU  ▼.  Winfree,  80  Tex.  400;  Ladd  v.  South- 
ern  Cotton  Press  A  Mfg.  Co.  53  Tex.  172;  Tiede- 
man,  Pol.  Powers,  p.  226;  Cooley,  Torts,  p. 
278;  Greenhood,  Pub.  Pol.  648;  Koehler  v. 
Feuerbaeher,  2  Mo.  App.  11;  Mogul  S.  S.Go.  v. 
McBrtgor  [18921  A.  0.  25.  affirmed  in  84  Cent. 
LJ.169, 

The  combination  charged  against  defendants, 
and  the  acts  alleged  to  haye  been  committed  in 
pursuance  thereof,  namely,  the  attempt  to  fix 
a  Qniform  rate  of  commission  to  be  paid  to  so- 
liciting agents,  do  not  create  or  tend  to  create, 
or  carry  out,  restrictions  in  trade;  because,  in- 
stead of  working  a  public  injury — as  all  con- 
tracts respecting  trade  must  do,  in  order  to  be 
an  illegal  restriction  thereof— the  necessary 
tendency  and  result  of  this  reduction  of  expenses 
with  respect  to  agents  must  be  to  promote  the 
public  interest  by  cheapening  the  cost  of  in- 
demnity against  loss  by  fire  to  the  great  body  of 
tbe  people  of  the  state. 

lAdd  y.  Southern  Cotton  Press  A  Mfg.  Co. 
and  Lek.  v.  Winfree,  supra;  Tiedeman,  Pol. 
Powers,  226;  Greenhood,  Pub.  Pol.  648;  Eoeh- 
^  y.  Feuerbarher,  supra;  Oregon  ^eam  Nav. 
Ci>.  V.  Wineor,  »7  U.  8.  !^  Wall.  68,  22  L.  ed. 
^L.R.A, 


318;  Bishop,  QonX.  §§  514,  516,  518.  528; 
Cooley,  TorU.  p.»  278;  Craft  y.  McConoughy, 
79  111.  346,  22  Am.  Rep.  171;  Alger  v.  Thacher, 
19  Pick.  51,  81  Am.  Dec.  119;  Pike^.  Thomas, 
4  Bibb,  486.  7  Am.  Dec.  741,  and  note. 

Mesers.  Charles  A.CxLlh^vswk^Atty-Gen., 
and  Frank  AnAvews^  Asst.  Atty-Gen.,  for 
the  State: 

The  petition  set  forth  a  good  cause  of  action 
against  the  defendants  and  the  attorney-gen- 
eral had  the  authority  and  it  was  his  duty  un- 
der the  constitution  and  laws  of  this  state  to 
institute  and  maintain  the  action  in  behalf  of 
the  state  and  the  court  did  not  err  in  so  hold- 
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lonst.  1876.  art.  4,  §  22;  Re?.  Stat.  art.  2806; 
State  y.  Farmers  Loandb'T.  Co.Sl  Tex.  b^,Guy', 
C.  A  S.  F.  R.  Co.  y.  State,  1  L.  R  A.  849,  2 
Inters.  Com.  Rep.  885,  72  Tex.  404:  United 
States  y.  San  Jacinto  Tin  Ci?.  125  U.  S.  27^ 
279,  81  L.  ed.  747,  748;  United  States  v.  Union 
Pac.  R.  Co.  98  U.  tt.  569,  25  L.  ed.  143;  Unit- 
ed States  y.  Throckmorton,  98  U.  S.  71.  25  L. 
ed.  97 ;  Gilman,  G.  AS.  R.  Co.  y.  KeUy,  77  111. 
426;  People  y.  Stanford,  2  L.  R.  A.  92,  77Cal. 
360;  People  y.  Miner,  2  Lans.  398;  Atty-Gen. 
y.  Chicago  A  X  W.  R.  Co.  85  Wis.  425;  Atty- 
Gen. y.  Tudor  lee  Go.  104  Mass.  287,  6  Am. 
Rep.  227;  AttyGen.  y.  Utica  Ins.  Go.  2  Johns. 
Ch.  871,  1  L.  ed.  412;  PeopU  y.  Utica  Ins.  Go. 
15  Johns.  858,  8  Am.  Dec.  248:  Cook,  Stock 
&  Stockholders,  §  37;  Green's  Brice,  Ultra 
Vires,  8d  ed.  pp.  708,  709. 

The  court  did  not  err  in  rendering  judgment 
against  defendants  enjoining  them  from  carry- 
ing out  their  agreement  to  fix,  regulate,  and. 
control  the  rates  of  commission  to  be  paid  to 
fire  insurance  agents  for  their  labor  in  this 
state,  and  the  eyidence  conclusiyely  sustains 
the  finding  of  the  court  that  such  combina- 
tions existed.and  that  the  same  created  a  monop- 
oly and  prevented  free  and  unrestricted  com- 
petition in  the  labor,  occupation,  and  profession 
of  fire  insurance  agents  in  the  insurance  busi- 
ness in  the  state  of  Texas. 

Const,  art.  1,  §S  8. 17,  26;  More  y.  Bennett, 
15  L.  R.  A.  361,  140  111.  69;  People  y.  Ftsher, 
14  Wend.  9,  28  Am.  Dec.  501;  Rex  y.  Mawbey, 
6  T.  R.  619;  Eilton  v.  Eckersley,  6  El.  &  Bl. 
47. 

Private  corporations  created  by  the  legisla- 
ture or  under  its  authority  may  lose  their  fran- 
chises by  misuser  or  non  user  of  them,  and  the 
same  may  be  resumed  by  the  government  un- 
der a  judicial  judgment  upon  a  quo  warranto 
to  ascertain  and  enforce  a  forfeiture.  This  is 
the  common  law  of  the  land  and  is  a  tacit 
condition  annexed  to  the  creation  of  every  such 
corporation;  and  the  combination  and  monop- 
oly alleged  and  proved  in  this  case  is  such  a 
misuser  as  would  warrant  the  state  in  restrain- 
ing the  combination  and  resuming  the  fran- 
chises, such  combination  and  monopoly  being 
against  the  public  policy  of  this  state. 

Const,  art.  1,  §§  8,  17,  26;  Act,  March  80, 
1889;  Gulf,  C.  A  S.  F.  R  Go.  v.  State,  supra; 
Texas  Standard  Cotton  Oil  Co.  v.  Adoue,  15 
L.  R.  A.  598.  83  Tex.  650;  Brenham  v.  Bren- 
ham  Water  Go.  67  Tex.  542;  1  Bl.  Com.  p.  153; 
Scranton  Electric  Light  A  B.  Go's  App.  1  L. 
R,  A.  285,  122  Pa.  154;  People  v.  Bristol  A  R. 
Tump.  Road,  23  Wend.  236;  Slee  v.  Bloom,  5 
Johns.  Ch.  366,  1  L.  ed.  1111;  Wardy.  Far- 
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Dec, 


weUf  97  HI.  593;  People  v.  Dispensary  d  Hob- 
pital  Soc.  of  Women's  Inst,  of  New  York,  7 
JLans.  306;  New  York  v.  Twenty-third  Street 
E.  Co.  113  N.  Y.319;  Terrett  v.  Taylor,  13  U. 
8.  9  Cranch,  52,  3  L.  ed.  653;  3  Kent,  Cora.  p. 
312;  Chicaifo  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Needles,  113  U.  8. 
674.  28  L.  ed.  1084;  Com.  v.  Farmers  dh  M.  Bank, 

21  Pick.  543,  32  Am.  Dec.  290;  Ang.  &  A. 
Priv.  Corp.  §  774  ;  Waterman.  Corp.  §§  427, 
1024;  Taylor.  Priv.  Corp.  §S  287, 457, 459;  PHts- 
burgh,  C.  db  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Keokiik  db  II. 
Bridge  Co.  131  U.  8.  384,  28  L.  ed.  161;  State 
V.  Milwaukee,  L.  S.  d  W.  B.  Co.  45  Wis.  590; 
Chesapeake  <fe  0.  Canal  Co.  v.  Baltimore  db  O.  R. 
Co.  4  Gill  «&  J.  121;  Northwestern  Fertilizing 
Co.  V.  Eyde  Park,  97  U.  8.  666,  24  L.  ed. 
1038;  Christ  Churchy.  Philadelphia  County,  66 
U.  8.  24  How.  301,  16  L.  ed.  604 ;  Tucker  v. 
Ferguson,  89  D.  8.  22  Wall.  527,  22  L.  ed.  805; 

West  Wisconsin  R.  Co.  v.  Trempealeau  County 
Suprs.  93  U.  8.  595,  23  L.  ed.  814;  National 
Bank  of  Genesee  v.  Whitney,  108  U.  8.  102,  26 
L.  ed.  444;  People  Y.  Palmer,  109  N.  Y.  110; 
Richardson  v.  Buhl,  6  L.  R  A.  457,  77  Mich. 
682;  Butchers  Union  S.  B.  db  L.  8.  L.  Co.  v. 
Crescent  City  L.  8.  L.  db  8.  H.  Co.  Ill  U.  S. 
761,  28  L.  ed.  588;  Alter  v.  Thacher,  19  Pick. 
61,  31  Am.  Dec.  121;  Anderson  v.  Jett,  6  L. 
R.  A.  390,  89  Ky.  375;  State  v.  Goodwill,  6L. 
R.  A.  621,  33  W:  Va.  179;  Charles  River  Bridge 
Proprs.  V.  Warren  Bridge  Proprs.  36  U.  8.  11 
Pet.  507,  9  L.  ed.  808;  Morris  Run  Coal  Co.  v. 
Barclay  Coal  Co.  68  Pa.  173,  8  Am.  Rep.  159; 
Stewart  v.  Bh%e  dk  W.  Transp.  Co.  17  Minn. 
895;  India  Bagging  Asso.  v.  Kock,  14  La.  Ann. 
•164;  Cdles  v.  Trow  City  Directory  Co.  11  Hun, 
397;  Messenger  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  37  N. 
J.  L.  535,  18  Am.  Rep.  754;  Central  R.  Co.  v. 
Collins,  40  Ga.  582;  Craft  v.  McConoughy,  79 
111.  346,  22  Am«  Rep.  171;  Central  Ohio  Salt 
Co.  Y.Guthrie,  35  Ohio  8t.  672;  People  v.  Kane, 
4  Denio,  532;  Stanton  v.  AUen,  5  Denio,  434, 
99  Am.  Dec.  282;  Saratoga  County  Bank  v. 
King,  44  N.  Y.  87;  Fisher  v.  Bvs/t,  35  Hun, 
641;  People  v.  North  River  Sugar  Ref.  Co.  2 
L.  R.  A.  33,  22  Abb.  N.  C.  164;  King  v.  Jour- 
neymen Tailors  of  Cambridge,  8  Mod.  11;  Am. 
Law  Review  for  August,  1888,  Trusts,  by  D. 
M.  Mickey,  £sa. 

The  Act  of  March  30,  1889.  to  define  trusts 
and  provide  for  punishments  and  penalties  of 
corporations,  persons,  firms,  and  associations 
of  persons  connected  with  them,  and  to  pro- 
mote ^e  competition  in  the  state  of  Texas, 
includes  within  its  terms  and  intendment  every 
trust,  combination  and  illegal  conspiracy  or 
other  agreement  in  restraint  of  trade,  and  was 
intended  to  apply,  and  does  apply,  to  every 
nature  of  trust,  in  whatsoever  business,  occu- 
pation, or  profession  the  same  may  be  formed. 

Act  of  March  30, 1889,  Gen.  Laws,  21st  Leg. 

§.  141;  Tex.  Const,  art.  1,  §26;  Sutherland, 
tat.  Constr.  g§  234,  240  et  seq.;  1  Kent,  Com. 
461;  Anderson,  Law  Diet,  title.  Commerce; 
Welton  Y.  Missouri,  91  U.  8.  280,  23  L.  ed. 
349;  Webber  v.  Virginia,  103  U.  8.  350,  26  L. 
ed.  567;  Walling  v.  Michigan,  116  U.  8.  454, 
29  L.  ed.  693;  Robbins  v.  Shelby  County 
Tax.  Dist.  120  U.  8.  497,  30  L.  ed.  697, 
1  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  45;  Anderson,  Law 
Diet,  title,  Commodity;  Webster's  International 
Diet.  ed.  1890;  Com.  v.  Lancaster  Sav.  Bank, 
123  Mass.  495;    Connecticut  Mut.  X.  Ins.  Co. 

22  L.  R.  A. 


V.  Com.  183  Mass.  163;  Gleason  v.  McEaf,  184 
Mass.  424;  Portland  Bank  v.  Apthorp,  12  Mass. 
252;  Provident  Inst,  for  Savings  v.  Masmekn- 
setts,  78  U.  8.  6  Wall.  624.  18  L.  ed.  911; 
Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Seny,  132  U.  8.  478, 
33  L.  ed.  409,  and  cases  cited;  Anderson's  Law 
Diet,  title,  Trade;  The  Nymph,  1  Sumn.  516; 
Paul  V.  Virginia,  75  U.  8.  8  Wall.  188,  W  L 
ed.  361. 

The  Act  of  March  80, 1889,  defining  and  pro- 
hibiting trusts  is  not  rendered  unconstitutional 
because  of  the  exception  in  the  thirteenth  section 
thereof,  because  the  said  Act  applies  equally  to 
all  persons  and  classes  of  persons  in  the  same 
conditions  and  circumstances;  and  thatcoort 
should  never  declare  unconstitutional  and  void 
any  statute  which  has  received  sanction  of 
the  co-ordinate  legislative  and  executive  de- 
partments of  the  government,  unless  there  is 
an  irreconcilable  conflict  between  such  statute 
and  the  organic  law  of  the  state. 

•Const.  1876,  art.  8,  §  1,  art.  7.  §  7;  Const. 
1845,  art.  8,  §  27;  Const.  1869,  art.  12.  §  19; 
Gen.  Laws  18iB7,  p.  132;  Gen.  Laws  1881,  p. 
113;  Penal  Code,  art.  186;  Penal  Code,  arts. 
318,  819;  BeU  v.  State,  28  Tex,  App.  96;  Ej 
parte  Bell,  24:  Tex.  App.  428;  Ooldstieker  y. 
Ford,  62  Tex.  385;  Ex  parte  Sundstrwn,  25 
Tex.  App.  133,  and  cases  cited;  Dillingham  v. 
Putnam  (Tex.)  June  24,  1890;  Gulf,  C.  dtS. 
F.  R.  Co.  V.  EUis  (Tex.)  17  L.  R.  A.  28«. 
49  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  R.  Cas.  509;  Pacific  Erp. 
Co.  V.  Seibert,  142  U.  8.  839,  35  L.  ed.  1096; 
Charlotte,  C.  db  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Gibbes,  142  U.  S. 
386,  35  L.  ed.  1052;  Wheeler  v.  Philadelphia, 
77  Pa.  388;.7%<?mflr«?w  v.  Ashworth,  78  Cal.  486; 
Knickerbocker  v.  Peoj^e,  102  III.  218;  KHgore^. 
Magee,  85  Pa.  401;  Chicago,  B.  db  Q.  R.  Co.  v. 
Iowa,  94  U.  8.  155,  24  L.  ed.  94;  McAunichY. 
Mississippi  db  M.  R.  Co.  20  Iowa,  848;  PeopU 
V.  Judge  of  the  Twelfth  Distriet,  17  Cal.  548; 
Roberts  v.  Boston,  5  Cush.  198;  Ward  v.  Flood, 
48  Cal.  36.  17  Am.  Rep.  405;  Granger  Cam 
("JIfttwn  V.  iainois'\  94  U.  8.  118.  24  L  ed. 
77;  Phillips  v.  Missouri  Pac.  R.  Co.  86  Mo.  540; 
Humes  v.  Missouri  Pac.  R.  Co,  82  Mo.  321,  S 
Am.  Rep.  369;  Missouri  Pac.  /?.  Co.  v.  Bumef, 
115  U.  8.  512,  29  L.  ed.  463;  Missouri  Pac.  R. 
Co.  V.  Terry,  115  D.  8.  528,  29  L,  ed.  467;  B»r 
bier  v.  Connolly,  113  U.  8.  27.  28  L.  ed.  933; 
Soon  Hing  v.  CrowUy,  118  U.  8.  703,  28  Led. 
1145;  Davidson  Y.New  Orleans,Wi  U.S.  97. 24  L 
ed.  616;  Sutherland,  8tat.  Constr.  §120^^?.. 
127;  Groesch  v.  StnU,  42  Ind.  547;  Heanleji  t. 
StaU,  74  Ind.  99;  Elder  y.  State,  96  Ind.  162; 
Perry  Y.  Keene,  56  N.  H.  530;  Davis  v.  8tatt\ 
3  Lea.  376;  License  Tax  Cases,  72  U.  8. 5  Wall. 
469,  18  L.  ed.  500;  People  v.  New  York  Cent 
R.  Co.  84  Barb.  188;  Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  6ih 
ed.  pp.  192,  193,  197,  201,  210,  218,  and  cases 
cited  and  reviewed;  Fletcher  v.  Peek,  10  U.  S. 
6  Cranch,  87,  3  L.  ed.  162;  Kentucky  Cent.  R. 
Co.  Y.  Com.  13  Ky.  L.  Rep.  792;  Van  Riper  y. 
Parsons,  40  N.  J.  L.  128,  29  Am.  Rep.  210. 

On  Petition  for  Rehearing. 

The  Act  of  March  80,  1889,  applies  to  the 
combination  charged  in  the  petition  and  the 
construction  of  the  court  limiting  the  appli- 
cation of  the  Act  was  error. 

What  law  could  the  legislature  pass  not  ob 
noxious  to  the  constitution  that  would  include 
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this  combination?  It  used  in  the  act  under 
discussion  every  comprehensive  term  applica- 
ble to  trusts  known  to  our  language;  and  it  is 
also  noticeable  that  all  the  terms  were  used  in 
the  disjonciive,  showing  concl naively  that  the 
legislature  intended  that  each  term  should  be 
separately  considered. 

That  only  such  as  were  injurious  were  in- 
tended to  be  affected  is  evidenced  by  the  very 
terms  used.  It  is  well  understood  that  a 
''trust"  is  a  combination  for  private  gain,  and 
to  the  public  injiu^. 

Umted  States  Y,  Trans-Missouri  Freight  Asso, 
^  Fed.  Rep.  58;  Kan.  Laws  1889,  chap.  257; 
Me.  Laws  1889,  chap.  366:  Mo.  Gen.  Laws 
1889,  p.  96;  Teno.  Laws  188d,  chap.  250;  N.  0. 
Laws  1889,  chap.  874. 

In  view  of  tbe  public  history  which  led  to 
the  various  acts  of  legislation  u^n  the  subject 
of  trusts,  state  and  national,  it  seems  to  us 
that  it  does  not  admit  of  doubt  that  the  legis- 
lature intended  this  act  to  apply  to  every  trust 
which  10 jured  the  public;  and  more  especially 
is  this  true  when  applied  to  any  .business 
Hceosed  by  the  state  and  affected  with  a  pub- 
lic use.  The  buaineas  of  insurance  is  charged 
with  the  public  use  in  this  state.  The  legisla- 
ture had  the  power  to  charge  it  with  a  public 
use. 

Budd  V.  New  T&rK  148  U.  S.  517,  36  L.  ed. 
247. 

The  manifest  purpose  of  the  law  being  to 
prevent  all  combinations  in  restraint  of  trade 
to  the  public  injury,  and  the  language  used  for 
that  purpose  being  sufficient  to  include  this 
combmation,  the  duty  of  the  court  is  to  effect- 
uate the  le^lative  intention. 

1  Kent,  Com.  461;  Sutherland,  Stat.  Constr. 
§240. 

Upon  examination  of  the  question  sent  out 
and  reauired  to  be  answered  bvthe  great  com- 
mercial agencies  of  Bradstreet  s  and  Dun's  it 
will  be  found  that  the  questions  of  insurance 
are  twice  propounded.  It  will  be  noted  that 
the  question  is  not,  Do  you  carry  insurance  ? 
but.  How  much  are  you  insured  for?  They 
assume  that  all  mercantile  concerns  and  inter- 
ests are  insured,  and  this  assumption  is  based 
upon  the  intimate  experience  of  the  agencies 
with  mercantile  pursuits.  It  shows  how  inti- 
i&ately  is  this  business  connected  with  the 
trade  of  the  world. 

TheNymph,  1  Sumn.  516;  Connecticut  Mut. 
L.  Im.  Co.  V.  Com.  188  Mass.  168;  Welton  v. 
MUsouH,  91  U.  S.  280,  28  L.  ed.  849;  Western 
U.  Tdeff.  Co.  V.  Texas,  105  U.  S.  460.  26  L.  ed. 
1067;  Anderson,  Law  Diet,  title,  Commerce; 
WaUing  v.  Miehigani  116  U.  8.  454,  29  L.  ed. 
694;  Anderson,  Law  Diet,  title.  Trade. 

There  are  two  important  reasons  why  Paul 
V.  Virginia,  75  U.  S.  8  Wall.  168,  19  L.  ed. 
^7,  should  not  be  authority  in  this  case.  In 
the  first  place  the  decision  was  rested  upon 
the  broader  ground  of  a  local  contract,  and 
the  utterances  as  to  insurance  not  being  com- 
merce are  dicta.  On  the  other  hand  the  case 
was  decided  in  1868.  more  than  a  quarter  of  a 
oeutury  ago.  when  insurance  had  a  very  lim- 
Hed  use,  and  such  uses  as  it  now  has  were  not 
only  unknown  but  at  that  time  unthought  of. 

That  the  law-maker  is  incapable  of  the  subtle 
distinctions  abd  nice  shadings  of  a  learned 
Qdge,  ought  not  to  defeat  the  purpose  of  the 


law,  nor  render  ineffective  the  legislative  in- 
tention. 

Perrg  v.  Keene,  56  N.  H.  580;  License  Tax 
Cases,  72  U.  S.  5  Wall.  469,  18  L.  ed.  500; 
Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  6th  ed.  pp.  197,  200, 
201. 

That  the  words  "restrictions  in  trade"  if 
given  their  ordinary  and  technical  meaning, 
would  make  punishable  all  contracts  in  re- 
straint of  trade,  however  reasonable  they  may 
be,  does  not  justify  the  restricted  meaning 
given  the  words  by  the  court;  for  if  the  legis- 
lature passes  such  an  act,  as  it  has  the  unque^- 
tioned  authority  to  do,  the  only  duly  of  the 
court  is  to  enforce  the  law  as  it  finds  it,  giving 
the  words  used  their  "ordinary  meaning"  or 
"signification." 

Coolev,  Const.  Lim.  6th  ed.  chap.  7,  sub. 
4,  p.  l67;  Western  U.  TeUg.  Co.  v.  StaU,  55 
Tex.  814,  105  U.  S.  460,  26  L.  ed.  1067;  West^ 
ern  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Pendleton,  122  U.  S.  347, 
80  L.  ed.  1187, 1  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  806;  Leloup 
V.  MobiU,  127  U.  S,  640,  82  L.  ed.  811;  West- 
ern U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  8eay,  132  U.  S.  472.  88  L. 
ed.  409;  Pensaeola.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Western  U, 
Tdeg.  Co.  96  U.  S.  1,  24  L.  ed.  708. 

The  uncontroverted  evidence  in  the  case 
shows  that  the  combination  controlled  more 
than  80  per  cent  of  all  the  fire  insurance  busi- 
ness in  Texas. 

This  combination  controls,  and  compels 
througli  fear  of  entire  loss  of  business,  a  vast 
army  of  men  to  labor  for  it  at  greatly  reduced 
compensation.  The  business  is  commerce  it- 
self; the  labor  of  the  ajgents  is  commerce  itself; 
and  the  business  of  msurance  as  applied  to 
both  is  trade  itself,  and  the  restrictions  of  the 
court  upon  the  meaning  of  these  terms  will 
but  prove  a  license  to  still  greater  evils  and 
the  exacting  of  still  greater  tribute. 

United  States  v.  Trans- Missouri  Freight 
Asso.,  58  Fed.  Rep.  58,  is  authority  for  the 
conclusion  that  only  such  restraints  in  trade  as 
are  unreasonable  and  to  the  public  injury  are 
within  the  meaning  of  an  act  of  congress. 

If  it  be  correct,  the  necessity  for  restricting 
the  meaning  of  the  words  to  avoid  the  evils 
pointed  out  by  the  court  that  might  possibly 
arise  has  been  dissipated  and  the  proper  con- 
struction of  the  act  would  be  as  here  contended 
for;  that  is,  the  combination  charged  is  within 
the  statute  if  the  restraint  is  unreasonable. 

The  business  of  insurance  in  this  state  being 
charged  with  a  public  use,  the  state,  through 
its  attorney-general,  independent  of  statute, 
may  restrain  those  engaged  in  the  business 
from  carrying  out  a  combination  to  the  injury 
of  the  public,  and  prevent  them  from  acquir- 
ing a  virtual  monopoly  of  the  business. 

Qulf,  a  d  S.  F.  R.  Co.  V.  State,  1  L.  R.  A. 
894,  2  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  885,  72  Tex.  404. 

To  transact  insurance  business  a  public  fran- 
chise is  required,  and  the  consent  of  the  state, 
through  its  proper  officers,  must  first  be  ob- 
tained before  the  business  can  be  pursued. 
These  are  just,  reasonable,  and  constitutional 
regulations. 

Slate  V.  Stone  (Mo.)  Dec.  4,  1893;  Budd  v. 
Ne^D  York,  148  U.  S.  517.  36  L.  ed.  247;  Munn 
V.  Illinois,  94  U.  S.  118,  24  L.  ed.  77. 

The  court  is  of  opinion  that  the  combination 
is  not  ille^l,  for  the  reason  that  insurance  is 
not  a  ''prime  necessity." 
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In  mehardwn  t.  Buhl,  6  L.  R  A.  467.  7? 
Mich.  632,  friction  matches  were  held  to  be 
prime  necessities  because  of  their  daily  use. 

In  India  Bagging  Asm,  v.  Kock,  14  La.  Ann. 
164,  it  was  held  that  India  bagging  was  an 
article  of  "prime  necessity"  to  cotton  planters. 

In  Morris  Run  Coal  Co.  v.  Barclay  Coal  Go,, 
68  Pa.  173.  8  Am.  Rep.  159,  coal  fe  held  to  be 
a  "necessity." 

In  People  v.  North  River  Sugar  Rrf.  Co,,  5 
L.  K.  A.  886,  54  Hun,  354,  sugar  was  held  to 
be  a  necessity. 

In  Santa  Clara  Valley  Mill  dk  Lumber  Co,  v. 
Hayes,  76  Cal.  387.  lumber  is  considered  to  be 
a  necessity. 

Any  article  of  general  use  and  benefit  to  the 
public,  which  affords  to  the  public  conven- 
ience, comfort,  enjoyment,  ana  profit,  ought 
to  be  considered  "a  prime  necessity."  Insur- 
ance affords  all  these  in  this  latter  day  of  busi- 
ness progress,  and  has  become  an  importfiut 
factor  in  every  business  of  the  country  and 
in  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  property  and 
possessions  and  belongings. 

The  combination  being  hurtful  to  the  pub- 
lic, and  the  business  being  charged  with  a 
public  use  and  bein^  free  from  unlicensed 
competition,  and  the  injury  being  one  which 
individuals  cannot  redress  for  manifest  rea- 
sons, it  becomes  the  duty  of  the  attorney  gen- 
eral to  take  such  action  in  the  name  of  the 
state  as  will  prevent  and  restrain  the  injury  to 
the  public. 

Const,  art.  4,  §  22;  State  v.  Farmers  Loan 
&  T.  Co.  81  Tex.  580;  Qulf,  C,  &  S,  F.  R.  Co. 
V.  State,  1  L.  R.  A.  849,  2  Inters.  Com.  Rep. 
385,  72  Tex.  404;  United  Statts  v.  San  Jacinto 
Tin  a?.  125  U.  8.  274,  31  L.  ed.  748;  People  v. 
Utica  Ins.  Co.  15  Johns.  368.  8  Am.  Dec.  243. 

The  legislature  has  never  attempted  to  s^y 
what  rates  insurance  companies  may  collect  as 
a  tax  from  the  public.  We  conclude,  there' 
fore,  that  the  law  only  "allows"  them  to  col- 
lect a  reasonable  tax  or  rate  of  insurance. 

State  V.  Farmers  Loan  &  T.  Co.  supra. 

Section  4  of  the  Act  requires  the  attomev- 
gencral  to  enjoin  combinations  and  trusts  in 
the  name  of  the  state.  It  is  a  declaration  of 
public  policy  and  must  be  so  regarded.  Being 
a  valid  law,  its  command  to  the  attorney  gen- 
eral should  not  be  disregarded;  and  being  a 
declaration  of  i)ublic  policy,  must  have  weight 
with  the  court  in  connection  with  the  authori- 
ties, if  they  need  any  further  support,  in  hold- 
ing that  the  injunction  will  be  granted  as 
prayed  for. 

Green's  Brice,  Ultra  Vires,  gg  706,  712; 
Beach,  Railways,  §  584;  Atty-Oen.  v.  Cam- 
bridge, 16  Gray,  247;  Atty-Oen.  v.  Boston 
Wharf  Co.  12  Gray,  557;  Greenhood,  Pub.  Pol. 
pp.  684,  686. 

Oainea*  J,,  delivered  the* opinion  of  the 
court : 

This  action  was  brought  in  the  name  of 
the  state  of  Texas,  by  its  attorney -general, 
against  the  Texas  Insurance  Club,  an  associa- 
tion of  insurance  agents,  and  against  fifty - 
seven  foreign  insurance  corporations  doin^ 
business  in  this  state  under  permits  granted 
in  pursuance  of  the  statutes  of  the  state.  It 
is  alleged  in  the  petition  that  the  Texas  In- 
surance Club  was  created  with  the  consent 
aa  L.  R.  A. 


and  by  the  procurement  of  the  other  defend- 
ants, with  the  object  of  organizing  a  com- 
bination for  the  purpose  of  fixing  a  uniform 
rate  of  insurance  throughout  the  state  upon 
a  graduated  scale,  and  of  thereby  preveoting 
competition  amon^  each  other,  and  at  the 
same  time  of  establishing  a  fixed  rate  of  com- 
mission to  be  paid  to  the  agents  of  such 
companies.  It  is  claimed  in  the  petition 
that  the  acts  charged  against  the  deiendaotfr 
show  an  illegal  combination,  as  defined  and 
denounced  in  the  Act  of  March  30,  1889,  en- 
titled "An  Act  to  Define  Trusts  and  to  Pro- 
vide for  Penalties  and  Punishment  of  Cor- 
porations, Persons.  Firms  and  Asflociationa 
of  Persons  Connected  with  Them,  and  to  Pro- 
mote Free  Competition  in  the  State  of  Texas." 
Laws  1889,  p.  141.  It  is  also  claimed  in  the 
petition  that  the  combination,  purposes,  and 
acts  of  the  defendants  are  in  restraint  of  trade 
and  cx)ntrary  to  public  policy,  and  therefore 
i  1  legal  at  common  law.  The  prayer  was  that 
the  Texas  Insurance  Club  be  dissolved,  and 
that  the  j)ermits  of  the  other  defendants  be 
canceled,  or  that  the  defendants  be  enjoined 
from  carrving  out  the  objects  of  the  combi  na- 
tion as  alleged  in  the  petition.  The  trial 
court  held  that  the  Act  of  March  30.  1889, 
did  not  apply  to  a  combination  to  fix  rates 
of  insurance  or  the  commissions  of  the  agents 
of  insurance  companies,  and  also  that  the  act 
was  unconstitutional  and  void,  by  reason  of 
the  13th  section,  which  excepted  from  its 
operation  "agricultural  products  and  live- 
stock while  in  the  hands  of  the  producer  or 
raiser  ;^  and  sustained  a  demurrer  to  so  much 
of  the  petition  as  charged  a  violation  of  that 
statute.  However,  the  demurrer  to  that  part 
of  the  petition  which  charged  a  combination 
allefired  to  be  illegal  at  common  law  was 
overruled ;  and  after  hearing  the  evidence  the 
court  held  that  the  effective  allegations  of 
the  bill  were  sustained  by  the  proof,  and  en- 
tered a  decree  enjoining  the  defendants  from 
making  or  carrying  out  any  agreements  be- 
tween them  establishing  fixed  rates  of  insur- 
ance, or  fixing  the  pei-centage  of  commissions 
to  be  paid  to  their  agents.  The  defendants 
appealed,  and  the  attorney-general  filed  cross- 
assignments  of  error,  'fhe  court  of  civil  ap- 
peals affirmed  the  judgment  of  the  district 
court  in  every  particular,  but  held  that  the 
Statute  of  March  21.  1889,  was  invalid,  be- 
cause it  nowhere  in  terms  declared  that 
"  trusts''  such  as  are  defined  in  the  first  sec- 
tion are  illegal.  Assuming  that  the  whole 
case  is  before  us  upon  the  pleadings  and  facta 
as  determined  bv  the  court  of  civil  appeals, 
we  will  proceed  to  dispose  of  the  questions 
involved  in  it,  so  far  as  may  be  necessary  for 
its  disposition.  . 

The  Act  of  March  30,  1889,  reads  as  fol- 
lows :  "  Act  to  Define  Trusts  and  to  Provide 
for  Punishments  and  Penalties  of  Corpora- 
tions, Persons,  Firms  and  Associations  of 
Persons  Connected  with  Them,  and  to  Pro- 
mote Free  Competition  in  the  State  of  Texas. 
Section  1.  Be  it  enacted  by  the  legislature  of 
the  state  of  Texas :  That  a  trust  is  a  com- 
bination of  capital,  skill  or  acta  by  two  or 
more  persons,  firms,  corporations,  or  associa- 
tions of  persons,  or  of  either  two  or  more  of 
them  for  either,  any,  or  all  of  the  following 
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purposes :  First — To  create  or  carry  out  re- 
gtrictions  in  trade.  Second— To  limit  or  re- 
duce the  production  or  increase  or  reduce  the 
price  of  merchandise  or  commodities.  Third 
—To  prevent  competition  in  manufacture, 
making,  transportation,  sale,  or  purchase 
of  merchandise,  produce,  or  commodities. 
Fourth— to  fix  at  any  standard  or  figure, 
whereby  its  price  to  the  public  shall  be  in 
any  manner  controlled  or  established,  any 
article  or  commodity  of  merchandise,  pro- 
duce or  commerce  intended  for  sale,  use,  or 
consumption  in  this  state.  Fifth — To  make 
or  enter  into,  or  execute  or  carry  out  any 
contract,  obligation,  or  agreement  of  any 
kind  or  description  by  whidi  they  shall  bind 
or  have  bound  themselves  not  to  sell,  dispose 
of,  or  transport  any  article  or  commodity  or 
article  of  trade,  use,  merchandise,  commerce, 
or  consumption  below  a  common  standard,  or 
b?  which  they  shall  agree  in  any  manner  to 
keep  the  price  of  such  articles,  commodity, 
or  transportation  at  a  fixed  or  graduated  fig- 
ure, or  by  which  they  shall  in  any  manner 
establish  or  settle  the  price  of  any  article  or 
commodity  or  transportation  between  them  or 
themselves  and  others  to  preclude  a  free  and 
unrestricted  competition  among  themselves 
or  others  in  the  sale  or  transportation  of  any 
such  article  or  commodity,  or  by  which  they 
shall  aflrree  to  pool,  combine,  or  unite  any 
interest  they  may  have  in  connection  with  the 
sale  or  transportation  of  any  such  article  or 
commodity,  Uiat  its  price  might  in  any  man- 
ner be  affected.  .  .  .  Sec.  4.  Every  for- 
eign corporation  violating  any  of  the  provis- 
ions of  this  act  is  hereby  denied  the  right 
and  prohibited  from  doing  any  business  in 
this  state,  and  it  shall  be  the  dut^  of  the 
attorney- general  to  enforce  this  provision  by 
injunction  or  other  proceedings  in  the  dis- 
trict court  of  Travis  county,  in  the  name  of 
the  sute  of  Texas.  .  .  .  Sec.  6.  Any  vio- 
lation of  either  or  all  the  provisions  of  this 
act  shall  be  and  is  hereby  declared  a  con- 
spiracy against  trade,  and  any  person  who 
may  be  and  may  become  engaged  in  any  such 
conspiracy,  or  take  part  therein,  or  aid  or 
advise  in  its  commiBsion,  or  who  shall  as 
principal,  manager,  director,  agent,  servant, 
or  employ!,  or  m  any  other  capacity  know- 
ingly carry  out  any  of  the  stipulations,  pur- 
poses, prices,  rates  or  orders  thereunder,  or 
in  pursuance  thereof,  shall  be  punished  by 
fine  not  less  than  fifty  nor  more  than  five 
thousand  dollara  and  by  imprisonment  in  the 
penitentiary,  not  less  than  one  nor  niore  than 
ten  years,  or  by  either  such  fine  or  imprison- 
ment. Every  day  during  a  violation  of  this 
provision  shall  constitute  a  separate  offense. 
i)ec.  7.  In  any  indictment  for  an  offense 
named  in  this  act  it  is  sufficient  to  state  the 
purposes  or  effects  of  the  trust  or  combina- 
tion, and  that  the  accused  was  a  member  of, 
acted  with,  or  in  pursuance  of  it,  without 
giving  the  name  or  description,  or  how,  when 
or  where  it  was  created.  Sec.  8.  In  prose- 
cutions under  this  act  it  shall  be  sufiScient 
to  prove,  that  a  trust  or  combination  as  de- 
fined herein  exists,  and  that  the  defendant 
belonged  to  it,  or  acted  for  or  in  connection 
with  It,  without  proving  all  belonging  to  il 
or  proving  or  producing  any  article  of  agree- 
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ment  or  written  instrument  on  which  it  may 
have  been  based,  or  that  it  was  evidenced  by 
any  written  instrument  at  all.  The  char- 
acter of  the  trust  alleged  may  be  proved  by 
its  general  reputation.  .  .  .  ^  Sec.  10. 
Each  and  every  person,  firm,  corporation,  or 
association  of  persons  who  shall  in  any  man- 
ner violate  any  of  the  provisions  of  this  act^ 
shall  for  each  and  every  day  that  such  viola- 
tion shall  be  committed  or  continued,  forfeit- 
and  pay  the  sum  of  fifty  dollars,  which  may 
be  recovered  in  the  name  of  the  state  of  Texas,, 
in  any  county  where  the  offense  is  committed, 
or  where  either  of  the  offenders  reside,  or  in 
Travis  county,  and  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the 
attorney -general,  or  the  district  or  county 
attorney  to  prosecute  for  and  recover  the  same. 
Sec.  11.  That  any  contract  or  agreement  in 
violation  of  the  provisions  of  this  act  shall 
be  absolutely  void  and  not  enforceable  either 
in  law  or  equity.  Sec.  12.  That  the  provis- 
ions hereof  shall  be  held  cumulative  of  each 
other  and  of  all  other  laws  in  any  way  affect- 
ing them  now  in  force  in  this  state.  Sec.  18. 
The  provisions  of  this  act  shall  not  apply  U> 
agricultural  products  or  livestock,  while  in 
the  hands  of  the  producer  or  raiser.  .  .  ." 
The  omitted  sections  throw  no  light  upon 
the  Questions  under  consideration. 

Admitting,  for  the  present,  that  the  lan- 
guaffe  of  the  statute  sufficiently  manifests- 
the  Intention  of  the  legislature  to  make  such 
combinations  as  are  defined  therein  unlawful, 
and  to  make  punishable  acts  committed  in 
violation  of  its  provisions,  and  that  It  is  not 
in  conflict  with  the  constitution  by  reason  of 
the  fact  that  it  exempts  "  agricultural  pro- 
ducts and  livestock  while  in  the  hands  of 
the  producer  or  raiser"  from  its  operation, 
we  still  have  the  question  whether  the  com- 
bination charged  in  the  petition  is  embraced 
within  the  provisions  of  the  law.  We  are  of 
opinion  that  that  question  must  be  answered 
in  the  negative.  To  determine  that  it  is  so 
embraced,  we  must  hold  either  that  it  is  a 
restriction  in  trade,  within  the  meaning  of 
the  first  subdivision  of  section  1,  and  that 
these  words  sufficiently  define  an  offense  so 
as  to  make  it  punishable  under  our  laws,  or 
that  the  contract  of  insurance  is  a  commodity 
such  as  is  named  in  the  other  subdivisions. 
A  combination  between  two  or  more  insur- 
ance companies  to  increase  their  rates  or  to 
diminish  the  rates  to  be  paid  to  their  agents 
is,  in  a  general  sense,  a  combination  in  re- 
straint of  trade.  But  we  think  that  the 
words  "restrictions  in  trade*'  were  not  in- 
tended to  receive  that  construction  in  the 
statute  under  consideration.  If  so  intended, 
it  may  be  gravely  doubted  whether,  under 
our  laws,  they  sufficiently  designate  an  of- 
fense so  as  to  make  it  punishable.  Our 
Penal  Code  contains  the  following  general 
provisions :  "  Art.  8.  In  order  that  the  sys- 
tem of  penal  law  in  force  in  this  state  may 
be  complete  within  itself,  and  that  no  system 
of  foreign  laws  written  or  unwritten  may  be 
appealed  to,  it  is  declared  that  no  person 
shall  be  punished  for  any  act  or  omission 
unless  the  same  is  made  a  penal  offense,  and 
a  penalty  is  affixed  thereto  by  the  written 
law  of  this  state."  "Art.  6.  Whenever  it 
appeara  that  a  provision  of  the  penal  law  is 
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so  indefinitely  framed,  or  of  such  doubtful 
construction  that  it  cannot  be  understood,  ei- 
ther from  the  language  in  which  it  is  ex- 
pressed or  from  some  other  written  law  of 
the  state,  such  penal  law  shall  be  regarded 
as  wholly  inoperative."  "Art.  9.  This  code, 
and  every  other  law  upon  the  subject  of  crime' 
which  may  be  enacted,  shall  be  construed  ac- 
cording to  the  plain  import  of  the  language 
in  which  it  is  written,  without  regard  to  the 
distinction  usually  made  between  the  con- 
struction of  penal  laws  and  laws  upon  other 
subjects;  and  no  person  shall  be  punished 
for  an  offense  not  made  penal  by  the  plain 
import  of  the  words  of  the  law."  It  must 
be  conceded  that  except  as  to  laws  which  re- 
sult in  a  contract,  or  which  create  a  vested 
right,  it  is  not  in  the  power  of  one  legisla- 
ture to  control  the  action  of  another.  Any 
statute  laying  down  a  canon  of  construction 
may,  as  a  general  rule,  be  repealed,  either 
expressly  or  impliedly,  by  a  subsequent  stat- 
ute ;  and  where,  under  a  rule  of  construction 
declared  in  a  former  law,  a  statute  cannot 
take  effect,  which  would  be  operative  but 
for  the  former  act,  the  argument  is  certainly 
cogent  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  legis- 
lature in  the  last  enactment  to  repeal  the  rulf 
of  construction  laid  down  in  the  former.  But 
it  majr  be  areued  with  equal  force  that  a 
provision  of  the  Penal  Code  affixing  a  punish- 
ment to  an  act  named  or  otherwise  desig- 
nated, but  not  accurately  and  expressly  de- 
fined, should  be  enforced,  notwithstanding 
the  rules  of  construction  laid  down  in  its  gen- 
eral provisions.  It  ma^  be  plausibly  main- 
taineid  that  the  intention  was  that  all  the 
provisions  should  stand  together,  and  that  the 
special  provision  should  &  deemed  an  excep- 
tion, and  that  the  general  rule  should  yield  to 
it.  Yet,  under  article  8  of  the  Penal  Code  as 
it  existed  before  the  Revised  Statutes  took  ef- 
fect, which  ** declared  that  no  person  should 
be  punished  for  any  act  or  omission  as  a 

Senal  offense,  unless  the  same  is  expressly 
efined,  ^  it  was  held  that  a  special  provision 
of  that  Code,  which  sought  to  make  punish- 
able an  act  without  defining  it,  was  inopera- 
tive. Johnson  v.  State,  4  Tex.  App.  63; 
Wolff  V.  State,  6  Tex.  App.  195 ;  Rogers  v. 
State,  8  Tex.  App.  401.  See  also  State  v. 
Foster,  31  Tex.  578.  That  provision  was 
repealed  by  the  Revised  Statutes,  which 
adopted  in  its  stead  the  amended  article  3, 
hereinbefore  quoted.    But  in  FrencJi  v.  State, 


14  Tex.  App.  76,  article  898,  as  amended  by 
the  Act  of  March  27,  1879  (Laws  1879.  p. 
67),  was  held  inoperative  by  reason  of  the 


rule  of  construction  laid  down  in  article  6, 
supra.  In  like  manner,  in  Ex  parte  Gregory, 
20  Tex.  App.  210.  54  Am.  Rep.  516,  the  rule 
of  construction  announced  in  article  9  was 
recognized  as  applicable  to  a  municipal  ordi- 
nance. That  article  was  primarily  intended 
to  abrogate  the  rule  of  the  common  law  that 
penal  statutes  should  be  construed  strictly; 
but  it  expressly  declares  another  rule,  which 
is  in  accord  with  the  common  law,  and  which 
is  founded  upon  the  soundest  reason.  There 
is  a  maxim  that  ignorance  of  the  law  excuses 
no  one,  which  is  not  true  as  applied  t^  every 
case,  for  a  man  is  not  guilty  of  theft  who 
honestly  takes  property  under  an  honest  claim 
"  L.  R.  A. 


of  ri^ht,  though  he  be  mistaken  as  to  the  law. 
But  it  is  true  in  the  sense  that  no  one  can  al- 
lege his  ignorance  of  the  law  which  makes  s 
certain  act  penal,  in  justification  of  his  com- 
mission of  that  act.  If  he  be  held  ^and  to 
know  the  law,  he  should  have  the  meana  of 
knowing  it,  and  hence  he  should  not  be  pun- 
ishable for  the  infringement  of  a  statute  un- 
less it  designate  with  a  fair  de^rree  of  clear- 
ness and  precision  the  act  or  omission  which 
is  forbidaen  by  it.  The  offense  need  not  be 
** defined."  in  the  logical  legal  sense  of  that 
word,  for  general  terms  may  be  used,  which 
In  themselves  require  to  be  defined ;  but  the 
terms  employed  should  be  sufllciently  definite 
in  their  meaning  as  plainly  to  desi^niate  the 
very  act  which  is  sought  to  be  made  punish- 
able by  law. 

Applying  these  rules  of  constructioQ,  we 
are  or  opinion  that  the  acts  charged  against 
the  defendants  do  not  subject  them  to  the  for- 
feitures and  penalties  therein  provided  for, 
under  that  part  of  the  statute  which  seeks  to 
make  unlawful  combinations  ''to  create  or 
carry  out  restrictions  in  trade. "  These  words 
are  very  comprehensive  in  any  aspect,  and, 
if  their  meaning  is  limited,  it  becomes  diffi- 
oult  to  define  the  sense  in  which  they  were 
employed  by  the  legislature.  In  orainarj 
language,  the  word  ^trade"  is  employed  in 
three  different  senses :  First,  in  that  of  the 
business  of  buying  and  selling;  second,  in 
that  of  an  occupation,  generally :  and,  third, 
in  that  of  a  mechanical  employment,  in  con- 
tradistinction to  agriculture  and  the  liberal 
arts.  Ordinarily,  when  we  speak  of  "trade," 
we  piean  commerce,  or  something  of  that 
nature;  when  we  speak  of  *'a  trade,''  we 
mean  an  occupation,  in  the  more  general  or 
the  limited  sense.  In  law,  the  words  "re- 
straint of  trade**  are  fairly  well  defined ;  and 
the  question  presents  itself  whether,  in  the 
use  of  the  words  ** restrictions  in  trade,**  the 
legislature  meant  to  use  the  word  **  trade"  in 
the  last  sense,  or  as  the  mere  equivalent  of 
**  commerce**  or  **traflac.**  Some  contracts  io 
restraint  of  trade  are  held  to  be  contrary  to 
public  policy,  and  unlawful  in  the  sense  that 
they  will  not  be  enforced  by  the  courts. 
Others  are  lawful  and  enforceable.  To  be 
unlawful,  they  must  be  unreasonable.  As  to 
restraints  which  are  reasonable,  the  authori- 
ties are  not  in  accord,  though  the  evident 
tendency  of  modern  decisions  is  to  uphold 
such  contracts  in  doubtful  cases.  The  rule 
as  to  contracts  in  unreasonable  restraint  of 
trade  has  been  applied  without  question  to 
very  varied  employments, — to  professional 
men,  such  as  attorneys  at  law  and  physicians, 
as  well  as  to  merchants,  shopkeepers,  carriers, 
and  those  engaged  in  mechanical  pursuits  of 
every  character.  The  rule  is  founded  both 
upon  the  ground  that  the  public  has  an  inter- 
est in  the  employment,  and  UDon  the  further 
ground  that  it  is  contrarv  to  public  policy 
that  any  person  should  wholly  deprive  him- 
self of  his  right  to  pursue  an  occupation  in 
which  he  is  presumably  skilled.  See  MiiM 
V.  Reynolds,  1  Smith,  Lead.  Gas.  8th  Am.  ed. 
*417,  and  English  and  American  notes.  But 
while  a  party  may  bind  himself  for  an  ade- 
quate consideration  not  to  pursue  his  aroca- 
tion  within  the  limits  of  a  prescribed  local- 
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itv.  provided  the  limits  be  reasonable,  he 
cannot  bind  himself  not  to  follow  his  trade 
in  any  place  whatever.  Now,  an  agreement 
between  two  or  more  persons,  by  which  one 
of  them  undertakes  to  bind  himself  not  to 
follow  his  trade  or  practice  his  profession  in 
a  territory  of  prescribed  limits,  is  ''a  com- 
bination, within  the  meaning  of  the  statute 
under  consideration.  A  contract  between 
two  or  more  to  do  a  thing  is  a  "*  combination 
of  .  .  .  acts"  of  such  persons  to  bring 
about  the  performance  of  the  contract.  It  is 
upon  this  theory,  in  part,  that  the  charge 
made  in  the  petition  is  based.  Now,  the 
clause  of  the  act  which  we  are  endeavoring 
to  construe  makes  no  distinction  between  such 
restraints  of  trade  as  are  reasonable  and  such 
&»  are  unreasonable.  Hence,  if  we  should. 
give  to  the  words,  "restrictions  in  trade" 
their  ordinary  technical  meaning  it  would 
follow  that  the  act  made  punishable  all  con- 
tracts in  restraint  of  trade,  however  reason- 
able they  may  be.  It  would  follow  that  if 
one  merchant  engaged  in  the  hardware  busi- 
ness should  buy  out  another,  such  other  agree- 
ing noi  to  pursue  the  same  business  on  the 
same  block  or  street,  or  in  the  same  town, 
for  a  limited  time,  both  would  be  subject  to 
the  penalties  affixed  by  the  act.  It  is  prob- 
able that  the  legislature  has  the  power  to 
make  such  a  law ;  but  it  is  unreasonable  to 
presume  that  they  intended  to  make  it,  and 
DO  construction  ought  to  be  given  to  an  act 
which  would  lead  to  such  results,  unless  its 
language  is  so  clear  and  unambiguous  as  to 
admit  of  no  other  conclusion.  It  is  true  that 
article  9  of  the  Penal  Code,  already  Quoted, 
requires  us  to  construe  the  act  "  according  to 
the  plain  import  of  the  language  in  which 
it  is  written,  without  regard  to  the  distinc- 
tion usually  made  between  the  construction 
of  penal  laws  and  laws  upon  other  subjects ;" 
but  when  the  words  employed  have  different 
meanings,  one  being  more  limited  than  an- 
other, it  does  not  require  that  we  should  con- 
strue them  in  the  more  comprehensive  sense. 
The  principle  is  inherent  in  the  construction 
of  all  laws  of  doubtful  import,  that  the  in- 
tention of  the  legislature  must  be  sought  for, 
and,  when  discovered,  must  govern.  In  dis- 
crjvering  that  intention  it  is  proper  to  look 
to  the  consequences  of  any  particular  inter- 
pretation, and,  if  they  be  found  unreasonable 
or  oppressive,  such  interpretation  ought  to 
be  rejected.  The  i>enalty  affixed  by  the  act 
in  question  for  a  violation  of  its  provisions 
is  a  fine  of  not  less  than  $50,  nor  more  than 
l-^OOO,  and  imprisonment  in  the  penitentiary 
not  less  than  one,  nor  more  than  ten  years, 
or  by  either  such  fine  or  im  prisonment .  Each 
day  of  the  continuance  of  the  combination  is 
made  a  separate  offense.  The  offense  may  be 
punished  by  confinement  in  the  penitentiary, 
and  is  therefore  a  felony.  We  do  not  think 
that  it  was  the  purpose  of  the  legislature  to 
give  to  the  word  "trade"  so  comprehensive 
a  meaning  as  would  subject  aH  parties  to 
''contracts  in  restraint  of  trade"  (as  these 
t«rms  are  understood  at  common  law)  to  such 
heavy  penalties ;  and  conclude  that  the  word 
must  be  construed  in  a  more  restricted  sense, 
and  as  synonymous  with  "traffic."  In  this 
«eDse  it  embraces  the  buying  and  selling  of 
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any  article  of  commerce,  the  barter  of  such 
articles,  and  their  transportation  by  common 
carriers ;  but  it  does  not  embrace  the  business 
of  insurance,  which  is  trade  only  in  the  sense 
that  it  is  an  occupation  or  employment. 

If,  therefore,  the  acts  charged  in  the  peti- 
tion are  punishable  under  the  statute,  they 
must  be  denounced  by  some  other  provision. 
Is  the  contract  of  insurance  an  "article  of 
commerce"  or  a  "commodity,"  within  the 
meaning  of  those  terms  as  used  in  the  remain- 
ing four  subdivisions  of  the  statute?  In 
Paul  V.  Virginia,  75  U.  S.  8  Wall.  168,  19 
L.  ed.  857,  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  held  that  the  business  of  insurance,  as 
carried  on  in  one  state  by  a  company  chart- 
ered by  another,  was  not  commerce  oetween 
the  states ;  and  the  same  doctrine  is  affirmed 
by  the  supreme  court  of  Kansas.  State  v. 
Phippa,  50  Kan.  600,  18  L.  R.  A.  657.  We 
have  no  reason  to  doubt  the  correctness  of  the 
conclusion.  It  is  only  by  a  strained  con- 
struction that  the  word  "commerce"  can  be 
made  to  embrace  the  business  of  insurance, 
and  to  say  that  insurance  is  an  article  of  com- 
merce is  a  construction  still  more  strained. 
It  is  an  aid  to  commerce,  but  not  commerce 
itself ;  nor  is  it  an  article  of  commerce.  In 
Natfian  v.  Louisiana,  49  U.  8.  8  How.  78, 
12  L.  ed.  993,  the  court  says  that  a  dealer  in 
foreign  exchange  "is  not  engaged  in  com- 
merce, but  in  supplying  an  instrument  of 
commerce.  He  is  less  engaged  in  it  than  the 
ship  builder,  without  whose  labor  foreign 
commerce  could  not  go  on. "  The  word  "  com- 
modity" has  two  significations.  In  its  most 
comprehensive  sense  it  means  "convenience, 
accommodation,  profit,  benefit,  advantage, 
interest,  commodiousness ;"  but,  according  to 
Webster's  International  Dictionary,  the  use 
of  the  word  in  this  sense  is  obsolete.  Page 
286.  The  word  is  ordinarily  used  in  the 
commercial  sense  of  any  movable  or  tangible 
thing  that  is  ordinarily  produced  or  used  as 
the  subject  of  barter  or  sale ;  and  we  think 
that  this  was  the  meaning  intended  to  be 
given  to  it  by  the  legislature  in  the  statute 
in  question.  This  clearlv  appears  by  the 
context.  The  language  descriptive  of  the 
second  category  ofoflenses — "to  limit  or  re- 
duce the  production  or  increase  or  reduce  the 
price  of  merchandise  or  commodities"— im- 
plies that  a  commodity  is  something  that  may 
be  produced ;  so,  by  that  description,  of  the 
third  class,  a  commodity  is  something  that 
may  be  manufactured,  made,  transported, 
and  sold ;  in  the  fourth,  it  implies  some- 
thing that  may  be  sold,  used,  or  consumed ; 
and  so,  also,  the  fifth  and  last  class,  it  re- 
lates to  a  commodity  that  is  the  subject  of 
sale  and  transportation.  Insurance  is  neither 
"produced,"  "consumed,"  "manufactured," 
"transported,"  nor  "sold,"  in  the  ordinary 
signification  of  any  of  these  words,  and  there- 
fore it  is  not  within  "the  plain  import"  of 
the  language  emploved  in  the  act. 

But  there  is  another  point  of  view  from 
which  the  statute  in  question  should  be  con- 
sidered. Its  title  is,  "An  Act  to  Define 
Trusts,   and   to  Provide  for  Penalties  and 

I  Punishment  of  Corporations,  Persons,  Firms, 
and  Associations  of  Persona  Connected  with 
Them,  and  to  Promote  Free  Competition  in 
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the  State  of  Texas."  The  term  "trusts"  is 
not  here  employed  in  a  technical  legal  sense. 
By  very  recent  commercial  usage,  me  mean- 
ing of  the  word  has  been  extended  so  as  to 
comprehend  combinations  of  corporations  or 
capitalists  for  the  purpose  of  controlling  the 
price  of  articles  of  prime  necessity,  or  the 
charges  of  transportation  for  the  publ  ic.  The 
formation  of  gigantic  combinations  for  these 
purposes  in  late  years  has  created  alarm  and 
excited  the  liveliest  interest  in  the  public 
mind.  The  amount  of  discussion  which  it 
has  invoked,  considering  the  time  during 
which  it  has  progressed,  is  probably  without 
parallel.  See  2  Beach,  Priv.  Corp.  866,  and 
notes.  In  the  year  1888  the  discussion  seems 
to  have  become  general,  and  in  1889  many 
legislatures,  including  our  own,  made  laws 
for  the  purpose  of  punishing  and  repressing 
such  conspiracies.  Id.  1851,  note€.  Notable 
instances  of  these  combinations  were  those  of 
the  manufacturing  corporations  engaged  in 
refining  sugar,  which  were  declared  illegal 
by  the  court  of  appeals  of  New  York  in  the 
cases  of  People  v.  North  Biver  Sugar  Bef.  Go. 
121  N.  Y.  682,  9  L.  R.  A.  38;  "7%4J  doitofi- 
Seed  Oil  Trust"  (State  v.  American  Cotton  Oil 
Trust,  40  La.  Ann.  S)  :  *"  The  Diamond  Match 
Trust''  ("  Richardson  v.  Buhl,'*  77  Mich.  «32. 
6  L.  R.  A.  457)  ;  "  Ths  Chicago  Qas  Trusf* 
[People  V.  Chicago  Oas  Trust  Go.  180  111.  268, 
8  L.  R.  A.  497)  ;  **  The  Standard  Oil  Trust" 
(Bice  V.  BoekefelUr,  56  Hun,  516)  ;  "  Ths  Cat- 
Ue  Trust"  {Oouldv,  Bead,  38  Fed.  Rep.  886)  ; 
and  "  The  Alcohol  Trust"  {StaU  v.  Nefyraska 
Distilling  Co,  29  Neb.  700).  For  other  cases 
of  like  character,  see  Morris  Bun  Coal  Go,  v. 
Barday  Goal. Co.  68  Pa.  173,  8  Am.  Rep. 
159 ;  Amot  v.  PiUsUm  <Si  K  Goal  Go.  68  N. 
Y.  558,  28  Am.  Rep.  190 ;  Santa  Clara  Valley 
MiU  <fe  Luynber  Co.  v.  Hayes,  76  Cal.  887 ; 
Glancey  v.  Onondaga  Fine  Salt  Mfg.  Co.  62 
Barb.  895;  Graft  v.  MeConoughy,  79111.  846, 
22  Am.  Rep.  171 ;  India  Bagging  Asso.  v. 
Eock,  14  La.  Ann.  164 ;  Oibbs  v.  Consolidated 
Gas  Co.  130  U.  S.  396,  32  L.  ed.  979 ;  Texas 
Standard  Cotton  OU  Co.  v.  Adoue,  83  Tex. 
650,  15  L.  R.  A.  598 ;  and  Anderson  v.  Jett, 
89  Ky.  375,  6  L.  R.  A.  390. 

The  instances  of  combinations  shown  by 
the  cases  cited  serve  to  illustrate  the  causes 
of  popular  discontent,  and  the  evils  which 
the  legislatures  of  several  states  sought  to 
remedy  by  direct  statutory  enactments  upon 
the  subject.  They  were  combinations  orcran- 
ized  for  the  purpose  of  affecting  the  prices 
of  articles  of  prime  importance  in  commerce, 
or  the  rates  of  transportation  and  intercom- 
munication. The  evils  resulting  from  these 
practices  were  doubtless  paramount  in  the 
minds  of  our  legislators  when  they  passed 
the  statute  under  consideration,  and  it  was 
to  repress  these  practices  that  the  law  was 
enacted.  By  "the  plain  import  of  its  lan- 
guage" it  makes  unlawful  all  combinations 
to  raise  or  depress  the  price  of  all  articles  of 
commerce  whatever,  or  to  increase  or  dimin- 
ish the  rates  of  transportation  of  such  articles. 
It  seems  to  us,  therefore,  that  the  words  in 
the  first  subdivision  of  section  1  of  the  Act — 
"  to  create  or  carry  out  restrictions  in  trader- 
were  intended  only  as  a  general  expression 
of  the  purpose  of  the  law,  and  that  the  acts 
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defined  in  the  subsequent  members  of  the  sec- 
tion were  intended  as  a  specific  definition  of 
what  was  meant  in  the  first.  National  Bentnt 
Co.  V.  Union  Hospital  Co.,  45  Minn.  272, 11 L 
R.  A.  487,  was  a  case  involving  the  cjaestion 
of  a  partial  restraint  of  trade,  and  id  their 
opinion  the  court  says:  "There  are  two 
classes  of  cases,  some  of  which  appellants 
have  cited,  which  are  often  confounoed  with, 
but  are  clearly  distinguishable  from,  cases 
like  the  present,  and  stand  upon  an  entirely 
different  footing.  The  one  is  combinations 
between  producers  or  dealers  to  limit  the 
production  or  supply  of  an  article  so  as  to 
acquire  a  monopojv  of  it,  and  then  unrea- 
sonably enhance  prices.  The  other  is  where 
a  corporation  of  a  auasi  public  character, 
charged  with  a  public  duty,  as  a  railway 
company,  gas  company,  or  the  like,  enters 
into  a  contract  restrictive  of  its  business, 
which  would  disable  it  from  performing  its 
duty  to  the  public."  We  think  it  was  to 
combinations  of  the  character  described  in 
these  remarks  that  our  statute  was  intended 
to  appl  V,  and  not  to  combinations  of  peraons 
enga^;ea  In  any  employment  which  may  be 
restrictive  of  that  business.  But  it  is  a  rule 
of  construction  that  each  word  and  sentence 
should  be  presumed  to  be  intended  for  a  pur- 
pose, and  that  each  should  be  given  effect ; 
and  it  mav  be  argued  that  our  construction 
destroys  the  effect  of  the  words  in  the  first 
clause,  and  that  under  such  construction  they 
might  have  been  omitted  without  cbanging^ 
the  meaning  of  the  section.  But  the  argu- 
ment defeats  itself.  If  the  words  *" restric- 
tions in  trade"  are  not  to  be  limited  in  their 
meaning,  then  all  the  subsequent  parts  of  the 
section  were  unnecessary,  and  might  have 
been  omitted  without  altering  the  sense. 
Every  act  therein  defined  is  clearly  a  "re- 
striction in  trade,"  in  the  most  comprehen- 
sive meaning  of  those  terms.  The  same 
argument  may  be  made  in  reference  to  the 
words  "article"  and  "commodity,"  and  it 
may  be  said  the^  should  be  construed  to  have 
a  different  meaning.  But,  .if  the  word  **  com- 
modity" was  employed  in  its  broadest  mean- 
ing, it  embracea  "article,"  and  the  latter 
might  have  been  omitted.  The  fact  is,  the 
section  of  the  act  under  consideration  abounds 
in  tautology ;  and  its  general  structure  is 
such  that  rules  based  upon  grammatical  nice- 
ties should  not  prevail  over  broader  and  more 
1  iberal  rules  of  construction.  Our  conclusion 
is  that  the  case  stated  in  the  petition  does  not 
come  within  the  provisions  of  the  statute ;  but 
we  are  not  prepared  to  concur  with  the  court 
of  civil  appeals  in  holding  that  the  whole  act 
is  inoperative.  It  is  true  that,  while  trusts 
are  defined  in  the  first  section,  nowhere,  ei- 
ther in  that  or  any  other  section,  are  they 
expressly  declared  unlawful.  The  following 
sections  provide  forfeitures  for  corporations 
and  punishment  for  persons  who  "  violate  any 
of  the  provisions  of  the  act,"  but  they  do 
not  designate  what  shall  constitute  a  viola- 
tion of  its  provisions  in  any  direct  terms. 
Confining  ourselves  to  the  letter  of  the  law. 
there  is  a  clear  hiatus,— a  lack  of  connection 
in  its  provisions.  But  the  legislature  evi- 
dently intended  to  affix  a  punishment  to  some 
acts,  and  it  is  reasonable  to  presume  that  the 


1S93. 


QuEKN  Insurance  Co.  v.  State. 


498 


acts  they  have  defined  were  those  intended  to 
be  forbidden.  This  intention  is  made  more 
trident  by  the  sixth  section,  which  declares 
that  a  violation  of  the  provisions  of  the  act 
is  "a  conspiracy  aeainst  trade,"  etc.  ;  also 
by  the  seventh,  which  provides  that  it  shall 
be  sufficient,  in  an  indictment  under  the  act, 
''to  state  the  purposes  and  effect  of  tAe  trust 
or  combination  and  that  the  accused  was  a 
member  of  and  acted  with  or  in  pursuance 
of  it.  without  giving  its  name  or  description, 
or  how,  when,  or  where  it  was  created. "  The 
eighth  section  also  provides  that  it  shall  be 
sufficient  to  prove  upon  the  trial  that  "the' 
trust  or  combination  as  defined  herein  exists 
and  that  the  defendant  belonged  to  it  or  acted 
for  or  in  connection  with  it,  without  proving 
all  the  members  belonging  to  it, "  etc.  There 
is  uo  express  declaration  that  trusts  are  un- 
lawful,—the  acts  which  are  declared  to  con- 
stitute a  trust  are  not  expressly  made  punish- 
able, nor  is  any  act  expressly  declared  to  be 
a  violation  of  the  provisions  of  the  statute ; 
yet  the  language  is  suflGlcient,  we  think,  to 
manifest  unmistakably  the  intention  of  the 
legislature  to  punish  as  offenses  some  of  the 
acts  defined  in  the  first  section,  and  it  is  but 
reasonable  to  conclude  that  the  purpose  was 
to  subject  them  all  to  a  like  punishment. 
The  intention  of  the  legislature  is  the  aim 
of  statutory  construction,  and  where,  though 
not  expressed,  it  is  clearly  manifested  by  im- 
plication from  the  language  used,  we  cannot 
say  that  it  should  not  have  effect.  That 
which  is  not  expressed  in  words  may  be 
**  plainly  imported**  by  implication.  We 
have  deemed  it  proper  to  say  this  much  upon 
this  question,  although  its  determination, 
in  our  opinion,  is  not  necessary  to  a  decision 
of  this  case.  The  other  question,  as  to  the 
validity  of  the  statute,  involves  a  construc- 
tion of  the  constitution,  and  we  do  not  feel 
called  upon  to  determine  it.  The  decision  of 
a  grave  constitutional  question,  although  in- 
volved in  a  case,  is  properly  pretermitted 
until  a  controversy  arises  in  which  such  de- 
cision becomes  necessary  to  its  disposition. 
Havine  determined  that  the  acts  charged 
against  the  defendants  are  not  embraced  with- 
in the  provisions  of  the  statute,  it  becomes 
necessary  to  decide  whether  or  not  thev  are 
unlawful  at  common  law.  We  have  found 
no  direct  decision  in  anv  court  of  last  resort 
np<m  the  point.  The  decisions  upon  cases 
involving  similar  questions  are  not  altogether 
harmonious.  Wo  have  seen  that  contracts  in 
unreasonable  ** restraint  of  trade"  are  illegal 
in  the  sense  that  they  are  not  enforceable.  Of 
these,  there  is  a  well-defined  class,— those 
in  which  the  parties  seek  to  bind  themselves 
by  an  agreement  that  one  of  them  shall  cease 
to  pursue  his  vocation.  The  terms  are  usu- 
ally employed  by  the  courts  in  this  sense. 
It  is  clear  that  the  combination  in  question 
is  not  of  this  class.  But,  employuig  the 
terms  in  a  looser  sense,  it  is  frequently  said 
that  agreements  to  raise  or  depress  prices  be- 
tween persons  engaged  in  the  same  business 
is  ft  combination  in  restraint  of  trade.  That 
such  contracts,  as  applied  to  certain  kinds  of 
business,  are  unlawful,  in  the  senite  that  they 
are  not  valid,  there  is  no  doubt ;  but  whether 
the  rule  extends  to  every  class  of  business  is 


a  different  question.  It  extends  to  a  business 
in  which  the  public  have  a  right,  as  distin- 
guished from  a  business  which  may  be  merely 
beneficial  to  the  public.  Such  is  the  carry- 
ing trade,  and  especially  the  business  of 
transportation  by  railroad  and  communica- 
tion by  telegraph.  Railroad  and  telegraph 
companies  &rive  their  right  to  condemn 
property  from  the  fact  that  their  business  is 
established  for  a  public  use.  So,  the  busi- 
ness of  gas  companies,  who  have  acquired  a 
right  to  lay  their  pipes  in  the  public  streets, 
in  analogy  to  that  of  railroad  companies,  is 
treated  as  public.  PlBapjle  v.  Chicago  Otu 
Trust  Co.  130  111,  268,' 8  L.  R.  A.  497.  Thus 
far  we  may  clearly  see  our  way :  but  when 
we  come  to  a  business  not  public  in  its  char- 
acter, in  the  sensepreviously  indicated,  dif- 
ficulties arise.  We  take  it  as  being  well 
settled  that  all  the  combinations  among  deal  • 
ers  in  provisions  or  other  articles  of  prime 
necessity  are  deemed  in  law  contrary  to  pub- 
lic policy,  and  contracts  to  effect  or  carnr 
out  stich  combinations  are  held  void.  India 
Bagging  At9o,  v.  Kock,  8  La.  Ann.  164 ;  Santa 
Clara  Valley  MiU  iS:  Lumber  Co.  v.  Hayes,  76 
Cal.  887;  M(yrrU  Run  Coal  Co.  v.  Barclay 
Coal  Co.  68  Pa.  178,  8  Am.  Rep.  159.  Ck)m. 
binations  of  this  character  are  commonly 
called  ** monopolies,*'  but  they  are  not  the 
technical  monopolies  known  to  the  common 
law.  4  Bl.  Com.  chap.  13,  §  9.  The  doc- 
trine that  they  are  illegal  probably  had  its 
origin  in  the  laws  against  forestalling,  le- 
grating,  and  engrossing, — offenses  which,  at 
a  very  early  day  in  England,  were  made  pun- 
ishable by  statutes  which  have  since  been  re- 
pealed. They  were  probably  offenses  at  com- 
mon law,  though  their  precise  nature,  as 
defined  in  that  system,  seems  to  be  obscure. 
1  Bishop,  Grim.  L.  8th  ed.  §  525.  Accord- 
ing to  Blackstone,  ''forestalling"  was  defined 
by  the  statute  "to  be  the  buying  or  contract- 
ing for  any  merchandise  or  victual  coming 
in  the  way  to  market ;  or  dissuading  persons 
from  bringing  their  goods  or  provisions  there, 
or  persuading  them  to  enhance  the  price  when 
there ;  or  of  any  practices  to  make  the  market 
dearer  to  the  fair  trader;"  and  "regrating" 
"to  be  the  buying  of  com  or  other  dead  vict- 
ual in  any  market  and  selling  it  again  in  the 
same  market  or  within  four  miles  of  the 
place."  "Engrossing"  is  "the  buying  up 
large  quantities  of  corn  or  other  dead  vict- 
ual with  intent  to  sell  them  again."  As  we 
have  said,  these  statutes  have  been  repealed 
in  England.  They  were  applicable  to  a  con- 
dition, of  society  which  no  longer  exists. 
But  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  the  common - 
law  principle  which  underlies  them  is  the 
origin  of  the  modem  doctrine  on  the  subject. 
We  find  that  most  of  the  cases  in  which 
agreements  among  manufacturers  and  dealers 
to  increase  the  price  of  their  wares  and  com- 
modities related  to  some  merchantable  article 
of  necessity  or  of  great  utility.  In  the  case 
of  India  Bagging  Aeso.  v.  Kock,  supra,  it  is 
said  in  the  opinion  that  bagging  is  an  article 
"of  prime  necessity"  to  cotton  planters.  In 
the  elaborate  opinion  delivered  in  the  trial 
court  in  the  Sugar  Refining  Case,  Judge  Bar- 
rett lays  stress  upon  the  fact  that  sugar  is  "a 
necessary  article  of  commerce."     People  v. 
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North  River  Sugar  Bet  Co.,  22  Abb.  N.  C. 
164,  2  L.  R.  A.  88.  So,  also,  in  the  opinion 
in  the  same  case  in  the  supreme  court.  54 
Hun,  854,  5  L.  R.  A.  886.  In  the  opinion 
in  the  same  case  in  the  court  of  appeals  the 
Question  was  not  discussed,  it  not  being 
deemed  necessary  to  a  decision  of  the  case. 
121  N.Y.  582,  9  L.  R.  A.  88.  In  Riehard- 
son  V.  BuM,  77  Mich.  682,  6  L.  R.  A.  457, 
the  court  also  says:  "The  article"  in  con- 
troversy **  has  come  to  be  regarded  as  one  of 
necessity,  not  only  in  every  household  in  the 
land,  but  one  of  daily  use  by  almost  every 
individual  in  the  country. "  Similar  expres- 
sions may  be  found  in  other  cases.  On  the 
other  hand,  in  Central  Shade  Boiler  Go.  v. 
Cushmun,  143  Mass.  858,  an  agreement  be- 
tween three  manufacturers  of  shade  rollers  to 
control  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  their 
products  was  held  not  unlawful,  distinctly 
upon  the  ground  that  their  wares  were  not 
articles  of  **  prime  necessity. "  The  doctrine 
was  adhered  to  and  reaffirmed  by  the  same 
court  in  the  subsequent  case  of  OUmeegter  Is- 
inglass d  Olue  ^Co.  V.  Russia  Cement  Go, ,  154 
Mass.  92.  12  L.  R.  A.  568.  In  the  latter  case 
the  court  says :  "  Their  contract  had  no  re- 
lation to  an  article  of  prime  necessity,  or  to 
staple  commodities  ordinarily  bought  and 
sold  in  market."  In  most  oi  the  cases  in 
which  agreements  between  persons  doing  a 
business  not  of  a  public  character  have  been 
held  contrary  to  public  policy  and  void,  the 
contracts  related  not  only  to  articles  of  com- 
merce, but  to  staple  commodities. 

Insurance  is  a  mere  contract  of  indemnity 
against  a  contingent  loss.  Though  it  is  an 
important  aid  to  commerce,  it  is  not  a  busi- 
ness of  commerce,  or  one  in  which  the  pub- 
lic have  any  direct  right.  No  franchise  is 
necessary  for  its  prosecution,  and  no  one  has 
a  right  to  demand  of  an  underwriter  that  his 
property  shall  be  insured  at  any  rate.  Any 
individual  may  execute  a  policy,  and  so  any 
company  incorporated  for  the  purpose  of  in- 
suring property  may  refuse  to  execute  one, 
unless  it  be  so  bound  by  its  charter.  Forced 
insurance,  for  obvious  reasons,  is  detrimental 
to  the  public  interest,  and  it  is  therefore  not 
probable  that  such  restriction  will  be  found 
in  any  charter.  Labor  is  necessary  to  pro- 
duction and  transportation,  and  therefore  it 
is  not  merel;^  an  aid,  but  a  necessity,  of  com- 
merce. It  is  advantageous  to  the  public, 
and  in  that  sense  they  nave  an  interest  in  it. 
The  services  of  professional  men  are  likewise 
indispensable  in  most  civilized  communities, 
and  are  presumably  likewise  advantageous 
to  the  public.  The  public  have  an  interest 
in  them  in  the  same  sense  in  which  they  have 
an  interest  in  the  business  of  insurance.  It 
follows,  therefore,  that  if  insurance  compa- 
nies are  to  be  brought  within  the  rule  t&at 
makes  agreements  to  increase  the  price  of 
merchandise  illegal,  upon  the  ground  that 
the  public  have  an  interest  in  their  business, 
agreements  among  laborers  and  among  pro- 
fessional men  not  to  render  their  services  be- 
low a  stipulated  rate  should  be  held  contrary 
to  public  policy  and  void  upon  the  same 
ground.  Combinations  among  workingmen 
to  increase  or  maintain  their  wages  by  un- 
lawful means  are  unlawful.  But  are  such 
22  L.  R.  A. 


combinations  unlawful  when  the  only  meaoa 
resorted  to  to  accomplish  their  objects  is  a 
refusal  on  part  of  the  parties  to  the  agre« 
ment  to  accept  employment  at  a  lower  rate 
of  wages  than  that  designated  in  the  con 
tract?  This  is  the  next  question  for  deter- 
mination, and  it  is  not  without  difficulty. 
In  treating  of  criminal  conspiracies,  )&. 
Bishop  says :  **  Whatever  the  lantruage  of 
some  of  the  old  cases,  no  lawyer  of  the  pres- 
ent day  would  hold  it  indictable  for  mea 
simply  to  associate  to  promote  their  own  in- 
terests, or  specifically  to  raise  their  wagn. 
If  the  means  adopted  were  mutual  imprave- 
ment  of  their  mental  or  physical  powers, 
mutual  instruction  in  their  methods  of  doin^ 
their  work,  mutual  inquiring  and  imparting 
information  as  to  the  wages  paid  in  other 
localities,  or  anything  else  of  a  like  helpful 
nature,  severally  enabling  the  members  t<> 
obtain  higher  wa^es,  nothing  could  be  more 
commendable,  and  nothing  further  from  the 
inhibition  of  the  law ;  or,  if  employers  should 
oombine  simply  to  reduce  waees,  not  propos- 
ing any  unlawful  means,  peraaps  we  might 
not  so  much  commend  them,  yet  still  they 
would  stand  under  no  disfavor  from  the 
law, — the  result  of  which  is  that  a  conspiracy 
to  enhance  or  reduce  wages  is  not  indictable 
per  M,  while  yet  it  may  be  so  by  reason  of 
proposed  unlawful  means. "  2  Bishop,  Crim. 
L.  $  288,  subd.  2.  The  author  then  proceeds 
to  consider  certain  means  which  have  been 
determined  to  be  unlawful,  in  which  a  mere 
agreement  by  men  not  already  under  contract 
not  to  work  unless  for  a  certain  rate  of  wages 
does  not  seem  to  be  incl  uded.  But  the  matter 
seems  to  be  involved  in  some  obscurity.  In 
a  previous  section  the  author  cites  the  re- 
marks of  distinguished  English  judges,  in- 
cluding Lord  Mansfield,  to  the  effect  that  such 
agreements  are  unlawful  in  themselves,  but 
adds:  •*In  a  later  case,  Earle,  «/.,  perhaps 
with  a  view  to  conforming  to  the  Statute  '>f 
6  Geo.  IV.,  chap.  129,  §  4.  yet  distinctly 
qualifying  the  words  of  Lord  Mansfield. 
stated  it  as  settled  that  workmen  are  at  li- 
berty, while  they  are  perfectly  free  from  en- 
f;agements,  and  nave  the  option  of  entering 
nto  employment  or  not,  to  agree  among 
themselves  to  say,  '  We  will  not  go  into  any 
employ  unless  we  can  get  a  certoin  rate  <>f 
wases. '  "  Mr.  Freeman,  in  his  note  to  the 
case  of  P^OT^  v.  Fisher,  says :  "Recent  de 
cisions  in  England,  and  the  spirit  now  pre- 
vailing there  and  in  this  country,  of  giving 
encouragement  to  workmen  in  their  endesFors 
to  associate  themselves  into  organizations  for 
their  mutual  benefit,  have  settled  beyond 
question  that  unemployed  workmen  may 
unite,  and  agree  not  to  work  unless  for  a 
certain  price.  This  is  a  plain  right,  upon 
which  no  doubt  ought  ever  to  have  existed/ 
28  Am.  Dec.  508.  The  learned  annotator 
then  quotes :  ^  The  law  is  clear  that  work 
men  have  a  right  to  combine  for  their  own 
protection,  and  to  obtain  such  wagjes  as  they 
may  choose  to  agree  to  demand  f  citing  Beg. 
V.  Rowlands,  5  Cox,  C.  C.  486,  460.  In  Com. 
V.  Hunt  4  Met.  111.  88  Am.  Dec  846,  it 
was  held  by  the  supreme  court  of  Massachu- 
setts that  an  association  among  Journeymen 
bootmakers,  in  which  they  bound  themselves 
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not  to  work  for  any  person  who  employed 
one  not  a  member  of  the  association,  was  not 
indictable  at  common  law.  Following  that 
decision,  that  court  also  held,  in  BoiDen  v. 
Jlatheaofiy  14  Allen,  499,  that  an  agreement 
among  certain  defendants  b^  which  they 
soaght  to  compel  the  plaintiff,  a  shipping 
master,  among  other  thiuffs,  to  ship  men 
from  Uiem  at  an  established  rate  of  wages, 
was  not  illegal,  and  did  not  give  a  ground 
of  action,  although  the  plaintiff's  business 
had  been  damaged  by  the  conspiracy.  So, 
also,  in  Careto  y,  Rutlierfard,  106  Mass.  10, 
8  Am.  Rep.  287,  they  say  that  "■  it  is  no  crime 
for  any  number  of  workmen  to  associate  them- 
seWes,  and  agree  not  to  work  for  or  deal  with 
certain  men  or  certain  classes  of  men,  or 
work  under  certain  wages  or  without  certain 
conditions. "  We  take  it,  therefore,  that  the 
weight  of  authority  is  against  the  proposi- 
tion that  such  a  combination  among  work- 
men was  indictable  at  common  law.  It  does 
not  follow,  however,  that  any  agreement  of 
that  character  is  not  against  public  policy, 
and  therefore  void ;  but  it  is  proper  to  show 
that  it  was  not  an  indictable  offense  at  com- 
mon law,  for,  if  so,  any  contract  in  pursuance 
of  such  an  agreement  would  have  been  il- 
legal, in  the  sense  that  it  would  not  be  en- 
forceable in  the  courts. 

Upon  the  question  whether  an  agreement 
among  workmen  to  raise  their  wages  is  con- 
trary to  public  policy,  as  being  in  restraint 
of  trade,  there  is  some  conflict  in  the  authori- 
ties. In  (MliM  V.  Locke,  4  App.  Cas.  674, 
the  judicial  committee  of  the  privy  council 
held  that  a  contract  between  stevedores  in  a 
certain  port,  by  which  they  agreed  to  parcel 
out  the  stevedoring  business,  was  not  void, 
as  a  contract  in  restraint  of  trade,  at  common 
law.  The  court  sajrs :  **  The  objects  which 
this  agreement  has  in  view  are  to  parcel  out 
the  stevedoring  business  of  the  port  among 
the  parties  to  it,  and  to  prevent  competition 
at  least  among  themselves,  and  also,  it  may 
be,  to  keep  up  the  price  to  he  paid  for  the 
work.  Their  lordships  are  not  prepared  to 
say  that  an  agreement  having  these  objects 
is  invalid  if  carried  into  effect  by  proper 
means,— that  is,  by  provisions  reasonably 
necessary  for  the  purpose, — though  the  effect 
of  them  might  be  to  create  a  partial  restraint 
upon  the  power  of  the  parties  to  exercise  their 
trade."  In  Ma»ter  Stevedores'  Amo.  v.  WaUh 
2  Daly,  1,  which  was  a  civil  action,  it  was 
held  that  it  was  not  unlawful  for  workmen 
to  agree  that  they  would  not  work  below  cer- 
tain rates,  and  that  a  by-law  of  an  associa- 
tion which  provided  a  pecuniary  penalty  for 
the  violation  bv  way  of  a  fine  could  be  re- 
covered. The  decision  was  not  by  a  court  of 
last  resort,  but  the  opinion  is  able,  learned, 
and  eihaustive,  and,  as  it  seems  to  us,  con- 
vincing. See  also  Sayre  v.  LauUmlle  Union 
Benm,  Ano,  1  Duv.  148,  85  Am.  Dec.  618. 
In  Ladd  v.  Sout/iarn  Cotton  Press  d  Mfg,  Co., 
53  Tex.  172,  it  was  also  decided,  in  effect, 
that  a  combination  among  the  compressing 
companies  in  the  city  of  (Alveston,  by  vhich 
they  increased  the  prices  for  compressing 
cotton,  was  not  unlawful.  This  proposition 
is  based  distinctly  upon  the  ground  that  com- 
pressing cotton  is  not  a  public  business.  On 
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the  other  hand,  it  is  held  by  the  supreme 
court  of  Illinois,  in  More  v.  Bennett,  140  111. 
69,  15  L.  R.  A.  361,  that  an  association  of 
stenographers,  one  of  the  objects  of  which 
was  to  control  prices  to  be  charged  for  work 
by  its  members,  is  an  illegal  combination, 
and  that  its  rules  would  not  be  enforced  so  as 
to  sustain  an  action  of  one  member  against  an- 
other. The  cases  cited  all  relate  to  combina- 
tions between  carriers  or  dealers  in,  or  produ- 
cers of,  staple  articles  of  commerce,  as  the 
opinion  itself  shows.  The  court  also  quotes 
from  Tiedeman  on  Commercial  Paper  (section 
190).  as  follows :  ^^  All  combinations  of  cap- 
italists or  of  w^orkingmen  for  the  purpose  of 
influencing  trade  in  their  especial  favor  by 
raising  or  reducing  prices  are  so  far  illegal 
that  agreements  to  combine  cannot  be  en- 
force. "  The  cases  cited  by  this  author  do  not 
sustain  the  proposition.  Morris  Run  Coal  Co, 
V.  Barclay  Coal  Co.,  68  Pa.  178,  8  Am.  Rep. 
159,  was  a  combination  to  affect  the  price  of 
coal.  Stanton  v.  AUen.  5  Denio.  484,  49  Am. 
Dec.  282,  was  an  association  composed  of  the 
proprietors  of  canal  boats  to  regu late  the  rate 
of  transportation.  In  the  other  cases  cited — 
Brisbane  v.  Adams,  3  N.  Y.  129;  Noyes  v. 
Day,  14  Vt.  384 ;  Doolin  v.  Ward,  6  Johns. 
194 :  and  Thompson  v.  Davies,  18  Johns.  112 — 
it  is  simply  held  that  agreements  to  prevent 
competition  in  bidding  at  auction  sales  are 
contrary  to  public  policy,  and  therefore  void. 
Combinations  of  that  character  tend  to  affect 
the  price  of  the  thing  to  be  sold,  and  directly 
to  defraud  the  owner.  In  his  work  on  Sales, 
the  same  author  lays  down  the  same  proposi- 
tion, and  attempts  to  sustain  it  by  the  same 
authorities.  Tiedeman,  Sales,  §  308.  Not- 
withstanding our  great  respect  for  the  court 
which  made  the  decision,  we  cannot  concur  in 
the  doctrine  announced  in  the  case  of  More  v. 
Bennett.  It  is  opposed  to  the  well-considered 
cases  on  the  same  point  which  we  have  previ- 
ously cited,  and  which  as  we  think,  lav  down 
the  correct  rule.  Now,  the  business  of  steve- 
dores is  essential  to  maritime  commerce,  and 
that  of  compressing  cotton  is  an  important  aid 
to  traffic  in  that  staple.  In  that  particular, 
neither  are  secondary  to  the  business  of  insur- 
ance. The  public  has  an  interest  in  the  one, 
just  as  it  has  in  the  others ;  and,  if  it  be  law 
that  those  engaged  in  lading  ships  and  in 
compressing  cotton  may  combine  to  regulate 
their  charges,  we  see  no  good  reason  why 
insurance  companies  may  not  combine  for  a 
similar  purpose.  The  same  may  be  said  of 
lawyers,  physicians,  dentists,  and  others  pur- 
suing like  occupations,  in  which  many  per- 
sons may  have  an  interest  in  the  services  to 
be  performed.  But  there  is  a  stronirer  reason 
for  holding  illegal  combinations  to  enhance 
prices  among  those  engaged  in  occupations 
which  are  licensed,  and  are  protectea  from 
unlicensed  competition,  than  among  those  of 
whom  no  such  license  is  required.  In  Morris 
Run  Coal  Co.  v.  Ba/rclay  CocU  Co.,  68  Pa.  173, 
8  Am.  Rep.  159,  Judge  Agnew,  who  delivered 
the  opinion,  puts  the  case  very  strongly 
against  a  combination  among  coal  companies 
to  control  the  market,  and  yet  says:  **To 
fix  a  standard  of  prices  among  men  in  the 
same  employment,  as  a  fee  bill,  is  not  in  it- 
self criminal,  but  may  become  so  when  the 
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parties  resort  to  coercive  restraint  or  penalties 
upon  the  employe  or  empl overs,  or,  what  Is 
worse,  to  force  of  arms. "  For  these  reasons, 
we  conclude  that  the  combination  in  this 
case  is  not  illegal  at  common  law. 

But,  if  it  should  be  determined  that  the 
combination  charged  in  the  petition  is  so  far 
illegal  as  to  make  any  contract  growing  out 
of  it  void  at  common  law,  we  are  not  pre- 
pared to  say  that  it  would  either  sublect  the 
corporations  engaged  in  it  t-o  a  forfeiture  of 
their  franchises,  or  to  be  enjoined  at  the  suit 
of  the  state.  The  application  of  either  rule 
would  result  in  grave  consequences.  A  cor- 
poration which  exceeds  its  powers  in  an  im- 
portant particular  Commits  a  breach  of  an 
implied  condition  of  its  contract,  and  may 
be  properly  held  subject  to  the  penalty  of  a 
forfeiture.  But  the  sanction  of  a  rule  of  law 
which  holds  a  contract  not  made  punishable 
merelv  void  as  against  public  policy  is  or- 
dintvrily  simply  to  refuse  the  parties  any 
remedy  for  its  enforcement,  and  it  may  be 
doubted  whether  the  courts  would  interfere 
to  enjoin  their  performance.  The  courts  may 
command  parties  to  a  legal  contract  in  re- 
straint of  trade  to  refrain  from  violating  its 
provisions,  but  can  they  enjoin  a  party  "to  a 
contract  merely  void  to  refrain  from  its  per- 
formance? The  rule  is  to  leave  the  parties 
as  they  have  left  themselves.  If  the  contract 
be  executory,  a  court  will  not  enforce  it  in 
favor  of  one  claiming  under  it ;  if  executed, 
it  will  not  rescind  it  at  the  suit  of  a  party 
claiming  against  it.  The  public  policy 
which  creates  the  rule  in  these  cases,  it 
seems  to  us,  has  gone  no  further  in  provid- 
ing a  sanction  for  its  enforcement  than  to 
refuse  a  remedy  in  the  courts  to  either  party 
to  the  agreement.  The  North  Eiver  augar 
Beflning  Vase  was  tried,  and  appealed  to  the 
rsupreme  court  in  bane,  and  thence  an  ap- 
peal was  again  taken  to  the  court  of  ap- 
peals. It  was  stubbornly  contested  and  ar- 
gued with  distinguished  ability  on  both  sides 
at  every  stage  of  its  progress.  In  the  opin- 
ion of  the  trial  judge,  stress  is  laid  upon  the 
fact  that  the  tendency  of  the  combination 
was  to  create  a  monopoly  in  restraint  of  trade. 
^2  Abb.  N.  C.  164,  2  L.  R.  A.  83.  In  the 
supreme  court  this  is  made  a  principal  ground 
upon  which  the  opinion  of  the  court  is  based. 
The  opinion  recognizes  that  it  was  a  con- 


spiracy in  restraint  of  trade  under  the  statote 
of  New  York,  and  an  indictable  offense.  54 
Hun,  854,  5  L.  R.  A.  886.  But  it  is  noUble 
that  the  court  of  appeals  expressly  waives  anj 
consideration  of  that  question,  and  holds  that 
the  defendant  corporation  had  subjected  its 
charter  to  forfeiture,  by  reason  of  its  hanng 
exceeded  its  powers  in  forming  with  other 
corporations  a  trust  in  the  nature  of  a  put- 
nerahip.  It  may  be  that  to  restrain  a  party 
from  performing  a  contract  merely  void  at 
common  law,  as  bein^  contrary  to  pablic 
policy,  would  be  to  violate  the  rule  which 
leaves  all  the  parties  to  suffer  the  conse- 
quence of  their  improvident  en^gements  of 
such  a  character,  and  gives  relief  to  none; 
but  this  would  not  apply  if  the  interest  of  a 
third  person  was  to  be  affected.  The  ques- 
tion is  not  without  difficulty,  and,  siao;  its 
determination  is  not  necessary  to  this  case,  we 
do  not  decide  it.  It  may  be  that  a  thorough 
examination  of  the  authorities  would  show 
that  it  is  settled. 

We  would  not  be  understood  as  holding 
that  the  combination  declared  in  this  case  is 
not  detrimental  to  the  public,  and  that  sound 
policy  does  not  demand  the  suppression  of 
that  and  all  like  organizations  of  a  similar 
magnitude.  There  are  certain  contracts,  and 
perhaps  combinations,  which  the  law  regards 
as  being  against  public  policy.  The  courts 
cannot  extend  the  rule  merely  by  reason  of 
their  opinion  as  to  what  the  law  ought  to 
be.  What  other  combinations  or  contracts 
should  be  held  illegal  on  the  ground  of  pub- 
lic-policy is  a  political  question,— that  is  to 
sav,  one  which  it  is  the  province  of  the  leg- 
islative department  of  the  government  to  de- 
termine. The  legislature  has  power  to  weigh 
the  public  interest  even  ''in  golden  scales," 
and,  if  such  combinations  be  found  detri- 
mental, they  can  denounce  the  evil,  and  pro- 
vide the  remedy. 

It  follows  chat  we  are  of  opinion  thst  this 
action  cannot  be  maintained,  and  therefore 
the  judonunts  bath  of  the  Court  of  OiviX  Appu^ 
atid  of  the  District  Court  are  rtvened,  and 
judgment  is  here  rendered  for  the  defendants 
in  the  latter  court,  the  plaintiffs  in  error  in 
this  court. 

Rehearing  denied. 


NEBRASKA  SUPREME  COURT. 


Albert  WELTON 

V. 

Thomas  J.  DICKSON  et  al.  County  Com- 
missioners, and  Aaron  C.  LODER  ei  al,, 
Appts. 

( Neb ) 

*i.  The  oonctitattonal  proTision,  **The 
property  of  no  Ipersoii  shall  be  taken 

*Headnote0  by  Ragan,  C. 


or  dajnaged  for  public  use  without  Just  oom- 
pensatlon,*^  prohibits,  by  ImpllcatloD,  the  takior 
of  private  property  for  any  private  use  what- 
ever, without  the  consent  of  the  owner. 

2.  Such  oonstitatlonal  proTiekm  for- 
bide  private  property  firombeliiff  eoB> 
pulsorily  taken  or  dama^red  for  any  but  pub- 
lic U6e«  and  then  only  upon  Just  oompeDsation 
belngr  made,  the  amountof  which  is  to  be  anessed 
^y  a  Jury. 


Note. —The  above  case  does  not  deny  that  a  so- 
called  private  road  may  be  condemned  at  the  ex- 
pense of  the  petitioner  if  it  is  in  tact  to  be  oiwn  for 
the  public  use  and  therefore  does  not  weaken  the 
conclusion  expressed  in  the  note  to  Latah  County 
22  L.  R.  A. 


V.  Peterson  (Idaho)  16  L.  R.  A.  81,  but  it  wfll  be  wen 
that  in  the  present  case  the  private  rted  oowti- 
tuteda  mere  easement  which  was  enentlally  pri- 
.vate.  
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3.  Tbewaatofpowerinalei^lfllatiireto 
transflBT  to  one  nuui  the  property  of 

another  without  his  consent,  eitbei^  with  or 
without  oompenaatlon,  does  not  depend  upon 
ooDstitational  restriotion,  but  upon  the  fact  that 
it  ia  not  the  exercise  of  the  power  of  makinar  laws 
or  rales  of  civil  conduct,  which  is  the  branch  of 
the  sovereiflrn  power  committed  to  the  leflrtela- 
ture. 

4.  When  the  poblie  eaiiTMiciee  demand 
the  ezerdee  of  the  power  of  taJdnc 
priTate  property  tor  the  public  use  is  solely 
a  question  for  the  legislature,  upon  whose  deter- 
mination  the  courts  cannot  sit  in  Judgment. 

5.  Bvl  what  le  such  a  public  use  ae  will 
jvstuy  the  exerelee  of  the  power  of 
emlDeot  domain  is  a  question  for  the  courts  to 
decid&  But  if  the  public  use  be  declared  by  the 
lefrislatuie  the  courts  will  hold  the  use  public, 
uQlfes  it  manifestly  appears  from  the  provisions 
of  the  act  that  they  can  have  no  tendency  to  ad- 
vance and  promote  such  public  use. 

€.  Sectloiie47-62»ehap.78tCoaip.8tat. 
1898*  anthorUe  thetaldiiff  of  prlwate 
property  for  private  use,>-the  roads  therein 
mentionedbeinir  essentially  private,  and  beyond 
thepublic  control,— and  said  sections  are  there- 
fore unooostitutlonai  and  void. 

7.  The  absence  ofa  plain  and  adequate 
remedjratlaw  affords  the  only  test  of  equity 
Jurisdiction,  and  the  application  of  this  principle 
10  a  particular  case  must  depend  altogether  upon 
the  character  of  the  case,  as  disclosed  in  the  pro- 
ceedings. It  is  not  enough  that  there  is  a  rem- 
edy at  law.  It  must  be  plain  and  adequate,  or 
in  other  words,  as  practical  and  efficient  to  the 
euds  of  justice,  and  its  prompt  administration,  as 
the  remedy  in  equity. 

(January  4, 1894.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  Loder  and  Mar- 
shall from  a  decree  of  the  District  Court 
lor  Lancaster  County  in  favor  of  complainants 
in  a  proceeding  brought  to  restrain  the  at- 
tempted establishment  of  a  private  road  over 
complainant's  land.    Affirmed, 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  co.mmis- 
sionex's  opinion. 

Me$8n,  N.  Z*  Snell  and  Beeson  A  Root, 
for  appellants: 

The  county  commissioners  bad  exclusive  ju- 
risdiction to  hear  and  determine  the  questions 
as  to  the  opening  of  this  road,  and  the  plaintiff 
bad  the  right  to  appear  lief  ore  them  and  object 
to  the  establishment. of  the  road  and  to  a  full 
hearing  as  to  the  necessity  or  right  to  have  the 
road  laid  out  and  established,  and  it  will  be 
presumed  that  they  would  decide  it  correctly, 
but  if  Mr.  Welton  was  dissatisfied  with  their 
decision  he  could  take  the  case  to  the  district 
cfjurt  by  appeal  or  on  error;  and  the  district 
court  had  no  power  or  authority  to  take  the 
whole  matter  out  of  the  hands  of  the  commis- 
sioners in  this  summary  manner  and  assume 
jurisdiction  to  try  and  determine  the  whole 
case. 

i'inU  V.  Clary,  25  Neb.  408;  State  v.  PalfMr, 
18Xeb.644. 

There  being  an  adequate  remedy  at  law 
chancery  will  not  interfere. 

Maxwell,  PI.  &  Pr.  548, 718;  Brawn  v.  Otoe 
bounty  Camrs.  6  Neb.  Ill;  Clark  y,  Dayton, 
Id,  193;  Eau  V.  Karl,  7  Neb.  381;  Payer  v, 
22LR.A. 


DesPlainee,  133  111.  Ill;  Wallack  v.  Society 
for  Reformation  ofJuveniie  Delinguente,  67  N. 
Y.  28;  1  High,  Inj.  2d  ed.  §§  29,  88  et  seq.; 
2  High.  Inj.  2d  ed.  §^  1242-1244,  1257,  1258; 
West  V.  New  York,  10  Paige,  689,  4  L.  ed.  1081. 

The  better  reasoning  holds  private  road 
la'ws  valid 

Sherman  v.  Buiek,  32  Cal.  241, 91  Am.  Dec. 
577;  Perrine  v.  Parr,  22  N.  J.  L.  856;  Allen 
V.  Stetene,  29  N.  J.  L.  509;  JIickman*»  Case, 
4  Harr.  (Del.)  580;  Harvey  v.  Thomas,  10 
Watts,  65,  36  Am.  Dec.  141;  Pocopson  Road, 
16  Pa.  15;  Kilbuek  Private  Road,  77  Pa.  89; 
WaddeWs  App.  84  Pa,  90;  MeteaJf^,  Bingham, 
8  N.  H.  461;  Proctors.  Andover,ASt^,  H.  851; 
Clark  V.  Boston,  C.  d  M,  Railroad,  24  N.  H. 
118;  Brewer  v,  Botoman,  9  Qa.  87;  Robinson 
V.  Swojos,  12  Bush,  21;  MeCauley  v.  Dunlap, 
4  B.  Mon.  57;  Denham  v.  Bristol  County 
Comrs.  108  Mass.  202;  Jones  v.  Andowr,  6  Pick. 
59;  Com.  V.  Hubbard,  24  Pick.  98;  Ferris  v. 
Bramble,  5  Ohio  St.  109;  S^taver  v.  Starrett,  4 
Ohio  St.  494. 

The  correct  conclusion  was  reached  by  Judge 
Beck  in  Bankhead  v.  Brown,  25  Iowa,  540. 
See  also  Turner  v.  Althaus,  6  Neb.  54;  State 
V.  Lancaster  County  Comrs,  Id.  485;  Pleuler 
V.  State,  11  Neb.  547;  Re  Oreighton,  12  Neb. 
282;  McClay  v.  Lincoln,  82  Neb.  412. 

Messrs,  Poand  A  Burr*  for  appellee: 

No  remedy  is  adequate  that  does  not  stop  the 
threatened  danger  and  prevent  the  unlawful 
and  lawless  invasion  and  appropriation  of 
plaintiff's  homestead. 

Commissioners  acting  under  color  of  law  and 
proceeding  without  anv  leeal  authority  to  per- 
manently appropriate  the  land  of  a  private  citi- 
zen may  be  enjoined  from  proceeding  with  such 
appropriation. 

2  High,  Inj.  §S  1308,  1809,  1818;  Beatty  v. 
Beethe,  28  Neb.  210;  Follmer  v.  Nuckolls 
County  Comrs.  6  Neb.  204;  McArthur  v. 
Kelly,  5  Ohio,  139;  Anderson  v.  Hamilton 
County  Comrs,  12  Qhio  St.  635;  Mohawk  db  U.  R. 
Co,  V,  Aricher,  6  Paige,  88,  3  L.  ed.  907;  Wild 
V.  Beig,  43  Ind.  455, 18  Am.  Rep.  399;  Witham 
V.  Osbam,  4  Or.  318,  18  Am.  Rep.  287;  Green 
V.  Green,  84  111.  820;  Green  v.  Oakes,  17  III. 
249;  Lumsden  v.  Milwaukee,  8  Wis.  4<'5;  Wad- 
deWs App.  84  Pa.  90;  Coster  v.  Tide  Water  Co, 
18  N.  f.  Eq.  55. 

When  county  commissioners  or  other  pub- 
lic officers  are  proceeding  in  excess  ot  their 
powers,  or  in  the  absence  of  power  or  Juris- 
diction, and  their  acts  are  likely  to  result  in  ir- 
reparable injury  to  property  owners,  an  in- 
junction is  the  appropriate  relief. 

Armstrong  v.  St.  Louis,  3  Mo.  App.  151; 
Covington  v.  Nelson,  85  Ind.  582:  Conrad 
V.  Smith,  82  Mich.  429;  Carter  v.  Chicago,  57 
111.  288;  Dinwiddie  v.  Rushville,  87  Ind.  66; 
Baltimore  v.  Gill,  81  Md.  375;  Lumsden  v. 
Milwaukee,  and  Follmer  v.  Nuckolls  County 
Comrs.  supra;  Vanderlip  v.  Grand  Rapids,  8 
L.  R.  A.  247,  73  Mich.  522;  Benton  County 
Comrs.  V.  Tempieton,61  Ind.  266. 

When  there  is  some  legal  remedy,  but  it  ia 
clearly  inadequate  to  give  the  relief  to  which 
the  plaintiff  is  entitled,  he  may  have  an  injunc- 
tion. 

Watson  v.  Sutherland,  72  U.  S.  5  Wall.  74, 
18  L.  ed.  580;  Bish^  v.  Moorman,  98  Ind.  1, 
49  Am.  Rep.  731;  Keener.  Bristol,  26  Pa.  46. 
82 
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The  tendency  of  modern  thought  is  to  ex- 
tend the  remedy  by  injunction. 

8  Pom.  £q.  §  1890;  Bi%kop  v.  Moorman,  su- 
pra; Omaha  cfe  N.  W.  R,  Co,  v.  Menk,  4  Neb. 
31;  Ray  v.  Atchison  dk  N.  R.  Go.  Id.  489; 
Bankfiead  v.  Brown,  25  Iowa,  540. 

Such  statutes  have  uniformly  been  held  un- 
constitutional in  states  having  a  constitutional 
provision  like  the  one  in  our  constitution  or 
one  of  similar  import. 

Sedgw.  Stat.  &  Const.  Law,  2d  ed.  447-450; 
Re  A&any  Street,  11  Wend.  149,  25  Am.  Dec. 
618;  Eloodgood  v.  Mohawk  &  H.  R,  H.  Go,  18 
Wend.  9, 81  Am.  Dec.  818;  Reeves y.  Wood  Coun- 
ty Treasurer,  8  Ohio  St.  846;  McQuiUen  v.  Hai^ 
ton,  42  Ohio  St.  ^04;  Jenal  v.  Green  Island 
Draining  Go,  12  Neb.  166:  Forney  v.  Fremont, 
E,  iSb  MV.  R,  Go,  28  Neb.  468:  Oslwrn  v. 
Bart,  24  Wis.  90,1  Am.  Rep.  161;  Cooley. 
Const.  Lim.  2d  ed.  580;  Re  Eureka  Basin  Ware- 
house d  MSg.  Go,  96  N.  Y.  49;  And&rson  v. 
Kerrks  Draining  Go,  14  Ind.  199,  77  Am.  Dec. 
63;  Tyler  v.  Beaeher,  44  Vt.  648,  8  Am.  Rep. 
898;  Gosier  v.  Tide  Water  Go,  18  N.  J.  Eq.  56; 
Consolidated  Channel  Go.  v.  Central  Pac,  R, 
Co.  51  Cal.  269;  Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  2d  ed. 
582;  Beekman  v.  Saratoga  &  S.  R.  Co.  8  Paige, 
78,  8  L.  ed.  68,  22  Am.  Dec.  679. 

Statutes  authorizing  private  roads  or  right 
of  way  to  be  laid  out  across  the  lands  of  un- 
willing parties  by  the  exercise  of  the  right  of 
eminent  domain  are  held,  In  states  having  a 
constitutional  provision  like  the  one  in  our 
constitution,  unconstitutional  and  void. 

Bankhead  v.  Brown,  25  Iowa,  540;  UTesbitt  v. 
Trumbo,  89  111.  110,  89  Am.  Dec.  290;  Wild  v. 
Deig,  48  Ind.  455,  18  Am.  Rep.  899;  Taylor 
V.  Porter,  4  Hiil,  140,  40  Am.  Dec.  274;  Re 
Albany  Street,  11  Wend.  149,  25  Am.  Dec. 
618;  Dickey  v.  Tennison,  27  Mo.  878;  Osborn 
V.  Hart,  24  Wis.  89,  1  Am.  Rep.  161;  Clack 
V.  White,  2  Swan,  540;  Vamer  v.  Martin,  21 
W.Va.  534;  Roberts  v.  Williams,  15  Ark.  48; 
Witham  V.  Osborn,  4  Or.  81?,  18  Am.  Rep.  287; 
Sadler  v.  Langham,  84  Ala.  811;  Grear  v. 
Grossly,  40  111.  175;  Steioart  v.  Hartman,  46 
Ind.  881;  Sholl  v.  German  Goal  Go.  118  111. 
427.  59  Am.  Rep.  879;  Ross  v.  Davis,  97  Ind. 
79;  Elliott,  Roads  &  Streets,  146;  Cooley,  Const. 
Lim.  530;  Lewis,  Em.  Dom.  §  167. 

As  to  what  is  a  public  use  is  a  question  of 
law  to  be  decided  by  the  courts. 

McQuiUen  v.  ffatton,  Tyler  v.  Beacher,  and 
Re  Eureka  Basin  Warehouse  dk  Mfg,  Go,  supra; 
Savannah  v.  Hancock,  91  Mo.  54;  Coster  v. 
Tide  Water  Go.  supra. 

A  private  road  cannot  be  laid  out  in  part 
along  or  over  a  public  road. 

Beer's  Road,  87  Pa.  257. 

When  an  easement  has  once  been  acquired 
mere  non-user  will  not  defeat  the  right  to  it. 

Curran  v.  LouisviUe,  88  Ky.  682. 

R»g^aA»  C,  filed  .the  following  opinion: 
Chapter  78,  Comp.  Stat.  1898,  provides: 
""  Sec.  47.  When  the  lands  of  any  person  shall 
be  surrounded  or  enclosed,  or  be  shut  out  and 
cut  off  from  a  public  highway  by  the  lands 
of  another  person  or  persons,  who  refuse  to 
allow  such  person  a  private  road  to  pass  tu 
or  from  his  or  her  said  land,  it  shall  be  the 
duty  of  the  county  board  on  petition  of  any 
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person  whose  land  is  so  surrounded  or  shut 
out,  to  appoint  three  disinterested  freehold- 
ers of  the  precinct  or  township,  in  counties 
under  township  organization^  in  which  the 
land  lies,  as  commissioners  to  view  and  m&rk 
out  a  road  from  the  land  of  the  petitioner  to 
the  nearest  public  highway,  and  assess  the 
damages  the  person  will  'sustain  through 
whose  land  the  road  will'paas.  Sec.  48.  The 
person  desiring  to  secure  the  right  of  way 
shall  ffive  the  person  or  persons  through 
whose  lands  the  road  will  run,  at  least  two 
days'  notice  of  such  intended  application, 
by  leaving  or  causing  to  be  left  a  written 
notice  at  his  usual  place  of  abode ;  and  sai- 
isfactorv  evidence  that  such  notice  has  been 
given  shall  be  presented  to  the  board  before 
commissioners  shall  be  appointed.  Sec.  49. 
The  commissioners  shall,  before  enterin? 
upon  the  discharge  of  their  duties,  take  and 
subscribe  an  oath  before  some  judge  or  jus- 
tice of  the  peace,  that  they  are  not  interested 
nor  of  kin  to  either  of  the  parties  interested 
in  the  proposed  road,  and  that  they  will  faith- 
fully and  impartially  view  and  mark  out 
said  road  to  the  i^reatest  ease  and  convenience 
of  the  parties,  and  as  little  as  may  be  to  the 
injury  of  either,  and  assess  the  damaees 
which  will  be  sustained  by  the  party  through 
whose  land  it  will  run.  Sec,  50.  Said  com- 
missioners shall  make  out  a  report  of  their 
proceedings,  stating  particularly  the  course 
and  distance  of  said  road,  and  the  amount 
of  damages  a&<«essed,  which  report,  together 
with  a  certificate  of  the  oath,  shall  be  re- 
tt^rned  to  the  county  commissioners  and  filed 
by  the  county  clerk.  Sec.  51.  If  the  report 
be  approved 'by  the  county  board,  and  the 
l>etitioner  shall  produce  satisfactory  evidence 
that  he-  has  paid  the  damages  assessed  lor 
tendered  payment,  if  the  party  refuse  to  re- 
ceive it),  and  all  costs  attending  the  pro- 
ceedings, the  county  board  shall  grant  an 
order  to  said  petitioniar  to  open  a  road  not  ex- 
ceeding fifteen  feet  in  width  ;  and  if  any  i«r- 
son  or  persohs  obstruct  said  road,  such  person 
or  persons  shall  be  liable  to  all  the  penalties 
for  obstructing  a  public  road ;  provided, 
however,  if  such  road  shall  pass  through  any 
enclosure,  and  it  shall  be  reauired  by  the 
owner  thereof,  the  person  applying  for  sucli 
road  shall  put  up  and  keep  at  each  entrance ' 
into  such  enclosure  a  good  and  substantial 
swinging  gate ;  provid^  further,  that  cither 
party  may  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the 
county  board  in  like  manner  as  prescribed  in 
case  of  public  roads.  Sec.  58.  Upon  the  es- 
tablishment of  the  right  of  way,  as  in  this 
chapter  provided,  tlie  same  shall  vest  ami 
descend  as  an  easement  ia  the  party  and  his 
or  her  heirs  or  assigns  forever.**  The  board 
of  county  commissioners  of  Lancaster  county, 
on  the  petition  of  Owen  Marshall  and  Aaron 
C.  Loder,  appointed  three  commissioners, 
who  viewed  and  marked  out  a  private  road 
through  the  land  of  one  Albert  Welton.  ami 
made  report  of  their  proceedings  to  said  board 
of  county  commissioners.  Thereupon,  Wel- 
ton brought  this  suit  to  the  dismct  cour 
of  Lancaster  county  to  enjoin  Marshall  and 
Loder  and  the  board  of  county  commissioo- 
ers  from  laying  out  and  establishing  on  his 
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land  the  private  road  petitioned  for.  Tlie 
suit  is  hased  on  the  grounds  that  the  statute 
quoted  above  is  unconstitutional,  and  that 
the  threatened  action  of  the  defendants,  If 
pennitted,  will  worlt  an  irreparable  injury 
to  Welton,  for  which  he  has  no  adequate 
remedy  at  law.  The  appellants  demurred  to 
the  petition  on  the  ground  that  it  did  not 
state  a  cause  of  action.  The  court  overruled 
the  demurrer,  and  entered  a  decree  perpetu- 
ally enjoining  the  board  of  county  commis- 
sioners from  establishing  such  private  road 
on  the  lands  of  Welton.  The  case  comes 
here  on  appeal.  The  principal  question  in 
the  case  is  the  constitutionality  of  the  sec- 
tions of  the  statute  recited  above. 

If  B's  land  shall  be  shut  off  from  public 
highways  by  the  land  of  A.,  and  he  shall  re- 
fuse to  "allow  B.  a  private  road  across  his 
(A'b)  land,  then  this  statute  against  A's  con- 
sent, takes  a  part  of  his  land,  and  transfers 
it  to  B.,  to  be  used  jas  a  private  road  by  him, 
his  heirs  and  assigns,  forever. 

Section  21,  article  1,  of  the  Constitution 
of  the  state,  provides :  "The  property  of  no 
person  shall  be  taken  or  damaged  for  public 
use  without  Just  compensation  therefor." 
The  uniform  holding  of  the  courts  is  that 
such  a  constitutional  provision  as  this  is  an 
implied  prohibition  on  the  power  of  the  leg- 
islature to  take  the  private  property  of  A. 
without  his  consent,  even  when  compensa- 
tion is  made,  and  transfer  it  to  B. ,  for  his 
private  use.  The  supreme  court  of  the  state 
of  New  Jersey,  in  Coster  v.  Tide  Water  Co., 
18  N.  J.  Eq.  54,  declares:  "^This  want  of 
power  in  Uie  legislature  does  not  depend 
upon  any  constitutional  restriction,  but  upon 
the  fact  that  it  is  not  the  exercise  of  the 
power  of  making  laws  or  rules  of  civil  con- 
duct, which  is  the  branch  of  the  soverei/rn 
power  committed  to  the  legislature.  To  j  us- 
tify  the  taking  of  the  citizen's  property  by 
the  legislature,  the  use  for  which  it  is  ap.- 
propriated  must  be  a  public  use. "  Speaking 
on  this  subject,  the  eminent  jurist,  Oooley, 
says:  ''The  right  of  eminent  domain  im- 
plies that  the  purpose  for  which  it  may  be 
exercised  must  not  be  a  mere  private  purpose ; 
and  it  is  conceded  on  all  hands  that  the  leg- 
islature has  no  power,  in  any  case,  to  take 
the  property  of  one  individual,  and  pass  it 
over  to  another,  without  reference  to  some 
use  to  which  it  is  to  be  applied  for  the  pub- 
lic benefit.  The  right  of  eminent  domain 
does  not  imply  a  right  in  the  sovereign 
power  to  take  the  property  of  one  citizen, 
and  transfer  it  to  another,  even  for  a  full 
compensation,  when  the  public  interest  will 
be  in  no  way  jpromotea  by  the  transfer." 
Cooley,  Const.  Llm.  3d  ed.  580. 

Now,  is  the  use  for  which  this  statute  au- 
thorizes the  taking  of  appellee's  land  a  pub* 
He  or  private  one?  Is  the  purpose  of  this 
law  to  take  A's  property,  and  transfer  it  to 
B.,  for  the  use  of  the  public,  or  for  B's  pri- 
vate use?  If  the  private  road  contemplated 
by  this  law  is  for  the  use  of  the  public,  the 
law  is  good.  If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  road 
authorized  is  for  the  private  use  and  benefit 
of  an  individual,  the  law  is  void.  And, 
whether  one  or  the  other,  is  a  question  of 
law.  To  make  the  use  public,  it  need  not 
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be  for  the  benefit  of  the  whole  public  or  state 
or  any  large  portion  of  it.  It  may  be  for 
the  inhabitants  of  a  small  or  restricted  local- 
ity. But  the  use  and  benefit  must  be  in 
common,  not  to  a  particular  individual  or 
estate.  ^Cost&r  v.  Tide  Water  Co.  18  N.  J. 
Eq.  54. 

A  statute  ot  Ohio  provided :  ^  The  trustees 
of  any  township  may,  whenever  in  their 
opinion  the  same  will  be  conducive  to  the 
public  health,  convenience,  or  welfare,  cause 
to  be  established,  located,  and  constructed  as 
hereinafter  provided,  any  ditch  within  such 
township."  Certain  parties  petitioned  for 
the  construction  of  a  ditch  across  the  lands 
of  others,  under  said  statute.  On  the  trial 
the  court  was  requested  to  charge  the  jury 
as  follows:  **If  you  find  that  the  petition- 
ers ..  .  are  the  only  persons  in  any  way 
interested  in  the  location  of  the  ditch,  and 
that  it  would  not  be  conducive  to  the  public  ^ 
health,  convenience,  or  welfare  to  locate  the  * 
ditch  in  question,  then  and  in  that  case  you 
should  return  your  verdict  against  the  pro- 
posed ditch. "  The  court  refused  to  give  this 
instruction,  and  the  case  was  taken  to  the 
supreme  court  for  review,  and  that  tribunal 
says:  "The  facts  being  ascertained,  the 
question  of  whether  or  not  the  ditch  will 
conduce  to  the  public  health,  convenience, 
or  welfare,  within  the  meaning  [of  this  stat- 
ute], so  that  it  will  be  of  public  use,  is  a 
question  of  law. "  In  Jenal  v.  Chreen  hland 
braining  Co, ,  12  Neb.  168,  was  considered  a 
statute  of  this  state  authorizing  the  construc- 
tion of  levees,  dykes,  and  drains,  and  the 
reclamation  of  wet  and  overflowed  lands,  by 
incorporated  companies.  The  act  provided, 
among  other  things  that  the  company  might 
appropriate  any  land,  stone,  timber,  gravel 
or  other  materials  necessary  for  the  right  of 
way  or  construction,  maintenance,  or  im- 
provement of  the  proposed  work,  by  first  pay- 
ing into  the  county  treasury  of  the  county 
where  the  land  is  situate,  for  the  use  of  the 
owner  of  the  land,  the  amount  of  damage  as- 
sessed by  the  appraisers  who  were  appointed 
therefor'  Chief  Justice  Maxwell,  speaking 
for  this  court,  said:  ''The  statute  in  ques- 
tion authorizes  the  entry  upon  lands,  and 
construction  of  drains,  whenever  the  private 
interest  of  the  corporation  requires  It,  and 
without  reference  to  the  public  welfare.  Any 
number  of  persons,  not  less  than  three,  be- 
ing the  owners  of  wet  and  overflowed  lands, 
whenever  it  is  for  theit  interest,  may  locate 
a  ditch  aoross  the  lands  of  others.  .  .  . 
This  is  an  infringement  of  the  right  of  pri- 
vate property,  ana  is  unauthorized  and  void. " 
The  general  road  law  of  this  state  (Comp. 
Stat.  1893,  chap.  78),  confers  on  county 
boards  of  the  several  counties  of  the  state 
general  supervision  over  the  public  roads  of 
Uie  state,  with  power  to  maintain  them  :  re- 
quires a  petition  for  a  public  road  to  be 
signed  by  ten  freeholders ;  fixes  their  width 
at  06  feet ;  makes  the  cost  of  their  construc- 
tion and  maintenance  a  public  charge ;  pro- 
vides that,  when  persons  traveling  with  car- 
riages shall  meet  on  such  roads,  each  shall 
turn  to  the  right  of  the  center  thereof ;  pro- 
hibits all  persons  addicted  to  the  excessive 
use  of  intoxicating  liquors  from  being  em- 
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ployed  as  drivers  on  said  roads;  prohibits 
the  running  of  horses  on  such  roads ;  the  leav 
ing  in  such  roads,  unhitched  or  unguarded, 
any  horses  or  teams ;  and  that  the  overseer  of 
each  road  district  shall  annually  cause  fur- 
rows to  be  plowed  on  either  side  of  all  suclT 
roads,  as  fire  sruards.  None  of  these  provis- 
ions are  founcf  in  this  act  in  reference  to  pri  • 
vate  roads,  and  none  of  these  provisions  api>ly 
to  private  roads.  Had  the"  legislature  in- 
tended that  these  private  roads  should  be  for 
the  public  use,  then,  indeed,  the  entire  pri- 
vate road  act  would  be  superfluous,  but  the 
law  we  have  under  consideration  expressly 
provides:  "^Upon  the  establishment  of  the 
right  of  way,  as  in  this  chapter  provided,  the 
same  shall  vest  and  descend  as  an  easement  in 
the  party  and  his  or  her  heirs  or  assigns  for- 
ever." The  fact  that  the  legal  title  is  not 
taken,  but  an  easement  creat^,  does  not  ren- 
der this  law  less  objectionable,  for  of  what 
value  is  one's  legal  title,  if  another  have  the 
possession  and  use  forever?  Marshall  and 
Loder  would  acquire  no  greater  estate  to  the 
land  in  question  if  Wei  ton  gave  them  an  ab- 
solute warranty  deed.  The  public  have  an 
easement  in  all  public  roads,  while  the  legal 
title  remains  in  the  adjoining  owner,  but  by 
this  law  no  right  in  or  to  the  private  road  is 
conferred  on  the  public.  This  law  is,  and 
was  intended  to  be,  an  act  lor  the  transfer  of 
A's  property,  against  his  consent, — compen- 
sation being  made  to  him, —to  B.,  his  heirs 
and  assigns,  for  their  private  use  and  conven- 
ience, and  is  therefore  in  conflict  with  the 
implied  prohibitions  of  the  constitution,  and 
void. 

In  Bankhead  v.  Brown,  25  Iowa,  540,  the 
question  of  the  constitutionality  of  a  private 
road  law  was  decided.  By  the  statute  con- 
sidered in  that  case,  it  was  provided  :  **  Sec- 
tion 1.  Private  roads  may  be  laid  out  in  the 
same  manner  as  county  roads,  and  the  general 
road  laws  of  the  state,  as  to  the  establishment 
of  county  roads,  are  applicable,  except  that 
it  is  not  necessary  that  any  person  but  the 
applicant  shall  sign  the  petition.''  Section 
2  provides  that  the  board  of  supervisors  may 
appoint  a  commissioner  to  report  upon  the 
application,  and  requires  a  bond  from  the 
applicant  to  pay  all  costs  and  damages.  Sec- 
tion 3  provides  that  no  such  road  shall  be 
ordered  to  be  opened  until  the  costs  and  dam- 
ages have  been  paid,  and  the  conditions  on 
which  it  is  established  shall  have  been  com- 
plied with  by  the  applicant.  Section  4  pro- 
vides that  on  the  final  hearing  the  board  may 
receive  petitions  for  and  against  the  proposed 
road,  hear  testimony,  and  establish  the  road, 
upon  the  payment  of  costs  and  damages,  and 
upon  such  condition,  as  to  fences,  as  to  the 
board  may  seem  just  to  all  parties  concerned. 
Laws  1866,  chap.  127.  It  will  be  observed 
that  the  Iowa  law  is  substantially  the  same 
as  the  one  under  ponsideration  here,  with  the 
exceptions  that  the  Nebraska  statute  contains 
no  provisions  allowiuj^  the  board  of  county 
commissioners  to  receive  petitions  for  and 
against  the  proposed  road ;  and  the  Iowa  stat- 
ute has  no  provisions  vesting  the  perpetual 
easement  in  the  private  road  established  in 
the  party  petitioning  therefor.  Barikhead  v. 
Brown,  supra,  arose  out  of  an  effort  of  Bank- 
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head  to  have  established  a  private  road,  ander 
the  provisions  of  the  Iowa  law  just  quoted, 
across  the  land  of  Brown,  in  order  to  reach 
Bankhead 's  coal  mine.  The  establishmeot 
of  the  private  road  was  restricted  by  Brown 
on  the  ground  that  the  law  authorizing  it 
was  unconstitutional,  in  that  it  proposed  the 
taking  of  private  property  for  private  useb. 
Dillon,  Ch.  </.,  delivering  the  opinion  of 
the  court,  said :  "  With  respect  to  the  act, 
.  .  .  we  are  of  opinion  that  roads  there- 
under established  are  essentially  private,— 
that  is,  are  the  private  property  of  the  ap- 
plicant therefor, — because:  (1;  The  statute 
denominates  them  'private  roads.*  .  .  . 
If  the  roads  established  thereunder  were  not 
intended  to  be  private,  and  different  from 
ordinary  and  public  roads,  there  was  no  De- 
cessity  for  the  act.  (2)  Such  roads  maj  be 
established  upon  the  petition  of  the  applicant 
alone ;  and  he  must  pay  the  costs  and  dam- 
ages occasioned  thereby,  and  perform  such 
other  conditions,  as  to  fences,  etc.,  as  the 
board  may  prescribe.  (8)  The  public  are 
not  bound  to  work  or  keep  such  roads  in  re- 
pair, and  this  is  a  very  satisfactory  test  as 
to  whether  a  road  is  public  or  private.  (4i 
We  see  no  reason,  when  such  a  road  is  estab- 
lished, why  the  person  at  whose  instance 
this  was  done  might  not  lock  the  gates  open- 
ing into  it,  or  fence  it  up  or  otherwise  debar 
the  public  of  any  right  thereto.  Could  not 
the  plaintiffs,  in  thisTcase,  after  having  pro- 
cured the  road  in  question,  abandon  it,  at 
their  pleasure?  Could  they  not  relinquish 
it  to  the  defendants  without  consulting  the 
board  of  supervisors?  If  this  is  so,  does  it 
not  incontestably  establish  that  it  is  essen- 
tially private?  For  it  must  be  private  if  it 
is  01  such  a  nature  that  the  plaintiffs  can, 
at  their  pleasure,  use  or  forbid  its  use,  aban- 
don or  refuse  to  adandon  it,  relinquish  or  re- 
fuse to  relinquish  it.  If  the  act  is  valid, 
mijfht  not  the  plaintiffs,  having  procured  the 
roan,  use  it  for  lajring  down  a  tram  or  horse 
railway,  and  forbid  everybody  from  using 
the  road,  and  even  exclude  all  persons  there- 
from? Who  could  prevent  it?  These  con- 
siderations mark  theVreat  difference  between 
such  a  road  and  a  public  highway,  and  dem- 
onstrate the  essentially  private  character  of 
the  road.  In  the  following  cases,  acts  sub- 
stantially like  the  Iowa  act  providing  for  the 
establishment  of  private  roads  have  been  de- 
clared unconstitutional.  Netbitt  v.  7V«m^». 
89  111.  110,  89  Am.  Dec.  290;  Diekeyy.  Teu- 
nison,  27  Mo.  373 ;  Clack  v.  White,  2  Swan, 
540 ;  Taylor  v.  Porter,  4  Hill,  140,  40  Am. 
Dec.  274 ;  Sadler  v.  Langham,  84  Ala.  311 ; 
iV^fOJttv.  ^wt7A,  15Wis.  102."  Thelangutt»re 
quoted  above  from  the  learned  Judge  in  refer- 
ence to  the  Iowa  law  is  applicable  to  the  stat- 
ute under  investigation.  The  eminent  jtirist> 
commenting  on  Uie  constitutional  provision 
of  the  state  of  Iowa  "  that  private  propcrtr 
shall  not  be  taken  for  public  use  without 
just  compensation,"  oontinuea:  "The  lim- 
•itation  .  .  .  upon  the  right  of  eminent 
domain,  or  the  power  of  the  legislature  to 
take  private  property  for  public  use,  is  found 
in  all,  or  nearly  all,  of  the  state  constitu- 
tions. Many  of  the  questions  growing  out 
of  this  limitation  upon  the  otherwise  absolute 
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power  of  the  legislature  to  take  property  of 
one  for  the  benetfl  of  the  many  have  been 
settled  by  adjudication."  And  he  deduces 
trom  the  numerous  authorities  cited  by  him 
ID  the  opinion  the  following  proi)ositions : 
"  (I)  That  the  constitutional  limitation  above 
quoted  prohibits,  by  implication,  the  taking 
of  private  property  for  any  private  use  what- 
ever without  the  consent  of  the  owner.  (2) 
That  it  forbids  private  property  from  being 
compulsorilv  taken  for  any  but  public  use, 
and  then  only  upon  lust  compensation  beinff 
made,  the  amount  of  whiclT  is  to  be  assessed 
by  a  jury.  (8)  When  the  public  exigencies 
demand  the  exercise  of  the  power  of  taking 
private  property  for  the  public  use  is  solely 
a  question  for  the  legislature,  upon  whose 
determination  the  courts  cannot  sit  in  judg- 
ment. (4)  That  what  is  such  a  public  use 
as  will  justifjr  the  exercise  of  the  power  of 
eminent  domain  is  a  question  for  the  courts. 
But  'if  a  public  use  be  declared  by  the  leg- 
islature the  courts  will  hold  the  use  public, 
unless  it  manifestly  appears  by  the  provisions 
of  the  act  that  they  can  have  no  tendency  to 
advance  and  promote  such  public  use. '  "  We 
are  entirely  satisfied  with  the  reasoning  and 
conclusions  of  this  opinion,  and  follow  it 
without  hesitation.  Statutes  similar  to  the 
Nebraska  law  have  been  held  invalid  in  the 
following  cases:  Stetoart  v.  Hartman^  46 
Ind.  331 ;  Re  Albany  Street,  11  Wend.  149, 
25  Am.  Dec.  618 ;  Osbam  v.  Hart,  24  Wis. 
89,  1  Am,  Rep.  161 ;  Grear  v.  Grossly,  40  111. 
175;  ShaU  v.  German  Goal  Go,  118  111.  422, 
59  Am.  Rep.  879. 

Counsel  lor  appellants,  in  their  brief,  cite 
us  to  many  authorities  to  sustain  the  validity 
of  the  law  assailed  as  invalid  in  this  case. 
In  some  of  the  cases  cited  the  statutes  were 
held  good  on  the  ground  that  the  general 
public  had  a  right  to  use  the  private  roads 
provided  for  by  the  statutes.  Such  was  the 
ground  of  the  decision  in  Shaver  v.  Siarrett, 
4  Ohio  St.  495 ;  Benham  v.  Bristol  Gounty 
Cmrs.  108  Mass.  202.  In  Sherman  v.  Buick, 
32  Cal.  243.  91  Am.  Dec.  577,  the  court  sus- 
tained  the  constitutionality  of  a  law  very 
similar  to  our  own,  but  did  so  by  holding 
that,  although  the  statute  denominated  the 
road  a  ''private  road,'*  it  was  in  fact  and  in 
law  a  public  road,  under  the  control  of  the 
government,  and  open  to  every  one  who  might 
have  occasion  to  use  it.  and  the  court  declared 
that  "the  phrase  *  private  road'  is  unknown 
to  the  common  law.  All  roads  are  public." 
The  opinion,  as  counsel  say,  is  ably  reasoned, 
but  we  do  not  think  this  court  can  say  that 
sll  roads  are  public  roads,  in  this  state.    The 


legislature  has  said  that  all  public  roads  shall 
be  66  feet  wide,  and,  by  the  law  we  are  con- 
sidering, it  is  providea  that  private  roads 
shall  be  15  feet  wide.  Evidently,  then,  the 
legislature  has  attempted  to  reco^ize  two 
classes  of  roads.  If  Marshall  and  Loder  had 
opened  the  private  road  they  sought  to  across 
welton*s  farm,  and  had  been  indicted  under 
the  criminal  statutes  for  running  their  horses 
on  a  Dublic  road  of  the  state,  and  the  proof 
had  shown  that  the  running  of  their  horses 
was  on  a  private  road  established  under  this 
private  road  law,  can  any^  one  doubt  that  the 
jury  would  have  been  rightly  instructed  to 
acquit  them? 

Counsel  for  appellants  also  insist  that  ap- 
pellee has  an  adequate  remedy  at  law,  by 
appeal  from  the  order  of  the  board  of  county 
commissioners,  should  it  make  an  order  es- 
tablishing the  road,  and  that,  therefore,  this 
case  must  be  dismissed.  The  law  being  in- 
valid, the  case  of  the  appellee  resolves  itself 
into  an  appeal  on  his  part  to  a  court  of  equity 
to  enjoin  the  appellants  from  committing  a 
threatened  trespass.  The  supreme  court  of 
Illinois,  in  Poyer  v.  Des  Plaines,  123  111.  Ill, 
lay  down  the  rule  in  such  case  thus :  "There 
are  two  exceptions,  clearly  recognized,  to 
the  rule. that  courts  of  equity  will  not  inter- 
fere to  restrain  a  trespa3S,  whether  committed 
under  the  forms  of  law  or  otherwise,  which 
are  (1)  to  prevent  irreparable  injury ;  and 
(2)  to  prevent  a  multiplicitv  of  suits.  Be- 
fore a  court  of  equity  will  interfere  to  pre- 
vent a  trespass  upon  the  ground  of  irrepara- 
ble injury,  such  facts  must  be  alleged  from 
which  it  may  be  seen  that  irreparable  mis- 
chief will  be  the  result  of  the  act  complained 
of,  and  that  the  law  can  afford  the  party  no 
adequate  remedy. "  In  Watson  v.  SntherUind, 
72  U.  8.  5  Wall.  74,  18  L.  ed.  580,  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  the  United  States  says :  **  The 
absence  of  a  plain  and  adequate  remedy  at 
law  affords  the  only  test  of  equity  jurisidic- 
tion,  and  the  application  of  this  principle  to 
a  particular  case  must  depend  altogether  upon 
the  character  of  the  case,  as  disclosed  in  the 
proceedings.  It  is  not  enough  that  there  is 
a  remedy  at  law.  It  must  be  plain  and  ad- 
equate, or,  in  other  words  as  practical  and 
efficient  to  the  ends  of  justice,  and  its  prompt 
administration,  as  the  remedy  in  equity." 
The  facts  averred  in  the  appellee's  petition 
show  that  the  trespass  threatened  by  the  ap- 
pellants, if  committed,  would  cause'  appellee 
an  injury,  to  the  redress  of  which  his  legal 
remedy  would  be  inadequate. 

The  decree  of  the  District  Govrt  is  affirmed. 
The  other  Commissioners  concur. 


OKLAHOMA  SUPREME  COURT. 


Francis  R.  McKENNON,  Appt., 

V, 

Harvey  C.  WINN. 

(1  Okla.  837.) 

1*  The  statute  of  fravde  ie  in  ftirce  in 
the  United  St»tee  only  where  it  has 


been  adopted  by  legislative  eoactment,  and 
at  common  law  an  oral  contract  for  real  estate  is 
valid. 

8.  A  valid  oral  contract  for  the  sale  of 
real  estatOt  or  an  Interest  therein,  can  be 
made  in  the  absence  of  statutory  restrictions. 

8*   The  common  law  was  bronght  into 


^oiE.— Adoption  of  the  common  law  in  the  United  i 
States. 
It  k  erident  that  this  subject,  pursued  into  all  Its  I 
22L.RA 


details,  would  cover;  nearly  the  whole  body  of 
American  law.  The  purpose  of  this  note  is  to  ex- 
amine the  subject  so  far  as  to  determine  the  rules 
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Oklahoma,  b^the  ■ettlers  on  April  22, 1880, 
unless  it  had  already  been  established  there  by 
the  Act  of  Confrress  of  March  1, 1889,  establishing 
a  district  court  of  the  United  States  in  the  Indian 
territory. 
4.  The  sale  .by  a  town  site  claimant  of 
his  interest  in  a  town  lot  before  the  title 
has  passed  from  the  United  States  is  not  against 
public  policy. 

(July  1, 1898.) 


APPEAL  by  complainant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  District  Court  for  Oklahoma  County 
in  favor  of  defendant  in  a  proceeding  brought 
to  enforce  specific  performance  of  a  contract 
for  the  sale  of  real  estate.    Beveraed. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Mr.  Fred  M.  Elkin»  for  appellant: 
At  the  time  the  contract  alleged  in  the  com- 


Oklahoma  Supreme  Court.  Jr         July, 

plaint  was  made  there  was  n/ttatute  of  frauds 
in  force  in  this  t«rritor^.  The  common  law 
put  in  force  in  this  territory  by  act  of  the  leg- 
islature of  the  territory  of  Missouri,  on  the 
19th  day  of  January,  A.  D.  1816,  was  the  com- 
mon law  as  modified  by  statute  to  the  fourth 
year  of  the  reign  of  James  I.,  1607. 

Mo.  Stat.  p.  486. 

The  statute  of  frauds  is  not  a  part  of  the 
common  law  but  was  an  enactment  of  the  psr- 
liament  of  England,  passed  during  the  reigo 
of  Charles  II.,  half  a  century  after  the  aboTe 
date.  The  statute  of  frauds  in  force  in  most 
of  the  states  of  the  Union  is  the  Statute  of 
Anne. 

The  common  law  is  in  force  and  the  statute) 
of  Missouri  are  not. 

See  St.  Louii  dt  8.  F.  E.  Co.  v.  (yiimgh- 
lin,  4  U.  8.  App.  288,  49  Fed.  Rep.  440. 

Messrs.  Sweet  A  Keyee  for  appellee. 


and  principles  which  have  been  established  on  the 
subject;  the  question  in  what  Jurisdictions  the 
oommon  law  has  been  in  the  main  adopted  as  the 
basis  of  Jurisprudence;  the  question  how  far  Bngr- 
lish  statutes  are  to  be  regarded  as  a  part  of  the  oom- 
mon law;  and  the  date  at  which  such  statutes 
ceased  to  k)e  so  regarded,  or,  in  other  words,  the 
date  at  which  the  oommon  law  is  to  be  regarded  as 
fixed  for  the  purpose  of  its  adoption  in  thi^country. 

It  may  be  said  generally  that  the  oommon  law 
has  been  adopted  as  the  basis  of  jurisprudence  in 
every  state  in  the  Union  except  Louisiana,  and  in 
that  state  it  is  adopted  In  criminal  matters. 

The  English  common  law«  so  far  as  it  was  adapted 
to  the  local  circumstances  of  this  country,  our  an- 
cestors on  their  immigration  hither  brought  with 
them;  and  it  must  be  regarded  as  law  tmtU  abro- 
gated by  statute.  Card  v.  Grinman,  6  Conn.  168; 
Baldwin  v.  Walker,  21  Conn.  181. 

The  common  law  is  part  of  the  law  of  Alabama  so 
far  as  it  is  applicable  to  the  condition  and  circum- 
stances of  that  state.  Barlow  v.  Lambert,  28  Ala. 
704,  65  Am.  Deo.  874. 

The  common  law  is  a  part  of  the  law  of  Iowa,  al- 
though not  adopted  by  any  statute.  State  v.  Two- 
good,  7  Iowa,  282. 

The  common  law  is  in  force  in  Michigan,  except 
BO  far  as  it  is  repugnant  to  or  Inconsistent  with  the 
constitution  and  statutes.  High*8  App.  Z  Dougl. 
rMich.)  515:  Stout  v.  Keyes,  2  Dougl  (Mich.)  184,  48 
Am.  Dec.  466. 

On  the  question  whether  the  common  law  or  the 
civil  law  governs  the  rights  of  abutting  owners  on 
the  street  Imown  as  'The  Bowery"  in  New  York 
city  authorities  are  cited  to  the  effect  that  the 
country  belonged  to  the  crown  of  England  even 
while  the  Dutch  were  in  poaseesion.  Kemochan  v. 
New  York  Elev.  B.  Co.  8  N.  7.  Supp.  648. 

The  common  law  forms  thebasis  of  the  system  of 
Jurisprudence  In  Mississippi,  except  as  repealed, 
changed,  or  modified  by  statute.  Hemingway  v. 
Scales,  42  Miss.  1,  2  Am.  Rep.  686, 97  Am.  Dec.  426. 

But  Colorado  having  been  acquired  by  treaty  and 
purchase  long  after  the  Revolution  and  from 
powers  not  having  the  common  law,  it  is  held  there 
that  the  first  foothold  or  existence  of  the  common 
law  in  that  state  was  given  by  legislative  enact- 
ment.   Herr  v.  Johnson,  11  Colo.  888. 

The  common  law  as  modified  by  constitutional 
and  statutory  law.  Judicial  decisions,  and  the  con- 
dition and  wants  of  the  people,  is  enforced  in  Kan- 
sas in  aid  of  a  general  statute.  Parsons  v.  Lindsay, 
3  L.  R.  A.  668,  41  Kan.  836. 

Common-law  terms  are  to  receive  the  common- 
law  meaning.    Carpenter  v.  State,  4  How.  Oiiss.) 
168, 84  Am.  Dec.  116;  Buckner  v.  Real  Esmte  Bank. 
6  Ark.  586, 41  Am.  Dec.  106. 
S2  L.  B.  A. 


The  common-law  rules  for  construction  of  stat- 
utes are  a  part  of  the  common  law  adopted  in 
Massachusetts.    Com.  v.  Churchilt  2  Met.  118L 

The  rule  that  statutes  are  to  be  constmed  with 
reference  to  the  principles  of  oommon  law  applies 
also  to  constitutional  provisions.  MoOlnniB  v. 
State,  9  Humph.  43,  49  Am.  Dec.  607. 

The  common  law  of  one  state  is  not  neceswiir 
common  law  in  another,  as  each  state'adopts  tucb 
portions  as  are  suitable  and  desirable.  Bent  t. 
Thompson  (N.  M.)  Jan.  28, 1880. 

Effect  of  tinolish  decisions. 

The  construction  which  British  statutes  had  rp^ 
ceived  in  England  at  the  time  of  their  adoption  In 
this  country,  even  to  the  time  of  the  separation  of 
this  country  from  the  British  empire,  may  be  ns 
garded  as  part  of  the  statutes,  but  subsequent  d^ 
cisions  are  not  to  be  regarded  as  binding.  Ostbcart 
V.  Robinson,  80  U.  S.  5  Pet  264. 8  L.  ed.  120. 

The  English  decisions  rendered  prior  to  iUy  14, 
1776,  are  evidence  of  what  the  common  law  ▼•! 
which  was  adopted  by  the  Georgia  Act  of  1784,  but 
not  as  being  themselves  the  law.  To  be  conclusiTe 
of  any  question  they  should  be  dear  and  well  set- 
tled, but  the  Georgia  court  is  free  to  adopt  a  dif- 
ferent view,  if  it  believes  the  law  was  otherwise  at 
that  time.    Robert  v.  West,  16  Ga.  IfiS. 

It  is  said  in  Marks  v.  Morris,  4  Hen.  1^  M.  483.  ^ 
was  the  common  law  we  adopted  and  not  Englbb 
decisions,'*  and  these  will  be  looked  to  for  informa- 
tion merely,  and  not  as  authority. 

The  court  says  that  we  should  take  tbostandard  of 
that  law,  namely,  **that  we  would  live  honestly, 
should  hurt  nobody,  and  should  render  to  every  ooe 
his  due,  for  our  Judicial  guide.**  Marks  v.  Morru, 
supra. 

The  adoption  of  the  oommon  law  by  the  Wsah- 
ington  Code  1881,  0 1,  does  not  shut  the  oourtB  iipt4> 
following  English  or  other  American  decisions  tf 
to  what  the  common  law  Is.  The  court  is  to  ad- 
minister Justice  according  to  the  promptings  of 
reason  and  common  sense,  which  are  the  cardinai 
principles  of  common  law,  and  not  to  take  tht* 
English  decisions  blindly,  without  taiquiry  as  to 
their  reason  or  application  to  the  clrcumstanoes. 
Sayward  v.  Carlson,  1  Wash.  S9. 

English  decisions  made  since  the  RevolutioDhave 
no  binding  force,  but  are  consulted  as  expositioD^ 
of  the  rules  and  principles  of  the  oommon  la«  by 
men  of  experience.  Com.  v.  York,  •  Met,  88, 4^ 
Am.  Dec.  873;  Bowie  v.  DuvaU,  1  Gill  k  J.  1T5; 
Stump  V.  Napier,  2  Yerg.  45. 

Usage,  tradition,  and  works  of  approved  author- 
ity may  be  relied  upon  as  well  as  declsioDS  of  the 
courts  to  show  what  was  the  common  law.  Oom. 
V.  ChurchUl,  2  Met.  118. 
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McKbhnon  t.  Wiun. 


503 


Borford*  c7.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 

court: 

The  appellant  filed  his  complaint  in  the 
court  below  to  enforce  the  specific  perform- 
ance of  a  contract  for  the  conveyance  of  real 
estate  situated  in  Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma 
county,  Okla.  Terr.  A  demurrer  was  filed 
to  the  complaint,  alleging,  as  ^unds: 
First,  that  the  court  has  no  Jurisdiction  of 
the  person  of  defendant,  or  the  subject  of  the 
action ;  second,  that  the  complaint  does  not 
state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of 
action.  The  demurrer  was  sustained,  to 
which  the  appellant  excepted,  and  brings  the 
case  to  this  court  by  appeal.  The  amended 
complaint,  to  which  the  demurrer  was  sus- 
tained, reads  as  follows: 

'•In  the  district  court  of  the  third  Judicial 
district  of  the  territory  of  Oklahoma,  in  and 
for  Oklahoma  county.    Francis  R.  McKen- 


non,  plaintiff,  vs.  Harvey  R.  Winn,  defend- 
ant. Amended  complaint.  Plaintiff  herein, 
Francis  R.  McKennon,  complains  of  the  de  - 
fendant.  Harvey  R.  Winn,  and  says  that  here- 
tofore, to  wit,  on  the  22d  day  of  April,  A. 
D.  1889,  the  said  defendant  entered  upon  and 
occuDied,  as  a  town-site  claimant,  under  the 
public  land  laws  of  the  United  States,  a  cer- 
tain tract  of  land  in  the  city  of  Oklahoma 
City,  in  Oklahoma  county,  in  the  territory 
of  Oklahoma,  and  more  particularly  de- 
scribed as  follows,  to  wit :  Lots  numbers  11 
and  12,  in  block  9,  in  said  city,  county,  and 
territory  ;  the  same  being  a  part  of  the  south- 
east quarter  of  section  88.  township  12  north, 
of  range  8  west  of  the  Indian  meridian.    That 

afterwards,   to   wit,   on  the  day  of 

April,  A.  D.  1889,  the  said  defendant,  being 
an  occupant  still  of  said  tract,  as  above 
stated,  and  being  desirous  of  inclosing  said 


No  dedsioiis  of  the  courts  of  Enj^land,  under  the 
aathortty  of  the  Statute  of  Jamee  passed  In  1828,  or 
is  analogy  to  it,  have  any  force  or  effect  la  Delsi' 
▼are  where  that  statute  was  never  in  force.  HuU 
ley  V.  Security  Trust  &  8.  D.  Co.  6  DeL  Ch.  678. 

CcnftttvUomU  and  atatutory  adoption  of  common 
law, 

lo  some  Btates  the  constitution  has  expressly 
adopted  the  GommoD  law,  as  In  Delaware  Const. 
ITTS,  art »;  New  York,  art.  1,  8 17;  Maryland,  Deo- 
laratlODof  RifftatB,rart.  6:  Michigan  (18fiO)  Schedule 
1;  Wisconsin  (1848),  art  4, 8  18;  West  Virijrinia,  art 
a,l2L 

In  MasBocliusetts  tbe  common  law  is  adopted 
without  express  mention  by  the  provision  in  the 
CooatitiitioD,  chap.  6,  art  8,  ^Hhat  law^  heretofore 
adopted,  used,  and  in  force  in  the  province,  colony, 
or  state  of  Massachusetts  Bay  should  continue  In 
ioioe." 

And  in  Kentucky,  the  Constitution  aSSO),  art  8, 
6  8.  continued  in  existence  the  laws  which  werejn 
force  Jane  1,17W. 

In  many  other  states  the  common  law  has  been 
expressly  adopted  by  statute.  Ariiona  Rev.  Stat. 
!»;,  fl  aU;  Mansfield  Dig.  (Ark.)  1884. 8  666;  CaUf or- 
Dia  PoL  Code,  8  4468;  Colorado,  Mill's  Anno.  Stat. 
1»1.  f  4184;  Florida  Bev.  Stat  18B2, 8  fiO;  Idaho  Bev. 
Btat  1887,8  IB;  Illinois,  Starr  &  C.  Anno.  Stat  chap. 
28, '  1;  Indiana  Bev.  Stat  1881,  8  288;  Kansas  Gen. 
Stat  188B.  8  7281;  Missouri  Bev.  Stat  1888,  8  6661; 
Montana  Comp.  Stat  1887, 6th  Div.  8  201;  Nebraska 
Comp.  Stat  1881,  chap.  16.  8  1;  Nevada  Gen.  SUt. 
1 3021:  New  Mexico  Comp.  Laws,  1828;  North  Oaro. 
lina  Code,  8  641;  B.  I.  Put).  Stat  1882,  chap.  2S0,  8  1: 
Pennsylvania  Act  Jan.  28,  1777:  South  Carolina 
Gen.  8tat.  8  2^8;  Texas,  8ayle*S  Civ.  Stat.  1888. 
13128;  Vennont  Bev.  Laws  1880, 8689;  Virgrinia  Code 
1^,  chap.  16.  88  1,  2;  Washington,  Hill's  Code  of 
Procedure,  8 108;  Wyoming  Bev.  Stat  1887,  8  486. 

The  common  lawlwas  extended  to  fall  the  terri- 
t<»y  within  the  limits  o^the  state  of  Alabama  to 
tbe  exclusion  of  Spanish  and  French  law  bythe 
Ordinance  of  1787,  which  was  in  force  in  the  Missis- 
eippi  territory,  providing  that  the  inhabitants 
should  always  tw  entitled  to  '*the  benefits  of  the 
writ  of  habeas  corpus,  and  of  the  trial  by  jury,  of 
Judicial  prooeedings  according  to  the  course  of 
conuDon  law,*^  and  by  the  recognition  of  this  or- 
dinance in  the  Alabama  constitution.  Pollard  v. 
Hagan,44  U.  S.8  How.  212.  11  L.  ed.  666;  Barlow  v. 
Umbert  28  Ala.  707, 66  Am.  Dea  874. 

Tbe  common  law  became  a  part  of  tbe  law  of 
Towaaiflo  by  reason  of  the  Ordinance  of  1787,  even 
if  it  would  not  have  been  the  law  independent  of 
tbat  ordinance.    O^Ferrall  v.  Simplot,  4  Iowa,  881. 

The  New  Hampshire  Constitution  of  1788,  adopt- 


ing  all  the  laws  heretofore  adopted,  used,  and  ap- 
proved in  the  province,  colony,  or  state  of  New 
Hampshire  and  usuall)-  practiced  on  in  the  courts 
of  law,  adopts  the  body  of  the  common  law  so  far 
as  applicable  to  the  institutions  of  the  state.  State 
V.  Bollins,8N.H.660. 

The  common  law  of  England  so  far  as  applicable 
to  the  condition  of  Massachusetts,  is  adopted  by 
the  ConsUtution,  part  II.  art  6,  declaring  that  *'all 
the  laws  which  have  heretofore  been  adopted,  used, 
and  approved  in  the  province,  colony,  or  state  of 
Massachusetts  Bay  and  usually  practiced  on  In  the 
courts  of  law,  shall  still  renuiin  and  be  in  force  un- 
til altered  or  repealed  by  the  legislature,  such  parts 
only  excepted  as  are  repugnant  to  the  rights  and 
liberties  contained  in  this  constitution.  Com.  v. 
York,  9  Met  03,  48  Am.  Dec.  878. 

The  common  law  is  adopted  in  South  Carolina  by 
General  Statute,  8  2784,  so  far  as  It  is  "  not  altered 
by  this  act  nor  inconsistent  with  the  condition  of 
this  state  and  the  customs  and  laws  thereof.** 
Bdwards  v.  Charlotte,  C.  ft  A.  B.  Co.  (8.  C.)  Sept  29, 
1808. 

The  statutes  which  adopt  the  common  law  usually 
make  express  exception  in  terms  more  or  lees  simi- 
lar to  those alK>ve  quoted  of  such  parts  of  the  com- 
mon law  as  are  iuapplicable  to  the  condition  of 
things  In  this  country  or  inconsistent  with  our  con- 
stitutions and  laws. 

The  adoption  of  the  common  law  by  the  Terri- 
torial Act  of  Nevada,  1861,  p.  1,  being  ratified  by 
the  state  constitution,  the  common  law  so  far  as  it 
is  not  repugnant  to,  or  inconsistent  with  the  Con- 
stitution or  laws  of  the  United  States,  or  of  the 
state,  must  be  enforced.  Van  Sickle  v.  Haines,  7 
Nev.  248. 

This  decision  regarded  the  statute  as  including 
the  adoption  of  the  common  law  on  the  subject  of 
riparian  rights,  but  was  overruled  on  this  point  in 
Beno  Smelt  M.  ft  B.  Works  v.  Stevenson,  4  L.  B.  A. 
60, 20  Nev.  260,  in  which  it  is  held  that  the  common 
law  on  this  subject  is  inapplicable  to  the  condition 
of  Nevada. 

What  conetitutes  the  common  law  adopted. 

The  rules  of  admiralty  are  not  necessarily  a  part 
of  the  common  law  so  as  to  l)e  binding  in  a  col- 
lision case,  where  the  action  is  brought  in  a  court 
of  common  law.  Sawyer  v.  Eastern  Steamboat  Co. 
46  Me.  400. 74  Am.  Dec.  468. 

The  distinction  between  common  law  and  ad- 
mlralty  in  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  is 
to  be  determined  by  the  system  exercised  in  Eng- 
land l)ef  ore  the  Bevolutlon,  and  by  the  state  courts 
l)ef ore  the  adoption  of  the  Constitution.  Bains  v. 
The  James  ft  Catherine,  Baldw.  668. 

That  common  law  and  admiralty  jurisdiction  are 
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tract  with  a  substantial  fence,  and  erecting 
thereon  a  house,  and  said  defendant  not  hav- 
ing sufficient  means  (money)  wherewith  to 
inclose  and  otherwise  improve  this  tract,  the 
said  defendant  entered  into  an  oral  agreement 
with  this  plaintiff,  whereby  it  was  mutually 
agreed  and  understood  by  and  between  the 
said  defendant  and  this  plaintiff  that  the  said 
plaintiff  should  furnish  to  the  said  defend- 
ant a  sufficient  sum  of  money  wherewith  to 
inclose  said  tract  with  a  substantial  fence, 
and  that  said  plaintiff  should  furnish  one 
half  of  the  amount  of  money  necessary  to  erect 
upon  said  tract  such  a  house  as  the  said  plain- 
tiff and  defendant  might  thereafter  agree 
upon,  and,  in  case  the  said  defendant  could 
not  furnish  sufficient  money  to  pay  defend- 
ant's portion  or  share  (one  half)  of  the  cost 
of  such  house,  then,  in  the  latter  event,  the 


plaintiff  was  to  lend  to  the  Baid  defendant  a 
sum  of  money  sufficient  to  pay  for  said  de- 
fendant's share  of  the  sanK.  That  the  said 
defendant  should  continue  in  the  occupancy 
of  said  tract,  and  that  the  said  defendant 
should  hold  and  occupy  the  said  tract  wiib 
a  view  to  acquiring  title  thereto  from  the 
United  States  government,  and  that  such  title 
should  be  acquired  and  held  for  the  benefit 
of  said  defendant  and  plaintiff,  in  equal  por- 
tions or  shares.     That  afterwards,  to  wit.  on 

the day  of  May,  A.  D.  1889.  it  was 

agreed  by  and  between  the  said  plaintiff  and 
defendant  that  the  said  tract  should  be  oc- 
cupied and  held  by  the  said  defendant,— the 
lot  number  11  for  the  benefit  of  this  plaio- 
tlff,  and  the  lot  number  12  for  the  benefit  of 
said  defendant.  That  in  pursuance  of  the 
aforesaid  agreement  this  plaintiff,  hereto- 


entirely  distinct  althougrh  administered  by  the  same 
tribunal  Is  also  deolared  In  The  Sarah,  18  U.  8.  6 
Wheat.  891,  5  L.  ed.  644.  ^ 

Whether  or  not  the  eocleslastical  law  of  England 
Is  adopted  as  part  of  the  common  law  has  been 
somewhat  in  dispute.  In  the  affirmative  are  Crump 
V.  Morgan,  38  N.  0. 91, 40  Am.  Dec.  447;  LeBarron 
V.  LeBarron.  85  Vt.  886;  and  to  the  contrary  are 
Brinkley  v.  Brinkley,  fiO  N.  Y.  184. 10  Am.  Bep.  400; 
Burtis  T.  fiurtis,  Hopk.  Gh.  6{n^,  2L.  ed.  6i22, 14  Am. 
Dec.  668;  Perry  v.  Perry,  2  Paige,  501,  2  L.  ed.  1006. 
The  instances  In  which  courts  have  hy  implication 
adopted  some  portion  of  the  ecdesiajBtlcal  law  add 
weight  to  the  affirmative;  but,  without  further 
considering  the  subject  here,  it  will  be  separately 
treated  hereafter. 

The  common  law,  so  far  as  It  respected  the  erec- 
tion of  churches  of  the  episcopal  persuasion  of 
England,  the  right  to  present,  or  collate  to  such 
churches,  and  the  corporate  capacity  of  the  par- 
sons  thereof  to  take  in  succession  seems  to  have 
been  fully  recognized  and  adopted  in  the  province 
of  New  Hampshire.  Pawlet  v.  Clark,  3  U.  S.  ^ 
Cranch,  838,  8  L.  ed.  748. 

Adoption  in  particvlar  matters. 

The  numerous  decisions  mentioned  below  on  par. 
ticular  subjects  must  be  considered  in  the  light  of 
1  llustrations  merely.  It  would  be  impossible  In  this 
note  to  follow  out  the  law  on  each  of  these  sub- 
jects and  show  its  present  exact  condition.  For  In- 
stance the  law  as  to  Shelley^s  Case,  1  Coke,  88,  or  as  to 
the  various  water  rights  below  mentioned,  involves 
many  decisions  which  may  not  even  mention  the 
subject  of  common  law.  And  it  is  not  presumed 
that  even  those  which  consider  the  question  of  the 
adoption  of  the  common  law  on  these  subjects  are 
all  presented  here.  But  a  reference  to  these  sub- 
jects is  here  made  by  way  of  illustrating  the  rule 
of  the  couris  as  to  the  adoption  or  rejection  of  the 
common  law. 

As  to  the  adoption  of  the  common  law  Iq  respect 
to  the  running  at  large  of  cattle,  see  note  to  Bulpit 
V.  Matthews  (III.)  22  L.  R.  A.  66. 

The  law-merchant  is  a  part  of  the  common  law. 
Cook  V.  Renlck,  19  III.  608;  Piatt  v.  Eads,  1  Blackf.  81. 

The  common  law  as  to  nuisances  prevails  in  Ala- 
bama.   Ferguson  v.  Selma,  48  Ala.  400. 

The  common  law  on  the  subject  of  sureties  is 
part  of  the  common  law  of  Pennsylvania.  Tidal 
v.  Philadelphia,  43  U.  S.  2  How.  127, 11  L.  ed.  206. 

The  common  law  making  a  champertous  con- 
tract with  an  attorney  illegal  is  in  force  in  Ohio,  in 
the  absence  of  any  legislation  on  the  subject.  Key 
V.  Vattier,  1  Ohio,  182. 

The  common-law  rule  as  to  the  legality  of  wagers 
must  be  followed  in  California,  although  the  courts 
may  not  approve  of  It,  and  cannot  be  rejected 
22  L.  R.  A. 


merely  because  the  English  judges  have  regsrdM 
It  with  disfavor.     Johnson  v.  Fall.  6  Gal.  886.  65  * 
Am.  Dec.  618. 

The  adoption  by  statute  in  North  CBroIioa  of  all 
portions  of  the  common  law  which  had  been  in 
force  in  the  province  Includes  the  eommoo'lftw 
doctrine  as  to  curtesy.  McGorry  v.  King,  8  Hamph. 
267, 89  Am.  Dec.  166. 

In  relation  to  real  property  and  its  tenures,  the 
common  law  or  the  English  code  system  hss  neT«r 
had  place  in  Louisiana.  Franklln^s  SaccesBion,  7 
La.  Ann.  806. 

The  common  law  of  dower  Is  a  part  of  the  law  of 
Iowa.    O^Ferrall  v.  Simplot,  4  Iowa,  38L 

The  rule  in  Shelley^s  Case  is  a  part  of  the  com- 
mon law  and  not  inapplicable  to  our  iivtitutJoDS. 
Powell  V.  Brandon,  24  Miss.  848. 

The  comnton-law  rule  as  to  fixtures  is  adopted  Id 
America.  Harkneas  v.  Sears,  26  Ala.  488,  6S  Am. 
Dec.  742. 

The  rights  and  liabilities  of  husband  and  wife  in 
property  must  be  determined  by  oommoD-law 
principles,  except  so  far  as  they  are  modified  by 
statute.    Tan  Maren  v.  Johnson,  16  Gal.  808. 

The  common-law  rule  as  to  tenancy  by  entireties 
is  in  force  in  Mississippi.  Hemingway  v.  Sotles.  4S 
Miss.  1, 2  Am.  Bep.  686, 97  Am.  Dec  486. 

The  common-law  rule  that  the  exercise  of  a  ffen> 
era]  power  of  appointment  by  will  makes  the 
property  part  of  the  assets  of  testator,  seems  to  be 
as  conformable  to  our  institutions  as  to  tb«e  of 
England.    Cutting  v.  Cutting,  86  N.  T.  529. 

The  common  law  as  to  charitable  gifts  became  » 
part  of  the  common  law  of  New  York  under  the 
Constitution  of  1777.  Williams  v.  WUllams,  8  iN.  Y> 
641. 

And  also  a  part  of  the  law  of  Pennsylrssia. 
Witman  v.  Lex,  17  Serg.  &  R.  88. 17  Am.  Dec.  Mi 

And  of  Vermont.  Burr  v.  Smith,  7  Vt,  341.  » 
Am.  Dec.  164. 

As  to  remedies. 

The- superior  court  in  Georgia  is  governed  by  the 
rules  and  practice  of  the  common  law.  so  far  as 
they  are  permitted  to  operate  by  the  constitution 
and  laws.  Straffln  y.  Newell,  T.  U.  P.  Charlt  172» 
4  Am.  Dec  706.  i 

Without  any  statutory  provision  giving  any 
specific  remedy,  where  a  purely  statutory  rlirbt  or 
remedy  is  asserted,  courts  will  adopt  analogous 
common-law  remedies  to  forward  the  ends  of  Ju^ 
tlce.    Hightower  v.  Fltzpatrick,  42  Ala.  567. 

The  adoption  of  the  common  law  with  genertl 
British  statutes  in  aid  of  it  by  the  legislature  of 
Missouri  in  1816  included  an  adoption  Of  the  action 
of  ejectment,  including  the  fiction  of  lease,  ehtr>-. 
and  ouster.    Grande  v.  Foy,  1  Hemp.  106. 

The  common-law  practice  to  review  an  action  of 
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fore,  to  wit,  on  the  twenty -eighth  day  of 
April,  A.  D.  1889,  furnished  and  paid  unto 
the  said  defendant  a  sum  of  money,  to  wit, 
fourteen  dollars  and  eighty- five  cents,  in  full 
payment  of  the  entire  costs  of  a  certain  fence 
erected  upon  and  inclosing  said  tract,  as  in 
the  foregoing  agreement  provided,  and  the 
said  defendant  then  and  there  accei>ted  said 
amount  of  money  in  pursuance  of  said  agree- 
ment. That  in  pursuance  of  the  aforesaid 
agreement  said  parties  caused  to  be  erected 
upon  the  said  tract  a  small  frame  house,  at 
a  cost  of  the  value  of  thirty  dollars,  and  that 
this  plaintiff  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the 


day  of  May,  A.  D.  1880,  paid  to  the  said  de- 
fendant the  sum  of  five  dollars  in  part  pay- 
ment of  this  plaintiff's  share  of  the  cost  of 
said  house,  and  said  sum  was  then  and  there 
accepted  by  said  defendant  as  such  part  pay- 


ment. At  the  time  last  stated  this  plaintiff 
instructed  defendant  to  call  upon  one  Felix 
L.  Bone — the  said  Bone  being  then  and  there 
this  plaintiff's  agent— for  the  balance  of  the 
share  of  this  plaintiff  of  the  cost  of  said 
house,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  ten  dollars,  and 
the  said  defendant  then  and  there  agreed  to 
do  so.  That  on  the  day  and  dates  last  above 
stated  the  said  Bone  had  in  his  possession, 
and  subject  to  the  order  of  this  plaintiff, 
moneys  of  this  plaintiff  greatly  in  excess  of 
the  amount  last  above  stated,  and  on  the  said 
last  above  named  day  this  plaintiff  instructed 
said  Bone  to  pay  to  this  defendant  the  sum 
of  ten  dollars.  That  in  pursuance  of,  aod 
under  the  terms  of,  the  aforesaid  agreement, 
this   plaintiff,   heretofore,   on,   to  wit,    the 

■        day  of ,  A.  D.  1880,  went  into 

and  took  possession  of  the  said  lot  eleven 


<^bt  by  a  writ  of  error  was,  in  1812,  held  to  prevail 
hi  (he  Dlstiict  of  Columbia,  and  exclude  an  appeal 
for  new  trial  by  Jury.  United  States  v.  Wooson,  1 
6aU.aO. 

The  oommoo-law  rule  not  to  consider  any  paper 
M  part  of  the  record  unless  made  so  by  the  plead- 
hiiiB,  or  by  some  opinion  of  the  court  referring  to 
it,  is  common  to  all  courts  exerdstng  admiralty 
JurMiction  acoordluflr  to  the  courts  of  common 
law.  Fisher  v.  Gookerell,  dO  U.  8. 5  Pet.  268,  8  L.  ed. 
li& 

The  equitable  riffht.  founded  on  common-law 
principles,  of  a  Junior  mortgaffee  to  redeem  from 
a  prior  mortgage  exists  in  Alabama.  Wiley  v. 
Bwing,47Ala.i24. 

The  diaqualiflcation  of  Jurors  by  relationship  Is, 
la  Delaware,  controlled  by  the  common  law,  there 
beliur  no  statute  on  the  subject.  State  v.  Will  tarns, 
24  Ohio  L.  J.  486. 

Limitation  of  the  adopiioiu 

The  adoption  of  the  common  law  by  Nevada  Gen. 
Stat,  I  aOESl,  so  far  as  **not  repugnant  to,  or  in  con- 
flict with  the  constitution  and  laws*^  of  the  United 
Stateaand  of  the  state,  adopts  only  so  much  of  the 
oommon  law  as  is  applicable  to  the  condition  of 
that  state.  Beno  Smelt.  M.  ft  R.  Works  v.  Steven- 
son. 4  L.  R.  A.  60, »  Nev.  960. 

'nils  is  the  general  rule  expressed  more  or  less 
Uke  the  above  statement  in  the  decisions  of  all  the 
ttates. 

The  oommon  law  of  Bnsrland  la  not  to  be  taken 
in  all  reapectfl  to  be  that  of  America.  Our  ances- 
tors brought  with  them  its  general  principles  and 
claimed  It  as  their  birth-rlght,  but  they  brought 
with  them  and  adopted  only  that  portion  which 
was  applicable  to  their  situation.  Van  Nesa  v. 
Pacard,27r.8.2P€t.  144,  7  L.  ed.877. 

iQ  Morgan  v.  King,  80  Barb.  9.  it  is  said  that  in 
adopting  the  common  law  of  Ei%land  there  is  no 
adoption  of  any  mere  formal  rules  or  written  code, 
or  mere  verbiage  in  which  the  common  law  Is  ex- 
prened,  but  that  the  written  law  of  England  is 
adopted  aa  a  constantly  improving  science,  rather 
than  aa  an  art;  as  a  system  of  legal  logic,  rather 
than  as  a  code  of  rules,— that  Is  that  the  funda- 
mental principles  and  modes  of  reasoning  and  the 
substance  of  the  rules  of  the  common  law  are 
adopted  as  fUustrated  by  the  reasons  on  which 
they  are  based,  rather  than  by  the  mere  words  in 
vhich  they  are  expressed. 

Only  such  parts  of  the  common  law  and  (te  stat- 
utory affinities  as  concerns  the  conditions  and  cir- 
ctnnatanoesof  the  people  are  in  force  in  Delaware. 
Btate  V.  Wmiams,  24  Ohio  L.  J.  485. 

To  the  same  effect  are  decisions  in  other  states. 
People  V.  Bandolph,  2  Park.  Crlm.  Rep.  174;  Bent  v. 
22L.R.A.     \ 


Thompson  (N.  M.)  Jan.  23, 1800;  firowning  v.  Brown- 
ing. 8  N.  M.  371;  Harkness  v.  Sears.  26  Ala.  48B,  82 
Am.  Dec.  742;  Pennook*s  Estate,  20  Pa.  268,  60  Am. 
Deo.  718;  Vicksburff  ft  J.  K.  Go.  v.  Patton,  81  Miss. 
166, 66  Am.  Dec.  662. 

Rules  must  be  relaxed  the  enforcement  of  which 
would  be  entirely  unsulted  to  the  Interests  of  the 
people  they  are  to  govern.  McCUntock  v.  Bryden, 
6  Cai.  100, 63  Am.  Dec.  87. 

Thl«  was  said  in  discussing  the  effect  of  mere  pos- 
session of  public  lands  as  against  miners.    Ibtd. 

Allowing  a  tradesman's  book  as  evidence  against 
the  original  debtor  on  the  oath  of  the  tradesman 
alone  was  held  in  1788  to  be  in  accordance  with  the 
law  prevailing  in  Pennsylvania  and  adapted  to  the 
peculiar  Situation  of  the  country,  although  differ- 
ent from  the  rule  in  EngUind.  Poultney  v.  Rosa,  1 
U.  S.  1  Dall.  1238, 1  L.  ed.  117. 

So  the  rule  in  England  that  the  books  of  a  trades- 
man cannot  be  put  in  evidence  without  the  oath  of 
a  clerk  or  proof  of  his  handwriting  if  dead,  is  not 
adopted  in  Illinois,  where  a  tradesman  employs  no 
clerk  but  keeps  his  own  books.  Boyer  v.  Sweet,  4 
111.120. 

So  the  publication  of  a  communication  by  a 
newspaper,  which  has  no  tendency  to  obstruct  the 
administration  of  Justice,  and  not  reflecting  upon 
the  integrity  of  the  Judge  or  in  any  way  impeach- 
ing bis  conduct,  is  held  not  to  constitute  a  con- 
tempt, even  if  it  might  be  so  regarded  In  England. 
Stuart  V.  People,  4  lU.  404. 

The  ancient  common-law  rule  allowing  convey- 
ance of  land  by  parol  was  not  adopted  in  Ohio, 
even  prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  statute  of 
frauds,  and  was  not  adapted  to  the  circumstances 
and  state  of  society,  but  was  opposed  to  the  policy 
of  all  the  laws  respecting  lands  under  which  titles 
were  recorded  and  the  universal  custom  of  giving 
and  receiving  deeds.  Lindsley  v.  Coats,  1  Ohio, 
245. 

The  court  says  the  ancient  common-law  mode  of 
transferring  real  estate  by  parol  was  adopted  at  a 
time  when  writing  was  practiced  or  understood  by 
but  few  individuals.    IMd, 

But  In  Lavalle  v.  Strobel,  80  Dl.  870,  it  is  said  that 
verbal  partition  followed  by  livery  of  seisin  was 
good  until  the  adoption  of  the  statute  of  frauds, 
although  in  that  case  no  verbal  partition  was  in 
fact  involved. 

The  common-law  rule  of  shifting  inheritances, 
being  radically  different  from  the  provisions  as  to 
descent  in  the  Ordinance  of  1787,  cannot  be  re- 
garded as  being  in  force  in  Illinois.  Bates  v. 
Brown,  72  U.  8. 5  WaU.  710, 18  L.  ed.  536. 

In  Indiana  also  the  English  rule  of  shifting  In- 
heritances is  held  to  be  inapplicable.  Cox  v.  Mat- 
thews, 17  Ind.  367. 
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(11) ,  and  occupied  same.  That  afterwards, 
to  wit,  on  the  8d  day  of  June,  A.  D.  1889, 
this  plaintiff  learned  from  the  said  Bone  that 
the  said  defendant  had  not  called  upon  the 
said  Bone  for  the  sum  of  ten  dollars.  That  on 
the  day  last  above  stated  this  plaintiff  offered 
to  pay"  and  tendered  to  said  defendant,  the*said 
sum  of  ten  dollars,  the  balance  due  from 
plaintiff  to  defendant  on  account  of  the  said 
nouse  erected ;  and  the  said  defendant  then 
and  there  refused  to  accept  or  receive  the 
same,  and  said  defendant  then  and  there  re- 
fused, and  has  ever  since  and  does  now  still 
refuse,  to  fill  defendant's  part  of  said  agree- 
ment.   That  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the 

day  of ,  A.   D.    1890,  said  defendant 

made  application  to  board  No.  2,  town-site 
trustees,  for  a  deed  to  said  tract  of  land,  to 
wit,  lots  numbers  eleven  and  twelve  (11  & 


12),. in  block  No.  nine  (9),  and  on  the  15th 
day  of  January,  A.  D.  1891,  said  lots  wew 
by  said  board  awarded  to  said  defendant, 

and  on  the day  of ,  A.  D.  1881. 

said  board  issued  to  said  defendant  a  deed 
therefor.  That  said  board  of  trustees  were 
duly  appointed  by  the  secretary  of  the  inter- 
ior, and  qualified,  as  such  trustees,  io  ac- 
cordance with  the  laws  of  the  United  States. 
That  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  3d  day  of 
September.  1890,  said  board,  in  pursuaooe 
of  the  authority  vested  in  them,  entered  aU 
the  United  States  land  office  the  southeast 
quarter  section  thirty-three,  township  tweke 
north,  of  range  three  west  of  the  Indian  me- 
ridian, of  which  last-named  tract  said  lots 
number  eleven  and  twelve,  in  block  number 
nine,  are  a  part  and  parcel,  and  patent  for 
the  same  was  dulv  issued  to  said  board  of 


So  in  Ohio  it  is  said  to  be  utterly  opposed  to  our 
policy.  Drake  v.  Rogers,  18  Ohio  St.  ZL,  overrulioR 
Dunn  V.  Evans,  7  Ohio,  pt.  1,  p.  iflO. 

This  doctrine  was.  however,  adopted  in  North 
Carolina.  Cutlar  v.  Cutlar,  9  N.  C.  8S4;  CaldweU  v. 
Black,  27  N.  G.  468.  ' 
^_^  But  was  abolished  by  statute  thereafter. 
"^  The.riKht  to  hunt  on  unenclosed  ground  claimed 
in  South  Carolina,  thouerh  conceded  to  be  contrary 
to  the  law  of  England,  is  considered  but  not  ex- 
pressly decided  in  Fripp  v.  Uasell,  1  Strobb.  L.  176, 
but  the  land  was  found  to  be  in  fact  sufficiently 
enclosed. 

The  oommoo  law  in  relation  to  villenagedoes  not 
govern  in  respect  to  slaves.  Fable  v.  Brown,  2 
Hill,  Eq.  878. 

Tbe  rule  of  the  common  law  that  the  cutting  of 
a  standing  tree  is  waste  is  wholly  inapplicable  to 
the  condition  of  Indiana,  when  a  large  proportiou 
of  the  territory  consisted  of  forest.  Dawson  v. 
Coffman,  28  Ind.  220. 

It  is  said  in  Hleatt  v.  Morris,  10  Ohio  St.  528,  in  re- 
spect to  long-continued  use  of  a  party  wall,  thatAif 
the  mere  fact  of  twenty-one  years*  enjoyment  was 
relied  on  to  support  it  *^we,  as  at  present  advised, 
should  probnbly  hold  that  such  an  unbending  rule 
is  not  adapted  to  the  circumstances  and  existing 
state  of  things  in  this  country." 

EstatesVn  Joint  tenancy  are  held  not  to  exist  in 
Ohio,  being  not  in  accordanoe^wlth  the  policy  of 
the  society  and  institutions  of  that  state.  Ser- 
geant V.  Steinberger,  2  Ohio,  806. 

The  common-law  rule  denying  a  reversal  in  part 
only  of  a  Judgment  against  an  infant  and  another 
is  rejected  in  Connecticut  on  the  principle  that 
common-law  rules  may  be '.varied  from  solfar  as 
they  may  appear  ^'contrary  to  reason  or  unadapted 
to  our  local  circumstances,  the  policy  of  our  lawi 
or  simpUcity  of  our  practice/*  Wllford  v.  Grant, 
Kirby,  U7. 

The  doctrine  of  charitable  uses  is  upheld  in  In- 
diana as  not  dependent  upon  the  Statute  of  Eliza- 
beth, but  the  doctrine  of  cy  pres  is  rejected  as  un- 
suited  to  our  institutions.  Grimes  v.  Harmon,  36 
Ind.  108,  0  Am.  Rep.  690. 

In  Van^  Sickle  v.  Haines,  7  Nev.  240.  it  was  held 
that  the  right  of  a  riparian  owner  having  title  to 
the  soil  under  the  water  of  a  stream  must  be  deter- 
mined in  Nevada  by  the  common  law. 

But  this  was  reconsidered  in  Reno  Smelt.  M.  &  R. 
Works  V.  Stevenson,  4  L.  R.  A.  60,  20  Nev.  280,  in 
which  it  was  held  that  the  common-law  doctrine  of 
riparian  rights  is  rejected  in  Nevada  as  unsuited  to 
the  condition  of  tbat  state. 

In  Edwards  v.  Charlotte,  C.  ft  A.  R.  Co.  (8.  C.) 
Sept.  20, 1808,  the  adoption  of  the  common  law  by 
statute  is  regarded  as  an  adoption  of  the  so-called 
2S  L.  R.  A. 


common-law  rule  as  to  surface  water,  altbouiffa 
that  rule  does  not  appear  to  have  been  ever  aetu- 
aUy  adopted  by  any  deeision  untU  long  after  the 
independence  of  the  United  States.  See  nau  to 
Gray  v.  McWiUiams  (Cai.)  21  L.  R.  A.  508. 

The  common-law  rule  that  the  owner.*  of  land 
through  which  a  stream  of  water  flowsInuiBt  hsre 
previously  appropriated  it  to  some  use  before  he 
can  be  said  to  sustain  any  damage  from  its  dlver- 
■sion,  is  held  inapplicable  in  Vermont.  Martio  v. 
^igelow,  2  Aik.  (Vt.)  187. 16  Am.  Dec  096. 
*In  Fulmer  V.  WiUiams.  1  L.  B.  A.  606, 122  Pa.  191, 
it  is  said:  *'0n  this  oontinent  the  early  settlers 
found  large  rivets  with  navigable  tributarieBfonn- 
iug  vast  systems  of  internal  oommunicatioa  ex- 
tending hundreds,  and  inl  some  instances  thous- 
ands, of  miles  above  the  reach  of  tide  water.  Tbe 
common-law  definition  of  a  navigable  river  was 
unsuited  to  this  state  of  things  and  seems  never  to 
have  been  adopted  in  Pennsylvania.**  But  tbe  de- 
cisons  have  not  been  uniform  as  to  the  adoption  of 
common  law  in  respect  to  navigable  stxeaniB,  and 
no  attempt  is  made  here  to  present  that  sabjeeC 
further  than  merely  to  call  attention  to  it 

The  Bnglish  'common  law  as  to  waters  has  teen 
held  inapplicable  to  our  large  lakes,  such  as  Lake 
Champlain,  and  the  fact  that  no  such  lakes  exist  in 
England  is  sufficient  to  explain  the  inappUcabUlty 
of  tbe  English  law  to  our  lakes.  Champlatn  &  St 
L.  R.  Co.  V.  Valentine,  19  Barb.  484.  For  the  law  of 
this  country  as  to  ownership  of  the  bed  of  lakes 
and  ponds,  see  note  to  Gouvemeur  v.  National  Ice 
Co.  (N.  r.)  18  L.  R.  A.  695. 

So  the  common  law  as  to  waters  is  held  inappli- 
cable to  the  Niagara  river,  which  is  a  national 
boundary,  there  being  no  such  river  io  England. 
Kingman  v.  Sparrow,  ^  Barb.  aOL  For  riven  and 
lakes  as  state  boundaries,  see  twte  to  Buck  v.  Slleo- 
bolt  (Iowa)  16  L.  R.  A.  187. 

The  adoption  of  tbe  common  law  as  to  eaaemeots 
of  light  and  air  is  a  matter  on  which  the  deoisdons 
are  in  some  conflict  and  which  is  the  subject  of  an- 
other distinct  note  soon  to  appear. 

In  United  States  courts  and  territories. 
There  is  no  common  law  of  the  United  States  as 
distinguished  from  the  individual  states.  People 
V.  FolBom,  6  Cal.  874;  Wheaton  v.  Peters,  88  U.  S.  tf 
Pet  668, 8  L.  ed.  1079:  Forepaugh  v.  Delaware.  Lu  k 
W.  R.  Co.  5  L.  R.  A.  608, 128  Pa.  217. 

The  common -law  rule  of  decision  in  a  federal 
court  is  that  of  the  state  in  which  tbe  court  is  sit- 
ting.   Lorman  v.  Clarke,  2  McLean,  666. 

The  common  law  is  the  rule  of  decision  in  the 
federal  courts,  even  when  sitting  in  a  territorjr  in 
the  absence  of  statutes  repealiUK  or  modifying  it 
Pyeatt  v.  Powell,  10  U.  8.  App.  800. 61  Fed.  Bep.  Sfl- 
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trustees.  That  on  the  SOth  day  of  April,  A. 
D.  1891,  this  plaintiff  demanded  of  defend- 
ant that  said  defendant  should  conFey  to 
plaintiff,  by  deed,  all  his  (the  said  defend- 
ant's) title  to  lot  11,  in  block  9.  aforesaid, 
and  then  and  there  plaintiff  tendered  to  said 
defendant  the  sum  of  ten  dollars,  in  good 
and  lawful  money  of  the  United  States,  in 
payment  of  the  sum  due  from  plaintiff  to  de- 
fendant as  aforesaid ;  and  the  said  defendant 
then  and  there  refused  to  execute  such  con- 
yeyance,  and  refused  to  accept  or  receive  the 
sum  80  tendered.  The  plaintiff  at  all  times 
has  been  ready  and  willing  to  pay  said  sum 
of  ten  dollars,  and  now  brings  and  pays  into 
the  court  the  said  sum  of  ten  dollars,  in  ful- 
filment of  plaintiff's  agreement,  and  for  the 
use  and  benefit  of  the  said  defendant.  That 
plaintiff  has  complied  in  every  particular 


with,  and  fulfilled,  al!  the  provisions  of  the 
aforesaid  agreement, ^  where  not  prevented  by 
said  defendant  as  hereinbefore  stated.  That 
said  defendant  has  wholly  failed  and  refused, 
and  now  fails  and  refuses,  to  comply  with 
and  fulfill  the  provisions  of  the  aforesaid 
agreement,  to  the  great  damage  of  this  plain- 
tiff. Wherefore,  plaintiff  prays  that  it  be 
adjudged  that  the  said  defendant  hold  said 
lot  number  eleven,  in  block  nine,  in  trust  for 
the  use  and  benefit  of  this  plaintiff,  and  that 
the  said  defendant  be  decreed  to  convey  said 
lot  to  this  plaintiff,  and  that  in  the  event 
said  defendant  refuses  to  convey  said  lot  a 
commissioner  be  appointed  by  the  court  to 
execute  such  conveyance,  and  that  plaintiff 
recover  costs  of  this  suit.  Fred  M.  Elkin, 
Attorney  for  P.  R.  McKennon. 
'^  County  of  Oklahoma,  territory  of  Okla- 


Ttaae  the  oommon  law  will  "be  applied  to  cases 
arising  In  the  Indian  territory,  in  the  abeenoe  of 
aoj  proof  of  the  laws,  rules,  or  customs  obtaininer 
in  that  territory,  lo  the  exercise  of  the  Jurisdiction 
giTen  to  the  United  States  court  created  for  that 
territory  with  the  assent  of  the  Indians  although 
tbere  can  be  no  presumption  of  its  adoption  based 
on  tlie  cbaraoter  of  the  settlers.    Ibid, 

As  federal  courts  have  no  common-iaw  Jurisdic- 
tion, in  an  equity  suit  brought  in  the  original  Juris- 
diction of  the  United  States  Supreme  Court,  Te» 
spectlng  a  bridge  over  a  navigable  river,  the  same 
rales  of  kction  must  govern  as  if  the  suit  bad  been 
commenced  in  the  lower  federal  court  having  Juris- 
diction over  the  place.  Pennsylvania  v.  Wheeling 
t  B.  Bridge  Co.  64  U.  8. 18  How.  518,  U  L.  ed.  S40. 

The  acquisition  of  Oalifornia  by  the  United 
States  did  not  extend  over  it  the  common  law 
which  recognizes  and  sustains  the  •  doctrine  of 
escheats.   People  v.  Folsom,  supra. 

So  it  is  held  In  Herr  v.  Johnson,  11  Colo.  896.  that 
there  was  no  oommon  law  there  until  adopted  by 
the  legislature. 

See  also  kifra  as  to  criminal  matters. 

In  erimincU  matters. 

There  are  no  common-law  offenses  against  the 
United  States.  United  States  v.  Hudson,  11 U.  S.  7 
Cranch,  82,  8  L.  ed.  SSO;  United  States  v.  firltton, 
108  U.  S.  IW,  27  L.  ed.  606;  Re  Greene,  68  Fed.  Bep. 
m  United  States  v.  Baton,  144  U.  S.  677,  86  L.  ed. 
991:  United  States  v.  Lewis,  86  Fed.  Rep.  448. 

There  was  much  uncertainty  on  this  point  in  t^e 
nrly  decisions.  In  United  States  v.  Worrall,  2  U. 
8. 2  Dall.  384, 1 L.  ed.  4S6,  the  circuit  court,  although 
divided  In  opinion  upon  this  point,  passed  sentence 
against  the  prisoner.  In  United  States  v.  Coolidge, 
1  GaU.  488.  the  Judges  were  divided  in  opinion  and 
certified  the  case  to  the  supreme  court  where  In  14 
U.  S.  1  Wheat.  415,  4  L.  ed.  124,  the  oourt  doubted 
the  authority  of  United  States  v.  Hudson,  suprru 
bat  followed  it  for  the^reason  that  no  counsel  ap> 
peared  fortbe  defendant  and  the  attorney-general 
declined  to  argue  the  point. 

But  the  oommon  law  may  be  looked  to  for  the 
interpretation  of  terms  in  acts  of  congreas  ado j^t^ 
ing  or  creating  common-law  offenses  if  they  are 
not  clearly  defined  in  the  act.  i?e  Greene,  supra; 
United  States  v.  Armstrong,  2  Curt.  C.  C.  446; 
United  States  v.  Coppersmith.  4  Fed.  Rep.  196. 

That  the  common  law  prevails  in  the  District  of 
Columbia  Is  held  in  respect  to  theft  In  a  Connecti- 
cut case.  State  v.  Cummings,  88  Conn.  260,  89  Am. 
Dec  208. 

In  Key  v.  Vattier,  1  Ohio,  132,  It  is  said  that  It  had 
1^^^  decided  that  the  common  law,  although  In 
22L.R.A. 


force  in  that  state  in  all  civil  cases,  cannot  be  re- 
sorted to  for  the  punishment  of  crimes. 

So  it  is  said  in  Re  Lamphere,  61  Mich.  lOS,  that 
there  is  no  crime  whatever  puniahable  by  the  laws 
of  Michigan  except  by  virtue  of  a  statutory  pro- 
vision, although  there  is  a  general  statute  resorting 
to  the  common  law  for  all  nonenumerated  crimes, 
but  that  the  punishment  of  all  indefinite  offenses  is 
fixed  within  named  limits  and  beyond  the  unregu- 
lated discretion  of  the  courts. 

The  definition  of  murder  and  manslaughter  not 
being  given  by  statute  in  Massachusetts  Is  to  be 
scmght  In  the  common  law,  which  was  adopted  by 
the  first  settlers  by  universal  consent  and  after- 
wards formally  confirmed  by  the  Constitution. 
Com.  V.  Webster,  6  Cush.  28S,  62  Am.  Deo.  711. 

The  common-law  rule  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  a 
blow  as  provocation  which  will  reduce  homicide  to 
manslaughter  is  nkodified  by  the  institution  of 
slavery,  so  that  such  blow  by  master  to  slave  will 
not  mitigate  the  killing  of  the  master  by  the  slave. 
Jaoob  V.  State,  8  Humph.  483. 

The  common-law  rule  that  the  killing  of  a  human 
being  hy  a  slave  with  malice  aforethought  is  mur- 
der is  in  force  in  Alabama.  Burt  v.  State,  88  Ala. 
687. 

The  common  law  of  England  as  to  crime  is  in 
force  in  Alabama,  except  as  changed  by  statute,  so^ 
far  as  it  is  consistent  with  the  constitution.  State 
V.  Cawood,  2  Stew.  (Ala.)  862. 

The  oommon  law  of  conspiracy  became  a  part  of 
the  law  of  Maryhind.  State  v.  Buchanan,  6  Harr. 
ft  J.  858, 9  AnL  Deo.  584. 

The  common  law  as  to  the  crime  of  kidnapping  Is 
In  force  in  New  Hampshire.  State  v.  Rollins,  8  N. 
H.660. 

The  common-law  rule  as  to  homicide  without  in- 
tent to  kiU  is  in  force  in  Maine.  State  v.  Smith,  82 
Me.  868.  54  Am.  Dec.  578. 

The  common-law  rule  as  to  the  capacity  to  com- 
mit rape  before  the  age  of  fourteen  is  not  conclu- 
sive in  this  country.  People  v.  Randolph,  2  Park. 
Crim.  Rep.  174. 

The  oommon  law  as  to  the  presumed  incapacity 
of  an  infant  under  fourteen  years  of  age  to  com- 
mit rape  Is  not  in  force  In  Ohio.  The  difference  in 
climate,  and  the  fact  that  the  population  in  this 
country  includes  people  of  different  races,  prevents 
the  cdmmon-law  rule  from  being  universally  cor- 
rect in  this  country.  Williams  v.  State,  14  Ohio, 
282, 46  Am.  Dec.  586. 

The  common  law  in  matters  of  practice  as  well 
as  principle  governs  in  criminal  cases  In  Texas,  in 
the  absence  of  statutes  to  the  contrary.  Hyde  v. 
State,  16  Tex.  445, 67  Am.  Dec.  630. 

The  common-law  practice  denying  any  new  trial 
in  a  capital  felony  does  not  govern  in  Delaware, 


508 


Oklahoma  Supreme  Court. 


July, 


homa.  Fred  M.  El  kin,  being  duly  sworn, 
upon  his  oath  says  tliat  he  is  attorney  for  the 
plaintiff  in  the  above  entitled  cause ;  that  he 
has  read  the  foregoing  complaint,  knows  the 
contents  thereof,  and  that  the  facts  therein 
set  forth  are  true,  as  he  verily  believes. 
rSigned]  Fred  M.  Elkin. 

"Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 
21st  day  of  January,  1892.  [Signed]  Will 
H.  Clark,  Clerk.  By  E.  W.  Sweeney,  Dep- 
uty.»' 

The  first  ground  of  demurrer  is  not  well 
taken.  The  land  was  situated  in  Oklahoma 
county,  and  the  defendant,  so  far  as  we 
know  from  the  record,  was  a  resident  of  said 
county.  The  town  site  had  been  entered  by 
trustees  under  the  law  of  the  United  States 
applicable  thereto,  and  the  lots  in  question 


by  them  conveyed  to  the  appellee.  The 
United  States  had  no  further  interest  in  the 
land,  and  the  interior  department  no  further 
control  as  to  its  disposition. 

The  second  ground  for  demurrer  presents 
two  questions :  First,  Can  a  parol  contract 
for  the  conveyance  of  real  estate,  or  an  in- 
terest therein,  made  after  the  settlement  of 
this  country,  and  prior  to  the  adoption  of  our 
organic  act,  be  enforced?  Second,  Is  a  con- 
tract for  the  conversance  of  real  estate,  en- 
tered  into  before  title  is  acquired  from  the 
United  States,  and  to  be  executed  after  title 
is  acquired,  void,  as  against  public  policy? 

The  first  proposition  seems  to  be  settled  by 
the  adjudicated  cases  and  text* writers  in  fa- 
vor of  the  appellant.  "Every  contract,  oa 
whatever  subject,  may  be  in  oral  words, 
which  will  have  the  same  effect  as  if  written, 


where  theoommon-law  practice  of  respite  pending 
appeal  to  the  sovereign  does  not  exist  State  v. 
Williams,  84  Ohio  L.  J.  436. 

.  In  criminal  matters  the  common  law  has  been 
^pressly  adopted  in  the  absence  of  statutory  pro- 
visions on  any  particular  question  by  Arkansas 
Mansf .  Dig.  %  668;  Dakota  Code  Cr.  Pr.  S  010;  Florida 
Rev.  Btat.  18»2,  6  2360;  TlUnois  Rev.  Stat.  Starr  ft  C. 
6  849;  Louisiana,  Vorhees'  Rev.  Stat.  1876,  6  976; 
Mississippi  Gen.  Stat.  1892,  fi  146S;  New  Jersey  Bev. 
1192. 

Common-law  citmes  are  recognized  as  existing  in 
Connecticut  Gen.  Stat.'l888, 0  1642;  Idaho  Rev.  Stat. 
1887,  S  7282. 

In  Colorado  Mills* Anno.  Stat.,  6 1467,  the  common- 
law  course  of  trial  is  adopted  in  criminal  cases. 

In  Texas  the  Penal  Code,  ft  4,  declares  that  the 
principles  of  common  law  shall  be  the  rule  ot  con- 
struction when  not  in  conflict  with  statutory  pro- 
visions, and  the  Code  of  Criminal  Procedure,  «{i  27 
and  725,  made  the  rules  of  the  common  law  as  to 
procedure  and  evidence  applicable. 

Tennessee  MtUiken  A  Vertrees'  Code,  §  6948,  pro- 
vides that  an  indictment  for  a  common-law  olfense 
may  describe  it  according  to  the  common  law. 

The  Louisiana  Act  of  1806  adopting  the  common 
law  in  criminal  cases,  adopted  it  as  it  existed  at  that 
date,  modified,  explained,  and  perfected  by  statu- 
tory enactment  so  far  as  they  are  not  found  to  be 
inconsistent  with  the  peculiar  character  and  genius 
of  the  government  and  institutions  of  that  state. 
State  V.  McCoy,  8  Rob.  (La.)  646,  41  Am.  Dec.  801. 

Adoption  of  BrUUh  statutes. 

In  adopting  the  common  law,  the  date  at  which 
it  is  to  be  deemed  complete  so  as  to  be  unaffected 
by  subsequent  English  statutes  is  not  uniformly 
established.  In  many  states  there  is  no  express 
provision  as  to  the  adoption  of  any  Bnglidh'  stat- 
utes, but  the  general  doctrine,  even  in  those  states, 
is  that  English  statutes  or  acts  of  p^llament  in  aid 
of,  or  to  supply  the  defects  of  the  common  law  prior 
to  the  time  of  its  adoption  in  this  country  are  to 
be  taken  as  part  of  the  common  law  tl^us  adopted. 
In  several  states  Englii^  statutes  down  to  a  period 
named  are  expressly  adopted  so  far  as  they  are 
•general  and  not  local  to  the  kingidom  of  England, 
and  are  applicable  to  American  institutions  and 
conditions.  Iif  adopting  these  statutes  this  limita- 
tion is.  with  some  variation  of  language,  expressly 
named  in  nearly  every  instance. 
/  The  4th  of  July,  1776,  is  fixed  in  several  states  as 
|the  date  af tcAr  which  the  enactment  of  British  stat- 
j  utes  should  not  affect  the  common  law.  Florida 
'  Rev.  Stat.  1892,  ft  69;  Maryland  Const.  1867,  Declara- 
tion of  Rights,  0  6;  Rhode  Island  Pub.  Stat.  1882, 
chap.  269, 6 1.  So  in  Kentucky  Rev.  Stat.  chap.  67, 
22L.aA. 


Ail,  that  is  the  date  flxed  from  which  English  de- 
cisions should  not  be  binding. 

In  Pennsylvania  the  Act  of  January  S8, 1777. 
adopts  such  statute  laws  of  England  as  were  there- 
tofore in  force  in  the  province  with  certain  sped- 
fled  exceptions. 

But  in  a  large  number  of  states  the  4th  year  of 
James  I.  is  taken  as  the  period  at  which  Engli»h 
statutes  cease  to  affect  the  common  law.  Arkansas 
Mansf.  Dig.  1884,  6  566;  Colorado  Mills*  Anna  Sut., 
1891;  Illinois  Starr  &  C.  Anno.  Stat.  chap.  28,  ^  1;  In- 
diana Rev.  Stat  1881,  6  286;  Missouri  Rev.  Station. 
6  6661;  Virginia  Code  1849,  chap.  16,  fi  2  (Statute  of 
1776);  Wyoming  Rev.  Stat.  1887,  ft  498. 

But  in  Colorado,  Illinois,  Indiana,  and  Wyomioir 
by  the  statutes  above  referred  to  express  exception 
is  made  of  the  Statutes,  43  Eliz.  chap.  6, 6  2;  IS  Elis. 
chap.  8,  and  87  Hen.  VIII.,  chap.  9. 

This  statutory  adoption  is  recited  aa  to  Illinois  in 
McCool  V.  Smith,  66  U.  S.  1  Black,  469, 17  L.  ed.  S1& 

And,  as  to  Indiana,  In  Dawson  v.  Coflman,  28 
Ind.  220. 

And,  as  to  Virginia,  in  Scott  v.  Lunt  Si  U.  S.  7 
Pet  696,  8  L.  od.  797. 

And,  as  to  Missouri,  in  Baker  v.  Crandall,  78  Mo- 
687,  47  Am.  Rep.  128. 

And,  as  to  Colorado,  in  Herr  v.  Johnson.  U  Colo. 
898. 

In  Matthews  v.  Ansley.  81  Ala.  20,  it  seems  to  be 
held  that  English  statutes  are  not  in  force  unless 
passed  before  the  SMCttlement  of  this  country. 

The  law  of  Enghind,  both  common  and  statute, 
as  it  was  at  the  organization  of  the  provincial  gov- 
ermenf  is  the  law  of  New  Hampshire,  so  far  as  it 
consists  with  the  institutions  of  that  state,  unless 
it  be  repugnant  to  the  constitution,  or  altered  or 
repealed  by  some  statutory  or  legislative  enact- 
ment   State  V.  Moore,  26  N.  H.  448. 69  Am.  Deo.  aS4. 

Delaware  <k)nstitution  1776,  ait.  26,  provides 
that  the  '^common  law  of  England  as  well  as  so 
much  of  the  statute  law  as  has  been  heretofore 
adopted  in  practice  in  this  state  shall  remain  la 
force,  unless  they  shall  be  altered  by  future  law  of 
the  legislature,  such  parts  only  excepted  as  are  re- 
pugnant to  the  rights  and  privileges  contained  in- 
this  constitution  and  the  declaration  of  rigbts 
agreed  to  by  this  convention."  Del.  Laws,  Appen- 
dix, p.  89;  Clawson  v.  Primrose,  4  DeL  Cb.  64& 

The  Statute  of  82  Hen.  VIII.  chap.  84^  6 1,  girinr 
the  assignee  of  a  reversion  the  legal  title  to  tbe 
rent,  being  one  of  the  English  statutes  adopted  by 
the  tllinois  statute,  the  construction  given  to  tbat 
Act  by  the  British  courts  was  also  Intended  to  be 
adopted.    Fisher  v.  Deering,  60  Hi.  114. 

By  the  adoption  of  the  common  law  '^as  recog- 
nized in  the  United  States^*  as  a  basis  of  Jurispni- 
denoe  by  the  New  Mexico  Act  of  1876,  no  statutes 
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except  when  some  positive  rule  of  the  com- 
mon or  statutory  law  has  provided  other- 
wise." Bishop,  Cont.  §  153;  MalU/ry  v.  Gil- 
lett  21  N.  Y.  412 ;  Wpman  v.  Goodrich,  26 
Wis.  31 ;  Green  v.  Brookins,  28  Mich.  48,  9 
Am.  Rep.  74 ;  White  v.  Maynard,  111  Mass. 
250,  15  Am.  Rep.  28.  By  the  common  law, 
prior  to  the  enactment  of  the  statute  of  frauds 
(29  Car.  II.  chap.  3.  A.  D.  1676),  contracts 
for  the  sale  of  real  estate,  or  an  interest  there- 
in, were  not  required  to  be  in  writing.  Bish- 
op, Cont.  §  1231 :  4  Kent,  Com.  p.  450.  The 
English-speaking  people  brought  the  com- 
mon law  to  America  with  them,  in  the  first 
^ttlement  nf  the  colonies ;  and  it  has  pre- 
vailed in  all  the  states  and  territories,  mod- 
ified by  legislative  acts,  local  conditions, 
and  such  of  the  English  statutes  adopted 
prior  to  the  settlement  of  our  colonies  as 


were  of  general  application,  and  suited  to 
our  conditions,  except  in  some  portions  where 
the  French  or  civil  law  prevailed.  At  the 
time  of  the  settlement  and  discovery  of 
America  the  statute  of  frauds  had  not  been 
adopted,  and  has  only  become  the  law  of  the 
United  States,  or  of  our  several  states  and 
territories,  by  legislative  enactment.  This 
leads  us  to  the  inquiry.  Did  the  common  law^ 
prevail  in  the  territory  in  April,  1889?  It 
is  contended  that  prior  to  the  settlement  of 
Oklahoma,  and  until  the  same  was  superseded 
bjr  statutory  laws,  the  Code  Napoleon,  or 
civil  law,  prevailed.  Whatever  may  have 
been  the  laws  of  the  country  now  known  as 
Oklahoma,  they  ceased  to  operate  In  the  re- 
gion originally  comprising  the  Indian  ter- 
ritory when  the  territory  ceased  to  be  a  part 
of  the  territory  of  Louisiana,  and  the  laws 


ivere  repealed  but  only  such  portlODS  of  the  oom- 
moD  law  adopted  as  did  not  conflict  with  the  exist- 
ing laws.    Bent  v.  ThompeoD  (N.  M.)  Jan.  28, 1800. 

lie  common  law  as  it  stood  in  1776  was  adopted 
in  Teonemee.  Porter  v.  State,  Mart.  &  T.  (Tenn.) 
2». 

The  common  law  brouirht  to  this  country  by  our 
ancestors  was  the  law  as  then  modified  by.statutes. 
Sfiekett  V.  Saokett,  8  Pick.  309. 

The  coQunoo  law  adopted  by  the  Ordinance  of 
1797  was  tbe  law  as  then  understood  and  expounded 
by  the  courts  In  Amerlda.  Penny  v.  Little,  4  III. 
301. 

In  adopting  the  common  law  of  Eoflrland,  it  is 
adopted  as  amended  or  altered  by  the  Bngrlisb  stat- 
utes in  force  at  the  time  of  the  migrration  of  our 
cf)tonial  ancestors.    Hamilton  v.  Kneeland,  1  Nev. 

4a 

Tbe  English  statutes  passed  before  the  American 
Rpvolution  are  part  of  the  common  law  in  this 
country,  so  far  as  applicable  to  our  condition  and 
not  abrofirated.    Oobum  v.  Harvey,  18  Wis.  148. 

The  statute  law  of  the  mother  country  when  in- 
troduced into  the  colony  of  New  York  because  it 
was  appHcable  to  the  colonists  in  their  new  situ- 
ation and  not  by  legislative  enactment,  becomes  a 
part  of  the  conunon  law  of  tbe  province.  Boffard- 
U9  r.  Trinity  Church,  4  Paige,  178, 8  L.  ed.  804. 

The  early  Bnglish  statutes  enacted  before  the 
settlement  of  New  York  such  as  the  Statute  of 
Merton,  are  part  of  the  common  law  of  New  York. 
Miller  V.  Miner,  18  Hun,  612. 

That  many  statutes  were  practiced  under  nearly 
a  century  in  the  province  of  Pennsylvania  which 
were  never  adopted  by  the  legislature  is  stated  in 
Respublica  v.  Meeca,  1  U.  8. 1  Dall.  76. 1  L.  ed.  48. 

Tbe  common  law  of  England  has  always  been  in 
force  In  Pennsylvania,  but  British  statutes  before 
^^he  settlement  of  Pennsylvania  have  no  force 
/^bere,  unless  they  are  convenient  and  adapted  to 
the  circnmetanoes  of  tbe  country,  and  statutes 
nude  since  tbe  settlement  of  Pennsylvania  have  no 
force  there,  unless  the  colonies  are  particularly 
named.  Morris  v.  Vanderen,  1  U.  S.  1  Dall.  67,  1 
Led.  40. 

In  tbe  Pennsylvania  Act  of  January  28, 1777,  it  is 
provided  that  the  common  law  and  such  of  the 
statute  laws  of  ^gland  as  have  been  heretofore 
in  force  in  the  said  province  shall  be  In  force  except 
as  therein  excepted.  The  exception  relates  to  the 
<Ath  of  alleglande  to  the  king,  the  acknowledg- 
ment of  authority  in  the  heirs  of  William  Penn, 
the  laws  as  to  members  of  assembly  and  elections, 
and  as  to  treason,  and  ''anything  inconsistent  with 
the  then  existing  constitution."  Report  of  J  udges, 
3Binn.S8S. 

'Rie  report  of  the  judges  as  to  what  Bnglish  stat- 
es LR.  A. 


utes  are  in  force  in  Pennsylvania,  says  it  has  al- 
ways been  held  that  many  of  the  English  laws  re- 
lating both  to  property  and  to  felonies  would  have 
been  Improper  for  the  state  of  things  in  an  infant 
colony,  and  accordingly  they  were  never  practi- 
cally extended  here.  It  is  said  also  that  with  re- 
spect to  Bngllsb  statutes  enacted  since  the  settle- 
ment of  Pennsylvania,  '*it  has  been  assumed,  as  a 
principle,  that  they  do  not  extend  here  unless  tbey 
have  been  recognized  by  our  acts  of  assembly  or 
adopted  by  long-continued  practice  in  courts  of 
justice.'*    Ihid. 

Where  the  English  statutes  contravene  or  change 
the  common  law  and  are  not  so  incorporated  into 
it  as  to  become  part  and  parcel  of  the  system.  It  is 
supposed  that  they  have  no  force  in  Ohio  inde- 
pendent of  legislative  enactment  adopting  them. 
Crawford  v.  GhapmaD,  17  Ohio,  462. 

The  right  to  distrain  for  rent,  without  any  ex- 
press provision  therefor  in  a  lease,  is  recognized  in 
Illinois  under  the  Act  of  February  4, 1810,  adopting 
the  common  law  and  statutes,  or  acts  of  parliament 
in  aid  of  it  prior  to  the  fourth  year  ot  James  I., 
although  the  right  to  distrain  in  such  a  case  in 
England  did  not  exist  until  the  fourth  year  of  Geo. 
II.  The  legislation  adopting  the  common  law  had 
reference  to  that  law  as  it  then  existed.  Penny  v. 
Little,  4111.801. 

Michigan  having  never  been  a  common-law 
colony,  tbe  common  law  recognized  in  the  juris- 
prudence of  that  state  is  the  English  common  law 
unaffected  by  statute.    lU  Lamphere,  61  Mich.  105. 

It  should  be  noted  in  reference  to  the  above 
statement  that  the  English  statutes  have  been  ex- 
pressly repealed  in  Michigan,  although  that  fact  is 
not  expressly  made  the  basis  of  the  declaration. 
It  is,  however,  referred  to  In  the  same  connection 
and  probably  should  be  regarded  as  the  ground  of 
the  declaration  which  otherwise  would  be  in  con- 
flict with  the  doctrine  of  nearly  all  other  courts. 
See  also,  in  this  connection,  the  cases  concerning 
repeal  of  English  statutes,  infra. 

Particular  iUugtrations. 

The  Statute  of  6  Anne,  chap.  81,  fi  8,  denying  lia- 
bility to  others  for  accidental  Are  started  on  one's 
own  premises,  is  a  part  of  the  common  law  in  Wis- 
consin. Kellogg  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  28  Wis. 
288,  7  Am.  Bep.  69. 

That  statute  as  re-enacted  by  14  Geo.  III.,  is  also 
a  part  of  the  common  law  in  force  in  New  York. 
Lansing  v.  Stone,  14  Abb.  Pr.  202.  37  Barb.  15. 

The  statute  of  Anne  as  to  the  negotiability  of 
paper  is  not  in  force  in  Indiana.  As  the  fourth 
year  of  James  I.  is  fixed  by  statute  as  the  time 
when  such  statutes  ceased   to  be  part  of   the 
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of  the  territory  of  Indiana  and  the  territory 
of  Missouri,  which  may  have  once  prevailed 
in  said  region,  became  inoperative  in— ceased 
to  have  any  force  or  effect  in— the  Indian 
territory,  when  that  territory  ceased  to  be  a 

Sart  of  said  territories.  St,  Louis  dk  S,  F. 
I  Go,  V.  O'LougfUin,  4  U.  8.  App.  288,  49 
Fed.  Rep.  440.  There  was  no  law  in  the 
Indian  territory  regulating  the  making  of 
contracts  at  the  time  of  the  approval  of  the 
act  of  congress  establishing  a  United  States 
district  court  in  said  territory  by  the  Act  of 
March  1,  1889.  25  Stat,  at  L.  783.  Congress, 
with  the  assent  of  the  Indians,  created  the 
court  for  the  whole  of  the  Indian  territory, 
which  included  Oklahoma,  and  conferred  on 
it  jurisdiction  in  all  civil  cases  between  citi- 
zens of  the  United  States  who  are  residents 
of  the  territory,  or  between  citizens  of  the 


United  States  or  of  any  state  or  territory,  and 
any  citizen  of,  or  person  residing  or  found  in, 
the  Indian  territory.  It  gave  the  court  au- 
thority, and  imposed  upon  it  the  duty,  n> 
apply  the  established  rules  and  principles  of 
the  common  law  to  the  adjudication  of  those 
cases  of  which  it  was  given  juriadictioo. 
Ppeatt  V.  Poioell,  10  U.  8.  App.  800,  51  Fed. 
Rep.  551.  Bat  if  it  be  held  that  the  estab- 
lishment of  a  United  States  court  in  the  In- 
dian territory  did  not  put  the  common  law 
in  force  in  said  territory,  except  in  so  far  aa 
was  necessary  to  execute  the  powers  of  said 
court,  and  for  the  adjudication  of  sudi  cases 
as  actually  went  into  that  forum,  then  there 
was  no  law  in  Oklahoma,  at  the  date  of  its 
settlement,  regulating  the  making  of  con- 
tracts. If  this  should  be  conoedra.  then  it 
necessarily  follows,  on  principle,  that  when 


common  law  adopted.    Holloway  v.  Porter,  46  Tnd. 

The  Statute  of  4  &  5  Anne,  ohap.  16.  §  9,  dlspens- 
iofir  with  attornment  to  create  privity  andeDabllner 
an  assignee  to  sue  for  rent^  is  not  in  force  in  lili- 
Dois  for  the  same  reason.  Fisher  v.  Deerlng,  60  111. 
114. 

_The  Statute  of  12  Anne  in  derogation  of  the  com- 
mon law  against  usury  ^*as  adopted  by  the  New 
York  (Constitution  of  1777.  Henry  v.  Bank  of  Sa- 
Una,6Hill,536. 

The  Act  of  Charles  II.,  as  to  the  service  of  pro- 
cess on  Sunday,  is  not  in  force  in  Alabama  because 
it  was  passed  after  the  settlement  of  this  country. 
Matthews  v.  Ansley,  31  Ala.  20. 

The  court  here  seems  to  adopt  a  rule  that  has  not 
been  followed  elsewhere. 

The  English  Statutes  of  80  Charles  II.,  chap.  7,  and 
4  and  6  William  ft  Mary,  chap.  24,  oonoeming  the 
liability  of  executors  and  administratora  became 
a  part  of  the  law  of  Maryland.  Sibley  v. Williams, 
SGiU  &J.62. 

The  Statutes  of  18  Bdw.,  chap.  11,  andl  Rich.  II., 
chap.  12,  concerning  escapes,  were  held  in  1800  to  be 
in  force  in  Pennsylvania.  Shewell  v.  Fell,  8 
Yeates,  17. 

They  are  also  In  force  in  Illinois.  Plumleigh  v. 
Cook,  18  ni.  600. 

The  Statute  of  Gloucester,  6Edw.  I.,  chap.  6,  as 
to  waste  by  tenants  for  life  became  a  part  of  the 
law  of  Massachusetts.  Sackett  v.  Sackett,  8  Pick. 
800. 

The  46th  chapter  of  18  Edw.  1.  giving  the  writ  of 
scire  fCLdas  is  in  force  in  Florida  by  virtue  of  the 
Act  of  November  6,  1820,  adopting  the  common 
and  statute  laws  of  England  which  are  of  a  gen- 
eral and  not  of  a  local  nature,  with  certain  excep- 
tions and  provisos.  Union  Bank  of  Florida  v. 
PoweU,  8  Fla.  175,  62  Am.  Dec.  887. 

A  scire  facias  given  by  the  Statute  of  Westmin- 
ster in  aid  of  the  common  law  is  in  use  in  Illinois. 
Sansv.  People.  8  111.327. 

The  writ  of  scire  facias^  whether  it  depends  on 
the  common  law  orfEnglish  statutes,  came  to  Vir- 
ginia upon  the  settlement  of  the  colony.  Dykes  v. 
Woodhouse,  8  Band.  (Va.)  287. 

The  Statute  of  Quia  Emptores^  18  Edw.  I.,  forbid- 
ding the  creation  of  new  tenants  by  means  of  sub- 
infeudation, became  a  part  of  the  common  law 
of  New  York.  Van  Bensselaer  v.  Hays,  10  N.  Y. 
73,76Am.  Dec.  278. 

The  Statute  of  Sand  8  Edw.  VI.,  chap.  24,  as  to 
the  locality  of  a  homicide  fOr  the  purpose  of  juris- 
diction, where  a  person  is  injured  in  one  county 
and  dies  in  another,  is  a  part  of  the  common  law  of 
Massachusetts.  Com.  v.  Madoon,  101  Mass.  10,  100 
Am.  Deo.  80. 
^8  L.  R.  A. 


The  Statutes  of  1  Bdw.  ai.,  chap.  16,  and  84  Edw. 
III.,  ohap.  1,  respecting  the  jurisdiction  and  powers 
of  justices  of  the  peace,  became  a  part  of  the  com- 
mon law  of  Massachusetts  and  were  adopted  by 
usage.  Com.  v.  Leach,  1  Mass,  61;  Com.  v.  KnowU 
ton,  2  Mass.  586. 

The  Act  of  28  Edw.  in.,  chap.  18,  under  wUch  a 
trial  per  medietatem  lingtuB  is  allowed  was  in  force 
in  the  province  of  Pennsylvania  and  theiefore 
adopted  by  the  first  legislature  under  the  com- 
monwealth, as  one  of  the  statutes  which  had  beeo 
in  force.  Respublica  v.  Mesoa,  1 U.  S.  1  DalL  7S,  1 L. 
ed.  48. 

The  Statute  of  6Eliz.  as  to  apprentices  and  serr- 
ants  is  not  applicable  to  the  condition  of  Ala- 
bama. Clark  V.  Goddard,  80  Ala.  164,  84  Am.  Dec. 
777. 

The  Statute  of  Elizabeth  concerning  obaritable 
uses  is  presumed  to  have  been  in  force  hi  the  col- 
ony of  New  York.    Yates  v.  Yates,  9  Barb.  837. 

In  Reformed  Prot.  Dutch  Church  v.  Mott,  7 
Paige,  77,4  L.  ed.  77, 82  Am.  Dec.  613,  it  was  said 
that  the  Statute  of  Elizabeth  relative  to  charita- 
ble uses  was  never  acted  upon  In  this  state,  butthe 
court  held  that  the  law  of  charities  existed  before 
that  statute. 

The  Statute  of  48  Eliz.,  chap.  4,  in  regard  to 
charitable  uses,  became  a  part  of  the  law  of  Hasni- 
chusetts.  Going  v.  Emery,  16  Pick.  107,  M  Am. 
Dec.  615. 

The  English  Statute  of  Uses  constitutes  a  part  of 
the  common  law  of  Alabama.  Horton  v.  Sledg<e 
20  Ala.  478. 

In  Pennsylvania,  it  is  held  that  the  Statute  43 
Eliz.  chap.  4,  was  not  adopted  there.  Witmao  v. 
Lex,  17  Serg.  ft  R  88, 17  Am.  Deo.  644. 

But  the  Statute  of  ElizabeUi  as  to  charitable  uses 
is  held  to  be  in  force  in  Vermont.  Burr  v.  Smith, 
7  Vt.  841,29  Am.  Dec.  164. 

The  Statutes  of  Elizabeth  restraining  aUenatioa 
of  real  estate  by  charitable  corporations  were  a 
part  of  the  common  law  of  New  York.  Madiaoo 
Ave.  Baptist  Church  v.  Oliver  St.  Baptist  Cfaurcfa. 
46  N.  Y.  14L 

In  De  Ruyter  v.  St.  Peter's  Church,  8  Barb.  (*. 
124,  6  L.  ed.  848,  it  is  said  that  they  were  probably  a 
part  of  the  law  of  the  colonies. 

In  Kentucky,  it  is  held  that  none  of  the  .mort' 
main  acts  of  England  were  ever  in  force  on  the 
ground  that  those  acts  were  local  and  not  applica- 
ble to  the  British  colonies.  Lathrop  v.  Commerctal 
Bank  of  Scioto,  8  Dana,  114, 88  Am.  Dec  481. 

The  English  Statute  of  9  Geo.  I.,  commonly 
called  the  *'Black  Act,"  being  made  to  protect  the 
forest  and  parks,  although  containing  provlsiOQS 
also  against  the  malicious  shooting  of  persons,  can- 
not be  regarded  as  a  part  of  the  common  law 
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people  from  all  parts  of  the  United  States, 
on  the  22d  day  of  April  1889,  settled  the  coun- 
try known  as  Oklahoma,  built  cities,  towns, 
and  villages,  and  began  to  carry  on  trade 
and  commerce  in  all  its  various  branches, 
they  brought  into  Oklahoma,  with  them,  the 
establi^ea  principles  and  rules  of  the  com- 
mon law,  as  recognized- and  promulgated  by 
the  American  courts,  and  as  it  existed  when 
imported  into  this  country  by  our  early  set- 
tlers, and  unmodified  by  American  or  Eng- 
lish statutes.  So  that,  in  any  event,  the  com- 
mon law  prevailed  in  Oklahoma  at  the  time 
the  contract  between  the  appellant  and  ap- 
pellee was  entered  into ;  and  as,  at  common 
law,  contracts  for  the  sale  or  conveyance  of 
real  estate  were  not  required  to  be  in  writ- 
ing, the  contract  mentioned  in  the  complaint 


may  be  enforced,  unless  void  for  other  rea- 
sons.    * 

It  is  contended  that  the  contract  is  one  for 
the  sale  of  an  interest  in  public  lands,  made 
before  the  title  had  passed  from  the  United 
States,  and  hence  is  void  as  against  public 

Eol  icy.  We  arc  aware  that  some  of  our  courts- 
ave  adopted  this  rule,  and  there  are  many 
strong  reasons  in  support  of  it ;  but  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  the  Lnited  States,  in  Lamb  v. 
Dan^njxyrt,  86  U.  S.  18  Wall.  807,  21  L.  ed. 
769,  said :  *^  Unless  forbidden  by  positive 
law,  contracts  made  by  actual  settlers  on 
lands,  concerning  their  possessory  rights,  and 
concerning  the  title  to  be  acquired  in  future 
from  the  United  States,  are  valid,  as  between 
the  parties  to  the  contracts,  though  there  be 
at  the  time  no  act  of  congress  by  which  title 


of  Georgia.    State  v.  Oampbell,  T.  U.  P.  Cbarit. 
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I  Statutes  of  Limitation  of  8S  Hen.  VIII., 
chap.  2,  and  21  James  I.,  chap.  IS,  are  a  part  of  the 
law  of  tbe  oolony  of  New  York.  Boirardus  v.  Trin- 
ity Church,  4  Paige,  178. 8  L.  ed.  8M. 

Tbe  Statute  of  82  Hen.  Vin.,  chap.  2,  was  held 
in  1767 to  be  io  force  in  Pennsylvania.  Boehm  v. 
EDgle,lU.8.1DaI1.16.1L.ed.l7;  Morris  v.  Van- 
dereo,  1  U.  8. 1  DatL  67,  IL.  ed.  40. 

But  tbe  Statute  82  Hen.Vm.,  chap.  9,  against  em- 
braoeiT,  is  not  in  force  In  Pennsylvania,  neither  Is 
tbe  Act  of  21  Jac.  I.,  chap.  10.  Morris  v.  Venderen, 
mpra. 

The  ground  of  decision  in  respect  to  these  stat- 
ute* Is  not  stated. 

Tbe  ancient  common-law  rule  that  an  assignee  of 
rent  and  reversion  could  only  maintain  an  action 
of  debt  and  not  an  action  of  covenant,  having 
been  changed  by  Statute  38  Hen.  VIII.,  chap.  84,  is 
not  a  part  of  the  common  law  of  Connecticut. 
Bddwin  V.  Walker,  21  Ck>nn.  18L 

Tbe  Statute  of  32  Hen.  VIII.,  chap.  34,  which 
penults  grantees  of  reversions  and  privies  in  estate 
to  take  advantage  of  a  breach  of  a  condition.  Is  a 
part  of  the  common  law  adopted  In  this  country. 
Hamilton  v.  Kneeland,  1  Nev.  40.  See  Fisher  v. 
Deeriog,ttU1.114. 

The  Statute  of  88  Hen.  VIII.,  chap.  84,  giving 
graotees  of  reversions  the  right  to  enforce  real 
coTenante,  has  not  become  incorporated  into  the 
law  of  Ohio.   Crawford  v.  Chapman,  17  Ohio,  462. 

The  alteration  of  tbe  common  law  by  Statute  82 
Hen.  vni.,  chap.  28,  which  gives  a  wife  and  her 
Iwln  a  right  of  entry  after  her  ;hu8band*s  death 
ootwitbetonding  a  deed  of  her  premises  by  him,  is 
a  part  of  the  common  law  of  Massachusetts.  Bruce 
T.  Wood,  1  Met.  642, 86  Am.  Dec.  88a 

The  Statute  of  21Jao.  I.,chap.  i2,a8  to  the  locality 
of  actions  against  officers  seems  to  have  been  in 
force  in  Maasacbuaetts  before  the  Revolution,  but 
vas  subsequently  repealed  by  implication.  Pearoe 
T.Atvood,18Ma8S.864. 

The  Statute  of  James  passed  in  1628  is  said  never 
to  have  had  any  existence  In  Delaware,  but  the 
Act  of  16  Geo.  IL,  was  the  first  statute  of  limita- 
tions known  to  have  been  in  foroe  in  that  colony. 
RuUey  v.  Security  Trust  A  S.  D.  Co.  6  Del.  Ch. 

The  Statutes  8  &  9  Wm.  III.,  chap.  11, 6  7,  as  to 
tbotemeat  of  suits  on  the  death  of  one  of  the 
plaintiffs  or  defendants,  seem  to  have  been  adopt- 
ed in  Maanohusetts.    Boynton  V.  Reee,  9  Pick.  682. 

The  Statute  of  WUUam  ft  Mary,  chap.  6,  as  to  dis- 
tiessand  sale  for  rent  is  not  in  force  in  North  Cor- 
oUoa,  being  held  utterly  irreconcilable  to  the 
iplrit  of  a  free  republican  go  vemment.  Dalglelsh 
V.  Grandy,  T^lor  ft  C.  IO, 
28LRA. 


The  Statute  of  William  ft  Mary,  chap.  6,  which 
gives  the  right  to  distrain  for  rent,  being  expressly 
reooirnized  in  Wisconsin  by  the  Statute  of  1888, 
must  be  regarded  as  a  part  of  the  oommon  law 
which  was  perpetuated  by  the  constitution.  Co- 
bum  V.  Harvey,  18  Wis.  148. 

But  the  right  of  tbe  landlord  to  distrain  for  rent 
in  the  absence  of  an  express  agreement  therefor, 
not  existing  In  England  prior  to  the  fourth  year 
of  James  I.,  cannot  be  regarded  as  a  part  of  the 
common  law  adopted  in  Colorado.  Herr  v.  John- 
son, 11  Colo.  808.  See  also  Penny  v.  Little,  4  IIU 
801. 

.  The  English  statutes  as  to  benefit  of  clergy  were 
local  and  not  a  part  of  the  common  law.  Fuller  v. 
State,  IBlackf.  68. 

In  Ghrard  v.  Philadelphia,  4  Bawle,  888, 26  Am.  Dec* 
146.  it  is  said  that  it  is  practically  dear  that  the 
English  statutes  of  wills  were  originally  in  force 
in  Pennsylvania. 

Repeal  of  EngliOi  9iaiul€^ 

An  express  repeal  of  English  statutes  was  made 
by  the  Michigan  Act  of  1810.  by  tbe  Iowa  Act  of 
1840,  and  by  the  New  York  Laws  of  1828,  chap.  21, 
1 1,  which  declare  that  no  English  statute  should 
be  regarded  as  in  force!  in  New  Fork  since  May  1, 
1788. 

In  Helfenstine  v.  Garrard.'?  Ohio.  278,  it  is  held 
that  the  English  Statute  of  Uses,  27  Hen.  VIII., 
chap.  10.  is  not  In  foroe  in  Ohio,  and  that  if  it  ever 
was  in  force  there,  it  became  so  by  statute  and  was 
repealed  by  the  Acta  of  1806  and  1808. 

An  Ohio  statute  in  1878,  adopted  from  Virginia^ 
made  the  English  statutes  up  to  the  fourth  year 
of  James  L  in  force  so  far  as  they  aided  tbe  oom- 
mon law  and  were  not  inapplicable,  but  thisi  act 
was  repealed  and  re-enacted  in  1806  and  again  re- 
pealed in  1806.  Therefore  British  statutes  contra- 
vening or  changing  the  common  law  are  not  in 
force  in  Ohio  except  as  they  are  made  so  by  re-en- 
actment, unless  they  are  so  incorporated  into  the 
common  law  as  to  be  part  and  parcel  of  it.  Craw- 
ford V.  Chapman,  17  Ohio,  452. 

An  interesting  question  arises  as  to  whether  such 
repeal  of  English  statutes  is  to  be  regarded  as  ex- 
cluding from  consideration  those  English  statutes 
which  had  become  a  part  of  the  common  law  of  the 
colonies;  that  is  to  say  whether  the  adoption  of 
the  oommon  law  is  to  be  regarded,  notwithstanding^ 
this  general  repeal  of  English  statutes,  to  be  the 
adoption  of  the  oommon  law  unaffected  by  any 
English  statutes,  or  as  modified  and  perfected  by 
English  legislation  as  well  as  decision  down  to 
the  time  of  this  adoption. 

In  Lansing  v.  Stone,  87  Barb.  16,  the  latter  is  held 
to  be  the  correct  rule,  and  that  English  statutes 
which  were  a  part  of  the  common  law  of  the  col. 
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may  be  acquired."  This  case  is  decisive  of 
the  question  at  issue,  and  is  supported  by 
the  ruling  of  the  same  court  in  the  case  of 
Hu9sey  v.  amith,  99  U.^S.  20.  25  L.  ed.  814. 
There  was  no  positive  law,  at  the  time  this 
contract  was  entered  into,  forbidding  the 
aale  of  town  lots  by  settlers,  ai^d  the  contract 
was  binding  in  law,  and  may  be  enforced 
by  a  proper  proceeding. 


The  complaint  states  a  cause  of  actioD. 
and  the  demurrer  thereto  should  have  been 
overruled.  The  court  below  erred  in  sustain- 
ing the  demurrer  to  the  complaint,  and  for 
that  error  the  jvdgment  ia  reversed,  at  oostg  of 
appellee.  The  cause  is  remanded  to  tbe 
court  below,  with  instructions  to  overrule 
the  demurrer,  and  for  further  proceedings  in 
accordance  with  this  opinion. 


ony  of  New  York  continued,  notwitostandlngr  such 
repealingr  act,  to  be  a  part  of  the  cOmmon  law.  \ 

So,  in  Miller  v.  Miller,  18  Hun.  511  It  is  deohured 
that  early  Engrllsh  statutes  such  a»  the  Statute  of 
Merton  are  part  of  the  common  law  of  New  York 
but  no  mention  is  made  of  therep^inff  acts. 

To  similar  effect  it  is  held  in  O'Fbrrall  v.  Simplot, 
4  Iowa,  381,  that  the  Statute  of  M^ton  is  not  abro- 
gated in  Iowa  by  the  Act  of  1846,  declarinsr  that 
none  of  the  statutes  of  Great  Britain  shall  be  con- 
sidered as  laws  of  that  territory,  but  the  statutes 
intended  will  be  held  to  be  those  of  Great  Britain 
after  the  Union  with  Scotland  in  1707. 

But  to  the  contrary  it  was  held  In  Levy  v.  McCar- 
tee,  31  U.  S.6  Pet.  102, 8  L.  ed.  834,  that  the  words 
"'  common  law  **u8ed  in  the  New  York  Constitution 
of  1777  and  the  Statute  of  DesoentB  of  1786  adopting 
the  common  law,  were  used  to  mean  the  unwritten 
law  as  distinguished  from  statute^,  even  those  ante- 
cedent to  the  American  Revolution,  and  especially 
after  the  Act  of  1788,  declaring  that  none  of  the  stat- 
utes of  England  or  Great  Britain  shall  be  consid- 
ered laws  of  the  state,  the  Statutes  of  11  &  12  Wm. 
III.,  chap.  6,  In  respect  to  descents,  cannot  be  re- 
garded as  in  force  in  New  York. 

In  Wisconsin  the  Michigan  Act  of  1810,  which 
became  a  part  of  the  law  of  Wisconsin,  was  re- 


pealed by  Wis.  Rev.  Stat.  1849,  p.  750.  but  by  p.7S7, 
chap.  157,-8  5,  all  statutes  abrogated  by  any  law  re- 
pealed were  deemed  abrogated,  therefore  EngUsli 
statutes  are  repealed  in  Wisconsin.  In  sevenl 
cases  English  statutes  have  been  held  to  be  a  part 
of  the  common  law  of  that  state,  without  consider- 
ing the  effect  of  such  repealing  act.  In  Webster  v. 
Morris,  66  Wis.  866,  67  Am.  Rep.  278,  it  was  held  that 
the  English  Statute  of  Mortmain  and  the  Statute 
of  48  Ellas,  chap.  14.  were  not  in  force  in  that  state, 
but  here  again  there  Is  no  diacussion  of  the  effect 
of  the  repealing  act. 

The  repeal  by  the  Iowa  Act  of  1840  of  the  Statute 
of  Michigan  and  Wisconsin  did  not  repeal  the  Or- 
dinance of  1787,  as  applied  to  that  territory.  OTer- 
rail  V.  Simplot^  4  Iowa,  381. 

In  repealing  the  Statute  of  Elizabeth  and  tbe 
Statute  of  Mortmain,  the  New  York  legtolatnredkl 
not  intend  to  ratify  and  reintroduce  the  system  of 
pious  and  charitable  uses  which  prevailed  in  Enx- 
land  before  the.  reformation.  Ayers  v.  Methodist 
Episcopal  Church  Trustees,  8  Sandf.  306;  Downiur 
V.  Mar8haU,23  How.  Pr.  80. 

The  question  of  the  repeal  or  abrogation  of  tbe 
common  law  in  any  particular  is  not  here  entered 
upon,  out  tbe  subject  of  repeal  considered  only  m 
respect  to  British  statutes.  B.  A.  R. 
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a  lacur  to  drive*  by  which  she  is  induced  to 
drive  tbe  horse  on  trial  and  is  thrown  out  and 
injured  by  the  plunging  and  kicking  of  the  horse, 
which  is  in  fact  an  ugly,  vicious,  and  tricky  ani- 
mal, create  a  liability  in  the  nature  of  a  tort  for 
breach  of  a  warranty  of  the  safety  of  the  horse, 
although  the  person  making  the  representations 
did  not  know  that  they  were  false. 

(November  28, 1806.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiflf  from  an  order  of  the 
Circuit  Court  for  Walworth  County  grant- 
ing a  new  trial  after  verdict  in  her  favor  in 
a  proceeding  brought  to  recover  damages  for 
personal  injuries  alleged  to  have  been  inflicted 
upon  her  by  the  viclousneas  of  a  horse  which 
defendant  was  trying  to  sell  to  her  husband, 
and  which  she  undertook  to  try,  upon  defend- 
ant's statement  that  the  horse  was  safe  for  her 
to  drive.     Rewrsed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 


Messrs.  Ryan  ft  Merton,  for  appellant: 

Plaintiff  drove  this  horse  at  the  special  so- 
licitation and  request  of  the  defendant,  and  it 
was  so  driven  by  the  plaintiff  relying  upon 
the  representation  that  it  was  kind,  gentle,  and 
fit  for  a  lady  to  drive.  Such  representation 
amounted  to  a  warranty. 

a^ith  V.  Justice,  18  Wis.  601;  Barnef  v. 
Burns,  81  Wis.  285. 

A  warranty  of  the  fltness  of  an  animal  for 
family  use  for  tbe  trial  trip,  made  under  tbe 
circumstances  of  the  one  in  this  case,  can  be 
upheld. 

Personal  property  may  be  sold  upon  trial 
with  a  warranty,  and  if  the  property  is  not 
as  warranted  or  represented,  the  intended  pur- 
chaser may  recover  his  damages. 

Benjamin.  Sales,  p.  7©2,  note:  Northwood^. 
Bennie,  3  Ont.  App.  Rep.  87;  Day  v.  JFW.  53 
N.  Y.  416,  11  Am.  Rep.  719;  KimbaU  d  A. 
Mfy.  Co.  V.  Vromafi,  85  Mich.  810. 

Where  a  warranty  is  given,  the  legal  effect 
is  usually,  if  not  universally,  to  make  tbe 
stipulation  or  warranty  Bland  as  security  for 
performance,  and  the  injured  party  prosecutes 
his  remedy  upon  it  to  enforce  it. 

Kimball  db  A.  Mfg,  Co.  v.  Vroman,  supra. 

Where  there  is  an  express  warranty,  we  need 


Note.— The  question  of  liability  on  a  warranty  I  a  novel  one.  While  the  decision  is  expressly  based 
nut  made  as  part  of  a  contract  of  sale  where  a  person    on  the  doctrine  of  warranty  the  case  Is  in  some  i^ 
bas  been  dama^red  by  reliance  thereon  seems  to  be  >  spects  very  similar  to  cases  of  neirUflrenoe. 
32  L.  R.  A. 
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not  prove  that  the  party  who  made  the  war- 
ranty knew  it  to  be*  false. 

Stray ne  v.  Waldo,  78  Iowa,  ^49;  Frenzd  v. 
Mill^,  87  Ind.  1,  10  Am.  Rep.  62;  Dmoling  v. 
Laitrenee,  58  "Wis,  283;  OkweUer  v.  LohmanUy 
82  Wis.  204. 

A  valuable  coDsideratlod,  in  the  sense  of  the 
law,  may  consist  in  some  right,  interest,  profit, 
OT  benefit  accruing  to  one  i^uty,  or  some  fore- 
bearance,  detriment,  loss,  or  responsibility 
given  over  or  undertaken  by  the  other.  Con- 
sideration may  either  be  the  doing  of  the  act  or 
the  giving  of  the  promise. 

a2  Am.  &Eng.  £ncyclop.  Law,  p.  881;  Train 
Y.  G(M.  5  Pick.  380;  Burrough  v.  HiU,  14  R  I. 
22o:  i/e«w«  v.  Ourrier,  68  Wis.  886;  Norwood 
T.  Faxdkner,  22  8.  C.  367,  58  Am.  Rep.  717. 

Mf,  Warham  Parks,  for  respondent : 

There  can  be  no  doubt  but  that  this  action 
as  originally  brought  was  an  action  in  tort, 
for  a  willful  misrepresentation  of  the  charac- 
ter of  the  horse,  whereby  the  plaintiff  was  in- 
duced to  use  him  and  was  injured  in  conse- 
quence thereof,  and  alleged  a  scienter.  After 
a  trial  which  resulted  in  a  disagreement  of  the 
jury,  the  plaintiff  amended  his  former  complaint 
and  since  said  time  it  has  been  an  open  ques- 
tion unsolved  and  hardly  solvable  whether  the 
action  was  then  changed  by  said  amendment 
from  an  action  ex  delicto  to  an  action  ex  con- 
traHu.  No  amendment  could  be  allowed 
changing  the  action  from  one  on  contract  to 
oDe  in  tort,  or  from  one  in  tort  to  one  on  con- 
tract. 

Lane  v.  Cameron,  88  Wis.  608;  Kewaunee 
County  Svprs.  v.  Decker,  84  Wis.  878;  Sweeney 
?.  Vmnan,  60  Wis.  278;  Bamdt  v.  Frederick, 
11 L.  R.  A.  199,  78  Wis.  8. 

Bat  it  possibly  might  be  in  this  case  under 
the  rule  in  Pierce  v.  Carey,  87  Wis.  282;  but  see 
also  Wuitrn  Asmr.  Co,  v.  Towle,  65  Wis.- 254. 

There  can  be  no  warranty  that  is  not  a  con- 
tract. A  warranty  must  be  upon  sale,  one  of 
the  terms  of  the  contract  of  sale;  must  be  upon 
-coDsideration;  there  can  be  no  warranty  that 
is  not  a  contract;  it  must  be  entered  into  and 
accepted  by  both  parties  as  an  agreement  be- 
tww^n  them. 

HaUeyyr,  FoUom,*!  N.  Dak.  825;  Hogins  v. 
Ptmpton,  28  Mass.  97;  Spalding  v.  Gonant, 
146 Mass. 292;  Whiter.  SleUoh,  74  Wis.  488. 

In  order  to  create  a  warranty  there  must  be 
a  contract  and  assertions  or  aflSrmations  of 
quality,  made  by  the  owner  during  the  nego- 
tiation for  the  sale,  which  may  t^  suppo^ 
was  intended  to  cause  the  sale  and  operated  in 
causing  it.  If  such  afQrmation  was  made  in 
imi  faith  it  is  still  a  warranty,  and  if  made 
ivith  a  knowledge  of  its  falsity  is  a  warranty 
and  also  a  fraud. 

Hopkins  v.  Tanqueray,  26  Eng.  L.  &  Eq. 
254,15  0.  B.  130;  Parsons,  Cont.  7th  ed.  621, 
5th  ed.  580. 

A  warranty  in  order  to  become  a  part  of  the 
coDtractand  to  be  a  warranty,  must  be  made 
at  the  time  of , the  sale  and  be  one  of  the  terms 
of  the  contract  of  sale. 

Ojngar  v.  Chamberlain,  14  Wis.  258;  More- 
^m  V.  Comstock.  42  Wis.  626;  Collelte  v. 
^eed,  68  Wis.  428;  Barker  v.  Cleveland,  19 
Mich,  m-,  Benjamin,  Sales,  2d  ed.  748. 
,  In  all  cases  where  an  action  is  brought  for 
injury  done  to  person  or  property  by  another, 
22L.R.A. 


by  domestic  animals,  such  as  horses,  oxen,  etc. , 
the  owner  must  be  shown  to  have  had  notice 
of  their  viciousness  before  he  can  be  charged, 
because  such  animals  are  not  by  nature  fierce 
or  dangerous,  and  such  notice  must  be  alleged 
in  the  pleadings  and  proven  upon  on  trial  as  a 
condition  of  recoven'. 

2  8hearm.  &  Redf.  Neg.  §  629,  p.  489.  and 
note;  Van  Leuven  v.  Lyke,  1  N.  Y.  515, 49  Am. 
Dec.  346,  and  cases  cited,  and  note;  Dickson  y, 
McCoy,  89  N.  Y.  408;  Oraham  v.  Payne,  122 
Ind.  408;  Murray  v.  Young,  12  Bush,  887; 
Moyna/ian  v.  Wheeler,  117  N.  Y.  285;  Mnney 
v.  Curtis,  78  Cal.  498;  State  v.  Donohue,  49 
N.  J.  L.  548:  Klenberg  v.  Russell,  126  Ind. 
581;  1  Hilliard,  Torts,  8d  ed.  p.  564;  Dearth  v. 
Baker,  22  Wis.  78;  Kertschacke  v.  Ludwig,  28 
Wis.  481;  Chunot  v.  Larson,  43  Wis.  548,  28 
Am.  Rep.  567. 

So  far  as  the  evidence  shows,  the  statement 
of  the  defendant  that  the  horse  was  gentle,  was 
true,  and  if  so,  there  is  no  ground  upon  which 
the  verdict  can  be  upheld. 

Finney  v.  Curtis,  supra;  2  Shearm.  &  Redf. 
Neg.  §  647,  and  note  4,  p.  518;  Keniiedy  v. 
New  York,  78  N.  Y.  865,  S&  Am.  Rep.  169. 

And  even  where  the  animal  has  been  mis- 
chievous under  special  circumstances,  the  own- 
er is  not  bound  to  foresee  that  it  may  be 
mischievous  under  other  circumstances,  not 
affecting  its  disposition. 

Tupper  V.  Clark,  48  Vt.  200;  Cockerham  v. 
Nixon,  88  N.  C.  269;  WindU  v.  Jordan,  75 
Me.  149. 

It  must  be  shown  in  order  to  hold  the  livery- 
man responsible,  in  the  horse  let  out  for  hire 
to  a  bailee,  before  a  recovery  can  be  had  of 
him  for  an  injury  sustained  on  account  of  the 
conduct  of  the  horse,  that  such  conduct  was  a 
habit  of  the  horse  known  to  his  owner. 

Hadley  v.  Cross,  84  Vt.  586,  80  Am.  Dec. 
699;  Inqalls  v.  Bills,  9  Met.  1,  48  Am.  Dec. 
346,  and  note. 

The  representation  of  the  party  that  the 
horse  was  kind  and  gentle  and  fit  for  a  lady 
to  drive  did  not  make  him  an  insurer  of  the 
safety  of  the  lady  in  driving  him. 

IngaUs  v.  BilU,  supra;  2  Shearm.  &  Redf. 


Neg.  §  494. 
Thi 


he  measure  of  damages  in  a  breach  of  con- 
tract for  warranty  does  not  contemplate  such 
damages  as  is  prayed  for  here. 

Case  V.  Stevens,  187  Mass.  551;  Allen  v.  Trues- 
deU,  185  Mass.  77. 

If  this  was  a  warranty,  it  was  a  fraudulent 
warranty,  and  knowledge  must  be  proven  and 
alleged  in  a  fraudulent  warranty  as  in  all 
actions  for  injuries  from  animals. 

Pierce  v.  Carey,  87  Wis.  282;  DmoUng  v. 
Lawrence,  58  Wis.  282;  HiUiard,  Torts,  8d  ed. 
p.  84.  and  notes;  Sackett,  Instruction  to  Juries, 
p.  147;   Walker  v.  Hough,  59  III.  875. 

Orion*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

The  complaint  states  the  following  case : 
The  plaintiff's  husband,  Claude  N.  Camer- 
on, wished  to  buy  a  kind  and  gentle  road 
horse  for  his  wife  to  drive.  The  defendant 
called  upon  the  said  Claude  N.  Cameron,  and 
told  him  that  he  had  been  informed  he  wished 
to  buy  a  horse  for  his  wife,  and  that  he  had 
with  him  a  kind,  gentle,  and  safe  horse,  to 
83 
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sell ;  whereupon  tlie  said  Claude  called  his 
wife,  the  plaintiff,  to  look  at  the  horse,  and 
she  came  and  looked  at  him,  and  asked  the 
defendant  if  the  horse  was  kind  and  gentle, 
and  free  from  any  bad  tricks  and  habits.  The 
defendant  then  and  there  represented  and 
warranted  to  the  plaintiff  that  said  horse  was 
kind  and  gentle,  and  free  from  any  tricks  and 
bad  habits,  and  that  he  was  perfectly  safe 
and  well  calculated  for  a  lady  to  drive,  and 
invited  her  to  get  in  his  buggy  and  drive  the 
horse  herself.  The  plaintiff,  relying  on  said 
representations  and  warranty,  got  into  the 
buggy  to  drive  the  horse,  to  try  him,  and, 
after  driving  a  short  distance,  she  attempted 
to  turn  around,  and  the  horse  made  a  sudden 
plunge,  reared  up,  and  kicked  and  upset  the 
buggy,  and  the  plaintiff  was  thrown  vio- 
lently to  the  ground,  and  permanently  in- 
iured  in  her  spine,  and  bruised  and  injured 
In  other  places  on  her  body,  to  her  damage 
of  $8,000.  In  truth  and  fact  the  horse  was 
an  ugly,  vicious,  and  tricky  animal,  and  not 
a  safe  driving  horse,  and  entirely  unsuitable 
for  a  lady  to  drive  or  manage.  On  the  trial 
of  the  action  the  facts  stated  in  the  complaint 
were  substantially  established  by  the  testi- 
mony of  the  plaintiff  and  her  witnesses,  and 
the  Jury  found  a  special  verdict  in  her  favor, 
and  her  damages  at  $8,000.  The  defendant 
made  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  based  on  sev- 
eral grounds,  and  especially  on  the  ground 
that  the  complaint  did  not  state  a  cause  of 
action.  The  court  granted  the  motion,  but 
without  stating  any  grounds  therefor,  and 
without  terms. "^  The  plaintiff  has  appealed 
from  this  order.  The  briefs  and  arguments 
of  counsel  on  both  sides  go  to  the  question 
of  the  sufficiency  of  the  complaint,  it  not 
being  alleged  therein  that  the  defendant  knew 
at  the  time  he  made  the  said  representation 
and  warranty  that  they  were  untrue.  There 
was  no  scienter  alleged  in  the  complaint. 
The  learned  counsel  seem  to  be  of  the  opin- 
ion that  this  dcficiencv  of  the  complaint  was 
the  real  ground  for  the  granting  of  a  new 
trial.  The  jury  found  specially  that  the  de- 
fendant knew  that  the  representations  and 
warranty  were  false,  but  it  is  conceded  that 
there  was  no  evidence  to  sustain  such  a  find- 
ing. The  learned  counsel  of  the  appellant 
contend  that  this  was  not  a  good  ground  for 
ordering  a  new  trial  of  the  action,  and,  on 
the  other  hand,  the  learned  counsel  of  the 
respondent  contend  that  this  reason  was  not 
only  sufficient  for  ordering  a  new  trial,  but 
that  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover  without 
such  an  averment  and  proof  of  a  scienter. 
There  seemed  to  be  great  doubt  on  the  trial, 
as  well  as  here,  whether  the  action  is  in  tort 
or  on  contract.  We  are  inclined  to  hold  that 
such  an  averment  and  proof  are  not  necessary 
to  sustain  the  action,  and  that  the  action  is 
in  tort.  The  representations  and  warranty 
set  out  in  the  complaint  are  not  strictly  and 
technically  a  *'  warranty,"  as  in  sales  oi  per- 
sonal property.  If  they  were,  no  one  would 
contend  that  it  would  be  necessary  to  prove 
that  the  defendant  knew  that  the  facts  or  con- 
ditions embraced  therein  did  not  exist  or 
were  not  true,  and  the  action  would  be  on 
contract.  On  such  a  warranty  the  law  is 
w(;]l  settled ;  but,  nevertheless,  they  do  con* 
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stitute  a  warranty  of  the  facts  and  oonditioDs 
embraced  therein  as  effectually,  and  are  an  as- 
surance and  engagement  ]ust  as  positiTe  and 
absolute,  as  a  technical  warranty.  To  sus- 
tain an  action  un  such  a  warranty  there  is  no 
more  necessity  of  proof  that  the  defendant 
knew  that  his  statement  was  faise  than  in  ihe 
other  case  of  a  warranty.  The  action  on  a 
warranty  in  the  sale  of  personal  properij  is 
on  contract.  The  action  on  a  warranty*  re- 
lating to  other  matters  or  transactions  is  in 
tort,  and  the  warranty  is  a  constructive  fraud, 
like  a  false  representation.  The  learned 
counsel  of  the  respondent  contends  that  no 
warranty,  as  such,  can  exist  except  in  rela- 
tion to  sales.  To  show  that  a  warranty  may 
exist  in  its  strictness  so  far  as  to  dispense 
with  proof  that  the  defendant  knew  its  falsity 
with  respect  to  other  matters  than  sales,  and 
to  illustrate  theprinciple,  the  case  of  Kvehn 
V.  WiUon,  13  Wis.  105,  may  be  referred  to. 
The  defendant,  as  a  farrier,  treated  the  plain- 
tiff *s  colt,  and  ** warranted  the  colt  would 
get  well  and  do  well,"  and  it  died  within  a 
short  time  thereafter  without  any  fault  of 
the  plaintiff.  Mr,  Justice  Cole  said  in  the 
opinion :  **  An  express  warranty  that  the 
colt  would  get  well  would  be  an  absolute 
engagement  to  make  good  the  loss  if  the  (N)lt 
d ied .  The.  w arran tor  wou Id  take  the  chances 
and  hazards, "  etc.  Here  there  is  a  warranty 
that  the  horse  was  perfectly  safe  and  well 
calculated  for  a  lady  to  drive,  and  that  be 
was  kind  and  gentle,  and  had  no  tricks  or 
bad  habits,  and  the  same  ''absolute  en^ge- 
ment  to  make  good  the  loss"  or  damage  if  the 
horse  was  not  perfectly  safe  and  well  calcu- 
lated for  a  lady  to  drive,  and  ''the  warrantor 
took  the  chances  and  hazards"  of  the  experi- 
ment. Such  warranties  constitute  a  class  of 
frauds,  exceptional  to  the  common  cases  of 
mere  false  representations,  where  an  intent 
to  defraud  and  a  knowledge  that  they  were 
false  must  be  proved.  It  is  an  absolute  and 
unconditional  engagement  to  make  good  the 
loss. 

The  following  is  a  terse  and  yet  compre- 
hensive statement  of  the  law  governing  this 
kind  of  warranty,  taken  from  Gregory  v. 
Schoenell,  55  Ind.  101,  found  in  a  notf  to  S 
Am.  &  Eng.  Encyclop.  Law,  793:  "The 
law  holds  a  contracting  party  liable  as  for  a 
fraud  on  his  express  representations  concern- 
ing facts  material  to  the  treaty,  the  truth  of 
which  he  assumes  to  know,  and  the  truth  of 
which  is  not  known  to  the  other  contracting 
party,  where  the  representations  were  false. 
and  the  other  party,  relying  upon  them,  has 
been  misled  to  his  injury."  In  such  a  case 
the  law  holds  a  party  bound  to  know  the 
truth  of  his  representations. "  "Whoever  pre- 
tends to  positive  knowledge  of  a  particular 
fact,  when  he  does  not  know  it,  and  repre- 
sent such  fact  to  be  true,  in  order  .that  an- 
other may  rely  upon  it  and  act  upon  it,  and 
does  rely  and  act  upon  it.  and  damages  flow 
from  the  false  representation*  the  person 
making  it  is  guilty  of  willful  deception  and 
fraud.  ^  '^  If  he  affirms  that  to  be  true  within 
his  own  knowledge  which  he  does  not  know 
to  be  true,  this  falls  within  the  notion  of 
legal  fraud. *^  "If  a  man  having  no  knowl- 
edge whatever  on  the  subject  takes  upon  him 
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self  to  represent  a  certain  state  of  facts  to 
exist,  be  does  so  at  his  peril ;  and  if  Ic  is 
dooe  to  procure  some  benefit  to  himself,  or  to 
deceive  a  third  person,  he  is  in  iaw  guilty 
of  a  fraud,  for  he  takes  upon  himself  to  war- 
rant his  own  belief  of  the  truth  of  that  which 
he  asserts!"  ^A  reckless  statement,  made 
without  caring?  whether  it  is  true  or  false,  is 
actionable."  ''In  such  cases  it  is  not  nec- 
essary to  proTe  that  the  defendant  knew  that 
the  representation  was  not  true. "  These  ex- 
tracts are  taken  from  the  following  cases,  in 
which  it  is  held  that  it  is  immaterial  whether 
the  defendant  knew  the  falsity  of  the  express 
and  positive  statement  which  he  has  made, 
and  upon  which  another  has  relied  and  acted 
to  his  injury.  Taylor  v.  Ashton,  11  Mees. 
&  W.  415;  anwut  v.  llh&ry,  10  Mees.  &  W. 
10;/^w»n  V.  Watson,  Cowp.  788;  PuUford 
V.  RtehatOs,  17  Beav.  94  ;  Hayeraft  v.  Greasy, 
2  East.  103 ;  Mans  v.  Edmonds,  18  C.  B.  786 ; 
BuTwwes  V.  Lock,  10  Ves.  Jr.  470 ;  Pasley  v. 
Ireman,  3  T.  R.  51 ;  Milne  v.  Marwood,  15 
C.  B.  778;  Addison,  Torts,  788,  789. 

It  has  been  the  doctrine  of  the  English 
courts  a  long  time  that  when  the  representa- 
tion is  so  positive  and  absolute  as  to  have 
the  force  oi  an  express  warranty  it  is  imma- 
terial whether  the  defendant  knew  it  to  be 
false  or  not.  The  representations  and  war- 
ranty in  this  case  have  all  the  accompanying 
ingredients  to  make  it  an  actionable  fraud. 
The  defendant  invited  and  induced  the  plain- 
tiff to  drive  the  horse,  and  she  did  so,  rely- 
ing upon  his  representation  and  warranty 
that  it  was  perfectly  safe  for  her  to  do  so. 
and  his  other  assurances  of  the  gentle  char- 
acter of  the  animal.  The  defendant  was  in- 
terested in  inducing  the  plaintiff  to  drive  the 
horse,  so  that,  if  it  should  happen  in  this 
instance  that  the  horse  should  not  exhibit  any 
of  his  unruly  and  dangerous  habita,  he  might 
sell  him  to  the  plaintiff's  husband  ;  and  the 
plaintiff  was  also  interested  in  the  trial,  so 


that  she  migbt  have  a  gentle  and  safe  horse 
to  drive.  The  defendant  assumed  ail  the 
risks  and  hazards  of  the  trial,  and  the  plain- 
tiff staked  her  personal  safety  on  the  truth 
of  his  representations  and  warranty,  and  her 
severe  and  permanent  injuries  were  the  prox- 
imate consequences.  This  is  a  very  strong 
case  for  the  application  of  the  principle  of 
the  law  of  warranty.  The  defendant  made 
his  statements  as  his  own  actual  knowledge, 
and  the  plaintiff  had  no  knowledge  of  the 
horse  or  his  habits.  There  is  nothing  want- 
ing in  the  case  to  make  the  defendant  liable, 
according  to  the  authorities,  if  the  complaint 
is  sustained  by  the  evidence.  The  case 
should  be  tried  on  the  true  theory  of  wiiat 
the  action  is  and  on  a  correct  view  of  the 
law  that  governs  it ;  and  there  seems  to  have 
been  great  doubt  upon  the  subject  at  the 
former  trial.  Not  knowlns:  from  the  order 
granting  a  new  trial  the  grounds  of  it,  this 
court  cannot  say  that  it  was  an  abuse  of  the 
discretion  of  the  circuit  court  to  grant  it. 
It  would  seem  to  be  very  proper,  under  the 
circumstances,  that  the  action  should  be  tried 
again.  The  order  is  erroneous  in  not  having 
been  made  on  the  terms  of  the  defendant  pay- 
ing all  the  taxable  costs  of  the  former  trial. 
In  the  absence  of  any  stated  grounds  for  the 
order,  the  presumption  is  that  it  was  made 
on  the  ground  that  the  verdict  is  against  the 
weight ^f  the  evidence,  or  on  the  merits ;  and 
in  such  case  the  order  should  have  been  made 
on  such  terms.  Oamy  v.  KaU  (Wis.)  56 
N.  W.  Rep.  912  (on  the  present  calendar, 
not  yet  officially  reported)  ;  Pound  v.  Boan, 
45  Wis.  129 ;  Smith  v.  Lander,  48  Wis.  587 ; 
Schraer  v.  St^an,  80  Wis.  658. 

The  order  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  i^versed, 
and  the  cause  remanded,  with  direction  to 
grant  a  new  trial  therein,  on  the  terms  of 
the  defendant  paying  all  the  taxable  costs  of 
the  former  trial. 
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The  acUoa  of  ooimty  commissioners  on 
petitUm   under    Acts    1898,  p.    741, 

which  says  the  board  ''may  fix  and  :allow  a  cer- 
tahi  gam'*  within  prescribed  limits  and  that  any 
nieh  ailowanoeaod  the  proceedings  of  the  board 
to  relation  thereto,  "if  in  conformity  with  the 
proTfrions  of  this  Act,  shall  be  flnal  and  oondu- 
Bive,"  is  an  ezeroise  of  tbe  diacretioo  of  the  board 
and  is  not  a  judicial  act  from  which  any  appeal 
canbetakeii. 

(MeCabe,  J.,  dtaents.) 

(Januarjr  n,  1804.) 


APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  Vigo  County  in 
favor  of  plaintiffs  upon  appeal  from  a  decision 
of  the  Board  of  Commissioners  refusing  to  au- 
thorize additional  compensation  to  certain 
judges.  Appeal  from  the  commissioner's  decis- 
ion dismissed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Samuel  R*  Hamill  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  Isaac  N.  Pierce  and  Sidney  B» 
Davis*  in  propria  persona,  for  appellees. 

Hackney,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  appellees,  twenty-one  in  number,  pro- 
ceeding under  the  Act  of  the  General  As- 
sembly approved  March  4,  1893,  Acts  1893, 
p.  841,  petitioned  the  appellant,  representing 
thai  the  salaries,  as  provided  by  law,  of  the 
Honorable  David  N.  Taylor,  judge  of  the 


KoTa.-The  above  case  is  valuable,  not  so  much  I  the  class  of  cases  in' which  there  is  a  rluht 
tJy  reason  of  the  exact  question  decided  as  the  very  I  peal  to  a  court  from  the  decision  of  officers. 
Elaborate  dtsouasion  of  the  general  question,  as  to  ' 
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circuit  court  of  Vigo  county,  and  Honorable 
Cyrus  F.  McNutt,  judge  of  the  superior 
court  of  said  county,  were  inadequate  com- 
pensation for  their  services  as  such  judges, 
and  that  such  salaries  should  be  increased  as 
to  each  of  said  judges  in  the  sum  of  $1,500. 
The  petitioners  prayed  a  hearing  as  provided 
in  said  act,  and  that  said  salaries  be  so  in- 
creased. 

Such  proceedings  were  had  before  said  ap- 
pellant that,  after  hearing  evidence,  the 
prayer  of  the  petition  was  denied.  From 
this  ruling  of  the  board,  the  petitiohers  ap- 
pealed to  the  superior  court,  where  the  peti- 
tion was  heard  by  a  special  Judge  and  the 
prayer  thereof  was  granted.  From  the  judg- 
ment of  the  superior  court  this  api)eal  is 
prosecuted  and  several  errors  are  assigned, 
one  of  which  alleged  errors  is  the  action  of 
said  superior  court  in  overruling  the  motion 
of  the  appellant  to  dismiss  said  appeal  from 
the  action  of  the  board.  The  alleged  reason 
for  the  dismissal  of  said  appeal  was  that  no 
appeal  would  lie  from  the  said  action  of  the 
commissioners. 

The  character  and  effect  of  the  action  of  the 
commissioners  is  also  presented  by  the  ap- 
pellee's motion  to  dismiss  this  appeal,  and 
we  find  it  our  duty  at  the  threshold  of  this 
controversy  to  determine  this  question,  for 
upon  it  depends  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court. 
It  is  manifest  that  if  no  appeal  cou1d4ie  from 
the  action  of  the  commissioners,  the  superior 
court  had  no  jurisdiction,  and  its  proceedings 
cannot  be  reviewed  here. 

Where  the  duty  of  the  commissioners  in- 
volves judicial  action,  an  appeal  lies  from 
its  iudgment  unless  the  right  of  appeal  is 
denied  expressly,  or  by  necessary  implication 
from  the  statute  creating  the  duty.  Where 
that  duty  does  not  involve  judicial  action, 
but  consists  in  the  performance  of  adminis- 
trative, ministerial  or  discretionary  powers, 
no  appeal  lies  from  such  action  unless  it  is 
expressly  authorized  by  statute.  Bunnell  v. 
white  County  Cmnr%.  124  Ind.  1 ;  Farley  v. 
Hamilton  County  Comrtt.  126  Ind.  468 ;  Plat- 
ter V.  Elkliart  County  Comrs.  103  Ind.  860 : 
Waller  v.  Wood,  101  Ind.  188 ;  Jackson  County 
Conirt.  V.  State.  106  Ind.  270 ;  Padgett  v. 
.StoA?,  93  Ind.  896;  0* Boyle  v.  Shannon,  80 
Ind.  159 ;  Grusenmeyer  v.  fjogansport,  76  Ind. 
549 ;  Bfdtimore,  0.  <fe  C.  R.  Go.  v.  St.  Joseph 
County  Comrs.  73  Ind.  213 ;  Sims  v.  Monroe 
County  Comrs,  89  Ind.  40 ;  Moffit  v.  State,  40 
Ind.  217 ;  Bosley  v.  Ackelmire,  39  Ind.  536. 

To  which  class  the  case  in  hand  belongs 
must  be  determined  from  the  act  of  the  leg- 
islature under  which  these  proceedings  were 
had,  and  to  that  end  we  set  out  the  act  which 
is  as  follows : 

'*Sec.  1.  Be  it  enacted  by  the  general  as- 
sembly of  the  state  of  Indiana  that  the  sal- 
aries of  the  judges  of  the  circuit  and  superior 
courts  of  the  state  shall  be  twenty-five  hun- 
dred dollars  annually,  payable  quarterly  out 
of  the  state  treasury.  Provided,  that  in  all 
judicial  circuits  of  this  state  containing  any 
city  which  had  a  population  of  more  than 
thirty  thousand  as  shown  by  the  last  preced- 
ing United  States  census,  whenever  twenty 
or  more  resident  freeholders  of  the  county  in 
which  such  city  is  situated  shall,  by  their 
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petition  filed  with  the  board  of  commission- 
ers of  such  county,  represent  that  the  annual 
salary  of  the  jud^e  of  said  circuit  or  superior 
court,  as  otherwise  provided  by  law.  is  not 
an  adequate  compensation  for  the  services  of 
such  judge,  and  should  be  increased  in  a  sum 
to  be  specified  in  such  petition,  then  it  shAll 
be  the  duty  of  the  board  of  commissioners  of 
such  county,  in  open  session,  without  delay, 
and  at  either  a  regular  or  special  term  of 
such  board,  to  consider  such  petition  and 
hear  evidence  thereon,  and  thereupon,  within 
the  limits  of  such  evidence,  but  m  no  event 
in  excess  of  the  sum  of  fifteen  hundred  dol- 
lars or  in  excess  of  the  sum  specified  in  such 
petition,  such  board  of  commissioners  may 
by  entry  of  record  fix  and  allow  a  certain  Kum 
as  an  addition  to  or  increase  of  the  annual 
salary  of  the  judge  of  such  circuit  or  superior 
court. 

*'8ec.  2.  Upon  such  allowance  being  made 
by  such  board  of  commissioners,  the  sum  so 
allowed  shall  be  payable  only  out  of  the 
treasury  of  the  county  in  which  such  petition 
is  required  to  be  filed,  and  shall  be  payable 
quarterly  upon  warrants  drawn  by  the  au- 
ditor of  such  county  upon  the  treasurer  there- 
of, and  from  and  after  the  date  of  such  al- 
lowance by  such  board,  the  same  shall  l)e 
held  as  an  addition  to  the  annual  salary  of 
such  judge,  as  otherwise  fixed  and  provided 
by  law,  and  shall  not  be  diminishea  during 
the  term  of  office  of  such  judge,  and  any  such 
allowance  and  the  proceedings  of  any  lioard 
of  commissioners  in  relation  thereto',  if  in 
compliance  with  the  provisions  of  this  act. 
shall  be  final  and  conclusive." 

The  3d  section  declares  an  emergency. 

Several  features  of  the  act  indicate  to  our 
minds  the  intention  of  the  legislature  to  com- 
mit to  the  board  of  commissioners  a  discre- 
tionary power  as  to  the  increasing  of  judges' 
salaries  and  not  as  conferrinj?  a  power  the 
exercise  of  which  could  be  held  mandatory. 
The  language  of  the  act  is  permissive  in 
that  it  entrusts  to  the  board  a  discretion  as 
to  the  amount  to  be  fixed  as  representing  the 
increase  of  salary.  The  language  is  that 
"such  board  .  .  .  may  fix  and  allow  a 
certain  sum."  The  word  "^may"  has  in  some 
instances  been  construed  as  the  equivalent  of 
the  word  "shall. *  but  in  no  instance  to  which 
our  attention  has  been  called,  where  it  was 
evident  that  the  act,  from  other  points  of 
view,  conferred  discretionary  powers  nor 
where  it  was  not  evident  from  the  whole  act 
that  the  legislative  direction  was  mandator}'. 

The  application  of  the  rule  that  "may"  is 
to  be  interpreted  for  "shall"  depends  on  what 
appears  to  be  the  true  intent  of  the  stat- 
ute, and  the  ordinary  meaning  of  the  lan- 
guage must  be  presumed  to  be  intended  uti- 
less  it  would  manifestly  defeat  the  object  of 
the  provision.  Sedgw.  Stat.  &  Const.  L.  p- 
377 ;  Minor  v.  Mechanics  Ban?c  of  Alexandria, 
26  U.  8.  1  Pet  46,  7  L.  ed.  47. 

It  is  earnestly  contended  by  counsel  for  the 
appellees  that  the  act  does  not  contemplate 
adversary  parties  or  proceedings  in  the  sense 
that  claims  against  counties  are  prosecuted. 
If  it  were  conceded  that  this  construction  is 
correct,  it  but  argues  that  the  legislature  did 
not  intend  to  deprive  the  commissioners  of 
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discretion  in  the  matter  of  ^(ranting  an  in> 
crease  of  salary  in  any  sum.  The  legislative 
grant  of  power  to  increase  salaries  certainly 
involved  the  duty  of  judging  of  the  wisdom 
and  propriety  not  only  of  the  amount  to  be 
added,  but  as  to  whether  any  addition  should 
be  made.  If  this  duty  was  not  placed  upon 
the  commissioners,  it  had  but  one  other  place 
to  rest,  and  that  was  upon  the  twenty  pe- 
titioners. We  cannot  brin^  ourselves  to  the 
belief  that  the  legislature  intended  to  place 
the  authority  with  the  petitioners  of  Judging 
conclusively  that  an  increase  of  salary  was 
proper  and  that  the  only  duty  or  power  of 
the  commissioners  was  to  adjudge  the  will  of 
the  petitioners  with  the  incidental  right  to 
fix  the  amount  of  the  additional  salary. 

Another  indicium  of  the  legislative  intent 
to  bestow  a  discretionary  power  upon. the 
commissioners  is  found  in  the  last  clause  of 
the  second  section  in  these  words:  ''Any 
such  allowance,  and  the  proceedings  of  the 
board  of  commissioners  in  relation  thereto,  if 
in  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  this  act, 
shall  be  final  and  conclusive."  What  shall 
be  final  and  conclusive?  Nor  only  the  sum 
fixed,  but  the  proceedings  of  the  board  in 
relation  thereto. 

But,  it  is  said,  such  provision  must  be 
held  not  to  imply  a  discretionary  power,  but 
as  guarding  the  proceedines  and  the  result 
from  collateral  attack,  or  irom  being  ques- 
tioned eioept  by  direct  proceeding,  ^such  as 
an  appeal.  To  this  contention  is  cited  the 
case  of  Qru^enmeyer  v.  Logan»porty  76  Ind. 
549,  and  while  we  observe  that  the  reasoning 
of  the  learned  and  able  judge  who  wrote  the 
opinion  in  that  case  would  support  the  con- 
tention here,  yet  such  question  was  not  be- 
fore the  court  in  that  case,  and  of  course  the 
value  of  the  case  as  authority  depends  upon 
the  question  decided,  and  not  upon  the  argu- 
ment, illustrations,  or  reasoning  of  the  judge 
when  not  directed  tp  the  point  in  dispute. 
See  State  y.  Hyde,  13  L.  R.  A.  79,  139  Ind. 
306. 

In  that  case,  the  language  of  the  statute 
standing  in  the  place  of  the  clause  here 
quoted,''was  that  the  "order  shall  be  con- 
clusive in  all  suits  by  or  a^inst  such  incor- 
poration." It  was  there  said  that  such  pro- 
visions "should  not  be  regarded  as  an  implied 
denial  of  the  ri^ht  of  appeal,"  and  with  the 
conclusion  reached  we  fully  concur.  We 
think  it  manifest  that  the  expression  there 
employed  was  designed  to  protect  the  incor- 
poration proceedings  from  collateral  attack. 
The  order  was  made  "conclusive  in  all  suits 
by  or  against  such  incorporation,"  and  it 
could  not  be  implied  that  the  order  of  incor- 
poration was  one  of  the  suits  concluded.  The 
statute  under  investigation  in  this  case  is  of 
a  widely  different  character.  The  al lowance, 
if  any,  is  "final  and  conclusive,"  and  the 
proc^ings  in  relation  thereto,  regardless  of 
the  function  involved,  whether  judicial,  ad- 
ministrative, or  ministerial,  are  "final  and 
conclusive."  This  provision  is  not  confined 
to  other  suits,  but  is  sweeping  in  its  effect 
so  far  as  the  particular  proceeding  is  con- 
cerned. None  of  the  force  of  this  construc- 
tion is  lost  by  considering  the  words,  "  if  in 
compliance  with  this  act, "  for  the  reason  that 
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if  not  in  compliance  with  the  act,  such  pro- 
ceedings would  be  as  vulnerable  to  collateral 
attack  without  such  wurds.  Nor  could  this 
provision,  as  to  the  conclusive  character  of 
the  proceedings,  have  been  intended  to  create 
an  obstruction  to  such  litigation  as  might 
reduce  the  allowance  made,  since  by  another 
provision  of  the  act  such  a  contingency  is 
provided  for.  It  is  equally  true  that  the 
provision  was  not  intended  to  operate  as  a 
former  adjudication  against  granting  an  in- 
crease within  the  limits  of  the  maximum 
sum,  because  the  intention  of  the  act  is  to 
provide  compensation  at  any  time  in  propor- 
tion to  the  service  performed.  To  construe 
the  clause  as  denying  the  right  of  appeal  and 
as  entrusting  the  power  of  fixing  salaries, 
within  such  limits,  leads  to  the  rational  con- 
clusion that  the  legislature  would  not  deem 
it  necessary  or  even  prudent  to  guard  the  pro- 
ceedings against  collateral  attack  when  the 
law  is  fimuy  settled  and  no  longer  in  ques- 
tion that  such  proceedings  could  not  be  the 
subject  of  collateral  attack  if  conducted  ac- 
cording to  the  provisions  of  the  act.  In  view 
of  the  ^ow  generally  accepted  doctrine  that 
mere  irregularities  furnish  no*ground  for  col- 
lateral attack,  and  that  where  jurisdiction 
exists  it  will  be  presumed  in  all  other  pro- 
ceedings to  have  been  properly  exercised,  we 
cannot  agree  with  the  contention  that  the 
legislature  ignored  this  doctrine  as  existing 
independent  of  the  act,  and  then  unnecessarily 
re-established  it  for  the  purposes  of  this 
special  proceeding. 

The  appellees  urge,  as  we  have  said,  that 
the  statute  does  not  create  an  adversary  pro- 
ceeding, and  this  conclusion  is  obvious.  The 
petitioners,  not  parties  in  immediate  interest, 
invoke  the  power  of  the  board.  The  power 
is  not  so  exercised  as  to  constitute  an  al- 
lowance in  favor  of  any  party  to  the  record. 
A  definite  sum  is  not  directed  to  be  allowed, 
but  a  limitation  is  placed  upon  the  sum 
which  may  be  allowed.  The  board  is  the 
financial  affent  of  the  county,  its  power  be- 
ing supervisory  as  to  the  expenditure  of  the 
county,  as  to  the  levying  of  taxes  and  as  to 
provision  to  meet  the  county's  obligations. 
Such  is  the  effect  of  our  form  of  local  govern- 
ment, and  the  legislature  will  be  presumed 
to  have  acted  with  reference  to  this  rule,  un- 
less it  is  expressly  or  by  necessary  implica- 
tion provided  that  an  exbeption  shall  exist. 
The  act  under  consideration  does  not  create 
an  exception  to  the  general  rule. 

If  the  obligations  and  the  resources  of  the 
county  were  to  form  no  part  of  the  considera- 
tion of  the  question,  of  increasing  salaries, 
there  was  no  occasion  to  have  delegated  the 
legislative  power  to  the  board  to  fix  such 
salaries. 

The  statute  under  consideration  confers  the 
power  upon  the  board  to  bind  the  county  as 
by  contract,  and  should  be  strictly  construed. 
Robinson,  County  &  Township  Officers,  § 
38,  and  authorities  there  cited. 

Rules  of  construction  applicable  to  legis- 
lation in  which  the  public  at  large  are  inter- 
ested require  liberality,  while  with  reference 
to  legislation  granting  powers  or  privileges 
to  individuals  for  their  own  advantage,  they 
require  strict  construction  as  against  such  in- 
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dividuals.  Ryan  v.  Vanlanding?iam,  7  Ind. 
416,  422 ;  Bradley  v.  Ifew  Y(n-k  &  N.  H.  R. 
Co.  21  Conn.  294. 

As  granting  the  prayer  of  the  petition  with- 
out discretion  on  the  part  of  the  board,  the 
act  would  require  liberal  construction  in 
favor  of  the  individual  rights  and  strict  con- 
struction as  against  the  public  rights.  But 
it  is  insisted  that  the  action  of  the  board  in 
the  hearing  of  evidence,  as  required  by  the 
legislature,  is  in  Its  nature  judicial,  and  that 
therefore  an  appeal  lies  from  such  action. 
While  it  would  appear  anomalous  to  grant 
the  right  of  appeal  to  the  petitioners,  where 
they  fail,  and  to  permit  no  adversary  party, 
not  even  the  board,  with  the  right  of  appeal 
where  the  petition  is  granted,  yet  such  is  the 
effect  of  this  contention.  While  not  deny- 
ing the  power  of  the  legislature  to  so  enact, 
we  must  observe  that  such  unusual  and  ex- 
traordinary purpose  should  clearly  appear, 
and  should  not  result  from  a  strained  con- 
struction. But,  for  the  purpose  of  the  ques- 
tion urged,  let  us  concede  that  the  action  of 
the  board  is  judicial  in  its  character,  and 
then,  if  we  are  correct  in  our  conclusion  that 
the  clause  of  the  second  section  making  its 
action  final  and  conclusive  precludes  an  ap- 
peal, we  have  the  exercise  by  the  legislature 
of  a  power  certainly  possessed,  whereby  the 
right  of  appeal  is  cut  oflf,  even  in  a  proceed- 
ing judicial  in  Its  character.  But  we  do  not 
hold  that  the  hearing  so  provided  involves 
judicial  action. 

In  Flovmoy  v.  JeffersonmUe,  17  Ind.  169,  79 
Am.  Dec.  468,  It  Is  said:  "A  judicial  act, 
then,  must  be  an  act  performed  by  a  court, 
touching  the  rights  of  parties  or  property, 
brought  before  it  by  voluntary  appearance, 
or  by  the  prior  action  of  ministerial  officers." 

This  definition  has  been  accepted  and  fol- 
lowed by  this  court  many  times  and  under  it 
there  would  seem  to  be  no  judicial  action 
where  the  parties  whose  rights  are  to  be  af- 
fected are^not  before  the  court.  PenmTigUm 
V.  Streight,  54  Ind.  376. 

In  considering  the- effect  of  conferring  the 
power  to  hear  and  examine,  and  as  to  whether 
such  power  was  necessarily  judicial  in  its 
character,  it  was  said  in  WiUcinsY.  State,  118 
Ind.  518:  ^If  the  appellant  were  correct  in 
his  assumption,  then  every  school  examiner 
who  examines  an  applicant  for  license,  every 
clerk  who  accepts  and  acts  upon  an  affidavit, 
every  auditor  who  accepts  an  abstract  of  title 
when  he  loans  school  funds,  and  every  officer 
when  he  approves  a  report,  would  exercise 
judicial  functions.  That  they  do  in  some 
degree  act  judicially  is  true,  ahd  so  does 
every  officer,  from  the  governor  to  constable, 
who  is  invested  with  discretionary  powers ; 
for  the  governor  when  he  issues  a  requisition 
for  a  rugitive  from  justice  decides  many 
things :  and  the  constable  when  he  executes 
a  writ  or  warrant,  exercises  a  discretion,  but 
no  one  of  these  officers  exercises  judicial 
Judgment  in  the  sense  that  a  court  or  judge 
does,''  and  it  is  there  further  said,  in  quot- 
ing from  Flournoy  v.  Jeffersonmlle,  supra: 
**  An  act  Is  none  the  less  ministerial  because 
the  person  performing  It  may  have  to  satisfy 
himself  that  the  state  of  facts  exists  under 
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which  it  is  his  right  and^duty  to  perform  the 
act."  See  also  State  v.'  Johneon,  105  Ind. 
463. 

By  sections  2637,  2638,  Rev.  Stat.  1881, 
the  boards  of  commissioners  of  the  different 
counties  are  charged  with  the  duty  of  direct- 
ing, by  order  of  record,  what  classes  of 
animals  may  run  at  large  and  pasture  upon 
the  unenclosed  lands  and  public  commons. 
The  parties  interested  are  not  required  to  ap- 
pear before  the  board,  and  the  riehts  of  in- 
dividuals are  affected  by  a  compliance  with 
the  duty  so  charged,  but  this  court  held  that 
in  the  performance  of  such  duty,  the  boards 
acted  in  their,  administrative,  and  not  in 
their  judicial,  character.  Farley  v.  Hamilicn 
County  Gomra.  126  Ind.  468. 

The  case  nearest  in  parallel  with  this  ques- 
tion that  we  have  been  able  to  find  is  where 
the  county  board,  by  statute  (Rev.  Stat 
1881,  sec.  4998,)  is  constituted  a  board  of 
health,  and  Is  charged  with  the  duty  of  choos- 
ing a  secretary  and  fixing  the  compensation 
for  his  service.  The  performance  of  that 
duty  is  held  to  involve  no  judicial  action, 
but  to  consist  in  the  exercise  of  discretionary 
powers,  and  that  no  appeal  lies  in  the  absence 
of  special  statutory  provision.  WaUer  v. 
Wood,  supra.  It  is  there  said  :  **  The  amount 
of  compensation  is  a  mere  matter  of  discretion 
with  the  board  of  health,  and  from  a  decision 
made  In  matters  of  discretion  no  appeal  lies. 
Sims  V.  Monroe  County  Comrs.  39  Ind.  40: 
Mofflt  V.  State,  40  Ind.  217;  Orusenmeyer  v. 
Logansporty  76  Ind.  549. " 

But,  as  stated,  it  Is  unnecessary  to  our  con- 
clusion that  we  should  find  the  action  of  the 
board  did  not  involve  judicial  action.  The 
fixing  of  the  amount  of  Increase  in  the  case 
before  us  is,  as  we  have  already  stated,  discre- 
tionary. The  object  of  hearing  testimony  is 
not  to  require  an  allowance,  but  to  enable  the 
board  to  exercise  its  discretion  with  a  knowl- 
edge of  the  value  of  the  dervloe  of  the  judges, 
a  knowledge  which  it  could  not  be  presumed 
the  board  possessed. 

Believing,  as  we  do,  that  the  judiciary  of 
the  state  is  not  sufficiently  compensated,  and 
that  the  state  is  less  liberal  with  her  judges 
than  states  of  like  character,  we  regret  that 
our  duty  requires  us  to  disagree  with  the 
position  of  the  counsel  for  the  appellees 
which  would  secure  for  two  able,  diligent, 
and  conscientious  judges  a  better  rewara  for 
their  labors.  As  we  view  the  question  before 
us,  we  are  constrained  to  hold  that  no  appeal 
lies  under  the  statute  under  consideration. 

The  appeal  is  thej*efore  dismissed. 

MeCabe,  /.,  dissenting : 

I  am  unable  to  concur  In  the  conclusion 
reached  in  the  foregoing  opinion.  It  is  con- 
tended that  there  is  no  right  of  appeal  from 
the  action  of  the  board  of  commissioners  to 
the  superior  court,  and  therefore  that  there 
was  no  jurisdiction  in  the  latter  court,  and 
hence  none  in  this  court,  and  so  I  understand 
the  prevailing  opinion  to  hold.  This  con- 
tention is  based  on  the  concluding  clause  of 
section  2  of  the  Act  which,  referring  to  the 
allowance  and  proceedings  of  the  board,  pro- 
vides that,  **  if  such  proceedings  are  In  com- 
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pliance  with  the  proyisions  of  this  act,  ^  they 
'shall  be  final  and  conclusive.''  The  words 
"^ final  and  conclusive"  either  have  reference 
to  the  right  of  appeal,  or  they  do  not.  Let 
OS  suppose  that  thev  do  have  reference  to  the 
right  of  appeal.  If  that  is  the  real  meaning 
the  legislature  intended  the  words  to  have, 
then  it  follows  that  it  was  intended  thereby 
to  deny  the  right  of  appeal  from  the  action 
of  the  board  of  commissioners  to  some  extent. 
To  what  extent  ?  The  only  reasonable  answer 
is  that  the  appeal  is  denied  to  the  extent  that 
the  allowance,  and  the  proceedings  of  the 
board  in  relation  thereto,  are  in  compliance 
with  the  provisions  of  the  act.  Because  the 
language  of  the  whole  clause  reads  thus: 
''And  any  such  allowance,  and  the  proceed- 
ings of  any  board  of  commissioners  in  rela- 
tion thereto,  if  in  compliance  with  the  pro- 
visions of  this  act  shall  be  final  and 
conclusive,''  so  that  the  final  and  conclusive 
character  of  the  allowance  and  proceedings 
is  conditional  and  so  if  the  words  as  we  have 
supposed  were  intended  to  deny  the  riffht  of 
appeal,  then  that  denial  is  only  conditional, 
and  the  condition  upon  which  the  denial 
operates  is  that  the  allowance  and  the  pro- 
ceedings of  the  board  in  relation  thereto  are 
in  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  the  act. 
In  such  case  the  appeal  is  denied,  if  our  sup- 
position is  true,  only  where  the  allowance 
and  the  proceedings  are  in  compliance  with 
the  provisions  of  the  act.  Where  such  al- 
lowance and  proceedings  are  not  in  compli- 
ance with  the  provisions  of  the  act,  the  right 
of  appeal  is  not  denied.  And  the  right  of 
appeal  net  being  denied  by  that  act,  where 
the  allowance  and  proceedings  are  not  in 
compliance  with  the  provisions  thereof  in 
sach  cases,  the  general  law  applicable  to  ap- 
peals from  boards  of  commissioners  would 
apply.  It  provides  that :  *^  From  anv  decis- 
ion of  such  commissioners,  there  shall  be  al- 
lowed an  appeal  te  the  circuit  court  by  any 
person  aggrieved."  Rev.  Stat.  1881,  §  5772. 
Now  let  us  inquire  what  the  result  of  this 
construction  is.  The  manifest  result  is  that 
the  class  of  cases  in  which  an  appeal  is  not 
denied,  and  which  therefore  may  be  prose- 
cuted,  are  left  undefined  and  unascertained. 
Whether  in  a  given  case  the  appeal  has  been 
denied  by  this  statute  does  not  depend  upon 
the  statute  alone,  but  upon  the  statute  and 
evidence  aliunde.  Whether  the  appeal  has 
been  denied,  and  therefore  whether  any  ap- 
peal lies  in  a  given  case,  if  our  supposition 
IS  true,  must  depend  not  so  much  upon  the 
statute  as  it  does  upon  the  acts  of  the  board 
and  their  proceedings ;  not  their  proceedings 
that  appear  of  record  only,  but  all  their  pro- 
ceedings, both  those  appearing  of  record  and 
those  not  so  appearing.  It  will  not  do  to  say 
that  the  reference  is  to  such  proceedings  as 
appear  of  record  only,  because  about  the  only 
thing  that  could  appear  on  the  face  of  the 
record  showing  that  the  proceedings  were  not 
in  compliance  with  the  act  would  be  where 
the  petition  was  not  signed  by  the  requisite 
twenty  freeholders  on  which  an  allowance 
had  been  made,  or  that  the  allowance  was  for 
a  sum  in  excess  of  the  statutory  limit  of 
fl,500.  In  either  event,  the  allowance  would 
he  void  for  want  of  jurisdiction.  An  appeal 
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in  such  a  case  is  wholly  unnecessary  to  afford 
relief  against  such  void  judgment.  There- 
fore it  IS  unreasonable  to  suppose  that  the 
legislature  would  make  no  provision  for  the 
correction  of  errors  and  irregularities,  how- 
ever gross,  and  against  which  no  relief  can 
be  had  without  appeal,  and  at  the  same  time 
provide  for  relief  by  appeal  where  it  was 
wholly  unnecessary  to  secure  that  relief.  So, 
therefore,  I  hold  that  relief  is  orovided 
against  errors  and  irregularities.  Who,  then, 
is  to  tell,  and  who  is  to  determine  the  pre- 
lim inarv  question  whether  the  allowance  and 
proceedings  arc  not  in  compliance  with  the 
act  in  order  to  secure  the  right  of  appeal? 
It  cannot  be  left  to  the  complaining  party  to 
decide,  because  that  would  be  to  allow  a 
partv  to  sit  in  judgment  in  his  own  case, 
and  it  cannot  be  supposed  that  the  legislature 
ever  intended  to  authorize  any  such  anom- 
alous proceeding.  There  is  no' one,  then,  to 
whom  it  can  be  supposed  the  legislature 
intended  to  delegate  such  power,  except  the 
judge  of  the  court  to  which  the  appeal  is 
taken.  And  this  leads  me  to  inquire  into  the 
theory  of  the  appellees  that,  as  they  contend 
the  legislature  meant  by  this  statute  to  au- 
thorize a  special  right  of  appeal  by  the  party 
aggrieved  making  a  showing  either  by  affi- 
davit or  oral  proof  of  extraneous  facts  to  show 
that  the  proceedings  of  the  board  had  not 
been  in  compliance  with  the  provisions  of 
the  act.  When  is  that  showing  to  be  made? 
If  made  before  the  transcript  is  filed,  the 
court  cannot  act  on  it,  because  there  is  no 
case  before  the  court:  there  is  no  jurisdic- 
tion, and  no  judicial  action  can  be  taken 
until  the  transcript  is  filed,  to  give  the  court 
jurisdiction  to  take  any  judicial  step  in  the 
case.  In  other  words,  according  to  general 
principles,  the  appeal  from  the  board  to  the 
superior  court  must  be  perfected  before  the 
superior  court  can  acquire  jurisdiction  to 
take  any  step  in  the  case.  Otherwise,  the 
superior  court  must  proceed  to  solemnly  ad- 
judicate and  determine  the  rights  of  parties 
not  before  it,  and  judicially  determine  the 
right  of  appeal  in  favor  of  one  of  the  parties 
and  against  the  other  on  an  ex  parte  affidavit, 
or  a  mere  oral  statement  under  oath,  without  a 
complaint,  writ,  or  record.  To  suppose  the 
legislature  intended  to  authorize  such  an  un- 
heard-of proceeding  is  to  suppose  that  they 
were  bereft  of  reason  and  intelligence.  The 
only  escape  from  such  a  result  in  upholding 
appellee's  contention,  is  to  assume  that  the 
legislature  meant  to  authorize  the  court  to 
which  the  appeal  is  taken  to  entertain  the  in- 
quiry as  to  whether  the  proceedings  before 
the  board  had  been  in  compliance  with  the 
act  after  the  transcript  had  been  filed  in  the 
superior  court.  That,  however,  would  not 
help  matters  any,  unless  the  appeal  had  been 
perfected,  and  perfecting  the  appeal  would 
still  not  clothe  the  superior  court  with  juris- 
diction, unless  the  appeal  was  authorized  by 
law.  But  suppose  I  am  wrong  in  this,  and 
that  the  transcript  may  be  filed,  and  that  then 
the  superior  court  can  enter  upon  inquiry 
whether  the  proceedings  had  been  in  com- 
pliance with  the  provisions  of  the  act  or  not. 
When  and  how  is  the  trial  of  that  question 
to  take  place?     According  to  appellee's  con- 
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tention,  the  inquiry  may  extent  to  the  ques- 
tion whether  the  board  had  proceeded  in 
compliance  with  the  act  io  deciding  in  ac- 
cordance with,  or  contrary  to  the  evidence, 
as  well  as  to  determine  whether  they  had  com- 

Flied  with  the  law  in  other  respects.  And 
think  this  is  true.  Because,  if  the  statute 
Intended  to  authorize  an  inquiry  as  to 
whether  the  proceedings  of  the  board  were 
in  compliance  with  the  act,  then  as  the  scope 
of  that  inquiry  is  left  wholly  unlimited  by 
the  language  of  the  act,  it  necessarily  fol- 
lows that  the  incjuiry  extends  to  the  question 
whether  the  decision  of  the  board  on  the  evi- 
dence was  in  compliance  with  the  provisions 
of  the  act  or  not.  The  query  then  arises, 
How  and  when  is  that  question  to  be  tried? 
Is  it  to  be  preliminary  to  a  trial  on  the 
merits,  that  is  to  be  in  advance  and  previous 
to  the  trial  on  the  merits?  If  so,  then  the 
merits  will  have  to  be  tried  twice  before  the 
superior  court,  because  if  it  must  De  deter- 
mined first  that  the  board  did  not  comply 
with  the  provisions  of  the  act  in  their  de- 
cisions on  the  facts,  then  the  facts  must  be 
tried  twice  on  the  appeal,  once  to  determine 
whether  an  appeal  lies,  and  if  it  is  found 
that  the  board  did  not  comply  with  the  act 
in  the  decision  on  the  evidence,  and  therefore 
that  the  appeal  lies,  then  it  must  be  tried 
again  by  the  superior  court  to  determine  the 
case  on  the  merits.  The  first  trial  of  course 
would  necessarily  be  confined  to  the  evidence 
that  was  adduced  before  the  board,  because 
no  other  or  additional  evidence  than  such  as 
was  before  the  board  could  be  adduced  on  the 
first  inquiry ;  and  on  the  second  trial,  if  it 
was  found  that  the  appeal  would  lie,  ad- 
ditional evidence  might  be  introduced.  If 
this  is  not  true,  then  it  necessarily  follows 
that  the  court  must  proceed  to  try  the  merits 
and  the  jurisdictional  question  both  at  one 
and  the  same  time,  that  is,  the  court  must 
proceed  to  try  the  merits  before  its  jurisdic- 
tion is  established.  Such  is  the  result  of  Uie 
construction  of  the  act  which  holds  that  it 
was  intended  thereby  to  deny  the  right  of  ap- 
peal. To  say  that  such  a  result  is  absurd  is 
to  very  mildly  characterize  it.  To  say  that 
the  framers  of  the  act,  and  the  legislature  in 
passing  it,  intended  such  a  result  is  to  honor 
them  with  an  originality  of  thought  that 
never  before  entered  the  mind  of  a  law-maker. 
And  that  is  the  inevitable  and  only  result 
that  can  logically  follow  the  construction 
contended  for  by  appellees  in  support  of  their 
theory  of  a  special  right  of  appeal.  It  is  the 
only  result  that  can  logically  follow  the  con- 
struction that  the  right  of  appeal  is  denied 
by  the  act  at  all.  If  the  words  "* final  and 
conclusive"  have  reference  to  the  right  of  ap- 
peal then  the  words,  "if  in  compliance  with 
the  provisions  of  this  act, "  found  in  the  same 
clause,  immediately  preceding  and  closely 
connected  therewith,  must  necessarily  have 
reference  to  the  same  thing. 

Sutherland,  Statutory  Construction,  §§222, 
223,  says :  "  A  proviso  is  something  engrafted 
on  a  preceding  enactment,  and  is  legitimately 
used  for  the  purpose  of  taking  special  cases 
out  of  a  general  class.  .  .  .  The  nature 
and  appropriate  office  of  the  proviso  being  to 
restrain  or  qualify  some  preceding  matter,  it 
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should  be  confined  to  what  precedes  it,  un- 
less it  clearly  appears  to  have  been  intended 
to  apply  to  some  other  matter.  It  is  to  be 
construed  in  connection  with  the  section  of 
which  it  forms  a  part,  and  to  which  it  is 
substantially  an  exception.  If  it  be  a  proviso 
to  a  particular  section,  it  does  not  apply  to 
others  unless  plainly  so  intended.  It  ifmild 
be  construed  with  reference  to  the  immecUatfly 
preceding  parts  of  the  clause  to  which  it  u  at- 
tached. In  other  words,  the  proviso  will  be 
restricted  to  the  subject  it  deals  with,  in  the 
absence  of  anything  in  its  terms  evincing  an 
intention  to  ^ive  it  a  broader  effect  The 
proviso  here  is  not  arranged  as  provisos  are 
generally  arranged,  by  being  placed  at  the 
end  of  the  clause  in  which  it  is  found,  but 
it  is  placed  in  the  middle  of  the  clause  upon 
which  it  is  to  operate.  It  would  have  been 
more  orderly  to  have  placed  it  at  the  end  of 
the  clause.  But  for  the  purposes  of  the  ques- 
tion whether  its  application  shall  be  limited 
to  the  clause  wherein  it  is  found,  the  reason 
for  so  limitinj^  it  is  fully  as  strong,  if  not 
stronger,  than  if  it  had  been  placed  at  the  end 
of  the  clause.  But  I  need  not  resort  to  the 
rules  of  construction  to  confirm  the  construc- 
tion I  put  upon  this  clause  of  the  act,  be- 
cause, as  was  said  in  Storms  v.  Stetem,  104 
Ind.  50,  by  this  court :  **  In  the  construction 
of  statutes,  the  prime  object  is  to  ascertain 
and  carry  out  the  purpose  and  intent  of  the 
legislature.  To  do  this,  the  words  used  in 
the  statute  should  be  first  considered  in  their 
literal  and  ordinary  signification.  .  .  . 
The  canons  of  construction  require  thateverr 
word,  phrase,  and  clause  of  a  statute  shall 
be  given  effect,  if  possible."  "But,"  says 
Sutherland  on  Statutory  Construction,  at  sec- 
tion 237:  "First  of  all,  .  .  .  if  the  words 
are  free  from  ambiguity  and  doubt,  and  ex- 
press plainly,  clearly,  and  distinctly  the 
sense  of  the  framers  of  the  instrument,  there 
is  no  occasion  to  resort  to  other  means  of  in- 
terpretation. It  is  not  allowable  to  interpret 
what  has  no  need  of  interpretation.  The  stat- 
ute itself  furnishes  the  best  means  of  its  own 
exposition."  To  the  same  e^^ect  is  Endlich 
on  Interpretation  of  Statutes,  §  4.  The  aamo 
author,  at  section  265,  says:  "That  every 
clause  and  word  of  a  statute  is  presumeil  to 
have  been  intended  to  have  some  force  and 
effect."    Endlich,  Interpretation  of  Statutes, 

Says  Sutherland  on  Statutory  Construction, 
g  215 :  "  Exceptions,  proyisos,  interpretation, 
repealing,  and  saving  clauses  are  often  in- 
troduced to  restrict  or  qualify  the  effect  of 
general  language. "  So,  then,  according  to 
these  settled  rules  of  construction,  we  must 
presume  that  the  legislature  intended  the 
language,  "if  in  compliance  with  the  pro- 
visions of  tills  act, "  to  have  some  meaning, 
force,  and  effect.  And  when  the  clause  is 
put  together,  its  meaning  is  so  plain  that  in- 
terpretation is  wholly  unnecessary.  That  is, 
if  the  words  "final  and  conclusive"  have  ref- 
erence to  the  right  of  appeal  at  all,  then  the 
condition  or  proviso  restricts  and  qualifies 
the  effect  of  these  words,  or  if  the  words 
"  final  and  conclusive"  have  reference  to  florae- 
thing  else  than  the  right  of  appeal,  then  the 
condition  or  proviso  likewise  restricts  and 
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qualifies  the  force  and  effect  of  the  words, 
DO  matter  what*  it  is  that  they  have  refereDce 
to.  80,  therefore,  if  the  words  "  final  and 
coDclusiTe"  have  reference  to  the  right  of 
appeal,  and  it  was  intended  thereby  to  deny 
such  right,  then  the  condition  or  proviso,  "*  if 
in  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  this 
act,"  was  intended  to  qualify  and  restrict 
such  denial  of  the  right  of  appeal  to  sudi 
cases  only  as  those  wherein  the  allowance  and 
the  proceedings  in  relation  thereto  had  been 
in  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  the 
act.  It  is  therefore  very  clear,  both  upon 
reason  and  authority,  that  if  the  words  **  final 
and  conclusive"  have  reference  to  the  ri^ht 
of  appeal,  and  deny  such  right,  the  conclu- 
sion follows  irresistibly  that  such  denial  is 
restricted  by  the  proviso,  so  that  th&  appeal 
is  only  denied  in  such  cases  as  fall  within  the 
proviso  or  condition.  If  this  is  not  so,  then 
what  does  the  condition  or  proviso  mean?  If 
it  does  not  refer  to  the  right  of  appeal  and 
restrict  the  denial  thereof,  then  it  can  refer 
to  nothing  else,  unless  the  words  **  final  and 
conclusive''  have  no  reference  to  the  right  of 
appeal  at  all.  Whatever  the  latter  words  have 
reference  to,  the  condition  or  proviso  refers 
to  the  same.  If  we  were  even  to  concede  that 
the  language  denies  the  right  of  appeal  in 
all  cases  falling  within  its  terms,  it  could 
not  cut  off  the  right  of  appeal  in  this  case. 
What  is  it  that  is  made  ''final  and  con- 
clusive?" It  is  "any  such  allowance  and  the 
proceedings  of  any  board  of  commissioners 
m  relation  thereto, "  and  nothing  else. 

In  this  case,  there  was  no  such  allowance, 
and  there  were  no  proceedings  of  the  board  of 
commissioners  in  relation  thereto.  Why, 
then,  say  the  right  of  appeal  in  this  case  is 
denied  by  the  act?  Admitting  to  the  fullest 
extent  that  the  language  employed  in  the 
statute  was  Intended  to  deny  the  right  of  ap- 
peal in  all  cases  falling  within  its  terms,  yet 
it  would  be  such  a  braeid  stretch  of  that  Ian- 
giiase  to  hold  that  the  right  of  appeal  is  de- 
nied where  there  Is  no  allowance,  and  where 
there  are  no  proceedings  in  relation  to  such 
allowance,  with  all  due  respect  and  defer- 
ence for  the  opinion  of  my  brethren,  seems  to 
me  little  less  than  judicial  legislation.  Such 
a  holding  can  only  be  justified  by  interpo- 
lating words  into  the  statute  that  are  not 
there,  or  by  strikinc  out  words  that  are  there. 
I  am  not  unmindful  of  the  rule  so  well  ex- 
pressed by  Mr.  Sutherland  in  his  work  al- 
ready referred  to,  that  "not  only  may  the 
meaning  of  words  be  restricted  by  the  sub- 
ject-matter of  an  act,  or  to  avoid  repug- 
nance with  other  parts,  but  for  like  reasons 
they  may  be  expanded."  Sutherland,  Stat. 
Constr.  ^  219. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  subject-matter  of 
the  act  as  to  its  general  scope,  purpose  or 
intention,  nor  is  there  any  repugnance  of  the 
language  under  immediate  mention  with 
other  parts  of  the  act.  requiring  the  words 
imder  consideration  to  be  restricted  or  ex- 
pended to  conform  to  the  general  intent,  or 
to  avoid  repugnance.  Bay«  the  same  author, 
fiection  238:  "When  the  meaning  of  a  stat- 
ute  is  clear  and  its  provisions  are  susceptible 
of  hut  one  interpretation,  that  sense  must  be 
accepted  as  the  law;  its  consequences,  If  evil, 
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can  only  be  avoided  by  a  change  of  the  law 
itself,  to  be  effected  by  the  legislature  itself, 
and  not  by  judicial  construction.  But  an  in- 
terpretation of  a  statute  which  must* lead  to 
consequences  which  are  mischievous  and  ab<f 
surd  is  inadmissible  if  the  statute  is  suscep- 
tible of  another  interpretation  by  which  such 
consequences  can  be  avoided.  For  this  pur- 
pose, all  parts  of  a  statute  are  to  be  read  and 
compared.  Still,  when  the  words  of  a  pro- 
vision are  plainly  expressive  of  an  intent, 
not  rendered  dubious  by  the  context,  no  in- 
terpretation can  be  permitted  to  thwart  that 
intent ;  the  interpretation  must  declare  it  and 
it  must  be  carried  into  effect  as  the  sense  of 
the  law.  **  Nor  can  1  concur  with  the  prevail- 
ing opinion  that  a  strict  construction  should 
be  adopted  concerning  the  right  of  appeal. 
In  Hmik  v.  Barthold,  78  Ind.  25,  involving 
the  right  of  appeal  from  the  county  board, 
Elliott,  J.,  speaking  for  the  court  said: 
"The  right  of  appeal  from  final  judgments 
of  inferior  tribunals  is  one  which  ought  not 
to  be  abridged  by  strict  construction ;  but  on 
the  contrary,  should  rather  be  extended,  for 
the  provisions  of  the  statute  conferring  it  are 
clearly  remedial."  To  the  same  effect  are 
Endlich,  Interpretation  of  Statutes,  §  108, 
and  Sutherland,  Stat.  Constr.,  §§  207,  846, 
348.  But  if  we  even  concede  that  the  words 
of  the  act  already  quoted  have  reference 
to  the  right  of  appeal,  and  adopt  a  strict  con- 
struction of  the  entire  clause  as  laid  down 
in  the  prevailing  opinion  and  adhere  to  the 
strict  letter  of  the  statute,  then  the  right  of 
appeal  from  the  board  of  commissioners  in 
this  case  is  not  denied  by  the  statute,  because 
there  was  no  allowance  in  this  case  made  b}*^ 
the  board.  The  language  is:  "And  any 
such  allowance,  and  the  proceedings  of  any 
such  board  of  commissioners  in  relation  there- 
to, if  in  compliance  with  the  provisions  of 
this  act,  shall  be  final  and  conclusive.'^  It 
is  the  allowance,  and  the  proceedings  in  rela- 
tion to  such  allowance,  that  are  made  final 
and  conclusive,  and  not  the  disallowance  and 
the  proceedings  in  relation  thereto.  A  strict 
adherence  to  the  letter  of  the  act  cannot  re- 
sult in  the  denial  of  the  right  of  appeal  to 
the  superior  court ;  because  there  is  no  lan- 
guage in  it  that  can  be  tortured  into  mean- 
ing that  the  action  of  the  board  shall  be  final 
and  conclusive  where,  as  here,  no  allowance 
has  been  made,  and  there  are  no  proceedings 
of  such  board  in  relation  to  such  an  allow- 
ance. I  concede  that  such  a  result  is  both 
absurd  and  unjust ;  absurd  because  an  appeal 
is  denied  by  the  act  where  the  allowance  is 
made,  and  where  no  allowance  is  made  there 
is  no  denial  of  an  appeal,  and  by  the  general 
statute  already  referred  to,  an  aopeal  is  au- 
thorized.    Rev.  Stat.  1881,  §  5772. 

Such  result  is  unjust,  because  an  appeal 
will  lie  and  is  authorized  where  no  allow- 
ance has  been  made,  but  where  an  allowance 
has  been  made,  the  heaviest  taxpayer  in  the 
county  cannot  app>eal.  There  might  have 
been  an  allowance  in  this  case  of  $8000  sad- 
dled onto  the  taxpayers  of  the  county,  and  all 
the  taxpayers  of  the  county  combined  could 
not  have  appealed  from  such  allowance ;  and 
yet  where  no  allowance  is  made,  the  peti- 
tioners may  appeal.     In  other  words,  con- 
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struing  the  words  ''final  and  conclusive"  to 
have  reference  to  the  right  of  appeal,  it  re- 
sults in  the  absurdity  and  injustice  of  allow- 
ing the  right  of  appeal  where  no  allowance 
is  made,  and  deny  ingsuch  right  where  an 
allowance  is  made.  What  framer  of  the  act 
with  ordinary  intelligence,  and  what  legis- 
lator, could  haveconceiyed  the  thought  of  so 
many  absurd  results,  and  so  many  uniust  re- 
sults as  I  have  pointed  out  above,  and  which 
inevitably  must  follow  that  construction 
which  makes  the  words  *^  final  and  conclusive" 
to  mean  a  denial  of  the  riffht  of  appeal  ?  It 
puts  the  whole  act  out  of  Joint  ana  makes  it 
incongruous  with  itself;  it  makes  it  im- 
practicable, mysterious,  and  hard  to  under- 
stand, as  any  piece  of  work  will  generally 
be  and  any  statute  will  be  when  the  attempt 
is  made  to  use  or  apply  it  in  a  mode  never 
designed  by  its  maker  or  author.  Since  the 
construction  adopted  bv  the  prevailing  opin- 
ion produces  absurd  and  unjust  consequences, 
the  canons  of  construction  require  us  to  look 
for  some  other  construction  as  the  one  prob- 
ably in  the  mind  of  the  legislature.  The 
words  ''final  and  conclusive"  do  not  neces- 
sarily, nor  indeed  ordinarily,  have  reference 
to  the  right  of  appeal  in  a  statute  like  the 
one  under  consideration.  The  act  provides 
that "  whenever  twenty  or  more  resident  free- 
holders of  the  county  .  .  .  shall,  bv  their 
petition,  filed  with  the  board  of  conunlssion- 
ers  of  such  county,  represent  that  the  annual 
salary  of  the  judge  of  said  circuit  or  superior 
court  as  otherwise  provided  by  law  is  not 
adequate  compensation  for  the  services  of  such 
ludge,  and  should  be  increased  in  a  sum  to 
be  specified  in  such  petition,  then  it  shall  be 
the  duty  of  the  board,  etc.,  ...  to  con- 
sider such  petition  and  bear  evidence  thereon, 
and  thereupon,  within  the  limits  of  such  ev- 
idence, but  in  no  event  in  excess  of  the  sum 
of  one  thousand  five  hundred  dollars  or  in  ex- 
cess of  the  sum  specified  in  such   petition, 

such  board,  etc may  by  entry  of 

record  fix  and  allow  a  certain  sum  as  an  ad- 
dition to,  or  increase  of  the  annual  salary  of 
the  judge  of  such  bircuit  or  superior  court." 
It  will  be  observed  that  it  is  provided  that 
the  board  shall  take  the  action  therein  re- 
quired whenever  twenty  or  more  freeholders 
of  the  county  petition  the  board,  etc.  Now 
it  would  be' very  absurd  indeed,  if  the  leg- 
islature in  this  language  meant  literally  just 
what  they  have  said,  without  any  qualifica- 
tion or  restriction.  If  they  have,  then  twenty 
freeholders  can  petition  the  board  at  this  term 
to  make  such  an  order,  and  go  through  the 
trial  and  hearing  of  the  evidence,  which  is 
followed  by  an  entry  of  record  of  an  allow- 
ance, or  a  refusal  to  make  such  an  allow- 
ance. And  at  the  next  term,  or,  in  the  lan- 
guage of  the  act,  "  whenever"  another  twenty 
or  more  freeholders,  who  may  be  dissatisfied 
with  the  first  order,  can  by  a  petition  compel 
the  commissioners  to  ^o  through  the  same 
performance  again,  ana  so  on  to  the  end  of 
the  list  of  freeholders  in  the  county.  Be- 
cause, as  admirably  stated  by  Sutherland 
on  Statutory  Construction,  section  238,  that 
"one  who  contends  that  a  section  of  an  act 
must  not  be  read  literally  must  be  able  to 
show  one  of  two  things,  either  that  there  is 
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some  other  section  which  cuts  down  or  ex> 
pands  its  meaning,  or  else  that  the  section 
Itself  is  repugnant  to  the  general  purview." 
It  will  hardly  be  claimeaby  any  ooe  that 
the  section  last  quoted  is  repugnant  to  the 
purview  because  itself  constitutes  the  prin- 
cipal part  of  the  act.  We  have  already  seen 
that  it  is  one  of  the  canons  of  construction 
that  an  absurd  result  fiowing  from  a  partica- 
lar  construction  makes  it  the  duty  of  the  court 
to  explore  the  act,  and  find  if  possible  some 
other  construction  as  the  one  more  probably 
in  mind  by  the  law -maker.  The  absurd  re- 
sult which  the  literal  reading  of  the  section 
just  quoted  leads  to  is  clearly  and  plainly 
counteracted  and  avoided  by  the  clause  of 
section  two  that  we  have  quoted.  In  order 
to  obviate  the  absurd  and  undesirable  result 
of  allowing  a  fresh  petition  by  twenty  new 
freeholders  to  be  fifed  after  one  haa  been 
passed  upon  by  the  board,  and  thus  compel 
a  trial  of  the  same  Question  times  without 
limit,  it  is  provided  that  the  proceedings 
shall  be  " final  and  conclusi  ve. "  Now  if  these 
words  were  used  by  the  legislature  to  cut  off 
the  right  of  appeal,  then  they  were  not  used 
to  restrain  or  cut  down  the  full  scope  and 
meaning  of  the  first  section,  allowing  the 
question  to  be  tried  as  many  times  as  twenty 
new  petitioners  should  move  in  the  matter. 
It  would  not  have  been  necessary  to  insert 
such  a  provision  to  make  the  proceedings 
final  and  conclusive  against  the  twenty  or 
more  freeholders  who  were  parties  to  thtj  pro- 
ceeding by  having  signed  the  petition.  Be- 
cause It  is  a  general  principle  of  law  as  de- 
clared by  this  court  in  State  v.  Page,  08  Ind. 
212,  that  "  in  a  former  recovery  to  be  a  bar. 
it  must  appear  that  there  is  an  identity  be- 
tween the  present  and  previous  cause  of  ac- 
tion, and  that  the  parties  in  the  present  ac- 
tion are  the  same  as  in  the  previous  one,  or 
else  that  they  claim  under  the  parties  to  such 
previous  action." 

To  the  same  efFect  is  BiMand  v.  McManmy, 
82  Ind.  139.  While  these  general  principles 
of  law  made  it  wholly  unnecessary  to  provide 
in  the  act  that  the  proceedings  should  be 
final  and  conclusive  as  to  the  petitioners  that 
were  parties,  yet  if  it  was  desired  to  make 
it  final  and  conclusive  as  to  all  others  not 
parties,  so  as  to  avoid  the  absurd  result  of 
allowing  the  question  to  be  tried  every  three 
months  by  new  petitioners,  it  became  nec- 
essary to  provide  that  the  proceedings  should 
be  final  and  conclusive,  that  is,  final  and 
conclusive  against  collateral  or  indirect  at- 
tack in  the  re-openinir  of  the  question  before 
the  same  tribunal,  cilher  many  times,  or  one 
time.  There  is  no  reason,  therefore,  for  say- 
ing that  in  applying  the  words  final  and  con- 
clusive to  mean  that  the  proceedings  were 
intended  thereby  to  be  placed  merely  beyond 
collateral  attack,  that  such  a  provision  was 
wholly  unnecessary.  Section  239  of  Suther- 
land on  Statutory  Construction,  says:  ^'The 
practical  inquiry  is  usually  what  a  par- 
ticular provision  clause  or  word  means.  To 
answer  it,  one  must  proceed  as  he  would 
with  any  other  composition,  construe  it  with 
reference  to  the  leading  idea  or  purpose  of 
the  whole  instrument.  The  whole  and  every 
part  must  be  considered.    .    .    .    This  survey 
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and  comparison  are  neceasary  to  ascertain  the 
purpose  of  the  act  and  maKe  all  the  parts 
harmonious.  They  are  to  be  brotight  into 
accord  if  practicable,  and  thus  if  possible 
give  a  sensible  and  intelligible  effect  to  each 
in  furtherance  of  the  general  design.  .  .  . 
It  is  said. to  be  the  most  natural  exposition 
of  a  statute  to  construe  one  part  by  another, 
for  that  expresses  the  meaning  of  the  makers. 
.  .  .  Ii  the  comparison  of 'one  clause  with 
the  rest  of  the  statute  makes  a  certain  proposi- 
tion clear  and  undoubted,  the  act  must  be 
construed  accordintrly,  and  ousht  to  be  so 
construed  as  to  make  it  a  consistent  whole. 
If,  after  all,  it  turns  out  that  that  cannot 
be  done,  then  the  construction  that  produces 
the  greatest  harmony  and  the  least  inconsist- 
ency is  that  which  ought  to  prevail. "  Now, 
if  we  follow  these  rules  and  construe  the 
words  ** final  and  conclusive*'  in  the  second 
section  to  mean  only  that  the  proceedings 
were  intended  thereby  to  be  placed  beyond 
collateral  attack  if  not  appealed  from,  bv 
preventing  a  retrial  thereof  by  new  peti- 
tioners, and  that  it  was  not  intended  thereby 
to  restrict  the  right  of  appeal  at  al>,  we 
shall  find  that  such  construction  assigns  a 
meaning  to  those  words  that  renders  the  act 
a  consistent  whole,  and  relieves  it  from  in- 
consistency, and  at  the  same  time  leads  to 
no  absurd  or  unjust  results.  It  is  no  objec- 
tion to  this  construction  that  it  makes  such 
proceedings  final  and  conclusive  as  against 
persons  who  were  not  made  parties,  b^use 
it  leaves  all  those  whose  riehts  may  be 
affected  on  account  of  their  befng  taxpayers 
the  right  to  become  parties  under  the  general 
law  authorizing  appeals  from  all  decisions 
by  filing  an  affidavit  setting  forth  an  interest 
in  the  matter  decided,  and  on  such  appeal, 
allows  the  whole  question  to  be  tried  de  novo; 
whereas,  the  other  construction  denies  such 
ri^ht  absolutely  and  unconditionally  to  those 
whose  rights  have  been  invaded  and  taken 
away  by  the  proceedings. 

I  have  been  discussing  the  question  as  if 
it  were  an  open  one  in  this  court,  but  it  is 
not.  The  question  was  settled  in  this  court 
twelve  years  ago,  in  a  case  Where  the  whole 
subject  was  reviewed  in  an  ^ble  opinion  by 
Woods,  /.,  speaking  for  the  court  in  Oru^en- 
nityer  v.  Logantport,  76  Ind.  549,  wherein  a 
large  number  of  cases  were  overruled  and 
where  it  was  said  :  **  A  further  consideration 
of  the  subject  has  brought  us  to  the  con- 
clusion that  the  statement  of  the  rule  made 
io  the  last-named  case  is  inaccurate  in  so 
far  as  it  denies  an  appeal  from  an  order  or 
judgpient  in  a  proceeding  wherein  the  de- 
termination of  the  board  is  by  law  declared 
conclusive  merely.  The  81st  section  of  the 
Act  for  the  organization  of  county  boards, 
.  .  .  (Rev.  Stat.  1881,  ^  5772)  gives  an 
appeal  'from  all  decisions  of  such  commis- 
sioners.' The  general  law  in  which  this 
provision  is  found,  and  which  defines  the 
powers  and  duties  of  county  boards,  and 
such  special  enactments  as  have  been  or  may 
be  pa^d  in  reference  to  special  proceedings 
before  these  boards  should  be  construed  as 
being  in  pari  materia;  that  is  to  say,  as  if  all 
were  contained  in  one  act.  It  is  only  upon 
this  principle  that  an  appeal  can  be  allowed 
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in  any  such  special  proceeding,  where  the 
act  authorizing  it  does  not  expressly  give 
the  right  of  appeal.  If  the^lst  section  of 
the  General  Law,  and  the  provisions  of  the 
act  for  the  incorporation  of  towns,  were  found 
in  a  single  statute,  there  would  hardly  arise 
a  suggestion  of  any  inconsistency  between 
the  right  of  appeal  given  in  the  one  section 
from  all  decisions  and  the  conclusive  char- 
acter of  the  final  order  or  judgment  of  the 
board  in  a  particular  proceeding,  as  declared 
in  another  section.  The  latter  provision 
would  not  be  deemed  to  affect  the  right  of 
appeal,  Jont  would  be  construed  to  mean  that, 
unless  appealed  from  and  vacated,  the  order 
should  be  held  to  be  conclusive  against  in- 
direct or  collateral  attack,  and  such,  we 
think,  is  the  proper  construction  of  the  pro- 
vision, though  found  in  a  separate  speicial 
act.  .  .  .  We  therefore  hold  that,  under 
section  31  of  the  General  Law,  there  is  a 
right  of  appeal  from  any  decision  of  a 
judicial  character  made  by  a  county  board 
In  any  proceeding,  unless  the  right  is  denied 
expressly  or  by  necessary  implication,  and 
such  implication  does  not  arise  from  the  fact 
that  the  judgment  is  declared  to  be  con- 
clusive." 

I  think  the  prevailing  opinion  sreatly 
misconceives  what  was  involved  and  decided 
in  that  case.  The  main  and  only  question 
that  was  involved  was  the  right  of  appeal 
from  the  board  of  commissioners.  The  ap- 
pellants in  that  case  presented  a  petition  to 
the  board  of  commissioners  of  Cass  county 
for  the  incorporation  of  the  town  of  Taber- 
ville.  The  city  of  Logansport  appeared  be- 
fore the  board  and  objectea  by  answer  sav- 
ing the  board  should  not  take  action  in  the 
matter  because  the  territory  described  in  the 
petition  was  and  had  been  for  nine  years 
within  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  of  the  city 
of  Logansport.  Thereupon  the  board  gave 
judgment  rejecting  the  petition  and  refusing 
to  order  the  incorporation  of  said  town.  The 
petitioners  appealed  to  the  circuit  court, 
where  on  motion  of  the  city,  the  appeal  was 
dismissed.  The  petitioners  appealed  to  this 
court  from  the  judgment  of  dismissal  in  the 
circuit  court.  The  dismissal  was  defended 
in  this  court  on  the  ground  that  the  statute 
authorizing  the  proceeding  before  the  county 
board  or  the  incorporation  of  towns  by  Its 
terms  denied  the  right  of  appeal  from  the 
action  of  the  board  to  the  circuit  court  and 
hence  that  court  had  correctlv  dismissed  the 
appeal:  That  was  the  question  presented  to 
this  court  in  that  case,  and  that  was  the 
question  decided.  Two  other  questions  in- 
cidental to  that  question  were  considered  and 
also  decided  but  in  such  a  way  as  not  to 
weaken  the  authority  of  the  decision  on  the 
main  question.  One  of  these  questions  was 
whether  the  board  had  the  right,  and  was  in 
duty  bound  to  take  judicial  notice  of  the  in- 
corporation of  the  city  of  Logansport  under 
the  statute  in  relation  thereto,  which  pro- 
vides that  the  order  incorporating  such  city 
** shall  be  held  in  all  courts  as  conclusive 
evidence  of  such  incorporation  in  any  suit 
pending  therein."  This  provision  was  not 
urged  in  opposition  to  the  right  of  appeal 
from  the  action  of  the  board  which  haa,  by 
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order  previously  entered  in  its  record,  incor- 
porate the  citv  of  Loeansport.  The  board 
was  justified  in  taking  judicial  notice  of 
such  incorporation,  and  that  the  territory  pro- 
posed to  be  incorporated  as  Taherville  was 
within  the  corporate  limits  of  the  city  of 
Logansport,  and  hence  could  not  be  incor- 
porated into  another  municipal  corporation. 
It  was  held  in  opposition  to  his  contention 
that  though  judicial  notice  should  have  been 
taken  of  the  incorporation  of  the  city,  yet 
that  whether  the  territory  proposed  for  incor- 
poration as  Taberville  was  within  the  cor- 
porate limits  of  the  city  of  Logansport  was  a 
question  of  fact  of  which  the  courts  could 
not  take  judicial  knowledge.  That  holding 
did  not  and  could  not  have  any  effect  on  the 
decision  of  the  main  question,  namely, 
whether  there  was  a  right  of  appeal  from 
the  action  of  the  board  to  the  circuit  court. 
Notwithstanding  that  holding,  if  the  law 
^ave  no  right  of  appeal,  the  action  of  the 
circuit  court  in  dismissing  the  appeal  from 
the  board  must  have  been  affirmed,  but  it  was 
reversed,  and  it  was  reversed  on  the  ground 
that  an  appeal  would  lie  in  such  a  case.  It 
is  true,  the  learned  judge  who  wrote  the 
opinion  incidentally  remarks  that  ''the  lan- 
guage of  the  law  is,  that  the  order  shall  be 
conclusive  in  all  suits  bv  or  against  such  in- 
corporation. An  appeal  from  the  order  es- 
tablishing or  refusing  to  establish  the  incor- 
poration Is  not  a  suit  by  or  a^inst  it.  The 
reference  is  to  subsequent  suits  in  which  it 
may  be  a  party.  We  therefore  hold  that 
under  section  81  of  the  General  Law,  there  is 
a  right  of  appeal  from  any  decision  of  a  ju- 
dicial character  made  by  a  county  board  in 
any  proceeding,  unless  it  is  denied  expressly 
or  by  necessary  implication,  and  such  im'- 
plication  does  not  arise  from  the  fact  that  the 
judgment  is  declared  to  be  conclusive." 

The  statute  quoted  from  in  the  above  ex- 
tract is  the  one  for  the  incorporation  of  towns, 
and  the  one  under  which  the  proceedings  in 
that  case  were  instituted  and  prosecuted,  and 
the  one  b^  which  it  was  contended  in  that 
case  the  nf(hi  of  appeal  from  the  order  was 
denied  and  cut  off.  And  it  was  attempted 
thereby  to  justify  the  action  of  the  circuit 
court  in  dismissing  the  appeal.  Now  this 
court  laid  down  and  decided  two  propositions 
of  law  as  the  ground  or  foundation  of  its  de- 
cision that  the  right  of  appeal  existed  in  that 
case,  and  as  a  reason  why  the  circuit  court 
erred  in  dismissinf  the  appeal.  Either  of 
the  reasons  was  sufficient  to  justify  the  rul- 
ing and  decision  on  the  main  question.  One 
of  these  grounds  for  the  conclusion  reached 
was  that  notwithstanding  the  statute  under 
which  the  proceeding  was  had,  made  the  final 
order  of  incorporation  conclusive,  yet  that  an 
appeal  would  1  ie  from  such  order.  The  other 
^ound  was  that  the  statute  only  made  the 
final  order  of  incorporation  conclusive  in  all 
suits  by  or  against  such  incorporation,  hold- 
ing that  the  reference  is  to  subsequent  suits 
by  or  against  the  corporation.  The  question 
thus  decided,  that  the  reference  was  to  sub- 
sequent suits  by  or  against  it,  was  not  en- 
tirely clear  from  doubt.  There  was  at  least 
room  for  a  difference  of  opinion  on  that  point. 
But  this  court  has  settled  that  by  deciding 
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it  as  one  of  the  grounds  of  the  conclusioD 
reached,  it  also  decided  the  other  proposiiiuo 
as  one  of  the  grounds,  and  the  first  ground  of 
that  conclusion.  The  prevailing  opiniua 
erroneously  assumes  in  substance  that  only 
one  of  these  grounds  could  be  valid  aoii 
binding  as  a  decision  and  as  authority.  That 
is  one  only  of  the  legal  propositions  an- 
nounced and  decided  incidental  to,  and  as 
one  of  the  grounds  of  the  conclusion  reached 
can  be  valid  and  binding  as  authority  because 
the  other  ground  was  unnecessary  to  the  sup- 
port of  the  conclusion  reached,  and  hence  not 
binding  and  authoritative.  I  concede  that  a 
question  decided  that  is  not  before  the  court, 
and  not  involved  in  the  case  is  obiter  dictum, 
and  not  binding  authority.  But  when  the 
court  decides  incidental  questions  essential 
to  the  support  of  the  conclusion  reached,  and 
happens  to  decide  two  such  questions  when 
one  would  have  been  sufficient  to  support  the 
conclusion,  one  of  such  incidental  decisions 
is  just  as  binding  a  decision  and  as  author- 
itative as  the  other.  Had  one  only  of  those 
incidental  decisions  been  annoimc^  as  the 
only  ground  in  support  of  the  conclusion 
reached,  and  that  one  had  been  that  the  ap- 
peal would  lie  notwithstanding  the  statute 
under  which  the  proceeding  was  had.  pro- 
vided the  order  should  be  conclusive  no  one 
would  deny  that  it  would  in  that  case  be  au- 
thoritative, and  not  obiter  dictum.  It  cannot 
be  any  the  less  so  because  another  reason  is 
ffiven  in  support  of  the  conclusion  reached, 
because  another  incidental  question  is.  de- 
cided as  an  additional  ground  on  which  to 
rest  tlie  concl  usion  reached.  To  ill ustraie  my 
meaning :  The  prevailing  opinion  is  rested 
upon  two  grounds  to  support  the  conclusion 
reached.  One  is  that  the  statute  denies  the 
riffht  of  appeal ;  the  other  is,  that  the  statute 
called  into  exercise  no  judicial  power  or  func- 
tion, but  merely  the  ministerial  or  adminis- 
trative authority  of  the  board.  Either  ground 
is  sufficient  to  defeat  the  appeal,  and  either 
ground  is  amply  sufficient  to  support  the  con- 
clusion by  my  brethren.  After  the  prevail - 
ins:  opinion  is  printed  in  the  reports,  a  case 
arfses  in  one  of  the  trial  courta  involving  the 
right  of  appeal  from  the  board  under  a  stat- 
ute providing  for  a  special  proceeding  before 
the  county  board  regarding  some  other  sub- 
ject, with  a  provision  that  the  order  shall  be 
final  and  conclusive.  On  a  motion  to  dis- 
miss the  appeal  on  the  ground  that  it  is  de- 
nied by  the  statute,  the  moving  party  reads 
the  prevailing  opinion.  But  the  opposite 
party  points  to  the  fact  that  the  decision  in 
saying  the  statute  denies  the  rijecht  of  appeal 
is  obiter  dictum,  and  allows  that  the  other 
ground  on  which  the  decision  was  rested, 
namely,  that  the  question  involved  before 
the  board  was  not  judicial,  but  mimsterial 
or  administrative,  was  sufficient  to  support 
the  conclusion  reached,  and  therefore  the 
point  that  the  statute  denies  the  appeal  was 
wholly  unnecessary  and  obiter  dietum.  He 
refers  to  the  bodv  of  the  prevailing  opinion 
to  prove  that  it  ftself  says  that  the  decision 
cannot  be  authority  on  both  points.  Another 
case  arises  involving  whether  the  exercise  of 
similar  powers  to  wose  called  into  exercise 
by  the  county  board  are  judicial,  and  if  not. 
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the  appeal  should  be  dismissed,  and  in  sup- 
port of  a  motion  to  dismiss  the  appeal,  the 
prevailing  opinion  is  read,  but  the  attorney 
on  the  other  side  points  out  that  there  were 
two  CTOunds  on  which  the  conclusion  was 
rested,  and  that  the  other  ground  bein^  that 
the  statute  denied  the  right  of  appeal  was 
amply  sufficient  to  support  the  conclusion, 
and  all  that  was  said  about  the  power  exer- 
cised being  not  judicial  was  unnecessary  to 
the  decision,  the  other  ground  being  sufficient 
to  support  Uie  conclusion  reached  ;  thus  end- 
ing in  well  nigh  overthrowing  the  prevail- 
ing opinion  as  authority  on  either  point.  It 
was  said  in  Carter  v.  DennUon,  7  Gill,  157, 
that  "general  views  expressed  by  the  court 
as  illustrative  of,  but  not  necessarily  leading? 
t<\  the  opinion  on  the  point  intended  to  be 
decided,  are  not  to  be  treated  as  conclusive, 
when  similar  topics  come  up  directly  for 
judgment.  But  we  are  not  aware  of  the  au- 
ttionty  which  will  sustain  the  proposition 
spumed,  .  .  .  that  the  unanimous  opin- 
ion of  a  state  court  of  the  highest  appellate 
jurisdiction,  directly  on  the  point  which  is 
supposed  by  the  court  to  be  presented  by  the 
record,  and  which  is  elaborately  discussed 
by  counsel,  and  is  investigated  with  care, 
and  solemnly  delivered  by  Uie  court,  can  be 
disregarded  as  obiter  dictum,  merelv  because 
it  is  since  discovered  that  some  otlier  point 
existed  on  which  the  judgment  rendered 
might  have  been  rested.  If  any  such  author- 
ity exists,  it  has  not  been  referred  to. "  See 
afsfj  o  Am.  &  Eng.  Encyclop.  Law,  664 ;  17 
Ara.  &  EnK.  Encyclop^  I^aw,  1. 

I  therefore  am  of  opinion,  not  only  that 
my  brethren  have  gravely  misconceived  the 
true  force  of  the  Oruaenmey&r  Case,  but  they 
have  made  the  decision  herein  self-destructive 
as  authority.  Another  incidental  question 
was  decided,  absolutely  essential  to  the  decis- 
ion of  the  main  question,  and  that  was, 
whether  a  petition  for  the  incorporation  of  a 
town  pjresented  to  the  board  of  commissioners 
a  case  invoicing  the  exercise  of  judicial  power 
and  that  therefore  the  appeal  would  he.  I 
do  not  claim  that  any  of  these  cases  involved 
a  statute  like  the  one  involved  in  the  Orusen- 
myer  Ccae  or  the  one  here  involved.  This 
holding  in  no  way  obviated  the  decision  of 
the  mam  question,  but  made  the  way  clear 
for,  and  its  decision  essential  to,  the  final 
determination  of  the  case  in  this  court.  I 
am  therefore  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  riirht 
of  appeal  from  the  board  was  directly  in- 
volved, though  Uie  statute  made  the  order 
appealed  from  conclusive  in  that  case,  and 
was  squarely  decided  in  favor  of  that  right, 
and  that  such  decision  was  unavoidable  and 
absolutely  essential  to  the  determination  of 
the  case  in  this  court.  If  that  does  not  make 
it  an  authoritative  decision,  then  there  are  no 
decisions  of  this  court  that  are  authority  or 
binding  on  anybody.  And  the  only  way  to 
avoid  its  binding  force  is  to  overrule  it  frank- 
ly, if  it  is  wroni?  in  principle.  But  it  is  too 
strongly  entrenched  in  sound  principle  and 
reason  for  any  one  to  be  bold  enough  to  pro- 
pose its  overthrow. 

During  the  twelve  years  of  its  existence, 
It  has  not  only  never  been  questioned  but  it 
has  been  cited  as  authority  on.  the  point  of 
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the  right  of  appeal  by  this  court  in  the  fol- 
lowinir  and  perhaps  other  cases,  namely : 
RicketU  V.  Spraker,  77  Ind.  879 ;  Bryan  v. 
ihtoore,  81  Ind.  18;  Marian  County  Cotnrs.  v. 
PresaUy,  81  Ind.  866 ;  Miller  v.  Embree,  88 
Ind.  136;  Burkam  v.  State,  88  Ind.  200; 
White  County  C(mr$.  v.  Karp,  90  Ind.  238 ; 
Cicero  v.  Williamson,  91  Ind.  542 ;  Padgett  v. 
State,  93  Ind.  397 ;  Terre  Haute  v.  Beach,  96 
Ind.  144 ;  Logansport  v.  LaBose,  99  Ind.  127  ; 
Platter  v.  Mkhart  County  Comre,  103  Ind. 
374 ;  Farley  v.  Hamilton  County  Comrs.  126 
Ind.  469 ;  State  v.  Tippecanoe  County  Comrs. 
181  Ind.  94  ;  Dayton  Gravel  Boad  Co,  v.  Tip- 
pecanoe County  Comre.  131  Ind.  590. 

From  an  examination  of  these  cases  it  will 
be  found  that  during  the  twelve  years  that 
Orusenmeyer  v.  Logansport,  supra,  has  not 
only  been  regarded  as  an  authoritative  decis- 
ion on  the  right  of  appeal  from  the  board  of 
commissioners,  but  the  long  line  of  cases 
citing;  it  on  that  point  places  it  in  the  list 
of  leading  cases  in  this  court  on  that  ques- 
tion, and  shows  that  it  has  been  steadily 
growing  in  favor  with  the  court.  In  Platter 
V.  ElWuirt  County  Comre.^  supra,  it  was  said 
by  Elliott,  J.,  speakine  for  the  court,  that: 
*'The  law  as  firmly  established  by  our  decis- 
ions, and  they  stand  on  sound  principle,  is 
that  where  tlie  board  of  commissioners  exer- 
cise judicial  functions,  .  .  ,  there  is  a 
riffht  of  appeal  but  that  such  a  right  does  not 
exist  where  the  board  acts  in  a  purely  minis- 
terial or  administrative  capacity.  The  case 
of  Orusenmeyer  v.  Logansport,  76  Ind.  549, 
recognizes  this  doctrine,  for  the  language 
employed  by  the  court  in  that  case,  as  well 
as  the  whole  course  of  reasoning,  shows  witli 
great  clearness  that  the  right  of  appeal  exists 
only  in  cases  where  the  board  exercises 
judicial  functions.  In  summing  up  the 
result  of  the  review  of  the  cases,  the  court 
there  said  :  *We  therefore  hold  that  under 
section  81  of  the  General  Law,  there  is  a  right 
of  appeal  from  any  decision  of  a  judicial 
character  made  by  a  county  board  in  any  pro- 
ceeding. •  " 

I  think  it  is  now  too  late  to  say  that  the 
Orusenmeyer  Case  does  not  decide  the  law 
correctly,  or  that  it  is  obiter  dictum  on  the 
question  of  the  right  of  appeal  from  a  county 
board.  And  here  I  must  digress  a  moment 
to  say  what  perhaps  might  have  been  more 
properly  saia  when  I  was  discussing  \vhat 
meaning  the  legislature  intended  the  words 
"final  and  conclusive"  to  have.  It  will  be 
seen  that  a  judicial  interpretation  had  been 
given  to  such  language  when  found  in  stat- 
utes of  the  kind  here  Involved  by  the  highest 
court  of  the  state,  and  that  such  interpreta- 
tion had  been  affirmed  and  reaffirmed  by  this 
court  for  twelve  years  when  the  statute  here 
involved  was  enacted.  It  is  a  universal  rule 
of  construction,  without  an  exception,  that 
in  enacting  statutes,  the  legislature  wi)l  be 
presumed  to  have  acted  with  reference  to  the 
construction  given  to  former  statutes  couched 
in  substantially  the  same  language,  and  that 
they  used  the  words  in  that  sense.  State  v. 
Sfcope,  7  Ind.  91 ;  Wiggens  v.  Keizer,  6  Ind. 
252;  Brosee  v.  State,  6  Ind.  75;  Bowman  v. 
Com.  8  Ind.  58;  Carrigus  v.  Parke  County 
Comrs.  89  Ind.  73 ;  Indianapolis,  B.  d  W.  R. 
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Co.  V.  Fountain  County  Comrs.  39  Ind.  215; 
EDdlich,  Interpretation  of  Statutes,  p.  12; 
Sutherland.  Stat.  Constr.  §  424,  p.  546. 

The  conclusion  that  the  legislature  meant 
by  the  words  "final  and  conclusive"  only  that 
the  proceedings  should  thereby  be  placed 
beyond  indirect  or  collateral  attack,  and  that 
they  had  no  intention  to  deny  the  right  of 
appeal  by  that  language,  seems  to  me  to  be 
overwhelmingly  irresistible.  But  the  pre- 
vailing opinion  holds  that  the  duty  imposed 
upon  the  board  was  discretionary,  and  not 
judicial,  and  therefore  no  appeal  would  lie 
even  admitting  the  full  force  of  all  the  lan- 
guage used  in  the  Orusenmeyer  Cctse,  supra. 
And  that  holdinii:  seems  chiefly  to  rest  on  the 
use  of  the  word  **  mav''  in  the  statute,  instead 
of  the  word  "shall.*  I  am  wholly  unable 
to  agree  with  this  conclusion.  The  provision 
is  that "  then  it  sTiall  be  the  duty  of  the  board, 
etc.  ...  to  consider  such  petition,  and 
hear  evidence  thereon,  and  thereupon,  within 
specified  limits,  .  .  .  may  fix  and  allow 
a  certain  sum.  etc."  Now  the  word  "shall" 
being  confessedly  imperative  and  mandatory 
applies  to  every  duty  imposed  on  the  board 
but  one,  and  that  one  is  fixing  and  allowing 
the  amount.  The  command  is.  shall  consider 
such  petition,  shall  hear  evidence  thereon, 
and  shall  keep  within  the  limits  of  the  evi- 
d'ence,  and  shall  keep  within  the  limits  of  the 
maximum  amount  prescribed  in  the  statute. 
$1,500.  and  shall  keep  within  the  limits  of 
the  petition. 

Now  if  the  legislature  did  intend  by  the 
use  of  the  word  "may"  to  leave  it  discre- 
tionary with  the  board  whether  the  last  act. 
the  object  of  all  the  other  imperative  man- 
dates, should  be  left  purely  to  the  arbitrary 
will  of  the  board,  the  inquiry  naturally 
arises,  Why  are  all  the  preceding  acts  made 
so  imperative  and  mandatorv?  That  would 
be  a  useless  expenditure  of  force  and  au- 
thority, if  the  board  was  clothed  with  au- 
thority to  render  it  all  nugatory  and  idle. 
Such  a  construction  renders  the  section  con- 
tradictory and  inconsistent  with  itself,  and 
according  to  the  authorities  we  have  cited 
above,  on  interpretation  such  construction 
must  be  rejected  unless  in  view  of  the  whole 
act  the  language  compels  such  a  construc- 
tion. But  it  does  not.  It  is  easy  to  see  that 
the  framers  of  the  act.  and  the  legislature 
in  passing  it  had  the  one  leading  idea  of  com- 
pelling the  increase  of  judges'  salaries  in 
counties  falling  within  the  purview  of  the 
act  where  the  evidence  made  such  increase 
just  and  rifht.  It  would  be  absurd  in  the 
extreme  to  hold  that  the  legislature  intended 
that  though  the  evidence  showed  clearly  and 
conclusively  that  the  judges'  salaries  were 
not  adequate  compensation  for  their  services, 
and  that  all  the  duties  above  specified  were 
imperatively  required  of  the  board  to  leave  it 
to  the  discretion,  to  the  arbitrary  will  of  the 
board  whether  they  would  follow  and  be  gov- 
erned by  the  evidence  or  not.  We  do  not  have 
to  resort  to  the  rules  of  interpretation  to  reject 
such  a  construction,  because  it  is  manifestly 
against  the  whole  act  taken  together.  It  is 
settled  law  in  this  state  and  everywhere  else, 
I  believe,  where  our  system  of  jurisprudence 
prevails,  that  the  worn  "may"  should  be  con- 
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strued  as  meaning  "shall"  where  public  in- 
teiests  and  rights  are  concerned,  and  wliere 
the  public  or  third  persons  have  a  claim  de 
jure  that  the  power  shall  be  exercised.  -Vaw 
V.  iVoce,  7  Ind.  122 ;  Bansemer  v.  Mau,  IS 
Ind.  27 ;  J^etceastie  <ft  A.  Twp.  Co.  v.  BeU.  % 
Blackf.  587;  Madison  v.  Smith,  88  Ind.  502; 
Endlich,  Interpretation  of  Statutes,  g  310; 
Sutherland,  Stat.  Constr.  ^  461. 

The  petitioners,  being  freeholders  of  the 
county,  were  interested  in  the  administratioD 
of  justice  in  the  county,  and  the  whole  popn 
lation  of  the  county  are  interested  that  faith- 
ful public  servants  should  be  adequately 
compensated. 

I  therefore  conclude  that  the  duty  impoeed 
by  this  statute  is  not  discretionary  and  di- 
rectory merelv,  but  mandatory  and  impera- 
tive. It  would  follow  from  what  I  have  said 
that  the  duty  was  therefore  judicial  in  its 
character.  The  Grusenmeyer  Case,  svpra,  di- 
rectrly  and  necessarily  decided  that  precise 

auestion  in  the  affirmative.  That  was  a  peti- 
on  to  the  board  to  incorporate  a  town  under 
the  statute  providing  that:  "Sec.  5.  The 
board  of  county  commissioners  in  hearing 
such  application  shall  first  require  proof,  ei- 
ther by  affidavit,  or  by  oral  examination  of 
witnesses  before  them,  that  said  survey,  map 
and  census  were  subject  to  examination  in 
the  manner  and  for  the  period  required  br 
section  three  of  this  act.  and  if  said  board 
be  satisfied  that  the  reauirements  of  this  act 
have  been  fully  complied  with  they  shall 
then  make  an  order  declaring  that  such  ter- 
ritory shall,  with  the  assent  of  the  qualified 
voters  thereof,  as  hereinafter  provided,  be  an 
incorporated  town.  etc. "  This  provision  does 
not  impose  a  judicial  duty  nearly  as  un- 
doubted as  the  statute  involved  in  this  case, 
because  the  judicial  inquiry  is  confined  to  an 
inouiry  as  to  whether  the  preliminary  steps 
haa  been  taken,  but  here  a, trial  of  a  question 
of  fact,  declared  and  alleged  in  the  petition 
to  exist,  is  required.  If  that  does  not  re- 
quire the  exercise  of  judicial  functions,  then 
there  is  no  such  thing  in  this  state.  To  the 
same  effect  is  White  County  Comrs.  v.  Karf, 
90  Ind.  286,  both  as  to  the  judicial  character  of 
the  inquiry  and  as  to  the  right  of  appeal.  In 
State  V.  Tij^peeanoe  County  Comrs.,  wz/w-a, there 
was  a  decision  in  the  matter  of  a  petition  for 
the  purchase  of  a  toll  road,  the  parties  claim- 
ing to  be  aggrieved  by  the  final  action  of  the 
board,  and  it  was  held  that  such  action  was 
judicial  and  that  the  right  of  appeal  existed. 
The  action  appealed  from  in  the.  case  at  bar 
is  a  great  deal  more  judicial  in  its  character 
than  the  case  just  cited.  The  case  of  the 
Dayton  Gravel  Boad  Co.  v.  Tippecanoe  Cc^uniy 
Comrs.,  supra,  was  exactly  the  same  kind  of 
a  case  as  the  last  one,  and  from  the  same 
county,  and  involved  the  same  question,  and 
it  was  there  held  that  the  action  of  the  board 
on  the  petition  to  purchase  involved  judicial 
action  and  that  an  appeal  would  lie  there- 
from. 

And  I  might  go  on  almost  without  end, 
citing  similar  cases  in  this  court,  where  sim- 
ilar action  by  the  board  was  adjudged  to  in- 
volve judicial  action.  There  is  a  large  class 
of  cases,  I  admit,  before  county  boards  in- 
volving only  the  exercise  of  ministerial  or 
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administrative  authority.  Such  is  the  char- 
acter of  Farley  v.  EamUton  County  Comra, 
126  Ind.  468.  That  was  a  case  involviDg  the 
action  of  the  board  in  di recti n|2:  that  certain 
animals  be  allowed  to  pasture  or  run  at  large 
CD  the  unenclosed  lands  or  public  commons 
within  the  county.  It  was  there  said  :  **  The 
statute  requires  the  board  to  act,  and  to  di- 
rect by  an  order  entered  on  their  order  books, 
what  kind  of  animals  shall  be  allowed  to 
pasture  or  run  at  large  on  the  unenclosed  land 
or  public  commons  within  the  bounds  of  any 
township  in  their  respective  counties.  They 
act,  however,  upon  their  own  motion.  No 
petition  is  needed  to  invoke  the  exercise  of 
the  power,  and  they  are  entirely  unrestricted 
as  to  the  time  and  manner  of  exercising  it. 
They  may  by  such  order  permit  all  animals 
to  run  at  large,  or  none,  and  they  may  at  any 
time  and  in  any  manner,  of  their  own  motion, 
change,  modify  or  revoke  the  order."  An 
order  for  the  sale  of  county  propertv  is  a 
ministerial  act,  calling  into  exercise  the  dis- 
cretionarv  powers  of  the  board,  from  which 
no  appeal  lies.  Platter  v.  Elkhart  County 
C^mrt.  eupra. 

To  the  same  effect  is  Sima  v.  Monroe  County 
Gamn.,  89  Ind.  40.  So,  too.  it  has  been  held 
that  a  sale  of  railroad  stock  belonging  to  the 
county,  by  the  county  board,  is  not  a  decision 
within  the  general  statute  authorizing  an  ap- 
peal, is  the  exercise  of  a  discretionary  power 
conferred  on  the  commissioners,  from  which 
no  appeal  lies.  0' Boyle  v.  Shannon,  80  Ind. 
159. 

I  might  extend  this  opinion,  already  too 
long,  in  citing  numerous  cases  of  the  same 
class,  where  it  has  been  held  that  the  powers 
inv<^ed  and  exercised  were  of  a  ministerial 
or  administrative  character  and  therefore  rest- 
ing within  the  discretion  of  the  board,  from 
which  no  appeal  could  be  prosecuted.     It  is 


manifest  that  all  that  class  of  cases  can  have 
no  application  here  whatever. 

Before  I  can  conclude  in  favor  of  an  affirm- 
ance of  the  ludfirment  below,  one  objection 
thereto  remains  to  be  considered.  It  is  con- 
tended bv  the  appellant  that  the  act  is  in  con- 
flict with  the  22d  section  of  article  4,  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  state,  in  that  the  act  is- 
local  in  its  operation.  The  act  applies  to  all 
counties  in  the  state  where  there  is  a  city  of 
thirty  thousand  inhabitants.  In  cases  like 
this,  it  has  frequently  been  held  that  a  stat- 
ute is  not  in  conflict  with  this  section  of  the 
Constitution  if  **its  operation  should  be  the 
same  in  all  parts  of  the  state  under  the  same 
circumstances  and  conditions."  Oroeeeh  v. 
State,  42  Ind.  661 ;  State  v.  Beitz,  62  Ind.  159 ; 
Combs  V.  State,  26  Ind.  98;  Anderwny.  State, 
28  Ind.  22 ;  Eitel  v.  State,  83  Ind.  201 ;  Clem 
V.  State,  38  Ind.  418. 

It  has  been  suggested  that  there  are  other 
counties  in  the  state  where  the  necessary  serv- 
ices reouired  of  Judges  make  them  as  much 
entitled  to  the  increase  as  those  counties  to- 
which  this  act  applies  by  having  a  city  of 
thirty  thousand  inhabitants,  and  that  for  that 
reason  it  is  contended  that  the  act  before  us- 
is  unconstitutional.  That  question  was  de- 
cided against  appellant  in  State  v.  Beilz, 
supra. 

Besides,  that  was  a  question  that  the  leg- 
islature had  the  exclusive  right  to  decide 
and  their  decision  on  that  point  is  conclusive 
on  the  courts.  Gentile  v.  State,  29  Ind.  409 ; 
State  V.  Tucker,  46  Ind.  855 ;  KeUy  v.  Stale, 
92  Ind.  286 ;  Johnson  v.  Wells  County  Comrs, 
107  Ind.  15;  Wiley  v.  Blufiton,  111  Ind.  152; 
Evansville  v.  State,  118  Ind.  426,  4  L.  R.  A. 
98. 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  judg> 
ment  ought  to  be  affirmed. 


MICHIGAN  SUPREME  COURT. 


William  HAMILTON 

V, 

DWELLING  HOUSE  INSURANCE  CO.. 
Mff,  in  Err, 


.Biioh.. 


.) 


!•  Awendor  in  aji  eadcUngf  contract 
of  sale  baa  not  tbe  **sole  and  nncondi- 
tioBal  ownership**  of  a  buUdloff  which  is 
<leferibed  as  **hi8  dwelUn?'*  wfthln  the  meanhifir 
of  an  tosmanoe  policy. 

8.  Knowled^^  rof  an  ineorance  afl^ent 
thatthe  insured  had  made  a'contract 
for  the  sale  of  the  property  estope  a  com- 
pniy  from  denyinsr  that  he  had  the  *^le  and  un- 
oondttioDal  ownership**  required  by  policy. 

(January  28, 1804.) 


ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Genesee 
County  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  upon 
a  policy  of  fire  insurance.    Beversed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mesars.  Hanchett*  Stark  ib  Haaehett,. 
for  plaintiff  in  error: 

Upon  October  20,  1890,  and  thereafter  John 
W.  Shearer  was  in  possession  under  a  valid 
existing  contract  of  purchase  which  he  could 
enforce,  and  which  was  enforceable  against 
him.  Shearer  could  insure  as  the  uncondi- 
tional, absolute  and  sole  owner,  as  the  owner 
in  fee  simple,  while  Hamilton  was  only  the 
holder  of  the  lesal  title  in  trust  for  Shearer, 
having  a  lien  tnereon  for  an  amount  owing 
him.  Hamilton's  interest  was  not  uncondi- 
tional, it  was  a  conditional  ownership,  not  in- 
dividual or  sole,  but  fiduciary,  or  dual. 

Morris  v.   Hoyt,   11    Mich.  9;  Converse  v. 


Non.— The  authorities  on  the  question  whether 
or  not  a  vendor  In  a  land  contract  can  be  held  to 
bea'mie  and  unoondltiona]  owner**  for  the  pur- 
poee  ot  inauranoe  seem  to  be  all  cited  in  the  above 
cue  either  in  opinion  or  briefs.  On  the  question 
28L.R.A. 


how  far  an  undivided  interest  in  property  is  a  com- 
plete or  sole  ownership  for  insurance  purposes, 
see  tiote  to  Beebe  v.  Ohio  Farmers  Ins.  Co.  (Mich.> 
18  L.  R.  A.  481. 
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BlumHch,  14  Mich.  109,  90  Am.  Dec.  280; 
Clay  F,  db  M.  In$,  Co.  v.  Huron  8aU  <fc  Lum- 
ber Mfg.  Co,  81  Mich.  357;  Farmers  MuL  F. 
Jns.  Co.  of  St.  Jofieph  County  v.  Fogelman.  86 
Mich.  482;  Dupreau  y.  Hibernia  Ins.  Co.  5  L. 
K.  A.  671,  76  Mich.  615. 

Very  clearly  then  John  W.  Shearer  was  the 
party  whose  ownership  and  interest  came  with- 
in the  description  and  condition  in  the  policy. 

Clay  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Huron  Salt  d  Lum- 
ber Mfg.  Co.  supra. 

Hamilton,  then,  not  being  the  unconditional 
and  sole  owner,  cannot  enforce  this  policy. 

Messrs.  Durand  &  Carton,  for  defendant 
in  error: 

Plaintiff  was  the  owner  in  fee  of  this  prop- 
erty. True,  there  was  an  outstanding  con- 
tract for  the  sale  of  it  to  Mr.  Shearer,  but  Mr. 
Shearer  had  defaulted  in  his  payments  and  left 
the  city.  He  had  not  paid  nearly  as  much 
money  as  the  rent  of  the  property  would  have 
amounted  to  if  he  had  rented  it.  Mr.  Hamil- 
ton supposed  he  had  abandoned  it.  The  de- 
fendant's agent  went  to  Mr.  Hamilton  to  insure 
it  and -without  asking  a  single  question  in  re- 
lation to  the  title  except  as  he  says  to  see  if  Mr. 
Hamilton  still  had  enough  interest  in  the  prop- 
erty to  want  to  have  it  insured,  without  a 
single  false  statement  or  any  attempt  at  fraud 
on  the  part  of  Mr.  Hamilton,  and  for  the  pur- 
pose as  he  says  of  keeping  the  business  and 
obtaining  the  insurance,  he  took  the  risk  and 
issued  the  policy  sued  upon.  The  defendant 
enjoys  the  premium  money  and  keeps  it  and 
when  this  loss  occurred  attempts  to  defeat  the 
payment  of  the  loss  by  these  unmeritorious 
technicalities,  which  have  been  resorted  to. 

Unless  inquired  about  an  applicant  for  in- 
surance is  not  bound  to  state  the  exact  condi- 
tion of  his  title  and  a  mere  equitable  own- 
ership will  support  a  recital  of  ownership. 
The  failure  to  mention  incumbrances  if  not 
inquired  about  is  immaterial  where  the  appli- 
•cation  is  oral  and  no  deceit  is  practiced. 

Castner  v.  Farmers  Mut.  F.  Ins,  Co.  46 
Mich.  15;  Farmers  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  of  St.  Jo- 
seph County  V.  Fogelman,  85  Mich.  481; 
(TBrien  v.  Ohio  Ins.  Go.  52  Mich.  181; 
Ti^'enthal  v.  Citizens  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co..  68 
Mich.  306;  Guest  v.  Heio  Hampshire  F.  Ins. 
Co.  66  Mich.  98;  Hall  v.  Niagara  F.  Ins.  Co. 
18  L.  R.  A.  185,  98  Mich.  184. 

Hoose  V.  Prescott  Ins.  Co.  of  Boston.  11 L.  R. 
A.  840,  84  Mich.  809;  Hall  v.  Niagara  F. 
Ins.  Co.  supra;  AJUberg  v.  German  Ins.  Co. 
94  Mich.  259,  hold  that  the  first  and  im- 
portant question  is.  Did  the  insured  have  an 
insurable  interest  in  the  property  upon  which 
the  policy  was  issued  ?  If  so,  he  is  entitled  to 
recover,  no  matter  what  may  be  the  character 
of  his  interest,  unless  some  fraud  has  been 
practiced  or  false  statements  made  to  inquiries 
as  to  the  condition  of  the  title,  or  unless  the 
insurer  specifically  sets  out  in  the  policy  the 
particular  sort  of  title  which  must  exist  to  ren- 
der the  policy  valid.  If  Uiis  is  not  done  the 
policy  is  valid.  The  duty  rests  upon  the  in- 
surance a^nt  to  inquire  about  the  character 
of  the  title  if  he  wishes  to  know  about  it. 

Hooker,  </.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

Plaintiff,  being  the  owner  in  fee  simple  of 
22  L.  R  A. 


lot  10,  block  B,  a  parcel  of  land  in  the  citj 
of  Flint,  contracted  to  sell  the  same  to  John 
W.  Shearer  by  an  instrument  in  vrriting 
dated  June  16,  1888.  for  the  sum  of  ^A 
Shearer  took  posse8si<Hi  and  made  improve- 
ments, paid  $76  of  the  contract  price,  besides 
interest,  and  occupied  the  premises  at  tbe 
time  of  a  fire,  which  consumed  the  dwelling 
thereon.  The  plaintiff  had  previously  con- 
tracted the  premises  to  one  Giles,  who  bad 
procured  insurance  upon  the  building  from 
defendant's  a^ent,  though  in  another  com- 
panv,  which  insurance  was  payable  to  the 
plaintiff  as  his  interest  might  appear.  This 
insurance  being  about  to  expire,  Algoe,  tbe 
agent,  called  uoon  Hamilton,  the  pTaintiff. 
to  see  if  he  wanted  to  keep  it  insured.  There 
was  nothing  to  show  that  Algoe  knew  any- 
thing about  the  Shearer  contract.  Algoe  tes- 
tified that  Hamilton  told  him  that  the  prop- 
erty Was  his,  that  it  had  come  back  to  him 
from  Giles,  and  to  insure  it  in  his  (Hamil- 
ton's) name.  Hamilton  testified  that  he 
thought  that  he  told  Algoe  that  he  thought 
he  hm  a  contract  out  with  some  people,  but 
they  had  not  been  in  the  place  for  a  long 
time,  and  he  thought  that  they  had  abandoned 
it,  and  he  would  have  the  policv  made  in 
his  own  name.  The  policy  was  dated  Octo- 
ber 20,  1890.  One  year's  interest  had  been 
paid  to  him  on  June  18,  1890,  and  a  like  pay- 
ment was  made  June  16,  1891,  by  Shearer, 
who  was  in  possession  all  of  the  time  after 
his  purchase.  The  fire  occurred  October  19, 
1891.  The  policy  was  a  ''Michigan  SUnd- 
ard^'  policy,  and  contained  the  clause  in  re- 
lation to  sole  and  unconditional  ownership. 
This  policy  is  in  the  form  prescribed  by  the 
insurance  policy  commission  under  chapter 
187,  How.  Stat.  The  eighth  and  ninth  as- 
signments of  error  are  bai^  upon  the  refusal 
of  the  court  to  direct  a  verdict  for  the  defend- 
ant, upon  the  ground  that  the  policy  was 
void,  db  initio  because  plaintiff's  interest  in 
the  premises  was  a  conditional,  and  not  a 
sole,  ownership. 

An  elaborate  and  forci  ble  argument  is  made 
fov  appellant's  counsel,  based  upon  the  de- 
cision of  this  court  in  the  case  of  Gay  F. 
dk  M.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Huron  Salt  <fc  Lumber  Mfg. 
Co.,  81  Mich.  846.  In  this  case  the  insurance 
company  was  sued  upon  a  policy  issued  to 
the  plaintiff.  This  policy  described  the 
property  insured  as  "their  one-story  frame 
salt  block,**  etc.  It  also  contained  tbe  fol- 
lowing, viz.  :  "  If  the  assured  is  not  tbe  sole 
and  unconditional  owner  of  the  property  in- 
sured or  (if  said  propertv  be  a  building)  of 
the  land  on  which  such  building  stands,  by 
a  s')le,  unconditional,  and  entire  ownership 
and  title,  and  if  not  so  expressed  in  the  writ- 
ten portion  of  the  policv,  then,  and  in  even' 
such  case,  the  policy  shall  be  void."  Tbe 
companv  defenaed  upon  the  ground  that  when 
the  policy  was  issued  the  olaintiff  was  not 
the  entire,  sole,  and  unconditional  owner  of 
the  property  insured  ;  also  that  the  interest  of 
the  plaintiff  was  not  expressed  in  the  written 
portion  of  the  policv,  whereby  they  claim 
the  policy  to  be  void  ab  initio,  nHiis  was 
upon  the'claim  that  at  the  time  the  policy 
was  issued  the  premises  were  occupied  by  a 
vendee,  who  was  the  equitable  owner  under 


1894. 
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a  land  contract  from  plaintiff,  fully  ^paid ; 
and  the  plaintiff  had  no  interest  in  the  prem- 
ises, except  that  of  trustee  of  the  naked  legal 
title.  Proof  of  these  facts  being  excluded, 
the  case  was  reversed  by  this  court,  which 
held  that  the  clause  describing  the  property 
eoDveyed  no  other  idea  than  that  of  complete 
ownership  by  the  insured,  by  a  sole,  uncon- 
ditional, and  entire  ownership  and  title ;  that 
the  proof  offered  would  have  shown  Babcock 
(the  vendee)  to  have  had  such  a  title  as 
woald  have  warranted  the  statement  in  the 
policy  that  the  property  belonged  to  him; 
and  that  the  plaintiffs  could  not  be  said  to 
hold  by  a  sole,  unconditional,  and  entire 
ownership  and  title  when  another  has  so  com- 
plete a  right  and  interest  that  he  might  be 
rightly  considered  an  owner.  The  opinion 
adds :  **  The  point  appears  too  clear  to  i ustify 
elaborate  discussion.  ^  It  is  further  said  that 
e&ch  could  not  have  an  absolute  interest  held 
by  a  sole,  unconditional ;  and  entire  owner- 
ship and  title.  Counsel  contends  that  this 
<»8e  lays  down  the  doctrine  that  a  vendee 
under  a  land  contract  may,  under  a  policy 
similar  to  the  Michigan  policy,  safely  per- 
mit himself  to  be  describe  as  owner,  so  long 
as  be  makes  no  misrepresentations  concern- 
ing the  condition  of  the  legal  title,  or  of  his 
interest.  Ue  strengthens  his  position  by  ref- 
erence to  several  authorities  which  support 
the  proposition  that  a  vendor  in  a  land  con- 
tract cannot  be  said  to  be  the  sole  and  un- 
•conditional  owner  of  the  propertv  contracted, 
Morm  V.  Eoyt,  11  Mich.  9 :  Canwrse  v.  Blum- 
rieh,  14  Mich.  109,  90  Am.  Dec.  280;  Clay 
P.  dt  M,  Ins.  Co.  V.  Huron  Salt  d  Lumber 
Mfg.  Go.  81  Mich.  357 ;  Farmers  Mut.  F.  Ins. 
Co.  ofSt.  Joseph  County  v.  Fogelman,  85  Mich. 
482  ;2>ttpreou  v.  Hibemia  Ins.  Co.  76  Mich. 
615,  5  L.  R.  A.  671 ;  Hough  v.  City  F.  Ins. 
0>.  29  Conn.  10.  76  Am.  Dec.  581. 

In  Farmers  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Fogelman, 
fipra,  it  was  held  that  a  vendee  had  such  an 
interest,  thoueh  the  contract  was  only  in 
part  performed  by  him,  as  would  support  a 
policy  issued  to  him  upon  the  express  rep- 
Tesentation  that  he  was  owner.  He  made  no 
misrepre^ntation  as  to  the  condition  of  the 
title,  and  the  agent  did  not  inquire.  The 
«ourt  said  that  "he  was  the  owner  by  equi- 
table title,  and  the  destruction  was  his  risk. 
Nobody  was  under  obligation  to  rebuild  for 
bim,  and  he  could  protect  himself  only  by 
insurance.''  It  does  not  appear  whether  the 
clause  involved  here  was  a  part  of  the  policy 
or  not.  But  in  Dupreau  v.  Hibernia  Ins, 
Co..  76  Mich.  615,  5  L.  R.  A.  671,  the  case 
arose  upon  the  standard  Michigan  policy, 
which  do«j  contain  it.  The  case  was  in  other 
Tespects  similar  to  the  Fogelman  Com,  and 
the  court  said :  "  He  was  i  n  actual  possession 
at  the  time  of  taking  the  policy  and  equit- 
ably the  owner  in  fee ;  and  we  think  he  may 
be  said  at  that  time  to  have  been  the  entire, 
unconditional,  and  sole  owner,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  policy."  We  may  therefore 
aarcc  with  counsel  that  a  vendee  is,  by  these 
decisions,  an  owner  under  this  clause,  though 
the  vendor  may  hold  the  legal  title  to  in- 
«ure  performance  of  the  contract.  And  it 
'fould  seem 


to   logically  follow  that  the   „   ,    

vendor  is  not  such  owner,  and  our  attention  I  premises  upon  which  it  stood 
^^  L.  R.  A.  84 


is  not  called  to  any  case  where  the  vendor  has 
been  held  to  be  such. 

Therie  are.  however,  two  decisions  not  cited 
by  counsel  for  either  party  which  should  be 
discussed  in  connection  with  this  case.     The 
first  is  the  case  of  Hoose  v.  Prescott  Ins,  Co. 
of  Boston,  84  Mich.  809,  11  L.  R.  A.   340. 
Margaret  Hoose,   the  owner,   conveyed  the 
land  by  deed  to  Morgan,  to  secure  $3,000, 
taking  back  a  contract  whereby  he  agreed  to 
reconvey  on  payment  of  that  sum  with  in- 
terest.    Two  years  later  she  insured  it  as  her 
property.     Subsequently  she  surrendered  her 
contract  to  Morgan,  who  at  the  same  time 
executed  a  similar  one  to  her  daughter,  Mag- 
gie Hoose,  who  at  the  same  time  took  an  as- 
signment of  the  policy  of  insurance  from  her 
mother,  with  the  consent  of  the  agent  of  the 
company.     It  was  claimed  by  the  company 
that  the  policy  was  void,  because  Margaret 
Hoose  was  not  the  sole  and  unconditional 
owner  of  the  building,  at  the  time  she  pro- 
cured the  insurance.     The  policy  read  as  fol- 
lows, viz.  :    **  Insure  Mrs.  Margaret  Hoose  to 
the  amount  of  one  thousand  dollars  on  the 
two-story  building,"   etc.     The  court  held 
that  in  construing  the  clause  referred  to  the 
whole  policy  should  be  taken  together ;  that 
the  object  sought  by  the  insured  was  to  ob- 
tain indemnity  against  loss  of  her  interest. 
If  the  company,  which  made  the  policy  upon 
a  verbal  application,  desir^  to  know  what 
interest  it  was  insuring,  it  should  have  stated 
it  in  that  part  of  the  policy  pertaining  to 
the  risk.     It  was  the  intention  of  the  parties 
to  issue  a  valid  and  binding  contract  of  in- 
surance, valid  and  binding  from  the  time  of 
acceptance  of  the  same  by  the  assured,  and 
the  court  said  that,  **  to  give  any  reasonable 
force  and  effect  to  this  clause  of  the  policy, 
it  can  only  be  held  to  apply  to  such  changes 
as  arise  after  the  policy  has  been  delivered 
and  accepted,  in  the  ownership  of  the  prop- 
erty, and  not  to  an  existing  state  or  condition 
of  the  property  at  the  time  the  policy  was  is- 
sued.    It  looks  to  the  future  for  protection 
of  the  insurer,  and  not  to  the  present,   only 
so  far  as  the  preceding  portion  "of  the  policy- 
is  violated  by  a  misstatement  or  concealment 
of  any  fact  material  to  the  risk. "    The  court 
renoarks  upon  the  fact  that  the  policy  was  is- 
sued without  statinf  in  the  policy  what  her 
interest  was,  and  holds  that  under  the  policy, 
construed  with  the  proofs  in  the  case,  the  de- 
fendant must  have  understood  the  condition 
of  the  title,  and  intended  to  insure  whatever 
interest  Mrs.  Hoose  had.   It  may  be  suggested 
in  passing  that  Mrs.  Hoose  was  at  the  time 
of  insuring  either  a  mortgagor  or  a  vendee 
under  the  land  contract  and,  in  either  event, 
under  the  decisions  hereinbefore  cited,  might 
have  been  held  to  be  the  owner  of  the  prem- 
ises.    The  other  case  referred  to  is  ifall  v. 
Niagara  F.  Ins.  Co.,  93  Mich.  184,  18  L.  R. 
A.  185.     The  policy  was  issued  to  "J.    C. 
Hough  on  his  two-story  frame  dwelling.     It 
was  a  Michigan  standard  policy,  made  upon 
an  oral  application.     At  the  time  it  was  is- 
sued. Hough  held  as  purchaser  under  a  land 
contract,  the  price  being  partly  paid.     Soon 
after.  Hough  contracted  in  writing  to  sell 
the  building  insured,   with  a  part  of  tlie 

"to  Stevens, 
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giving  him  possession.  Still  later,  Houeh 
assigned  his  interest  and  the  policy  to  Hall, 
and  the  agent  of  the  company  assented  to  the 
indorsement  that  the  policy  should  be  paid 
to  Hall.  In  July,  1890,  a  few  months  after 
the  assignment  mentioned,  Stevens  was  given 
notice  to  quit  the  premises,  and  that  the  con- 
tract was  declared' void,  and  the  court  finds 
that  Stevens'  contract  was  void,  and  that  he 
was  a  tenant  holding  over  without  permis- 
sion. So  that  in  this  case,  like  the  other, 
the  plaintiff's  assignor  was,  not  onl^  when 
the  policy  was  issued,  but  at  the  time  the 
action  was  brought,  a  vendee  under  a  land 
contract,  who,  as  the  court  expressly  states 
(page  189.  98  Mich,  and,  pa^e  139,  Q  L.  R. 
A.)  had  such  an  interest  in  the  property  in- 
sured as  would  support  the  recitation  in  the 
policy  that  it  covereji  **his  two-story  frame 
dwelling. "  This  clearly  was  within  the  rule 
of  the  cases  cited. 

The  differences  between  the  Hoose  Case  and 
the  present  one  are :  (1)  That  in  the  former 
the  premises  were  described  as** the  dwell- 
ing;^ in  this  case,  "his  dwelling."  (2) 
That  in  the  Hoow  Case  the  policy  issued  to 
the  owner,  i.  e.  the  mortgagor  or  vendee, 
while  in  this  case  it  issued  to  the  vendor  in 
an  existing  contract  of  sale.  The  HciU  Case 
differed  from  this  in  the  latter  particular 
only.  It  follows  that  the  Hall  Case  differed 
from  the  Hooae  Case  in  the  first  particular. 
The  Hoose  Case,  then,  has  not  gone  so  far  as 
to  hold  that  the  clause  in  question  must  nec- 
essarily have  the  construction  given  in  all 
cases,  but  only  where  the  circumstances  show 
that  the  parties  mutually  intended  to  insure 
the  interest  of  the  applicant,  whatever  it  may 
be ;  and,  if  the  HaU  Case  seems  to  go  further, 
it  is  upon  the  authority  of  the  Boose  Case, 


which  was  sui)posed  to  involve  "precisel? 
the  same  question. "  But  we  think  the  Hail 
Case  does  not  go  to  the  extent  contended  for 
here,  for  it  lays  stress  upon  the  fact  that  the 
insured  had  such  an  insurable  interest  as  war- 
ranted the  statement  that  it  was  his  dwell- 
ing. By  the  express  terms  of  this  policy  the 
company  undertook  to  insure,  not "  the  dwell- 
ing," but  "his  dwelling."  At  the  time  ii 
was  issued  the  plaintiff  was  not  such  owner 
as  would  support  the  statement  that  it  was 
his,  under  a  policy  that  was  to  be  void  if  be 
was  not  the  sole  and  unconditional  owoer. 
The  circumstances  in  the  light  of  which  the 
policy  was  to  be  construed  do  not  justify  us 
in  saying  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  in- 
surer to  insure  such  interest  as  the  applicant 
might  have.  Under  such  a  clause  an  inaurer 
would  have  a  right  to  understand  that  it  was 
insuring  the  one  who  was  the  owner,  not  of 
an  interest  of  some  sort  or  other,  sudi  as  that 
of  a  mortgage,  but  of  the  sole  and  uncon- 
ditional title ;  and  in  such  case  it  is  a  rea- 
sonable construction  to  say  that  the  clause 
in  question  would  refer  to  the  existing  con- 
dition of  the  title,  and  not  alone  to  sub- 
sequent chanees.  But  under  the  proofs  It 
was  a  question  for  the  jury  to  determine 
whether  the  agent  of  the  company  insured 
the  property  understanding  that  the  plain- 
tiff "had  a  land  contract  out,"  as  testified  by 
him.  There  is  no  reason  why  his  interest  was 
not  insurable,  and  if  it  was  done  understand- 
ingljr  by  the  company  it  is  estopped  fn)m 
denying  ite  liability,  under  the  settled  law 
of  this  state. 

The  judgment  will  be  reversed,  and  a  new 
trial  ordered. 

The  other  Justices  concurred. 
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1.   A  charM  to  a  oonsig^ee  of  $1  per 

day  after  three  days  for  every  car  remaininir 


unloaded  after  notice  of  arrival  is  not  unreason- 
able. 
8.   A  reasonable  ehanre  foot  liAproper 
delay  in  unloading  cars  is  not  one  for 

transportation,  stora^,  or  delivery  of  freight 
within  y a.  Code  1887,  H  12Q2,  120B,  which  provide 
that  no  cfaarffe  other  than  that  provided  by  law 
shall  be  made. 

{Lat\iand  Hinlon^  JJ.,  dissent) 


KOTB.— AfffTit  of  a  raUroad  eompamy  to  make  a 
charge  for  detention  of  its  cars  by  consignees— 
**demttmi(;«." 

This  important  question  has  rarely  been  oonsid- 
erod  in  the  state  courts  of  last  resort,  and  has  never 
been  decided  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States.  In  Ensrland  maritime  demurraire  baa  been 
held  only  to  be  cbargeable  where  the  bill  of  ladinir 
or  other  contract  provides  for  such  a  charge.  The 
reason  for  such  a  rule  is  not  apparent,  for  the 
charge  (whether  by  a  marine  or  land  carrier)  is 
made  for  an  unreasonable  detention  of  the  carrier^ 
vehicle  not  contemplated  by  the  parties  at  the  time 
of  making  the  contract,  and  arising  entirely  from 
the  neglect  of  the  consignee  to  unload  the  vehicle. 
Heoognizing  the  want  of  soundness  of  the  English 
rule  with  regard  te  marine  demurrage  the  courts 
--*  ttie  United  States  have  repeatedly  declined  to 
%R.A. 


follow  the  English  rule  and  have  enunciated  the 
doctrine  that  marine  demurrage  may  be  collected 
even  though  not  provided  for  in  the  cootnct 
Huntley  v.  Dows,  66  Barb.  810;  Hawgood  v.  1810 
Tons  of  Coal,  21  Fed.  Kep.  081;  The  M.  &  Bacon  v. 
Brie  &  W.  Transp.  Co.  3  Fed.  Rep.  844. 

In  some  Jurisdictions,  however,  the  BngllBh  rule 
has  been  adopted,  as  in  Massachusetts,  by  the  de- 
cision of  Gage  V.  Morse,  12  Allen,  410, 90  Am.  Dec 
166.  But  when  the  same  court  in  Miller  v.  Man?- 
fleld,  112  Mass.  200,  came  to  consider  the  right  of  a 
railroad  carrier  to  make  such  a  charge  of  $2  per 
day  after  twenty-fonr  hours  the  difficulties  of  tbe 
situation  arising  from  the  ruling  in  Gage  v.  Horse, 
mipra,  may  have  been  seen  by  the  court,  for  in 
Miller  v.  Mansfield,  the  court  enf  oroed  the  chtrre. 
although  there  was  no  mention  of  such  aofaarffein 
the  bill  of  lading.   The  court  reached  this  condu- 
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(January  11, 1801) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Roanoke 
County  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
plaintiffs  in  an  action  brought  to  recover 
back  money  which  had  been  paid  to  defend- 
ant, in  accordance  with  a  charge  made  for  the 
detention  of  railroad  cars  beyond  the  period 
allowed  by  the  rules  of  the  company.  Be- 
vermd. 

The  company  had  made  a  rule,  of  which 
plaintiffs  had  notice,  that  a  charge  of  $1  per 
car  per  day  would  be  made  for  every  deten- 
tion of  a  car  for  the  purpose  of  loading  or 
unloading  beyond  seventy -two  hours  from  the 
time  that  the  car  was  placed  at  the  disposal 
of  the  shipper  or  consignee,  as  the  case  might 
be.  Plaintiffs  paid  the  charges  and  then 
saed  to  recover  back  the  money  so  paid  on 
the  fffound  that  the  charges  were  void  under 
the  Virginia  Code  of  1B87,  sections  1202, 
1208.  Section  1202  related  to  rates  of  toll  on 
railroads  and  fixed  the  maximum  charges  ^for 


certain  specified  classes  of  freight  and  pro- 
vided that  for  the  weighing,  storage,  and  de- 
livery of  articles  at  any  depot  or  warehouse 
of  the  company,  a  charge  may  also  be  made 
not  exceeding 'the  ordinarjr  warehouse  rates 
charged  in  tlie  city  or  town  in  which,  or  near- 
est to  which,  the  depot  or  warehouse  is  sitr 
uated.  Section  1203  was  as  f ol  lows :  *"  What 
charges  are  prohibited.  It  shall  not  be  law- 
ful for  any  railroad  company,  or  its  agent,  to 
charge  or  receive  any  fee  or  commissions  other 
than  the  regular  transportation  fees,  storage, 
and  other  charges  authorized  by  law,  for 
manifesting,  receiving,  or  shipping  goods 
or  other  articles  for  transportation  on  such 
railroad.  Any  railroad  company,  or  Its 
agent,  violating  this  section  shall  forfeit 
$100.  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  con- 
strued to  prevent  any  railroad  company  from 
charging  such  fees  and  commissions  other 
than  the  regular  transportation  fees  for  mani- 
festing, receiving,  or  shipping  goods  or  other 
articles  for  transportation  on  such  roads,  at 


Bion  by  reading  into  the  contract  a  general  rule  of 
the  railroad  company  known  to  the  oonslinieefl. 

It  would  aeem  probable  that  the  Eoffliah  rule  of 
penntttliig  maritime  demurrage  on^  where  the 
contract  BO  provides  has  caused  all  the  conf  nsion 
which  has  arisen  in  the  Unlted^States  with  regard 
to  the  Bub^t  of  similar  cburgres  bv  railroad  car- 
rien.  One  of  the  early  cases  is  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R. 
Co.  Y.  JenkiDS,  lOB  Ul.  688,  in  which  it  was  held  that 
a  lien  for  demurrage  did  not  attach  in  the  case  of 
railroad  carriers,  unless  by  contract.  A  careful  ex- 
amination of  this  decision  will  show  that  the  ex- 
tent of  the  decision  is  limited  to  the  proposition 
that  no  Hen  exists  upon  the  goods  for  the  amount 
of  such  charges.  Another  early  case  is  Burlington 
&  M.  B.  R.  Go.  V.  Chicago  Lumber  Co.,  15  Neb.  800, 
in  which  the  Illinois  case  just  referred  to  is  followed 
as  authority  without  any  attempt  whatever  at  ar- 
(Himent  on  the  question  of  demurrage.  The  Illi- 
nofs  and  Nebraska  oases  therefore  hold  that  no  lien 
for  demurrage  charges  can  be  created  in  favor  of 
a  railroad  carrier  unleai^y  a  contract,  and  to  that 
extent  these  cases  are  in  conflict  with  the  later  de- 
ddona. 

The  ctK  of  Crommelin  v.  New  York  &  H.  R.  Co., 
4  Keyes,  00,  is  another  case  where  the  question  is 
ocMisideied  whether  a  lien  is  created  for  demurrage 
chaqres;  but  this  case  only  decides  that  there  is  no 
Hen  and  does  not  decide  the  question  of  the  right 
to  demurrage. 

Coming  now  to  the  recent  oases,  we  find  the  fol- 
lowing decisions: 

In  Miller  v.  Georgia  B.  &  Bkg.  Co.  (88  Ga.  663,  18 
L.  B.  A  828),  decided  by  the  supreme  court  of 
Georgia,  December  7, 1801,  the  right  of  a  raUroad 
company  to  adopt  and  enforce  a  rule  maldng  a 
charge  of  |1  per  day  for  car  after  forty-eight 
hours  was  affirmed  where  such  rule  was  known  to 
the  carrierB*  customers  before  the  shipments  were 
made.  In  that  case  Simmons,  J.,  said:  *The  need 
of  remilattons  of  the  kind  in  question  is  well  illus- 
trated by  the  evidence  In  this  case.  The  general 
manager  of  the  plaintiff  testified  that,  before  this 
role  was  adopted,  consignees  were  often  dilatory 
hi  removing  freight  from  the  cars  in  which  It  was 
shipped,  and  *the  oars  were  detained  day  after  day* 
UK)  days  lengthened  into  weeks,  until  our  trans- 
portattoo  work  was  subjected  to  immeasureable 
embarrasBment,  The  transportation  of  the  com- 
pany was  well-nigh  paralysed,— not  for  lack  of 
can,  for  we  bad  plenty,  but  because  our  cars  were 
oonrerted  into  warehouses.  The  trouble  grew,  and 
flnaUy  culminated  in  a  threatened  blockage 
23U  R.A, 


throughout  t  be  country.  It  has  been  a  part  of  our 
experience  to  be  threatened  with  suit  by  the  ship- 
per for  not  moving  the  freight  promptly.  We  are 
supposed  to  always  hare  cars  ready  to  transport 
any  freight  that  is  offered.  We  endeavor  to  make 
proper  arrangements  to  do  so:  but  the  trouble  was 
that,  when  A  had  freight  to  ship,  B  had  our  cars, 
and  we  could  not  get  them.*  ** 

In  Kentucky  Wagon  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Louisville  ft  N. 
R.  Co.,  11  Ry.  ft  Corp.  L.  J.  40,  decided  by  JvdQe 
Toney  in  the  Louisville  law  and  equity  court,  De. 
oember  80,  1891,  a  rule  was  upheld  as  reasonable 
making  a  charge  of  $1  per  day  per  car  after  the 
lapse  of  forty-eight  hours.  In  the  course  of  his 
a  ble  opinion  Judge  Toney  said:  **PromptneeB,  uni- 
formity, and  safety  in  the  railroad  traffic  business  of 
the  country  can  only  be  secured  by  the  adoption 
and  strict  enforcement  by  raUroad  companies  of 
uniform  and  reasonable  rules  and  regulations, 
which  shall  be  binding  upon  all  shippers  and  con- 
signees alike  with  reference  to  the  reception,  trans- 
portation, and  delivery  of  freight." 

Several  unreported  cases  are  to  the  same  effect. 
Thus:— 

In  Chicago,  M.  ft  St.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Pioneer  Fuel  Co. 
the  district  court  of  Woodbury  county,  Iowa,  de- 
cided by  opinion  of  Jtidge  Van  Wagenen  January, 
1802,  tbat  a  general  rule  making  demurrage  charges 
may  be  adopted  and  enforced  by  a  railroad  carrier. 

In  Union  Pacific,  D.  ft  C.  U.  Co.  v.  Cooke,  March 
2S,  1862,  the  district  court  of  Arapahoe  county,  Col- 
orado, by  Judge  Amos  J.  Rising,  held: 

1.  That  the  railroad  companies  have  the  rigbt  to 
adopt  and  enforce  any  reasonable  rule. 

2.  That  a  rule  allowing  forty-eight  hours  in  which 
to  unload  Is  not  unreasonable. 

8.  That  $2  per  car  per  day  is  a  reasonable  charge. 

4.  That  it  is  not  perceived  upon  what  principle 
the  reasonableness  of  the  rule  can  be  affected  from 
the  fact  that  the  defendant  was  not  consulted  in 
framing  these  rules. 

5.  Tbat  the  evidence  shows  that  the  regulation 
complained  of  was  well  known  to  the  defendant 
beforehand,  and  it  was  immaterial  whether  the  con- 
signee had  notice  or  not;  and 

8.  Tbat  the  regulation  is  operative  whether  indi- 
cated upon  bills  of  lading  or  not. 

In  Ohio  ft  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Bannon  (June  20, 1882,  in 
the  Common  Pleas  Court  of  Louisville,  £y.)  Judge 
Emmet  Field  held  that  a  rule  of  the  railway  com- 
pany making  a  charge  for  the  detention  of  cars  by 
consignees  after  forty-eight  hours  is  reasonable* 
and  the  rule  was  accordingly  enforced. 
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intermediate  points  thereon,  between  what 
are  known  as  the  regular  depots,  as  may  be 
agreed  on  between  the  shipper  and  such  com- 
pany. " 

Mr.  Thomas  J.  Kirkpatriek,  foi  plain- 
tiff in  error: 

It  is  well  recojrnized  now  that  these  are 
not  demurrage  charges  in  the  maritime  sense, 
but  are  charges  for  the  use  and  detention  of 
cars  which  have  been  loaded  by  the  shipper 
under  a  contract  that  they  should  be  unloaded 
by  the  consignee,  a  reasonable  time  being 
allowed  to  the  shipper  for  loading  and  to  the 
consignee  for  unloading.  The  railroad  com- 
pany claims  the  right  to  make  a  reasonable 
charge  for  the  use  of  its  property,  cars,  and 
tracks,  beyond  such  reasonable  time. 

MiUei-  V.  Georgia  R,  4k  Bkg.  Go.  18  L.  R.  A. 
323,  88  Ga.  663,  50  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  R.  Cas. 
80. 

Unless  such  rules  and  regulations  as  these 
are  adopted  and  enforced  the  railroad  com- 
panies will  be  unable  at  the  busy  seasons  of 
the  year  to  furnish  transportation  to  the  pub- 
lic as  freely  and  promptly  as  the  public  de- 
mands.    Railroad  companies  have  a  right  to 


adopt  such  rules  and  regulations  as  are  rea 
sonable  and  necessary  for  the  conyenient 
transaction  of  business  between  the  railroad 
companies  and  those  dealing  with  them  ei- 
ther as  passengers  or  shippers. 

Mtfolk  <fc  W.  B.  Go.  y.  Irvine,  84  Va.  554: 
jVojifolk  <fe  H^.  R  Go.  V.   Wysor,  82  Va.  250. 

Sections  1202  and  1203  of  the  Code  do  not 
apply  to  the  case  in  hand. 

Messrs.  Watts*  Robertson  A  Robert- 
8on«  also  for  plaintiff  in  error : 

A  common  carrier  may  make  reasonable 
rules  and  regulations  for  the  conyenient  trans- 
action of  business  between  himself  and  those 
dealing  with  him,  either  as  passengers  or 
shippers. 

Wheeler,  Modem  Law  of  Carriers,  130; 
Norfolk  d  W.  R.  Go.  v.  Irvine,  84  Va.  553; 
Norfolk  d  W.  R.  Go.  y.  Wysor,  82  Va.  250, 
Stephen  y.  Smith,  29  Vt.  1«0 ;  State  v.  Gaoid. 
58  Me.  279 ;  Grodcer  y.  New  London,  W.  dt 
P.  R.  Go.  24  Conn.  249 ;  StaU  y.  Ghmn.  7 
Iowa,  204 ;  Sidman  v.  Richmond  dbD.KCo. 
2  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  766 ;  Swan  y.  ManeU^r 
&  L,  Railroad,  132  Mass.  116,  42  Am.  Rep. 
432. 


In  Milwaukee,  L.  S.  &  W.  R.  Co.  y.  Lynch  (Octo- 
ber 15,  1802,  in  tbe  circuit  court  of  Oneida  county, 
Wisconsin,  and  unreported),  a  demurrage  charge 
after  a  certain  time  limit  of  p&  for  ten  days  was 
held  reasonable  and  enforced. 

In  Goff  V.  Old  Ck)l0Dy  R.  Ck).  (January  19, 1888,  in 
the  sixth  district  court  of  Rbode  Island K  tbe  court 
affirmed  tbe  railroad  company's  rlgbt  to  hold  tbe 
f reifirbt  for  demurrage  cbarges  and  gave  Judgment 
for  the  railroad  company  accordingly. 

It  will  be  seen  that  the  recent  course  of  decision 
has  been  uniform  in  enforcing  a  reasonable  regu- 
lation of  the  railroad  carrier  making  a  .reasonable 
charge  for  the  unreasonable  detention  of  its  cars 
by  consignees,  when  by  custom  or  contract  the 
consignees  were  to  unload  the  goods.  That  suob  a 
rule  or  regulation  Is  not  only  manifest  Justice  to 
tbe  railroad  carriers,  but  is  of  the  highest  public 
importance,  can  be  denied  neither  upon  principle 
nor  authority. 

'  Even  the  railroad  commissioners  of  some  of  the 
states  where  tbe  trend  of  legislation  is  yery  hostile 
to  railroad  companies  have  repeatedly  recognized 
the  Importance  to  tbe  public  of  the  rule  laid  down 
in  tbe  recent  cases  on  the  subject  of  demurrage. 
For  instance  in  the  case  of  Davis  v.  Missouri,  K.  & 
T.  R.  Co.,  fiCansas  Railroad  Commissioners'  Report 
for  1891,  p.  21,  the  railroad  commissioners  of  Kansas 
declined  to  Interfere  by  recommendation  with  a 
demurrage  charge  of  $1  per  day  per  car  on  every 
car  detained  by  a  consignee  in  excess  of  three  days. 

And  in  Rothschild  v.  Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.,  Iowa 
Railroad  Commissioners*  report  for  1887,  p.  78a,  the 
railroad  commissioners  of  Iowa  decided  that  under 
tbe  great  demand  for  cars  then  existing,  a  rule 
making  charge  of  S8  per  day  per  car  after  twenty- 
four  hours  was  reasonable.  In  tbe  course  of  the 
opinion  the  commisslcners  said:  ^The  demand  for 
cars  upon  the  Chicago  &  North  Western  Railroad 
Company  is  unprecedented  and  many  of  their  cus- 
tomers are  facing  financial  dishonor,  simply  be- 
es use  this  company  is  unable  to  furnish  them  cars. 
This  affects  business  men,  farmers,  and  all  classes 
seriously.  In  view  of  the  situation,  the  determina- 
tion of  the  question  of  demurrage  by  this  board 
occurs  under  circumstances  that  are  not  especially 
favorable  to  the  complainants.  It  is  a  matter  of 
Judgment  how  long  a  consignee  should  be  allowed 
the  use  of  a  car  without  payment.  As  stated  be. 
fore,  the  demand  for  cars  should  be  an  element  in 
L.  R.  A. 


Its  determination.  Tbe  case  before  them  is  prob- 
ably ektreme.  Under  conditions  stated  they  be- 
lieve that  twenty-four  hours  after  tlie  oar  has  bees 
placed  in'an  accessible  position  and  the  conslKnee 
notified  is  a  reasonable  time  for  unloadfaig.  Thejr 
are  of  the  opinion  that' payment  for  the  use  of  the 
car  (they  do  not  like  tbe  term  'demurrage*),  should 
begin  after  that  time.  The  amount  charged,  |3  per 
day,  Is  not  one  third  they  would  have  earned  could 
they  have  been  in  servloe." 

The  railroad  commissioners  of  Kansas  issued  a 
circular  dated  July  7, 1801,  to  the  general  mansgers 
of  the  Kansas  raih'oads  (see  Kansas  Railroad  Com- 
missioners* Report  1891,  p.  22),  in  which  appeasBthe 
following  recommendation: 

''Distribution  and  Apportionment  of  Cars  amoDf 
Shippers. 
"Circular  No.  6. 

♦•Topeka,  Kan.  July  7, 18»L 
**To  General  Managers:— 

"In  view  of  the  present  flattering  prospect  for 
abundant  crops  of  farm  produce  in  Kansas,  sod  a« 
a  means  to  avoid  the  possibility  of  a  shortage  In 
transportation  facilities,  the  oommissioo  desires  to 
respectfully  impress  upon  you  the  importsoceof  a 
thorough  and  uniform  system  for  the  apportion- 
ment and  distribution  of  cars  among  the  several 
stations  and  shippers  along  the  line  of  your  rosd. 
As  a  means  to  this  end  we  beg  leave  to  submit  the 
following  suggestions,  and  ask  if  they  meet  with 
your  approval,  that  Instructions  be  issued  to  your 
agents  accordingly,  viz.: 

"Seventh:— A  demurrage  charge  should  be  rigidly 
collected  when  cars  are  held  an  unreasonable  time 
for  loading." 

When  It  is  remembered  that  tbe  railroad oommis- 
Blons  have  been  created  with  a  view  to  reguistinir 
railroad  carriers  In  the  interests  of  the  pubUc  the 
force  of  the  opinions  of  the  railroad  oommiSBiODers 
as  sustaining  the  rules  of  cai'  service  associations 
in  regard  to  demurrage  will  be  readily  acknowl- 
edged. Undoubtedly  an  expeditious  and  economi- 
cal public  service  by  the  railroad  carriers  renders 
the  charging  of  demurrage  absolutely  neoessonr 
on  the  ground  of  public  policy  alone.  The  theory 
of  the  principal  case  Is  sustained  by  logic,  author- 
ity, and  common  sense.  F.  M.  L. 
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On  the  same  priociple  a  railroad  company 
may  make  a  reasonable  charge  for  the  deten- 
tion of  a  car  beyond  a  reasonable  tinfie  after 
its  arrival  at  its  destination,  where  such  de- 
tention is  due  to  the  negligence  or  delay  of 
the  consignee.  A  railroad  company  may 
make  a  contract  charging  demurrage  for  the 
unreasonable  delay  of  cars,  and  by  contract 
may  make  such  charge  a  lien  on  goods  trans- 
ported in  the  can. 

BaldtDin  v.  Chieago  Car  Service  Amo.,  opin- 
ion by  attorney- general  of  Illinois,  April  13, 
1891 ;  YauTigbhod  v.  Birmingham  Car  Service 
Aiio,,  Alabama  Railroad  Commission,  Au- 
zm  10,  1891 ;  Miller  v.  Qearffia  R,  d  Bkg. 
Co.  18  L.  R.  A.  828,  88  Ga.  568,  50  Am.  & 
Eng.  R.  R.  Cas.  80 ;  Union  Brewing  Co,  v. 
aSeago,  B.  A  Q.  R,  Co,,  Illinois  Railroad 
Commission,  December  10,  1891 ;  Union  Pa- 
rtJJc.  D.  A  a  R.  Co.  V.  Cooke,  District  Court 
of  Arapahoe  County,  Colorado,  March  25, 
1892;  OhiodM,  R,  Co,  v.  Bannon,  Kentucky 
Common  Pleas,  June  20,  1892;  Milwaukee, 
L  8.  df  W,  R.  Co.  V.  Lynch,  Wisconsin  Cir- 
cuit Court,  October  15,  1892 ;  Chieago,  M.  A 
St.  P.  R  Co.  y.  Pioneer  Fuel  Co.,  Iowa  Dis- 
trict Court,  Japuary,.1892 ;  Qoffy.  Old  Colony 
R.  Cb.,  Rhode  Island  District  Court,  January 
19,  1898. 

A  charge  of  $1  per  day  for  demurrage  for 
the  detention  of  each  car  is  reasonable  in 
amount. 

Miller  ▼.  Georgia  R.  <fc  Bkg.  Co.  supra; 
Bam  V.  Missouri  K.  A  T.  R.  Co.,  Kansas 
Railroad  Commissioners'  Report  for  1891,  p. 
21. 

The  enforcement  of  the  demurrage  charge 
foi  unreasonable  delay  on  the  part  of  the 
shipper  in  the  detention  of  cara  is  in  the  in- 
terest of  the  public  at  large. 

Kentucky  Wagon  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Louisville  A 
y.  R.  Co.  11  Ry.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  49 ;  Chicago, 
M.  it  8t.  P.  R.  Co.  y.  Pioneer  Fuel  Co.  supra; 
Miller  y.  Georgia  R.  A  Bkg.  Co.  supra;  Roths- 
child  V.  Chicago  A  N.  W.  R.  Co.,  Iowa  Rail- 
road Conunissionera'  Report  for  1887.  p.  783. 
See  also  Diphwys  Casson  Slate  Co.  v.  Festiniog 
li.  Co.  2  Nev.  &  Macn.  (1873). 

Mr.  Arthur  B.  Pu^hf  for  defendants  in 
error: 

By  section  1202  of  the  Code  (1887)  the  rates 
of  toll  which  may  be  charged  by  a  railroad 
company  for  the  transportation  of  persons 
and  property  over  its  lines  in  this  state  are 
minutely  prescribed ;  and  provision  is  made 
with  like  minuteness  for  such  further  charges 
as  may  be  lawfully  made  by  such  company. 

This  statute  covera  the  whole  subject  of 
transportation,  terminal,  and  storage  charges. 
If  there  were  no  other  statutory  provision  on 
the  subject,  we  think  it  perfectly  clear  that 
any  charge  other  than  the  charges  thus  au- 
thorized would  be  unlawful.  But  by  section 
1203,  the  legislature  has  positively  prohib- 
ited any  railroad  company,  under  the  penalty 
of  the  forfeiture  of  $100  for  every  violation 
of  such  regulation,  from  making  any  charges, 
either  as  a  public  carrier,  or  as  a  warehouse- 
wan,  otter  than  the  regular  transportation 
fees,  storage,  and  ''other  charges  authorized 
by  law."  * 

The  state  has  the  right  to  make  reasonable 
regulations,  prescribing  or  limiting  the 
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charges  that  may  be  made  by  a  railroad  com- 
pany operating  within  its  jurisdiction,  ex- 
cept as  it  may  oe  restrained  by  some  contract 
in  the  company's  charter,  or  by  the  law  of 
int«ratate  commerce. 

Stone  V.  Farmers  Loan  A  T.  Co.  116  U.  S. 
807,  29  L.  ed.  686 ;  Ruggles  v.  lUinois,  108  U. 
B.  526,  27  L.  ed.  812 ;  Munn  v.  lUinois,  94 
U.  8.  118.  24  L.  ed.  77 ;  Chieago,  B.  A  Q. 
R.  Go.  V.  Cults,  94  U.  8.  155,  24  L.  ed.  194 ; 
WifUma  A  St.  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Blake,  94  U.  S. 
180.  24  L.  ed.  99 ;  yorfolk  A  W.  R.  Co.  v. 
PendUion,  86  Va.   1004. 

The  Norfolk  &  Western  Railroad  Company  • 
is  subject  to  the  statute  of  this  state. 

Under  the  law  of  this  state  the  Norfolk  & 
Western  Railroad  Company  had  no  right  to 
make  and  collect  the  demurrage  charges, 
which  form  the  subject  of  this  controversy. 

Demurrage  is  an  extended  freight  or  reward 
in  compensation  for  lost  earnings,  which  as  a 
legal  right,  exists  only  as  to  carriers  by  sea- 
going vessels. 
~  5  Am.  &  Eng.  Encyclop.  Law,  542. 

Technically  speaking  it  is  confined  to  the 
maritime  law.  The  risht  to  it  does  not  at- 
tach to  carriera  by  railroads. 

Chicago  A  N.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Jenkins,  108 
111.  688,  9  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  R.  Cas.  118;  Gage 
V.  Mt/rse,  12  Allen,  410,  90  Am.  Dec.  155 ; 
Burlington  A  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Chicago  Luviber 
Co.  15  Neb.  891 ;  Jones,  Liens,  g  282,  and  noU, 

Wherever  a  charge  in  the  nature  of  demur- 
rage has  been  made  by  a  railroad  company, 
and  the  amount  of  such  charge  has  been  al- . 
lowed  by  the  courts,  it  has  l]«en  so  allowed, 
not  as  demurrage,  but  as  storage,  and  has 
been  allowed  to  the  company  in  its  character, 
not  as  a  carrier,  but  as  a  warehouseman. 

MiUer  v.  Mansfield,  112  Mass.  260;  Miller 
V.  Georgia  R.  A  Bkg.  Co.  18  L.  R.  A.  828,  88 
Ga.  568,  50  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  R.  Cas.  79. 

Various  reports  and  conclusions  of  certain 
railroad  commissionera  of  the  states  of  Ala- 
bama, Illinois,  .and  Texas  are  referred  to  in 
the  company's  petition.  These  rulings,  in 
view  of  our  statute,  have  no  bearing  upon 
the  question  here,  and  would  certainly  not 
be  considered  as  authority,  even  if  they  had. 

Fmuiitlerosr*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  petition  of  the  Norfolk  &  Western 
Railroad  Company  complains  of  a  judgment 
of  the  circuit  court  of  Koanoke  county,  ren- 
dered therein  at  the  April  term,  1893,  in 
favor  of  Adams,  Clement  &  Qo.  against  the 
said  Norfolk  &  Western  Railroad  Company 
for  the  sum  of  $488,  with  interest  thereon 
from  September  1.  1891,  until  paid,  in  which 
suit  the  said  Adams,  Clement  &  Co.  are 
plaintiffs  and  the  petitioner  is  defendant. 
The  suit  is  an  action  of  assumpsit  against 
the  Norfolk  &  Western  Railroad  Company  to 
recover  back  certain  sums  of  money  alleged 
to  have  been  illegally  exacted  from  and  paid 
by  the  said  Adams,  Clement  &  Co.  to  the 
said  Norfolk  &  Western  Railroad  Company, 
and  a  verdict  was  rendered  and  a  judgment 
entered  for  the  full  amount  of  the  plaintiff's 
claim.  The  case  is  here  upon  a  writ  of  error 
obtained  by  the  defendant  company. 

The  Norfolk  &  Western  Railroad  is  a  com- 


584 


Virginia  Supreme  Court  of  Appeals. 


Jan.. 


men  carrier,  owning  and  operating  a  line  of 
railroad  in  the  state  of  Virginia,  and  the 
town  of  Salem  is  upon  the  said  line.  The 
plaintiffs  arc  lumber  dealers,  doing  business 
at  the  said  town  of  Salem ;  and  between  Feb- 
ruary 16  and  August  31,  1891,  they  received 
a  large  number  of  shipments  of  lumber  in 
carload  lots,  consigned  to  them  frompoints 
on  the  line  of  the  said  Norfolk  &  Western 
Railroad,  and  from  points  in  the  state  of 
Virginia,  and  other  points  in  other  states. 
These  shipments  were  made  with  the  under- 
standing and  amement  that  the  lumber  was 
*to  be  unloaded  by  the  consignee  at  Salem  de- 
pot upon  the  arrival  of  the  shipments  at  that 
point.  The  railroads  of  Virginia  and  of  the 
other  states,  for  their  own  protection  as  well 
as  for  the  protection  and  benefit  of  the  pub- 
lic, have  a  car  service  set  of  rules,  designed 
and  enforced  to  secure  the  prompt  movement 
of  freight  cars ;  and  under  the  rules  of  this 
car  service  association  the  Norfolk  &  Western 
Railroad  Company  have  a  charge  of  $1  per 
car  per  day  for  the  use  of  their  cars  and  their 
side  or  switch  tracks  for  every  day  that  the 
cars  remain  unloaded  after  notice  of  their  ar- 
rival to  the  consignee  and  the  lapse  of  three 
days.  Under  the  abuses  that  prevailed  previ- 
ous to  the  establishment  of  this  rule,  serious 
loss  and  inconvenience  were  caused  both  to 
the  shipping  public  and  the  railroad  com- 
pany by  the  unreasonable  and  protracted  de- 
lay of  consignees  in  unloading  the  cars ;  the 
railroad  company  being  unable  thereby  to 
furnish  cars  when  called  upon  by  shippers  of 
freight,  and  their  side  tracks  beine  incum- 
bered, and  the  movement  of  freight  fmpeded, 
causing  heavy  expense,  and  a  demand  for 
more  track  room  to  accommodate  idle  cars 
standing  unloaded  upon  their  tracks,  and 
the  company  being  unable,  therefore,  when 
called  upon,  to  furnish  cars  for  the  shipping 
public.  The  railroad  company,  as  a  common 
carrier,  is  bound  to  furnish  cars  for  trans- 
portation of  freight ;  and  they  must  have  con- 
trol over  their  cars  in  order  to  perform  their 
duties  to  the  public.  A  car  in  motion  is  a 
useful  thi-ng,  but  a  car  standing  idle  and 
unloaded  on  the  track  is  useless,  and  an  in- 
cumbrance. If  A.  be  allowed  to  hold  a  car 
unloaded  at  his  pleasure  or  convenience, 
without  cost  or  charge,  and  thus  deprive  the 
railroad  company  of  the  use  of  its  vehicles 
for  transportation  of  the  freight  of  B.  it  is 
evident  that  both  the  railroad  company  and 
the  shipping  public  will  suffer  injury.  The 
plaintiffs  in  this  suit  had  notice  of  the  ex- 
istence and  operation  of  these  rules,  and  they 
had  paid  the  charges  for  the  detention  of  cars 
long  before  the  commencement  of  the  account 
sued  upon ;  and  they  knew  and  agreed  when 
the  shipments  were  made  that  such  a  charge 
would  be  made,  unless  they  unloaded  their 
cars  in  compliance  with  the  rule  of  the  com- 
pany which  gave  to  them  seventy* two  hours 
'  in  which  to  unload  their  freight  after  notice 
of  the  arrival  of  the  cars  which  they  had  stip- 
ulated to  unload.  It  is  well  settled  in  this 
state  and  in  other  states  that  a  common  car- 
rier may  make  reasonable  rules  and  regula- 
tions for  the  convenient  transaction  of  busi- 
ness between  itself  and  those  dealing  with  it, 
either  as  passengers  or  as  shippers.  See  Nor- 
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folk  d  W,  H,  Co.  V.  Wyor,  82  Va.  350; 
Norfolk  d  W.  B.  Co.  v.  Irvina,  84  Va.  553. 
That  this  rule  is  reasonable  and  proper,  and 
that  the  railroad  company  can  made  such 
a  charge,  has  been  decided  in  a  number  of 
states ;  the  question  never  having  arisen  be- 
fore in  this  state.  Beejifiller  v.  Georgia  R. 
dBkg,  Co.  88  Ga.  563,  18  L.  R.  A.  828;  Mil- 
ler y,  Mansfield,  112  Mass.  260;  Union  Paeifif, 
D.  <k  G.  R  Co.  V.  Cooke,  50  Am.  &  Eng.  R. 
R.  Cas.  89,  note;  Kentucky  Wagon  Mfg.  C<f. 
V.  LouismUe  &  N.  R.  Co.  60  Am.  &  Eng.  R 
R.  Cas.  90,  note;  Chicago,  M.  d  8t.  P.  R. 
Go.  V.  Pioneer  Fuel  Co.  [Woodbury  county, 
Iowa,  District  Court,  Jan.  1892] ;  Beach,  Law 
of  Railways,  §  924,  and  cases  there  cited: 
Jones,  Liens,  §  284,  and  cases  cited ;  4  Lawson, 
Rights,  Rem.  &  Pr.  p.  8146,  ^  1881.  1883: 
Wood,  Railway  Law,  pp.  1592.  1598.  1600: 
2  Watennan,  Corp.  pp~  245,  246;  2  Am. '& 
Eng.  Encyclop.  liw,  pp.  878-881.  and  not€; 
Redf.  Railways,  6th  ed.  pp.  67-83. 

In  addition  to  this  long  line  of  authorities 
holding  the  right  of  a  railroad  company  to 
make  such  charge,  and  the  reasonableness  of 
such  charge,  there  have  been  numerous  ia- 
vestigations  and  rulinffs  upon  the  point  by 
the  railroad  commissioners  of  the  varioas 
states.  In  Texas,  the  railroad  commissioner, 
Judge  Reagan,  after  full  investigation,  made 
an  order  fixing  $8  per  day  per  car  as  a  rea- 
sonable charge  for  delay  in  unloading  after 
fourty-eight  hours*  notice.  The  railroad  com- 
missioner of  Illinois,  and  those  of  other 
states,  after  full  investigations,  have  decided 
in  favor  of  the  right  and  reasonableness  of 
such  a  charge ;  and  when  it  is  considered  that 
these  railroad  commissioners  are  appointed 
for  the  express  purpose  of  regulating  rail- 
roads in  the  interest  of  the  public,  the  weight 
of  their  decisions  as  to  the  reasonableness  of 
such  charge  is  apparent.  It  is  contended, 
however,  that  the  sections  of  the  Code  of 
Virginia  of  1887,  1202  and  1208.  make  such 
a  charge  illegal ;  and  the  judge  of  the  trial 
court  took  the  view  of  the  plaintiff,  and  in- 
structed  the  jury  that,  under  the  law  of  Vir- 
ginia, such  charge  is  unlawful,  whether  it 
be  reasonable  or  not.  We  think  that  the  trial 
court  erred  in  so  holding,  and  in  so  instruct- 
ing the  jury.  The  charge  made  bv  the  rail- 
road company  for  the  detention  of  its  cars, 
and  the  occupation  of  its  tracks  after  due 
notice,  and  the  allowance  of  three  days  to  the 
consignees  to  unload  the  cars  and  disincnmber 
the  track,  is  not  within  the  purview,  pur- 
pose, or  prescription  of  the  statute,  and  is 
not  of  the  character  of  weighing,  storage, 
and  delivery  of  articles  of  freight  contem- 
plated by  the  makers  of  the  statute.  The 
charge  is  not  for  transportation,  storage,  or 
delivery  of  freight,  and  it  is  not  a  device  or 
a  pretext  for  exacting  of  the  shipper  or  the 
consignee  more  than  the  rate  prescribed  by 
law  and  fixed  by  schedule ;  but  it  is  for  the 
use  and  occupation  of  the  cars,  and  the  ob- 
struction of  their  tracks  by  the  consifrnee.  for 
weeks  and  months  after  the  contract  for  trans- 
porting and  delivering  the  freight  had  been 
fulfilled  and  ended.  It  is  neiUier  a  trans- 
portation charge,  nor  a  storage  charge,  nor  a 
terminal  charge,  nor  a  subterfuge  for  adding 
to  the  cost  of  transportation  in  excess  of  the 
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rates  prescribed.  After  arrival  at  the  place 
of  oonsignment,  and  notice  to  the  consignee 
of  the  arrlYal,  and  the  allowance  of  a  rea- 
sonable time  for  the  unloading  of  the  cars 
by  the  consignee,  according  to  his  contract 
obligation  to  unload,  the  duties  and  the  li- 
abilities of  the  carrier  cease,  and  the  carrier 
becomes  simply  a  bailee  for  hire,  and  can 
make  reasonable  rules  and  resulations  and 
charges  for  such  service  as  bailee,  as  it  may 
see  lit.  Such  charges  are  not  carrier  charges 
in  the  meaning,  intendment,  or  prescription 
of  the  statute.  Under  the  head  of  **  Carriers,  '* 
the  American  &  English  Encyclopeedia  of 
Law  (page  880,  vol.  2)  :  "^  A  carrier  fulfil linff 
the  dutes  of  a  warehouseman  is  not  obliged 
to  accept  the  goods  subject  to  his  ordinary 
liability.  He  may  impose  such  terms  as  he 
pleases;  and  the  consignor  Fconsiffnec],  with 
notice  thereof,  wi  11  be  oouna.  Whether  such 
terms  are  or  are  not  reasonable  is  an  irrelevant 
inquiry. "  In  a  note  to  this  section  is  the  fol- 
lowing :  **  We  can  see  no  reason  why  a  rail- 
road company,  as  a  common  carrier,  cannot 
stipulate,  by  a  contract  express  or  implied, 
that  their  liability  as  carrier  shall  terminate 
with  delivery  at  a  particular  point,  and  they 
will  assume  no  liability  at  all  in  such  case 
as  warehousemen.  If  the  consignee  is  fully 
advised  at  the  time  of  the  shipment  that  the 
company  has  no  agent  at  a  particular  station, 
or  the  place  to  which  the  consignment  is 
made,  and  the  failure  to  employ  such  agent 
is  not  shown  to  be  unreasonable  in  view  of 
the  condition  of  the  company's  business, 
there  is,  in  the  absence  of  rebutting  circum- 
atances.  an  implied  consent  that  the  carrier's 
responsibility  shall  be  dissolved,  when  he 
has  done  all  that  the  nature  of  the  case  per- 
mits him  to  do,  according  to  the  reasonable 
and  proper  usages  of  his  business.  ^  Hutchin- 
son on  Carriers  (sec.  878)  says :  **  The  custody 
and  protection  of  the  goods  in  his  new  char- 
acter as  warehouseman  is  a  distinct  service 
from  that  of  their  transportation,  which  en- 
titles him  to  additional  compensation,  in  con- 
sideration for  which  he  continues  liable  for 
their  safe-keeping  as  the  hired  bailee  of  the 
owner." 

The  record  in  this  case  shows  that  at  the 
time  of  the  shipments  of  this  lumber  the 
plaintiffs  knew  that  there  was  a  depot  at 
Salem  for  the  ordinary  business  of  the  com- 
panv,  but  not  for  the  accommodation  of  car- 
loads of  lumber ;  and  that,  if  they  did  not 
unload  the  cars  according  to  the  contempla- 
tion of  the  contract,  within  seventy-  two  hours 
(exclusive  of  Sunday  and  holidays)  after  one 
day  for  placing  the  cars  and  notice,  they 
would  have  to  pay  |1  per  car,  per  day,  there- 
after ;  not  for  transportation  and  delivery,  but 
22Ii.aA. 


for  the  detention  of  cars,  and  use  and  oc- 
cupation of  the  tracks  of  the  railroad  com- 
pany. The  statute  provides  solely  for  the 
transportation,  storage,  and  delivery  of 
freignt  to  the  carrier,  to  be  shipped  by  it, 
and  delivered  at  the  other  end  of  the  journey 
to  the  consignee ;  but  it  makes  no  provision 
or  regulation  for  the  hiring  of  cars  t-o  be 
loadS  and  unloaded  by  the  customer,  ac- 
cording to  such  contract  as  the  carrier  and 
the  customer  may  make,  express  or  implied. 
*"  A  railroad  company  is  not  required  by  law 
to  keep  a  warehouse  or  depot  at  every  station 
along  its  route  or  line,  and  it  may  stipulate, 
either  expressly  or  by  implication,  that  it 
will  assume  no  liability  as  warehouseman  at 
a  flag  station  where  it  has  no  depot  or  agent ; 
and  when  the  consignee  is  fully  advised,  -at 
the  time  of  the  shipment,  that  the  companv 
has  no  depot  or  agent  at  such  station,  and  ft 
is  not  shown  that  the  exigencies  of  its  busi- 
ness required  that  it  should  have  an  agent  at 
the  place,  the  liability  as  common  carrier 
terminates  with  the  safe  delivery  of  the  goods 
on  the  side  track  at  that  point,  and  it  assumes 
no  1  iabil  i  ty  as  a  warehouseman. "  It  is  shown 
in  evidence  that  this  rule  and  charge  of  |1 
a  dav  for  the  unreasonable,  and  even  long- 
continued,  detention  of  the  car,  and  obstruc- 
tion of  the  tracks  and  business  of  the  rail- 
road, is  not  made  for  compensation  to  the 
company,  but  for  the  benefit  of  the  public, 
and  a  stimulus  to  the  consignee  to  unload 
the  car,  and  disencumber  the  track  and  the 
business  of  the  road.  The  evidence  in  the 
record  is  that  the  car  is  much  more  valuable 
to  the  company  than  the  charge  of  |1  per  day ; 
and  it  is  manifest  that,  if  cars  can  be  delayed 
and  held  by  shippers  or  consignees  for  months 
(as  the  record  shows  was  done  in  this  case, 
in  some  instances),  without  any  regulation 
that  would  be  operative,  the  business  of  the 
railroad  and  the  public  service  must  nec- 
essarily suffer.  In  view  of  the  authorities 
and  the  facts  of  this  case,  we  are  of  epinion 
tbe  money  paid  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the  de- 
fendant company  was  properly  charged  by 
the  said  company,  and  was  due  to  it  bv  the 
plaintiffs,  Adams,  Clement  &  Co.,  and  that 
they  had  no  right  to  recover  it  back  ;  and  that 
the  circuit  court  of  Roanoke  countv  erred  in 
the  law  as  applicable  to  the  facts  of  the  case, 
and  erred  in  refusing  to  set  aside  the  verdict 
of  the  jury ;  that  the  judgment  complained 
of  is  erroneous,  and  the  same  is  reversed  and 
annulled ;  and  this  court,  proceeding  to  enter 
such  judgment  as  the  circuit  court  ought  to 
have  entered  upon  the  pleadings,  will  dis- 
miss the  plantiffs'  suit. 
Reversed, 
L»ey  and  Hinton.  JJ. ,  dissent. 
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James  B.  CASE  et  al„  AppU., 

William    MINOT,   Jr.,  et  al..  Trustees   of 
Boston  Real  Estate  Trust. 


(158  Mass.  577.) 

1.  The  rl^ht  of  » tenant  of  upper  floors 
to  li^ht  ajud  air  from  a  well  or  open 
■pac^e  which  is  not  aooesalbleto  the  street  can- 
not be  obstructed,  where  It  is  necessary  to  the 
enjoyment  of  the  demised  premises. 

2.  A  landlord  is  liable  to  a  tenant  of 
upper  floors  for  wrpn^^ftil  obstmetion 
of  liipht  and  air  from  an^ellor  open  space 
In  a  buildintr  by  a  chimney  constructed  by  an- 
other tenant  under  the  Jandlord*8  express  au- 
thority to  ertjctsuch  chimney  for  the  use  of  boil- 
ers in  the  basement. 

8*  The  objection  of  want  of  parties* 
when  taken  by  plea  or  answer,  should  give  the 
names  of  the  necessary  parties  when  this  can  be 
done,  and  especially  where  it  is  peculiarly  with- 
in the  knowledge  of  the  defendants. 

4.  Other  tenants  who  caused  the  dam- 
ans are  not  necessary  parties  to  an 
action  by  tenants  against  a  landlord 
for  interference  with  the  enjoyment  of  the  prem- 
ises, where  the  time'  for  injunction  has  passed 
and  the  only  relief  that  can  be  granted  is  by  way 
of  damages. 

6*   That  the  tenant's  right  to  an  injunc- 


tion against  tiie  landlord's  interfer- 
ence with  his  enjoyment  of  the  prem- 
ises terminates  pending  suit  by  the  expiration 
of  the  term  will  not  prevent  equity  from  retaining 
the  suit  to  assess  damages. 

(April  4.  isga) 

APPEAL  by  complainants  from  a  ludgment 
of  the  Superior  Court  for  SufFolk  County 
in  favor  of  defendants  in  an  action  brought  to 
enjoin  defendants  from  permitting  the  eieciion 
of  a  chimney  so  as  to  interfere  with  the  light 
coming  to  plaintiff's  windows,  and  to  recover 
damages.    Reversed, 

From  the  report  of  the  facts  made  by  the 
trial  court  it  appeared  that: 

Defendants  own  certain  premises  in  Boston 
bounded  southerly  on  Bedford  street  and  north- 
erly on  Avon  street.  The  easterly  property 
line  is  a  straight  line,  and  is  coincident  with 
the  outer  face  of  the  wall  of  the  defendants' 
building,  except  along  part  of  the  line  about 
the  middle  of  the  building  where  the  wall 
makes  a  set  back  from  the  line  for  a  rectangu- 
lar air  or  window  space  which  is  wholly  on 
defendants'  land.  This  rectangular  space  is 
about  ^  feet  by  27i  feet  and  the  entire  dis- 
tance across  to  the  wall  of  the  opposite  build- 
ing as  it  now  stands  is  about  17  feet. 

The  plaintiffs  are  lessees  of  the  defendants 
of  a  portion  of  the  defendants'  building  under 
written  lease  expiring  December  81, 1&2. 


NOTB,— American  lay)  as  to  easements  of  light,  air, 
and  prospect. 

The  doctrine  that  an  easement  of  light  or  air  can 
be  acquired  by  prescription  is  almost  universally 
rejected  in  this  country. 

In  Delaware  the  doctrine  of  ancient  lights  was 
held  in  the  case  of  Glawson  v.  Primrose,  4  Dei.  Ch. 
643,  to  be  adopted  as  part  of  the  common  law  by 
force  of  the  constitutional  adoption  of  the  common 
law,  and  subject  to  alteration  only  by  the  legrisla- 
ture. 

But  the  case  of  Clawson  v.  Primrose  is  com- 
mented on  and  distinguished  on  the  facts  in  HuUey 
V.  Security  Trust  &  S.  D.  Co.,  5  DeL  Ch.  578,  which 
seems  to  reerard  the  question  of  ancient  lights  as 
not  entirely  settled  by  that  case,  although  it  was 
the  opinion  of  the  able  chancellor,  as  the  question 
had  not  been  passed  upon  by  the  court  of  appeals. 
It  is  remarked  further  that  the  decision  in  Clawson 
V.  Primrose  Is  the  only  one  rendered  in  that  state 
on  the  subject  during  the  whole  period  of  nearly 
one  hundred  years  after  the  adoption  of  the  con- 
stitution. 

In.  IlliDois  the  early  case  of  Oerber  v.  Grabel,  16 
m.  217,  declared  that  the  doctrine  of  ancient  lights 
existed  in  that  state,  but  that  to  be  ancient  the  use 
of  the  light  must  have  existed  from  a  period 
beyond  memory,  and  that  the  rule  of  twenty  yeax*s* 
use  under  the  later  Bnglish  statutes,  which  could 
not  be  traced  beyond  the  Statute  of  21  James  I.,  did 
not  apply  in  that  state,  as  the  English  statutes  after 
the  fourth  year  of  James  I.,  were  not  adopted  in 
that  state. 

But  the  doctrine  is  expressly  rejectted  in  later 
cases.  Quest  v.  Reynolds,  68  111.  478,  18  Am.  Rep. 
5T0;  Tinker  v.  Forbes,  186  111.  221;  Dexter  v.  Tree,  117 
111.632. 

Theldoctrine  of  ancient  lights  is  recited  as  if  it 
2«  L.  R.  A. 


were  the  law  in  Manier  v.  Myers,  4  B.  Men.  Mi  but 
the  case  did  not  involve  the  question,  and  it  was 
subsequently  decided  that  an  easement  of  light  and 
air  cannot  be  acquired  by  prescription  in  Ken- 
tucky.   Bay  v.  Sweeney,  14  Bush,  1, 29  Am.  Rep.  388. 

In  Maryland  there  was  an  obiter  recital  of  tbe 
doctrine  in  Wright  v.  Freeman,  5  Harr.  ft  J.  477. 

But  the  doctrine  was  expressly  repudiated  in 
Cherry  v.  Stein,  11  Md.  1. 

The  doctrine  that  an  easement  of  lights  can  be 
acquired  by  prescription  was  approved  in  Bobeson 
V.  Pittenger,  2  N.  J.  Bq.  57, 82  Am.  Dec.  412. 

But  in  this  case  the  building  whose  lights  were  in 
question  had  been  erected  by  the  owner  of  the  lot 
which  they  overlooked.    Ibid, 

And  later  cases  establish  the  law  that  an  ease- 
ment in  light  and  air  cannot  be  acquired  by  ad- 
verse user  in  New  Jersey.  Hayden  v.  Dutcber.  31 
N.  J.  Bq.  217;  King  v.  MiUer,  8  N.  J.  Eq.  560, »  Am. 
Dec.  246. 

In  Mahan  v.  Brown,  18  Wend.  261, 28  Am.  Dec.  461, 
it  was  assumed  that  the  doctrine  of  ancieot  lights 
prevailed  in  New  York,  although  the  court  de- 
clares'that  the  case  involved  was  not  one  of  ancient 
lights. 

But  later  cases  expressly  decide  that  the  doctrine 
of  ancient  lights  does  not  obtain  in  New  York. 
Parker  v,  Foote,  19  Wend.  800:  Knabe  v.  Levelie,  23 
N.  Y.  Supp.  818. 

In  the  early  Pennsylvania  case  of  Biddle  t.  Ash, 
2  Ashm.  211,  it  was  conceded  for  the  purpose  of  the 
case  that  an  easement  of  light  ought  be  presumed 
as  a  presumption  of  fact  after  twenty  years'  use, 
but  it  was  held  that  the  fbcts  in  that  case  did  not 
establish  any  easeinent. 

But  there  was  an  obiter  disapproval  or  caution  as 
to  the  doctrine  in  Hoy  v.  Sterrett,  2  Watts,  SKT,  37 
Am.  Dec.  ^3,  and  In  Haverstiok  v.  Sipe,  83  Pa.  %S, 
it  is  expressly  decided  that  mere  enjoyment  of  liffht 
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At  the  time  of  the  lease,  the  rooms  on  the 
different  floors  leased  to  the  plain  tiffs  were 
lighted  hv  windows  at  each  end  of  the  rooms 
overlooking  Bedford  and  Avon  streets  respect- 
ively, and  also  on  the  east  side  opening  upon 
the  light  and  air  space  above  referred  to. 

There  is  one  floor  and  a  basement  under- 
neath the  premises  leased  to  the  plaintiffs, 
which  had  been  leased  by  the  defendants  to 
and  occupied  by  Bradford  and  Thomas,  who 
also  had  a  lease  of  the  other  part  of  said  build- 
ing, which  lease  had  hot  expired  May  20, 1892, 
but  had  been  modified  by  agreement  of  that 
date. 

The  plaintiffs  are  commission  merchants  do- 
ing an  extensive  business  in  the  sale  of  goods 
consigned  to  them  by  various  manufacturers. 
Said  second  floor  was  used  by  the  plaintiffs 
not  only  as  a  store-room  but  as  a  sales-room  of 
the  goods  consigned  to  them,  and  in  making 
such  sales  it  is  necessary  to  have  a  well-lighted 
place  for  customers  to  examine  goods,  and  the 
plaintiffs  used  that  part  of  said  second  floor 
directly  in  front  of  said  side  windows  for  the 
exhibition  of  such  goods. 

For  the  plaintiffs  to  have  the  full  enjoyment 
of  the  premises  as  they  were  when  leased  to 
them,  it  is  necessary  for  them  to  have  the  full 
and  undisturbed  use  of  said  side  windows  for 
light  and  air,  and  of  said  space  for  opening 
and  shutting  said  window  shutters. 

May  20, 1892,  the  defendants  executed  an 
unrecorded  lease  to  Eben  D.  Jordan  and  an- 
other of  the  estate  owned  by  them  in  the  local- 
ity described,  including  saio  building  occupied 


in  'part  by  plaintiffs,  subject  to  the  lease  of 
the  plaintiffs  and  subject  to  the  lease  to  and 
subsequent  agreement  with  Bradford  and 
Thomas.  Said  agreement  with  Bradford  and 
Thomas  was  made  by  the  defendants  to  enable 
Uiem  to  make  said  lease  to  Jordon  and  another 
and  give  said  Jordan  and  another,  as  lessees, 
possession  of  said  basement. 

Said  defendants  have  not  been  since  the  date . 
of  the  lease  to  Jordan  and  another  in  the  occu- 

{>ancy  or  control  of  said  premises  except  as 
andlord  under  said  lease,  and  have  not  em- 
ployed any  one  to  do  any  work  upon  said 
premises  as  complained  of,  and  have  not 
directed  or  authorized  the  doing  of  any  of  said 
work  unless  the  contrary  shall  be  held  con- 
structively and  as  a  matter  of  law  on  the  facts; 
all  of  the  acts  complained  of  having  been  done 
as  a  matter  of  fact  by  said  Jordan  or  by  per- 
sons employed,  paid,  directed,  and  controlled 
by  them. 

Eben  D.  Jordan  and  another  went  into  pos- 
session, under  their  said  lease,  on  the  flrst  of 
June,  1892. 

On  and  after  the  said  flrst  of  June,  1892,  the 
said  Jordan  and  Jordan  commenced,  by  their 
servants  and  agents,  to  place  in  said  basement,, 
boilers  and'  other  apparatus  designed  for  an 
electric  light  plant,  of  a  capacity  of  250  arc 
lights,  as  specified  in  their  said  lease,  and  to 
erect  wrought  iron  pipes  or  chimneys,  and 
said  pipes  are  now  entirely  finished. 

By  the  construction  of  said  electric  plant, 
with  its  said  chimneys,  the  plaintiffs  have 
been  greatly  annoyed  and  injured  in  their  said 


and  air  over  anotber^s  premlsee  for  any  length  of 
time  cannot  ripen  into  an  adverse  riirht. 

The  earUer  South  Garolina  ease  of  McCready  v. 
Tbumson,  1  Dud.  L.  IBl,  approved  the  English  doo- 
trine,  but  in  Napier  v.  BulwinWe,  5  Rich.  L.  818,  it 
is  said  that  the  facts  of  the  earlier  case  were  nuoh 
that  the  Jury  might  have  found  evidence  of  assent 
to  the  claim  of  right  In  such  easement  and  the  doc- 
trine IS  expressly  repudiated  by  the  later  case. 

Some  other  early  cases  discussed  the  doctrine  of 
ancient  lights  In  cases  to  which  it  was  applicable 
only  by  way  of  analogy,  and  In  some  instances  as- 
samed  that  this  doctrine  was  the  law  in  this  coun- 
try, imt  these  obiter  dicta  on  the  subject  are  so  en- 
tirely obsolete  In  view  of  the  numerous  decisions  to 
tbe  contrary  that  they  have  not  been  generally  re- 
ferred to  in  this  note. 

A  comparatively  recent  case  of  this  sort  is 
Berkeley  v.  Smith,  27  Gratt.  898,  In  which  there  is 
an  obiter  recital  of  this  doctrine  as  if  it  were  law, 
and  there  does  not  seem  to  be  any  decision  in  that 
etate  on  the  subject. 

In  other  states  the  decisions  have  uniformly  re- 
jected the  doctrine  of  ancient  lights. 

Thng  in  Alabama.    Ward  v.  Neal,  87  Ala.  MO. 

In  Connecticut  tbe  doctrine  of  ancient  lights  was 
disapproved  in  Ingraham  v.  Hutchinson,  2  Conn. 
5(f4,  but  the  case  did  not  call  for  any  decision  as  to 
Uffhte. 

In  Georgia  the  doctrine  is  rejected.  Turner  v. 
Thompson,  58  Ga.  368, 24  Am.  Rep.  497. 

Likewise  in  Indiana.  Keiper  v.  Klein,  51  tnd.  816; 
^ein  T.  Hauck,  56  Ind.  65, 26  Am.  Rep.  10. 

And  in  Kansas.  Lapere  v.  Luckey,  28  Kan.  534, 88 
Am.  Rep.  196. 

In  lAuislana  also  it  is  held  that  a  prescriptive 
riffbt  to  light  and  air  for  windows  cannot  be  ac- 
quired without  an  express  grant  or  covenant.  OJd- 
stein  T.  Firemen^s  Building  Asbo.  44  La.  Ann.  482. 

The  dootrtne  is  also  rejected  in  Maine.   Pierre  v. 
^ernald,  2B  Me.  436, 46  Am.  Dec.  573. 
22L.RA. 


The  English  doctrine  of  an  easement  of  light  and 
air,  based  on  prescription,  is  denied  in  Massachu- 
setts, Irrespective  of  the  Statute  of  1862,  chapter 
144,  which  expressly  denied  this  right.  Rogers  v.. 
Sawin,  10  Gray,  876. 

Other  Massachusetts  oases  denying  the  doctrine 
are:  Fifty  Associates  v.  Tudor,  6  Gray,  259;  Carrig 
V.  Dee,  14  Gray,  588:  Richardson  v.  Pond,  15  Gray,. 
887;  Christ  Church  v.  Lavezsolo,  166  Mass.  89. 

And  the  court  declares  that  no  right  to  an  ease- 
ment of  light  and  air  can  exist  over  the  premises  of 
an  ad joini  ng  owner  except  by  actual  grant.  Paine 
V.  Boston,  4  AUen,  168. 

The  doctrine  of  ancient  lights  is  also  rejected  in 
Texas.  Klein  v.  Gehrung.  25  Tex.  Supp.  282, 78  Am. 
Dec.  665. 

And  in  Vermont.    Hubbard  v.  Town,  83  Vt  295. 

And  also  in  West  Virginia.  Powell  v.  Sims,  5  W. 
Va.  1, 18  Am.  Rep.  629. 

The  mere  fact  that  a  private  alley  has  remained 
unenclosed  and  that  a  person  has  built  a  house  with 
doors  and  windows  opening  upon  it  and  enjoyed 
the  benefit  of  the  tight  and  ventilation  which  it  af- 
forded so  long  as  the  owners  chose  to  leave  it  open 
confers  no  easement  which  will  prevent  the  owners 
from  closing  it.    Dexter  v.  Tree,  117  111.  682. 

No  amount  of  assertion  of  a  right  to  an  easement 
of  light  and  air  can  constitute  the  basis  of  an  ad- 
verse right  or  easement  of  that  kind,  so  long  as  the 
owner  of  the  adjoining  premises  has  had  no  occa- 
sion to  make  use  of  his  premises  in  such  a  way  as 
to  conflict  with  the  alleged  easement.  Tinker  v. 
Forbes,  186  111.  221. 

The  reason  for  the  almost  unanimous  repudiation 
of  the  doctrine  in  this  country  ia  suggested  in  the 
preceding  sentence.  It  is  in  nearly  all  the  leading 
cases  on  the  subject  declared  in  substance  that  the 
law  of  prescription  or  adverse  user  is  not  fairly  to 
be  applied  to  the  enjoyment  of  light  and  air  since 
there  is  in  its  continuance  nothing  of  which  the 
owner  of  the  vacant  premises  can  complain.    It  is 
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bosiness  and  in  the  quiet  enjoyment  of  said 
premises  leased  to  them,  by  reason  of  the  noise 
and  dust  caused  by  said  work;  and  the  light 
at  said  side  windows  has  been,  by  said  pipes, 
substantially  obstructed,  so  as  to  materially 
interfere  with  the  plaintiffs'  said  business. 

Complainants  broujght  said  bill  in  good  faith 
believing  it  to  be  their  proper  remedy. 

Mewrs,  Charles  H.  Hanson  and  Wil- 
liam H*  Leonard,  for  appellants: 

A  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment  is  implied 
in  the  terms  of  an  ordinary  lease. 

Taylor,  Land.  A  T.  g  804;  Wood,  Land.  & 
T.  3ded.  §  859;  Leech  v.  Sehtoeder^L.  R.  9  Ch. 
App.  468;  Burnett  y.  Lynch,  5  Bam.  &  C. 
«09. 

To  constitute  a  breach  of  the  covenant,  it  is 
sufficient  that  the  lessee's  ordinary  and  lawful 
enjoyment  be  substantially  interfered  with  by 
the  acts  of  the  lessor  or  those  claiming  under 
him.  though  neither  the  title  nor  possession  of 
the  land  be  otherwise  affected. 

Taylor,  Land.  &  T.  g  805. 

The  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  the  benefit  of 
an  implied  grant,  and  of  an  easement  in  the 
well  or  jog,  and  to  a  right  to  light  and  air 
therefrom. 

Phillipi  V.  L(w  [18921 1  Ch.  47;  Brande  v. 
Oraee^  154  Mass.  210;  SalUbury  v.  Andrewe, 
19  Pick.  250,  128  Mass.  886;  Parker  v.  Night- 
ingaU,  6  Allen,  841,  88  Am.  Dec.  682;  MeNeU 
V.  Ker^ll,  128  Mass.  251.  85  Am.  Rep.  878; 
Broum  v.  Bolyoke  Water  Pmoer  Co,  152  Mass. 
468;  Dexter  v.  Manley,  4Cu8h.l4;  Sherman  v. 
WiUiame,  118  Mass.  485,  18  Am.   Rep.  522; 


Edmimm  v.  Lowry  (S.  Dak.)  17  L.  R.  A  275, 
and  cases;  Thayer  v.  Payne,  2  Cush.  827. 

And  the  erection  of  pipes  or  chimneys  in  the 
well  or  jog  was  the  erection  of  a  permanent 
structure  upon  the  premises  leased  to  the  plain- 
tiffs, materially  changing  the  character  and 
beneficial  enjoyment  thereof. 

Sherman  v.  Williams,  supra;  UptenY.Tom- 
end,  17  C.  B.  80;  Edmison  v.  Lowry,  supra. 

If  it  is  in  law  the  act  of  the  landlord,  the 
landlord  will  be  responsible  for  the  effect  of 
such  wrongful  act,  without  further  proof  of 
unlawful  intent. 

Boyee  v.  (Guggenheim,  106  Mass.  201,  8  Am. 
Rep.  822;  Upton  v.  Townend  and  Shirmaii  ▼. 
WiUiams,  supra. 

And  it  is  the  wrongful  act  of  the  defendants. 

Sherman  v.  Williams,  supra;  Upton  v.  Tbm- 
end,  17  C.  B.  66;  Wasbb.  Real  Prop.  g§  842, 
848;  Wright  v.  Lattin,  88  111.  298. 

The  fact  that  the  lessees,  one  of  the  partia 
to  the  contract,  have  done  certain  acts  in  al- 
leged pursuance  of  the  contract  or  lease  with- 
out objection  on  the  part  of  the  defendantSt 
the  other  party  to  the  contract,  must  be  taken 
as  showing  the  understanding  of  the  parties 
and  the  correct  construction  of  the  lease  and  of 
the  lessee's  authority  under  it,  in  the  absence  of 
any  repudiation  or  evidence  on  the  part  of  the 
deiendantfl  that  such  acts  were  not  authorized. 

See  Upton  Y,  Townend,  supra.  See  also  Cen- 
tral Trust  Co,  V.  Wabash,  8t,  L.  dbP,  R  Co.M 
Fed.  Rep.  254;  Bobinson  v.  United  Stain,  80 
U.  S.  18  Wall.  868,  20  L.  ed.  658;  Toplif  t. 
Topliff,  122  U.  S.  121,  80  L.  ed.  1110;  (^ieago 


therefore  putting  upon  him  an  unreasonable  bur- 
den to  oompel  him  to  build  on  his  own  premises  in 
order  to  prevent  the  imposition  of  a  servitude  upon 
them. 

If  an  easement  of  this  sort  cannot  be  acquired  by 
preecrlption.  It  is  clear  that  do  rlgrht  to  Llffht  and 
air  over  the  premises  of  another  can  exist  in  the 
atnence  of  some  covenant,  errant,  or  express  crea- 
tion of  the  riffht;  so  in  Ray  v.  Lynes,  10  Ala.  68,  an 
obstructioD  of  hght  was  held  not  actionable,  where 
there  was  no  claim  of  ancient  li^rhts  or  grant  of 
easement  in  the  case. 

But  the  right  of  property  entitles  the  owner  to 
«o  much  light  and  air  as  fall  perpendicularly  on  his 
land.    O'Neill  V.  Breese,  8  Misc.  819. 
Right  of  prospect. 

For  mere  interference  with  prospect,  it  not  being 
an  incident  of  the  estate,  no  remedy  lies  apart  from 
<X)ntract.    Oarrett  v.  Janes,  85  Md.  960. 

An  action  does  not  lie  for  obstructing  view,  un- 
less an  express  covenant  not  to  obstruct  can  be 
be  shown.    Harwood  v.  Tompkins,  24  N.  J.  L.  486. 

The  legislature  cannot  authorize  municipal  au- 
thorities to  declare  tliat  buildings  erected  by  own- 
ers of  land  on  their  own  premises  may  constitute  a 
nuisance  because  they  obstruct  the  \iew  of  the  sea 
and  shut  out  the  sea  breeaee  from  other  property. 
Quintlnl  v.  Bay  St.  Louis,  64  Miss.  488, 60  Am.  Hep.  68. 

Interference  with  the  prospect  of  an  adjoining 
owner  by  a  bow  window  projecting  into  a  street  is 
not  ground  for  an  injunction  in  favor  of  the  latter. 
Jenks  V.  Williams,  115  Mass.  217. 

A  veranda  the  same  width  of  the  sidewalk  sup- 
ported by  iron  columns  does  not  violate  the  Louis- 
iana law  as  to  servitudes  of  light  and  air  in  respect 
to  an  adjoining  owner.  Durant  v.  Rlddell,  12  La. 
Ann.  746. 

implied  grants. 

There  Is  some  conflict  on  the  question  of  implied 
grants  of  these  easements. 
«2  L.  R.  A. 


In  Story  v.  Odin,  12  Mass.  197, 7  Am.  l>eo.  46,  it  wis 
held  that  the  grantor  of  premises  on  which  a  bulM- 
ing  stands  with  windows  overlooking  another  lot 
which  he  still  owns  cannot  erect  any  structuK 
which  will  darken  those  windows,  in  the  abBeooe  of 
any  exception  or  reservation  of  a  rlirht  to  do  so. 

But  in  a  later  case  this  was  distinguished  SDd  it 

.was  held  that  where  the  owner  of  two  lots,  one  of 

I  which  has  a  building  upon  It,  sells  them  both  X>j 

■auction  on  the  same  day  with  the  prlvDeges  asd 

[lippurtenanoeB  belonging'  to  each,  there  ii  no  im- 

'  piled  easement  of  liflrht  and  air  belonging  to  the 

building,  although  the  sale  and  conveyance  of  that 

tract  is  made  first.    Collier  v.  Pierce,  7  Gray,  1^  M 

Am.  Dec.  458. 

And  again  that  an  easement  of  light  snd  air  b 
not  granted  by  implication  on  a  conveyance  of  t 
building,  where  on  the  same  day  and  as  part  of  the 
same  transaction  the  grantees  and  grantors  united 
in  a  conveyanoe  of  the  adjolninflr  premlseB,  with  t 
covenant  that  they  are  free  of  all  incumbraaoes,' 
especially  where  the  windows  for  which  the  east- 
ment  was  claimed  were  not  necessary  to  the  estate 
firranted.    Randall  v.  Sanderson,  111  Mass.  114. 

Finally,  in  Keats  v.  Hugo.  115  Mass.  20^  15  Am. 
Rep.  80,  it  is  held,  on  a  full  review  of  earlier  easei. 
that  no  grant  of  any  right  of  light  or  air  from  ad- 
Joining  lands  is  to  be  Implied  from  the  conveyance 
of  a  house. 

It  is  said  in  this  case  that  the  same  doctrine  li  as- 
sumed to  be  the  law  of  Massachusetts  in  Brooks  ▼. 
Reynolds.  106  Mass,  81,  and  Boyoe  v.  Ouggenbeiai. 
106  Mass.  201, 8  Am.  Rep.  822. 

The  case  of  Story  v.  Odin,  supra,  therefore,  wliich 
has  been  a  leading  one  on  the  doctrine  it  declared, 
is  no  longer  authority  in  Maasaohusetts. 

The  rule  that  an  Implied  easement  of  light  for 
windows  is  created  by  the  grant  of  premises,  the 
windows  of  a  structure  on  which  overlook  land  re- 
tained by  the  grantor,  was  approved  arguendo  in 
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T.  Shddon,  76  U.  8.  9  WaU.  54.  19  L.  ed.  597; 
Jordan  v.  Dyer,  84  Vt.  104,  80  Am.  Dec.  MS; 
Gfoi^  db  Baker  Vetoing  Hack.  Co.  ▼.  Bulkley, 
48  lU.  193. 

The  ordinary  remedy  for  the  nolation  of  an 
e&semeni  for  a  nuisance,  or  for  the  breach  of  an 
implied  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment,  Is  bv 
bill  in  equity  and  an  injunction,  which  in  such 
cases  is  granted  almost  as  of  course. 

2  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  Ist  ed.  §  1851:  Leech  ▼. 
Schweder,  L.  R.  9  Ch.  App.  468,  opinion  by 
Sir  G.  Jesael.  if.  B.;  Salisbury  v.  AndretoB, 
128  Mass.  845:  Brandev.  Grace,  154 Mass.  210; 
High.  Inj.  ^  ed.  g  849;  Bmith  v.  Smith,  148 
Mass.  5,  and  cases. 

Where  the  darkening  of  the  ancient  windows 
of  a  dwelling  house  materially  injures  the  com- 
fort of  the  existence  of  those  who  dwell  in  it, 
the  court  will  interfere  by  injunction. 

Jatkmn  v.  Duke  of  New  Castle,  8  DeQ.  J.  &, 
S.  37$,  and  cases. 

Private  property  cannot  be  taken,  at  any 
price  except  his  own,  from  the  owner  for  the 
use  of  another. 

Tucker  v.  Howard,  128  Mass.  861.  and  cases; 
Lteeh  v,  Schweder,  supra. 

As  no  two  pieces  of  land  are  exactly  alike, 
equity  considers  that  in  no  case  can  damages 
ID  money  be  adequate  compensation  for  the 
breach  of  a  covenant  or  other  contract  affect- 
iugland. 

Foster,  Fed.  Pr.  §  308,  and  cases;  Adderley 
v.  Dmm,  1  Sim.  &  Stu.  607;  Bispham.  Eq. 
§§  375-877. 

If  the  construction  of  the  instrument  be  clear, 


and  the  breach  clear,  then  it  is' not  a  question 
of  damages,  but  the  mere  circumstance  of  the 
breach  of  the  covenant  affords  sufficient 
ground  for  the  court  to  interfere  by  injunction. 

Foster,  Fed.  Pr.  §  208;  Tipping  v.  Sckersley, 
2  Kay  &  J.  264.  See  also  Manners  v.  Johnscm, 
L.  R.  I.  Ch.  Div.  678;  Lloyd  v.  London,  C  d 
D.  R.  Co.  2  JyeOi,  J.  &  8. 668;  Trustees  of  Col- 
umbia CoOege  v.  Lynch,  70 N.  Y.  440.  26  Am. 
Rep.  615. 

An  injunction  to  restrain  a  breach  of  an  im- 
plied covenant  not  tado  anything  inconsistent 
with  the  contract,  will  be  granted,  even  when 
affirmative  performance  cannot  be  decreed. 

Fry,  Spec.  Perf .  §  884  «<  seq,;  Duff  v.  Rus- 
seU,  188  N,  Y.  678. 

The  completion  of  the  work  after  the  plain- 
tiffs had  protested  against  it  and  had  brought 
their  bill  for  an  injunction,  was  at  the  risk  of 
the  defendants,  and  did  not  deprive  the  court 
of  'jurisdiction  over  the  caser*  nor  does  the 
fact  that  the  court  below  failed  to  grant  an  in- 
junction have  that  effect. 

Tucker  v.  Howard,  128  Mass.  861 ;  Brands  v. 
Orace,  154  Mass.  210;  Duff  v.  RusaeU,  supra. 

The  Jordans  were  not  necessary  parties.  Of 
the  title  and  rights  of  one  known  to  be  in  the 
actual,  open  and  exclusive  possession  under 
such  a  lease,  everybody  has  notice,  construct* 
ive  at  least  and  conclusive  in  law. 

2  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  Isted.  614  et  ssq.j  Fried- 
lander  V.  Hewitt,  9  L.  R.  A.  700,  80  Neb.  788. 

Persons,  strangers  to  the  contract,  and  there- 
fore neither  entitled  to  the  rights  nor  subject 
to  the  liabilities  which  arise  out  of  it,  are  as 


Lampman  ?.  Milks,  21 N.  T.  506,  whtoh  was  In  fact 
a  case  ooooemlng  xlKhtB  in  a  stream. 

But  the  New  York  doctrine  is  to  the  contrary 
and  holds  that  the  grant  of  an  easement  of  light 
and  air  is  not  implied  from  the  grant  of  a  house 
haTiDg  windows  overlooking  land  retained  by  the 
Fnmtor.   Shipman  v.  Beers,  2  Abb.  K.  C.  436. 

In  New  Jersey  the  case  of  Bobeeon  v.  Pittenger. 
2  N.J.  Eq.  S7,  82  Am.  Dec.  412,  which  declared  in 
favor  of  ancient  lights,  has  been  limited  by  subse- 
quent cases  to  the  doctrine  of  an  implied  easement 
on  the  aale  of  a  building  overlooking  other  land  of 
the  rrantor.  This  doctrine  is  adopted  in  Sutphen 
V.  Xherkelson,  38  N.  J.  Bq.  318,  in  which  an  ease- 
ment of  light  and  air  for  windows  of  a  building  (in 
this  case  a  hotel)  to  held  to  be  Implied  on  a  convey- 
ance of  the  hotel  premises  while  the  grantor  re- 
tains land  overlooked  by  the  windows  of  thebuild- 
inir.  If  the  light  and  air  through  these  windows  is 
necessary  to  the  enjoyment  of  the  building. 

In  PeoDsylvania  it  was  decided  Id  Mayuard  v. 
£aber,  17  Pa.  222,  tixat  no  implied  easement  of  Ught 
and  air  is  created  on  the  simultaneous  sale  of  two 
parcels  of  land:  on  one  of  which  is  a  building  with 
windows  overlooking  the  other,— especially  where 
the  sales  are  made  dear  of  incumbrances. 

In  a  later  Pennsylvania  case  It  is  held  that  no 
Implied  easement  of  light  or  air  arises  on  the  sale 
of  part  of  grantor's  land  with  a  building  thereon 
haTing  windows  overlooking  bis  other  land,  unless 
the  use  of  those  windows  is  a  matter  of  necessity 
for  the  enjoyment  of  the  part  sold.  Bennyson's 
App.  H  Pa.  147. 39  Am.  Bep.  777. 

The  limitation  of  the  implied  easement  to  oases 
of  necessity  is  made  in  several  states. 

llius  in  Georgia  an  implied  grant  of  an  easement 
of  light  for  a  building  on  premises  conveyed  will 
lie  sustained  only  in  cases  of  real  neeeasity  and  not 
when  other  lights  to  the  building  sold  can  be  sub- 
atttuted  at  a  reasonable  cost.  Turner  v.  Thompson, 
«0a.  208, 24  Am.  Bep.  487. 


This  is  the  doctrine  also  in  West  Virginia.  Pow- 
ell v.  Sims,  6  W.  Ya.  1, 18  Am.fBep.  6S0. 

But  in  Ohio  as  no  implied  easement  of  light  and 
air  is  made  on  a  conveyance  of  premises  with  win- 
dows overlooking  adjoining  land  of  the  grantor, 
even  if  the  use  of  the  windows  is  necessary  to  the 
convenient  enjoyment  of  the  property.  HuUen  v. 
Strieker,  19  Ohio  St.  136,  2  Am.  Bep.  379. 

So  in  Indhina  and  Iowa  there  is  no  implied  grant 
of  light  on  a  conveyance  of  part  of  the  grantor^s 
premises  with  a  building  thereon  having  windows 
overlooking  the  remainder  of  his  land.  Keiper  v. 
Klein,  61  Ind.  316;  Morrison  v.  Marquardt,  24  Iowa, 
36, 92  Am.  Dec.  444. 

In  Maryland  the  main  question  has  not  been  ex- 
pressly decided  but  it  is  held  that  there  Is  no  implied 
easement  of  light  on  the  sale  of  different  tracts 
not  owned  by  the  same  person,  because  the  sale  of 
both  was  made  by  the  same  agent.  Cherry  v.  Stein , 
11  Md.  1. 

In  Loutoiana  where  the  civil  law  prevails,  servi- 
tudes of  light  and  air  are  recognized  by  the  Ck>de, 
and  it  is  held  that,  under  arts.  763  and  706,  a  servi- 
tude of  light  and  sight  is  created  where  the  owner 
of  two  lots  lays  out  on  one  of  them  an  aUey  on 
which  the  other  lot  fronts.  Cleris  v.  Tieman.  15 
La.  Ann.  816. 

And  likewise  the  owner  of  lots  on  both  sides  of  a 
division  wall  by  making  a  window  therein  creates 
a  ^''destinatUm  du  pere  de  famUle^''^  which  results  in 
a  servitude  as  soon  as  the  title  to  the  lots  to  severed. 
Lavlllcbeuvre  v.  Coegrove,  18  La.  Ann.  828. 

A  sale  by  an  administrator  of  a  dwelling  house  to 
one  person,  with  windows  opening  into  a  passage  3 
feet  9  inches  wide  on  an  adjoining  lot,  which  is  sold 
by  him  to  another  person,  and  on  which  there  to 
another  dwelling,  implies  an  easement  of  light  as 
well  as  of  passage  over  this  way,  since  the  easement 
was  apparent  at  the  time  of  the  sale:  but  it  wotdd 
be  otherwise  if  the  purchaser  did  not  know  of  the 
easement.    Durel  v.  Botoblanc,  1  La.  Ann.  407. 
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much  strangers  to  a  proceeding  to  enforce  t)ie 
execution  of  it  as  they  are  to  a  proceeding  to 
recover  damages  for  the  breach  of  it. 

Tasker  v.  Small,  8  Myl.  &  C.  69;  Fry,  Spec. 
Perf.  3d  ed.  §  140  et  neq,;  Willard  v.  Tayloe, 
75  U.  S.  8  Wall.  557.  19  L.  ed.  501;  Movlton 
V.  CTiafee,  22  Fed.  Rep.  26:  MUktnan  v.  Ord- 
leay,  106  Mass.  282. 

Messrs.  Francis  V.  Balch  and  Felix 
Rackemann  for  appellees. 

Allen,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

The  court  ruled  that,  on  the  pleadings  and 
facts  reported,  the  plaintiffs  were  not  en- 
titled to  any  relief,  either  by  way  of  injunc- 
tion or  damages,  against  the  defendants,  and 
therefore  dismissed  the  bill.  The  particular 
ground  is  not  stated,  but  from  the  terms  of 
the  report  and  the  course  of  the  argument  we 
are  led  to  infer  that  it  was  thought  that  the 
plaintiffs  should  have  sought  their  remedy 
against  the  Jordans  alone,  through  whose  im- 
mediate agency  the  acts  complained  of  were 
done,  and  that  the  present  defendants  are  not 
responsible  therefor.  However,  we  have  to 
consider  the  whole  case. 

1.  It  could  not  properly  be  held  on  the 
facts  reported  that  as  matter  of  law  the  plain- 
tiffs were  not  entitled  to  any  relief  against 
anybody.  It  is  true  that  the  description  of 
the  premises  demised  to  the  plaintiffs  con- 
tained no  express  mention  of  the  well  or 
open  space  for  light  and  air,  and  the  lease 
contained  no  express  covenants  on  the  part 


of  the  lessors ;  but  the  situation  and  habitual 
use  of  the  demised  premises  were  sach  as  to 
warrant,  if  not  to  require,  the  finding  of  an 
implied  grant  of  a  right  to  light  and  air 
from  the  open  space,  or  at  least  from  that 
portion  of  it  owned  by  the  defendants.  It  i& 
true  that  the  doctrine  of  implied  giants  of 
easements  or  privileges  connected  with  real 
estate  is  applied  with  some  strictness  in  this 
commonwealth,  but  in  this  case  it  mxghx 
well  be  found,  as  it  was  found,  that  the  right 
to  light  and  air  was  necessary  to  the  bene£- 
cial  enjoyment  of  the  demised  premises.  The 
open  space  was  not  accessible  froin  the  street. 
Its  sole  use,  so  far  as  the  lessors*  were  cod- 
cerned,  was  for  the  benefit  of  the  occupants 
of  their  building,  and  it  must  have  been  in- 
tended that  the  plaintiffs  should  have  the 
benefit  of  it.  There  is  no  other  reasonable 
view  to  be  taken  of  the  facts.  The  case  of 
Doyle  V.  Lard,  64  N.  Y.  4.S2,  21  Am.  Rep. 
629,  much  resembles  the  present,  and  fullj 
sustains  the  plaintiffs'  contention  on  this 
point ;  and  the  general  doctrine  that  there  is 
an  implied  grant  of  whatever  is  necessary  to 
the  beneficial  enjoyment  of  the  thing  granted 
is  familiar.  8aiisbu7'y  v.  Andretps,  19  Pick. 
250 ;  Thayer  v.  PayM,  2  Cush.  827,  831 ;  Fit- 
tingill  v.  Porter,  8  Allen.  1.  6,  7,  85  Am. 
Dec.  671 ;  Wiite  v.  Gliapin,  12  Allen,  516, 
518 ;  Oliver  v.  Pitman,  98  Mass.  "46.  50;  5u« 
V.  Dyer,  126  Mass.  287 ;  Hooper  v.  FarnticvrOt, 
128  Mass.  487 ;  Johnson  v.  Knapp,  146  Mass. 
70,  150  Mass.  267;  Brande  v.  Grace,  V^ 
Mass.  210 ;   Taylor,   Land.   &  T.  §  161 ;  2 


Implied  easement  of  tenant. 

An  implied  grant  in  a  lease  of  the  rlprht  tu  Ifgrht 
and  air  from  an  open  space  or  well  adjoining  the 
rooms  leased  may  arise  without  any  express  refer- 
ence in  the  lease  to  the  subject,  where  the  situation 
and  habitual  use  of  the  premises  is  such  that  the 
right  to  light  and  air  is  necessary  to  the  beneficial 
enjoyment  of  the  premises  leased.  Bee  the  main 
case  above,  Casb  v.  Minot,  with  which  most  of  the 
authorities  agree. 

Keating  v.  Spbingbr.  post,  544,  denies  in  gener- 
al terms  that  such  an  implied  easement  can  exist  in 
favor  of  a  tenant,  but  the  autl^orities  cited  in  sup- 
port of  the  statement  consist  of  one  case  as  to  an 
implied  easement  of  a  vendee,  and  the  New  York 
cases.  Palmer  v.  Wetmore  and  Myers  v.  Oemmel, 
infra,  which  are  limited  by  Doyle  v.  Lord,  infran 
establishing  the  doctrine  in  New  York,  in  agree- 
ment with  Case  v.  Minot.  So  that  the  language 
of  Kbatino  v.  Springer,  if  it  is  to  be  upheld  to  its 
full  extent  in  Illinois,  which  seems  unnecessary  for 
the  purpose  of  that  case,  is  not  in  agreement  with 
the  law  elsewhere. 

A  lessee  of  a  building  can  enjoin  a  grantee  of  the 
lessor  from  erecting  a  structure  which  will  ob- 
struct light  and  air  which  are  necessary  to  the  en- 
joyment of  the  leased  building,  unless  the  lessee 
has  by  estoppel  lost  his  right.  Ware  v.  Chew,  43 
N.  J.  Eq.  483. 

The  erection  of  a  party  wall  by  an  adjoining  own- 
er, darkening  the  windows  of  a  leased  building, 
does  not  constitute  an  eviction,  in  the  absence  of 
any  covenant,  agreement,  or  representations  by 
the  lessor  as  to  the  light,  and  where  the  lessor  did 
not  own  the  adjoining  land  at  the  time  of  the  lease. 
If  he  had  owned  the  land  at  that  time,  an  implied 
easement  might  have  existed  for  the  continuance 
of  light  to  the  leased  building.  Hazlett  v.  Powell, 
do  Pa.  298. 
22L.R.A. 


In  Royce  v.  Guggenheim.  106  Mass.  aoi.  8  Am. 
Rep.  822,  the  effect  of  a  landlord's  erection  of  a 
structure  adjoining  leased  premises,  darkenimr  tbe 
lessee's  windows,  is  to  some  extent  discussed,  but 
it  appears  in  that  case  that  the  structure  was  on  a 
part  of  the  leased  premises  and  was  therefore  dear- 
ly an  invasion  of  the  tenant's  rights. 

A  tenant  of  the  lower  stoiy  of  a  building  vaei 
for  a  store,  the  rear  windows  of  which  were  ibe 
only  means  of  light,  except  artificial  light,  in  that 
part  of  the  store,  has  an  easement  in  the  unob- 
structed entrance  of  light  through  those  windows^ 
Doyle  V.  Lord,  64  N.  Y.  482, 21  Am.  Hep.  629. 

But  if  the  use  of  the  windows  is  not  necessary  to 
the  enjoyment  of  the  leased  premises  a  laDdlord  is 
not  precluded  from  building  on  vacant  premises 
by  the  fact  that  he  has  leased  a  building  with  win- 
dows overlooking  them.  Palmer  v.  Wetmore,  2 
Sandf .  816:  Myers  v.  OemmeU  10  Barb.  597. 

The  tenant  of  a  portion  of  a  building  acquires  a 
right  to  light  from  skylights  over  his  rooms,  and 
where  floor  lights  are  placed  under  a  skj'IIf  l>t  to 
light  a  basement  under  the  room  over  which  tbe 
skylight  is  placed,  tbe  tenant  of  the  room  over  tlH? 
basement  has  no  right  to  cover  the  floor  lights  with 
carpets  or  matting  to  exclude  the  light  from  po^ 
ing  down  in  the  basement,  which  is  occupied  by  a 
different  tenant.    O'Neill  v.  Breese,  8  MIsa  S19. 

A  skylight  constructed  for  the  use  of  a  leased 
stpre  is  an  appurtenance,  the  right  to  enjoy  the 
use  of  which  passes  under  the  lease,  and  the  light 
therefrom  cannot  be  obstructed  by  tenants  of  the 
upper  part  of  the  building.  Morgan  v.  Smith,  S 
Hun,  220. 

The  tenant  of  a  basement  of  a  buflding  may  re- 
strain the  occupant  of  the  story  above  from  coh- 
ering the  iron  grating  in  front  of  the  building 
which  protects  the  windows  in  the  basement. 
Spies  V.  Damm,  64  How.  Pr.  20B. 

it  makes  no  difference  in  such  case  whether  tbe 
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Case  v.  Minot. 
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Washb.  Real  Prop.  5th  ed.  818,  319,  828-381. 
Without  undertaking  to  define  what  may  in 
^11  cases  be  included  as  necessary,  it  is 
enough  to  say,  that,  on  the  facts  reported, 
light  and  air  from  this  open  space  ml^ht 
well  be  found  to  be  necassary.  That  being 
so,  the  facts  reported  are  sufficient  to  show 
or  at  least  to  warrant  a  finding  of  a  nuisance, 
or  a  substantial  interruption  of  the  plain- 
tiffs' right  to  quiet  enjoyment  of  the  prem- 
ises {FulUr  V.  Ruby,  10  Gray,  285,  290 ;  San- 
dman V.  Bertnek- upon- Tweed,  L.  R.  13  Q. 
B.  Div.  547;  Jenkins  v.  Jack^an,  L.  R.  40 
Ch  Div.  71 ;  Robimon  v.  KilwrU  L.  R.  41 
Ch.  Div.  88,  97 ;  Taylor,  Land.  &  T.  S§  305, 
W,  380),  though  perhaps  not* of  an  eviction, 
as  to  which  see  Rovee  v.  Ouggenlieim,  106 
Mass.  201,  8  Am.  Rep.  322 ;  Bartlett  v.  Far- 
rington.  120  Mass.  284;  Broton  v.  Holyoke 
^'aUr-P&wer  Co.  152  Mass.  468;  Brande  v. 
Qnw,  mpra;    Upton  v.  Townendy  17  C.  B. 

'3.  Assuming  that  the  plaintiffs  had  a  right 
to  relief  against  somebody,  it  could  not  prop- 
erly be  held  on  the  facts  reported  that  thev 
were  not  so  entitled  as  against  these  defend- 
ants. This  is  the  point  on  which  most  stress 
ba.s  been  laid  in  the  argument  for  the  defend- 
ants. A  brief  recital  of  facts  may  be  made. 
The  plaintiffs'  lease  would  not  expire  till 
December  81,  1892.  In  it  they  covenanted  to 
make  no  use  of  the  premises  that  should  be 
injurious  to  any  person  or  property,  or  liable 
to  affect  any  insurance  on  the  premises,  or  to 
increase  the  premium  thereof,  and  to  conform 


to  such  rules  and  regulations  as  might  from 
time  to  time  be  established  by  the  lessors  for 
the  general  convenience  and  safety  of  the 
tenants  in  the  building ;  but  the  lessors  en- 
tered into  no  express  covenants.  At  the  time 
the  plaintiffs  took  their  lease,  which  covered 
the  2d,  3d,  4th,  and  5th  stories  of  the  east 
half  of  the  building,  Bradford  &  Thomas 
held  a  lease  of  the  store  and  basement,  un- 
der the  plaintiffs,  which  would  run  for  a 
year  longer  than  the  lease  to  the  plaintiffs, 
and  which  contained  provisions  identical 
with  or  similar  to  those  in  the  plaintiffs' 
lease ;  and  they  covenanted  not  to  make  any 
alterations  or  additions  during  their  term 
without  the  written  consent  of  the  lessors. 
On  the  20th  of  May,  1892,  the  defendants,  in 
order  to  enable  themselves  to  make  another 
lease,  which  should  include  said  basement, 
to  the  Jordans/and  to  give  possession  there- 
of to  the  Jordans,  bargained  with  Bradford 
&  Thomas  to  vacate  the  same,  and  to  accept 
other  rooms  in  place  thereof,  and  to  permit 
the  enlargemeut  of  the  chimney  then  serving 
the  engine  room  ;  the  expressed  consideration 
therefore  being  $10,000  to  be  paid  to  Bradford 
&  Thomas  in  cash,  besides  certain  other  con- 
siderations connected  with  the  use  of  the 
premises.  On  the  same  day  the  defendants 
executed  a  lease  to  the  Jordans  of  the  whole 
premises  then  occupied  in  part  by  Bradford 
&  Thomas,  and  in  part  by  the  plaintiffs, 
with  these  provisions,  among  others:  **The 
lessees  take  subject  to  the  lease  to  Case,  Dud- 
ley &  Battelle  [the  plaintiffs]  ;  and  to  the 


landlord  owns  to  the  center  of  the  street  or  not,  or 
whether  the  iron  grratln^  is  or  is  not  in  what  is 
commonly  denominated  the  stoop  line.    Ibid. 

txprest  onxnl  or  retervaUon  of  such  eaaements, 

A  grantor  of  land  may  expressly  reserve  the  free 
flow  of  iiffht  and  air  over  It  for  benefit  of  other 
property.  Gay  v.  Walker,  aS  Me.  54,  68  Am.  Beo. 
:3(:  Hagerty  v.  Lee,  20  L.  R.  A.  631,  54  N.  J.  L.  580. 

The  right  to  have  land  unbuilt  upon  for  the 
benefit  of  the  Ught,  air,  etc.,  of  nelgrhborinfir  land 
may  be  made  an  easement  Within  reasonable  limits 
by  deed.    Ladd  v.  Boston,  151  Mass.  585. 

Xa  easement  to  have  land  remain  unbuilt  upon 
is  created  by  a  clause  in  a  deed  saying:  '^Sald  grant- 
ore  ajfree  that  no  buildings  shall  be  ei-ected,"  etc., 
the  word  ** agree"  being  equivalent  to  "grant.'' 
Ho^n  v.  Barry,  148  Mass.  588. 

A  bond  executed  by  a  Vendor  simultaneously 
with  a  deed  to  the  effect  that  a  certain  pleoe  of  land 
stfll  owned  by  the  grantor  should  never  be  built 
upon  is  effective  to  create  an  easement  of  light 
and  air  in  favor  of  the  premises  conveyed.  Hills 
V.  MlUer.  3  Paige.  254.  8  L.  ed.  141, 24  Am.  Dec.  218. 

A  statement  equivalent  to  a  promise  or  engage- 
ment made  to  the  court  and  the  adverse  party  In  a 
suit,  that  the  latter  might  have  the  light  and  air 
from  an  open  space:  and  that  this  was  for  the  mu- 
tual accommodation  of  both  parties,  was  regarded 
in  Banks  v.  American  Tract  Soc.  4  Sandf.  Ch.  438, 
T  L.  ed.  116S,  as  a  contract  with  the  court  which 
was  binding. 

A  covenant  that  a  certain  space  should  always 
lay  open  for  a  passageway  and  court  for  the  com- 
mon use  of  the  parties  to  the  covenant  and  their 
respective  estates  was  construed  to  create  not 
merely  a  right  of  way  but  the  right  to  an  open 
ctmrt  for  light  and  air.  where  the  parties,  while 
owning  the  premises  in  common,  bad  built  adjoin- 
in?  the  court  not  only  a  single  dwelling  house  but  a 
22  L.  R.  A. 


brick  block  of  four  dwelling  houses,  and  their  pur- 
pose was  to  make  the  same  use  of  the  remaining 
land  adjoining  the  court.  Salisbury  v.  Andrews, 
128  Mass.  836. 

One  who  accepts  a  deed  which  reserves  an  ease- 
ment  of  light  and  air  does  not  thereby  make  the 
easement  applicable  to  land  which  he  previously 
owned.  Dyer  v.  Sanford,  9  Met.  805, 43  Am.  Dec. 
899. 

The  condition  and  reservation  in  a  deed  of  a  strip 
of  land  one  foot  in  width  along  the  dividing  line  of 
adjoining  owners  that  the  grantor  shall  have  cer- 
tain windows  'iooking  out  on  said  lot  ^*  in  a  build- 
ing to  be  erected  free  from  any  hindrance  or  ob- 
struction to  any  other  or  greater  extent  than  they 
would  be  by  an  existing  structure  on  the  grantee^s 
premises,  applies  only  to  the  strip  granted  and  not 
to  the  land  previously  owned  by  the  grantee. 
Cooper  V.  Louansteln,  87  N.  J.  Eq.  284. 

A  reservation  in  a  deed  that  the  grantee  should 
not  erect  any  building  more  than  one  story  high  in 
a  certain  space,  reciting  the  object  to  be  to  pre- 
serve the  right  to  light  for  the  grantor^s  prem- 
ises does  not  restrict  the  grantee  to  the  exact 
height  of  a  one-story  building  already  standing  on 
the  space  mentioned,  and  is  not  violated  by  raising 
the  height  of  such  building  two  feet  so  as  to  give 
the  same  height  of  ceiling  that  existed  In  a  room 
adjoining.  Hobson  v.  CSartwright^  14  Ky.  L.  Rep. 
288. 

A  reservation  and  covenant  in  a  deed  to  the 
effect  that  nothing  shall  be  built  or  erected  on  the 
lot  conveyed  to  obstruct  the  light  from  a  certain 
hall  was  held  to  give  an  easement  of  light  and  air 
to  the  windows  of  the  whole  building  and  not 
merely  to  a  certain  room  therein,  the  question 
being  the  construction  of  the  language  as  to  what 
was  Intended  by  the  word  "  hall.^^  Pope  v.  Bell,  37 
N.  J.  Eq.  496. 

The  right  of  way  to  a  stable  does  not  include  the 
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lease  to  Bradford  &  Thomas,  and  to  the  agree- 
ment dated  this  day  between  the  lessors  and 
said  Bradford  &  Thomas."  ** Permission  is 
granted  for  the  lesses  to  put  into  the  basement 
of  the  building  boilers,  dynamos,  and  other 
appurtenances  sufficient  to  supply  power, 
light,  heat,  etc.,  to  the  neighboring  build- 
ings occupied  by  them,  and  to  builda  chim- 
ney of  adequate  size  in  connection  there- 
with." The  Jordans  went  into  possession 
June  1,  1892,  and  proceeded  to  put  in  elec- 
trical works,  under  the  permission  contained 
in  their  lease.  There  is  nothine  in  the  facts 
reported  to  show  that  in  putting  in  these 
works  the  Jordans  made  any  more  disturbance 
of  or  interference  with  the  plaintiffs  than 
was  necessarily  incident  to  the  doing  of  such 
work,  or  that  in  any  respect  they  exceeded 
the  permission  granted  to  them  by  the  de- 
fendants. The  contrary  is  t^  be  assumed. 
Mr.  Minot,  one  of  the  defendants,  and  their 
act! ye  trustee,  testified  that  he  could  do  noth- 
ing to  stop  the  work  except  to  say  to  the 
Jordans  that  he  would  be  glad  to  haye  any- 
thing done  to  preyent  annoyance.  The  de- 
fendants objected  to  his  being  asked  if  the 
Jordans  were  doing  anything  other  or  differ- 
ent than  they  were  authorized  to  do  under 
the  lease,  and  the  question  was  excluded. 
Moreoyer,  in  their  answer  the  defendants  ayer 
that  the  Jordans  ''are  regarding  the  terms 
and  proyisions"  of  their  Tease.  ~Upon  these 
facts  it  might  well  haye  been  found  that  the 
defendants  sanctioned  and  authorized  what- 
eyer  the  Jordans  did,  and  were  answerable 
for  it.  They  gaye  express  permission,  and 
they  did  it  for  a  consideration.  They  bought 
off  Bradford  <&  Thomas  for  the  yery  purpose 
of  letting  the  premises  to  the  Jordans,  with 
this  permission.  The  effect  was  to  injure 
the  plaintiffs.     This  result  was  the  natural 


and  probable  consequence  of  what  t)ie  de- 
fendants permitted  to  be  done.  It  was  a  re 
suit  which  th^y  must  haye  contemplated  from 
the  outset.  A  jury,  upon  these  facte,  would 
not  only  be  well  warranted  in  finding  that 
the  defendants  were  responsible  to  the  plain* 
tiffs,  but  that  yiew  seems  to  be  most  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  facts.  The  decision  in  the 
well-considered  case  of  Upton  y.  Tovruud 
is  closely  applicable  on  this  point.  17  C. 
B.  80,  60,  66,  71,  72.  See  also,  Lufkin  ?. 
Zane,  157  Mass.  117,  17  L.  R.  A.  251 ;  fi*h 
y.  Dodge,  4  Denio,  311,  817,  47  Am.  Dec. 
254. 

8.  The  defendants  raise  the  further  objec- 
tion that  the  jordans  are  not  parties  to  the 
suit,  and  that  it  became  apparent  during  the 
trial  that  they  were  the  persons  actually  caxn 
ing,  and  doing  the  things  complained  of  by 
the  plaintiffs.  So  far  as  this  ground  of  de 
fense  is  set  up  in  the  answer,  it  is  found  in 
the  ayerment  that  the  defendants  made  a  lease 
**  to  one  Jordan  and  another,  which  lease  was 
expressly  made  subject  Ur  all  the  rights  of 
the  plaintiffs  in  the  premises,  and  which 
lease  gaye  to  the  lessees  therein  named,  sub- 
ject as  aforesaid,  certain  rights  of  repair, 
renewal,  and  remodeling ;  that  said  lease  is 
now  in  full  force ;  that,  as  defendants  are 
adyised,  their  lessees  are  regarding  the  terms 
and  proyisions  thereof ;  and  that  the  defend- 
ants are  directing,  controlling,  or  doing  no 
work  in  or  about  the  premises  whatever. " 
This  ground  of  defense  seems  to  be  stated  in 
the  answer  rather  by  way  of  exoneration  of 
the  defendants  than  as  pleading  the  want  of 
parties.  When  the  defendants  say  that  they 
made  a  lease  **  to  one  Jordan  and  another"  it 
cannot  be  supposed  that  they  thereby  meant 
to  suggest  that  the  plaintiffs  must  make  "one 
Jordan  and  another^  parties  defendant.    The 


rigbt  to  light  and  air  for  the  stable,  but  only  such 
as  may  be  neoeesary  for  the  use  of  the  rtxht  of  way. 
GraftOD  y.  Moir.  190  N.  T.  466.  As  to  the  right  of 
building  over  a  right  of  way,  see  note  to  Holllns  v. 
DemorestcN.  T.)  15  L.  R.  A.  487. 

The  grant  of  a  five-foot  passageway,  eyidently 
intended  as  a  narrow  foot- way,  does  not  neoessa- 
rily  imply  a  right  to  haye  the  way  kept  open  to  the 
sky  for  light,  or  air,  or  prospect.  Bumham  v. 
Neylns,  144  Mass.  88,  60  Am.  Rep.  61. 

A  reservation  In  a  deed  of  a  ceruiin  space,  **  to 
remain  open  forever  for  the  benefit  of  light  and 
air  is  held  to  be  merely  for  light  and  air  and  not 
for  a  right  of  way.    Oliver  y.  Pitman,  96  Mass.  46. 

But  a  clause  in  a  deed  expressly  stipulating  for 
a  passageway  of  a  certain  width  for  light  and  air 
grants  the  right  to  the  open  and  unobstructed 
passage  of  light  and  air  frona  the  ground  upward 
throughout  the  length  of  the  passageway.  Brooks 
V.  Reynolds,  106  Mass.  81. 

An  express  reservation  In  a  deed  of  a  right  to  light 
and  air  for  a  window  created  by  a  prior  deed  pre- 
cludes one  who  is  privy  in  estate  with  the  later 
grantee  from  setting  up  a  supposed  abandonment 
of  the  easement  by  parol  before  the  making  of  the 
Uter  deed.  Dyer  v.  Sanford,  9  Met.  895,  48  Am. 
Deo.  899. 

An  easement  of  lights  granted  by  covenant  In  a 
lease  for  the  renewable  term  of  ninety-nine  years 
passes  to  the  grantee  of  the  reversion  with  all  priv- 
ileges and  appurtenances,  but  Its  existence  does 
not  constitute  a  violation  of  a  special  warranty  in 
a  subsequent  deed  of  the  adjoining  lot  against  the 
22  L.  R.A. 


claims  and  demands  of  the  grantor  and  all  persons 
claiming  by,  through,  and  under  him.  Jaoes  v. 
Jenkins,  81  Md.  1. 6  Am.  Rep.  800. 

An  easement  for  light  and  air  to  window?  re- 
served on  conveyance  of  land  subject  to  a  mort- 
gage, which  1b  assumed  by  the  grantee.  Is  lost  on  a 
foreclosure  of  the  mortgage  and  Its  purchase  by 
the  wife  of  the  grantee,  to  whom  the  land  was  con- 
veyed through  a  third  person,  but  who  did  not  as- 
sume  the  mortgage.  Ch  rlst  Prot.  Bplsoopal  Oiurcb 
v.  Mack,  96  N.Y.  488. 

An  easement  of  air,  light,  and  vision  created  bv 
covenant  in  a  deed  for  the  benefit  of  other  lots  br 
the  grantor  Is  extinguished  If  the  owner  of  the 
easement  has  made  or  permitted  permanent  erec- 
tions which  substantially  intercept  the  ah*.  Mirfat. 
and  vision;  and,  so  far  as  the  easement  is  Inter- 
fered with  by  such  erections,  to  that  extent  it  U 
destroyed.    Lattlmer  v.  Livermore,  72  N.  Y.  174. 

Enforcement  of  nght 

On  a  lease  for  ninety-nine  yetaa  renewable  for- 
ever of  the  undivided  one-fourth  part  of  a  ywEsant 
lot  adjoining  a  hotel  owned  by  the  lessor,  wftb  a 
restriction  against  building  above  a  certain  beifht 
made  for  the  benefit  of  the  hotel,  the  lesMr  has  a 
right  to  enf oroe  the  restriction  for  the  benefit  of 
his:hotel,  notwithstanding  his  subsequent  oonver- 
ance  of  the  reversion  of  the  leased  premises. 
Tbruston  v.  Minke,  8S  Md.  487. 

An  injunction  against  the  erection  of  a  huildior 
by  a  lessee  darkening  the  windows  of  the  leased 
building  was  denied,  where  the  lease  reserved  to 
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objection  of  want  of  parties,  when  taken  by 
plea  or  answer,  shoula  srive  the  names  of  the 
necessary  parties  where  this  nan  be  done,  and 
especially  where  it  is  peculiarly  within  the 
knowledge  of  the  defendants.  Story,  £q. 
PI.  §§  m,  238,  543.  But,  waiving  the  dis- 
cussion of  technicalities,  lot  it  be  assumed 
that  no  injunction  could  properly  be  granted 
without  making  the  Jordans  parties;  the 
only  result  is  that  the  court  would,  even  in 
tbe'absence  of  proper  pleadings,  take  notice 
of  the  fact,  and  direct  the  cause  to  stand  over, 
in  order  that  the  new  parties  might  be  added. 
i^hwoerer  y.  BoyUUm  Market  Aaso.  99  Mass. 
285,  295;  Story,  Eq.  PI.  286,  2$8;  1  Dan. 
Ch.  Pr.  4th  Am.  ed.  292.  The  bill  was  not 
dismissed  upon  this  ground,  but  upon  the 
ground  that  the  plaintiffs  were  not  entitled 
to  any  relief,  either  by  way  of  injunction  or 
damages,  against  the  defendants.  The  Jor- 
dans might  have  been  made  parties  by  an 
amendment,  and  might  now  if  an  injunction 
were  still  sought ;  but  the  time  has  passed 
when  an  iniun^ion  could  properly  be  issued, 
and  the  only  question  remaining  is  whether 
relief  by  way  of  damages  should  be  given. 
So  far  as  this  form  of  relief  is  concerned,  the 
Jordans  are  not  necessary  parties.  They  have 
entered  into  no  implied  covenant  for  quiet 
enjoyment  with  the  plaintiffs.  If  in  any  re- 
spect the  plaintiffs  could  maintain  a  claim 
for  damages  against  them,  certainly  they  are 
not  joint  contractors  with  the  defendants; 
and,  if  the  defendants  are  liable  in  damages, 
there  is  no  rule  requiring  the  Jordans  to  be 
joined  in  a  suit  to  recover  such  damages. 
The  objection  of  want  of  parties  is  therefore 
nnavailinj;  in  the  present  posture  of  the  case. 
4.  The  only  remaining  question  is  whether 
relief  should  be  granted  against  the  defend- 
ants by  way  of  damages.     It  was  held  in 


Milkman  v.  Ordway,  106  Mass.  232,  that 
where  a  plaintiff  in  good  faith  brings  a  suit 
seeking  equitable  relief,  supposing  and  hav- 
ing reason  to  suppose  himself  entitled  to  such 
equitable  relief,  even  though  at  the  time 
when  the  bill  was  brought  he  had  no  right 
to  relief  purely  equitable,  yet  the  court  will 
afford  relief  by  awarding  compensation ;  a 
Jortiori,  if  the  reason  for  denying  the  purely 
equitable  relief  occurs  pending  the  suit.  In 
the  present  case,  provided  in  other  respecta 
the  plaintiffs  make  out  their  case,  the  only 
reason  for  not  granting  an  injunction  is  that, 
pending  the  suit,  the  plaintiffs*  lease  haa 
expired.  The  plaintiffs  should  not  for  this 
reason  be  turned  out  of  court,  but  the  bill 
should  be  retained  for  the  assessment  of  dam- 
ages. Woodbury  v.  Marblehead  Water  Co. 
145  Mass.  509;  Branch  v.  Orace,  154  Mass. 
210 ;  Stat.  1887,  chap.  383. 

B^iiowlton  and  Horton,  JJ. ,  dissent  from 
that  part  of  the  foregoing  opinion  which 
holds  the  defendants  legally  responsible  for 
the  erection  of  the  chimney  by  Jordan  & 
Jordan,  for  these  reasons :  In  their  view,  the 
defendants  are  not  shown  to  have  had  to  do 
with  -the  changes  near  the  plaintiffs'  prem 
ises,  except  as  appears  by  their  written  con 
tracts  in  reeard  to  the  property.  They  ar- 
ranged with  Bradford  &  Thomas  so  as  to  let 
Jordan  &  Jordan  into  possession  much  sooner 
than  could  have  been' done  without  the  ar- 
rangement. They  made  a  lease  to  Jordan  & 
Joraan  for  eight  years  and  seven  months,  and 
in  the  lease  they  gave  permission  to  make 
tho  changes ;  but  they  expressly  stated  in  the 
lease  that  "the  lessees  take  subject  to  the 
lease  to  Case,  Dudley  &  Battelle,  the  plain- 
tiffs." Without  such  permission,  Jordan  & 
Jordan  would  have  had  no  right  as  against 


the  leasor  the  ri^ht  to  build  on  the  adjoining 
premises,  then  owned  by  a  third  party,  but  the  les- 
see had  himself  acquired  a  lease  of  the  adjoining 
premises  and  was  proceeding  to  build  thereon.  The 
irromid  of  the  decision  seems  to  be  that  the  lessor 
was  not  damaged  while  the  lease  was  existing  and 
that  the  lessee  might  remove  tbe  building  before 
reverskm  to  the  lessor.    Atkins  v.  Chllson,  7  Met. 

aw. 

A  preUmlnary  injunction  against  obstruction  of 
li?ht  and  air  in  violation  of  an  easement  reserved 
vUl  be  denied,  unless  It  is  shown  that  tbe  obstruc- 
tion will  affect  anything  but  unnecessary  windows, 
and  where  the  right  to  maintain  windows  has  not 
heeo  estabUsbed  at  law.  Hagerty  v.  Lee,  45  N. 
J.  Bq.  1,  afBrmed  in  Id.  865. 

No  injunction  against  interference  with  an  ease- 
ment of  light  will  be  granted,  unless  the  interfer- 
ence is  material.  Blddle  v.  Ash,  2  Ashm.  811;  Ray  v. 
Lfnes,10Ala.6a. 

RigfU  to  U0ht  and  air  from  tmblie  highicav. 

Abuttteg  owners  of  land  on  a  street  have  ease- 
ments of  Ught  and  air  from  the  street,  which  con- 
ititute  property  rights.  Story  v.  New  York  Elev. 
R.CO.90N.  Y.  122,  43  Am.  Rep.  146;  Lahr  v.  Met- 
ropoliun  Blev.  R.  Go.  104  N.  Y.  368;  Obendroth  v. 
Manhattan  R.  Co.  11  L.  ft.  A.  684,  122  N.  Y.  1; 
Kane  v.  New  York  Blev.  R.  Co.  11 L.  R.  A.  640,  125 
N.Y.164;  Lamm  V. Chicago, St  P.M.  &  O.R. Co.  10 
LB. A. 886.45  BOnn.Tl;  Adams  v.  Chicago,  R.  ft 
N.  R.CO.  1  L.  R.  A.  488, 80  Minn.  286;  DUl  v.  Ckm- 
28  L  R.-A. 


den  Board  of  Education,  10  L.  R.  A.  276, 47  N.  J.  Eq. 
421;  American  Bank-Note  Co.  v.  New  York  Elev. 
R.  Co.  120  N.  Y.  262:  Greene  v.  New  York  Cent,  ft 
H.  R.  R.  Co.  66  How.  Pr.  154:  Pond  v.  Metropolitan 
Elev.  R.  Co.  42  Hun,  567;  Foote  v.  Manhattan  R.  Co. 
68  Hun,  478. 

Tbe  easement  of  an  abutting  owner  to  light  and 
air  from  a  street  must  be  upheld,  whether  his  rights 
depend  on  the  common  law  or  the  civil  law. 
Hlne  V.  New  York  Elev.  R.  Oo.  54  Hun,  425. 

The  doctrine  of  all  the  cases  above  cited  on  this 
question,  we  believe  without  exception  so  far  as 
they  have  touched  it.  Is  that  these  easements  are 
independent  of  the  question  of  ownership  of  the 
fee. 

In  HoUoway  v.  Southmayd,  180  N.  Y.  800,  Uiree 
of  the  seven  Judges  concurred  in  holding  that  abut- 
ting owners  on  the  old  Bloomlngdale  road  in  New 
York  city  had  private  easements,  including  those 
for  the  free  flow  of  light  and  air,  independent  of 
ownership  of  the  fee  of  the  road,  of  which  ease- 
ment they  could  not  be  deprived  without  compen- 
sation in  closing  the  road,  but  the  fourth  Judge,who 
was  needed  to  make  a  majority  of  the  court,  con-  ' 
ourred  on  the  ground  that  the  abutting  owners 
owned  the  fee  of  the  road,  while  the  other  three 
Judges  dissented. 

Likewise  the  owner  of  land  adjacent  to  a  canal, 
which  constitutes  a  public  highway,  who  erects  a 
building  with  windows  facing  the  canal  close  to 
the  line,  may  restrain  the  erection  of  a  building 
over  the  canal  which  would  shut  up  his  windows. 
Barnett  v.  Johnson,  16  N.  J.  Eq.  481.  B.  A.  R. 
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the  defendants  to  make  the  changes.  With 
it  they  had  and  have  a  ricrht  as  against  the 
defendants.  It  cannot  fairly  be  construed  as 
authorizing  the  Jordans  to  create  a  nuisance, 
or  to  do  anything  that  would  interfere  with 
the  plaintiffs'  rights  as  lessees.  It  amounted 
to  a  declaration  on  the  part  of  the  defendants 
that  they  gave  no  right  as  against  the  plain- 
tiffs, and  that  Jordan  &  Jordan  might  make 
the  chanii^es  after  the  expiration  of  the  plain- 
tiffs' lease  (which  then  had  less  than  eight 
months  to  run),  but  not  before  unless  they 
.did  it  with  the  consent  of  the  plaintiffs,  or 


in  such  a  way  as  not  to  affect  the  plaintiffs^ 
legal  rights.  It  seems  to  the  dissentiDg  jus- 
tices that  with  this  construction  full  effect 
is  given  to  the  languajsre  of  the  contracts,  in 
accordance  with  the  intention  of  the  panies, 
and  that  it  is  unjust  to  the  defendants  to 
charge  them  as  having  authorized  the  work 
to  be  done  against  the  rights  of  the  plaintiffs, 
and  to  make  them  pay  damages  for  which, 
on  the  plaintiffs'  theory,  they  can  have  no 
recovery  a^inst  the  real  wrongdoers.  Case 
remanded  for  further  proceedings. 
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Michael  KEATING,  AppL, 

V. 

Warren  SPRINGER. 

a46  111.  481.) 

1.  A  landlord  wiU  not  be  liable  for  ob- 
structing hlB  tenant's  windows  by  build- 
ing: OD  the  adjoining  close,  in  the  abeenoe  of  any 
coveoant  or  agreement  in  the  lease  forbidding 
him  to  do  so. 

■2.  The  ri^ht  to  have  the  li^ht  and  air 
enter  the  windows  or  a  building  from  an  ad- 
Joining  lot  may  exist  by  express  grant,  or  by  vir- 
tue of  express  covenant  or  agreement. 

^.  Provision  in  a  lease  that  the  lessee 
shall  not  bnild  at  the  rear  of  the  premises 
nearer  than  twenty-five  feet  is  not  violated  by 
building  on  one  side  of  the  premises,  extending 
beyond  the  rear  wall  of  the  old  building  but  not 
extending  In  the  rear  of  the  leased  premises. 

-4.  A  lease  proTidin^^  that  the  lessee 
''shall  not  build  at  the  rear  of  said 
premises  nearer  than  twenty-five  feet  and  no 
obstruction  higher  than  six  feet  shall  be  placed 
In  such  manner  as  to  obstruct  light  to  said  prem- 
ises," prohibits  any  obstruction  higher  than  six 
feet  in  any  direction  from  said  premises  which 
would  obstruct  light  to  them. 

'6.  A  tenant  must  pay  rent  whQe  he  remains 
in  possession,  notwithstanding  such  interference 
with  the  enjoyment  of  the  premises  as  would 
constitute  an  eviction  for  which  he  might  aban- 
don them. 

6.  A  tenant  may  recoup  damagpes  fbr 
interference  with  his  possession  by  the 
landlord  in  reduction  of  the  recovery  for  rent, 
although  he  has  remained  In  possession  instead 
of  abandoning,  when  he  would  have  been  entitled 
to  abandon. 

'7.  A  lessee  may  recover  damages  by 
action  for  breach  of  covenant  by  his  landlord, 
even  if  this  does  not  amount  to  an  eviction  or 
operate  as  a  bar  to  the  claim  for  rent. 

8.    A  Judgment  in  forcible  entry  and  de- 

*    tainer  is  condusiTe  only  as  to  the  right 

of  possession  and  not  conclusive  as  to  the 

iessee^s  right  to  recovery  or  recoupment  for 

breach  of  covenant  in  the  lease. 


(June  19. 1S03.) 

APPEAL  bv  defendant  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Appellate  Court,  First  District,  affirm- 
ing a  Judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Cook 
County  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  for  the  use  and  occupation 
of  certain  real  estate.    Reversed. 

Statement  by  Masmder* «/.; 

On  March  15,  1884,  appellee  executed  & 
written  lease  of  certain  premises  to  appellant 
for  the  period,  extending  from  April  1, 1884, 
to  April  1,    1894,    for  $30,000,  payable  in 
monthly   installments   of   $250  eadi.    The 
premises  are  described  in  the  lease  as  fol- 
lows:   **  All  those  Dremises  situated   .    .    . 
in  the  city  of  Chicago.     .     .    .     known  aod 
described  as  folio wsT  to  wit :    '  The  basement 
of  the  building  known  as  Nog.  201,  203,  sod 
205  So.  Canal  street,  Chicago,  being  a  space 
50  feet  by  70  feet,  more  or  less ;  also  the  store 
floor  of  part  of  said  building,  and  known  as 
Nos.  201  and  203  So.  Canal  street,  being  a 
space  50  feet  by  50  feet,  more  or  less ;  also  a 
space  in  the  yard  at  the  rear  of  said  build- 
ing, commencing  at  the  N.  W.  quarter  of 
said  building,  then  west  25  feet,  then  south 
25  feet,  then  east  25  feet,  to  building,— to- 
gether with  steam  power  not  to  exce^  ten- 
horse  power,  said  steam  power  to  ^  furniabed 
ten  hours  per  day,  Sundays  and  holidays  ex 
cepted.     Said  premises  hereby  leased  to  be 
used  and  occupied  as  a  marble  works  and 
kindred  business,  and  in  no  manner  as  to 
damage  or  interfere  with  tenants  of  adjoin- 
injf  property. '  "    The  lease  contained,  among 
others,    the  following   provisions,   to  wit: 
"Party  of  the  first  part  [Springer]  shall  not 
build  at  the  rear  uf  said  premises  nearer  than 
twenty- five  feet,  and  no  obstruction  hiffher 
than  six  feet  shall  be  placed  in  such  manner 
as  to  obstruct  light  to  said  premises,  and 
party  of  the  second  part  shall  at  all  times 
have  the  use  and  free  access  through  all  now 
existing  alleys  leading  to  rear  of  said  prem- 
ises. ^    Appellant  occupied  the  premises  un- 
der the  lease  from  Its  date  until  July  17, 


r  Note.— The  law  as  to  easements  of  light  and  air, 
whether  created  expressly  or  by  implication,  is 
fully  reviewed  in  the  note  to  the  preceding  case  of 
Case  V.  Minot  (Mass.)  ante,  B38.  The  denial  in 
the  present  case  of  any  implied  easement  of  light 
for  windows  on  leased  premises  is  not  supported  to 
i22  L.  a  A. 


its  full  extent  by  the  prior  authorities,  which  sub- 
stantially agree  with  Case  v.  Minot  in  allowiD? 
such  an  implied  easement  so  far  as  it  is  Deoenarj- 
for  the  enjoyment  of  the  leased  premises.  8ee  nd* 
above  referred  to  under  beading  ^'Implied  eaae> 
ments  of  tenant. 
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1888,  when  he  left  them.    The  building  was 
^  two- story  and  basement  frame  building, 
fronting  east  on  Canal  street,  between  Van 
Buren  street,  on  the  south,  and  Jackson  street, 
on  the  north,  and  having  a  depth  of  50  feet. 
It  had  windows  in  the  front  and  rear,  and 
on  the  north  and  south  sides.    The  territory 
-around  it  was  practically  vacant  at  the  date 
of  the  lease.    There  was  then  no  building  to 
the  south  of  it  nearer  than  40  or  50  feet,  ex- 
cept, perhaps  a  small  shed ;  none  in  the  rear 
or  to  the  west  of  it  nearer  than  about  60  feet ; 
and  none  to  the  north  nearer  than  80  feet,  or 
more.    There  were  some  sheds  and  platforms 
to  the  north,  and  some  rubbish  to  the  west, 
but  nothine  to  obstruct  the  light  needed  for 
•cutting  and  polishing  marble.    In  the  space 
on  the  south  there  was  an  alley  running  west 
from  Canal  street  to  Clinton  street,  connect- 
ing with  which  was  another  alley  running 
north  and  south  in  the  rear  of  the  premises 
in  question.    In  1885  appellee  erected  a  large 
brick  building,  called  the  "Springer  Build- 
ing, "  having  Sve  stories  above  the  oasement, 
fronting  26  feet  on  Canal  Street,  and  having 
a  depth  of  75  feet.    Its  north  wall  was  im- 
mediately against  the  south  wall  of  appel- 
lant's building,  called  the  "^ Keating  Build- 
ing;" and  it  extended  25  feet  further  west 
than  the  Keating  building,  the  extension  of 
25  feet  being  on  the  south  line  of  the  space 
in  the  rear  of  the  Keating  building,  as  de- 
scribed in  the  lease.    The  proof  tends  to  show 
that  appellee  dug  excavations  on  the  lines 
of  the  alleys,  and  built  boiler  and  machine 
shops  in  the  rear  of  the  Keating  building, 
and  placed  obstructions  of  various  kinds  in 
the  alleys  and  in  the  space  to  the  rear  of 
the  Keating   building.     From   the   differ- 
ences ^wing  out  of  these  transactions  vari- 
ous suits  have  resulted.     Appellee  brought 
against  appellant  a  suit  in  assumpsit  for  the 
use  and  occupation  of  said  premises,  to  which 
nonaasumpsit  was  pleaded;  a  suit  upon  a 
note  alleged  to  have  been  ^iven  for  rent,  to 
^hich  pleas  of  nonassumpsit  and  set-off  were 
filed :  three  proceedings  of  distress  for  rent, 
in  which  the  general  Issue  and  certain  spe- 
<^ia}  pleas  of  set-off  and  general  replications  to 
the  latter  were  filed.    And  appellant  brought 
an  action  in  case  against  appellee  to  recover 
damages  for  cutting  off  his  light  bv  the  erec- 
tion of  the  Springer  building  and  other  ob- 
structions, to  which  the  plea  of  not  guilty 
was  filed.    The  said  special  pleas  set  up  vi- 
olations of  the  covenants  of  the  lease  by  al- 
leging: that  the  light  was  shut  off  on  the 
^uth  and  in  the  rear  of  the  Springer  build- 
ing, and  its  extension  to  the  west,  and  by 
the  erection  of  shafting  and  machinery  and 
other  obstructions  more  than  15  feet  high ; 
and  that  the  alleys  were  closed  up  by  the 
placing  therein  oi  iron  boilers,  castincrs,  en- 
gines, building  materials,   etc.  ;   and  that 
st^m  power  was  not  furnished,  etc.     The 
suit  for  use  and  occupation  was  begun  in  the 
circuit  court  of  Cook  county.     Of  the  other 
snits,  one  was  t>eg^n  in  said  circuit  court, 
one  in  the  superior  court  of  said  county,  and 
three  in  the  county  court  of  said  county.    The 
four  suits  last  named  were  transferred  by 
proper  order  to  the  circuit  court,  and  an  or- 
der was  entered  by  the  latter  court  in  the 
•22  L  R.  A. 


suit  for  use  and  occupation  consolidating  the 
other  suits  with  it.  A  stipulation  was  en- 
tered into  between  counsel  that  there  should 
be  one  trial,  which  should  determine  the  mat- 
ters in  controversy  in  all  the  suits.  A  jury 
was  waived,  and  by  agreement  the  consoli- 
dation cause  was  submitted  for  trial  before 
one  of  the  judges  of  the  circuit  court,  with- 
out a  jury.  Upon  the  trial,  the  plaintiff, 
Springer,  introduced  the  written  lease,  and 
proved  the  amount  of  unpaid  rent  due  there- 
on from  October,  1887,  to  July  17,  1888.  A 
large  mass  of  evidence  was  introduced  by  the 
defendant,  Keating,  principally  in  support 
of  the  contention!  tbat  buildings  ana  ob- 
structions were  erected  in  the  rear  of  the 
premises  nearer  than  25  feet,  and  that  the 
use  of  the  alleys  and  free  access  through  the 
same  were  interfered  with  and  cut  off.  In 
contradiction  of  this  evidence  a  large  number 
of  witnesses  were  examined  by  the  plaintiff. 
At  the  close  of  his  testimony  thus  introduced, 
the  plaintiff  offered  in  evidence,  and  the 
court  received,  over  defendant's  objection 
and  exception,  the  proceedings  in  a  forcible 
entry  and  detainer  suit  begun  by  Springer 
against  Keating  before  a  lustice  of  the  peace 
on  April  25,  1^,  wherein  the  complainant 
alleges  that  Springer  was  entitled  to  the  pos- 
session of  said  premises,  and  that  Keating  un- 
lawfully withholds  the  same,  wherein  judg- 
ment was  rendered  in  favor  of  Springer  on 
May  8,  1888,  and  an  appeal  was  taken  and 
perfected  to  the  superior  court,  which  appeal 
was  dismissed  on  July  9,  1888,  and  a  further 
appeal  was  taken  and  allowed  to  the  appel- 
late .court  upon  filing  bond  and  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions within  twenty  days.  On  October 
8,  1891,  judgment  was  entered  by  the  circuit 
court  in  favor  of  Springer  for  $2,907.50 
against  Keating,  and  m  the  suit  of  Keating 
against  Springer  the  latter  was  found  not 
guilty.  This  judgment  has  been  afi^rmed  by 
the  appellate  court  (44  111.  App.  547),  and 
the  case  is  brought  here  by  appeal. 

MeMra.  Hajiecy  A  Merrick  for  appel- 
lant. 
Mr,  Allan  C.  Storj  for  appellee. 

Magf rader,  (A ,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court : 

In  this  case  many  questions  of  fact  and 
law  are  discussed  by  counsel  in  their  briefs, 
but  the  record  is  not  in  such  shape  as  to  au- 
thorize us  to  consider  any  of  these  questions, 
except  that  which  arises  out  of  the  refusal 
of  the  trial  court  to  admit  certain  offered 
evidence,  as  hereinafter  stated.  The  trial 
was,  by  agreement  before  the  court,  without 
a  jury,  and  resulted  in  a  judgment  for  the 
plaintiff,  which  has  been  aflarmed  by  the 
appellate  court.  The  judgment  of  the  latter 
court  is  conclusive  as  to  the  findings  of  fact. 
No  "written  propositions  to  be  held  as  law 
in  the  decision  of  the  case''  were  submitted 
to  the  court  on  the  trial  below  by  either  side, 
in  accordance  with  section  42  of  the  Practice 
Act;  and  hence  no  question  of  law  is  pre- 
sented for  our  determination,  unless  the  er- 
rors assigned  as  to  the  admission  or  exclusion 
of  evidence  necessarily  involve  the  considera- 
tion of  such  a  question.  First  Nat  Bank  of 
35 
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Michigan  City  v.  HoBkell,  124  111.  587 ;  Myers 
V.  Union  Nat.  Bank,  128  111.  478;  HaXl  v. 
Cox,  144  111.  532. 

The  evidence  tends  to  show  that  a  strong 
light  is  necessary  for  such  business  of  manu- 
facturing and  polishing  marble,  as  appellant 
was  engaged  in,  and  that  the  demised  prem- 
ises were  selected  by  the  appellant  for  that 
business  mainly  because  of  their  freedom 
from  surrounding  obstructions  to  the  supply 
of  light.  Accordingly,  the  defendant  below 
offered  to  prove  that  the  erection  of  the 
Springer  building  on  the  south  side  of  the 
Keating  building  prevented  the  entry  of  light 
into  the  latter  from  the  south  and  west. 
Upon  objection  by  the  i>laintiff,  the  court 
refused  to  receive  the  testimony,  and  an  ex- 
ception was  taken  to  its  rulings  by  the  de- 
fendant. The  action  of  the  trial  court  was 
correct,  if  there  is  no  express  covenant  or 
agreement  in  the  lease  obligating  the  land- 
lord to  permit  the  light  to  pass  over  the  south 
lot  into  the  leased  premises.  The  English 
doctrine  is  that,  "if  one  who  has  a  house 
with  windows  looking  upon  his  own  vacant 
land  sell  the  same,  he  may  not  erect  upon  his 
vacant  land  a  structure  which  shall  essenti- 
ally deprive  such  house  of  the  light  through 
its  windows. "  Washb.  Easem.  *492,  par.  5. 
This  doctrine,  however,  does  not  prevail  in 
.  the  majority  of  the  American  states.  It  is 
held  to  be  inapplicable  in  a  country  like  this, 
where  the  use,  value,  and  ownership  of  land 
are  constantly  changing.  Air  and  light  are 
the  common  property  of  all.  The  owner  of 
a  lot  cannot  be  presumed  to  have  assented  to 
an  encroachment  thereon  if  he  has  pem:\itted 
the  light  and  air  to  pass  over  it  into  the 
windows  of  his  neighbor's  bouse,  situated 
upon  the  adjoining  lot.  The  actual  enjoy- 
ment of  the  air  and  light  by  the  latter  is 
upon  his  own  premises  only.  The  prevalent 
rule  in  the  United  States  is  that  an  easement 
in  the  unobstructed  passage  of  light  over  an 
adjoining  close  cannot  be  acquired  by  pre- 
scription. 2  Woodfall,  Land.  &  T.  *703. 
and  notes;  1  Taylor,  Land.  &  T.  §^  289,  880, 
and  notes;  Keats  v.  Htigo,  115  Mass.  204,  15 
Am.  Reo.  80 ;  MuUen  v.  Strieker,  19  Ohio  St. 
135,  2  Am.  Rep.  879.  In  the  early  case  of 
Gerher  v.  GraM,  16  111.  217,  this  court  held 
that  such  a  right  mieht  be  so  acquired ;  but 
in  the  later  case  of  Ghuest  v.  Reynolds,  68  111. 
478,  18  Am.  Rep.  670,  the  Oerber  Case  was, 
in  effect,  overruled,  and  it  was  held  that 
**  prescription  right,  springing  up  under  the 
narrow  limitation  in  the  English  law,  to  pre- 
vent obstructions  to  window  lights,"  "cannot 
be  applied  to  the  growing  cities  and  villages 
of  this  country  without  working  the  most 
mischievous  consequences,  and  has  never  been 
deemed  a  part  of  our  law. "  It  is  established 
by  the  weight  of  American  authority  that  a 
grant  of  the  right  to  the  use  of  light  and  air 
will  not  be  implied  from  the  conveyance  of 
a  house  with  windows  overlooking  the  land 
of  the  grantor ;  and  that,  where  the  owner  of 
two  a^acent  lots  conveys  one  of  them,  a 
grant  of  an  easement  for  light  and  air  will 
not  be  implied  from  the  nature  or  use  of  the 
structure  existing  on  the  lot  at  the  time  of 
the  conveyance,  or  from  the  necessity  of  such 
easement  to  the  convenient  enjoyment  of  the 
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property.  Keats  v.  Brigo,  and  Mullen  v. 
Strieker,  supra;  1  Wood,  Land.  &  T.  §  309. 
pp.  422-424,  and  note;  Morrison  v.  Marguardt^ 
24  Iowa,  85,  92  Am.  Dec  444.  ''A  grant  by 
the  owner  of  two  adjoining  lots  of  one  of  them 
does  not  imply  the  right  of  an  unobstructed 
passage  of  light  and  air  over  the  other.  ^  2 
Woodfall,  Land.  &  T.  *703,  and  note,  •*  The 
law  of  implied  grants  and  implied  reserva- 
tions, based  upon  necessity  or  use  alone, 
should  not  be  applied  to  easements  for  liebt 
and  air  over  the  premises  of  another. "  Mul- 
len V.  Strieker,  supra;  Baverstiek  v.  Sipe.  'S^ 
Pa.  868;  KHper  v.  Klein,  51  Ind.  816.  It 
follows  that  a  landlord  will  not  be  liable  for 
obstructing  his  tenant's  windows  by  build- 
ing on  the  adjoining  close,  in  the  absence  of 
any  covenant  or  agreement  in  the  lease  for- 
bidding him  to  do  so.  Myers  v.  Gemmd.  10 
Barb.  587 ;  Palmer  v.  Wetmore,  2  Sandf .  316 ; 
Keiper  v.  Klein,  supra;  2  Woodfall,  Land. 
&  T.  *708,  and  noU. 

But  the  authorities  all  agree  that  the  right 
to  have  the  light  and  air  enter  the  windows 
of  a  building  over  an  adjoining  lot  may  exist 
by  express  grant,  or  by  virtue  of  an  express 
covenant  or  agreement.  Billiard  v.  Netd  Tort 
&  C.  Gas  Coal  Co.  41  Ohio  St.  662,  52  Am. 
Rep.  99 ;  Brooks  v.  Reynolds,  106  Mass.  31 ; 
Keats  V.  Bugo  and  Morrison  v.  Marquardt, 
supra.  The  question  then  arises  whether  the 
erection  of  the  Springer  building  could  have 
been  regarded  as  a  violation  of  the  expresa 
terms  of  the  lease,  if  proof  had  been  admitted 
showing  that  it  obstructed  the  light  neces- 
sary to  carry  on  the  business.  Thelease  con- 
tains the  following  provision:  "Party  of 
the  first  part  shall  not  build  at  the  reair  of 
said  premises  nearer  than  25  feet,  and  no  ob- 
struction higher  than  six  feet  shall  be  placed 
in  such  manner  as  to  obstruct  light  to  said 
premises. "  The  meaning  of  the  word  **  prem- 
ises, ^  as  here  used,  is  not  to  be  restricted  to 
the  Keating  building  alone,  but  embraces- 
also  the  space  in  the  rear  thereof.  The  lease 
speaks  of  "all  those  premises  ...  de- 
scribed as  follows;"  and  then  mentions,  as 
constituting  those  premises — First,  the  base- 
ment ;  second,  the  store  floor ;  "  also  a  space- 
in  the  yard  in  the  rear, "  25  feet  deep.  The 
space  in  the  rear  is  as  much  a  part  of  the 
premises  demised  as  the  basement  and  the 
store  floor.  Therefore  the  appellee  agreed 
that  he  would  not  build  nearer  than  25  feet 
to  the  west  line  of  the  demised  space  west  of 
the  Keating  building,  which  space  was  25 
feet  wide  from  east  to  west.  The  Springer 
building  was  75  feet  deep,  while  the  Keating 
buildinjg  was  only  50  feet  deep.  It'  follows 
that  the  extension  of  the  former  west  of  the 
rear  of  the  latter  was  along  the  south  line  of 
said  space  in  the  yard  at  the  rear.  The  north 
wall  of  the  Springer  building  did  not  extend 
further  west  than  the  west  line  of  said  space 
in  the  yard,  and  consequently  the  whole  of 
the  Springer  building  was  south  of  the  de- 
mised premises ;  hence  we  think  counsel  for 
appellee  is  right  in  the  contention  that  no 
part  of  .that  building  can  be  consider^  as 
an  obstruction  plac^  in  the  rear  or  to  the 
west  of  the  premises  leased  to  appel lant.  But 
we  cannot  agree  with  counsel  in  so  constru- 
ing the  language  of  the  provision  as  to  limit 
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it  to  obstnictioDS  placed  in  the  rear.  The 
landlord  does  not  agree  that  no  obstruction 
higher  than  six  feet  shall  be  placed  in  the 
rear  in  such  manner  as  to  obstruct  light  to 
said  premises.  His  agreement  is  that  no  ob- 
struction higher  than  six  feet  shall  be  placed, 
whether  to  the  north  or  to  the  west  or  to  the 
south,  in  such  manner  &s  to  obstruct  light 
to  said  building ;  that  is,  to  said  space  in 
the  rear,  as  well  as  to  said  building.  The 
Springer  building— a  brick  structure,  ^ye 
stories  high — was  so  constructed  that  its  north 
wall  joined  the  south  wall  of  the  Keating 
building,  and  the  south  line  of  the  space 
in  the  yard  at  the  rear  thereof.  In  view  of 
the  express  provision  in  the  lease,  as  above 
quoted  and  construed,  we  are  of  the  opinion 
tnat  the  defendant  below  was  entitled  to 
prove,  if  he  could,  that  the  Springer  build- 
ing was  an  obstruction  placed  in  such  man- 
ner as  to  obstruct  light  to  said  premises,  and 
that  the  trial  court  should  have  admitted  the 
proof  upon  that  subject  when  offered. 

It  is  claimed,  however,  that  the  offered 
evidence  was  properly  rejected,  because  this 
suit  is  for  rent  accruing  during  a  period 
while  the  tenant  was  in  possession.  In  order 
to  constitute  an  eviction,  it  is  not  necessary 
that  there  should  be  an  actual  physical  ex- 
pulsion. Acts  of  a  grave  and  permanent 
character,  which  amount  to  a  clear  indication 
of  intention  on  the  landlord's  part  to  deprive 
the  tenants  of  the  enioyment  of  the  demised 
premises,  will  constitute  an  eviction.  Hay- 
Tier  V.  Smith,  63  111.  430,  14  Am.  Rep.  124. 
If  the  acts  of  the  landlord  are  such  as  merely 
tend  to  diminish  the  beneficial  enjoyment  of 
the  premises,  the  tenant  is  still  bound  for 
the  rent,  if  he  continues  to  occupy  the  prem- 
ises. Unless  he  abandons  the  premises,  his 
obligation  to  pay  the  rent  remains.  SkaUy 
V.  mute,  132  Mass.  367.  We  said  in  Chicago 
L^al  Nem  Co,  v.  Browne,  103  111.  317: 
"The  rule  is  well  settled  that  the  wrongful 
act  of  the  landlord  does  not  bar  him  from  a 
recovery  of  rent,  unless  the  tenant  by  such 
act  has  been  deprived  in  whole  or  in  part  of 
the  possession,  either  actually  or  construc- 
tively, or  the  premises  rendered  useless. 
Bdgerton  v.  Page,  20  N.  Y.  284 ;  Halligan  v. 
Wade,  21  111.  470,  74  Am.  Dec.  108;  Lead- 
beater  V.  Both,  26  111.  587. *»  To  "evict"  a 
tenant,  according  to  the  original  signification 
of  the  word,  is  to  deprive  him  of  the  posses- 
sion of  the  land.  But  the  landlord,  without 
being  miilty  of  an  actual  physical  disturb- 
ance of  the  tenant's  possession,  may  yet  do 
such  acts  as  will  justify  or  warrant  the  ten- 
ant in  leaving  the  premises.  The  latter  mav 
abandon  the  premises  in  consequence  of  such 
acts,  or  he  may  continue  to  occupy  them.  If 
he  abandons  them,  then  the  circumstances 
which  iustify  such  abandonment,  taken  in 
connection  with  the  act  of  abandonment  it- 
self, will  support  a  plea  of  eviction,  as 
against  an  action  for  rent.  If,  however,  the 
tenant  makes  no  surrender  of  the  possession, 
but  continues  to  occupy  the  premises  after 
the  commission  of  the  acts  which  would  jus- 
tify him  in  abandoning  them,  he  will  be 
deemed  to  have  waived  his  right  to  abandon, 
and  he  cannot  sustain  a  plea  of  eviction  bv 
showing  that  there  were  circumstances  which 
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would  have  justified  him  in  leaving  the  prem- 
ises ;  hence  it  has  been  held  that  there  can- 
not be  a  constructive  eviction  without  a  sur- 
render of  possession.  It  would  be  unjust  to 
permit  the  tenant  to  remain  in  possession, 
and  then  escape  the  payment  of  rent  by  plead- 
ing a  state  of  facts  which,  though  conferrinfi" 
a  right  to  abandon,  had  been  unaccompanied 
by  the  exercise  of  that  right.  Edgefton  v. 
Page,  supra;  Boreel  v.  Lawton,  90  N.  Y.  293, 
48  Am.  Rep.  170;  De  mtt  v.  Pierson,  112 
Mass.  8,  17  Am.  Rep.  58;  Warren  v.  Wag- 
ner, 75  Ala.  188,  51  Am.  Rep.  446 ;  WHght 
V.  Lattin,  38  111..  293 ;  1  Taylor,  Land.  &  T. 
8th  ed.  §§  380,  381,  and  notes;  Wood,  Land. 
&  T.  2d  ed.  §  477,  pp.  1104-1106;  Alger  v. 
Kennedy,  49  Vt.  109,  24  Am.  Rep.  117 ;  Scott 
V.  Simons,  54  N.  H.  426;  Jackson  v.  Eddy, 
12  Mo.  209.  But  though  the  tenant  will  not 
be  allowed  to  plead  eviction  as  a  bar  to  the 
recovery  of  rent  where  he  has  remained  in 
possession  after  the  performance  of  the  acts 
which  would  have  justified  him  in  leaving 
the  premises,  yet  he  is  not  for  that  reason 
without  remedy.  In  those  states  where  the 
doctrine  of  recoupment  is  recognized,  he 
may  recoup  such  damages  as  he  may  have 
sustained  by  reason  of  the  acts  of  the  land- 
lord, against  the  rent  sought  to  be  recovered. 
1  Taylor,  Land.  &  T.  {^  374 ;  2  Taylor,  Land. 
&  T.  §  631 ;  2  Wood,  Land.  &  T,  §  477,  p. 
1107 ;  Edgerton  v.  Pa>ge,  and  Wa/rren  v.  Wag- 
ner, supra,  Taylor,  in  his  work  on  Land- 
lord and  Tenant  (sec.  631),  says:  "By  the 
law  of  recoupment,  as  now  established  in 
many  of  the  United  States,  the  tenant  can 
avail  himself,  as  a  defense  p;'^  tanto  to  an 
action  of  debt  for  rent,  of  the  landlord's 
breach  of  his  covenants."  The  doctrine  of 
recoupment  is  recognized  in  this  state,  and 
has  been  applied  in  proceedings  begun  by  the 
issuance  of  distress  warrants,  and  In  actions 
for  rent.  Wright  v.  IxUtin,  supra;  Lindley 
V.  Miller,  67  111.  244 ;  Lynch  v.  Baldmn,  69 
111.  210;  Pepper  v.  Bowley,  73  111.  262.  In 
Lynch  V.  Bcidwin,  supra,  where  the  landlord 
had  issued  a  distress  warrant,  we  said  :  "  As 
to  recouping  damages  for  any  loss  or  injury 
sustained  by  the  tenant,  we  have  no  doubt 
that  it  may  be  done,  as  they  grow  out  of  the 
same  transaction.  The  object'of  this  inquiry 
is  to  ascertain  the  amount  of  rent  due ;  and, 
if  the  acts  of  the  landlord  impaired  the  value 
of  the  use  of  the  premises,  then  the  tenant 
should  not  pay  the  same  rent  as  if  the  land* 
lord  had  done  no  act  to  reduce  such  value. " 
In  Pepper  v.  BouHey,  supra,  which  was  an  ac- 
tion to  recover  rent  due  under  a  lease,  we 
said :  "  If  there  has  been  a  breach  of  any 
covenant  contained  in  the  lease,  whatever 
damage   appellee  has  sustained   in    conse- 

Suence  thereof  may  be  recouped  in  this  ae- 
on from  the  amount  of  rent  due  under  the 
lease."    In  the  case  at  bar  the  consolidated 

groceedinx  not  only  includes  a  suit  for  rent, 
ut  also  several  proceedings  begun  by  the 
issuance  of  distress  warrants ;  and  the  stipu- 
lation permits  the  defendant  to  introduce^ 
under  the  general  issue,  "any  defense  and 
also  any  set- off »  whether  matter  of  contract  or 
tort,  that  he  may  have,  in  the  same  manner 
,  .  .  as  if  specifically  pleaded."  We 
therefore  think  that  the  onered  testimony  as 
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to  the  effect  of  the  erection  of  the  Springer 
building  upon  the  supply  of  light  should 
have  been  receiyed,  in  order  that  any  dam- 
ages which  the  defendant  majr  have  sustained 
thereby  might  be  recouped  in  reduction  of 
the  amount  of  recovery,  and  that  defendant 
was  not  precluded  from  showing  such  dam- 
ages by  his  failure  to  surrender  possession  at 
an  earlier  date. 

Even  if  the  offered  testimony  was  not  ad- 
missible as  tending  to  show  damages  by  way 
of  recoupment,  it  was  competent,  under  the 
declaration  in  the  action  brought  by  Keating 
against  Springer,  to  recover  damages  for 
cutting  off  the  light  by  the  erection  of  the 
Springer  building.  Under  the  stipulation, 
not  only  were  the  suits  brought  by  Springer 
to  be  tried  together,  but  also  with  them  was 
consolidated  for  trial  at  the  same  time  the 
action  in  case  which  Keating  brought  against 
Springer.  It  is  well  settled  that,  although 
the  omission  of  the  landlord  to  perform  his 
covenants  may  not  amount  to  an  eviction, 
nor  operate  as  a  bar  to  his  claim  for  rent, 
yet  the  lessee  has  his  remedy  by  an  action 
to  recover  damages  for  a  breach  of  the  cov- 
enant. Wa7*ren  v.  Wagner^  and  Chicago  Legal 
N&uos  Co.  V.  Browne,  supra;  Laun»hery  v. 
Snyder,  81  N.  Y.  514;  Wright  v.  Lattin, 
supra;  Boyce  v.  Ouggenheim,  106  Mass.  201, 
8  Am.  Rep.  322 ;  1  Taylor.  Land.  &  T.  §§  879, 


381,  and  notes;  2  Wood,  Land.  &  T.  S  477. 
p.  1107. 

It  is  furthermore  claimed  by  the  appellant 
that  all  the  matters  set  up  in  defense  or  as 
ground  of  recovery  by  the  defendant  in  the 
present  consolidated  suits  wer^extineuisbed 
by  the  judgment  in  the  forcible  detainer 
suit,  and  that  said  judgment  operates  as  re« 
judicata,  so  as  to  bar  all  appellant's  rights 
of  recovery  or  recoupment.  We  are  unable 
to  yield  our  assent  to  this  view.  The  judg- 
ment in  forcible  entry  and  detainer  is  ood- 
clusive  only  as  to  the  right  of  poesessioo, 
and,  in  a  certain  class  of  cases,  as  to  the  ex 
istence  of  the  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant 
between  the  parties,  and  as  to  the  tenant's 
wrongful  holding  over.  Doty  v.  BurdUk.  B3 
111.  473;  Nin-wood  v.  Kirby.  70  Ala.  397. 
Hodgkins  v.  Price,  132  Mass.  196,  8  Am.  & 
Eng.  Encyclop.  Law,  p.  176.  It  was  said. 
in  Bobinson  v.  Crummer,  10  111.  218,  that 
"damages  are  not  recoverable  in  this  action, 
but  the  only  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  is 
that  he  have  restitution  of  the  premises,"  etc. 

For  the  error  committed  in  the  refusal  to 
receive  the  evidence  offered  by  the  defend 
ant  as  hereinbefore  mentioned,  the  jttdgmentt 
of  the  Appellate  and  Circuit  Courts  are  rettned, 
and  the  cause  is  remanded  to  the  circuit 
court  for  further  proceedings,  in  accordance 
with  the  views  herein  expressed. 
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STATE  of  New  Jersey,  ex  rel,  Charles  B. 
MORRIS  (ffa^.. 

V. 

James  T.  WRIGHTSON,  County  Clerk. 


SAME 

V. 

William  E.  O'CONNOR,  City  Clerk,  et  al, 

( N.J ) 

1.  CitiBens  who  are  deprived  of  as  ftill 
and  effectlTe  an  electlTe  ft*anclilBe  as 

they  are  entitled  to  under  the  coDstitution  by  an 
apportionment  act  have  a  sufficient  interest,  to 
prosecute  a  writ  of  mandamus  to  test  the  statute. 
8.  The  coii0titiiilonaUty  of  an  appor^ 
tionment  aet  is  a  subject  of  Judicial  inquiry 
and  not  a  mere  political  question. 

3.  The  oourte  cannot  overturn  a  law 
passed  within  constitutional  limitations  on  the 
grround  that  it  is  unwise,  impolitic,  unjust,  or  op- 
pressive, or  even  that  it  was  procured  by  corrupt 
means. 

4.  The  election  of  members  of  aeaembly 
in  aeaembljr  districts  allowing  each  voter  to 
vote  for  but  one  member  instead  of  voting  for  all 
the  members  elected  in  that  county  is  not  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  constitution  of  New  Jersey, 
which  provides  that  the  members  of  assembly 
shall  be  elected  **by  the  legal  voters  of  the  county 
respectively,*^  and  that  each  shall  bean  iohabitant 
of  'the  county  for  which  he  shall  be  chosen." 


6.  lion^  osai^e  and  practical  interpre- 
tation cannot  control  in  the  interpretatioa  of 
the  constitution  unless  the  languajce  Is  obsoore 
and  doubtful. 

6.  Mandamos  to  compel  ofllcers  to  pro- 
ceed nnder  prior  laws  in  respect  to  elec- 
tions instead  of  followinflr  an  unconstJtutloiul 
statute  is  not  premature  because  no  demand  and 
ref ufsl  has  been  made  or  the  time  arrived  when 
It  Is  the  duty  of  the  offloers  to  act. 

(November  9,  laeSL) 

APPLICATIONS  for  writs  of  mandamus  to 
the  clerks  whose  oflScial  duties  required 
them  to  prepare  ballots  for  elections  to  compel 
them  to  proceeci  in  reference  to  an  elcciion  lor 
members  of  the  general  assembly  in  accord- 
ance with  the  constitutional  provisiooa,  and  in 
so  doing  to  disregard  an  act  recently  passed  br 
the  legislature  which  attempted  to  prescribe 
another  course  of  action.     Granted. 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinioo. 

Mr.  Ridiard  Wayne  Parker,  for  re- 
lators: 

Election  by  districts  is  unconstitutiooal. 

The  assemblymen  are  to  be  citizeos  of  the 
county,  apportioned  * 'among  the  counties." 
not  among  the  districts,  elected  by  "the  vot- 
ers of  the  counties  respectively,"  not  by  a  few 
voters  of  each  district. 

Even  if  districts  can  be  made,  the  District 


NoTK.— For  constitutioDality  of  apportionment 
acts,  see  Btate  v.  Cunningham  (Wis.)  16  L.  EL  A. 661, 
and  note:  Giddings  v.  Blaclcer  (Mich.)  16  L.  R.  A. 
402;  Houghton  County  Suprs.  v.  Blaclcer  (Hioh.)  16 
L.  R.  A.  432;  McPherson  v.  Blacker  (Mich.)  16  L. 
EL  A.  475:  People  v.  Rice  (N.  Y.)  16  L.  R.  A.  686 ; 
State  V.  Cunningham  (Wis,)  17  L.  R.  A.  145;  Par- 
22  L.  R.  A. 


ker  V.  State  (Ind.)  18  L.  R.  A.  507;  People  r. 
Broom  (N.  Y.)  80  L.  R.  A.  8L 

The  most  noticeable  part  of  the  present  esse  Istbf 
decision  that  a  county  cannot  be  divided  into  as- 
sembly districts. 


1893. 


State,  ex  rel,  Morris,  v.  Wrtghtson. 
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log  Act  of  1891  18  unconstitutional  as  being 
without  regard  to  population. 

1  Bryoe,  American  Commonwealth,  chap. 
40.  p.  403;  Bagebot's  English  Const,  pp.  215, 
216;  Piske.  Civil  Government,  pp.  216,  217; 
?wpfe  V.  Brobm,  20  L.  R  A.  81,  188  N.  Y.  95; 
Giddinga  v.  Blacker,  16  L.  R  A.  402,  98  Mich. 
1;  &aUy.  Cunningham,  15  L.  R  A.  561,  81 
Wis.  440. 

Lapse  of  time  is  no  defense.  This  is  because, 
as  Blackstone  says,  the  king  is  supposed  to  be 
so  busied  with  public  duties  that  he  may  not 
notice  the  injury. 

Cross  V.  Morristown,  18  N.  J.  Eq.  811. 

Assembly  districting  has  been  held  in  this 
etate  to  be  extra-constitutional,  but  iu  lawful- 
DesB  has  never  come  before  the  courts  till  now. 

State  V.  Newark,  40  N.  J.  L.  297;  MorUand 
T.  ariitian,  52  N.  J.  L.  588. 

Neither  under  the  United  States  Constitution 
Dor  under  the  constitutions  of  the  several  states, 
has  districting  ever  yet  been  held  to  be  lawful 
without  an  express  constitutional  provision  to 
that  effect. 

IBartlett, Congressional  Contested  Elections, 
p.  47;  2  BarUett,  Congressional  Contested  Elec- 
tions, p.  55;  12  N.  J.  L.  J.  868. 

Mr.  Cortlajidt  Parker,  also  for  relators: 

The  Constitution,  art.  7,  §  2,  par.  7,  provides 
that  sberifEs  and  coroners  shall  be  elected 
annually  by  the  people  of  their  respective 
counties  at  the  annual  elections  for  members  of 
as&emblv. 

Could  the  legislature  make  several  districts 
and  let  the  people  of  each  elect  one  coroner? 

Tbeir  jurisdiction  comprises  the  whole  coun- 
ty. Why?  Because  of  the  language  of  the  con- 
stitution adopting  English  laws — which  makes 
each  of  the  coroners  as  much  a  man  of  the  coun- 
ty as  the  sheriff  is.  The  language  in  case  of 
coroners  is  that  they  should  be  elected  bv  "the 
people"  of  their  respective  counties.  That  in 
relation  to  the  assembly  that  its  members 
should  be  elected  by  '*  the  legal  voters  of  the 
county."  £^ch  provision  callsfor  a  county  vote. 

Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  8ded.  chap.  17,  p.  616; 
Madison  County  Ct,  v.  People,  58  111.  456;  Attp- 
Oen.  V.  8t.  Clair  Count)/  Suprs,  11  Mich.  68; 
People  Y.  Maynard,  15  Mich.  468;  Lanningr, 
Carpenter,  20  N.  Y.  447;  Fort  Dodge  City 
School  Digt.  V.  Wahkansa  Dist.  Tup,  17  Iowa, 
85;  Foster  v.  Searff,  15  Ohio  8t.  582. 

Mr.  John  R.  Emenr»  also  for  relators: 

The  Constitution  of  1844  requires  the  elec- 
tion of  the  assemblymen  by  the  counties,  on  a 
general  ticket.    This  appears^ ' 

(1)  From  the  plain  lanflniage  of  the  Consti- 
tution. Appendix,  p.  15,  §§  1,  2,  8. 

(2)  From  the  constitution,  as  read  in  connec- 
tion with  the  previous  constitutions  and  laws 
of  the  state;  this  method  of  examination  is 
necessary  for  proper  construction. 

Gooley,  Const.  Lim.  2d  ed.  59;  Lord  Com- 
bury's  tnstructions.  Appendix,  p.  2. 

(3)  From  the  contemporaneous  construction 
of  the  Constitution  of  1844,  shown  by  the  legis- 
lative acts  to  1852. 

The  legislation  subsequent  to  1852,  dividing 
into  assembly  districts,  is  not  a  practical  con- 
structira  adequate  to  change  the  express  di- 
rection of  the  constitution. 

(1)  It  is  equivalent  to  a  real  amendment  to 
the  constitution,  which  can  be  made  only    in 
the  method  prescribed. 
22L.RA, 


(2)  It  is  not  a  case  of  doubtful  construction, 
in  which  practical  subsequent  legislation' is 
effective. 

See  Cooley,  Const  Lim.  §§  67-69,  especially 
^  69  collecting  the  cases;  State  v.  Kelsey,  44 
i^.  J.  L.  1. 

(3)  The  legislative  construction  has  not  been 
uniform,  ana  the  construction  of  the  first  eight 
years  immediatelv  following  the  adoption  of 
the  constitution  h  entitled  to  the  greater 
weight. 

(4)  The  abuse  of  the  power  of  the  legisla- 
ture has  only  arisen  within  recent  date  (since 
1870),  and  the  question  therefore  was  not  likely 
to  be  raised. 

Mr.  Thomas  If •  McCarter  also  for  re- 
lators. -^ 

Mr,  Frederle  W.  Sterens,  for  respond- 
ents: 

The  application  is  prematurely  made.  It  is 
altogether  problematical  whether  a  certificate 
containing  the  names  of  candidates  to  be  nom- 
inated on  a  countv  ticket  will  ever  be  presented 
to  the  clerk,  and  If  presented,  what  his  action 
will  be. 

High.  Extraordinary  Remedies,  §  12;  State 
V.  (Tnion  Tiirp,  Comrs,  42  N.  J.  L.  531;  Vr^ited 
States  V.  Elizabeth,  3N.  J.  L.  J.  51;  State  v. 
Oavernor,  25  N.  J.  L.  848. 

The  point  that  the  constitution  does  not  al- 
low a  division  of  the  county  into  districts  for 
the  election  of  members  of  assembly  is  no 
longer  open  for  discussion;  it  is  res  judicata  in 
this  court. 

Parker  v.  State,  18  L.  R.  A.  567.  183  Ind. 
178;  Wise  v.  Bigger,  79  Va.  269;  State  v. 
Newark,  34  N.  J.  L.  286;  State  v.  Branin,  28 
N.  J.  L.  494;  Providence  Bank  v.  Billings,  29 
U.  S.  4  Pet.  568,  7  L,  ed.  956;  Georgia  v. 
StanUm,  78  U.  8.  6  Wall.  50.  18  L.  ed.  721; 
State  V.  Nefcark,  40  N.  J.  L.  297;  McPherson 
V.  Blacker,  146  U.  S.  1, 86  L.  ed.  869. 

As  to  the  point  that  the  division  is  not  pro- 
portional, there  is  no  such  principle  of  giving 
to  the  voter  an  equal  voice  in  the  choice  of 
representatives  as  is  here  contended  for  either 
under  the  common  law  or  our  constitution. 

Story,  Const.  §661. 

Mr.  Allan  L.  McDermott,  also  for  re- 
spondents: 

The  objection  that  in  the  apportionment 
the  lines  of  the  assembly  districts  were  not 
drawn  with  a  proper  regard  for  population 
cannot  have  any  force  in  this  forum. 

The  power  to  divide  the  counties  into  elec- 
tion districts  being  found  in  the  legislature, 
the  exercise  of  that  power  is  beyond  judicial 
control. 

If  the  legislature  has  the  power  to  make  any 
division,  this  court  may  not  review  the  exer- 
cise of  that  power  any  more  than  the  legisla- 
ture could  review  and  set  aside  the  decisions  of 
this  court. 

The  third  article  of  our  state  constitution 
defines  the  repositories  of  the  powers  of  govern- 
ment, and  the  lines  of  demarcation  cannot  be 
disturbed  by  complaints  made  to  one  depart- 
ment against  the  doincs,  within  its  exclusive 
province,  of  another.  The  relators  must  show 
that  the  law  thev  attack  is  violative  of  consti- 
tutional limitation.  The  moment  they  step 
beyond  this  line  of  attack  they  are  on  political 
ground  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  this  court. 

Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  6th  ed.  pp.  200-206; 
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PiopU  V.  Rice,  16  L.  R.  A.  886,  185  N.  Y. 
478;  Giddingi  v.  Blacker,  16  L.  R.  A.  402,  98 
Mich.  1. 

Depae*  </.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

The  Act  of  April  16,  1846  (Rev.  Stat.  409), 
entitled  "^  An  Act  to  Regulate  Elections,''  by 
its  first  section  enacted  that  on  the  Tuesday 
next  after  the  first  Monday  in  November  in 
each  year  they  shall  be  held  in  each  county 
to  elect  for  such  county  such  a  number  of 
persons  to  be  members  of  the  general  as- 
sembly as  such  county  shall  be  entitled  to 
elect.  The  first  act  dividing  counties  into 
assembly  districts  was  passed  Alarch  26,  1852, 
(Pub.  Laws  1852,  p.  465).  This  act  was  a 
supplement  to  the  act  to  regulate  elections. 
The  second  section  of  that  act  enacted  that 
on  the  day  mentioned  in  the  Act  of  1846  in 
each  succeeding  year  an  election  should  be 
held  in  each  of  the  said  assembly  districts 
for  one  member  of  the  general  assembly,  who 
** shall  be  a  resident  of  said  district.''  In 
1861,  at  the  session  of  the  legislature  held 
next  aftrr  the  federal  census  of  1860,  an  act 
was  passed  which  was  also  a  supplemcDt  to 
the  act  regulating  elections,  forming  the 
several  counties  into  as  many  assemblv  dis- 
tricts as  said  counties  were  respectively  en- 
titled to  members  of  assemblv.  Pub.  Laws 
1861,  p.  529.  In  1871  a  similar  act  was 
passed,  with  the  title  of  "An  Act  to  Reap- 
portion the  Several  Assembly  Districts  of  the 
State  of  New  Jersey."  Pub.  Laws  1871,  p. 
45.  By  the  General  Election  Law  of  1876 
the  first  section  of  the  General  Election  Act 
of  1846  was  amended  by  requiring  an  election 
to  be  held  in  the  several  election  districts  in 
each  county  to  elect  for  such  county  such  a 
number  of  persons  to  be  members  of  the 
general  assembly  as  such  county  shall  be  en- 
titled to  elect.  Revision,  p.  887.  Supple- 
ments to  the  Apportionment  Act  of  1871  were 
passed  March  4,  1878  (Pub.  Laws.  pp.  40, 
542)  ;  March  6,  1878  (Pub.  Laws,  p.  49)  ; 
March  12,  1878  (Pub.  Laws,  p.  81)  ;  March 
29,  1878  (Pub.  Laws,  p.  570)  ;  April  8,  1878 
(Pub.  Laws,  p.  266)  ;  April  4,  1878  (Pub. 
Laws,  p.  285)  ;  April  4,  1878  (Pub.  Laws,  p. 
287)  ;  March  27,  1889  (Pub.  Laws,  p.  115). 
Of  these  acts,  all  with  the  exception  of  the 
Act  of  April  8,  1878,  were  alterations  in 
several  of  the  counties  of  the  assembly  dis- 
tricts established  by  the  Act  of  1871,  and  the 
Act  of  April  8,  1878,  appears  to  be  a  general 
act  redistricting  all  the  assembly  districts  in 
this  state.  In  1881  a  general  act  was  passed 
apportioning  members  of  the  assembly  to  the 
several  counties  in  conformity  with  the 
federal  census  of  1880,  and  creating  new  as- 
sembly districts  in  each  of  the  counties. 
Pub.  Laws  1881,  p.  146.  In  1891  another 
general  act  was  passed,  making  a  new  ap- 
portionment of  members  of  assembly  among 
the  several  counties  in  conformity  with  the 
census  of  1890,  creating  new  assembly  dis- 
tricts in  each  of  the  counties.  Pub.  Laws 
1891.  p.  389.  By  several  acts,  passed  re- 
spectively March  7,  1892  (Pub.  Laws,  p.  52), 
March  23,  1892  (Pub.  Laws,  p.  180),  March 
24,  1892  (Pub.  Laws,  p.  251),  which  were 
supplements  of  the  General  Act  of  1891. 
alterations  were  made  in  the  assembly  dis- 
^  L.  R  A. 


tricts  of  the  counties  of  Mercer.  CnmberUnd. 
and  Burlington.  None  of  this  legislation 
after  the  Act  of  1852  contained  an  expres.4 
provision  for  the  election  of  one  member  of 
the  assembly  in  each  assembly  district.  But 
the  second  section  of  the  Act  of  1852  has  not 
been  repealed,  and  that  section  expressly 
provided  for  the  election  of  one  member  in 
each  of  the  districts.  The  contention  in  be- 
half of  the  relators  that,  although  assembly 
districts  are  established,  there  is  no  law  in 
existence  which  purports  to  confer  the  right 
to  elect  members  of  the  assembly  otherwise 
than  by  the  counties  respectively,  is  with- 
out substance. 

The  question,  therefore,  arises  directly  In 
this  proceedin|[  whether  the  Act  of  1891  pre- 
scribed a  constitutional  method  of  electing 
members  of  the  general  assembly.  The  con- 
sideration arising  tn  limine  concerns  the  right 
and  power  of  the  iudiciary  to  take  cognizance 
of  the  subject.  The  contention  of  counsel 
in  resisting  the  allowance  of  this  writ  is  that 
the  question  is  a  political  question,  and  not 
subject  to  judicial  review.  Tlie  constitution 
delegates  to  the  legislative  department  of  the 
government  the  function  of  providing  for  the 
election  of  members  of  the  assembly  in  the 
manner  and  subject  to  the  restrictions  pre- 
scribed by  the  constitution.  A  statute  in  tlic 
performance  of  that  function  is  the  exercise 
of  a  legislative,  and  not  a  political,  power; 
and  the  constitutionality  of  the  act  by  which 
that  legislative  power  is  exercised  is  un- 
doubted! v  a  subject  of  judicial  inquinr. 
i$tate  V.  'Cunningham,  81  Wis.  440,  15  L.  K. 
A.  561 :  Parker  v.  State,  188  Ind.  178,  1^ 
L.  R.  A.  567.  The  prosecutors  who  apply 
for  this  writ  are  citizens  and  legal  voters  in 
the  county  of  Essex.  The  gravamen  of  their 
complaint  is  that  by  the  operation  of  the  Act 
of  1891  they  are  restricted  in  the  exercise  of 
the  elective  franchise  in  as  full  a  manner  as 
by  the  constitution  thev  are  entitled  to  enjoy 
it.  The  interest  the  refators  have  in  the  sub- 
ject-matter of  this  controversy  is  sufficient 
to  give  them  a  standing  in  court  to'proeecute 
this  writ.  If  the  writ  be  allowed,  its  man- 
date will  be  directed,  not  to  members  of  the 
legislature,  but  to  subordinate  officers,  whose 
duties  in  connection  with  elections  are  purely 
ministerial.  Recent  decisions  have  fumishea 
weighty  precedents  affirming  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  courts  on  the  prosecution  of  citizens 
and  voters  over  the  constitutionality  of  acts 
of  the  legislature  making  apportionments  for 
the  election  of  its  members.  8t<Ue  v.  Cun- 
ningMm,  supra;  Oiddinge  v.  Biaeker,  ^ 
Mich.  1,  16  L.  R.  A.  402 ;  Parker  v.  State, 
supra.  In  United  States  v.  Ballin,  144  U.  S. 
1,  86  L.  ed.  821,  the  court  entertained  juris- 
diction to  pass  upon  the  validity  of  a  rule  of 
the  house  of  representatives  for  determining 
the  presence  of  a  quorum  to  transact  bus!  • 
ness.  In  McPherson  v.  Biaeker,  146  U.  S.  1. 
86  L.  ed.  869,  the  same  court  entertained 
jurisdiction  to  consider  whether  a  statute  of 
the  state  of  Michigan  providing  for  the  choice 
of  presidential  electors  was  in  contravention 
of  the  constitution.  In  the  argument  counsel 
directly  made  the  point  that  the  controversy 
was  not  judicial,  because  whatever  decision 
that  court  or  any  other  court  might  make  as 
to  the  validity  of  the  state  law  was  subject 
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to  review  by  other  political  officers  and 
agencies.  To  this  argument  Chief  Justice 
Fuller,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  responded  in  tiais  language:  "It  is 
argued  that  the  subject-matter  of  the  con- 
troveisy  is  not  of  judicial  cognizance,  be- 
cause it  is  said  that  all  questions  connected 
with  the  election  of  a  presidential  elector  are 
political  in  their  nature ;  that  the  court  has 
DO  power  finally  to  dispose  of  them ;  and 
that  its  decision  would  be  subject  to  review 
by  political  officers  and  agencies,  as  the  state 
board  of  canvassers,  the  legislature  in  joint 
convention,  and  the  governor,  or,  finally,  the 
congress.  .  .  .  The  question  of  the  va- 
lidity of  this  act  as  presented  to  us  by  the 
record  is  a  judicial  question,  and  we  cannot 
decline  the  exercise  of  our  jurisdiction  upon 
the  inadmissible  suggestion  that  action  might 
be  taken  by  political  agencies  in  disregard 
of  the  judgment  of  the  highest  tribunal  of 
the  state  as  revised  by  our  own."  In  ^aie 
V.  Cunningham^  Qiddings  v.  Blacker,  and  Mc- 
Her$on  v.  Blacker  the  writs  prayed  for  were 
to  f[o  to  the  secretary  of  state,  commanding 
him  to  perform  the  ministerial  duty  of  giv- 
ing notice  that  at  the  next  general  election 
electors  would  be  chosen  in  a  certain  man- 
ner. By  statute  the  city  and  township  clerks 
are  to  give  public  notice  of  the  time  and 
place  and  purpose  of  holding  an  election 
(Revision,  p.  888,  §  9),  and  by  the  Ballot 
Keform  Act  of  1^  it  is  made  the  duty  of 
the  clerk  of  the  county  to  receive  nomina- 
tions, and  provide  official  ballots  for  the 
election  of  members  of  the  assembly  (Pub. 
Laws  1890,  p.  861) .  The  prayer  of  the  peti- 
tioners is  for  a  mandamus  directed  to  these 
officers  in  the  alternative  either  to  five  no- 
tice, receive  nominations,  prepare  ballots  for 
the  election  of  the  number  of  members  of  the 
assembly  apportioned  to  the  county  of  Essex 
by  the  whole  body  of  the  legal  voters  of  the 
county,  or  to  receive  nominations,  prepare 
ballots,  and  to  give  notice  of  an  election  of 
such  members  m  accordance  with  the  as- 
eembly  districts  created  by  the  Act  of  1881. 
The  map  marked  "Exhibit  R,  12"  »showB  the 
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territorial  location  and  ettent  of  the  assembly 
districts  created  by  the  Act  of  1891.  The 
following  table,  compiled  from  the  testi- 
mony, exhibits  the  population  of  these  dis- 
tricts respectively,  and  also  the  number  of 
voters  polled  in  each  district  at  the  election 
of  1892,  and  the  majority  of  the  members 
elected  in  each. district : 

District. 
1892.       Population. 

First 18,616 

Second 14,897 

Third U,849 

Fourth 17,746 

Fifth 27,481 

Sixth 16,245 

Seventh 29,748 

Bifffath 25,600 

Ninth 24,872 

Tenth 28,172 

Eleventh 42,412 

8^771  Tjan 
In  this  construction  of  districts  the  elev- 
enth district,  with  a  population  of  42,412, 
and  9,980  qualified  voters,  is  allowed  one 
member  of  assembly ;  and  the  third  district, 
with  a  population  of  11,849,  and  8,209  voters, 
obtains  an  equal  representation  in  the  popu- 
lar branch  of  the  legislature.  A  qualified 
voter  of  the  county  of  Essex  who  casts  his 
ballot  in  the  third  district  has  bv  this  act  an 
efFect  given  to  it  equal  to  the  ballots  of  three 
qualified  voters  of  the  county  cast  in  the 
eleventh  district.  The  ineouality  in  the  ap- 
portionment of  the  population  and  qualified 
voters  of  the  county  among  the  districts  by 
this  act  is  conspicuous.  By  the  census  of 
1880,  Essex  county  was  entitled  to  ten  mem- 
bers of  assembly.  The  Apportionment  Act  of 
1881  created  ten  districts,  having  a  popula- 
tion ranging  from  18,688  to  21,258.  The  con- 
tention of  the  relators  is  that  the  apportion- 
ment amon^  the  several  assembly  districts  by 
the  Act  of  1881  was  fair  and  reasonable,  and 
that  the  apportionment  by  the  Act  of  1891  is 
unjust  and  unreasonable,  depriving  the  citi- 
zens of  the  county  of  the  right  of  equal  suf- 
frage secured  by  the  constitution.  Hence  the 
alternative  prayer  of  the  petitioners  is  that 
a  writ  issue  for  an  election  of  ten  members 
of  the  asesmbly  in  the  districts  formed  by  the 
Act  of  1881  and  of  one  member  by  the  county 
at  large. 

We  find  insuperable  obstacles  in  the  way 
of  judicial  action  of  the  scope  last  mentioned. 
If  the  legislature,  having  made  an  appor- 
tionment of  members  among  the  counties  in 
conformity  with  the  constitution,  has  the  ad- 
ditional power  to  create  districts  within  the 
county  for  the  election  of  members,  its  power 
in  that  respect  is  unfettered  by  constitutional 
limitation,  and  consequently  beyond  the  con- 
trol of  the  Judicial  department  of  the  gov- 
ernment. The  legislature  may  create  new 
counties.  The  creation  of  a  new  county  adds 
an  additional  member  to  the  state  senate. 
The  power  of  creating  new  counties  may  be 
resorted  to  for  political  or  other  purposes  in- 
consistent with  public  welfare,  and  may  be 
oppressive  to  taxpayers  on  whom  the  burden 
of  supporting  a  county  government  may  fall, 
and  yet  no  one  would  entertain  the  thought 
that  the  remedy  for  such  an  unwise  or  op- 
pressive act  vested  in  the  judiciary.  The 
cases  in  which  the  courts  have  intervened  to 
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/>  aside  acts  of  the  legislature  creating  elec- 
^iion  districts  have  uniformly  gone  upon  con- 
stitutional limitations  which  ha<l  been  vio- 
lated. I  know  of  no  precedent  or  principle 
that  would  authorize  the  court  to  overturn  a 
law  passed  by  the  legislature  within  consti- 
tutional limitations,  on  the  ground  that  it  is 
unwise,  impolitic,  unjust,  or  oppressive,  or 
even  that  it  was  procured  by  corrupt  means. 
The  remedy  for  legislation  that  is  simply 

r^rnicious  in  its  character  is  with  the  people, 
concur  in  the  views  submitted  by  defend- 
ants' counsel  in  their  brief  that  ''the  relators 
must  show  that  the  law  they  attack  is  a  vio- 
lation of  constitutional  limitations.  The 
moment  they  step  beyond  that  line  of  attack, 
they  are  on  political  ground,  beyond  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court."  The  issue  pre- 
sented by  the  record  in  this  case  is  whether, 
under  the  government  established  by  the  con- 
stitution, the  members  of  the  general  as- 
sembly apportioned  among  the  several  coun- 
ties may  be  elected  otherwise  than  by  the 
qualified  voters  of  the  county  at  larj2:e.  The 
constitutional  provisions  under  consideration 
are  contained  in  article  4,  §^  1-3,  under  the 
title  of  ''Legislature,"  and  article  2,  under 
the  title  of  "Right  of  Suffrage."  Paragraph 
1,  §  1,  art.  4,  provides  that  "the  legislative 
power  shall  be  vested  in  a  senate  andf  general 
assembly. "  Section  2  provides  that "  the  sen- 
ate shall  be  composed  of  one  senator  from 
each  county  in  the  state,  elected  by  the  legal 
voters  of  the  counties  respectively,  for  three 
years."  Section  3  provides  that  "the  gen- 
eral assembly  shall  be  composed  of  members 
annually  elected  by  the  legal  voters  of  the 
counties  respectively  who  shall  be  appor- 
tioned among  the  said  counties  as  nearly  as 
may  be  according  to  the  number  oP  their  in- 
habitants. The  present  apportionment  shall 
continue  until  the  next  census  of  the  United 
States  shall  have  been  taken  and  an  appor- 
tionment of  members  of  the  general  assembly 
shall  be  made  by  the  legislature  at  its  first 
session  after  the  next  and  every,  subsequent 
enumeration  or  census  and  when  made  shall 
remain  unaltered  until  another  enumeration 
shall  have  been  taken;  provided  that  each 
county  shall  at  all  times  be  entitled  to  one 
member,  and  the  whole  number  of  members 
shall  never  exceed  sixty."  Paragraph  2  of 
section  1  of  article  4  provides  that  "  no  per- 
son shall  be  a  member  of  the  senate  who  uiall 
not  have  attained  the  age  of  thirty  years  and 
have  been  a  citizen  and  inhabitant  for  four 
years,  and  of  the  county  for  which  he  shall 
be  chosen  one  year  next  before  his  election ; 
and  no  person  shall  be  a  member  of  the  gen- 
eral assembly  who  shall  not  have  attained  the 
age  of  twenty -one  years,  and  have  been  a 
citizen  and  inhabitant  of  tlie  state  for  two 
years,  and  of  the  county  for  which  he  shall 
be  chosen  one  year  next  before  his  election. " 
Article  2,  in  providing  for  the  right  of  suf- 
frage, provides  that  "every  male  citizen  of 
the  United  States  of  the  age  of  twenty -one 
years  who  shall  have  been  a  resident  of  this 
state  one  year,  and  of  the  county  in  which  he 
claims  his  vote  five  months  next  before  his 
election,  shall  be  entitled  to  vote  for  all  of- 
ficers that  are  now  or  hereafter  may  be  elect- 
ive by  the  people." 
22  Ii.  R.  A. 


In  construing  these  constitutional  prorig. 
ions,  the  form  of  government  antecedent  to 
the  adoption  of  the  constitution,  the  manneT 
in  which  the  legislative  department  was  or- 
ganized, and  the  mode  of  electing  its  mem- 
bers, are  important  adjuncts  in  aacertaiDing 
the  intent  of  the  framers  of  the  constitution. 
By  the  instructions  of  Lord  Combury  and  his 
commission,  the  instruments  which  in  1702 
established  a  colonial  government,  the  gen- 
eral assembly  for  the  enacting  of  laws  was 
cx)n8tituted,  consisting  of  twenty-four  repre- 
sentatives, to  be  chosen  in  manner  following : 
Two  by  the  inhabitants  and  householders  m 
each  of  the  towns  of  Perth  Amboy,  and  Bur- 
lington, ten  by  the  freeholders  of  East  Jersey ; 
and  ten  by  the  freeholders  of  West  Jersey. 
The  qualification  of  the  representatives  of 
these  divisions  was  an  estate  of  freehold  in 
"  the  division  for  which  he  should  be  chosen  -T 
and  the  general  assembly  was  composed  of 
persons  "elected   by  the  major  part  of  tha 
freeholders  of  the  respective  counties  and 
nlaces."    Leam.  &  S.  619-647.    By  an  act 
passed  April  4,  1709,  entitled  "An  Act  Reg- 
ulating the  Qualification  of  RepresentatiTes 
to  Serve  as  General  Assembly  In  This  Pro- 
vince of  New  Jersey,"  two  representatives 
were  assigned  to  the  towns  of  Perth  Amboy, 
Burlington,    and  Salem,    respectively,  and 
two  to  each  of  the  counties  into  which  the 
colony  was  divided.    This  act  provided  that 
these  representatives  should  be  chosen  ''by 
the  majority  of  voices  or  votes  of  the  free- 
holders of  each  county,"  and  that  the  "rep- 
resentatives for  the  counties  aforesaid"  should 
be  freeholders  in  that  division  "for  which  be 
or  they  should' be  chosen."    Allinson,  p.  6. 
As  new  counties  were  created  from  time  to 
time,  each  county  was  given  two  representa- 
tives, to  be  chosen  by  the  county  for  repre- 
sentatives of  the  county.     By  the  first  consti- 
tution of  this  state,  adopted  July  3, 1776,  the 
legislative  department  was  divided  into  two 
b(3ies,   a  legislative  council  and  a  general 
assembly,  the  members  of  which  were  chosen 
annually,    one  member  of   the   legislatjye 
council  and  three  members  of  assembly  being 
chosen  by  each  county.  The  language  of  that 
constitution  is  that  "the  counties  shall  sot- 
erally  choose  one  person  to  be  a  member  of 
the  legislative  council,"  and  "each  county 
shall  also  choose  three  members  of  the  as- 
sembly."   The  qualification  prescribed  for 
the-  members  of  both  the  legislative  bodies 
were  that  the  member  of  the  legislative  coun- 
cil should  be,  and  have  been  for  one  whole 
year  next  before  the  election,  "an  inhabitant 
and  freeholder  in  the  county  in  which  he  is 
chosen, "  and  that  no  person  shall  be  entitled 
to  a  seat  in  the  assembly  unless  he  be,  and 
have  been  for  one  whole  year  next  before  the 
election,  an  inhabitant  "of  the  county  he  is 
to  represent."    The  right  of  suffrage  was 
provided  for  in  these  words:    "All  inhabit- 
ants of  this  colony,  of  full  age  who  are  worth 
fifty  pounds,  proclamation  money  clear  esuie 
in  the  same,    and  have  resided  within  the 
county  in  which  they  claim  a  vote  for  twelve 
months  immediately  preceding  the  election, 
shall  be  entitled  to  vote  for  representatives 
in  council  and  assembly  and  also  for  all  other 
public  ofilcers  that  shall  be  elected  by  the 


1883. 


State,  ex  rel,  Morris,  v.  Wrightson. 


55a 


people  of  the  county  at  laree.**  The  Consti- 
tution of  1776  authorized  tlie  legislature  to 
add  to  or  diminish  the  number  or  proportion 
of  the  members  of  assembly  for  any  county 
or  coanties,  as  it  might  judge  equitable  and 
proper,  on  the  principles  of  more  equal  rep- 
resentation. From  time  to  time  acts  were 
passed  increasing  or  diminishing  the  number 
of  members  of  assembly  in  several  of  the 
counties ;  but  no  e£fort  was  made  to  equalize 
representation  on  the  basis  of  population 
trntil  1836,  when  an  act  was  passed  entitled 
•*An  Act  to  Provide  for  the  Equal  and  Just 
Representation  of  the  Several  Counties  in  This 
State  in  the  General  Assembly, "  which  enact- 
ed ''that  after  the  next  and  each  subsequent 
census  of  this  state  that  shall  be  taken  in 
pursuance  of  any  law  or  laws  of  the  congress 
of  the  United  States  each  county  of  this  state 
shall  be  entitled  to  elect  and  send  to  the 
general  assembly  one  member  for  every  six 
thousand  inhabitants  which  such  county  shall 
contain  at  the  time  of  taking  such  census  as 
near  as  may  be ;  provided  always  that  no 
county  shall  have  a  less  number  of  repre- 
sentatives than  such  county  is  now  by  law 
entitled  to  elect  and  send  to  the  general  as- 
sembly." Pub.  Laws  1838,  p.  57.  This  act 
was  in  force  when  the  Constitution  of  1844 
was  adopted,  and  the  apportionment  of  mem- 
bers among  the  counties  therein  contained 
was  bv  the  constitution  continued  until  the 
federal  census  next  thereafter  should  be  t^ken. 
In  all  the  legislation  on  this  subject  during 
colonial  times,  and  in  the  Constitution  of 
1776  and  the  legislation  thereafter  antecedent 
to  the  convention  which  framed  the  present 
constitution,  members  of  the  popular  branch 
of  the  legislature  were  regarded  as  represent- 
atives of  the  counties,  chosen  by  the  legal 
voters  of  the  counties,  and  qualified  for  the 
office  by  qualification  having  relation  to  the 
counties  for  which  they  were  elected.  In  the 
convention  of  1844  the  inequality  of  repre- 
sentation in  the  legislature  was  made  the 
ground  of  serious  complaint.  As  the  result 
of  the  deliberations  of  that  body,  the  equal 
representation  of  the  several  counties  in  the 
senate  was  retained,  and  equality  of  repre- 
sentation in  the  general  assembly  was  pro- 
vided for  by  the  apportionment  of  members 
among  the  counties  according  to  population. 
A  comparison  of  the  language  of  the  old  con  - 
stitution  and  the  constitution  framed  by  the 
convention  indicates  that  the  purpose  of  the 
members  of  the  convention  was  a  modifica- 
tion in  some  particulars,  and  not  a  radical 
change,  in  the  composition  and  selection  of 
members  of  the  legislative  department.  The 
old  constitution  provided  that  **  the  county 
shall  choose"  the  members  of  assembly  ;  the 
new  constitution  provides  that  the  members 
of  the  general  assembly  shall  be  elected  ^'by 
the  leffal  voters  of  the  counties  respectively. " 
The  old  constitution  provided  that  no  person 
should  be  entitled  to  a  seat  in  the  assembly 
unless  he  be,  and  have  been  for  one  whole 
year  next  before  the  election,  an  inhabitant 
of  "the  county  be  is  to  represent;"  the  new 
constitution  provides  that  no  person  shall  be 
a  member  of  the  general  assembly  who  shall 
not  have  been  a  citizen  and  inhabitant  of  the 
county  for  which  he  shall  be  chosen  one  year 
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next  before  his  election.  In  providing  for 
the  ratio  of  representation  amon^  the  counties 
the  method  of  aDportionment  adopted  in  the 
new  constitution  was  in  principle  in  con- 
formity with  the  Act  of  1888,  which  regulated 
the  subject  under  the  old  constitution.  Be- 
tween the  old  constitution,  with  the  provis- 
ions of  the  Act  of  1888  ingrafted  upon  it,  and 
the  new  constitution,  there  is  a  similarity 
of  language  and  expression  that  indicates 
that  the  framers  of  the  latter  intended  no 
change  in  the  representative  character  of 
members  of  the  general  assembly  or  in  the 
mode  of  their  election.  In  recasting  the  sec- 
tion in  the  old  constitution  providing  for  the- 
right  of  suffrage,  the  words  "for  represent- 
atives in  councu  and  assembly"  were  omitted. 
The  new  constitution  having  in  the  section 
relating  specifically  to  the  election  of  these 
officers  expressly  provided  that  senators  and 
members  of  assembly  should  be  elected  **  by 
the  legal  voters  of  the  county,"  the  omitted 
words  were  superfluous.  And  for  the  words, 
"for  all  other  public  officers  that  shall^be 
elected  by  the  people  of  the  county  at  large, " 
the  new  constitution  substituted  the  expres- 
sion, "shall  be  entitled  to  vote  for  all  officers, 
that  now  or  hereafter  may  be  elective  by  the 
people ;"  an  expression  which  includes  offlcera 
elected  in  townships,  wards,  and  minor  elec- 
tion districts  as  well  as  those  officers  who  by 
force  of  const i  tutional  prescri  ptions  were  made 
elective  by  the  people,  such  as  governor, 
senators,  members  of  assembly,  county  clerks, 
surrogates,  sheriffs,  coroners,  and  justices  of 
the  peace,  according  as  these  constitutional 
officers  were  by  the  constitution  made  elective 
by  the  people  of  the  state  or  by  the  legal 
voters  of  the  counties  or  by  the  people  of  the 
several  townships.  The  problem  the  members 
of  the  constitutional  convention  were  dealing 
with  was  the  equalization  of  representation 
in  the  popular  branch  of  the  legislature.  The 
old  constitntion  permitted  the  legislature,  in 
its  discretion,  to  add  to  or  diminish  the 
number  or  proportion  of  members  of  the  as- 
sembly for  the  several  counties.  This  dis- 
cretionary power  in  the  legislature  was  dis- 
carded in  the  new  constitution,  and  the 
apportionment  of  members  among  the  coun- 
ties in  proportion  to  population  was  substi- 
tuted. In  a  popular  government,  represen- 
tation in  proportion  to  population  extending 
over  the  area  of  a  state  Is  practically  equiva- 
lent to  representation  on  the  basis  of  the  num- 
ber of  qualified  voters.  A  computation  on 
either  basis  would,  in  the  main,  reach  nearly 
the  same  result.  And  it  is  inconceivable  that 
the  distinguished  body  of  men  who  composed 
the  constitutional  convention  should  have 
contemplated  an  apportionment  of  membera 
within  the  several  counties  by  means  of  as- 
sembly districts  not  in  proportion  to  popula- 
tion, or  under  any  other  restriction  which 
should  give  to  one  qualified  voter  a  voice  in 
the  election  of  members  of  the  assembly 
equal  to  that  of  three,  or  any  indefinite  num- 
ber of  voters,  who  exercise  their  elective 
franchise  at  another  voting  place  within  the 
same  county ;  for.  as  has  been  said,  if  the 
power  to  create  these  districts  is  possessed  by 
the  legislature,  it  is  a  power  beyond  consti- 
tutional restraints. 
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The  i)royi6ion8  of  the  Federal  Constitution 
regulating  the  choice  of  presideqtial  electors 
and  the  election  of  members  of  congress  are 
not  apt  precedents  for  the  construction  of  the 
provisions  of  our  constitution  for  the  elec< 
tion  of  senators  and  members  of  assembly. 
Paragraph  2  of  section  1  of  article  2  of  the 
Federal  Constitution  provides  that  each  state 
shall  appoint,  in  such  manner  as  the  legis- 
lature thereof  may  direct,  a  number  of 
electors  (to  vote  for  president  and  vice-pres- 
ident) equal  to  the  whole  number  of  senators 
and  representatives  in  coneress.  The  appoint- 
ment of  electors  is  left  witn  the  several  states, 
to  be  exercised  In  such  manner  as  the  legis- 
lature may  direct.  Under  this  constitutional 
provision  the  legislatures  of  the  several 
states  have  exclusive  power  to  direct  the 
manner  in  which  presiaential  electors  shall 
be  appointed,  whether  by  the  legislature 
directly,  or  by  popular  vote  in  districts,  or 
by  general  ticket.  McPli^erson  v.  Blacker, 
146  U.  8.  1,  26  L.  ed.  869.  In  delivering 
the  opinion  of  the  court  in  the  case  last  cited 
Chief  Jkstice  Ful  ler  said  :  *"  The  constitution 
does  not  provide  that  the  appointment  of 
electors  shall  be  by  popular  vote,  nor  that  the 
electors  shall  be  voted  for  upon  a  general 
ticket,  nor  that  the  majority  of  those  who 
exercise  the  elective  franchise  can  alone 
choose  the  electors.  It  recognizes  that  the 
people  act  through  their  representatives  in 
the  legislature,  and  leaves  it  to  the  legis- 
lature exclusively  to  define  the  method  of 
effecting  the  object. "  The  provisions  in  the 
Federal  Constitution  for  the  election  of  mem- 
bers of  congress 'are  also  expressed  in  general 
terms.  Section  2  of  article  1  provides  that 
**the  house  of  representatives  shall  be  com- 
posed of  members  chosen  every  second  year 
bv  the  people  of  the  several  states  and  the 
electors  in  each  state  shall  have  the  qualifica- 
tions requisite  for  electors  of  the  most  nu- 
merous branch  of  the  state  legislature. "  And 
bv  section  4  ^  the  times,  places,  and  manner 
of  holding  elections  for  senators  and  repre- 
sentatives shall  be  prescribed  in  each  state, 
by  the  legislature  thereof,  but  the  congress 
may  at  any  time  by  a  law  make  or  alter  such 
regulation  except  as  to  the  places  of  choosing 
senators. "  In  the  absence  of  the  interposition 
of  congress,  the  manner  of  electing  represent- 
atives in  congress  is  committed  to  the  state 
legislature,  with  no  other  restriction  than 
with  respect  to  the  qualification  of  the  elect- 
ors. At  the  second  session  of  the  twenty- 
seventh  congress  an  act  was  passed  for  the 
election  of  representatives  in  congress  by  dis- 
tricts. The  debate  upon  the  act  was  long  and 
earnest.  Two  representatives  of  this  state, 
Senator  Miller,  and  Mr.  Halsted  in  the  house 
of  representatives,  participated  in  that  de- 
bate. This  discussion  occurred  in  June, 
1842.  The  constitutional  convention  assem- 
bled in  May,  1844.  The  article  of  our  con- 
stitution relating  to  the  election  of  senators 
and  members  of  the  general  assembly  was  re- 
ported by  Ex -Governor  Vroom,  tlian  whom 
no  one  was  more  familiar  with  public  affairs, 
state  and  national.  If  the  convention  which 
framed  our  constitution  intended  to  adopt  a 
mode  of  electing  members  of  assembly  in  con- 
formity with  the  election  of  members  of  con- 
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under  the  Federal  Constitution,  it  is 
reasonable  to  assume  that,  with  the  discus- 
sions in  congress  at  the  session  of  1842  fresh 
in  the  minds  of  its  members,  the  provisions 
of  our  constitution  on  that  subject  would 
have  been  cast  in  language  of  similar  impoit 
with  the  Federal  Constitution ;  and  it  Is  a 
significant  circumstance  that  the  langna^e  of 
the  Federal  Constitution,  which  conferred 
discretionary  power  on  congress,  was  avoid- 
ed ;  the  discretionary  power  poesessed  by  tiie 
legislature  under  t&e  old  constitution'  was 
taken  away,  and  a  fixed  rule  was  adopted 
that  the  members  of  the  general  assembly 
should  be  apportioned  among  the  counties  in 
proportion  to  population,  and  be  elected  by 
the  legal  voters  of  the  counties  respectively. 
Grouping  together  the  phrases  in  which  the 
intent  of  the  constitution  is  expressed,  I  think 
its  true  construction  is  beyond  controverey. 
Members  of  the  general  assembly  are  appor- 
tioned among  the  counties.  The  qualifica- 
tion for  membership  consists  of  citizenship  of 
the  county  for  which  chey  shall  be  chosen, 
and  they  are  to  be  elected  by  the  legal  voters 
of  the  county.  The  right  of  suffrage  is 
granted  to  residents  of  the  county,  and  each 
qualified  voter  is  secured  by  constitutional 
prescription  the  right  to  vote  for  all  officers 
elective  by  the  people.  Members  of  the  gen- 
eral assembly  are  by  the  constitutional  regu- 
lation elective  by  the  legal  voters  of  the 
counties,  and  every  qualified  voter  who  has 
for  the  specified  period  of  time  been  a  resi- 
dent of  the  county  in  which  he  claims  his 
right  to  vote  is  secured  the  right  to  a  voice 
in  the  election  of  all  officers  who,  by  the  con- 
stitution are  elective  by  the  class  of  legal 
voters  to  which  he  belongs.  The  oonstitu- 
ency  by  which  members  of  the  general  as- 
sembly shall  be  elected  is  desi^ated  by  the 
constitution,  and  the  qualifications  requisite 
for  the  right  of  suffrage  are  therein  pre- 
scribed, and  also  the  elective  franchise  which 
shall  be  enjoyed  by  each  qualified  voter. 
These  constitutional  provisions  were  self 'ex- 
ecuting, and  also  self-sustaining.  State  v. 
Newark,  89  N.  J.  L.  880-888,  4^  N.  J.  L. 
558.  Nothing  was  left  for  legislative  action 
except  the  apportionment  of  members  among 
the  counties  in  a  fixed  ratio,  and  such  regu- 
lations as  were  necessary  for  holding  elec- 
tions,— the  canvassing  of  the  votes,  and  the 
certification  of  the  result.  When  the  legis- 
lature has  once  made  the  apportionment  of 
members  to  any  county,  the  constituency  by 
which  the  members  so  apportioned  shall  be 
elected,  and  the  elective  franchise  of  each  of 
the  legal  voters  by  whom  such  members  are 
elective,  become  subject  to  constitutional 
prescriptions  which  are  beyond  legislative 
control.  The  first  apportionment  act  under 
the  constitution  apportioned  the  membcK 
among  the  counties  without  making  an?  pro- 
vision for  the  manner  in  which  they  should 
be  elected.  Pub.  Laws  1851,  p.  289.  The 
act  was  not  imperfect.  Without  legislative 
action  the  mode  of  electing  the  members  ap- 
portioned by  the  act  among  the  counties  was 
completely  provided  for  by  the  constitution, 
which  ex  propria  vigore  determines  how  mem- 
bers apportioned  among  the  counties  shall  be 
elected. 
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Other  constitutional  provisions  which  pro- 
vide for  the  election  of  other  officers  shed  a 
light  on  the  subject  under  consideration. 
Paragraph  7,  §  2,  art.  7,  provides  that  coro- 
aers  shall  be  elected  by  Uie  people  of  their 
respective  counties.  Paragraph  1,  §  7,  art. 
6,  provides  that  there  may  be  elected  two, 
and  Dot  more  than  five,  justices  of  the  peace 
in  each  of  the  townships  of  the  several  coun- 
ties, and  in  each  of  the  wards  in  cities  that 
vote  in  wards ;  the  number  of  justices  of  the 
peace  a  township  or  ward  may  have  being 
determined  by  its  population.  Paragraph  8, 
j^2,  art.  7,  provides  that  justices  of  the  peace 
shall  be  elected  by  ballot  at  the  annualtown 
meetings  of  the  townships  and  of  the  wards, 
and  when  elected  they  shall  be  commissioned 
for  the  county.  In  these  provisions,  as  in 
that  providing  for  the  election  of  members  of 
assembly  the  constitution  prescribed  the  con- 
stituency by  which  coroners  and  justices  of 
the  peace  shall  be  elected ;  and  it  could 
scarcely  be  contended  with  any  plausibility 
that  an  act  of  the  legislature  for  the  election 
of  coroners  in  election  districts,  or  for  the 
election  of  the  number  of  justices  of  the  peace 
a  township  or  ward  is  entitled  to  have  in  a 
<»rre8ponainff  number  of  election  precincts, 
would  compW'  with  the  constitutional  pre- 
scriptions, tt  will  be  observed,  also,  that 
throughout  the  constitution  the  constituency 
by  which  every  constitutional  officer  shall  be 
chosen  is  defined  with  precision. 

After  a  careful  examination  and  the  most 
attentive  consideration  of  the  important 
questions  presented  in  this  case,  with  the  aid 
of  the  learned  argument  and  elaborate  i)riefs 
of  counsel,  in  my  judgment  the  election  of 
members  of  assembly  in  assembly  districts  is 
a  plain  departure  from  the  method  of  elect- 
ing these  representatives  prescribed  by  the 
(institution.  Instead  of  the  eleven  members 
apportioned  to  the  county  being  elected  by 
the  legal  voters  of  the  county,  one  member 
is  elected  in  each  assembly  district  by  the 
legal  voters  of  that  district,  arbitrarily  cre- 
ated by  the  legislature.  In  the  construction 
of  statutes  it  Is  a  cardinal  rule,  which  ap- 
plies as  well  to  constitutional  provisions, 
that  when  the  law  is  in  the  affirmative  that 
a  thing  shall  be  done  bj  certain  persons  or 
in  a  certain  manner,  this  affirmative  matter 
contains  a  negative  that  it  shall  not  be  done 
by  other  persons  or  in  another  manner,  upon 
the  maxim  ^expresno  unius  ^t  exduHo  al- 
Uwu,"*  Stradiing  v.  Morgan,  1  Plowd.  206, 
207;  9  Bacon,  Abr.  285;  Sedgw.  Stat.  & 
Const.  L.  80.  Where  the  constitution  pre- 
scribes the  manner  in  which  an  officer  shall 
be  appointed  or  elected,  the  constitutional 
prescription  is  exclusive ;  and  it  is  not  com- 
petent for  the  legislature  to  provide  any  other 
mode  of  obtaining  or  holding  the  office. 
Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  78,  note  3;  People  v.  AU, 
berUon,  55  N.  Y.  50,  56 ;  PeapU  v.  Bull,  46 
N.  Y.  57-68,  7  Am.  Rep.  302.  The  election 
of  one  member  in  one  assembly  district  and 
one  member  in  another  district,  and  so  on 
throuirh  the  eleven  districts  into  which  the 
county  is  divided,  is  not  the  election  of  the 
members  of  the  general  assembly  apportioned 
among  the  counties  by  the  leeal  voters  of  the 
county.  The  constituency  aevised  by  the 
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system  of  assembly  districts  is  another  and 
a  different  constituency  from  that  prescribed 
by  the  constitution,  and  the  qualified  voters 
01  the  county  are  restricted  in  the  exercise  of 
the  right  of  suffrage  as  fully  as  is  guaranteed 
to  them  by  the  constitution.  It  seems  to  me 
that  it  cannot  be  affirmed  on  any  defensible 
ground  that  a  member  of  the  assembly  chosen 
By  the  voters  of  an  election  district  within 
the  county  is,  in  the  words  of  the  constitu- 
tion, **  elected  by  the  le^al  voters  of  the 
county. "  An  act  of  the  legislature  providing 
that  each  qualified  voter  of  the  county  should 
vote  for  only  one  of  the  members  apportioned 
to  the  county  would  be  plainly  unconstitu- 
tional. The  assembly  district  system  differs 
only  in  form.  It  segregates  the  qualified 
voters  of  the  county  into  classes,  and  allows 
each  qualified  voter  of  the  class  to  vote  for 
only  one  of  the  members  apportioned  to  the 
county. 

It  is  contended,  in  the  first  place,  that  the 
constitutionality  of  legislation  for  the  elec- 
tion of  members  of  the  ^neral  assembly  in 
assembly  districts  is  Te9 judicata.  To  sustain 
this  contention,  State  v.  Neioark,  40  N.  J.  L. 
297,  was  cited.  The  proceeding  in  that  case 
was  an  application  for  a  mandamus  to  compel 
the  mayor  and  common  council  of  the  city 
of  Newark  to  divide  the  city  into  wards  cor- 
responding in  number  and  boundaries  with 
the  assembly  districts  created  by  the  Act  of 
April  5,  1878.  The  application  was  denied, 
on  the  ground  that  acts  creating  legislative 
districts  were  public  acts,  and  did  not  fo 
into  operation  until  the  July  succeeding  the 
time  they  were  passed.  The  case  was  argued 
at  June  term,  1878,  and  prior  to  the  date  when 
the  Act  of  April  5,  1878,  became  effective. 
It  appears  by  the  brief  of  the  counsel  of  the 
relator  in  that  case  that  the  power  of  the 
legislature  to  divide  counties  into  assembly 
districts  was  not  put  in  dispute.  His  con- 
tention was  that  this  power  could  be  exercised 
only  at  the  time  the  apportionment  of  mem- 
bers amonfl;  the  counties  was  made, — that  is, 
at  the  session  next  after  the  federal  census, 
— and  that  the  districts  then  formed  must 
remain  unaltered  until  the  time  arrived  for 
the  next  apportionment.  It  was  to  the  aspect 
in  which  the  question  was  presented  by 
counsel  that  the  remarks  of  Jfr.  Justice  Reed, 
with  respect  to  the  unfettered  power  of  the 
legislature  to  direct  the  method  in  which 
members  apportioned  among  the  counties 
should  be  elected,  were  directed.  The  case 
was  decided  on  other  grounds.  In  June  term, 
1890,  the  constitutionality  of  the  assembly 
districting  acts  was  mooted  before  the  court 
of  errors  and  appeals  in  Mortland  v.  State, 
52  N.  J.  L.  521.  In  that  case  the  proceeding 
was  in  quo  warranto  to  test  the  defendants' 
title  to  the  office  of  chosen  freeholders  under 
an  election  pursuant  to  an  act  of  the  legis- 
lature which  provided  for  the  election  of 
chosen  freeholders  in  assembly  districts.  In 
this  case,  as  well  as  in  Gardner  v.  Newark, 
the  constitutionality  of  acts  creating  assembly 
districts  arose  collaterally.  The  title  of  the 
defendant  to  the  office  under  such  an  election 
was  sustained.  But  Mr.  Justice  Garrison,  in 
delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  used  this 
language :  **  Referring  to  the  suggestion  made 
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on  the  argument  that  the  assembly  districts, 
which  by  this  act  are  referred  to  as  the  pre- 
cincts for  the  election  of  freeholders,  were 
not  legal  legislative  creations,  inasmuch  as 
the  constitution  contains  no  intimation  but 
that  members  of  assembly  shall  be  chosen  by 
•the  counties  at  large,  it  is  sufficient  to  say 
that  we  are  not  now  concerned  with  the 
legality  of  such  subdivisions  of  counties. 
The  act  under  review  refers  to  these  districts 
for  the  purpose  of  defining  a  territorial  1  imit. 
Such  precincts  or  assembly  districts  do  exist, 
whether  legally  or  not,  and  to  each  of  these 
de  ;facio  districts  a  freeholder  is  assigned. 
Beyond  this  we  need  not  at  this  time  go. " 
And  the  headnote  prefixed  to  the  case,  pre- 
pared by  the  learned  judge  who  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  is  as  follows :  **  Quaere, 
whether  assembly  districts  may  have  any 
legal  existence  as  political  subdivisions  of 
the  county."  Gardner  y.  Newark,  although 
decided  twelve  years  before,  was  not  referred 
to  by  the  court.  With  this  judicial  action 
of  the  highest  court  in  the  state,  we  are  not 
at  liberty  to  treat  this  question  as  res  judicata. 
The  contention,  in  the  next  place,  is  that 
the  purpose  and  intent  of  these  constitutional 
provisions  have,  by  contemporaneous  con- 
struction, long  usage,  and  practical  inter- 
pretation, become  established,  and  at  this  day 
the  subject  is  not  open  for  discussion.  For 
the  first  eight  years  after  the  new  constitution 
was  adopted— from  the  fall  of  1844  to  the 
fall  of  1851,  inclusive — the  members  of  as- 
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sembly  were  elected  by  the  counties  at  large. 
This  may  be  said  to  be  the  contemporaDeoos 
exposition  of  the  constitution.  The  Act  of 
March,  1852,  first  created  assemblv  districtg. 
This  act  remained  in  force  until  after  the 
census  of  1860,  when,  by  the  Act  of  1861.  a 
new  apportionment  among  the  counties  was 
made,  and  to  some  extent  a  correspondinc 
change  in  assembly  districts.  The  districts 
created  bv  the  Acts  of  1852  and  1861,  which 
continued  to  exist  until  1871,  conformed  to 
county  and  the  then  existing  township  and 
ward  lines.  No  criticism  has  been  made  upon 
the  fairness  and  equality  in  population  with 
which  these  districts  were  constructed.  If  the 
practical  interpretation  for  the  years  from 
1852  to  1870,  inclusive,  gave  constniciipn 
to  the  constitution,  that  ccwstruction  will 
not  sustain  the  Act  of  1891.  The  resalt  of 
the  districting  in  the  county  of  Essex  by 
that  act  has  already  been  stated.  The  dis- 
tricts into  which  the  county  was  divided  are 
unequal  in  population,  and  the  legal  voters 
of  the  county  are  so  adjusted  in  the  several 
districts  that  of  the  eleven  members  ap- 
portioned to  the  county,  eight  members  are- 
elected  by  majorities  aggregating  3.771 
votes,  and  the  other  three  by  majorities  ag- 
gregating 5,097  votes.  The  inequalities  id 
other  counties  appear  by  Map  A,  on  the  part 
of  the  relators,  conspicuous  among  which 
are  those  in  the  counties  of  Burlin^n  and 
Camden,*  Burlington  being  divided  into  two 
districts,  with  the  population,  respectiyely, 
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of  22,555  and  34,204 ;  Camden  into  three  dis- 
tricts, with  the  population,  respectively,  of 
61,510,  15,506,  and  10,671.  4  "new  system 
of  constructing  assembly  districts  was  in- 
troduced by  the  Act  of  1871,  plainly  for  the 
furtherance  of  political  purposes.  Township, 
ward,  and  city  lines  were  disregarded,  and 
assembly  districts  were  carved  out  within 
the  counties  without  regard  to  population, 
and  were  so  devised,  by  massing  together  the 
qualified  voters  of  one  political  party,  as  to 
secure  to  the  minority  of  qualified  voters  of 
the  county  an  unjust  advantage  in  the  choice 
of  members  of  the  assembly,  the  members  of 
that  body  representing  counties  being  no 
longer  •*  elected  by  the  legal  voters  ot  the 
counties  respectively.**  This  was  conspic- 
uously, but  not  exclusivelv,  the  case  in  the 
county  of  Hudson.  Exhibit  No.  9,*  on  the 
part  of  the  defendants,  discloses  the  result 
of  the  first  election  under  that  act ;  and  the 
return  of  the  votes  in  the  second  election 
district  of  that  county  illustrates  the  object 
that  may  be  effectuated  by  the  arbitrary  es- 
tablishment of  districts  that  shall  mass  in  one 
district  a  great  body  of  the  qualified  voters 
of  one  political  party.  The  **  Horseshoe  Dis- 
trict" is  as  well  known  in  this  state  as  a 
synonym  for  (to  use  a  subdued  expression) 
unfair  political  methods  as  is  the  word 
"gerrymander"  throughout  the  United  States. 


At  the  legislative  sessfon  of  1878  no  less  than 
seven  different  acts  were  passed  altering  as- 
sembly districts  in  the  several  counties.  In 
1881  a  new  apportionment  was  made,  and  new 
districts  were  created,  some  of  which  were 
remodeled  in  1889.  In  1891  there  was  a  new 
apportionment  among  the  counties,  and  new 
assembly  districts  were  created ;  and  in  1892 
three  acts  were  passed  altering  the  districts 
in  three  counties.  The  maps  and  election 
returns  made  exhibits  in  this  case  show  dis- 
tricts with  areas  of  grotesoue  shapes,  in- 
equalities in  population,  and  the  massing  in 
districts  of  the  voters  of  one  political  partv, 
to  overcome  the  constitutional  rights  of  the 
legal  voters  of  the  counties  to  equality  in 
choice  of  representatives  of  the  county  in  the 
general  assembly.  The  maps  and  exhibits, 
which,  by  the  written  stipulation  of  counsel, 
are  evidence  in  these  cases,  exhibit  the 
capacity  that  lies  in  the  assembly  district 
system  to  enable  the  political  party  that 
happens  to  control  the  legislature  to  provide 
means  for  its  continuance  in  power.  Certain 
it  is  that  if  the  legislative  usage  and  practice 
beginning  in  1871  and  coming  down  to  the 
present  time  has  established  a  construction 
of  the  constitution  that  is  now  a  finality,  then 
it  must  be  conceded  that  the  legislative  power 
and  discretion  in  the  premises  are  unqualified 
and  unrestrained  ;  ana,  to  adopt  the  language 
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of  the  brief  of  the'  defendants'  counsel : 
'*  There  is  not  any  constitutional  restriction 
upon  the  law-making  power  controlling  or 
directing  the  subdivision  of  counties  into  as- 
sembly aistricts.  The  division  may  be  fair 
or  unfair,  equal  or  unequal,  proportionate 
or  disproportionate,  and  this  court  may  not 
review  the  exercise  of  that  power.  *'  How  far 
contemporaneous  exposition,  long  usage,  and 
practical  interpretation  shall  control  in  the 
construction  of  constitutional  provisions  is 
the  vital  question  on  this  branch  of  the  case. 
Contemporaneous  construction  and  long  us- 
age, and  especially  the  practical  interpreta- 
tion by  the  various  departments  of  the  gov- 
ernment, are  entitled  to  great  weight  in 
the  construction  of  constitutional  provisions. 
But  it  is  only  when  the  words  of  the  constitu- 
tion are  of  doubtful  significance,  or  the  mean- 
ing is  obscure,  that  resort  to  extraneous  aid  is 
permissible.  Mr,  Justice  Story,  in  his  treat- 
ise on  the  Constitution,  says:  ** Where  its 
terms  are  plain,  clear,  and  determinate  they 
require  no  interpretation,  and  it  should  there- 
fore be  admitted,  if  at  all,  with  great  caution, 
and  only  from  necessity,  either  to  escape  some 
absurd  consequence,  or  to  guard  against  some 
fatal  evil."  And  again:  '^ Contemporary 
construction  is  properly  resorted  to,  to  illus- 
trate and  confirm  the  text,  to  explain  a 
doiibtful  phrase,  to  expound  an  obscure 
clause.  ...  It  can  never  abrogate  the 
text ;  it  can  never  narrow  down  its  true  lim- 
itations; it  can  never  enlarge  its  natural 
boundaries."    1  Story,  Const.  §§  405,  407. 

The  case  most  frequently  cited  to  illustrate 
the  effect  of  contemporaneous  construction, 
long  use,  and  practical  interpretation  in  the 
construction  oi  constitutional  provisions  is 
8tu<vrt  V.  Laird,  5  U.  S.  1  Cranch,  299,  2  L. 
ed.  115.  Congress  passed  an  act  establishing 
circuit  courts,  and  designated  the  justices  of 
the  supreme  court  to  hold  the  circuits.  The 
question  before  the  court  was  whether  con- 
gress possessed  the  power  to  assign  justices 
of  the  superme  court  to  hold  circuit  courts, 
or  whether  the  judges  of  these  courts  should 
be  specially  appointed  as  such,  and  have  dis- 
tinct commissions  for  that  purpose.  The 
only  provisions  of  the  Federal  Constitution 
relating  to  the  organizing  of  courts  and  the 
mode  of  appointment  are  those  that  provide 
that  the  judicial  power  of  the  United  States 
should  be  vested  m  one  supreme  court,,  and 
inferior  courts  as  congress  may  ^m  time  to 
time  ordain  and  establish,  and  that  the  power 
of  appointing  judges  of  the  supreme  court, 
and  all  other  officers  of  the  United  States 
whose  appointments  were  not  therein  other- 
wise provided  for,  should  vest  in  the  pres- 
ident by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of 
the  senate.  The  constitution  had  nowhere 
defined  the  duties  of  the  justices  of  the  su- 

§reme  court,  nor  did  it  contain  any  express 
esignation  of  the  persons  by  whom  the  in- 
ferior courts  established  by  congress  should 
be  held.  The  only  other  provision  there  was 
on  the  subject  was  that  the  judges  both  of 
the  supreme  and  inferior  courts  should  hold 
office  during  good  behavior,  and  should  re- 
ceive a  compensation  which  should  not  be 
diminished  during  their  continuance  in  of- 
fice. It  being  left  undefined  in  the  constitu- 
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tion  by  what  judges  these  courts  should  be 
held,  the  court  considered  the  practical  ex- 
position by  long  practice  and  acquiescence 
to  have  fixed  the  construction  of  the  consti- 
tution in  a  matter  which  the  language  of  that 
instrument  left  in  a  state  of  uncertainty. 
Rogers  v.  Ooodmriy  2  Mass.  475,  is  another 
case  in  the  same  line  of  decision.  A  statute 
passed  in  1636  authorized  the  freemen  of  every 
town  to  dispose  of  their  lands,  and  in  the 
preamble  of  another  statute,  passed  in  1733, 
it  was  recited  that  the  proprietors  of  lands 
lying  in  common  have  power  ''to  manage, 
dispose  and  divide  the  same  in  such  way  and 
manner  as  hath  been  or  shall  be  conclnded 
and  agreed  on  by  the  major  part  of  the  inter- 
ested." Under  this  authority  the  proprietors 
of  the  town  made  conveyance  by  deed  to  a 
stranger.  The  point  relied  on  against  the 
validity  of  this  deed  was  that  the  proprietors 
had  no  authority  to  sell  lands  to  a  stranger. 
The  conveyance  was  sustained  on  the  legal 
ground  that  long  and  continued  usage  fur- 
nished a  contemporaneous  construction,  which 
must  prevail  over  the  mere  technical  import 
of  the  words.  It  will  be  observed  that  the 
statute  in  question  contained  no  provision 
with  respect  to  the  manner  in  which  common 
lands  should  be  disposed  of.  The  act  was 
silent  on  that  subject.  Neither  of  these  cases 
is  pertinent  to  the  subject  under  discussion, 
for  the  constitutional  provisions  under  con- 
sideration expressly  provide  that  members  of 
the  assembly  shall  be  elected  by  the  legal 
voters  of  the  county,  and  qualified  voters 
resident  in  the  county  are  declared  to  be  en- 
titled to  vote  for  all  officers  elective  bv  the 
people.  Judge  Cooley  states  the  controlling 
principle  in  this  language :  **  Where  no  am- 
biguity or  doubt  appears  in  the  law,  the  same 
rule  obtains  here  as  in  other  cases,— that  the 
court  should  confine  its  attention  to  the  law, 
and  not  allow  extrinsic  circumstances  to  in- 
troduce a  difficulty  where  the  language  is 
plain.  To  allow  force  to  a  practical  con- 
struction in  such  a  case  would  be  to  suffer 
manifest  perversions  to  defeat  the  evident 
purpose  of  the  lawmakers."  And  the  same 
learned  jurist,  after  citing  Stuart  v.  Ztfirrf. 
Bogere  v.  Ooodmn,  and  other  cfises  of  similar 
import,  which  the  author  says  appear  on 
first  reading  not  to  have  observed  proper  lim- 
itations, concludes  his  observations  in  th(se 
words:  "It  is  believed,  however,  that  in 
each  of  these  cases  an  examination  of  the  con- 
stitution left  in  the  minds  of  the  judges  suf- 
ficient doubt  upon  the  question  of  its  viola- 
tion to  warrant  their  looking  elsewhere  for 
aids  in  interpretation,  and  that  the  cases  are 
not  in  confiict  with  the  general  rule  as  abore 
laid  down.  Acquiescence  for  no  length  of 
time  can  legalize  a  clear  usurpation  of  power 
where  the  people  have  plainly  expressed  their 
will  in  the  constitution,  and  appointed  ju- 
dicial tribunals  to  enforce  it.  A  power  is 
frequently  yielded  to  merely,  because  it  i* 
claimed,  and  it  may  be  exercised  for  a  long 

geriod  in  violation  of  the  constitutional  pro- 
ibition  without  the  mischief  which  the  con- 
stitution was  designed  to  guard  against  ap- 
pearing, or  without  any  one  beine  sufficiently 
interested  in  the  subject  to  raise  the  question ; 
but  these  circumstances  cannot  be  allowed  to 
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sanction  a  clear  infraction  of  the  constitution. 
We  think  we  allow  to  contemporary  and 
practical  constniction  its  full  legitimate  force 
when  we  suffer  it,  where  it  is  clear  and  uni- 
form, to  solve  in  its  own  favor  the  doubts 
which  arise  on  reading  the  instrument  to  be 
construed."    Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  84,  85. 

An  examination  of  the  cases  in  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  will  disclose 
the  fact  that  long  usage,  contemporaneous 
construction,  and  practical  interpretation 
have  been  resorted  to  in  construing  statutes 
and  constitutional  provisions  only  to  ascer- 
tain the  meaning  of  technical  terms,  or  to 
confirm  a  construction  deduced  from  the  Ian - 
^age  of  the  instrument,  or  to  explain  a 
doubtful  phrase  or  expound  an  obscure  ex- 
pression. Colder  v.  BuU,  8  U.  S.  3  Dall. 
368,  1  L.  ed.  648 :  United  States  v.  Wilean, 
32  U.  8.  7  Pet.  150,  8  L.  ed.  640 ;  Martin  t. 
Hunter,  14  U.  S.  1  Wheat.  804,  4  L.  ed.  97 ; 
Coheru  v.  Virginia,  19  U.  8.  6  Wheat.  264.  5 
L.  ed.  257 ;  United  States  v.  Dickson,  40  U. 
S.  15  Pet.  141,  161,  10  L.  ed.  689.  697 ;  Pngg 
7.  Pennsylvania,  41  U.  8.  16  Pet.  539,  622, 
10  L.  ed.  1061,  1091 ;  Cooley  v.  Philadelphia 
hrrt  Wardens,  53  U.  S.  12  How.  299-815,  18 
L  ed.  996-1008 ;  Hahn  v.  United  States,  107 
U.  S.  402-406,  27  L.  ed.  627,  528 ;  Burrow- 
Giles  Lithographic  Co,  v.  Sarony,  111  U.  8. 
53-57,  28  L  ed.  349-351 ;  Brown  v/  United 
^ies,  113  U.  8.  668-671,  28  L.  ed.  1079, 
1080;  McPhersonY,  Blacks,  146  U.  8.  1-26, 
36  L.  ed.  869-874.  In  United  States  v.  Dick- 
»n,  Mr.  Justice  Story  said :  "  The  construc- 
tion given  by  the  treasury  department  to  any 
law  affecting  its  arrangements  and  concerns 
is  certainly  entitled  to  great  respect.  Still, 
however,  if  it  is  not  in  conformity  to  the  true 
intendment  and  provisions  of  the  law,  it  can- 
not be  permittea  to  conclude  the  judgment  of 
a  court  of  justice.  .  .  .  It  is  not  to  be 
forgotten  that  ours  is  a  government  of  laws, 
and  not  of  men,  and  that  the  judicial  depart- 
ment has  imposed  upon  it  by  the  constitution 
the  solemn  outy  to  Interpret  the  laws  in  the 
last  resort;  and,  however  disagreeable  that 
dutv  may  be  in  cases  where  our  judgment 
shall  differ  from  that  of  other  high  func- 
tionaries, it  is  not  our  liberty  to  surrender 
or  to  waive  it."  These  observations  were 
made  by  a  learned  jurist,  with  respect  to  the 
construction  of  statutes  which  are  laws  sub- 
ject to  alteration  or  repeal  at  any  time  in  the 
diacretion  of  the  legislative  department  of 
the  government.  They  apply  with  irresisti- 
ble force  to  the  fundamental  instrument  of 
goTemment, — the  constitution, — the  supreme 
and  irresistible  power  to  make  or  unmake 
which  (to  quote  the  l%n|pua^e  of  Chief  Jttstiee 
Marshall  in  Co?iensY.  Virginia)  "resides only 
in  the  whole  body  of  the  people,  and  not  in 
any  subdivisions  of  them.^ 

In  this  state  the  rule  of  construction  is 
stated  with  accuracy  and  discrimination  in 
^  V.  Kelsey,  44  N.  J.  L.  1.  The  subject 
is  discussed  by  the  chief  justice  in  his  opin- 
ion (p.  22),  and  Mr.  Justice  Magie  in  his 
disentiDf  opinion  (p.  47)  with  a  citation 
of  authonties.  The  conclusion  reached  by 
the  court  is  stated  in  the  headnote  as  follows : 

"A  statute  of  uncertain  meaning,  which  has 
been  enforced  in  a  certain  sense  for  a  long 
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series  of  years  by  the  different  departments 
of  government,  will  be  judicially  construed 
in  that  sense.  ^'  The  majority  of  the  court, 
finding  the  language  of '  the  statute  broad 
enough  to  embrace  the  meaning  contended 
for,  permitted  a  practical  construction  of  it 
to  that  effect  for  more  than  fifty  years  to 
prevail.  The  subject  was  again  brought  un- 
der judicial  decision  in  Engeman  v.  State, 
54  N.  J.  L.  247.  The  question  before  the 
court  in  that  instance  was  the  constitutional- 
ity of  an  act  of  the  legislature  passed  in  1855, 
making  justices  of  the  sppreme  court  ex  officio 
judges  of  the  court  of  common  pleas,  orbhans^ 
court,  and  court  of  (quarter  sessions.  State 
V.  Kelsey  was  cited  with  approbation  by  Mr. 
Justice  Van  Syckel  in  delivering  the  opinion 
of  the  court.  But  it  will  be  observed  that 
the  learned  judge,  on  page  262,  54  N.  J.  L. 
lays  particular  stress  upon  the  fact  that  the 
constitution  gave  the  legislature  power  to 
alter  or  abolish  all  these  court-s,  as  the  public 
good  might  require ;  and  that  the  power  to 
alter  or  abolish  seemed  necessarily  to  imply 
and  carry  with  it  authority  to  change  or 
modify  the  structure  of  the  court,  as  well  in 
the  mode  of  appointment  as  in  the  number 
of  judges.  The  learned  judge  therefore  con- 
cluded that  the  power  of  the  legislature  over 
the  controverted  subject  was  unrestrained  by 
the  fundamental  law.  To  such  a  condition 
of  affairs  State  v.   Kelsey  was  properly  ap- 

fdied.  Neither  of  these  preceaents  can  be 
nvoked  as  lustifying  lon^  usage  or  practical 
interpretation  as  controlling  the  construction 
of  constitutional  or  statutory  law,  unless 
under  the  exceptional  circumstances  above 
mentioned.  Nor  are  we  without  precedents 
directly  affirming  the  domination  of  the  con- 
stitution, notwithstanding  long  usage  and 
practical  construction  to  the  contrary,  and 
the  most  conclusive  arguments  ab  ineon- 
ijenienti.  1  refer  to  Scott  v.  Sandford,  60  U. 
8.  19  How.  393,  15  L.  ed.  691,  and  Hepburn 
V.  Griswold,  75  U.  8.  8  Wall.  603,  19  L.  ed. 
513.  In  the  first  of  these  cases  the  federal 
court,  in  1856,  decided  that  the  eighth  sec- 
tion of  an  act  of  congress  passed  in  1820, 
and  known  as  the  "Missouri  Compromise 
Act,"  which  prohibited  slavery  in  ail  that 
part  of  the  territory  ceded  by  France  under 
the  name  of  Louisiana,  lyinff  north  of  the 
line  of  86  degrees  and  80  minutes^  not  in- 
cluded within  the  limits  of  Missouri,  was 
unconstitutional  and  void,  notwithstanding 
the  fact  that  the  act  was  designed  as  a  final 
settlement  of  the  agitation  of  the  slavery 
question,  and  a  state  had  been  admitted  into 
the  Union  under  its  provisions,  and  that  con- 
gress, from  its  first  session  down  to  the  year 
1848,  had  repeatedly  exercised  the  power 
which  was  denied  by  that  decision ;  and  not- 
withstanding the  doctrine  of  a  practical  con- 
struction, continued  through  a  long  series  of 
years,  was  invoked  by  the  dissentient  judges. 
The  keynote  of  that  decision  is  expressed  by 
the  chief  justice  (p.  426)  in  these  words : 
**No  one,  we  presume,  supposes  that  any 
change  in  public  opinion  or  feelinir  should 
induce  the  court  to  give  to  the  woii^s  of  the 
constitution  a  more  liberal  construction  than 
they  were  intended  to  bear  when  the  instru- 
ment was  framed   and   adopted.    Such  an 
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^argument  would  be  altogether  inadmissible 
in  any  tribunal  called  on  to  interpret  it.  If 
any  of  its  provisions  are  deemed  unjust,  there 
is  a  mode  prescribed  in  the  instrument  itself 
by  which  it  may  be  amended ;  but  while  it 
remains  unaltered  it  must  be  construed  now 
as  it  was  understood  at  the  time  of  its  adop- 
tion. It  is  not  only  the  same  in  words,  but 
the  same  in  meaning,  and  (|elegatcs  the  same 
powers  to  the  government,  and  reserves  and 
secures  the  same  rights  and  privileges  to  the 
citizen  ;  and  as  lon^  as  it  continues  to  exist 
in  its  present  form  it  speaks  not  onl}r  in  the 
same  words,  but  with  the  same  meaning  and 
intent  with  which  it  spoke  when  it  came 
from  the  hands  of  its  framers,  and  was  voted 
on  and  adopted  by  the  people  of  the  United 
States.  Any  other  rule  of  construction 
would  abrogate  the  judicial  character  of  this 
<K>urt,  and  make  it  the  mere  reflex  of  the 
popular  opinion  or  passion  of  the  day.^ 
Whatever  criticisms  were  made  upon  the 
result  of  this  decision  or  its  policy  in  the 
•discussions  that  followed  its  promulgation, 
the  soundness  of  the  doctrine  of  the  su- 
premacy of  the  constitution  whenever  in- 
voked, so  forcibly  expressed  by  the  chief 
justice,  has  never  been  denied  or  impugned. 
In  Hepburn  v.  GrUicold,  acts  of  congress 
passed  in  1862  and  1868,  making  treasury 
notes  of  the  United  States  a  legal  tender  for 
debts,  were  in  1860  declared  to  be  unconsti- 
tutional. This  decision  was  subsequently 
overruled  in  the  lAgal  Tender  Caeee,  79  U. 
S.  12  Wall.  457,  20  L.  ed.  287.  But  in  both 
of  these  cases  the  court  rested  its  opinion  on 
the  language  in  which  the  constitutional 
grant  of  power  to  congress  was  expressed.  In 
the  decision  of  the  latter  case,  Mr,  Justice 
Strong,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
<court,  refers  to  the  situation  of  the  country 
at  the  time  these  acts  were  passed,  and  the 
j^reat  business  derangement,  widespread  dis- 
tress, and  rank  injustice"  that  would  result 
if  these  acts  were  held  to  be  invalid  ;  but  he 
adds :  "  The  consequences  of  which  we  have 
spoken,  serious  as  they  are,  must  be  accepted 
it  there  is  a  clear  incompatibility  between 
the  constitution  and  the  legal  tender  acts.** 
The  authority  of  congress  to  pass  the  acts  in 
question  was,  in  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
(pp.  588,  584,)  deduced  from  the  last  clause 
of  the  eighth  section  of  the  first  article  of  the 
constitution  granting  the  power  to  congress  to 
make  all  laws  which  should  be  necessary  and 
proper  for  carrying  into  execution  the  powers 
of  the  constitution  conferred  upon  congress. 
'^The  means  or  instrumentalities  referred  to 
in  that  clause  and  authorized,"  it  is  said  by 
the  learned  judge  who  prepared  the  opinion 
of  the  court,  ^  are  not  enumerated  or  defined. 
They  were  left  to  the  discretion  of  congress, 
subject  only  to  the  restrictions  that  they  may 
be  not  prohibited,  and  be  necessary  and 
proper  for  carrying  into  execution  the  enu- 
merated powers  given  to  congress."  Prec- 
edents of  the  same  imporl^are  numerous  in 
the  federal  and  state  courts.  I  have  cited 
Scott  V.  Sandford  and  Hepburn  v.  Ormoold 
for  the  reason  that  the  interests  involved  in 
these  cases  gave  these  decisions  a  conspicuous 
place  in  the  domain  of  constitutional  law. 

The  constitution  contains  the  permanent 
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will  of  the  people.  It  is  paramount  to  the 
power  of  the  legislature,  and  can  be  revoked 
or  altered  only  by  the  power  which  created 
it.  Popular  government  can  be  maintaiiKd 
only  by  upholding  the  constitution  at  all 
times  and  on  all  occasions  as  it  was  when  it 
came  from  the  hands  of  the  people,  by  wboee 
flat  it  was  established  as  the  fundamenul 
articles  of  government,  to  abide  until  al- 
tered by  the  authority  which  created  it.  To 
adopt  the  language  of  Chief  Justice  BronaoD 
in  Oakley  v.  AspinwaU,  8  N.  Y.  568:  There 
is  always  some  plausible  reason  for  the  lat- 
itudinarian  constructions  which  are  resorted 
to  for  the  purpose  of  acquiring  power ;  some 
evil  to  be  avoided,  or  some  good  to  be  at- 
tained, by  pushing  the  powers  of  the  gov- 
ernment beyond  their  legitimate  boundary. 
It  is  by  yielding  to  such  influences  that 
constitutions  are  gradually  undermined  and 
finally  overthrown.  .  .  .  One  step  taken 
by  the  legislature  or  the  judiciary  in  enlarg- 
ing the  powers  of  the  government  opens  the 
door  for  another,  which  will  be  sure  to  fol- 
low ;  and  so  the  process  goes  on,  until  all  re- 
spect for  the  fundamental  law  is  lost,  and 
the  powers  of  the  government  are  just  what 
those  in  authority  please  to  call  them." 
Within  the  domain  of  construction  there  is 
room  for  argument  and  discussion ;  nay,  even 
for  a  divergency  of  opinion ;  but  when  the 
meaning  of  the  constitution,  interpreted  br 
its  letter  and  in  its  spirit,  is  ascertainea. 
extraneous  considerations  are  of  no  avail.  In 
the  process  of  construction,  lonff  usage  and 
practical  interpretation  are  entitled  to  great 
weight  if  the  language  be  obscure  or  doubt- 
ful fbut  such  extraneous  considerations  can- 
not be  allowed  "to  abrogate  the  text,"  or 
"fritter  away  its  obvious  sense."  I  have  al- 
ready said  that  on  a  construction  of  the  words 
of  tne  constitutional  provision  regulating 
this  subject,  fortified  by  the  policy  and  in- 
stitutions which  prevailed  in  this  state  prior 
to  the  framing  of  the  constitution,  and  a  com- 
parison of  other  of  its  provisions,  the  consti- 
tutional mandate  requires  the  election  of 
members  of  the  general  assembly  by  the  legal 
voters  of  the  counties,  respectively,  and  that 
the  division  of  counties  into  assembly  dis- 
tricts, and  the  distribution  of  the  members 
among  these  districts  for  the  purpose  of  elect- 
ing such  members,  are  in  conflict  with  the 
constitutional  mandate.  No  one  can  examine 
the  legislation  on  this  subject  from  1871  to 
the  present  time  and  contemplate  the  results 
without  realizinfF  the  evils  which  have  been 
fostered  under  thFs  system.  Rel  ief  from  these 
wrongs  through  the  ballot  box  cannot  be  as- 
sured if  the  majority  in  the  legislature  Is 
elected  by  a  minority  of  the  legal  voters  of 
the  state.  Precedent  has  been  followed  by 
retaliation,  to  be  repeated  from  time  to  time 
as  supremacy  in  the  legislature  has  passed 
from  one  political  party  to  the  other.  For 
this  condition  of  affairs'  the  only  lemedv  is 
by  a  return  to  constitutional  methods,  if  it 
be  that  the  election  of  members  of  the  gen- 
eral assembly  in  districts  furnishes  a  more 
perfect  system  of  popular  representation  in 
the  popular  brancii  of  the  lei^islature,  the 
change  devolves  upon  the  people  who  made, 
and  who  alone  can  alter,  the  constitutional 
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method  of  electing  these  representatives ;  and 
it  may  be  affirm^  with  considerable  confi- 
dence that  if  such  a  power  be  conferred  upon 
the  legislature  it  will  be  accompanied  with 
<)ualiocation8  and  conditions  that  will  secure 
to  each  qualified  voter  equality  in  the  elec- 
tion of  representatives  as  nearly  as  may  be. 

The  remaining  question  is  whether  these 
proceedings  were  prematurely  instituted,  the 
contention  being  that  a  demand  and  refusal 
to  perform  a  duty  is  an  essential  prerequisite 
to  an  application  for  a  mandamus*  in  any  case 
and  under  all  circumstances.  There  is  a 
distinction  between  duties  of  a  public  nature 
and  duties  of  a  private  nature  affecting  only 
the  rights  of  individuals.  In  the  latter  class 
of  cases,  demand  and  refusal  are  held  to  be 
necessarv  as  a  condition  precedent  to  relief 
by  mandamus ;  in  the  former  class,  the  duty 
being  of  a  public  nature,  there  is  not  the 
same  necessity  for  a  literal  demand  and  re- 
fasal.  In  such  cases  the  law  itself  stands  in 
lieu  of  a  demand,  and  omission  to  perform 
the  required  duty  is  equivalent  to  a  refusal. 
High,  Mandamus,  g  18.  To  postpone  the 
commencement  of  these  proceedings  until  the 
time  preceding  the  annual  elections,  at  which 
the  county  clerk  and  the  clerks  of  the  cities 
and  townships  of  the  county  are  required  to 
perform  the  duties  devolved  upon  them  under 
the  election  laws,  would  effectually  prevent 
their  institution  being  ever  practically  of  any 


avail.  The  testimony  of  the  county  clerk  S0d 
of  other  election  officers,  taken  under  this 
rule,  makes  it  app&rent  that  these  officials 
intend  to  conduct  elections  in  the  county 
under  the  Act  of  1891,  until  otherwise  di- 
rected, so  long  as  that  act  is  unrepealed.  In- 
deed, the  presumption  is  not  to  be  entertained 
that  these  officers  would,  on  constitutional 
grounds,  disregard  the  act  of  legislation  con- 
lorming  to  precedents  of  upwanls  of  twenty 
years'  standing,  unless  the  invalidity  of  the 
act  be  first  judicially  determined.  In  Mc- 
Phtnon  V.  Blacker y  the  writ  was  allowed  on 
the  answer  of  the  secretary  of  state  denying 
that  he  had  refus3d  to  give  the  notice  of  elec- 
tion required  by  the  petition  for  the  writ, 
but  averring  that  he  intended  to  give  notices 
under  the  law  the  constitutionality  of  which 
was  assailed,  as  will  appear  by  the  report  of 
the  case  in  146  U.  S.  8,  86  L.  ed.  870. 

The  rule  to  show  cause  should  be  made  ab- 
solute for  a  peremptory  mandamus  command- 
ing that  all  future  general  elections  for  mem- 
bers of  the  general  assembl  v  in  the  county  of 
Essex  shall  be  so  conducted  that  such  mem- 
bers shall  be  voted  for  throughout  the  county 
as  prayed  for  by  the  relators.  To  this  extent 
the  rule  to  show  cause  is  made  absolute,  with- 
out costs. 


and  Lippineotty   JJ.,    concur  in 
this  opinion. 
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City  of  HUNTINGTON. 

( W.  Va ) 

*1.  A  mrnilcsipal  oorporation  Is  abso- 
lutely liable  flor  ii^uries  caused  by  its 
'Headnotes  by  Durr,  J, 


failure  to  keep  in  repair  the  streets,  alleys,  side- 
walks, roadfi,  and  bridges. 

8*  A  mmiielpaUeorporation  leUiable  for 
tnjiirlee  euetaiiied  bj  the  neg^llceiit 
manan^ment  of  ifa  corporate  property  to  the 
same  extent  that  private  Individuals  are  liable 
for  the  same  character  of  neirllfirence. 

8.  A  municipal  corporation  ie  liable  for 
ii^uriee  eaueed  by  its  neg^licence  in  the 


}s(ytE- Rights  of  eMldren  to  protedion  against  dan- 
oenus  condition  qf  hiohway. 

There  seems  to  be  no  question  in  any  Jurisdiction 
that  so  loog  as  the  child  is  a  traveler  the  munici- 
pality oves  it  the  same  duty  of  having  its  streets 
i^easonahly  safe  that  it  owes  to  other  travelers. 

Chfldren  may  use  the  street  for  the  purpose  of 
travel,  and  are  entitled  to  have  it  safe  for  suob 
J>urpo8e.   Shippyv.Au  Sable,  85  Mich.  280. 

AndsQch  rule  has  been  acted  on  at  times  with- 
out being  formally  stated.  Draper  v.  Jronton,  42 
Wis.  897. 

Whether  or  not  the  municipality  Is  bound  to  an- 
ticipate that  children  may  be  travelers  and  exercise 
OD  that  account  a  degree  of  care  in  making  the 
highway  safe  which  would  not  be  necessary  if 
only  adults  were  to  use  it  does  not  seem  to  be  de- 
termioed.  But  the  municipality  Is  not  required  to 
eierdse  such  caie  as  will  make  accidents  to 
children  Impossible. 

If  a  bridge  is  reasonably  safe  for  persons  exercis- 
ing ordinary  care  it  is  sufficient.  No  duty  rests  on 
the  city  to  make  it  safe  for  children  to  play  around 
w  upon.   Gavin  v.  Chicago,  97  HI.  60, 87  Am.  Rep. 

The  city  is  not  liable  if  the  Injury  is  caused  by  a 
fail  from  an  awning  post,  which  the  child  was  at- 
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tempting  to  climb  without  the  least  shadow  of 
right.    Gaughan  v.  Philadelphia,  U9  Pa.  908. 

The  city  is  not  bound  to  prevent  tne  abutting 
owner  from  setting  window  screens  on  the  side- 
walk in  front  of  his  premises  for  the  purpose  of 
making  the  place  safe  for  children.  McLoughlin 
V.  Philadelphia,  143  Pa.  80. 

Statutes  reffuirino  simply  safety  for  travders. 

Under  the  construction  which  has  been  given  to 
the  Massachusetts  statutes,  that  the  municinal 
corporation  is  bound  to  keep  the  way  safe  only  for 
travelers,  a  child  injured  by  a  defect  in  the  street 
while  at  play  therein  cannot  recover  from  the 
municipality.  Blodgett  v.  Boston,  8  Allen,  237: 
Tlghe  V.  Lowell,  119  Mass.  472. 

Only  travelers  can  recover  under  the  Wisconsin 
statutes.  Reed  v.  Madison,  17  L.  R.  A.  783,  83  Wis. 
171. 

When  children  use  a  part  of  the  public  road  for 
their  sports,  the  town  or  city  through  which  the 
way  passes  is  not  responsible  for  injuries  received 
by  one  of  the  children  so  engaged,  although  the  in- 
juries may  result  from  a  defect  in  the  road.  Stin- 
son  V.  Gaidiuer,  42  Me.  248. 

Under  the  Wisconsin  statutes,  if  the  traveled 
part  of  the  road  is  sufficient  and  safe,  no  recovery 
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discharge  of,  or  failure  to  discharere,  such  duties 
as  are  purely  ministeriaU  and  not  governmental 
or  discretionary. 

4.  A  municipal  corporation  ia  not  liable 
for  injuries  caused  by  the  neg^lig^ence 
of  its  agents  and  officers  in  the  discharge  of, 
or  omission  to  discharge,  duties  which  are  pure- 
ly governmental  or  discretionary. 

6.  When  the  iii0^u*y  sued  for  is  alleg^ed 
to  have  been  caused  by  the  defend- 
ant's neg^li^ent  use  of  its  corporate 
propertyy  or  in  the  discharge  or  omission  to 
discharge  of  a  ministerial  duty,  the  burden  of 
proving  negligence  is  on  the  plaintiff:  and  If  the 
jury,  by  its  determination,  finds  that  the  facts 
are  not  sufficient  to  sustain  the  charge  of  negli- 
gence, the  court  cannot  disturb  the  verdict, 
even  though  it  be  of  a  different  opinion.  To  do 
so  would  be  a  denial  of  the  right  of  trial  by  Jury 
guaranteed  by  the  constitution  of  this  state. 

(November  11, 1898.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Cabell 
County  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
defendant  m  an  action  brought  to  recover 
damages  for  the  alleged  negligent  killing  of 
plaintiff's  intestate.    Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mewn,  Gibson,  Hutchinson  &  Gibson, 
for  plaintiff  in  error: 

I)ecea8ed  in  this  case  was  not  guilty  or  ca< 
pable  of  contributory  negligence. 

Eanrn^  Pae.  B,  Co,  v.  Whipj^,  89  Kan.  681; 
Cdtn.  V.  Hayes,  149  Mass.  82;  Oujin  ▼.  Ohio 
EiTer  R.  Co.  86  W.  Va.  166, 

Negligence  of  parents  cannot  be  imputed  to 
child. 

Gunnv.  Ohio  River  R.  Co.  supra;  BelUfon- 
taine  d  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Snyder,  18  Ohio  St.  399,  98 
Am.  Dec.  175. 


Playing  in  streets  by  children  is  lawful  aad 
does  not  bar  recovery. 

Chicago  v.  Eeefe,  114  HI.  222.  55  Am.  Pep. 
860;  Indianapolis  v.  Emmelman,  108  Ind.  590, 
58  Am.  Rep.  66;  Kerr  v.  Forgue,  54  III.  4H4,  5 
Am.  Rep.  140;  Snoddy  ▼.  Huntington,  37  W. 
Va.  111. 

Here  was  a  bank{left  at  the  edge  of  the  rotd. 
The  street  commissioner  testified  that  he  had 
seen  this  excavation  in  this  bank  some  months 
before  this  accident  occurred,  and  that  he  did 
nothing  to  repair  this  defect,  and  that  he  saw 
it  frequently  afterward,  previous  to  this  acci- 
dent, and  still  did  nothing  to  repair  it. 

There  was  nothing  between  the  wagon-beaten 
track  in  this  road  and  the  bank. 

Children  had  been  in  the  habit  of  playing 
around  this  bank  for  some  time  previous  to 
this  accident. 

These  facts  constitute  such  negligence  a» 
imposes  a  legal  liability  for  damages  against 
the  city. 

Nibfett  V.  NashtilU,  12  Heisk.  684,  27  Am. 
Rep.  766;  Indianapolis  v.  Emmelman,  supra; 
Chicago  v.  Besing,  88  111.  204,  26  Am.  Rep.  378; 
Orme  v.  Richmond,  79  Va.  86;  Euru  y.  Tro^, 
104  N.  Y,  844,  68  Am.  Rep.  508;  Duffy  y.  Du- 
buque,  68  Iowa.  171,  60  Am.  Rep.  748;  Buneh 
V.  Edenton,  90  N.  C.  481;  Stafford  v.  Oskalom, 
64  Iowa,  261;  Powers  y.  Bdriaw,  58  Mich.  507, 
61  Am.  Rep.  164;  Eansas  Cent  R.  Co.  v.  Fitx- 
Simmons,  22  Kan.  686,  81  Am.  Rep.  203;  Biggs 
V.  Huntington,  82  W.Va.  66;  Chicago  y.  Major, 
18  111.  860,  68  Am.  Dec.  668. 

McMsrs.  Campbell  &  Holt,  for  defendant 
in  error: 

Intestate  was  not  using  the  road  for  any 
purpose  for  which  roads  are  constructed  and 
devoted,  not  even  for  the  purpose  of  pU^,  be- 
cause it  was  outside  and  beyond  all  limits  of 


can  be  had  for  injuries  to  a'  child  who  has  left  the 
traveled  portion  of  the  way  and  has  attempted  to 
drink  at  a  well  malnti^ned  by  an  individual  near 
the  side  of  the  road,  but  within  its  limits.  Gk)eltz 
V.Ashland,  75  Wis.  642. 

Under  this  class  of  statutes  the  chief  question 
whl  ch  can  arise  after  the  highway  is  shown  to  be 
defective  is  whether  or  not  the  child  was  in  fact  a 
traveler. 

That  the  ulterior  purpose  of  a  child  in  passing 
along  a  street  or  over  a  bridge  is  play  is  not  sufficient 
to  defeat  a  recovery  for  injuries  caused  by  a  defect 
in  the  way.    Strong  v.  Stevens  Point,  CS  Wis.  256. 

That  a  child  stops  a  few  moments  to  watch  some 
workmen  shingling  a  roof  will  not  prevent  its  re- 
covery In  case  an  unsafe  fence  by  the  side  of  the 
walk  falls  and  intures  it.  Hussey  v.  Ryan,  82  Md. 
42ft,  64  Am.  Rep.  772,  4  East.  462. 

Children  may  be  travelers  if  using  the  street  for 
exercise,  and  they  will  not  necessarily  be  deprived 
of  that  character  by  stopping  for  a  few  moments 
to  watch  other  children  at  play.  Bliss  v.  South 
Hadley,  145  Mass.  91. 

A  boy  aooompanyiog  his  father  along  the  high- 
way does  not  cease  to  be  a  traveler  so  as  to  lose  his 
right  to  protection  by  stepping  out  of  the  path  for 
an  instant  to  clasp  a  post  in  play.  Gulline  v.  Low- 
eU,  144  Mass.  491,  69  Am.  Rep.  102. 

A  child^s  rolling  a  hoop  before  it  while  passing 
along  a  sidewalk  does  not  prevent  it  from  being  a 
traveler  entitled  to  have  the  sidewalk  safe.  Reed 
V.  Madison,  17  L.  R.  A.  788,  88  Wis.  171. 

In  Graham  v.  Boston,  156  Mass.  76.  some  boys 
on  their  way  home  were  playing  tag  as  they 
went.  They  stopped  a  moment  /or  breath  and 
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then  one  started  on  at  a  walk«  came  in  contact 
with  a  live  electric  wire  and  was  injured.  Tbe 
court  held  that  amusing  himself  as  he  went  did 
not  necessarily  deprive  him  of  his  rights  as  a 
traveler,  but  at  all  events  there  was  evidence  that  at 
the  moment  of  his  injury  he  was  actually  valkinf 
towards  home,  and  that  therefore  he  wasa  trareler 
entitled  to  protection. 

Where  a  boy  had  stopped  before  a  shop  wiodow 
to  look  at  objects  therein  and  was  Injured  as  he 
turned  away,  it  was  held  that  the  question  whether 
or  not  he  was  a  traveler  was  for  tbe  Jury.  Huot  v. 
Salem,  m  Mass.  294. 

But  a  child  who  having  gone  to  walk  in  the  street 
sits  down  on  tbe  curb  has  ceased  to  be  a  traveler 
entitled  to  have  the  way  safe.  Lyons  v.  Brooklioe, 
119  Mass.  491. 

Absence  of  slatulory  rules. 

If  the  statutes  do  not  limit  the  right  of  recovery 
to  travelers  and  the  highway  Is  shown  to  be  de- 
fective, the  question  then  becomes  one  of  cootrib- 
utory  negligence.  If  the  child  la  so  young  that  Its 
very  presence  In  the  street  raises  tlie  presomptioo 
of  negligeooe  the  question  of  Imputed  negUffenoe 
may  arise  as  shown  In  mole  to  Chicago  aty  ROo.  v. 
Wilcox  (111.)  21  L.  R.  A.  76,  otherwise  the  qneatloa  Is 
simply  one  of  contributory  negllgenoe  by  tlie  chiM 
itself.  The  mere  fact  of  playing  In  the  street  is  DOt 
of  Itself  sufficient  to  show  negllgenoe. 

If  the  liability  rests  upon  general  principles  sod 
not  upon  statute,  the  fact  that  the  child  is  plariQ^ 
in  the  street  at  the  time  of  the  Injury  is  immaterial. 
Donoho  V.  Vulcan  Iron  Worka,  7  Ma  App.  447,  af- 
firmed in  76  Mo.  40L 
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the  road  or  gutter  at  the  time  of  the  unfortu- 
nate occurreDce. 

When  the  bank  fell  no  part  of  the  falling 
dirt  reached  the  road,  and  onlj  a  few  clods 
rolled  down  to  the  gutter. 

Plaintiff  cannot  recover  under  the  provisiooa 
of  section  53  of  chapter  48  of  the  Code,  which 
provides  that  "any  person  who  sustains  an  in- 
jury to  his  person  or  property  by  reason  of  a 
public  road,  bridge,  sidewalk,  or  alley  in  an 
incorporated  city  being  out  of  repair,  may  re- 
cover all  damages  sustained  by  him." 

The  city  need  not  have  erected  rails  or  bar- 
riers, under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  to 
prevent  persons  from  going  out  of  the  road 
and  approaching  this  bank. 

Denty  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Mary  Lewis,  an  infant  four  years  and  five 
months  old,  while  playing  on  the  side  of  a 

road  in  the  city  of  Huntington  on  the day 

of  May,  1B92,  was  killed  by  the  falling  of  an 
embankment  which  had  been  left  along  the 
street  or  road  as  a  barrier  to  keep  travelers 
along  the  highway  from  driving  into  the  ad- 
jacent creek.  This  embankment  had  been  un- 
dermmed  to  some  extent  by  persons  digging 
out  sand  and  eravel,  and  was  in  a  dangerous 
condition,  as  the  death  of  the  child  bears  wit- 
ness. The  street  commissioner,  after  some 
excavathiff  had  been  done,  (how  much,  the 
evidence  does  not  disclose,)  put  up  a  notice 
forbidding  the  taking  of  sand  and  gravel  from 
tbis  place;  but  afterwards  (how  long  does  not 
appear,  nor  how  long  before  the  accident)  a 
man  by  the  name  of  Brown  excavated  sand 
and  gravel,  and  hauled  it  away;  for  what  pur- 
pose, is  not  revealed,  but,  so  far  as  the  evi- 


dence shows,  it  was  without  the  knowledge  of 
the  municipal  authorities.  The  Jury  were 
taken  to  view  the  place  of  the  accident. 

It  is  now  firmly  established,  by  a  long  line 
of  well-considered  decisions,  that  a  municipal 
corporation  is  liable  for  injuries  occasioned  by 
its  negligence  in  the  following  three  classes  of 
cases:  (1)  Failure  to  keep  its  streets,  alleys, 
sidewalks,  roads,  and  bridges  in  repair,  under 
the  statute.  (2)  In  the  discbarge  of  ministerial 
or  specified  duties,  not  discretionary  or  govern- 
mental, assumed  in  consideration  of  the  priv- 
ileges conferred  by  charter,  even  though  there 
be  the  absence  of  special  rewards  or  advan- 
tages. (3)  As  a  private  owner  of  property,  to 
the  same  extent  as  individuals  are  liable.  It 
would  be  impracticable  to  cite  all  the  authori- 
ties settling  these  propositions,  but  the  follow- 
ing_are  referred  to  as  leading  cases:  Mendel 
y.  Wheeling,  28  W.  Va.  283,  57  Am.  Rep.  666; 
Richmond  v.  Long,  17  Gratt.  875,  94  Am.  Dec. 
461;  Orme  v.  Biehmond,  79  Va.  86;  Mackey  v. 
Vickeburg,  64  Miss.  777;  Barnes  v.  District  of 
Columbia,  91  U.  6.  540,  28  L.  ed.  440.  In  the 
first  class  of  cases,  negligence  is  presumed,  and 
notice  of  defect  is  not  required.  In  the  sec- 
ond and  third  classes,  negligence  must  be  al- 
leged and  fully  proven.  Chapman  v.  Milton, 
81  W.  Va.  385;  Biggs  v.  Huntington,  82  W. 
Va,  55. 

This  suit  is  not  proper  under  the  first  class, 
or  statutory  provision,  because  it  was  not 
caused  by  any  defect  or  obstruction  in  the 
roadbed;  but  it  can  be  maintained  under  the 
two  latter  classes,  because  it  is  made  the  min- 
isterial duty  of  Uie  municipality,  by  law,  to 
protect  the  public  and  individuals  from  any- 
thing dang;erous,  and  the  embankment  that 
caused  the  injury  was  maintained  by  the  city 


In  an  action  against  a  municipal  corporation  for 
injuries  caused  by  the  fall  of  an  ohstruotion  in  a 
street,  it  was  held  no'  defense  that  the  child  was 
pla  jloff  in  the  street,  if  it  did  not  appear  that,  in 
Tiew  of  all  the  cironmstances  of  the  case,  he  was 
guilty  of  negllgeace.  In  other  words,  the  fact  of  a 
cbild'i  playing  in  the  street  is  not  at  all  times  and 
noderall  droumstances  negligence.  King  v.  Troy, 
104  N.T.8U.  68  Am.  Bep.  50». 

A  cbUd  playing  in  the  street  is  not  a  trespasser  in 
BQch  a  sense  as  to  preclude  a  recovery  in  case  of 
injury.   VicksburK  v.  MoLain,  07  Miss.  4. 

In  McQany  v.  Loomis,  08  N.  Y.  108,  80  Am.  Rep. 
SIO,  a  mill-owner  abutting  on  a  street  had  carried  a 
steam  pipe  under  the  sidewalk  and  discharged  it  so 
as  to  oaose  a  pool  of  hot  water  to  form  near  the 
sidewalk.  A  child  four  years  old  fell  into  it  and 
was  scalded.  The  court  in  the  course  of  an  opinion 
bolding  the  mill-owner  liable  for  the  damages 
stated  that  the  child  was  in  a  lawful  place,  and 
that  being  there,  it  was  not  unlawful,  wrongrf ul,  or 
negUgent  for  It  to  play  there.  * 

Where  an  abutting  owner  had  constructed  an 
open  area  In  the  sidewalk.  Into  which  a  child  fell 
while  playing  on  the  street,  the  owner  was  held  li- 
able for  the  injury,  and  it  was  held  no  defense  that 
the  daOA  was  at  play  at  the  time.  McGulre  v. 
8peDoe,»lN.  Y.  8081, 48  Am.  Bep.  668. 

Where  a  child  four  years  old  fell  into  a  tank  in 
the  itreet  and  was  drowned,  the  court  made  the 
QuestJoo  one  of  negligence.  It  held  that  an  in. 
Etmcdon  was  properly  refused  that  the  city  was 
not  liable  to  provide  against  an  extraordinary  oc- 
currence or  aooldent,  saying  that  it  cannot  be  held 
at  matter  of  law  tbat  every  time  a  child  four  years 
Old  steps  unattended  into  the  street,  the  mother  is 
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guilty  of  such  negligence  as  would  authorize  the 
city  to  expose  traps  and  pitfalls  at  every  corner  of 
the  street  In  which  a  child  may  be  drowned  or 
maimed.  Chicago  v.  Major,  18  HI.  360, 68  Am.  Dec. 
568. 

Leaving  a  ditch  five  feet  deep  filled  with  water 
near  the  sidewalk  with  no  barrier  between  them 
will  render  the  city  liable  for  the  death  of  a  four 
year  old  child  who  wanders  into  the  street  and  falls 
into  it.  Chicago  v.  Hesing,  88  III.  mi,  25  Am.  Rep. 
878. 

In  Indianapolis  v.  Bmmelman,  108  Ind.  680, 58  Am. 
Bep.  65,  a  city  which  made  an  excavation  in  a  shal- 
low stream  where  it  crossed  a  highway,  at  a  point 
where  children  were  in  the  habit  of  going  to  ploy, 
was  held  to  owe  them  the  duty  of  so  guarding  the 
excavation  as  to  make  it  safe  for  them  to  be  there. 

In  Illinois,  on  principles  of  the  common  law,  an 
action  for  damages  resulting  from  negligence  will 
lie  against  a  municipal  eorporation,  if  the  duty  to 
make  repairs  is  fully  declared  and  adequate  means 
are  put  within  the  power  of  the  corporation  to 
perform  the  duty.  Therefore  the  liability  is  not 
limited  to  travelers  but  extends  to  all  rightfully  on 
the  street.  And  within  this  rule  a  child  may  law- 
fully be  upon  the  walk  for  pleasure  on  ly.  And  the 
expression  seemingly  to  the  contrary  in  Chicago  v» 
Starr,  42  HL  177, 80  Am.  Dec  422,  is  there  explained 
as  being  on  a  question  of  fact  and  not  intended  to 
lay  down  a  proposition  of  law. 

And  that  rule  was  followed  InKunkel  v.  Chicago* 
87  111.  App.  826. 

A  recovery  for  injuries  caused  by  a  defective 
street  to  a  child  exercising  therein  was  sustained  in 
Brennan  v.  St.  Louis,  02  Mo.  482.  H.  P.  F. 
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as  its  property,  in  lieu  of  other  barrier  along 
and  within  the  boundaries  of  a  public  high- 
way. The  city  has  no  more  right  to  erect  or 
keep  within  or  along  a  public  highway  an  un- 
necessarily dangerous  structure,  even  though 
it  be  for  some  public  puipose.  than  an  individ- 
ual. It  is  true  that  the  city  did  not  erect  this 
•embankment,  but,  as  the  witness  said,  it  was 
placed  there  by  nature,  and  the  city  adopted 
and  maintaineait  as  a  l^rrier  to  prevent  travel- 
ers from  drivin.^  into  the  creek.  Had  there 
been  an  artificial  structure  so  rudely  con- 
structed of  stone,  wood,  or  iron  as  to  fall  of 
its  own  weight,  and  crush  this  child,  the  lia- 
bility of  the  city  would  not  have  been  ques- 
tioned; and  it  certainly  ought  to  make  no  dif- 
ference whether  the  city  builds  or  adopts  one 
already  there,  even  though  nature  was  the 
original  builder.  It  was  its  ministerial  duty, 
neither  governmental  nor  discretionary,  to  see 
that  it  was  not  dangerous  to  any  one  lawfully 
usinir  the  road,  or  any  part  thereof.  By  leav- 
ing the  embankment  there  as  such  barrier,  the 
council  fixed  the  limits  of  the  road,  and  any 
one  using  it  had  the  ri^rht  to  lawfully  use  it, 
up  to  the  limit  so  fixed,  whether  it  was  the 
traveled  part  of  the  road  or  not. 

Was  the  child  using  the  road  for  a  lawful 
purpose?  Children  are  not  responsible  for  the 
choice  of  their  parents,  nor  the  place  or  condi- 
tion of  their  birth.  God  decides  these  for 
them  when  he  breathes  into  them  the  breath 
of  life.  Poor  parents  are  unable  to  provide  a 
place  of  healthful  exercise  and  play  for  their 
children,  but  it  requires  all  their  earnings  to 
clothe,  feed,  and  shelter  them.  The  law  pro- 
hibits them,  under  the  penalty  of  being  tres- 
passers, from  entering  on  the  lands  of  others; 
and  now  to  forbid  them  to  use  the  road  to  its 
utmost  boundary  for  the  purpose  of  play, 
when  not  interfering  in  any  manner  with  the 
traveling  public,  would  savor  too  much  of  the 
dark  ages  of  barbarism,  when  children  were 
subjected  to  inhuman  and  diabolical  punish- 
ments, and  their  lives  were  at  the  mercy  of 
those  having  charge  over  them.  It  is  the  only 
commons  they  now  have,  and  to  confine  them 
in  the  narrow  limits  of  their  cheerless  tenement 
houses  would  be  cruel,  unjust,  and  oppressive, 
blight  their  young  lives,  and  render  their 
bodies  weak,  sickly,  scrofulous,  and  vile;  and, 
if  they  could  manage  to  escape  the  long  list  of 
conta^ous  diseases  so  fatal  to  their  kind,  they 
would  grow  up  to  adult  age  morbidly  despis- 
ing laws  so  tyrannous  and  unworthy  a  civil- 
ized and  liberty  loving  people.  It  is  a  right 
they  have  immemorialTy  enjoyed,  and  should 
continue  so  to  do  as  long  as  the  public  fails  to 
provide  them  other  free  commons,  where  they 
can  have  the  pure  air,  bright  sunshine,  and 
sportive  exercise  so  necessary  to  the  healthful 
growth  of  their  sensitive  bodies.  Horses,  cat- 
tle, hogs,  dogs,  and  other  domestic  animals, 
are  all  at  large  in  the  streets,  unless  prohibited 
by  special  ordinance,  and  why  not  children? 
The  public  highways  can  be  put  to  no  better 
use.  So  I  am  clearly  of  the  opinion  the  child 
had  the  right  to  be  there,  even  though  out  of 
the  beaten  path,  and  only  for  play.  Neither 
was  it  old  enough  to  realize  the  danger  it  was 
in,  or  the  dangerous  condition  of  the  embank- 
ment, and  could  not  possibly  be  guilty  of  con- 
tributory negligence. 
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The  most  troublesome  question  is  that  of 
negligence.  In  all  cases  where  the  remedy  is 
not  given  by  statute,  but  the  common  &«', 
negligence  must  be  proved  by  the  party  alleg- 
ing it.  Where  the  facts  are  indisputable,  and 
there  can  be  no  fair  difference  of  opinion  as  to 
whether  the  inference  of  negligence  should 
be  drawn,  the  question  becomes  one  of  lav 
alone,  and  the  court  may  decide  it.  if  appealed 
to  for  this  purpose.  But,  even  where  the  facts 
are 'not  disputed,  if  there  may  be  a  fair  dif- 
ference of  opinion  as  to  whether  the  inference 
of  negligence  should  be  drawn,  or  as  to  whether 
the  facts  sustain  the  chaise  of  negligence,  the 
jury  are  the  sole  judges,  and  their  yerdictGannoc 
be  disturbed,  although  the  court  may  be  of  the 
opinion  that  the  facts  do  not  sustain  it.  The 
litigants  have  the  constitutional  right  to  a  tnal 
by  a  jury  of  fair  and  impartial  men  under  the 
rules  of  law.  Having  ciemanded  and  had  it. 
they  have  no  right  to  complain,  and  the  coart 
has  no  right  to  interfere.  It  is  a  tribunal  of 
their  own  choosing.  It  has  been  held  in  cases 
of  this  character,  **that  notice  to  the  corporate 
authorities,  either  express  or  implied,  must  be 
shown.  If  the  defect  causing  the  injury  had 
existed  for  such  length  of  time  that  proper 
diligence  would  have  discovered  it,  then  do 
notice  need  be  proven;  but  if  the  defect  ari.4e 
otherwise  than  from  faulty  structure,  or  the 
direct  act  of  said  authorities  or  other  a/renis, 
and  be  a  recent  defect,  it  is  generally  necessary 
to  show  that  the  town  authorities  had  know- 
ledge thereof  a  sufficient  time  before  the  in- 
jury to  have,  by  reasonable  diligence,  repaired 
it,  or  that  they  were  (diligently  ignorant  of  it." 
Cvrry  v.  Mannington,  28  W.  Va.  14. 

The  embankment  was  on  the  side  of  the 
road,  in  a  remote  part  of  the  city.  The  au- 
thorities had  the  right  to  leave  it  there  as  a 
barrier,  provided  it  was  not  dangerous  to  the 
lawful  users  of  the  road.  There  is  no  evi- 
dence tending  to  show  that  it  was  dangerous 
when  left  there,  but  the  evidence  shows  it 
afterwards  became  dangerous  by  reason  of  the 
excavations  made  under  it.  The  street  com- 
missioner, when  he  found  that  persons  were 
removing  the  sand  and  gravel,  posted  a  notice 
warning  them  from  so  doing,  not  because  be 
regarded  it  dangerous,  but  to  prevent  it  from 
being  destroyed  as  a  barrier,— the  city's  prop- 
erty. After  this  notice  was  put  up  (how  long, 
the  evidence  does  not  disclose,  nor  how  long 
before  the  accident,  except  as  a  mere  conject- 
ure) a  man  by  the  name  of  Brown,  without 
the  knowledge  or  permission  of  the  authoritie:}. 
and  against  the  express  notice  posted  as  afore- 
said, did  further  excavating  of  sand  and  gravel, 
and  hauled  it  away,  which,  presumablT,  was 
the  excavating  that  rendered  the  bank  danger- 
ous. It  is  not  shown  that  the  authorities  had 
notice  of  this  last  excavating.  On  the  con- 
trary, it  appears  from  the  evidence  that  they 
had  no  notice  of  it.  The  witness  Brown,  for 
some  unexplained  reason,  is  not  introduced  to 
show  when  or  by  what  authority  he  did  the 
excavating.  It  is  true  the  street  commissioner 
says  he  passed  along  there  frequently,  but  it 
does  not  appear  that  he  pa^ed  there  after 
Brown  had  done  his  work,  nor  does  it  appear 
that  there  was  anything  to  indicate  to  him  thai 
the  embankment  was  in  danger  of  falling;  and 
none  of  the  plaintiff's  witnesses  testify  that 
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thej  had  any  kDowledge  beforehand  of  the 
daDgerous  character  of  the  embankment  that 
produced  the  injury,  and  one  of  his  principal 
witoesses  says:  **l  considered  it  dangerous 
from  falling  on  top.  I  didn't  know  it  would 
cave  down  on  them."  From  this  evidence  the 
jury  certainly  had  a  right  to  conclude  that  the 
structure  was  not  rendered  dangerous  b}' 
the  direct  act  of  the  city  authorities;  that  they 
had  no  notice  of  its  dangerous  character  a 
sufficient  time  before  the  injury  to  have*  by 
reasonable  diligence,  repaired  it;  and  that  they 
were  not  negligently  ifi:norant  of  it.  While  we 
mifirbt  ha?e  found  a  different  one,  we  have  no 
right  to  disturb  their  verdict.  Their  decision 
is  supreme  and  final. 

But,  even  if  this  did  not  conclude  us,  there  is 
another  question  that  would;  and  that  is  the 
juiy  were  taken  to  view  the  spot  and  its  sur- 
roondings.    The  counsel  deemed  it  necessary. 


What  effect  this  had  on  the  minds  of  the  jury 
in  reaching  a  conclusion,  this  court  cannot 
say,  but  that  it  was  material  cannot  be  doubted. 
The  remoteness  of  the  place,  the  situation  and 
character  of  its  surroundings,  and  the  nature 
and  condition  of  the  embankment,  would  ob- 
viously all  be  taken  into  consideration  in  mak- 
ing up  a  verdict.  None  of  these  things  are 
before  this  court;  and  the  settled  rule  is  that 
this  court  will  not  disturb  the  finding  of  a  jury 
unless  all  the  material  evidence  touching  the 
matter  at  issue  that  was  considered  by  the 
jury  is  before  it,  as  the  case,  as  presented  to 
the  two  tribunals,  would  be  materially  differ- 
ent. 

No  instructions  were  asked,  and  no  points  of 
law  raised;  and,  there  having  been  a  lair  hear- 
ing before  an  impartial  jury,  this  court  is  legal- 
ly powerless  to  interfere,  and  the  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  mugt  be  affirmed. 


MINNESOTA  SUPREME  COURT. 


Charles  GUSTAF80N,  Appt., 
Theodore  HAMM.  Respt. 
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*1.  The  dty  conncU  of  St.  Paiil  has  no 
aaihoxitj't  either  under  Gen.  Stat.  1878,  chap. 
3i  1 47,  or  special  Laws  1880,  chap.  87,  to  ffrant  a 
Itcenae  to  oonstract  and  operate  a  purely  private 
railroad  upon  or  across  public  streets.  These 
statutes  have  reference  to  railroads  whloh  per- 
form the  duties  of  common  carriexiMuid  are  there- 

.  fore  public  or  quasi  public  io  their  character. 

2.  As  the  owner  of  a  lot  abnttinf^  on  a 
street  has.  as  appnrtenant  to  the  lot* 
and  independently  of  the  ownership  of 
the  Ite  of  street*  an  easement  in  the 

Areet,  to  its  full  width,  m  front  of  his  lot,  for 
purposes  of  access,  Uffht,  and  air,  which  consti- 
tutes property,  therefore  the  maintenance  and 
operation  of  a  railroad  on  any  part  of  the  street 
in  front  of  his  lot  so  as  to  pollute  the  air,  and 
thus  depreciate  the  rental  value  of  the  premises, 
constitutes  a  positive  Invasion  of  property  rights, 
for  which  the  owner  may  maintain  a  private  ac- 
tion; and  where  his  legal  'rljrht  is  clear,  and  the 
Duisanoe  or  trespass  a  continuing  one.  he  may 
maintain  an  action  to  enjoin  it. 

(January  dKK  1894.) 

APP£AL  by  plaintiff  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  District  Coart  of  Ramsay  County 
which  refused  part  of  the  relief  demanded  by 
plaintiff  in  an  action  broueht  to  enjoin  the 
contiQued  operation  of  a  private  railroad  in  a 
»reet  adjacent  to  plaintiflf's  premises.    Belief 
panted. 
The  facts  safficiently  appear  in  the  opinions. 
Jfr.  Owen  Morris*  for  the  appellant: 
Defendant  should  be  enjoined  from  main- 

*Headnotes  by  BIttchell,  J. 

NoTK —The  above  case  seems  to  be  an  entirely 
i^ovel  one  in  respect  to  the  right  of  an  abutting 
owner  to  prevent  the  opposite  abutting  owner 
from  malntalniuR  a  private  railroad  or  switch  on 
hii  own  side  of  the  street  of  which  he  owns  the  fee. 
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tainin^  or  operating  his  track  on  any  part  of 
said  street  directly  in  front  of  our  lot. 

Defendant  has  the  exclusive  use  of  a  part  of 
the  public  street  for  his  own  private  purposes. 
A  permission  for  this  is  a  perversion  and  not  a 
regulation  of  the  street. 

The  city  assumed  to  confer  unlimited  and 
unconditional  authoritv  on  a  private  citizen 
to  erect,  maintain,  and  operate  an  ordinary 
commercial  steam  railroad  over  a  public  street 
and  exclusively  for  his  own  private  advantage. 
This  should  not  be  tolerated. 

2  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  4lh  ed.  1890,  §  710,  noU; 
KoelU  V.  Knechi,  90  111.  396;  Mikesdl  v.  Dur- 
kee,  34  Kan.  509;  Heath  v.  De*  Moines  d;  8t,  L. 
R.  Co.  61  Iowa,  11;  State  v.  Trenton,  86  N.  J. 
L.  79. 

The  construction  and  maintenance  upon  a 
public  street  of  a  railroad  operated  by  animal 
power  for  the  main  puri>ose  of  transferrins 
freight  cars,  is  the  imposition  of  an  additional, 
servitude  upon  the  street. 

Carli  V.  Stillwater  Street  R.  db  Transfer  Co, 
28  Minn.  873,  41  Am.  Rep.  290. 

The  dedication  of  land  for  the  use  of  a  high- 
way is  not  a  dedication  of  it  for  the  use  of  a 
railroad  company,  and  the  two  uses  are  essen- 
tially different. 

Williams  v.  New  York  Cent.  R.  Go.  16  N.  Y. 
97,  69  Am.  Dec.  651;  Wooer  v.  Trop  Union  R. 
Co.  25  N.  Y.  582. 

A  person  suffering  from  a  public  nuisance, 
an  injury  special  to  himself,  different  from 
the  common  injury  to  the  public,  is  entitled  to 
an  injunction  of  the  same. 
High,  Inj.  S  762. 

If  a  railroad  not  touching  one's  premises 
obstructs  a  street  abutting  on  or  leading  to 
them  so  as  to  cut  off  or  materially  interfere 
with  his  on]y  access  to  them,  the  inconvenience 
is  deemed  to  be  special  and  an  action  lies. 

Adams  y.  Chicago,  B.  dbN.  R.  Co.  1  L.  R.  A. 
493,  39  Minn.  288:  citing  Brakken  v.  Minnea- 
polis dt  St.  L.  R.  Co.  29  Minn.  41;  Lamm  v. 
Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  <fi  0.  R.  Co.  10  L.  R.  A.  268, 
45  Minn.  71;  SUtson  v.  Faxon,  19  Pick.  147. 
31  Am.  Dec.  123;  Wilder  v.  DeCou,  26  Minn. 
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10;  Newell  v.  Minneapolis,  L,  cfc  M.  R.  Co.  35 
Minn.  114,  59  Am.  Rep.  808;  Aldrich  v.  Min- 
neapolis (Minn.)  Jan.  10,  1898;  2  Story,  Eq. 
Jut.  925. 

The  maxim,  de  minimis  non  curat  lex  is  not 
an  applicable  answer  to  an  action  for  violating 
a  clear  legal  right. 

ElUeottville  £  Q.  V.  PI.  Road  Co.  v.  Buffalo 
d  P.  R.  Co.  20  Barb.  644. 

The  fact  that  no  actual  damages  can  be 
proved,  so  that  in  an  action  at  law  the  Jury 
could  award  nominal  damages  only,  often  fur- 
nishes the  very  best  reason  why  a  court  of 
equity  should  interfere  in  cases  where  the 
nuisance  is  a  continuous  one. 

Elliott,  Roads  &  Streets,  p.  497:  Clows  v. 
Staffordshire  Potteries  Waterworks  Co.  L.  R.  8 
Ch.  App.  125;  Mikesell  v.  Durkee,  84  Kan. 
512;  Rex  v.  Ward,  4  Ad.  &  El.  884;  Angell, 
Highways,  §  285. 

Story  V.  Neto  York  Elev.  R.  Co.,  90  N.  Y. 
122,  48  Am.  Rep.  146,  was  decided  upon  the 
assumption  that  the  abutting  owner  did  not 
own  the  fee  in  the  street  or  any  part  thereof. 
»  See  also  Lahr  v.  Metropolitan  Elec.  R.  Co, 
104  N.  Y.  268. 

Messrs.  Huniif  Boyesen  A  ThjgeBOUf 
for  respondent: 

Plaintiff  has  not  shown  that  he  has  suffered 
special  or  peculiar  damage  by  reason  of  the 
construction  of  the  track  in  question  so  as  to 
entitle  him  to  maintain  an  action  to  enjoin  its 
use. 

A  court  of  equity  will  not  interfere  by  the 
extraordinary  remedy  of  a  peremptory  in- 
junction to  correct  imaginary  or  simply  tech- 
nical wrongs,  nor  will  it  interfere  to  correct 
any  wrongs  by  an  injunction  where  the  dam- 
ages suffered  are  slight  and  insignificant,  but 
will  leave  the  complaining  party  to  such  ac- 
tion as  he  may  have  for  damages. 

Schurmeier  v.  St.  Paul  &  P.  R.  Co.  8  Minn. 
118,  88  Am.  Dec.  770;  Fulton  v.  Sh<yrt  Route 
R.  Transfer  Ch.  85  Ky.  640;  Zabriskie  v.  Jer- 
sey City  dB.  R.  Co.  18  N.  J.  Eq.  814; 
Booraem  v.  JVorth  Hudson  County  R.  Co.  40  N. 
J.  Eq.  557;  Hamilton  v.  New  York  db  H.  R.  Co. 
9  Paige,  171,  6  L.  ed.  668. 

The  facts  show  that  plaintiff  is  not  entitled 
to  maintain  this  action  at  all  for  the  reason  that 
he  does  not  sustain  special  damage  other  and 
different  than  that  suffered  by  the  public  gen- 
erally. 

Shauhut  V.  St.  Paul  db  S.  C.  R.  Co.  21  Minn. 
502;  Pochette  v.  Chicago,  M.  dk  St.  P.  R.  Co. 
82  Minn.  201;  Bamum  v.  Minnesota  Transfer 
R.  Co.  88  Minn.  865;  CarroU  v.  Wisconsin  Cen- 
tral Co.  40  Minn.  168. 

Granting  that  the  abutting  owner  has  an  ac- 
tion for  damages,  it  does  not,  therefore,  follow 
that  he  can  maintain  an  equitable  action  for 
an  injunction  against  the  use  of  the  track  after 
it  has  been  constructed.  If  damages  will  com- 
pensate the  owner  that  is  good  reason  for  deny- 
ing the  iniunction.  An  action  in  equity  can- 
not be  maintained  where  an  action  at  law  will 
give  relief. 

1  Am.  R.  R.  &  Corp.  Rep.  p.  53,  note  7; 
Schurmeier  v.  St.  Paul  db  P.  R.  Co.  supra; 
Chicago  db  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Francis,  70  IlL  288: 
Stetson  V.  Chicago  db  E.  R.  Co.  75  111.  74;  Pat- 
terson  v.  Chimgo,  D.  db  V.  R.  Co.  Id.  588; 
PeoHa  db  R.  1.  R.  Co.  v.  Schertz,  84  HI.  185; 
22  L.  R.  A. 


Truesdale  v.  Peoria  Orape  Sugar  Co.  101  III. 
561;  Savannah,  A.  db  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  Skid»,  33 
Ga.  601;  Dubach  v.  Hannibal  &  St.  J.  R.  Co. 
89  Mo.  488;  Railway  Co.  v.  Lawrenct,  88  Ohio 
St.  41,  48  Am.  Rep,  419:  Pennsylvania  R. 
Co^s  App.  115  Pa.  514. 

Messrs.  C.  D.  O'Brien  and  T,  D. 
O'Brien  also  for  respondent. 

BliteheUy  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court : 

The  relief  sought  in  this  action,  as  finallv 
limited  on  the  trial,  was  an  iniuDctioii 
against  defendant's  maintaining  and  operat- 
ing a  railroad  track  across  Fauquier  street, 
in  the  city  of  St.  Paul,  immediately  in  front 
of  plaintiff's  premises.  The  plaintiff  owned 
a  house  and  lot  fronting  north  on  this  street, 
which  was  the  only  means  of  access  to  the 
premises.  Defendant  owned  a  brewery  and 
mill  about  two  blocks  south  of  plaintiff's 

E remises.  The  Omaha  Railroad  was  about  a 
lock  north  of  plaintiff's  premises.  Defend- 
ant had  constructed  «n  ordinary  commercial 
railroad  track  from  the  Omaha  road  to  his 
mill  and  brewery.  This  was  his  private 
track,  and  was  used  to  carry  in  supplies  to 
the  mill  and  brewery,  and  to  carry  out  their 
products.  The  only  authority  for  the  main- 
tenance of  this  track  was  an  ordinance  of  the 
city,  assuming  to  grant  to  defendant  the 
privilege  to  lay,  use,  and  operate  the  same 
across  the  street.  This  track  strikes  the 
north  side  of  Fauquier  street  directlv  op- 
posite the  center  of  plaintiff's  lot,  and  runs 
thence  diagonally  across  the  street  in  a  south- 
westerly direction,  striking  the  south  line  of 
the  street  fifteen  feet  west  of  plaintiff's  west 
line.  It  crosses  the  center  line  of  the  street 
in  such  a  way  as  to  occupy  a  small  triangular 
piece  of  the  south  half  of  the  street,  of  which 
plaintiff  owns  the  fee.  This  railroad  track 
IS  operated  with  ordinary  railroad  freight 
cars  and  locomotives,  there  beinj;,  on  an 
average,  about  one  train  a  day,  which  takes 
about  one  minute  to  cross  the  street  These 
trains  have  been  operated  with  reasonable 
care,  but,  when  they  pass,  smoke  and  cinders 
are  emitted  and  cast  on  plaintiff's  premises, 
which,  to  some  extent,  pollute  the  air,  and 
interfere  with  the  enjoyment  of  the  property, 
and  depreciate  its  rental  value.  Plaintiff 
never  consented  to  the  construction  of  the 
track  or  the  operation  of  trains  upon  it.  The 
trial  court  held  that  the  maintenance  and 
operation  of  this  track  on  the  small  triangular 
piece  of  the  street,  of  which  plaintiff  owne»i 
the  fee,  was  a  continuing  trespass,  which  he 
was  entitled  to  have  enjoined ;  but  the  court 
denied  the  motion  of  plaintiff  for  judjfment 
enjoining  the  defendant  from  maintaining 
the  track,  or  operating  trains  on  and  over 
any  part  of  the  street,  to  its  entire  width, 
lying  immediately  north  and  in  front  of 
plaintiff's  premises.  The  correctness  of  this 
ruling,  uDon  the  facts  stated,  is  the  only 
question  in  the  case. 

1.  The  city  had  no  right  or  authority  to 
grant  defendant  a  license  to  construct  and 
operate  a  purely  private  railroad  upon  or 
across  a  public  street.  The  provisiwis,  both 
of  Gen.  Stat.  1878,  chap.  34,  §  47,  and  of 
Special  Laws  1889,  chap.  37.   must  be  con- 
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strued  as  having  reference  only  to  such  rail- 
roads as  perform  the  duties  of  public  or  com- 
mon carriers,  and  which  are  therefore  public 
or  quasi  public  in  their  character.  Even  as- 
suming Uiat  the  legislature  has  the  power  to 
authorize  the  use  of  a  public  street  for  the 
purposes  of  a  purely  private  railroad,  it 
would  require  very  clear  and  explicit  lan- 
guage to  that  effect  to  warrant  a  court  in 
holdinffthat  such  was  the  legislative  inten- 
tion. The  right  to  license  one  necessarily 
implies  the  right  to  license  all  to  use  the 
streets  for  such  private  purposes,  which 
would  render  the  streets  well  nigh  impassable 
br  the  public,  and  amount  to  a  perversion 
o!  them  from  their  lawful  purposes.  Hence, 
if  the  defendant  has  the  rieht  to  maintain 
and  operate  this  track,  he  did  not  acquire  it 
under  this  ordinance.  State  v.  Trenton,  36 
N.  J.  L.  79 ;  MikeieU  v.  Durkee,  84  Kan.  509 ; 
Heath  v.  Des  Moines  d  St.  L.  R.  Co.  61  Iowa, 
11 ;  Maeonr.  Harris,  75  Oa.  761 ;  Dill.  Mun. 
Corp.  4th  ed.  g  710,  riote  2, 

2.  That  the  construction  and  operation  of 
any  ordinary  commercial  railroad  on  a  street 
is  the  imposition  of  an  additional  servitude, 
and  amounts  to  a  perversion  of  the  street  to  a 
use  for  which  it  was  not  intended,  which  the 
state  or  municipality  cannot,  as  against  pri- 
vate rights,  authorize,  the  decisions  of  this 
court  are  explicit.  Carli  v.  Stilltcater  Street 
R  dt  Transfer  Co.  28  Minn.  873,  41  Am.  Rep. 
290;  Adams  v.  Chicago,  B,  d  N.  R,  Co,  39 
Minn.  286,  1  L.  R.  A.  498.  If  this  is  so  as  to 
a  public  railroad  it  certainly  must  be  so  as 
to  a  purely  pri  vate  one.  It  is  merely  begging 
the  question  to  say  that  defendant,  as  the 
owner  of  the  fee  of  the  north  half  of  the 
street,  has  the  right  to  use  it  for  any  purpose 
not  inconsistent  with  the  public  easement. 
The  private  right  is  always  subordinate  to 
the  public  right,  and  subject  to  all  the  lim- 
itations and  abridgements  caused  by  the  ex- 
ercise of  the  latter ;  and  hence  cannot  extend 
to  any  use  which  amounts  to  a  perversion 
of  the  street  from  the  uses  for  which  it  was 
intended.  The  ri^ht  of  an  abutting  owner, 
under  certain  municipal  regulations,  to  use  a 
part  of  the  street  for  areas,  for  purposes  of 
access  to  basements,  for  the  temporary  storage 
of  building  material,  for  laying  underground 
pipes  to  connect  with  water  and  gas  mains, 
stands  on  a  different  principle.  These  are 
all  really  included  in  the  general  right  to 
use  a  street  for  purposes  of  access  to  the 
abutting  premises,  and  have  been  long  sanc- 
tioned as  legitimate  street  uses.  It  is  not  nee- 
esaaiv  to  consider  here  just  what  is  the  pre- 
cise limit  to  the  uses  to  which  an  abutting 
owner  may  put  a  street  for  purposes  of  ac- 
cess to  his  premises.  It  is  at  least  certain 
that  he  cannot  use  the  street  in  any  way  or 
for  any  purpose  that  amounts  to  a  perversion 
of  it,  or  to  an  invasion  upon  the  private  right 
of  property  of  another  in  the  part  of  the 
street  so  used  ;  and  this  is  as  far  as  it  is  nec- 
€ssanr  to  go  for  present  purposes. 

It  is  the  settled  doctrine  of  this  court  that 
the  owner  of  a  lot  abutting  on  a  public  street 
bas.  as  appurtenant  to  the  lot,  and  independ- 
ently of  the  ownership  of  the  fee  in  the  street, 
an  easement  in  the  street,  to  its  full  width, 
in  front  of  his  lot,  for  the  Durposes  of  access, 
22  L.  R.  A. 


light,  and  air,  which  constitutes  prop 
Adams  v.  Chicago,  B.  A  N.  R.  Co.  39  Minn. 
286.  1  L.  R.  A.  498 ;  Lamm  v.  Chicago,  St. 
P.  M.  <fc  0.  R.  Co.  45  Minn.  71,  10  L.  R.  A. 
268.  The  act  of  defendant  in  maintaining 
and  operating  this  track  on  any  part  of  the 
street,  to  its  full  width,  in  front  of  plaintiff's 
premises,  so  as  to  pollute  the  air,  and  de- 
preciate their  value,  was,  if  not  a  trespass, 
at  least  a  nuisance,  which  amounted  to  a 
positive  invasion  upon  plaintiff's  private 
property  rights,  and  for  which  he  may  main- 
tain a  private  action.  The  legal  right  being 
clear,  and  the  trespass  or  nuisance,  which- 
ever it  be,  being  a  continuing  one,  he  is  not 
confined  to  successive  actions  for  damages, 
but  may  maintain  an  action  to  enjoin  the 
constantly  recurring  grievance ;  and,  where 
a  clear  legal  right  is  thus  violated,  the  fact 
that  the  actual  damages,  if  substantial,  are 
comparatively  small,  is  not  important. 

Catise  remanded  vnth  directions  to  the  court 
below  to  amend  the  judgment,  in  accordance 
with  plaintiff's  request. 

C«Aty»<7.,  dissenting: 

I  dissent.  The  majority  of  the  court 
decide  the  case  mainly  on  the  authority  of 
Adams  v.  Chicago,  B.  &  N.  R.  Co.,  89  Minn. 
286,  1  L.  R.  A.  498,  and  on  the  principle 
there  laid  down  as  follows :  **  The  conclusions 
arrived  at  are  that  the  owner  of  a  lot  abut- 
ting on  the  street  has,  independent  of  his  fee  ' 
in  the  street  as  appurtenant  to  his  lot,  an 
easement  in  the  street  in  front  of  his  lot  to 
the  full  width  of  the  street,  for  admission 
of  light  and  air  to  his  lot,  which  easement 
is  subordinate  onl^  to  the  public  right. "  The 
court  added  to  this  an  easement  lor  access, 
and  this  case  was  approved  in  the  case  of 
Lamm  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  d  0.  R.  Co., 
45  Minn.  71,  10  L.  R.  A.  26«.  I  am  willing 
to  go  even  further  than  the  court  did  in  those 
cases  in  sustaining  the  rights  of  the  abutting 
owner  to  an  easement  in-  the  whole  width  of 
the  street,  but  still  I  think  that  those  cases 
do  not  apply  to  or  control  this  case.  The 
principle  there  laid  down  is  mainly  on  the 
authority  of  the  Elevated  Railway  Cases.  Story 
V.  yew  York  Elev.  R.  Co.  90  N.  Y.  122,  48 
Am.  Rep.  146,  and  Lahr  v.  Metropolitan  Elev. 
R.  Co.  104  N.  Y.  268.  That  principle  was 
not  there  applied  to  an  ordinary  commercial 
railway  at  all,  but  to  a  mere  street  railway, 
which  was  not  of  itself  an  additional  serv- 
itude on  the  street,  but  the  permanent  struc- 
tures built  to  support  it  were.  It  was 
there  conceded  by  the  court  that  if  it  had 
been  a  surfac3  road  it  would  not  be  an  ad- 
ditional servitude,  though  operated  by  steam. 
In  the  Story  Case  the  road  was  to  be  con- 
structed upon  a  series  of  columns  set  in  the 
outer  edge  of  the  sidewalk,  on  each  side, 
carrying  great  girders  for  the  support  of 
cross-ties  for  three  sets  of  rails,  fifteen  feet 
above  the  .street.  The  structure  divided  the 
street  into  a  sort  of  basement,  used  by  the 
general  public  and  abutting  owners,  and  a 
first  floor,  used  exclusively  by  the  railroad 
company.  The  court  compared  the  structure 
to  the  illegal  erection  in  the  street  of  the 
house  in  the  case  in  6  Johns.  Ch.  489,  2  L. 
ed.    178  (Coming  v.   Loioerre),  and   of  the 
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freight  depot  in  94  U.  S.  324,  24  L.  ed.  224 
{Barney  v.  Keokvk),  In  the  Lakr  Case  the 
elevated  road  was  similar.  It  is  not,  in  these 
cases,  claimed  that  the  venerating  of  gas, 
steam,  and  smoke,  and  the  distribution  of 
cinders,  dust,  and  ashes  by  a  street  railway 
is  necessarily  an  additional  servitude  on  the 
street,  except  as  it  is  aggravated  by  the  height 
from  which  it  is  thus  distributed  and  thrown 
down  upon  the  street.  A  street  railway  is 
not  an  additional  servitude,  though  operated 
by  steam  (NetceM  v.  Minneapolis^  Z,  dk  M.  R. 
Oo,  35  Minn.  112,  69  Am.  Rep.  308)  ;  while 
an  ordinary  commerical  railway'  is,  though 
run  by  horse  power.  Carli  v.  StiUwater  Street 
R.  &  Transfer  Co.  28  Minn,  378,  41  Am. 
Rep.  290.  Yet  the  former  will  deprive  the 
abutting  owner  of  much  more  light  and  air 
than  the  latter.  It  is  lawful  to  move  a  house 
on  the  street  {Oraves  v.  Shattuek,  85  N.  H. 
262,  69  Am.  Dec.  536),  though  it  deprives 
the  owner  of  much  more  light  and  air  than 
any  railroad  train.  Unless  prohibited  hj 
some  statute  or  ordinance,  it  is  held  that  it 
is  not  unlawful  to  run  a  traction  steam  en- 
gine on  a  public  highway.  Macomber  v. 
NichoU,  84  Mich.  212,  22  Am.  Rep.  522. 
What  is  an  additional  servitude  does  not  at 
all  depend  on  the  amount  of  space  it  neces- 
sarily occupies,  or  the  amqunt  of  light  and 
air  it  necessarily  excludes,  in  passing  alons 
the  street.    The  street  belongs  to  the  local 

gublic.  In  a  city,  that  would  include  per- 
aps  all  the  adjacent  country  tributary  to  the 
city  by  the  ordinary  highways,  and,  if  the 
railroad  is  "in  aid  of  the  street,"  does  not 
destroy  its  ordinary  and  usual  uses,  and  does 
not  collect  and  converge  on  one  street  the 
traffic  from  any  other  or  greater  territory,  it 
is  not  an  additional  servitude,  no  matter  how 
much  li^ht  and  air  it  necessarily  excludes  by 
its  moving  appliances.  If  a  railroad  is  not 
**in  aid  of  the  street/'  or  collects  and  con- 
verges on  the  street  traffic  from  any  greater 
territory,  it  is  an  additional  servitude,  no 
matter  how  little  light  and  air  it  excludes. 
I  think  the  abutting  owner  should  have  the 
same  right  to  object  to  an  additional  servi- 
-  tude  on  the  opposite  side  of  the  street  as  on 
his  own  side,  without  regard  to  any  mere 

Suestion  of  light,  air,  or  access.  The  old 
leory  that  the  abutting  owner  could  only 
object  to  such  additional  servitude  when  it 
encroached  on  his  fee  in  the  street  was  found 
to  be  too  narrow,  too  easily  evaded,  and  no 
protection  to  his  real  rights  in  the  street, 
l^^either  do  I  think  that  the  theory  of  an  ease- 
ment in  the  opposite  half  of  the  street  for 
light,  air,  and  access  merely  is  a  proper  test 
ofius  rights.  When  the  abutting  owner  ded- 
icates his  own  half  of  the  street,  it  is  con- 
sideration that  the  owner  opposite  and  the 
owners  on  each  side  of  him  will  do  likewise, 
and  it  should  be  held  on  broad  principles 
that  he  has,  appurtenant  to  his  premises,  an 
easement  in  the  street,  not  only  to  the  whole 
width  thereof,  but  also,  at  least,  immediately 
on  each  side  of  his  premises.  When  his  land 
is  taken  for  a  street  by  condemnation  proceed- 
ings, the  same  easement  is  created  for  him, 
and  the  benefit  of  it  to  him  taken  into  con- 
sideration in  assessing  his  damages.  In  my 
opinion,  this  easement  exists  not  only  for  the 
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purposes  of  light,  air,  and  access,  but  also 
tor  all  purposes  that  are  beneficial  to  bis 
premises,  and  not  inconsistent  with  the  rights 
of  the  public  and  the  private  rights  of  the 
other  abutting  owners  m  the  street,  and  can- 
not  be  taken  from  or  interfered  with  by  any 
additional  servitude  in  the  street. 

But  the  right  of  a  railroad  to  cross  the 
street  is  a  very  different  question.  No  one 
has  a  right  to  draw  a  line  on  t^e  face  of  the 
earth,  and,  as  if  it  were  a  Chinese  wall,  pro- 
hibit intercourse  across  it,  whether  that  in- 
tercourse be  by  railroad  or  otherwise.  Now. 
suppose  that  the  side  track  of  an  ordinary 
commercial  railroad  is  laid  in  the  street,  on 
the  abutting  owner's  side,  up  to  the  line  of 
his  fee,  and  there  terminates,  would  he  not 
have  just  as  much  right  to  object  as  if  it 
were  laid  in  front  of  his  premises  on  the  op> 
posite  side  of  the  street?  I  think  he  would. 
But  supposing,  on  the  other  hand,  that  a 
railroad  crossed  the  street  at  the  same  point, 
running  close  to,  but  not  encroaching  on,  his 
fee  in  the  street,  would  he  have  a  right  to 
object?  .Certainly  not,  unless  his  access  to 
the  street  was  completely  cat  off,  and  not 
merely  interfered  with.  See  the  Adatm  Oi«, 
page  288,  89  Minn.,  and  page  494,  1  L.  R. 
A.,  and  cases  there  cited.  Be  would  be  in 
the  same  condition,  and  subject  to  the  same 
annoyances,  as  any  other  man  whose  land  ad- 
joined that  of  his  neighbors,  which  had  he&i 
taken  for  railroad  purposes.  Neither  does  it 
make  any  difference  whether  the  railroad 
crosses  at  right  angles  to  the  line  of  the 
street  or  in  a  slightly  oblique  direction. 
Natural  obstacles  and  other  causes  often  make 
it  necessary  to  cross  in  a  slightly  oblique 
direction.  The  abutting  owner  has  no  greater 
rights  in  the  street  immediately  in  front  of 
his  fee  therein  than  he  has  immediatelj  by 
the  side  of  his  fee  therein,  and  the  railroad 
may  take  either  or  both  in  so  crossing  the 
street,  if  it  does  not  encroach  on  that  fee. 
The  sole  and  exclusive  owner  of  one  avenue 
of  public  traffic  has  no  vested  right  that  an- 
other shall  not  cross  his.  That  his  rights  are 
prior  is  immaterial.  When  a  highway  or  a 
new  railroad  is  laid  out  across  the  tracks  of 
an  old  one,  the  damages  for  the  cross  ease- 
ment to  be  awarded  to  the  owner  of  sach  old 
railroad  are  not  assessed  on  the  same  princi- 
ples as  are  applied  in  favor  of  the  owner  of 
the  fee.  In  aetermining  the  compensation  to 
be  paid  for  such  cross  easement  it  is  gen- 
erally held  that  the  value  of  the  land  in  the 
cross  section  covered  by  such  cross  easement, 
and  the  cost  of  restoring  the  crossing,  are 
substantially  all  that  should  be  considered. 
The  damages  to  the  rest  of  the  track  or  right 
of  way  of  the  old  railroad,  whether  imme- 
diately adjacent  to  such  cross  easement  or 
more  remote,  are  not  considered:  neither 
are  the  interruptions  or  inconveniences  oc- 
casioned to  the  old  company's  business,  or 
any  other  elements  of  collateral  or  conse- 
quential damage.  Lewis,  Em.  Dom.  ^  489. 
491.  Then,  if  Uie  right  of  the  defendant  to 
lay  his  private  track  across  the  street  is  to 
be  measured  by  the  right  to  lay  the  track  of 
an  ordinarv  commercial  railroad  in  the  same 

Flace,  without  paying  damages  to  plaintiff, 
think  that  defendant's  right  must  be  sus- 
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tained,  DOtwith8t4&ndiDK  the  Adams  Case  and 
the  Lamm  Case.  But  it  aeems  to  me,  whether 
we  look  at  it  as  a  question  of  what  are  the 
rights  of  the  public  in  the  street  as  against 
abutting  owners,  or  a  question  of  what  are 
the  rights  derived  through  the  public,  or 
acquired  in  connection  with  it,  of  one  abut 
ting  owner  as  against  the  other,  the  Judgment 
of  the  court  below  should  be  sustained.  The 
court  below  found  that  defendant  is  the 
owner  of  all  the  land  or  the  fee  of  all  of  the 
land  over  which  the  track  passes,  except 
the  two  or  three  feet  of  the  comer  of  plain- 
tiff's fee  in  the  street  from  which  he  orders 
the  track  removed.  Then,  what  are  the  pri- 
vate rights  of  an  abutting  owner  in  his  own 
fee  in  uie  street?  **By  the  location  of  a  way 
over  the  land  of  any  person  the  public  have 
acquired  an  easement  which  the  owner  may 
Dot  lawfully  extinguish,  or  unreasonably  in- 
terrupt; but  the  soil  remains  in  the  owner, 
although  incumbered  with  a  way.  And 
every  use  to  which  the  land  may  be  applied, 
and  all  profits  which  may  be  derived  from  it 
consistently  with  the  continuance  of  the  ease- 
ment, the  owner  can  lawfully  claim. "  iV- 
2^v.  Chandler,  6  Mass.  456.  This  principle 
is  elementary,  and  too  well  established  to 
Deed  the  citation  of  authorities.  The  ques- 
tion to  be  particularly  discussed  is.  what  are 
the  limits  of  the  private  uses  to  which  the 
owner  may  apply  it?  The  same  case  further 
itates :  "Upon  these  principles,  there  can  be 
DO  doubt  but  that  tJie  owner  of  the  land  can 
sink  a  drain  or  any  watercourse  below  the 
surface  of  his  land,  covered  with  a  way  so 
as  not  to  deprive  the  public  of  their  ease- 
ment ;  and  a  common  practice  for  the  owners 
of  water  mills  or  of  sites  for  water  mills  is 
to  sink  watercourses  for  the  use  of  their  mills 
Id  their  own  land  under  highways,  care  being 
taken  to  cover  the  watercourses  sufficiently 
so  that  the  highways  remain  safe  and  con- 
venient for  passengers."  -Page  457.  ''If  a 
highway  be  locatedover  a  watercourse,  either 
natuial  or  artificial,  the  public  cannot  shut 
up  these  courses,  but  may  make  the  road  over 
them  by  the  aid  of  bridges.  But  when  a  way 
has  been  located  over  private  lands,  if  the 
owner  should  afterwards  open  a  watercourse 
across  the  way,  it  will  be  his  duty  at  his  own 
ezpeose  to  make  and  keep  in  repair  a  way 
over  the  watercourse  for  the  convenience  of 
the  public."  Page  458.  The  owner  of  land 
adjoining  a  highway  may  place  building 
material  on  it  for  the  purposes  of  erecting  a 
building.  PtUmer  v.  Silterthom,  32  Pa.  65. 
It  was  held  in  Chamberlain  v.  JEnJield,  43  N. 
H.  356,  that  in  such  a  case  a  pile  of  lumber 
on  the  side  of  the  highway,  75  feet  long, 
from  6  to  11  feet  wide,  and  from  4  to  6  feet 
high,  as  testified  to  by  different  witnesses, 
was  not  necessarily  unlawful. 

It  is  hardly  necessary  to  multiply  illustra- 
tions of  such  private  uses  of  the  street  by 
the  abutting  owner.  It  seems  to  me  that  the 
principle  involved  in  these  cases  warrant  the 
conclusion  that  this  private  right  of  access  to 
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and  from  the  street,  and  across  the  street  from 
one  part  of  the  abutting  owner's  premises 
to  the  other,  is  not  necessarily  unlawful  or 
necessarily  a  nuisance  per  se  though  carried 
on  by  means  of  a  railroad  track,  "cars,  and 
steam  engine.  When  such  private  right  of 
access  exists,  the  fact  that  it  is  exercised  by 
means  of  improved  appliances  does  not  nec- 
essarily make  it  unlawful. 

As  I  have  tried  to  show,  the  principal  test 
of  what  is  an  additional  servitude  on  the 
street  is  not  that  the  traffic  is  carried  on  by 
such  improved  appliances,  but  it  is  the 
volume  of  traffic  collected  and  converged  on 
the  street,  and  that  such  traffic  comes  from 
territory  which  could  not  be  tributary  to  such 
street  by  any  system  of  ordinary  highways, 
however  laid  out  and  improved.  The  prin- 
ciple can  be  used  to  illustrate  this  case.  It 
appears  that  nothing  is  carried  on  this  track 
but  what  would  be  ordinarily  carried  in 
wagons  over  the  same  route,  for  the  same 
purposes,  if  the  track  was  not  there.  Such 
private  switch  tracks  are  a  very  common 
means  of  access  to  mills,  foundaries,  machine 
works,  breweries,  and  other  manufacturing 
establishments ;  and  to  hold  that  they  cannot 
be  laid  across  a  street  is  a  serious  matter,  and 
will  leave  the  proprietors  of  such  establish- 
ments without  remedy,  as  it  is  generally 
held  that  no  right  of  way  can  be  condemned 
for  such  private  purposes.  The  right  to  use 
such  improved  appliances  for  private  accesa 
does  not  depend  upon  any  ordinance.  It  is 
a  right  which  undoubtedly  the  city  council 
can  regulate  and  limit  to  a  very  considerable 
extent,  but  cannot  create. 

Neither  do  I  question*  the  fact  that  the 
circumstances  may  be  such  that  maintaining 
and  operating  such  a  private  track  would  be 
a  nuisance.  I  simply  claim  that  it  is  not  a 
nuisance  per  se,  and  that  the  facts  found  in 
this  case  do  not  prove  it  to  be  a  nuisance. 
If  it  were  maintained  in  a  thickly  settled  or 
highly  improved  residence  or  retail  portion 
of  the  city,  it  would  be ;  but  if  in  a  wholesale 
or  manufacturing  district,  it  might' not  be. 
It  would  be  a  question  of  fact  to  be  decided 
in  each  case.  In  this  case  it  does  not  appear 
what  kind  of  a  district  this  is.  Nothing  ap- 
pears as  to  the  character  of  the  locality,  ex- 
cept that  defendant  has  buildings  and  im- 
provements and  a  mill  and  brewery  the  width 
of  one  street  and  185  feet  from  the  rear  of 
plaintiff's  lot,  and  that  there  is  a  dwelling 
house  on  plaintiff's  lot.  It  nowhere  appears 
that  there  are  any  other  buildings  or  improve- 
ments in  the  vicinity.  Thus,  for  the  purposes 
of  this  case,  we  must  hold  that  there  are  no 
other  improvements  anywhere  in  the  vicin- 
ity. True,  it  is  found  that "  the  operating  of 
trains  over  said  track  somewhat  depreciates 
the  value  of  plaintiff's  property,  and  lessens 
the  rental  value  thereof;"  but  that  is  not 
sufficient.    1  Wood,  Nuisance,  8d  ed.  §  2. 

I  think  the  Judgment  of  the  court  below 
should  be  affirmed. 
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STATE  of  North  Carolina,  ex  rd.  RAIL- 
ROAD COMMISSION, 

V. 

WESTERN  UNION  TELEGRAPH  CO., 
Appt, 

( N.C "..) 

1.  The  power  of  railroad  commlsaloii- 
ers  to  make  rates  for  telecrraph  lines  in- 
cludes the  power  to  ascertain  what  corporation  is 
in  the  control  of  such  a  line. 

2.  Teles^raphmeflsayes  between  points 
in  the  same  state  do  not  constitute  in- 
terstate commeree*  because  of  the  fact  that 
they  traverse  another  state  on  the  route. 

3«   The  authority  of  railroad  commis- 
.  sioners  in  North  OaroUna  to  regulate  tele^rraph 
rates  does  not  include  the  power  to  direct  oifices 
to  be  opened  for  commercial  business. 

(November  81,  1803.) 

APPEAL  by  defcDdant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  Wake  County  af- 
firming an  order  of  the  railroad  commission 
fixing  the  rate  to  be  charged  by  defendant  for 
sending  telegraph  messages,  and  directing  it  to 
keep  certain  offices  open  for  commercial  tele- 
grams.   Modified  and  a  firmed. 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Stronip  A  Strong  and  Robert 
Styles  for  appellant. 

Mr.  Robert  O.  Bnrton»  for  appellee: 

Defendant  having  built  a  line  and  equipped 
an  office  at  Elizabeth  City,  with  an  asent  ready 
to  receive  commercial  messages,  u  has  no 
power  to  discriminate. 

Laws  1891,  chap..  820,  §  4;  AUanticExp,  Co, 
V.  Wilmington  <fc  W.  B.  Co.  18  L.  R.  A.  898, 
4 Inters.  Com.  Rep.  294,  111  N.  C.  478. 

To  give  the  railroad  the  service  of  its  line 
and  refuse  it  to  an  individual,  is  a  discrimina- 
tion f^ainst  the  individual.  The  common-law 
principles  against  discrimination  apply  as  well 
to  new  agencies  of  commerce  as  to  old. 

Penmcola  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Western  U.  TeUg.  Co. 
96  U.  8.  1.  24  L.  ed.  708. 

In  the  absence  of  legislation  providine  other 
means  for  regulating  and  controlling  a  railroad, 
a  court  of  general  Jurisdiction  has  the  power 
to  compel  it  to  extend  to  the  public  proper  fa- 
cilities for  the  transaction  of  business,  includ- 
ing the  establishment  of  stations. 

Iforthem  Pae.  R.  Co.  v.  Territory,  8  Wash. 
Terr.  808,  and  cases  cited;  Mobile  d  0.  R.  Co. 
V.  People,  182  111.  559;  Central  U.  TeUph.  Co.  v. 
FaUey,  118  Ind.  194;  Commercial  U.  TeUg.  Go. 
V.  New  England  Teleph.  dt  Teleg.  Co.  5  L.  R.  A. 
161, 61  Vt.  241. 

The  legislature  in  our  state  has  lodged  this 
power  with  the  railroad  commission. 

Section  20  of  the  Commission  Act. 

If  an  addition  to  the  company's  stations  is 
necessary  to  promote  the  security,  convenience, 


and  accommodation  of  the  public,  such  addi- 
tion may  be  ordered. 

State  ▼.  Chicago,  8t.  P.  M.  &  0.  R  Co.  19 
Neb.  476;  Railroad  Comrs.  v.  Railroad  Co.  26 
S.  C.  858;  State  v.  Mason  City  dk  Ft.  D.  R.  Co. 
(Iowa)  May  23,  1892;  State  v.  KarMU  Cent.  R 
Co.  47  Kan.  497. 

The  interstate  question  needs  no  discassion 
after  the  Lehigh  Valley  and  the  Iowa  cases. 

Lehigh  ValUy  R.  Co.  v.  Pennsyltania,  145 
U.  S.  192,  86  L.  ed.  672;  CampbeU  v.  Chitago, 
M.  A  St.  P.  R.  Co.  17  L.  R.  A.  443,  88 
Iowa,  — . 

Sheplierdv  Ch.J.,  delivered  the  opioion  of 
the  court: 

The  board  of  railroad  commissioDeis  is 
''  authorized  and  required  to  make  or  cause  to 
be  made  Just  and  reasonable  rates  of  cfaarees 
for  the  transmission  of  messages  by  any  t^ 
graph  line  or  lines  doing  business  in  thesUte.'* 
Laws  1891,  chap.  820,  §  26.  It  may  cause 
notice  to  be  served  upon  corporations  or  per- 
sons charged  with  a  violation  of  the  rules  pre- 
scribed  by  it  in  pursuance  of  the  above  au- 
thority, and  upon  a  hearing  may  ascertain  and 
direct  ample  and  full  recompense  to  be  made 
by  the  company,  corporation,  or  person  offend- 
ing; which  recompense  may  be  enforced  by 
civil  action  as  prescribed  in  section  10  of  said 
Act.  Mayo  v.  Western  U.  Tdeg.  Co.  112  N.  C. 
848.  It  is  a  court  of  record,  with  "  the  pow- 
ers and  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  general  juris- 
diction '  as  to  all  subjects  embraced  in  said 
act  by  Laws  1891,  chap.  498.  Atlantic  Exp. 
Co.  V.  Wilmington  di  W.  K  Co.  Ill  N.  C.  468, 
18  L.  R.  A.  898,  4  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  294;  N. 
C.  Const,  art  4,  §  2. 

The  defendant,  t)eing  served  with  process, 
appeared  before  this  court  to  answer  the  com- 
plaint or  petition  .of  Eusene  Albea,  called 
plaintiff  herein,  and  filed  Us  answer.  There- 
upon, a  trial  was  had,  and  it  appearing  that 
the  said  Albea  had  tendered  no  commercial 
message  to  any  of  the  offices  of  the  defendant, 
it  was  adiudged  that  he  had  no  cause  of  com- 
plaint, and  the  proceeding  was  practically  dis- 
missed as  to  him.  The  commission,  however, 
having  the  defendant  before  it,  proceeded,  un- 
der its  jB;eneral  powers,  to  make  rates  of 
charges  for  the  transmission  of  business  by  the 
defendant  from  and  to  points  in  North  Caro- 
lina, which  rate  of  charges  is  the  same  as  that 
applicable  to  all  the  offices  of  the  defendant 
within  the  limits  of  the  state.  The  commis- 
sion, after  having  disposed  of  the  complaint  of 
Albea,  should  have  amended  the  proceeding 
so  as  to  substitute  as  complainant  the  state  of 
North  Carolina  ex  rel.  the  railroad  commis- 
sion; but,  as  it  has  been  fully  heard  without 
reference  to  this  irregularity,  we  have  ordered 
that  the  amendment  be  now  made,  and  the 
proceeding  be  entitled  accordingly.  Code. 
§  278;  Reynolds  v.  Smathers,  87  N.  C.  24. 

The  order  of  the  board  which  is  the  subject 


Note.— The  question  whether  or  not  telegrams 
constitute  insterstate  commerce  by  reason  of  pass- 
injf  through  another  state  in  course  of  transmis- 
sion between  points  in  the  same  state  is  much  the 
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same  as  that  in  respect  to  a  similar  route  of  trans- 
portion  of  shipments  of  freight,  as  to  which,  we 
naU  to  Campbell  v.  Chicairo,  M.&8t  P.  R.Ca. 
(Iowa)  17  L.  K.  A.  443. 


1893. 


State,  ex  rel.  Railboad  Commission  v.  Western  Union  Telkg.  Co. 
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of  review  is  as  follows:  "That  the  telegraph 
offices  at  Edenton  and  Elizabeth  City,  and  at 
other  points  on  the  Norfolk  &  Southern  Rail- 
road in  North  Carolina,  are  offices  of  defend- 
ant»  and  that  said  offices  shall  transmit  com- 
mercial messages  at  rates  prescribed  by  the 
commission  to  any  point  in  North  Carolina." 
This  order  is  based  upon  certain  findings  of 
fact,  some  of  which  are  excepted  to;  but  inas- 
much as  it  was  agreed  that  his  honor  miffht 
pass  upon  these  questions  in  the  place  of  a 
jury,  and  as  there  was  evidence  sufficient  to 
warrant  such  findings  as,  under  the  view  we 
have  taken  are  material  to  be  considered,  they 
cannot  be  reviewed  in  this  court.  Battle  v. 
J/aiw.  102  N.  C.  413;  Southern  Fertilizer  Co. 
T.  Reams,  105  N.  C.  288. 

It  appears,  in  the  language  of  his  honor, 
"  ihat  the  defendant  owns,  controls,  and  op- 
erates a  line  of  telegraph  from  Edenton,  N.  C, 
passing  through  Elizabeth  City,  N.  C,  Hert- 
ford, Moyock,  N.  C. ,  and  other  places  along 
the  track  of  the  Norfolk  &  Southern  Railroad 
to  Berkley  and  Norfolk,  y  a.;  .  .  that  the 
company  receives  and  transndts  over  this  line 
(commercial)  messages  at  the  towns  and  vil- 
lages of  Hertford,  Movock,  and  other  places 
along  said  line  to  any  place  in  North  Carolina 
where  it  has  an  office,  at  the  uniform  rate  of 
twenty-five  cents  per  message  of  ten  words, 
except  at  Edenton  and  Elizabeth  City,"  at 
which  two  last-named  offices  the  defendant  re- 
ceives no  commercial  business;  the  said  offices 
beine  devoted  exclusively  to  the  business  of  the 
Norfolk  &  Southern  Railroad  Company,  in  re- 
spect to  the  running  of  its  trains,  etc.  It  is  verv 
clear  to  us  that,  under  the  authority  given  it 
to  make  rates  for  *'  the  transmission  of  mes- 
^ges  by  any  telegraph  line  or  lines  doing  busi- 
ness in  the  state,  the  commission— subject,  of 
coarse,  to  the  right  of  appeal— has  the  inci- 
dental power  of  ascertaining  what  particular 
corporation  is  at  least  in  the  control  or  opera- 
tion of  the  same.  This  would  seem  indispensa- 
bly necessary  to  a  proper  exercise  of  its  au- 
thority to  fix  rates,  as  well  as  to  know  against 
whom  to  proceed,  under  section  10  of  the  Act, 
in  the  event  of  a  violation  of  such  regulation. 

The  exception,  therefore,  in  this" respect, 
must  be  overruled. 

A  more  serious  question,  however,  is  pre- 
sented by  the  ruling  of  the  court  upon  the 
third  conclusion  of  the  commission,  which  is 
as  follows:  "  That  telegraphic  messages  trans- 
mitted by  defendant  over  its  said  Ime  from 
Elizabeth  City  or  Edenton,  or  other  points  in 
North  Carolina,  to  points  in  said  state,  do  not 
constitute  commerce  between  states,  although 
traversing  another  state  in  the  route,  and  are 
subject  to  the  rate  prescribed  by  the  commis- 
sion." It  appears  from  the  findings  of  fact 
that  the  shortest  and  only  route  over  the  wire 
of  the  defendant,  by  which  messages  can  be 
transmitted  to  many  points  in  this  state,  neces- 
sarily "  traverses,  in  part,  the  state  of  Vir- 
ginia, and  thence  back  into  North  Carolina;" 
and  it  is  insisted  that  such  messages  so  trans- 
mitted are  interstate  commerce,  and  therefore 
not  subject  to  the  tariflf  regulation  of  the  com- 
mission.* It  is  not  denied  that  the  offices  of 
the  defendant  along  the  line  of  the  Norfolk  & 
Bouthem  Railroad  Company,  except  those  at 
Edenton  and  Elizabeth  City,  receive  commer- 
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cial  messages  for  transmission,  in  the  manner 
described,  to  various  points  in  North  Carolina; 
and  it  is  plain  that  such  business  does  not  re- 
late to  the  intercourse  of  the  citizens  of  this 
state  with  those  of  some  other  state.  It  is 
purely  an  intercourse  between  the  citizens  of 
North  Carolina, through  the  means  afforded  by 
a  corporation  having  extensive  facilities  of  com- 
munication within  the  limits  of  the  said  state; 
and  the  uniform  rates  fixed  by  the  commis- 
sion for  the  business  which  the  said  corporation 
accepts,  or  is  under  legal  obligation  to  accept, 
in  no  wise  affect  or  interfere  with  any  business 
which  the  defendant  undertakes  for  the  citi- 
zens of  Virginia,  either  between  themselves, 
or  with  the  citizens  of  other  states.  Neither 
are  we  able  to  see  how  the  mere  fixing  of 
rates  between  different  points  in  this  state 
can  in  any  way  conflict  with  any  regulation 
which  the  state  of  Virginia  mav  have  the 
power  to  impose  in  respect  to  its  domestic 
Dusiness.  It  must  be  manifest,  therefore,  that 
this  business  is  without  a  single  feature  of  in- 
terstate commerce,  unless  it  can  be  found  in 
the  fact  that,  in  the  transmission  of  a  message, 
it  must  tifaverse  apart  of  the  defendant's  own 
line  in  the  state  of  Virginia.  We  have  been 
referred  to  several  cases  in  which  it  has  been 
held,  in  respect  to  the  continuous  carriage  of 
freight  by  a  railroad  company  under  such  cir- 
cumstances, that  a  state  commission  had  no 
power  to  prescribe  rates,  and  also  that  a  state 
nad  no  right  to  levy  a  tax  upon  the  gross  re- 
ceipts, even  as  to  that  part  derived  from  the 
transportation  within  its  territory.  State  v. 
Chicago,  8t.  P.  M,  &  O.R.  Co,  40  Minn.  267, 
8  L.  R.  A.288, 2  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  519;  8tem- 
berger  v.  Cnpe  Fear  d  T.  V.  R  Co,  2l»  S.  C. 
610,  2  L.  R.  A.  105,  2  Inters.  Com.  Rep. 
426;  New  Orleans  Cotton  Exch,  v.  Cincinnati^ 
N,  0,  iSk  T,  P,  R,  Co,  2  Inters.  Com,  Rep.  289. 
Without  attempting  to  discuss  these  cases, 
and  to  distinguish  them  in  some  particulars 
from  ours,  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that,  if  they 
are  not  distinctly  overruled,  their  principle  is 
certainly  in  conflict  with  the  reasoning  of  the 
opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
Slates  (Fuller.  Ch,  J.)  in  Lehigh  Valley  R.  Co, 
V.  Pennsylmnia,  145  U.  S.  192,  36  L.  ed.  672. 
The  state  of  Pennsylvania  levied  a  tax  on  the 
gross  receipts  of  all  railroad  companies,  de- 
rived from  the  transportation  by  continuous 
cairiage  from  points  in  Pennsylvania  to  other 
points  in  the  same  state;  that  is  to  say,  passing 
out  of  Pennsylvania  into  other  states,  and  back 
again  into  Pennsylvania,  in  the  course  of  trans- 
portation. The  Lehigh  Valley  Railroad  Com- 
pany has  no  road  of  its  own  from  Mauch 
Chunk,  Pa.,  to  Philadelphia,  but  in  transport- 
ing its  coal  and  general  freight  traffic,  it  uses 
its  own  line  from  Mauch  Chunk  to  Phillips- 
burg,  N.  J. ,  from  which  point  it  Is,  under  an 
arrangement  for  a  continuous  passage  with  the 
Pennsylvania  Railroad  Company,  transported 
by  the  latter  road,  ma  Trenton,  to  Philadel 
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phla.  It  was  insisted  that  the  state  could 
not  tax  that  part  of  the  gross  receipts  derived 
from  so  much  of  the  transportation  as  was 
wholly  within  the  state  of  Pennsylvania,  be- 
cause the  freight,  durine  its  entire  transpor- 
tation, was  impressed  with  the  character  of  in- 
terstate commerce.  The  court  sustained  the 
tax,  and,  although  it  may  be  said  that  the  de- 
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cision  relates  only  to  that  part  of  the  receipts 
which  arose  from  the  transportation  within 
the  state,  yet  it  must!  be  apparent,  from  a 
perusal  of  the  opinion,  that  this  conclusion  was 
reached  on  the  ground  that  such  continuous 
transportation  was  not  interstate  commerce. 
Indeed,  the  entire  course  of  the  reasoning  of 
the  court  is  in  support  of  this  very  principle, 
and  is  clearly  applicable  to  the  question  in- 
volved in  this  appeal.  The  language  of  the 
court  is  plain  and  emphatic,  and  we  do  not 
feel  at  libertv  to  ignore  it,  and  especially  when 
it  is  applied  to  telegraphic  communication, 
under  the  peculiar  circumstances  of  this  case. 
The  court,  in  speaking  of  the  grant  of  power 
to  regulate  commerce  between  the  states,  re- 
marked: "But,  as  was  said  by  Chief  Justice 
Marshall,  the  words  of  the  grant  do  not  em- 
brace that  commerce  which  is  completely  in- 
ternal, which  is  carried  on  between  man  and 
man  in  a  state,  or  between  different  ports  of 
the  same  state,  and  which  does  not  extend  to 
nor  affect  other  states.  'Commerce,'  observed 
the  chief  justice,  'undoubtedly,  is  traffic,  but 
it  is  something  more:  it  is  intercourse.' "  The 
court  further  proceeded  to  say:  **The  point 
of  departure  and  the  point  of  arrival  were 
alike  in  Pennsylvania.  The  intercourse  was 
between  those  points,  and  not  between  any 
other  points.  Is  such  intercourse,  consisting 
of  continuous  transportation  between  two 
points  in  the  same  state,  made  interstate  be- 
cause, in  its  accomplishment,  some  portion  of 
another  state  may  be  traversed  ?  Is  the  trans- 
mission of  freight  or  messages  between  two 
places  in  the  same  state  made  interstate  busi- 
ness by  the  deviation  of  the  railroad  or  tele- 
graph line  onto  the  soil  of  another  state?" 
Again,  in  another  part  of  the  opinion  it  is  .said: 
"It  is  simply  whether,  in  the  carriage  of 
freight  and  passengers  between  two  points  in 
the  same  state,  the  mere  passage  over  the  soil 
of  another  state  renders  that  business  foreign 
which  is  domestic.  We  do  not  think  such  a 
view  can  be  reasonably  entertained,  and  are 
of  the  opinion  that  this  taxation  is  not  open 
to  constitutional  objection  by  reason  of  the  par- 
ticular way  in  which  Philadelphia  was  reach^ 
from  Mauch  Chunk."  The  court  uses  the 
words  "continuous  passage,"  from  which  it  is 
to  be  inferred  that  if,  after  the  freight  passed 
beyond  Pennsylvania,  it  was  transferred  to  an- 
other transportation  agency  in  New  Jersey, 
and  by  this  other  agency  carried  to  Philadel- 
phia, It  would  be  interstate  commerce;  and  the 
same,  if  consigned  to  a  point  in  New  Jersey, 
and  then  reshipped  to  Philadelphia.  It  ^is  m 
evidence  that  the  defendant  owns  and  operates 
a  continuous  wire,  or  system  of  wires,  from 
the  offices  mentioned  to  other  points  in  North 
Carolina,  and  therefore  it  is  not  compelled  to 
transfer  its  business  to  any  other  agency  out- 
side of  North  Carolina,  in  order  that  it  may 
reach  its  destination  in  this  state.  In  this  re- 
spect, our  case  is  stronger  than  the  one  from 
Pennsylvania,  as  the  road  from  Phillipsburg 
to  Philadelphia  was  owned  and  operated  by 
another  corporation,  and  not  by  the  Lehigh 
Valley  Railroad  Company.  We  refrain  from 
entering  into  an  extended  discussion  of  the 
subject,  and  are  content  to  follow  the  reason- 
ing of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States, 
whose  authority  upon  such  questions  is  con- 
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elusive.  We  will  observe,  however,  that  we 
think  the  principle  laid  down  by  that  court  i«. 
peculiarly  adaptable  to  cases  like  the  present,  in 
which  there  is  such  an  exceptional  facility  for 
the  evasion  of  state  authority  to  fix  the  rate 
of  charges.  This  may  be  done  in  an  instant, 
and  witibout  expense,  by  so  adjusting  the  wires 
that  messages  must  go  through  a  part  of  the 
territory  of  another  state.  We  think  the  ex- 
ception should  be  overruled. 

The  remaining  exception  which  it  is  neces- 
sary to  consider  relates  to  that  part  of  the 
order  which  substantially  commands  the  de- 
fendant to  open  its  offices  at  Edenton  and  Eliz- 
abeth City  for  the  transmission  of  commercial 
messages.  It  is  urged,  but  not  very  seriously 
pressed,  that  the  order  only  means  that  the 
company  shall  transmit  such  messages  at  the 
prescribed  rates  whenever  it  undertakes  to  do 
that  character,  of  business  at  those  points. 
The  order  of  the  court  is  not,  in  our  opinion, 
susceptible  of  such  a  construction;  but  what- 
ever doubt  there  may  be  must  surely  vanish 
when  it  is  considered  in  connection  with  the 
finding  of  the  commission  upon  which  it  is 
based,  and  which  the  court,  in  its  judgment, 
approves  and  adopts.  This  finding  is  that  the 
operators  in  said  offices  '*are  the  agents  and 
operators  of  the  defendant,  and  that  it  is  their 
duty  to  transmit  commercial  messages,  when 
tendered  to  them,  to  points  in  North  Carolina, 
at  the  rate  prescribed  by  the  commission."  It 
is  impossible,  without  violating  all  rules  of  in- 
terpretation, as  well  as  destroying  the  plain 
import  of  language,  to  adopt  the  view  con- 
tended for;  and  it  is  therefore  necessary  to  de- 
termine whether  the  commission  act  conferred 
upon  the  commission  the  authority  to  direct 
that  the  said  offices  should  be  open  for  com- 
mercial business.  That  it  has  no  such  author- 
ity is  settled  by  the  court  in  Mayo  v.  Waiem 
U.  Teleg.  Co.  mpra,  (decided  since  the  trial  of 
this  proceeding,)  in  which  it  is  declared  that 
"there  is  nothing  to  show  the  intent  of  the 
statute  to  give  to  the  commission  power  to  pre- 
scribe other  rules  and  regulations  for  telegraph 
lines  than  those  directed  in  section  26  with  re 
gard  to  their  charges  for  the  transmission  of 
messages,  as  neither  of  the  other  sections  could 
be  made  to  apply  to  telegraph,  even  if  the 
same  had  been  specifically  named."  Under 
this  decision,  so  much  of  the  order  as  is  open  to 
the  objection  referred  to  must  be  set  aside,  but 
in  all  other  respects  it  is  affirmed.  I^et  it  not 
be  understood  that  we  are  deciding  that  a  cor- 
poration like  the  defendant,  exercising  its 
franchise,  the  right  of  eminent  domain,  and 
other  unusual  privileges,  under  a  ^rant  from 
the  state  for  the  benent  of  the  public,  can  give 
any  undue  or  unreasonable  preference  or  ad- 
vantage to  any  particular  person,  company,  or 
corporation.  This  question  may  be  presented 
when  commercial  messages  have  been  tendered 
and  declined  at  the  said  offices,  butwethinkit 
would  be  going  outside  of  the  record  to  pass 
upon  it  now;  and  especially  should  we  refrain 
from  doing  so  when  the  intelligent  counsel 
who  appeared  for  the  defendant  very  properly 
concluded  th&t  the  court  would  not  anticipate 
a  point  of  such  importance,  and  therefore  did 
not  deem  it  necessary  to  discuss  it. 
The  order  of  the  court  is  modified  and  afirmed. 
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of  on*  given  nmme  aii( 

the  two,  uting  the  given  name  first  and  the  sur- 
name Ian  constitute  suoh  person^s  letral  name; 
and  to  be  i«rnorant  of  either  the  fflven  or  sur* 
name  of  such  a  one  is  to  be  iflrnorant  of  such  per- 
son's nanie,  within  the  meaning  of  section  148  of 
the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure. 

2.  Tlie  law  requires  that  a  defendant 
shall  be  inied  bar  Us  true  name  If  the 
same  is  known  or  can  be  ascertained  by  the 
TMurty  suing  him;  and  under  section  69  of  the  Code 
of  Oril  Procedure  a  court  obtains  no  Jurisdiction 
oTer  the  person  of  a  defendant  served  with  sum- 
mons by  leaviiv  a  copy  thereof  at  his  usual  place 
of  residence,  unless  such  defendant  is  designated 
by  his  true  name,  except  in  cases  brought  under 
section  23  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedura. 

&  Under  ■ection  148  of  the  Code  of  CivU 


Proeednreif  a  defendant  ie  sned  byany 

Iptlon  other  than  hu 

true  namet  except  in  actions  brought  under 


name  and  description  other  j 


section  23  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  a  court 
acquires  no  Jurisdiction  over  him  by  the  sheriff 
leaving  a  copy  of  the  summons>it  such  defend- 
ant's usual  place  of  residence.  Accordingly, 
where  K  suedrF.  Olsen,  (full  name  unknown.)*' 
the  sheriff  returned  that  he  served  the  summons 
on  **F.  Olsen,  (full  name  unknown,)'*  by  leaving 
a  copy  thereof  at  his  usual  place  of  residence. 
The  court  defaulted  ''F.  Olsen,  (full  name  un- 
known)'* and  rendered  a  personal  Judgment 
against  him.  In  proceedings  by  B.  against  Fer- 
dinand Olsen  to  show  cause  why  Judgment  (the 
same  having  become  dormant)  should  not  be  re- 
vived against  him.— Held,  that  the  court  acquired 
no  jurisdiction  over  Ferdinand  Olsen  by  a  copy 
of  the  summons  eft  at  his  usual  place  of  resi- 
draoe,  and  that  the  Judgment  rendered  against 
him  in  the  name  of  ''F.  ^Olsen,  (full  name  un- 
known,)" was  a  nullity. 
4.  A  person  snnunoned  to  show  eanse 
why  a  dormant  indipnent  should  not 
be  rewiwed  against  him  may  Interpose  the  de- 
fense that  such  Judgment  is  void,  because  the 
court  pronouncing  it  had  no  Jurisdiction  over 
him,  when  such  lack  of  Jurisdiction  appears  on 
the  face  of  the  record  of  such  Judgment. 

(January  10,  1804.) 

ERROR  to  the  District  Court  for  Douglas 
County  to  review  a  iadgment  in  favor  of 
defendant  in  a  proceeding  to  revive  a  prior 
jadjrment  which  was  alleged  to  have  been  re- 
covered against  defendant.     Affirmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  commiasioner's 
opinion. 

Mettn.  James  A.  Powers  and  Switsler 
A  Mcintosh*  for  plaintiff  in  error: 

But  one  Christian  name  is  recognized ;  by 
the  courts. 

•Headnotes  by  Bagak,  C. 


NoTS.— Fbr  full  presentation  of  the  law  as  to  ac- 
quisition and  use  of  name  by  an  individual,  see 
««e  to  Lafltai  ft  K.  Powder  Co.  v.  Steytler  (Pa.)  14 
LR.A.a90. 
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Maxwell,  PI.  &  Pr.  p.  87;  Cohen  v.  State, 
52  Ind.  347.  21  Am.  Rep.  179;  Phillip$  v. 
Evans,  64  Mo.  17. 

Where  parties  are  known  by  different  names 
either  one  ma;^  constitute  the  Christian  name 
in  contemplation  of  law. 

Goodenow  v.  Tappan,  1  Ohio,  68. 

In  Nelnon  v.  Highland,  13  Cal.  75,  the  court 
Bays:  "  We  do  not  think  it  was  a  good  ground 
of  demurrer  that  the  Christian  name  pf  one  of 
the  plaintiffs  does  not  appear  in  the  record. 
We  cannot  judicially  know  that  one  of  the 
plaintiffs  had  either  a  Christian  or  a  heathen 
name,  or  that  it  is  necessarily  untrue  that  he 
has  forgotten  it  if  he  had.  Judgment  re- 
versed and  cause  remanded." 

Bliss  on  Code  Pleading,  §  146a,  says:  "The 
code  does  not  dispense  with  the  rule  which  re- 
quires the  pleader  to  give  the  true  name,  and 
whether  an  apparently  initial  letter  will  be 
treated  as  itself  a  name  must  depend  upon  the 
manner  in  which  the  question  is  raised.  In 
the  absence  of  anything  in  the  record,  or  in 
the  pleading  or  motion  to  the  contrary,  the 
court  will  be  warranted  in  so  treating  it.  The 
])arty  who  objects  to  the  pleading  must  do  so 
for  misnomer  and  give  the  true  name." 

Section  23,  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  pro- 
vides absolutely  for  the  proper  proceeding  in 
suing  upon  instruments  where  party  has  signed 
himself  or  herself  in  a  particular  style,  and 
then  aa  by  reference  to  another  section  con- 
cludes: "Instead  of  stating  the  Christian  or 
first  name  or  names  in  full,"  but  it  does  not 
say  that  suits  cannot  be  commenced  by  the  in- 
itial letter  of  the  Christian  name  in  other  cases. 

Where  names  are  spelled  differently  but 
substantially  alike  in  sound,  it  will  not  vitiate 
the  proceeding.  Thus  Mars  is  idem  9onana 
with  Marres. 

Com.  V.  aume,  108  Mass.  421. 

So,  too,  Erwin  with  Irwin. 

Williams  v.  Hitzie,  83  Ind.  308. 

So,  too,  Brennan  with  Brenham. 

Miller  v.  Brenham,  68  N.  Y.  83;  Maxwell, 
PI.  &  Pr.  p.  88. 

In  the  case  of  Johnson  v.  Jones,  2  Neb.  131, 
this  court  decided  that  where  service  was  made 
on  Harrison  Jones  and  the  return  showed 
served  on  H.  Jones,  that  Judgment  against  H. 
Jones  would  be  good,  notwithstanding  the  fact 
that  there  might  be  several  parties  bearing  the 
name  of  H.  tfones  in  the  same  town. 

See  also  Tweedy  v.  Jarvis,  27  Conn.  44; 
Jones's  Estate,  27  Pa.  336;  JVbr«  v.  Engle,  28 
Neb.  545;  Goodenow  v.  Tappan,  supra;  Scott 
v.  White,  71  111.  287;  Miller  v.  -Brenhan, 
supra;  Com.  v.  Gleason,  110  Mass.  66;  Kemp 
v.   MeC<mni€k,  1  Mont.  423. 

Section  148  refers  to  cases  where  the  identity 
and  full  Christian  and  surname  of  a  defendant 
is  not  within  the  knowledge  of  the  plaintiff 
and  has  references  to,  and  was  passed  for  the 
purpose  of  reaching  a  different  class  of  cases 
than  the  one  at  bar. 

Boseneraniz  v.  Bogers,  40  Cal.  491. 

Mr.  C.  P.  Hallisan.  for  defendant  in 
error: 

A  name  as  defined  in  Bouvier's  Law  Die. 
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tionary  is  one  or  more  words  to  distinguish  a 
particular  individual. 

By  the  common  law  since  the  time  of  Wil 
liam  the  Norman,  a  full  name  consists  of  one 
Christian  or  ^ven  name,  and  one  surname  or 
patronymic,  the  two,  using  the  Christian  name 
first  and  the  surname  last,  constitute  the  legal 
name  of  the  person. 

Scliofietd  V.  Jennings,  68  Ind.  238. 

Even  though  the  defendant  had  knowledge 
of  the  pendency  of  suit  before  rendition  of 
judgment,  that  alone  will  not  cure  a  defective 
service.  If  it  did  our  courts  would  be  open 
to  fraud  and  the  prerequisites  now  indispensa- 
ble to  the  rendition  of  a  valid  judgment 
would  be  dispensed  with.  Where  a  summons 
against  an  individual  is  served  by  leaving  a 
certified  copy  at  his  usual  place  of  business 
the  court  acquires  no  jurisdiction. 

Aultman  db  Taylor  Co,y.  Steinan,  8  Neb. 
112. 

.  Rai^SA,  C,  filed  the  followiug  opinion: 
On  the  2dd  day  of  December,  1880,  Law- 
rence C.  Enewold  brought  suit  on  an  ac- 
count in  the  county  court  of  Douglas  county 
against  one  Olsen.  In  the  petition  filed, 
Olsen  was  described  as  **F.  Olsen  (full  name 
unknown) .  ^  The  sheriflF's  return  of  the  sum- 
mons in  the  case  was  as  follows :  ^  On  De- 
cember 23,  1886,  I  received  this  writ,  and  on 
December  28,  1886,  I  served,  by  leaving  a 
certified  copy  of  this  writ,  and  indorsements 
thereon,  at  the  usual  place  of  residence  of 
the  within-named  F.  Olsen,  the  defendant, 
in  Douglas  county,  Nebraska."  The  further 
proceedings  of  the  county  court  in  the  case 
were  as  follows:  "January  4,  1887,  on  the 
call  of  the  docket,  this  day,  it  appearing  to 
the  court  that  the  defendant,  F.  Olsen,  nas 
been  served  with  a  summons,  and  has  failed 
to  appear,  olead,  answer,  or  demur  thereto, 
and  is  in  default:  Now,  therefore,  on  mo- 
tion of  plaintiff's  attorney,  it  is  ordered  that 
default  of  the  defendant  be,  and  the  same  is 
hereby,  entered  against  him.  ^  The  same  day 
the  case  came  on  for  trial  to  the  court,  L.  Cf. 
Enewold,  the  plaintiff,  was  duly  sworn  and 
examined  in  his  own  behalf.  After  hearing 
the  evidence,  the  court  finds  that  said  defend- 
ant, F.  Olsen  (real  full  name  unknown),  is 
indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of 
$438.89.  It  is  further  considered,  adjudged, 
etc.  February  11,  1892,  Lawrence  C.  Ene- 
wold filed  in  said  county  court  a  petition 
affainst  Ferdinand  Olsen,  praying  for  a  re- 
vivor of  said  judgment.  On  saia  day  the 
county  court  made  an  order  that  said  judge- 
ment be  revived,  unless  Ferdinand  Olsen 
should  show  cause  why  it  should  not  be. 
On  February  19,  1892,  a  copy  of  this  order 
was  duly  served  on  Ferdinand  Olsen,  and  he 
appeared  in  the  county  court,  and  objected 
to  a  revival  of  said  judgment,  on  the  ground 
that  the  same  was  void,  as  he  (Olsen)  was 
named  in  the  summons  "  F.  Olsen  (full  name 
unknown)  f  that  the  court  could  only  ac- 
quire jurisdiction  over  him  by  the  personal 
service  of  summons ;  and  that  the  leaving  a 
copy  of  the  summons  at  his  usual  place  of 
residence  was  not  such  service  upon  him  as 
invested  the  court  with  jurisdiction  over  his 
person.     The  county  court  sustained  the  ob- 


jection,  and  dismissed  the  application  to  re- 
vive the  judgment.  Enewold  took  this  order 
to  the  district  court,  where  the  ruling  of  the 
county  court  was  affirmed ;  and  Enewold 
brings  the  judgment  of  the  district  court  here 
for  review. 

Section  69  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure 
provides :  "The  service  [of  summons]  shall 
be  by  delivering  a  copy  of  the  summons  to 
the  defendant  personally,  or  by  leaving  one 
at  his  usual  place  of  residence,  at  any  time 
before  the  return  day. "  Section  148  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure  provides:  "When 
the  plaintiff  shall  be  ignorant  of  the  name  of 
a  defendant,  such  defendant  may  be  desig- 
nated in  any  pleading  or  proceeding  by  any 
name  and  description,  and  when  his'  true 
name  is  discovered,  the  pleading  or  pr<v 
ceedinj^  may  be  amended  accordingly.  The 
plaintiff  in  such  case  must  state,  in  the  veri- 
fication of  his  petition,  that  he  could  not  dis- 
cover the  true  name  and  the  summons  must 
contain  the  words : '  real  name  unknown. '  and 
a  copy  thereof  must  be  served  pereonallj 
upon  the  defendant. "  The  law  requires  that 
a  defendant  shall  be  sued  by  his  correct  name 
if  known  to  the  plaintiff  suing  him.  and  Uiis 
section  69  defines  what  shall  be  sufficient 
notice  to  him  when  thus  sued.  But  cases 
may  and  do  arise  where  the  correct  name  of 
a  party  about  to  be  sued  is  unknown  to  the 
plaintiff  desiring  to  brins  the  action.  To 
meet  such  cases,  this  section  148  was  enacted, 
by  which  the  party  sued  may  be  designated 
by  any  name  and  description ;  but,  to  au- 
thorize the  suing  of  a  party  by  a  name  and 
description, -^e.  e.  by  any  other  than  his  cor- 
rect name, — the  statute  not  only  requires  that 
the  plaintiff  should  be  ignorant  of  the  cor- 
rect name  of  the  party  against  whom  he  de- 
sires the  law's  process  under  a  pseudonym, 
but  to  make  oath  that  he  has  not  been  able 
to  discover  the  party's  true  name.  These 
prerequisites  complied  with,  the  plaimif 
may  proceed  against  the  party  by  whaterer 
name  and  description  he  choses,  but  the  sum- 
mons of  such  case  must  contain  the  wonis 
^'real  name  unknown,"  and  be  penonally 
served  on  the  defendant  sued,  except  in  cftses 
brought  under  section  28  of  the  Coae  of  Civil 
Procedure.  The  law  presumes  that  a  party 
will  see  a  summons  left  at  his  usual  place  of 
residence;  and  if,  in  such  summons,  he  is 
notified  by  his  true  name  that  he  has  been 
sued,  he  must  appear  and  make  a  defense,  if 
he  has  one;  and,  if  he  fails  to  appear  in 
obedience  to  the  writ's  command,  he  thereby 
confesses  his  liability  and  want  of  defense  to 
the  action,  and  is  concluded  by  the  judg- 
ment. But  the  law  does  not  require  Ferdi- 
nand Olsen,  should  he  find  on  his  dooistep 
a  summons  directed  to  **  F.  Olsen, "  to  know 
that  such  summons  was  meant  for  him.  b 
such  a  case,  to  require  Ferdinand  Olsen  to 
appear  in  obedience  to  the  command  of  sach 
summons,  or  be  concluded  by  the  judgment, 
the  summons  must  be  delivered  to  him  per- 
sonally. Ferdinand  Olsen  may  suspect  such 
summons  was  intended  for  him,— may  even 
know  it ;  yet,  until  a  copy  of  it  is  personally 
served  on  him,  he  is  not  notified  of  a  suit 
against  him. 

The  inquiries  here  are :    What,  within  the 
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meaning  of  this  section  148,  constitutes  a 
person's  true  name?  And,  if  Enewold  was 
i^orant  that  Ol sen's  given  name  was  **  Ferdi- 
nand,"  was  Enewold  then  ignorant  of  Olsen's 
true  name,  within  the  meaning  of  said  sec- 
tion 148?  In  Seh^ld  v.  Jenninffs,  68  Ind. 
833,  it  is  said :  **By  tlie  common  law,  since 
the  time  of  William  the  Norman,  the  full 
name  consists  of  one  Christian  or  given  name, 
and  one  surname  or  patronymic.  The  two, 
using  the  Christian  name  first,  and  the  sur- 
name last,  constitute  the  legal  name  of  the 
person."  It  follows,  then,  that  a  person's 
legal  name  is  made  up  of  his  first  or  given 
name  and  his  surname  or  patronymic,  and  for 
one  to  be  ignorant  of  either  is  to  be  ignorant 
of  such  person's  name,  within  the  meaning 
of  said  section  148 ;  and  that  in  order  to  in- 
vest the  county  court  with  jurisdiction  over 
Ferdinand  Olsen,  in  the  suit  brought  by 
Enewold  against  him  under  the  name  of  **F. 
Olsen  (full  name  unknown),"  the  summons 
in  which  Ferdinand  Olsen  was  so  designated 
must  have  been  personally  served  on  him. 
This  not  having  been  done,  the  judgment 
rendered  by  the  county  court,  and  which  it 
is  here  sought  to  revive,  was  void.  That 
such  summons  was  left  at  Ferdinand  Olsen's 
usual  place  of .  residence,  and  that  he  was 
aware  of  it,  count  for  nothing.  It  might  as 
well  have  been  retained  by  Uie  sheriff,  and 
Olsen  notified  by  mail  of '^  its  existence.  A 
personal  judgment  rendered  against  a  defend- 
ant without  notice  to  him,  or  an  appearance 
by  him,  is  without  jurisdiction,  and  is  ut- 
terly and  entirely  void.  Black,  Judgm. 
^  220.  A  statute  which  allows  one  party  to 
take  a  personal  judgment  against  another, 
OD  proof  that  notice  of  suit  was  left  at  the 
defendant's  usual  place  of  residence,  ought 
not  to  be  extended  to  cases  where  the  party 
is  sued  by  any  other  than  his  true  name. 
In  this  proceeding— one  to  revive  a  dormant 
judgment — Olsen  is  called  on  to  show  cause 
why  the  judgment  should  not  be  revived, 
and  he  alleges,  as  a  reason  why  this  should 
not  be  done,  that  such  judgment  is  void,  and 
that  this  appears  from  the  record  Itself.    Can 


Olsen  be  heard  to  make  this  objection  in  thia 
proceeding?  We  think  he  can.  In  Wright 
V.  ^eeet,  10  Neb.  190,  it  is  said:  "Upon 
proceedings  to  revive  a  judgment  which  has 
become  dormant,  ...  no  objection  will 
be  heard  which  seeks  to  go  behind  the  orig- 
inal judgment. "  But  this  case  does  not  de- 
cide, nor  was  it  intended  to  decide,  that  a 
person  against  whom  it  was  sought  to  revive 
a  judgment  might  not  make  the  objection 
that  such  judgment  was  void, — that  is  to  say, 
that  there  was  no  such  judgment, —and  that 
such  fact  appeared  on  the  face  of  the  record. 
Suppose  that  Olsen  had  disregarded  the  no- 
tice served  on  him  to  show  cause  why  thia 
judgment  should  not  be  revived ;  the  con- 
ditional order  of  revivor  then  would  have 
become  absolute,  and  there  are  authoritiea 
which  hold  that  such  order  of  revivor  would 
estop  Olsen  from  claiming  that  the  original  , 
judgment  was  void,  the  proceeding  to  revive 
being  in  the  nature  of  a  suit  on  the  judgment 
and  the  order  of  revivor  itself,  a  judgment 
that  the  judgment  revived  was  valid  and  in 
full  force.  Comparet  v.  Hanna,  34  Ind.  74 ; 
KeUy  V.  Donlin,  70  111.  878 ;  Van  Fleet,  Col- 
lateral Attack,  §  286,  and  cases  there  cited. 
This  point  is  not  necessary,  however  to  the 
decision  of  the  case  under  consideration.  It 
is  not  raised  by  counsel  in  their  briefs,  and 
we  do  not  determine  it.  Nor  must  wo  be 
understood  ^as  deciding  that  a  judgment  ia 
void  because  the  defendant  is  sued  or  sum- 
moned or  described  in  the  judj^ment  rendered 
against  him  by  a  fictitious  name,  or  because 
he  is  designated  by  an  initial  letter  of  hia 
given  name.  What  we  do  decide  ia  that  the 
judgment  rendered  by  the  county  court  in  the 
case  of  Enewold  v.  "  F,  Olsen  (full  name  un- 
known),*' was  void,  as  a  judgment  against 
Ferdinand  Olsen,  because  the  summons  in 
the  case  was  not  personally  served  on  him. 
There  is  no  error  in  the  record,  and  th& 
judgment  is  affirmed. 

Ryan*  C.y  concurs;  Irvine*  (7.,  having 
presided  at  the  trial  below,  took  no  part  in 
the  decision  here. 
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1.  ilniaTitaAioatotlieiniblietocroMa 
railroad  at  a  eertain  plaee  at  which  the 
company  must  therefore  use  reasonable  care  to 
protect  the  croawrs  is  not  shown  aa  a  matter  of 
law  bj  the  fiact  that  people  are  aocustomed  to 
cnw  there  without  objeotion,  although  the  fact 
of  oontlnuous  orosslner  mijrht  be  evidence  to  the 
Jury  of  a  Uoense. 

S.  Aa  lm|>lied  laTtta^ion  or  Uoense  to 
the  pttMIe  to  cro— a  railroad  track  at  a 


NoTS.— For  ImpUed  license  to  go  upon  railroad 
tnck,  see,  la  oonnectlon  with  the  above  case,  the 
noCe  to  Gentral  K.  ft  Bkg.  Go.  v.  Rylee  (6a.)  18  L. 
fi.A.a84. 
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certain  place  can  arise  only  from  such  appear^ 
anoes  or  circumstances  as  would  lead  ordinarily 
prudent  and  intelUgeot  persons  to  understand 
that  the  crossing  was  public 

(November  20, 1866.) 

EXCEPTIONS  by  plaintiff  to  rulings  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  Worcester  County 
made  during  the  trial  of  an  action  brought 
to  recover  damages  for  personal  injuries  al- 
leged to  have  been  caused  by  defendant's 
neffliffence,  which  resulted  in  a  verdict  in 
defendant's  favor.     Overruled. 

The  case  sufficiently  appeard  in  the  opin- 
ion. 
Messrs.  Rlee»  JBOng  A  Rlee»  for  plaintiff : 
The  plaintiff  requested  the  court  to  in- 
struct the  jury  as  follows :  **  If  the  Jury  find 
that  Dodge's  Lane  and  crossing  (so  called) 
was  a  'traveled  way*  over  which  people  were 
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accustomed  to  drive,  and  against  which  cus- 
torn  or  practice  the  defendant  had  made  no 
objection,  then  the  persons  in  the  carriage 
described  in  this  case  were  not  guilty  of  tres- 
pass in  traveling  upon  said  lane,  and  attempt- 
ing to  cross  over  defendant's  railroad  at  the 


ai^ 


said  crossing.  In  such  case  the  defendant  is 
under  obligation  to  use  reasonable  care  to 
protect  persons  crossing  the  railroad." 

In  support  of  t^at  ruling,  see  — 

Ccrrigan  v.  Uni&n  Sugar  Refinery,  98  Mass. 
577,  96  Am.  Dec.  685 ;  Swift  v.  Staten  Island 
Rapid  Traimt  Co.  123  N.  Y.  645 ;  Sehindler 
V.  Milwaukee,  L.  S.  &  W.  R.  Go.  87  Mich. 
400 ;  JSorfolk  &  TT.  R.  Co.  v.  Carper,  88  Va. 
556 ;  Hooker  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R,  Co. 
76  Wis.  542 ;  Davis  v.  Chicago  ofc  N.  W.  R. 
Co.  58  Wis.  646,  46  Am.  Rep.  667 ;  Clampit 
V.  Cfiicago,  St.  P.  dt  K.  C.  R.  Co.  84  Iowa, 
,  71 ;  CampbeU  v.  Boyd,  88  N.  C.  129,  48  Am. 
Rep.  740 :  Barrett  v.  Midland  R.  Co.  1  Post. 
&  P.  861. 

It  was  an  error  to  impress  upon  the  minds 
of  the  jury  that  the  care,  judgment,  and  pru- 
dence of  tne  plaintiff  in  determining  whether 
as  one  of  the  public  she  was  invited  to  pass 
over  the  crossing,  must  necessarily  be  the 
judgment  of  an  ordinarily  intelligent  and 
prudent  man.  The  plaintiff  should  not  be 
called  upon  to  exercise  more  than  the  judg- 
ment of  an  ordinarily  intelligent  and  prudent 
woman. 

Whether  the  care,  judgment,  intelligence, 
and  prudence  of  the  plaintiff  regarded  as  an 
ordinarily  prudent  and  intelligent  woman 
would  be  equal  to  that  exercised  by  an  or- 
dinarily prudent  and  intelligent  man  in  any 
particular  case,  could  not  be  stated  as  matter 
of  law. 

This  is  akin  to  the  principle  on  which  the 
degree  of  care  exercised  by  children  is  held 
not  equal  to  that  exercised  by  adults. 

0'  Connor  v.  Boston  &  L.  R,  Corp.  185  Mass. 
S52 ;  Brawn  v.  Sherer,  155  Mass.  88 ;  Johnson 
V.  Kelleher,  155  Mass.  125;  O'Shaugnesey  v. 
Suffolk  Brew.  Co.  145  Mass.  569 ;  Mattey  v. 
Wiittier  Maeh.  Co.  140  Mass.  887 ;  Munn  v. 
Reed,  4  Allen,  481.  See  Bethmann  v.  Old 
Colony  R.  Co.  155  Mass..  852. 

Messrs.  W.  S.  B.  Hopkins  and  Frank 
B.  Smith  for  defendant. 

HolmeSf  </.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

This  is  an  action  for  running:  down  the 
plaintiff  at  a  point  on  the  defendant's  track 
where  it  is  crossed  by  a  private  way  alone 
which  she  was  traveling.  The  plaintiff  asked 
for  an  instruction  to  the  effect  that  if  people 
were  in  the  habit  of  using  the  crossing,  and 
the  defendant  had  made  no  objection,  the 
plaintiff  was  not  a  trespasser,  and  the  defend- 
ant was  bound  to  use  reasonable  care  to  pro- 
tect her.  The  judge  refused  this,  but  in- 
structed the  jury  in  substance  that  if,  taking 
the  whole  condition  of  things  into  account,— 
the  physical  condition  of  the  crossing,  the 
width  of  it,  the  extent  to  which  it  was  trav- 
eled, etc.,-— a  reasonably  intelligent  and  pru- 
dent man  would  have  understood  that  the 
defendant  by  Implid&tion  declared  that  the 
crossing?  was  public,  and  that  he  as  a  member 
of  the  public  might  pass  over  it,  the  defend- 
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ant  was  bound  to  do  what  was  reasonable  and 
necessary  to  do  in  order  to  protect  an  ordi- 
narily intelligent  and  prudent  man  who  was 
rightfully  there.  The  plaintiff  excepted  to 
the  refusal  to  rule  as  requested,  and  excepted 
in  a  general  way  at  the  end  of  the  charge. 

The  general  exception  to  the  charee  adds 
nothing  to  the  exception  to  the  refusalto  rale 
as  requested,  except,  perhaps,  to  make  ex- 
plicit an  implied  exception  to  rulings  in- 
consistent with  the  one  requested;  and  it 
seems  doubtful  whether  the  refusal  of  the 
plaintiff's  request  was  understood  at  the  time 
to  be  more  than  a  refusal  to  adopt  the  pre- 
cise form  of  words,  or  to  indicate  a  difference 
of  view  upon  the  criteria  of  liability.  How- 
ever, there  is  a  difference  between  the  two 
rules  as  stated,  although  no  attention  was 
drawn  to  it. 

The  ruling  asked  for  lays  it  down  as  mat- 
ter of  law  that  if  people  are  accustomed  to 
cross  a  railroad  track  at  a  certain  place,  and 
the  company  makes  no  objection,  this  imports 
a  license  from  the  company,  and  that  such  a 
license  imposes  a  duty  to  use  rei^nable  care 
to  protect  the  crossers.  But,  even  if  we  are 
to  assume  the  use  of  the  crossing  to  be  with 
knowledge  of  the  company,  it  seems  a  strong 
thin/i:  to  say  that  the  very  state  of  facts  which, 
if  continued  twenty  years,  would  create  a 
right  of  way,  on  the  presumption  that  the 
user  was  adverse,  that  is,  without  a  license; 
Johanson  v.  Boston  d;  M.  R.  Co.,  158  Mass. 
57,  59,  shall  be  presumed,  up  to  the  very  last 
moment  of  the  twenty  years,  to  have  been 
with  license.  We  are  aware  that  language 
has  been  used  in  other  states  which  aeons  to 
sanction  the  plaintiff's  proposition,  Barn/^. 
New  York  Cent,  d-  H.  R.  R.  Co,  92  N.  Y.  889. 
292.  44  Am.  Rep.  877 ;  Swijt  v.  SU^en  l^fid 
Rapid  Transit  R.  Co.  123  N.  Y.  645,  649: 
Taylor  v.  Delaioare  d  H.  Canal  Co.  113  Pa. 
162,  175,  57  Am.  Rep.  446 ;  but  we  think  It 
would  be  going  c^uite  as  far  as  is  possible  if 
the  fact  of  continuous  crossing,  standing 
alone,  were  allowed  to  be  oonsiclered  by  a 
jury  as  evidence  of  a  license.  See  Swemy  v. 
Old  Colony  d  N.  R.  Co.  10  Allen,  368,  87i 
87  Am.  Dec.  644.  Usually,  and  in  the  pres- 
ent case,  that  fact  does  not  stand  alone,  but 
there  are  other  circumstances  which  will  aid 
in  determining  whether  the  use  is  adverse, 
and  therefore  wrongful  unless  with  title,  or 
is  permissive.  All  these  facts  were  left  to 
the  jury,  includiuj^:  the  extent 'to  which  the 
crossing  had  been  traveled,  and  this  was  as 
much  as  the  plaintiff  could  ask. 

If  the  plaintiff  was  a  trespasser,  the  defend- 
ant was  not  liable.  McEachem  v.  Bostmi  i: 
M.  R.  Co.  150  Mass.  515 ;  Aforrissey  v.  IM- 
em  R.  Co.  126  Mass.  877,  80  Am.  Rep.  686. 
The  analofry  of  spring  guns  and  mantraps 
does  not  apply.  In  those  cases  the  defendant 
does  an  act  which  contemplates  the  presence 
of  the  plaintiff  on  the  spot,  and  which  not 
only  produces  its  effect  after  he  is  there,  but 
is  intended  to  do  so.  His  actual  intent  makes 
the  defendant  the  1^3t  wrongdoer.  He  inter- 
venes between  the  wrongful  act  of  the  plain- 
tiff and  the  result  complained  of  as  much  as 
if  he  had  assaulted  him  in  person.  But  when 
the  act  complained  of  is  done  with  a  dilferent 
intent,  such  as  the  ordinary  running  of  its 
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trains  by  &  railroad,  the  defendant  has  the 
righi  to  assume  that  wrongdoers  will  not  be 
upon  its  premises,  and  will  be  presumed  not 
to  have  anticipated  them  until  tiie  fact  is 
flhown  to  have  been  otherwise.     Hayes   v. 

^de  Park,  158  Mass.  514,  12  L.  H.  A.  249. 

f  the  plaintiff  was  a  licensee,  and  nothing 
more,  her  case  stands  no  better.  As  against 
a  bare  licensee,  a  railroad  company  has  a 
right  to  run  Its  trains  in  the  usual  way  with- 
out special  precautions,  if  the  circumstances 
do  not  of  themselves  give  wamuig  of  his 
probable  presence,  and  he  is  not  seen  until 
it  is  too  late.  Banks  v.  Boston  d  A,  R.  Co, 
147  Mass.  495,  496 ;  June  v.  Boston  A  A,  B. 
Co.  153  Mass.  79,  82. 

If  the  circumstances  did  give  warning  of 
the  plaintiff's  probable  presence,  it  was  be- 
cause the  mode  in  which  the  crossing  was 
prepared,  coupled  with  the  other  facts  in 
eyidence,  showed  an  *' invitation, "  as  that 
word  commonly  has  been  used  and  under- 
stood. diMeny  v.  Old  Colony  db  N,  B.  Co.  10 
Allen,  ()68,  87  Am.  Dec.  644;  Murphy  v. 
Boston  <ft  A.  B.  Co.  138  Mass.  121 ;  Holmes 
V.  Drew,  151  Mass.  578 ;  Plumiher  v.  Ditt,  156 
Mass.  426,  430 ;  Steoens  v.  NichoU,  155  Mass. 
472.  15  L.  R.  A.  459.  The  judge  rightly  in- 
structed  the  jury  mainly  with  reference  to  a 
possible  finding  that  there  was  such  an  Jin- 
vitatlon,  although,  as  we  have  stated,  he  also 
used  language  importing  that  the  defendant 
would  be  liable  in  case  of  a  license.  No  at- 
tention seems  to  have  been  directed  to  the 
distinction  by  any  one. 

In  explaining  to  the  jury  what  he  meant 
by  a  ^reasonably  intelligent  and  prudent 
man,'*  the  judge  said  that  they  were  not  to 
inquire  what  conclusion  a  woman  or  child 
would  come  to  with  reference  to  the  way. 


but  that  the  test  was  whether  an  ordinarily 
intelligent  and  prudent  man  would  under- 
stand uiat  there  was  an  invitation  to  use  the 
crossing  as  a  public  way.  This  expression 
was  selected  for  criticism  in  argument,  but 
no  exception  was  taken  to  it  except  the  gen- 
eral exception  to  a  charge  which  fills  three 
quarto  pages  of  print.  Aa  we  have  inti- 
mated, such  an  exception  is  not  enough  to 
raise  the  point.  Curry  v.  Porter,  125  Mass. 
94.  If,  however,  we  were  to  consider  it,  we 
should  see  no  error.  Theoretically,  at  least, 
there  must  be  a  line  at  which  the  preparation 
of  the  face  of  the  earth  will  express  the 
owner's  assent  to  its  being  entered  upon,  and 
short  of  which  it  will  not  express  such  as- 
sent. The  theory  is  the  same  when  the  facts 
relied  on  are  more  complicated.  But  as  the 
law  is  not  prepared  with  an  infinite  number 
of  plans,  pictures,  and  explanations  to  meet 
all  possible  cases,  it  has  to  adopt  some  short 
test.  What,  then,  is  it  fair  to  require  of  an 
owner  as  against  strangers?  If  they  enter 
without  his  license,  they  are  trespassers, 
however  incompetent  and  wanting  in  judg- 
ment they  may  be.  What  must  he  do  to  di- 
minish his  rights?  Clearly,  it  is  not  enough 
that  he  puts  something  on  his  land  which 
may  tempt  or  al  1  ure  a  chi Id  or  a  fool.  Daniels 
V.  '!Nw>  York  &  N.  B.  B,  Co.  154  Mass.  849, 
18  L.  R.  A.  248.  It  must  be  something 
which  by  a  general  standard  of  understand- 
ing gi  ves  leave  to  enter.  That  standard  is  the 
understanding  of  the  ordinarily  prudent  and 
intelligent  person  ;  not  man  as  aeainst  woman, 
but  a  person  possessed  of  ordinary  intelli- 
gence and  prudence  as  against  one  who  has 
less  than  the  ordinary.  This  is  what  the 
judge  meant,  and  we  think  that  he  was  right. 
&ceptions  overruled. 
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Mary  E.  HAGGART  et  al.,  AppU., 
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1«  A  ftatnte  proridia^lbr  the  licensliic^ 
of  liquor  sellers  is  not  nncoiistitational 

OQ  the  ground  that  It  is  to  promote  their  buslDesB 
or  that  It  confers  a  prlvilefre  to  do  an  unlawful 
act  since  in  the  absence  of  any  statute  on  the 
subject  the  bu8iuei«  would  be  open  to  alL 
8.  A  saloon  eonstitntes  aa  actionable 
nnisance  to  aeig^hborinfl^  property 
own«rs»  whose  property  is  largely  depreciated 
in  ielllng  and  rental  value  by  reason  of  the  prox- 
imity of  the  saloon,  frequented  by  persons  for 
the  purpose  of  drinking  intoxicating  liquors 
therein,  when  it  is  established  in  a  residence 
neifrhborhood  that  had  been  previously  free  from 


such  business  and  which,  aside  from  residences, 
included  little  except  churches,  schools,  a  female 
college  and  an  orphan  asylum,  and  in  which  the 
people  are  largely  opposed  to  saloons. 

8*  The  lessor  of  a  bollding  fiir  use  as  a 
saloon*  which  will  constitute  an  actionable 
nuisance  to  neighboring  property  owners,  is  li- 
able to  them  for  the  damage  resulting  from  such 
use. 

4.  A  saloon  keeper's  license  fiir  the  sale 
of  intoxicating  llqnors  is  no  defense 
against  liability  to  adjoining  property  owners,  as 
to  whom  his  saloon  may  constitute  an  actionable 
nuisance. 

6.   An  injunction  will  not  lie  in  all  cases 

to  prevent  the  maintenance  of  a  nuisance  causing 
damage  to  private  property,  but  the  remedy  may 
be  by  an  action  for  damages. 

•  (Howard,  Ch.  J.,  and  Haekney^  J.,  dissent) 


Note.— The  above  case  is  one  of  extraordinary, 
interest  and  importance.  It  is  none  the  less  a  new 
departure  or  advance  because  it  applies  to  the  case 
oM  and  well  established  principles  such  as  are  pre- 
KDtedin  JElohan  v.  Port  Jervis  Gas  Light  Go.  (N.  T.) 
BL.H.A.ni,andfio(e.  But  it  will  be  noticed  that 
the  decision  while  establishing  the  doctrine  that  a 
^eeoBsA  saloon  may  constitute  an  actionable  nui- 
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sanoe  to  neighboring  property  owners,  is  far  from 
deciding  that  every  saloon  is  a  nuisance.  The  same 
question  of  fact  that  exists  in  other  cases  as  to 
what  degree  of  annoyance  and  injury  will  consti- 
tute a  nuisance  is  present  here  and  open  for  de- 
cision in  every  case  where  a  saloon  is  alleged  to  be 
a  nuisance. 
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Jax., 


(January  20, 1802.) 


APPEAL  bjr  plaintiffs  from  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Marion  County  in 
favor  of  defendants  in  an  action  brought  to 
enjoin  defendants  from  maintaining  a  liquor 
saloon  in  such  close  proximity  to  plaintiff's 
property  as  to  amount  to  a  private  nuisance 
to  jplai  ntiff s.     Eeverged, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinions. 

Mr,  Eli  F.  Ritter.  for  appellants: 

The  point  at  issue  here  is  the  validity  of 
that  act  so  far  as  its  license  features  are  con- 
cerned. 

This  act  does  undertake  to  control,  regu- 
late, and  to  restrict  the  sale  of  intoxicating 
liquors^  but  in  that  connection  it  does  license, 
authorize,  and  sanction  the  sale  and  the  saloon 
by  the  l|oense  for  which  it  provides,  and  the 
control,  the  regulations,  and  restrictions  in 
the  act  are  in  the  interest  of  and  do  promote 
the  interests  and  business  of  saloon  keeping 
and  the  saloon  business,  and  the  saloon  is  the 
creature  and  institution  established,  sanc- 
tioned, and  protected  by  this  system. 

The  wisest  and  most  effectual  way  to  pro- 
mote, encourage,  and  protect  anv  special  en- 
terprises, has  been  found  to  be  by  licensing, 
regulating,  and  restricting  the  same. 

There  could  not  be  a  license  svstem  with- 
out prohibition,  regulations,  and  restrictions 
in  it  that  would  be  of  any  force  whatever. 

The  first  act  established  by  the  governor 
and  judges  who  composed  the  legislative  body 
in  the  northwest  territory  was  a  license  saloon 
system. 

There  was  no  man  in  that  day,  I  dare  say, 
who  contended  that  that  was  an  act  in  re- 
straint of  the  liquor  traffic,  but  the  act  itself 
with  all  its  surrounding  historv  shows  that 
it  was  intended  in  the  interest  of  and  to  build 
up  what  was  considered  a  great  industry. 

The  legislature  in  the  passage  of  an  act 
adopting  or  continuing  a  measure  or  policy 
that  has  been  long  in  existence  and  thor- 
oughly tried  in  our  state  and  elsewhere  in 
the  world  and  has  made  for  itself  a  history 
as  to  the  workings,  the  effect,  and  results  of 
the  measure  will  be  presumed  to  intend  what 
the  history  of  the  measure  has  shown  to  be 
the  effect  and  results  of  such  legislation. 

If  a  man  cannot  conduct  the  saloon  busi- 
ness, as  he  cannot,  without  license,  and  can 
conduct  the  saloon  business,  as  he  can,  with 
license,  then  the  license  is  the  authority,  pro- 
tection, approval,  and  sanction  for  the  deadly 
business  tlut  he  conducts. 

There  is  no  inherent  right  in  a  citizen  to 
sell  intoxicating  liquors  by  retail.  It  is  not 
a  privilege  of  a  citizen  of  the  state  or  of  a 
citizen  of  the  United  (States. 

Crawley  v.  Christeimn,  187  U.  S.  86,  84  L. 
ed.  620. 

A  business  that  a  man  cannot  conduct  with- 
out license,  and  may  conduct  with  lioenA, 
is  a  business  founded  solely  upon  the  license 
and  authorized  by  the  license,  and  the  li- 
cense is  the  consent,  sanction,  and  approval 
of  the  business. 

Inherent  or  natural  or  inalienable  rights, 
all  meaning  the  same  thing,  are  the  onlv 
rights  that  may  be  regulated  and  restricted. 

Acquired  rights,  such  as  the  right  to  keep 


a  saloon,  are  not  regulated  and  restricted,  for 
such  rights  are  only  rights  so  far  as  they  are 
acquired  and  conferred. 

Whatever  they  may  formerly  have  been 
thought  to  be  the  place,  the  proprietor,  aod 
the  business  have  now  come  to  be  knowD  as 
the  saloon,  the  saloon  keeper,  and  the  saloon 
business.  Each  with  an  unbroken  record  and 
history  which  have  established  character  and 
reputation  by  testimony  in  which  there  is  no 
conflict.  Of  this  the  courts  in  this  govern- 
ment  lon^   ago   took  judicial   knowledge. 

Thurlow  V.  MdsMchudetU,  46  U.  S.  5  How. 
504,  12  L.  ed.  256. 

By  the  general  concurrence  of  opinion  of 
every  civuized  and  Christian  community, 
there  are  few  sources  of  crime  and  misery  to 
society  equal  to  the  dram-shop  where  intoz- 
icating  liquors  in  small  quantities  to  be 
drunk  at  the  time  are  sold  indiscriminately 
to  all  parties  applying. 

Crowley  v.  Ckristensen,  supra. 

All  that  is  said  or  claimed  in  candor  from 
the  business  itself  is  by  way  of  excuse,  that 
it  is  a  necessary  evil ;  but  the  constitution 
of  Indiana,  as  well  as  public  policy,  recog- 
nizes no  such  thing  as  a  neoesaary  evil. 

If  the  saloon  business  is,  in  fact,  wbat  the 
civilized  and  Christian  sentiment  of  our 
country  have  declared  it  to  be,  certainly  an 
act*  of  a  state  legislature  cannot  provide  for 
the  maintenance  and  continuance  of  such  a 
business. 

The  mistake  and  unconstitutionality  of  the 
act  lies  in  the  false  theory  that  the  busioesa 
is  laudable  and  the  enterprise  to  be  protected, 
when,  in  fact,  the  business  itself  is  criminil 
under  any  intell  igent  contemplation  of  crime, 
and  therefore  should  be  dealt  with  on  the 
theory  that  it  is  criminal,  and  instead  of  be- 
ing provided  for,  should  be  provided 
against. 

The  act  that  accomplishes  such  disastroua 
resulto  is  certainly  in  conflict  with  the  cob 
stitution  of  Indiana  and  public  policy  and 
is  void. 

The  legislature  is  charged  by  the  constitu- 
tion of  Indiana  with  the  duty  of  provid- 
ing and  encouraging  by  all  suitable  means, 
moral,  intellectual,  scientific,  and  agricult- 
ural improvements,  etc. 

See  Const,  art.  8,  §  1. 

If  the  legislature,  instead  of  providing  for 
the  promotion  of  specific  obiects,  as  required 
by  the  constitution,  does  in  fact  provide  a 
system  the  working  of  which  is  a  disturbance, 
destruction  and  defeating  of  these  objects, 
such  legislation  cannot  claim  the  protection 
of  the  constitution. 

Blackstone  says :  ''A  law  is  a  rule  of  ac- 
tion prescribed  by  the  supreme  power  of  the 
state,  commanding  what  is  right  and  pro- 
hibiting what  is  wrone. " 

That  defines  the  fundamental  principle  in 
every  constitutional  provision  and  legislative 
act. 

Solus  populi  suprema  lex. 

What  may  be  considered  as  a  lawful  insti- 
tution or  business  at  one  period  under  given 
conditions  may  be  oonsiaered  as  an  unlaw- 
ful Institution  or  business  at  another  period 
under  other  conditions. 

Stone  V.  Mississippi,  101  U.  S.  814,  85  L. 
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ed.  1079:   Phalen  v.    Virginia,  49  U.   8.  8 
How.  168,  12  L.  ed.  1080. 

The  Indiana  territorial  goTomment  on  the 
29th  day  of  November  1806  (see  Laws,  2d 
Sess.  Ist  General  Assembly,  p.  61,  by  legis- 
lative action  chartered  Vincennes  University 
at  Vincennes,  Indiana,  and  in  the  charter 
provided  for  a  lottery. 

The  present  constitution  of  Indiana, 
adopted  in  1851,  prohibited  lotteries,  but  the 
supreme  court  of  Indiana  in  1879,  in  the  case 
of  EeUutn  v.  8taU,  66  Ind.  588,  held  that 
under  the  original  charter  to  the  Vincennes 
University,  the  lottery  provided  for  therein 
could  not  be  disturbed  W  even  a  constitu- 
tional provision,  and  must  remain  a  valid  in- 
stitution. Afterwards  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States  rendered  a  aecision  upon 
this  question  in  the  case  of  Stone  v.  Mittis- 
sippi,  mipra,  expressing  its  judicial  knowl- 
edge, and  the  civilized  and  Christian  senti- 
ment of  the  people. 

Then  the  question  of  the  Vincennes  lottery 
feature  came  again  before  the  supreme  court 
of  Indiana,  in  1883,  in  the  case  of  State  v. 
Woodward,  89  Ind.  110. 

And  the  court  proceeded  to  declare  that  the 
Vincennes  lottery  must  go,  or  words  to  that 
effect,  overruling  its  former  decision  on  that 
subject. 

Lotteries,  being  ^garded  as  mischievous 
games,  are  common  nuisances,  and  any  per- 
son setting  up  a  lottery  or  selling  tickets 
therein  is  punishable  for  a  common  nuisance 
at  common  law. 
Wood,  Nuisance,  $  58. 
What  has  been  said,  and  can  be  truthfully 
said,  about  the  evil  nature  and  injurious 
effects  of  lotteries,  has  been  and  can  be  far 
more  strongly  said  of  saloons. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States, 
in  deciding  the  case  of  MugUr  v.  Kanms, 
and  other  cases  consolidated  with  it,  128  U. 
S.  628,  81  L.  ed.  205,  apply  the  same  prin- 
ciple to  the  liquor  trafflc  which  they  have 
heretofore  applied  to  a  slaughter-house  in 
the  wrong  place,  and  a  lottery  in  any  place. 
A  house  need  not  be  noisy  to  constitute  a 
disorderly  house.  It  is  not  necessary  that  the 
public  peace  of  the  neighborhood  would  be 
disturbed.  It  is  enough  if  it  is  resorted  to 
for  any  immoral  purpose. 

P^od^  V.  Bofdand,  1  Wheel.  Crim.  Cas. 
286;  Harveif  v.  Dewoody,  18  Ark.  252 ;  Meeker 
▼.  Van  Bmmelaer,  15  Wend.  897 :  Manhattan 
Mfg.  d  Fniiliging  €k>,  v.  Van  Keuren,  28  N. 
J.  Eq.  251;  Ooe  v.  Sehulte,  47  Barb.  67; 
Bishop,  Non-Cont.  L.  p.  480. 

In  considering  whether  any  act  is  a  nui- 
BSQce,  regard  must  be  had,  not  only  to  the 
thing  done,  but  to  the  surrounding  circum- 
itaoces.  What  would  be  a  nuisance  in  one 
neighborhood  might  not  be  so  in  another. 
^odenhaueen  v.  Oraten,  141  Pa.  546 ;  Sturgee 
V.  Bridoman,  L.  R.  11  Ch.  DiV.  852;  Hurl- 
^t  V.  MeKane,  55  Conn.  81 ;  Dennis  v.  Bck- 
^rdt,  8  Grant,  Gas.  890;  McCaffrey's  App. 
105  Pa.  258;  DaUas  v.  Art  Club,  44  Phila. 
Leg.  Int.  512;  WaUaee  v.  Auer,  82  Phila. 
W.  Int.  288 ;  Harrison  v.  St.  Mark's  Church, 
8  W.  N.  C.  884 ;  Burke  v.  Myers,  10  W.  N. 
C.  481;  DiUon  v.  Staies,  11  W.  N.  C.  18. 
Even  though  the  appellee's  saloon  might 
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be  a  necessary  institution  (which  we  do  not 
admit  bv  any  moans)  in  some  locality,  yet 
it  would  be  a  nuisance  in  the  locality  where 
it  is. 

Wood,  Nuisance,  g$  6-12. 

A  law,  the  effect  of  which  is  to  defeat  the 
ends  and  purposes  of  the  government  and 
constitution,  abould  be  declared  void  by  the 
courts. 

Janes  v.  flwpi^,  14  111.  196 ;  Thurlow  v. 
Massachusetts,  46  U.  S.  5  How.  504,  12  L.  ed. 
256;  Beebe  v.  State,  6  Ind.  586,  68  Am.  Dec. 
891. 

If  the  act,  whatever  may  have  been  the 
intention  of  the  legislature,  does  in  fact  de- 
feat and  thwart  the  purpose  of  the  constitu- 
tion in  the  promotion  of  public  morals,  pub- 
lic intelligence,  public  health,  and  public 
peace,  then  the  court  must  exercise  its  func- 
tion and  protect  the  public  by  declaring  such 
an  act  void. 

Mugler  v.  Kansas,  128  U.  S.  628,  81  L.  ed. 
205. 

The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
says :  **  No  legislature  can  bargain  away  the 
public  morals  and  the  public  peace.  The 
people  themselves  cannot  do  it." 

There  is  no  escape  from  the  fact,  saying 
the  very  least  that  can  be  said,  .that  this  act 
does  provide  for  a  license,  or  a  temporary 
lease,  or  a  consent,  or  a  permit,  whatever  ft 
may  be  called,  to  abuse  the  public  morals', 
ana  the  public  health,  and  the  public  peace. 

There  never  was  any  constitutional  law  in 
Indiana  for  the  establishment  and  existence 
of  the  most  heartless,  devastating,  and  cruel 
tyranny,  the  saloon,  and  that  it  Is  an  outlaw 
from  the  beginning. 

The  life  of  a  law  is  the  reason  or  necessity 
for  its  enactment. 

Beehe  v.  State,  supra, 

U  there  ever  was  a  reason  for  such  a  law 
as  contemplated  in  the  act  of  the  Indiana  leg- 
islature referred  to,  that  reason  long  ago 
ceased. 

A  license  saloon  system  has  survived,  with- 
out material  change,  this  one  hundred  years 
of  progress  in  all  things  else.  The  act  of 
the  Indiana  legislature  upon  which  the  ap- 
pellees in  this'case  depend  for  defense,  is 
the  same  act  in  substance  with  the  first  act 
adopted  by  the  Northwest  Territory  more 
than  one  hundred  years  ago.  One  hundred 
years  have  tested  this  theory  of  legislation. 
After  one  hundred  years  of  trial  of  this  meas- 
ure, the  Christian  and  civilized  sentiment  of 
the  whole  nation,  and  the  highest  judicial 
tribunal  in  its  judicial  knowledge,  declare 
the  places  established  thereby  to  be  universal 
public  enemies,  and  that  **the  statistics  of 
every  state  show  a  greater  amount  of  crime 
and  misery  attributable  to  the  use  of  ardent 
spirits  obtained  in  these  retail  liquor  saloong 
than  to  any  other  source.'' 

Of  all  the  systems  and  theories  of  legisla- 
tion upon  any  subject,  that  the  worst  and 
most  destructive  should  survive  is  beyond 
comprehension.  It  is  upheld  and  defended 
only  by  that  element  in  society  that  profits 
by  its  deadly  work. 

The  greatest  rules  of  law  which  express 
the  highest  wisdom  and  justice,  have  not 
come  to  us  through  legislation,  but  through 
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the  courts.  The  wicked  institution  of  slav- 
ery in  the  United  States  would  never  have 
been  abolished  by  legislation.  But  bv  a  con- 
stitutional proceeding  that  deadly  toe  was 
slain  at  a  blow  by  the  Emancipation  Proc- 
lamation in  an  emergency  to  save  the  gov- 
ernment. 

On  petition  for  rehearing. 

The  right  of  the  legislature  to  regulate  and 
control  and  to  license  the  sale  of  intoxicating 
liquors  was  specifically  and  distinctly  con- 
ceded in  my  original  brief  in  this  case  and 
in  my  oral  argument  before  the  court.  That 
question  was  m  no  way  put  at  issue  in  this 
case,  vet,  with  all  due  respect  for  the  opin- 
ion of  this  court  as  rendered  in  this  case.  I 
urge  that  the  court  has  decided  very  clearly 
and  very  conclusively  and  very  satisfactorily 
that  particular  question. 

My  objections  are  made  to  the  license,  the 
authority,  and  the  sanction  given  by  the  act, 
to  the  person,  the  place,  and  the  conduct  of 
the  saloon  business.  I  am  talking  about  the 
saloon  business  solely;  the  place  where  in- 
toxicating liquors  are  sold  and  drunk,  where 
persons  are  invited  to  meet  and  drink,  the 
place  and  the  business  authorized  and  sanc- 
tioned by  law. 

This  question  that  is  at  issue  is  not  passed 
on  in  the  opinion  rendered  by  the  court. 

The  appellants  in  the  institution  of  this 
action  sought  damages  for  injury  to  their 
property  and  the  disturbance  to  their  enjoy- 
ment of  the  premises,  and  sought  relief  by 
injunction,  also,  from  the  further  continu- 
ance of  the  same. 

If  the  legislature  were  to  pass  an  act  which 
was  against  education,  or  an  act  against  pub- 
lic intelligence,  or  an  act  against  the  inter- 
ests of  agriculture,  such  an  act  would  be 
void,  and  it  would  be  the  duty  and  province 
of  the  courts  to  declare  it  so.  If  the  act  in 
fact  worked  an  injury  that  was  ruinous  to 
^e  subject  contemplated  by  Const,  art.  8, 
^  1,  the  courts  must  pass  on  the  effect  and 
result  of  the  act,  sustain  or  declare  it  void 
in  accordance  with  the  effect  and  result  it  in 
effect  has,  however  laudable  might  be  the 
intention  of  the  legislature  in  the  passage  of 
the  act. 

If  the  legislature,  as  it  might  do,  were 
to  establish  a  license  system  for  slaughter- 
houses with  regulations  and  restrictions  and 
without  any  exception  as  to  locality,  it  would 
not  be  insisted  that  under  such  general  li- 
cense law  a  slaughter-house  might  be  estab- 
lished on  the  main  street  in  the  heart  of  In- 
dianapolis. 

The  legislature  mi^ht  provide  a  system  for 
licensing  pest- hospitals  with  regulations  and 
restrictions,  and  without  any  exceptions  as 
to  locality,  but  it  would  not  be  contended 
by  the  legal  profession  that  a  man  might  es- 
tablish a  pest-house  on  the  main  street  and 
in  the  heart  of  the  citv  of  Indianapolis. 

On  the  principle  of  law  recognized  and  es- 
tablished, how  can  a  saloon  be  established 
in  the  neighborhood  described  in  the  com- 
plaint in  uiis  case,  and  be  maintained  and 
protected. 

While  the  legislature,  I  concede,  may  by 
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a  constitutional  act  license,  regulate,  and 
restrict  the  sale  of  liquor,  it  could  not,  ia 
oonnection  with  the  sale  of  llauors,  license 
gambling  or  any  other  immoral  thing. 

It  is  no  giore  necessary  to  license  a  saloon 
in  connection  with  licensing,  regulatlBj(, 
and  restricting  the  sale  of  liquor,  tnan  it  is 
to  connect  gambling  and  other  vices  with  the 
same. 

The  proposition  that  the  authority  to  li- 
cense, regulate,  and  restrict  the  sale  of  li- 
quor carries  with  it  the  authority  to  liceiue 
a  saloon,  cannot  be  maintained. 

Any  legislation  that  causes  the  evil  effects 
and  consequences  growing  out  of  the  use  of 
intoxicating  liquors  to  Se  prevented,  miti- 
gated, or  r^uoed  is  within  the  scope  of  the 
constitutional  provision.  •  Any  legislation 
upon  this  subject  which  aggravates  and  mul- 
tiplies the  evils  and  disastrous  effects  grow- 
ing out  of  the  use  and  abuse  of  intoxicstbg 
liquors  is  in  violation  of  the  constitution. 

The  question  whether  the  purpose  o(  the 
constitution  which  requires  that  the  legisla- 
ture shall,  by  the  best  means,  pre  vide  for 
morality,  is  being  carried  out  by  an  act  of 
the  legislature,  is  a  question  addressed  to  the 
court,  comes  within  its  duty,  and  from  which 
there  is  no  escaping  the  responsibility. 

The  court  cannot  avoid  the  judicial  knowl- 
edge, that  the  act  of  the  legislature  provid- 
ing for  a  saloon  license  system  is  against  the 
interests  of  public  morals.  The  constitution 
and  this  act  with  the  history  and  results  of 
such  legislation  cannot  be  reconciled.  The 
saloon  is  clearly  within  the  definition  of  a 
common-law  nuisance,  and  classed  under 
wrongs  malum  in  ee. 

Wood,  Nuisance,  §  24. 

Instead  of  licensing  a  saloon,  in  connection 
with  the  licensing  me  sale  of  intoxicating 
liquors,  instead  c3  conferring  the  authority 
to  open  a  place  where  persons  are  invited  to 
assemble,  wherein  intoxicating  liquon  may 
be  sold  and  drunk,  that  is  the  very  thing 
that  ought  not  to  be  licensed  in  connection 
with  such  sale. 

The  statutes  concerning  nuisances  are  am- 
ple both  in  their  civil  and  criminal  provis- 
ions to  give  relief  and  protection  to  these 
appellants,  if  the  appellees  were  left  to  their 
inherent  rights.  Probably  the  most  impor- 
tant case,  considering  the  circumstances  and 
effects,  ever  decided  in  England,  was  the  case 
of  Somerset  v.  Stewart^  in  king's  bench,  de- 
cided June  22,  17T1,  see  Lofft's  Reports, 
Easter  term,  1st  case. 

About  fifty  years  before  that  date  Lord* 
Hardwicke,  Talbot,  and  York  had  held  that 
African  slaves  might  legally  be  held  in  Eng- 
land, and  from  that  date  to  the  date  of  the 
decision  in  that  case,  that  had  been  aooepfied 
as  the  law. 

That  case  was  habeas  corpus  for  the  release 
of  a  slave.  'The  argument  of  the  question 
before  the  court  was  lengthy,  and  partici- 
pated in  by  numerous  advocates,  in  which 
was  made  very  prominent,  that  the  growth 
of  Christian  and  civilized  sentiment  and  pub- 
lic intelligence  was  such,  that  the  law  of 
England  could  not  then  be  declared  to  be 
what  it  had  been  declared  and  undentood  to 
be  fifty  years  before. 
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Lord  Mansfield  delivered  the  unanimous 
opinion  of  the  court.  He  said  in  the  lan- 
guage of  that  day,  among  other  things: 
**The  setting  fourteen  to  fifteen  thousand 
men  at  once  free,  loose  by  solemn  opinion,  is 
much  disagreeable  in  the  effect  it  threatens. 
...  If  the  ]>arties  will  have  Judgment, 
fiatjuHiUa,  ruat  ecBlum,  let  justice  be  done, 
whatever  be  the  consequences.  .  .  .  Mr. 
Stewart  may  end  the  question  by  discharg- 
ing or  give  freedom  to  the  negro.  .  .  . 
But  if  uie  parties  will  have  it  decided,  we 
must  give  our  opinion.  .  .  .  Compassion 
will  not  on  the  one  hand,  nor  inconvenience 
on  the  other,  be  decided,  but  the  law. " 

The  slave  was  liberated.  There  had  been 
no  act  of  parliament,  no  decision  of  court, 
upon  this  question  intervening  for  fifty  years, 
and,  since  the  declaration  of  law,  directly 
the  opposite. 

That  decision  freed  every  slave  then  held 
in  fkigland.  The  dire  consequences  of  such 
a  decision,  predicted  in  the  argument,  to 
commerce,  domestic  affairs,  and  social  oider, 
did  not  follow.  The  Christian  civilization 
80  adiusted'  the  affairs  that  the  effects  of  the 
decision  came  like  a  providential  blessing  to 
the  whole  people. 

Mews.  Kern  ^  Bailey  for  appellees. 

Elliott,  Ch.  «/.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court : 

One  question,  and  only  one,  is  here  pre- 
sented; all  others  are  excluded  by  the  state- 
ments of  counsel  and  by  the  record.  That 
question  is  this :  Is  the  Statute  of  March  17, 
1875,  regulating  the  liquor  traffic,  requiring 
a  license  and  imposing  a  tax  upon  dealers  in 
the  form  of  a  license  fee,  unconstitutional  ? 

The  assault  upon  the  statute  comes  from  a 
quarter  different  from  that  whence  all  as- 
saults have  come  in  the  past,  for  it  comes 
from  citizens  and  property  owners  who  are 
not  engaged  in  the  traffic ;  not  from  those 
whom  the  law  requires  to  take  out  a  license 
and  against  whom  penalties  are  denounced 
for  a  failure  to  pay  the  fee  prescribed  and  to 
obtain  the  license  which  is  required  of  all 
who  engage  in  the  business  of  dram  selling. 
The  position  of  the  appellants  Is  a  novel  one ; 
there  is  no  instance  in  the  books  where  such 
a  position  has  been  assumed.  We  are  asked 
to  overthrow  a  principle  of  law  which  has 
prevailed  not  merely  for  years,  but  for  cent- 
uries. So  far  as  we  can  ascertain,  the  power 
of  the  legislative  department  to  regulate  the 
liquor  traffic  by  exacting  a  license  has  never 
been  challenged  by  parties  other  than  those 
of  whom  a  license  was  exacted  until  now. 
In  everv  reported  case  the  power  has  been 
asserted  to  exist.  The  state  courts  have  with- 
out a  break  in  the  current  of  opinion  affirmed 
the  validity  of  such  statutes,  but  no  court 
has  asserted  their  validity  in  stronger  or  more 
emphatic  terms  than  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States.  There  is  absolutely  no 
diversity  of  opinion.  There  is,  therefore,  no 
room  for  doubt,  no  question  as  to  our  duty 
for  we  are  bound  by  the  law  as  it  exists. 
We  arc  not  law-makers  and  hence  are  with- 
out power  to  change  the  law.  A  change  can 
he  made  only  by  the  law-making  department 
of  the  government.  The  question  is  so  free 
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from  difficulty,  and  so  flrmlv  settled,  that 
there  is  reallv  no  room  for  discussion ;  but 
we  have  concluded  that  it  is  due  to  the  able 
and  elaborate  argument  of  counsel  to  consider 
somewhat  in  detail  the  points  upon  which 
a  reversal  of  the  judgment  is  askea. 

The  position  that  a  license  iA  required  of 
liquor  sellers  for  the  promotion  of  their  busi- 
ness is  untenable.  It  has  been  asserted  again 
and  again  by  the  courts  and  by  tlie  text- 
writers  that  a  license  is  required  for  the  pro- 
tection of  the  community  not  for  the  benefit 
of  the  liquor  dealers.  The  object  of  license 
laws  is  to  restrict  the  traffic  to  the  few,  not 
to  open  it  to  all  without  restriction  or  re- 
straint. But  whether  the  policy  of  the  law 
is  good  or  bad  is  a  question  for  the  legisla- 
ture, not  the  courts.  In  the  Lieente  Tax 
Ccaes,  72  U.  8.  5  Wall.  462,  18  L.  ed.  497, 
it  was  said  :  "  This  court  can  know  nothing 
of  public  policy  except  from  the  constitution 
and  the  laws.  ...  It  has  no  legislative 
powers.  It  cannot  amend  or  modify  any  leg- 
islative acts."  No  court  can  decide  such  a 
question  without  a  flagrant  violation  of  duty 
and  an  usurpation  of  authority  that  no  prin- 
ciple will  Justify  nor  any  precedent  excuse. 
We  begin  our  quotations  from  the  text- writ- 
ers ana  the  courts  with  one  from  a  work  of 
excellent  repute,  Mr.  Tiedeman's  work  on 
the  Police  Powers.  This  author  says  that : 
''Since  the  primary  object  of  such  a  law 
would  be  to  operate  as  a  restriction  upon  the 
trade,  and  not  to  raise  a  revenue,  the  inci- 
dental increase  in  the  revenue  would  consti- 
tute no  valid  objection  to  the  law."  Tiede- 
man,  Pol.  Powers,  277. 

In  the  case  of  State  v.  Camdy,  22  Minn. 
812,  21  Am.  Rep.  765,  the  court  said :  **  Re- 
garding the  law  as  a  precautionary  measure, 
intended  to  operate  as  a  wholesome  restraint 
.upon  the  traffic,  and  as  a  protection  to  so- 
ciety against  its  consequent  evils,  the  exacted 
fee  IS  not  unreasonable  in  amount. " 

The  court  of  appeals  of  New  York,  in  the 
case  of  Bertholf  v.  O'ReiUy,  74  N.  Y.  509, 
80  Am.  Rep.  828,  said:  "The  right  of  the 
state  to  regulate  the  traffic  in  intoxicating 
liquors,  within  its  limits,  has  been  exercisea 
from  the  foundation  of  the  government,  and 
is  not  open  to  question.  The  state  may  pre- 
scribe the  persons  by  whom,  and  the  condi- 
tions under  which,  the  traffic  may  be  carried 
on.  It  may  impose  upon  those  who  act  un- 
der its  license  such  liabilities  and  penalties 
as  in  its  judgment  are  proper  to  secure  so- 
ciety against  the  dangers  of  the  traffic. " 

In  the  case  of  WeWi  v.  StaU,  126  Ind.  71, 
9  L.  R.  A.  664,  our  own  court  said :  "That 
the  state  of  Indiana  possesses  the  power  to 
regulate  and  control  the  traffic  in  intoxicatine 
liquors  has  never  been  an  open  question.^ 
It  was  also  said :  "All  laws  regulating  and 
imposing  burdens  on  the  business  are  pro- 
hibitory in  their  character.  There  is  no  dif- 
ference between  an  absolute  prohibitory  law, 
a  law  providing  for  local  option,  and  license 
law,  except  in  the  extent  to  which  they  pro- 
hibit the  manufacture  and  sale  of  intoxicat- 
ing drinks.  An  absolute  prohibitory  law 
deprives  all  within  its  reach  from  engaging 
in  the  business ;  a  local  option  law  prohibits 
all  within  a  given  locality  from  selling  with- 
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in  that  locality;  while  a  license  law  pro- 
hibits all  witnin  the  state,  who  have  not 
obtained  a  license,  from  engaging  in  the 
business  of  retailing  intoxicating  liquors. 
Each  of  these  is  a  restriction  upon  the  com- 
mon-law right  of  the  individual  citizen." 

In  asserting  the  right  of  a  city  to  exact  a 
license  of  a  person  not  a  resident  of  the  mu- 
nicipality in  the  case  of  Emerich  v.  Indian- 
apdis,  118  Ind..279,  the  court  said:  "Liq- 
uor-sellers are  subjected  to  the  payment  of  a 
special  tax,  because  the  object  of  this  class 
of  legislation  is  to  restrict  the  business,  and 
not  because  its  object  is  to  secure  to  the  liq- 
uor-sellers the  benefit  or  protection  of  the 
municipal  government.  The  liquor-seller  is 
compelled  to  pay  a  special  tax,  in  the  form 
of  a  license  fee,  in  order  that  the  business 
may  be  restricted  to  fewer  persona,  and  not 
be  open,  like  other  pursuits,  to  every  one 
without  the  payment  of  any  special  tax. 
The  theory  of  the  legislation  upon  this  sub- 
ject is,  that  the  business  is  one  which  re- 
quires restraint  because  it  is  harmful  to  so- 
ciety, and  a  license  fee  is  exacted  for  the 
purpose  of  restricting  the  business  and  not 
for  the  purpose  of  increasing  the  traffic. 
Heddenchy.  State,  101  Ind.  564,  51  Am.  Rep. 
768;  Lutz  v.  Crawfordmlle,  109  Ind.  466. 
The  law  in  exacting  a  license  fee  docp  not 
grant  a  privilege  that  did  not  before  exist, 
but,  on  the  contrary,  lays  a  special  tax  upon 
a  pursuit  which,  but  for  the  statute,  might 
be  followed  without  paying  any  special  tax. " 

Many  other  cases  in  our  own  reports  de- 
clare tne  same  general  doctrine.  Frankfort 
V.  Augha,  114  Ind.  77 ;  Vtn9(m  v.  Mtmtieello, 
118  Ind.  108 ;  Wagner  v.  Garrett,  118  Ind. 
114;  Moare  v.  Indianapolis,  120  Ind.  483; 
Harrison  v.  Lockhart,  25  Ind.  112. 

It  would  be  an  easy  task  to  multiply  quota- 
tions sustaining  the  doctrine  we  have  stated, 
but  it  would  inexcusably  prolong  this  opin- 
ion to  do  so,  and  we  shall  do  no  more  than 
make  an  extract  from  the  only  case  adduced 
by  appellant's  counsel  in  support  of  his  ppsi- 
tion.  The  case  to  which  we  refer  is  that  of 
Crowley  v.  Christensen,  137  U.  S.  86,  84  L. 
ed.  620.  The  question  in  that  case  was  as 
to  the  constitutionality  of  a  statute  requir- 
ing the  payment  of  a  license  fee  and  the  ob- 
taining of  a  license,  and  that  is  the  question 
in  this  case.  The  only  difference  in  tne  cases 
is  this :  In  the  case  before  us  the  statute 
challenged  is  one  authorizing  the  issuing  of 
licenses  b^  county  officers,  while  in  that  case 
the  question  was  upon  a  statute  authorizing 
the  officers  of  a  municipal  corporation  to  ex- 
act a  license.  The  court  in  that  case  affirmed 
the  constitutionality  of  the  statute  as  strongly 
and  decisively  as  it  was  possible  for  a  court 
to  do.  In  the  course  of  the  opinion  it  was 
said :  "  As  it  is  a  business  attended  with 
danger  to  the  community,  it  may,  as  already 
said,  be  entirely  prohibited,  or  be  permitted 
under  such  conditions  as  will  limit  to  the 
utmost  its  evils.  The  manner  and  extent  of 
the  regulation  rest  in  the  discretion  of  the 
governing  authority.  That  authority  may 
vest  in  such  officers  as  it  may  deem  proper 
the  power  of  passing  upon  applications  for 
permission  to  carry  it  on  and  to  issue  licenses 
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for  that  purpose.    It  !s  a  matter  of  legiala- 
tive  will  only." 

It  is  impossible  to  conceive  how  a  decis- 
ion could  be  more  directly  or  conclusively 
against  the  appellant's  position  than  the  one 
from  which  we  have  quoted  and  upon  which 
they  rely. 

Counsel  seize  upon  a  fragmentary  expies 
sion  in  the  opinion  from  which  we  haTe 
quoted,  and  isolating  it  from  its  associated 
words,  affirm  that  it  sustains  the  oootention 
that  the  state  has  no  power  to  regulate  the 
liquor  traffic  by  providing  that  dealers  shall 
take  out  a  license.  ...  In  affirming  this, 
one  of  the  plainest  and  most  elementary  prin- 
ciples of  logic  and  of  law  is  violated  by 
counsel,  for  a  clause  or  sentence  is  always  to 
be  considered  in  connection  with  the  wcffds 
with  which  it  is  associated. 

The  part  of  the  opinion  in  Orowleg  t. 
Christensen,  supra,  which  counsel  quote  is 
this :  ** There  is  no  inherent  right  in  a  citi- 
zen to  sell  intoxicating  liquors  by  retail. 
It  is  not  a  privilege  of  a  citizen  of  the  state 
or  a  citizen  of  the  United  States."  The  con- 
text plainly  and  unequivocally  shows  the 
sense  in  which  this  language  was  used.  The 
meaning  is,  that  because  the  business  is  hurt- 
ful to  society  there  is  authority  to  regulate 
it,  and  that  the  right  to  conduct  such  a  busi- 
ness is  not  one  that  is  beyond  legislative  con- 
trol. If  the  right  tc  sell  liquor  were  one  of 
the  inherent  rights  of  personal  liberty,  such, 
for  instance,  as  the  right  of  a  farmer  to  sell 
his  com,  wheat,  or  potatoes,  the  legislature 
could  neither  burden  nor  abridge  it  by  im- 
posing a  special  tax  or  requiring  a  special 
license.  The  legislature  can  burden  those 
engaged  in  the  liquor  traffic  because  the  right 
to  conduct  such  a  business  is  not  aq  inherent 
attribute  of  personal  liberty  inasmuch  as  such 
a  pursuit  is  hurtful  to  the  community  and 
requires  special  regulation  and  restraint.  If 
it  were  harmless  and  not  inimical  to  the  good 
of  society,'  it  could  not  be  subjected  to  spe- 
cial burdens,  restrictions,  or  regulations,  but 
to  such  burdens,  restrictions,  and  regulations 
it  may  be  subjected  for  the  reason  that  if  it 
is  not  regulated  and  restricted  society  may 
suffer.  If  there  were  no  statute  regulating 
and  restricting  dram  selling  the  onsiness 
would  be  open  to  all,  for  it  is  settled  beyond 
controversy  that  where  there  is  no  sudi  stat- 
ute any  citizen  may  engage  in  the  business 
without  hindrance  or  restraint.  If  the  stat- 
ute regulating  the  traffic  should  be  orer- 
thrown  the  business  might  be  conducted  by 
anyone  who  chose  to  engage  in  it,  free  from 
any  of  the  liabilities  and  restrictions  which 
the  statute  has  thrown  around  it.  As  said 
by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
in  the  License  Tax  Oases,  72  U.  8.  6  Wall. 
462-472,  18  L.  ed.  4»7-501 :  "These  licenses 
give  no  authority ;  they  are  mere  receipts  for 
taxes."  The  object  or  exactinff  the  tax  is 
stated  by  the  same  great  court  ni  Pertear  v. 
Massachusetts,  72  U.  8.  5  Wall.  475-480.  18 
L.  ed.  608,  609:  "The  object  of  the  law," 
said  the  court,  "was  to  protect  the  commu- 
nity against  the  evils  of  intemperance.  The 
mode  adopted,  of  prohibiting  under  penal- 
ties the  sale  and  keeping  for  sale  of  intoxi- 
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eating  liquon,  without  licenae,  is  the  usual 
mode  adopted  in  many,  perhaps  all,  of  the 
states.    It  is  wholly  within  the  discretion  of 
state  legislatures. " 
Judgment  affirmed. 

A  petition  for  rehearing  was  subsequently 

S anted  after  which  on  December  14,  1808, 
eCabe»  /.,  on  behalf  of  the  court,  deliy- 
ered  the  following  opinion : 

Salt  by  appellants  against  appellees  for 
damages  on  account  of  an  alleged  nuisance, 
and  for  a  perpetual  injunction  against  the 
same.  A.  separate  demurrer  by  appellee 
Heidt  was  sustained  and  a  separate  demurrer 
by  appellee  Stehlin  for  want  of  facts  was 
<nreiTuled  to  the  complaint;  a  demurrer  to 
his  answer  was  overruled  and  appellants  re- 
fusing to  plead  further,  appellees  had  judg- 
ment on  the  deipurrers.  The  only  errors  as- 
signed and  noticed  in  appellants'  brief  are 
the  sustaining  appellee  Heidt' s  demurrer  to 
thcoomplaint  and  overruling  appellants'  de- 
marrer  to  the  answer  of  appellee  Stehlin. 
^'The  substance  of  the  complaint  is  that  ap- 
pellants have  for  five  years  owned  and  resided 
in,  and  still  rnide  in,  a  dwelling  house  on 
lot  9  in  block  dl,  in  Johnson's  heirs  addition 
to  the  city  of  Indianapolis  situated  on  Col- 
lege avenue,  in  the  second  ward  of  said  city, 
that  the  people  of  the  locality  named  have 
been  distinguished  for  fifteen  years  for  a  high 
ffnde  of  morality,  good  order,  and  sobriety, 
and  until  the  acts  hereinafter  complained  of, 
there  was  not  a  saloon,  where  persons  could 
assemble  to  buy  and  drink  intoxicating  liq- 
uors in  said  second  ward,  nor  where  intoxicat- 
ing liquors  were  sold  to  be  drunk  on  the 
premises  within  said  ward ;  that  said  ward 
has  within  its  boundaries  nine  churches,  an 
orphan  asylum,  where  about  one  hundred 
children  were  kept  and  cared  for,  when  the 
acts  hereinafter  complained  of  began,  another 
orphan  asylum  enterprise  under  way,  and  a 
female  college,  the  public  school  largely  at- 
tended, all  in  the  neighborhood  of  the  prem- 
ises aforesaid ;  that  the  neighborhood  of  said 
premises  is  settled  and  composed  largely  by 
religious  church-going  people,  who  are  op- 
posea  to  saloons  and  places  where  persons 
are  invited  to  assemble  and  buy  and  drink 
intoxicating  liquors ;  that  the  real  estate  and 
residences  in  that  locality  prior  to  the  acts 
hereinafter  complained  of  were  sought  for 
by  a  class  of  people  whose  views  and  senti- 
ments were  in  harmony  with  the  aforesaid 
conditions  and  facts,  and  real  property  situ- 
ated therein  had  an  enhanced  value  because 
of  said  facta,  both  intrinsically  and  for  rental 
purposes,  that  plaintiff's  property  is  situated 
where  it  was  most  favorably  affected  by  the 
conditions  aforesaid ;  that  there  are  no  man- 
ufacturing establishments  or  business  houses, 
ezcenting  a  few  small  groceries,  meat  shops, 
and  druff  stores  in  the  neighborhood  ;  that  on 
a  lot  adjoining  plaintiff's  premises  there  is  a 
house,  coming  out  to  the  sidewalk  and  front- 
ing on  College  avenue,  and  only  ten  feet  be- 
tween said  building  and  plaintiff's  said  res- 
idence; that  on  June  17,  1890,  defendant 
^tehlin  established  a  saloon  upon  said  prem«- 
ises,  and  has  ever  since  continued  the  business 
of  selling  intoxicating  liquors,  and  permit- 
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ting  the  same  to  be  drunk  on  the  premises ; 
that  he  advertised  his  said  business  by  caus- 
ing to  be  printed  on  the  front  of  said  building 
the  words  'Aurora  Beer  Hall ; '  also  on  the 
front  windows  the  words,  'Stehlin's  Sample 
Room ;  *  and  on  the  south  alonff  the  side  of 
said  building  in  letters  a  foot  m  length  the 
word  '  Saloon, '  that  he  provided  an  entrance 
thereto  from  the  front  on  said  College  avenue, 
from  the  side  on  said  Seventh  street,  and  by 
the  rear  from  an  alley  on  the  east,  all  of 
which  have  ever  since  been  maintained  by 
him ;  that  persons  have  continually  ever  since 
been  invited  and  received  by  said  defendant 
upon  said  premises  to,  and  do  buy  from  him 
and  drink  intoxicating  liquors,  and  meet  to- 
gether upon  the  said  premises  for  the  pur- 
poses of  drinking  intoxicatinjB^  liquors,  and 
are  seen  by  the  public  going  in  and  coming 
out  of  said  premises  at  each  of  said  entrances 
to  the  same  for  the  purpose  aforesaid ;  that 
the  said  saloon  business,  the  place  established 
where  persons  are  invited  to  go,  to  meet  and 
drink  intoxicating  liquors,  the  said  adver- 
tisements, the  meeting  of  persons  and  their 
drinking  intoxicating  liquors  at  such  place, 
and  the  other  acts  and  conduct  aforesaid,  are 
severally  and  altogether  exceedingly  odious 
and  offensive  to  these  plaintiffs  and  to  the 
persons  who  seek  residences  in  said  locality, 
and  to  persons  who  desire  to  purchase  real 
estate  therein,  and  are  great  injuries  and  dis- 
turbances to  the  good  order,  morals,  and  peace 
of  said  community,  that  plaintiff's  enjoy- 
ment of  their  said  premises  by  reason  of  the 
acts  aforesaid,  has  been  (nreatly  disturbed  and 
lessened ;  that  their  premises  which  would 
have  rented  for  $85,  per  month,  have  been  so 
damaged  in  their  rental  value  that  they  would 
not,  so  long  as  said  saloon  business  shall  be 
continued  where  it  is,  rent  for  more  than  $20, 
per  month,  that  said  premises  would  readily 
have  sold  for  and  were  of  the  value  of  $5, 500, 
but  because  of  the  aforesaid  facts  would  not 
sell  for  more  than  $8,000;  that  defendant 
Heidt  owns  said  premises  and  rents  them  to 
defendant  Stehlin  for  the  purposes  aforesaid 
for  $50,  per  month,  which  would  not  rent  for 
$25,  for  any  other  purpose.  Said  defendants 
claim  that  they  are  authorized  and  protected 
in  the  conduct  of  said  business  and  other  acts 
aforesaid  by  virtue  of  a  license  issued  by  the 
board  of  commissioners  of  Marion  county, 
Indiana,  to  said  defendant  Stehlin,  which 
plaintiffs  deny  and  say  said  claim  is  false ; 
that  plaintiffs  have  been  damaged  by  defend- 
ants' aforesaid  wrongs  in  the  sum  of  $2, 000. 
Prayer  for  judgment  for  said  sum  and  for  a 
perpetual  injunction  against  the  longer  main- 
tenance of  said  saloon,  etc. " 

Stehlin's  answer  set  up  the  fact  that  he 
had  a  license  duly  granted  by  the  board  of 
commissioners  of  Marion  county,  Indiana,  to 
carry  on  said  saloon,  and  to  sell  therein  in- 
toxicating liquors  by  the  drink,  to  be  drunk 
on  the  premises  under  the  liquor  license  law. 
One  question  presented  by  the  record  there- 
fore is,  whether  the  license  alleged  consti- 
tutes a  valid  defense  to  the  supposed  cause 
of  action  set  up  in  the  complaint ;  and  the 
only  other  question  is.  Does  the  complaint 
state  a  valid  cause  of  action  against  appel- 
lees?  The  sufficiency  of  the  complaint  is  the 
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first  qaestion  because  if  it  Is  insufficient, 
there  was  no  available  error  in  overruling 
a  demurrer  to  the  answer  of  Stehlin,  even 
though  that  answer  was  bad.  State  v.  Bn- 
mouB,  88  Ind.  279 ;  VsH  v.  V<m,  74  Ind.  565; 
Beews  v.  Howes,  104  Ind.  435 ;  Low  v.  Studa- 
baker,  110  Ind.  67 ;  Bowen  v.  Striker,  100  Ind. 
45;  JEtna  Ins.  Co.  v.  Black,  80  Ind.  518; 
uStna  Ins.  Co.  v.  Kittles,  81  Ind.  96 ;  BorreU 
V.  Hannah,  80  Ind.  497 ;  Ice  v.  BaU,  102  Ind. 
42. 

Much  labor  and  learning  is  expended  by 
appellants'  counsel  in  a  contention  that  the 
license  alleged  in  Stehlin*s  answer  was  in- 
valid because  the  Act  approved  March  17, 
1875,  reouiring  such  a  license  to  be  taken  out 
as  a  condition  to  sell  intoxicants  by  the  drink 
is  unconstitutional.  Why  appellants'  coun- 
sel so  contend  is  a  mystery  to  this  court.  If 
such  contention  were  upheld,  it  is  difficult 
to  see  how  it  could  help  the  appellants. 
They  are  asking  damages  for,  and  an  injunc- 
tion against,  an  alleged  nuisance  created  by 
the  sale  of  intoxicants  by  the  drink  in  close 
contact  with  their  dwelling  house.  But  for 
the  liquor  license  law,  every  man  in  the 
ward,  every  man,  woman,  ana  chUd  in  the 
city  could,  if  they  chose,  engage  in  the  traf- 
fic without  giving  bond  to  keep  an  ordei^y 
house,  without  establishing  their  fitness  to 
be  entrusted  with  the  sale  of  intoxicants  and 
without  any  other  of  the  manv  restrictions 
and  burdens  that  that  statute  imposes  upon 
the  traffic.  With  that  statute  obliterated, 
the  appellees  could  stand  up  and  say,  our 
business  stands  on  the  same  legal  basis  as 
that  of  the  dry  goods  merchant,  the  grocery - 
man,  the  hardware  merchant,  or  any  other 
legitimate  business  or  traffic.  There  is  no 
mark  of  the  public  ban  upon  it,  and  our 
business  stands  the  equal  before  the  law  of 
all  other  branches  of  traffic,  and  therefore  we 
can  no  more  be  subjected  to  the  charge  of 
being  the  maintainers  of  a  nuisance  than  the 
dry  goods  merchant.  On  the  other  hand,  the 
license  law  treats  the  traffic  as  dangerous, 
as  dangerous  to  public  and  private  morals, 
dangerous  to  public  peace  and  the  good  order 
of  society,  and  therefore  imposes  heavy  bur- 
dens upon  it,  among  which  is  a  heavy  license 
fee  to.  the  county  and  city,  and  throws  around 
it  severe  restrictions  and  liabilities  upon 
those  who  engage  in  it,  and  of  whom  it  re- 
quires proof  of  their  fitness  to  be  entrusted 
with  the  sale  of  the  dangerous  thing.  With 
such  a  law  in  force,  and  springing  as  it  does 
from  such  a  public  policy,  as  old  as  the  state 
government,  it  is  and  must  be  easier  to  reach 
the  conclusion  that  a  licensed  saloon  might 
be  kept  in  such  a  place  as  to  make  it  a  nui- 
sance p^r^e,  than  if  the  law  and  the  policy 
upon  which  it  is  founded  were  obliterated  as 
appellants'  counsel  would  have  us.  do.  So 
it  seems  quite  apparent  to  us,  if  appellants' 
contention  that  the  license  law  is  unconsti- 
tutional should  prevail,  it  would  weaken 
rather  than  strengthen  their  position.  Such 
laws  have  been  in  existence  from  tlie  earliest 
times  and  the  courts  everywhere  have  upheld 
their  constitutionality,  and  appellants'  coun- 
sel have  been  unable  to  cite  a  single  decision 
where  such  laws  have  been  held  unconstitu- 
tional.    The  only  case  cited  by  appellants' 
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counsel  upon  the  Question  as  strongly  affinns 
the  constitutionality  of  such  legislation  as 
anj  of  our  own  cases.  Counsel  has  not  onh 
failed  to  cite  authority  in  support  of  this. 
contention,  but  he  haia  not  even  suggested 
one  single  valid  reason  why  such  laws  are  in 
confiict  with  any  provision  of  the  constitu- 
tion. Hid  whole  contention  is  founded  on 
a  total  misconception  of  the  object  and  eilect 
of  such  laws.  Counsel  supposes  the  law  was 
enacted  for  the  protection  of  those  eniragcd 
in  the  traffic,  and  to  encourage  and  foster 
that  traffic, and  cites  provisions  of  the  consti- 
tution supposed  to  be  inimical  to  such  an 
object  and  policy ;  whereas,  the  object  was 
to  protect  the  people  and  society  geneiallr 
against  the  known  evils  and  dangers  which 
had  arisen  from  the  free  and  unlimited  right 
of  all  people  and  all  kinds  of  people  to  en- 
gage in  the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors  which 
mey  would  enjov  without  any  statute  upon 
the  subject.  Wnat  provision  of  the  consti-. 
tution  such  a  law  would  infringe  has  not 
been  pointed  out,  and  we  know  of  none.    The 

auestion  is  not,  whether  the  statute  provides 
le  most  effective  remedy  for  the  evils  men- 
tioned, nor  whether  some  other  kind  of  stat- 
ute would  not  have  better  accomplished  the 
object  in  view.  That  consideration  belonged 
exclusively  to  the  legislature. 

The  argument  of  appellant's  counsel  all 
the  way  through  is  precisely  such  argument 
as  might  be  appropriate  to  address  to  the 
voters  before  an  election  whereat  a  legis- 
lature is  to  be  elected.  Indeed,  appellant's 
briefs  purport  to  be,  and  are,  campaign  doc- 
uments printed  in  the  best  style  of  tne  art. 
There  are  very  many  arguments  that  can  be 
addressed  appropriately  to  the  law-making 
power,  and  often  effectively,  that  would  be 
entirely  out  of  place  addressed  to  a  coart 
against  the  law  after  it  is  made.  There  are 
many  books  extant  where  this  information 
can  be  found.  These  books  will  inform 
counsel  that  this  court  has  no  power  to  make, 
change,  or  modify  laws.  The  following  are 
a  few  of  the  cases  where  this  court  has  af- 
firmed the  constitutionality  of  such  statutes. 
Thomasson  v.  State,  15  Ind.  449 ;  Harrison  v. 
Loekhart,  25  Ind.  112;  O'Dea  v.  StaU.  57 
Ind.  81 ;  Hedderieh  v.  State,  101  Ind.  564.  51 
Am.  Rep.  768;  Welsh  v.  StaU,  126  Ind.  71. 
9  L.  R.  A.  664. 

The  statute  is  clearly  not  unconstitutional. 
Does  the  complaint  state  facts  sufficientf 
It  shows  that  appellee  Stehlin  has  estab- 
lished a  drinking  saloon  in  a  portion  of  the 
city  devoted  to  residences,  churches.  Sun- 
day schools,  orphan  asylums,  female  col- 
lege, public  schools,  and  residences  of  peo- 
ple distinguished  for  morality  and  habitual 
attendance  upon  church  services,  and  on  ac- 
count of  these  things  property  in  that  vicin- 
ity bore  a  high  valuation  both  for  sale  and 
rent,  and  away  from  the  business  part  of  the 
city  where  no  saloon  had  ever  been  estab- 
lished before.  In  the  midst  of  all  this,  said 
appellee  sits  down  and  begins  the  work  of 
selling  intoxicating  liquors  by  the  drink,  in 
a  building  on  a  lot  adjoining  that  on  which 
appellants,  two  women,  have  their  residence, 
with  all  the  incidents  generally  accompany- 
ing such  a  traffic,  from  which  l)oth  the  rental 
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ftod  aelling  value  of  their  home  has  been  re- 
duced nearly  one  half,  and  their  home  ren- 
dered odious  and  offensive  to  them. 

In  BeieheH  v.  Oeera,  98  Ind.  76,  49  Am. 
Rep.  7a6,  this  court  said:  ''The  necessity 
which  will  authorize  the  granting  of  the 
writ  of  injunction  to  restrato  the  carrying  on 
of  a  business  lawful  within  itself,  must  be  a 
strong  and  imperious  one.  If  it  were  other- 
wise, all  mills  and  manufactories  might  be 
stopped  at  the  demand  of  those  to  whom  they 
(xHsd  annoyance,  even  though  the  injury 
complained  of  might  be  slight  and  trivial." 
Owen  V.  PhiUips,  78  Ind.  284,  and  authori- 
ties there  cited. 

And  it  must  be  conceded  that  the  sale  of 
intoxicants  by  the  drink  is  a  lawful  busi- 
ness. 

Wood  on  Nuisance,  section  88,  says :  **  A 
house  which  becomes  a  rendezvous  or  place 
of  resort  for  thieves,  drunkards,  prostitutes, 
or  other  idle,  vicious,  and  disorderly  per- 
sona, who  gather  there  to  gratify  their  de- 
praved appetites,  or  for  any  other  purpose, 
for  such  persons*  are  regarded  as  dangerous  to 
the  peace  and  welfare  of  the  community,  and 
their  presence  at  any  place  in  considerable 
numbers  is  always  a  just  cause  of  alarm  and 
apprehension;  .  .  .  and  a  place  where 
liquor  is  sold  in  excessive  quantities,  where- 
bj  persons  become  intoxicated,  and  where 
frequent  brawls  result  therefrom,  is  a  disor- 
derly house  and  indictable  as  a  nuisance ; 
for  DO  person  has  a  right  to  carnr  on,  upon 
bis  own  premises  or  elsewhere,  for  his  own 
gain  or  amusement,  any  public  business 
clearly  calculated  to  injure  and  destroy  pub- 
lic morals,  or  to  disturb  the  public  peace. 
And  while  a  license  to  sell  liquors  will  pro- 
tect a  person  from  prosecution  for  such  sales, 
it  will  not  protect  him  from  a  prosecution 
for  an  abuse  of  the  authority  given  him 
whereby  he  creates  a  nuisance.^ 

''No  person  can  maintain  a  private  action 
for  a  mere  public  or  common  nuisance,  for 
the  reason  that  the  exercise  of  such  a  right 
would  lead  to  a  great  multiplicity  of  suits, 
and  endlessTinterminable  litigation. "  Wood, 
Nuisance,  g§^  645,  646. 

The  complaint  at  bar  makes  the  injury 
partake  somewhat  of  a  public  or  common 
nuisance,  in  that  it  shows  injury  probable  to 
others  in  the  neighborhood.  But  a  nuisance 
may  be  both  public  and  private.  Wood, 
Nuisance,  g  674 ;  16  Am.  &  Bug.  Encyclop. 
Law,  930,  and  authorities  cited. 

But  where  the  damage  or  injury  to  one  is 
niore  than  to  the  public,  however  slight,  or 
where  he  sustains  a  special  damage  not  com- 
mon to  all,  he  may  maintain  a  private  ac- 
tion.   Wood,  Nuisance,  §§  14-16,  672. 

The  facts  stated  in  the  complaint  and  ad- 
mitted by  the  answer  and  demurrer  to  be 
true,  show  the  injury  to  be  ^eater  to  appel- 
lants than  to  the  publ  ic.  It  is  to  be  observed 
that  the  facts  alleged  in  the  complaint  and 
admitted  to  be  true  by  the  demurrer  and  an« 
swer  under  consideration  do  not  bring  the 
case  within  the  definition  of  that  sort  of  a 
nuiaance  by  Mr.  Wood.  But  he  was  speak 
ins:  about  what  it  would  take  to  make  a 
drinking  saloon  a  nuisance  in  any  and  every 
locality.  In  section  9,  he  says :  "  The  lo- 
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cality,  the  condition  of  property,  and  the- 
habits  and  tastes  of  those  residing  there,  di- 
vested of  any  fanciful  notions,  or  such  as  are 
dictated  by  dainty  modes  and  habits  of  liv- 
ing, are  the  test  to  apply  in  a  given  case.  la 
the  very  nature  of  things,  there  can  be  no 
definite  or  fixed  standard  to  control  every  case 
in  any  locality.  The  question  is  one  of  rea- 
sonableness or  unreasonableness  in  the  use  of 
property,  and  this  is  largely  dependent  upon 
the  locality  and  its  surroundings."  And  in 
section  10,  he  says :  ''The  diminution  of  the 
market  vaJue  of  adjacent  buildings  by  such 
use  will  not  of  itself  make  it  a  nuisance,  but 
there  is  a  limit  to  such  a  right.  No  man  is 
at  liberty  to  use  his  own  property  without 
reference  to  the  health,  comfort,  or  reasonable 
enjoyment  of  like  public  or  private  righta 
by  others.  Every  man  eives  up  something 
ojf  his  absolute  right  of  aominion  and  use  of 
his  own,  to  be  regulated  or  restrained  by  law, 
so  that  others  may  not  be  hurt  or  hindered 
unreasonably  in  the  use  or  enjoyment  of  their 
property.  This  is  the  fundamental  principle 
of  all  regulated  civil  communities  and  with- 
out it  society  could  hardly  exist,  except  by 
the  law  of  the  strougest.  This  illegal,  un> 
reasonable  and  unjustifiable  use  to  the  in- 
jury of  another,  or  of  the  public,  the  law 
denominates  a  nuisance." 

In  Hackney  v.  StiUe,  8  Ind.  494,  in  a  pros- 
ecution of  a  nuisance  in  keeping  a  ten-pin 
alley  it  is  said:  "Thus  anything  offensive 
to  the  sight,  smell,  or  hearing  erected  or  car- 
ried on  in  a  public  place,  where  people  dwell 
or  pass,  or  have  a  right  to  pass,  to  their  an- 
noyance, is  a  nuisance  at  common  law. " 

In  Baumgartner  v.  Hasty,  100  Ind.  576,  60 
Am.  Rep.  880,  it  is  said  :  "A  wooden  build- 
ing is  not  in  itself  a  nuisance,  .  .  .  but 
when  erected  where  it  endangers  the  safety 
of  adjoining  property,  it  may  become  a  nui- 
sance. " 

It  is  no  mere  fanciful  notion,  dictated  by 
dainty  modes  and  habita  of  living  that  makea 
one  who  has  located  his  home  in  a  quiet, 
peaceful  part  of  a  city,  in  the  immediate 
neighborhood  of  numerous  churches,  Sunday 
schools,  common  schools,  female  colleges  and 
among  neighbors  who  are  attendants  upon 
such  places,  and  out  of  the  reach  of  the  busier 
haunts  of  the  business  part  of  the  city  to 
protest  and  object  to  the  maintenance  of  a 
saloon  on  the  adjoining  lot,  and  within  ten 
feet  of  such  residence,  where  drinking  peo- 
ple are  invited  to  and  do  assemble  to  drink 
intoxicating  liquors,  with  all  the  incidents 
usually  attendant  upon  such  a  place,  very 
few  people  indeed  who  would  not  object  and 
protest  and  be  seriously  annoyed  thereat. 
I^ven  the  man  who  frequents  such  a  place  to 
drink  would,  as  a  general  thing,  object  ta 
the  traffic  obtruding  itself  within  ten  feet  of 
his  threshold  ;  especially  where  it  is  alleged 
and  admitted,  as  here,  that  it  has  so  injured 
the  appellant's  property  both  for  selling  and 
rental  purposes. 

We  think,  therefore,  that  the  complaint 
stated  facts  sufficient  as  against  Stehlin  to- 
constitute  an  actionable  nuisance.  Did  it 
state  a  good  cause  of  action  against  appellee 
Heidt?  It  states  that  he  rented  the  property 
to  appellee  Stehlin  for  the  purpose  of  being 
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used  for  a  saloon,  and  received  $50  per  month 
because  of  that  fact,  and  that  the  propertv 
would  not  rent  for  more  than  $35  per  month 
for  any  other  use.  The  landlord  is  liable 
where  he  rents  his  premises  for  the  purpose 
of  the  establishment  thereon  of  a  nuisance. 
Wood,  Nuisance,  §|^  30,  81. 

The  court  therefore  erred  in  sustaining 
jHeidt's  demurrer  to  the  complaint.  Did  the 
license  set  up  in  the  answer  of  Btehlin  con- 
stitute a  justification?  We  are  of  opinion 
that  it  dia  not.  It  did  not  enlarge  his  rights, 
but  restricted  them  within  narrower  limits 
than  they  were  before  and  without  any  statute 
on  the  subject.  It  was  a  certificate  only  that 
he  had  been  put  under  bond  to  keep  the  peace, 
and  paid  the  license  fees  and  was  thereby 
permitted  to  sell .  Notwithstanding  his  pay- 
ment of  the  large  sums  of  money  for  license 
fees  both  to  the  county  and  city,  his  license 
•could  be  revoked  without  refunding  his 
monev.-  SUUe  v.  Bonnell,  119  Ind.  494 ;  Man- 
roe  County  Comr$,  v.  Kreuger,  88  Ind.  281 ; 
Moore  v.  Indianapolis,  120  Ind.  488. 

It  is  no  contract ;  it  is  a  mere  permit  given 
to  sell  in  the  exercise  of  the  police  power  of 
the  state,  and  may  be  withdrawn  at  any  time. 
Ibid,;  MeKinney  v.  8alem,  77  Ind.  213. 

The  congress  of  the  United  States  passed 
an  act  authorizing  the  Baltimore  &  Potomac 
Railroad  Company  to  brine  its  tracks  within 
the  municipal  limits  of  the  city  of  Wash- 
ington and  to  construct  shops  and  engine 
houses  there ;  and  pursuant  to  said  authority 
they  built  their  engine  house  and  shops  close 
enoueh  to  the  Fifth  Baptist  Church  edifice 
in  said  city  to  so  annoy  the  worshipers  therer 
at  as  to  make  the  same  a  nuisance,  and  in  a 
suit  very  much  like  the  present  to  recover 
damages,  but  asking  no  injunction,  it  was 
claimed  that  the  license  afforded  by  the  act 
of  congress  was  a  complete  protection  against 
the  charge  of  maintaining  a  nuisance,  to 
which  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
said  :  **  The  acts  that  a  legislature  may  au- 
thorize, which,  without  such  authorization, 
would  constitute  nuisances,  are  those  which 
affect  public  highways  or  public  streams,  or 
matters  in  which  the  public  have  an  interest 
and  over  which  the  public  have  control .  The 
legislative  authorization  exempts  only  from 
liability  to  suits,  civil  or  criminal,  at  the 
instance  of  the  state ;  it  does  not  affect  any 
claim  of  a  private  citizen  for  damages  fo'r 
any  special  inconvenience  and  discomfort  not 
experienced  by  the  public  at  large."  Batti- 
more  db  P.  R.  Go.  v.  Fifth  Baptist  Church, 
108  U.  8.  832,  27  L.  ed.  744. 

In  a  similar  action,  the  supreme  court  of 
New  Jersey  said  :  **  It  may  be  lawful  for  him 
and  his  assignees  to  execute  this  act^  so  far 
as  the  public  interests,  the  rights  of  naviga- 
tion, fishing,  etc. ,  are  concerned,  and  he  may 
plead,  and  successfully  plead  the  act,  to  any 
indictment  for  a  nuisance,  or  against  any 
complaint  for  an  infringement  of  a  public 
right,  but  cannot  plead  it  as  a  justification 
for  a  private  iniuiy,  which  may  result  from 
the  execution  of  the  statute. "  Sinniekaon  v. 
Johnson,  17  N.  J.  L.  151,  84  Am.  Dec.  184. 

^-^  a  nuisance  case  in  the  court  of  appeals 
■v  York  it  is  said  :  **  But  the  statutory 
T  which  will  justify  an  injury  to  pri- 
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vate  property,  must  be  express,  or  must  be 
given  by  clear  and  unquestionable  implica- 
tion from  the  powers  expressly  conferred,  so 
that  it  can  fairly  be  saia  that  the  legislature 
contemplated  the  doing  of  the  very  act  whidi 
occasioned  the  injury.  This  is  but  an  tp- 
plication  of  the  reasonable  rule  that  statutes 
in  derogation  of  private  rights,  or  which 
may  result  in  imposing  burdens  upon  private 
propertv,  must  the  strictly  construed.  For  it 
cannot  be  presumed,  from  a  general  grant  of 
authority,  that  the  legislature  intended  to 
authorize  acts  to  the  injury  of  third  penoos, 
where  no  compensation  is  provided,  except 
upon  condition  of  obtaining  their  consent/ 
(hgsweU  v.  Ifew  T&rk,  N.  H7  db  H,  R  Co.  108 
N.  Y.  21,  57  Am.  Rep.  701. 

We  therefore  hold  that  the  complaint  stated 
facts  suflftcient  as  against  both  appellees  to 
entitle  appellants  to  some  relief,  and  that 
the  answer  of  Stehlin  stated  no  defense.  We 
do  not  mean  to  be  understood  as  holding  that 
the  complaint  stated  facts  sufficient  to  war- 
rant all  the  relief  prayed  for.  It  does  not 
follow  that  because  an  act  done,  as  here,  un- 
der legislative  authorization  (the  statute  be- 
ing constitutional),  creating  a  nuisance  and 
resulting  damage  to  private  property,  thai 
the  extraordinary  remedy  of  injunction  mar 
in  all  cases  be  invoked  for  the  discontinuance 
of  the  acts  complained  of,  as  well  as  to  re- 
cover damages  lor  the  iivjury.  It  is  said  in 
section  648,  Wood  on  Nuisance,  ''The  rule 
as  existing  at  this  time  may  be  stated  to  be 
that  where  a  person  sustains  special  damage 
peculiar  to  himself,  either  to  his  person  or 
property,  direct  or  consequential,  from  a 
public  nuisance,  ...  he  shall  have  his 
remedy  therefor." 

Baltimore  d  P.  R  Co.  v.  Fifth  Baptiit 
Church,  Was  a  case  where  damages  only 
were  sought,  and  not  injunctive  relief.  And 
the  court  there  said:  "It  is  sufficient  to 
maintain  the  action  to  show  that  the  build- 
ing of  the  plaintiff  was  thus  rendered  less 
valuable  for  the  purposes  to  which  it  was 
devoted. " 

All  the  other  cases  above  cited  after  the 
church  case  were  cases  of  the  same  kind  up- 
holding the  right  of  recovery  for  damages 
where  the  act  done  was  done  under  legisla- 
tive authorization,  but  no  injunction  was 
granted. 

The  complaint  was  sufficient  to  constitute 
a  cause  of  action  for  damages. 

The  judgment  is  reversed,  the  cause  re- 
manded, with  instructions  to  overrule  the 
separate  demurrer  of  Heidt  to  the  complaint 
and  sustain  the  appellants'  demurrer  to  ap- 
pellee Stehlin 's  answer. 

How&Fd»  C%.  «/.,  dissenting: 
I  regret  that  I  am  unable  to  affree  in  the 
result  reached  by  the  majority  of  the  court 
in  this  case. 

In  the  admirable  opinion  delivered  on  the 
first  hearing  of  the  case  by  Elliott,  Oh  J., 
then  a  member  of  this  court  (Jan.  !^.  189^). 
the  validitv  of  our  statute  regulating  the 
liquor  traflnc  was  fully  and  clearly  demon- 
strated, as  it  also  is  in  the  majority  opinion 
of  the  court  at  the  present  hearing.  let  the 
able  counsel  for  appellants  has  insisted  and 
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still  insists,  that  the  question  at  issue  is  not 
the  constitutional ity  of  the  statute  in  so  far 
as  it  provides  for  regulating  the  sale  of  in- 
toxicating liquors,  but  its  constitutionality 
in  respect  to  its  provisions  for  licensing  the 
sale  of  intoxicating  liquors  in  saloons.  ''If 
the  act  of  the  legislature,"  savs  counsel, 
"contained  no  other  provisions  than  such  as 
assume  control,  regulation,  and  restriction 
upon  the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors,  I 
should  readily  concede  its  validity.  It  is  not 
the  control  over  this  subject  and  business  to 
which  I  offer  objections.  My  objections  are 
made  to  the  license,  the  authority  and  the 
sanction  given  by  the  act  to  the  person,  the 
place  and  the  conduct  of  the  saloon  business. " 
With  all  deference  to  the  learned  counsel,  it 
would  seem  that  he  here  attempts  to  make  a 
-distinction  where  there  is  no  difference.  If 
the  control  and  regulation  of  the  liquor  traffic 
are  in  the  hands  of  the  legislature,  that  body 
must  certainly  be  the  judge  as  to  the  best 
m»ns  to  secure  such  control  and  regulation ; 
and  it  is  consequently  competent  for  the  leg- 
islature to  determine,  as  it  has  done,  that  the 
license  system  is  the  most  just,  efficient,  and 
satisfactory  means  to  attain  the  end  in  view. 
This  policy  is  the  one  adopted.  The  legis- 
lature has,  in  effect,  decided  that  the  best 
policy  for  the  regulation  of  the  sale  of  in- 
toxicating liquors  is  the  license  system ;  that 
by  such  system  the  traffic  can  best  be  con- 
trolled, regulated,  and  restricted.  Counsel 
himself  concedes,  ''that  a  statutory  law  pro- 
viding a  license  system  for  saloons  existed  at 
the  time  when  our  present  state  constitution 
took  effect,  in  1851.''  There  is  no  question 
that  such  system  has  been  practically  in 
operation  ever  since. 

That  the  regullktion  of  the  liquor  traffic, 
therefore,  is  entrusted  to  the  legislature,  and 
that  the  policv  adopted  by  the  legislature  in 
the  exercise  of  the  power  thus  confided  is  the 
license  system,  seem  to  admit  of  no  contro- 
versy. 

Counsel,  'however,  goes  still  further,  and 
savs  that  selling  intoxicating  liquors  in  a 
saloon  is  immoral ;  and  that  the  act  licensing 
such  sale  must  for  that  reason  be  unconstitu- 
tional ;  inasmuch  as  the  constitution  provides 
for  the  promotion  of  morality.  In  answer 
to  this,  it  wodld  seem  that  if  the  regu- 
lation of  the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors  is 
a  trust  confided  to  the  legislative  department 
of  the  government,  then  the  sale  itself  cannot 
be  immoral.  And  if  the  legislature,  in  the 
exercise  of  its  sound  discretion,  is  of  opinion 
that  the  saloon  license  system  is  the  best 
means  of  controlling  and  regulating  such 
sale,  it  would  also  seem  that  the  sale  in  a 
saloon,  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  law, 
cannot  be  immoral. 

Because  some  saloons  are  not  conducted  in 
the  mode  which  the  law  directs,  it  does  not 
follow  that  a  saloon  which  is  properly  con- 
ducted is  also  an  immoral  institution.  Such 
a  conclusion  would  amount  to  an  admission 
that  the  legislature  could  not  so  regulate  the 
flale  of  intoxicating  liquors  as  to  make  such 
sale  lawful,  notwithstanding  the  admission 
already  made  that  the  legislature  has  the 
power  to  control  such  sale.  It  would  seem 
to  follow  that  the  regulation  and  restriction 
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of  the  liquor  traffic  must  be  a  question  of 
policy,  and  not,  properly  speaking,  a  ques- 
tion of  morals ;  and  that,  as  such,  it  is  con- 
fided to  the  good  judgment  of  the  legislature 
of  the  state.  So  far  as  the  courts  are  con- 
cerned, to  quote  from  the  JJeense  Tcix  Cases, 
72  U.  S.  5  Wall.  462,  18  L.  ed.  497:  "The 
court  can  know  nothing  of  public  policy,  ex- 
cept from  the  constitution  and  the  laws.  ^ 

Counsel  asks  that  the  damage  feature  in- 
volved in  this  case  to  the  appellants,  caused 
by  the  establishment  of  a  saloon  beside  their 
home  be  not  overlooked  by  the  court..  This 
consideration,  though  but  thus  incidentally 
referred  to,  and  not  at  all  argued  by  counsel, 
I  regard  as  the  strongest  that  could  be  urged 
in  appellant's  favor.  It  has  frequently  been 
held  that  locality  is  often  an  important  ele- 
ment in  determining  whether  a  business  is 
or  is  not  a  nuisance.  In  Otoen  v.  PhiUips^  78 
Ind.  284,  the  doctrine  was  approved  m  its 
fullest  extent,  "that  in  some  localities,  a 
business  will  be  considered  a  nuisance,  while 
it  would  not  be  so  in  others."  The  fact  that 
the  business  conducted  by  appellees  is  a  law- 
ful one  does  not  affect  the  question.  No  mat- 
ter how  good  one's  title  to  property,  no  mat- 
ter how  lawful  the  business  in  which  ho  is 
engaged,  he  must  so  use  his  property  and  con- 
duct nis  business  as  to  cause  no  unnecessary 
injury  to  the  property,  rights,  or  interests  of 
others.     The  reason  for  this  rule,  as  well  as 


the  rule  Itself,  are  comprehensively  stated  by 
Judge  Ray.  formerly  of  this  court,  in  his 
work  on  "Negligence  of  Imposed  Duties,  p. 


152:  "It  is  the  injury,  annoyance,  incon- 
venience, and  discomfort  thus  occasioned  that 
the  law  legards,  not  the  particular  business, 
trade,  or  occupation  from  which  these  result. 
And  lawful  as  well  as -unlawful  business  may 
be  carried  on  in  a  place,  or  in  a  manner  so 
as  to  prove  a  nuisance.  ^ 

The  complaint  shows  the  location  of  a  sa- 
loon beside  a  home  in  a  thickly  settled  resi- 
dence part  of  the  city,  near  also  to  schools 
and  churches ;  and  far  from  the  business  cen- 
ter. It  also  shows  conspicuous  advertising 
signs  on  the  building,  side  and  alley  en- 
trances, and  that  persons  have  been  cotitin- 
uously  going  in  there  to  buy  and  drink  in- 
toxicating liquors  and  are  so  seen  going  in 
and  coming  out  by  the  public. 

It  avers  a  consequent  diminution  of  the 
value  of  appellant's  property  and  annoyance 
to  appellants  in  the  enjoyment  of  their  home. 

To  this  appellees  answered  by  setting  up 
their  liquor  license  issued  by  the  board  of 
county  commissioners,  and  the  conduct  of  the 
business  by  authority  of,  and  in  pursuance 
of,  such  license. 

Had  appellants  put  their  argument  in  sup- 
port of  their  demurrer  to  this  answer  upon 
the  ground  that  such  license  did  not  author- 
ize the  acts  complained  of,  some  case  mi^ht 
perhaps  have  been  made  in  favor  of  sustain- 
ing such  demurrer.  But,  instead  of  this,  ap- 
pellant's contention  is  based  upon  the  as- 
sumption that  the  answer  is  insufficient  to 
constitute  a  defense  for  the  reason  that  "  the 
law  {)retending  to  authorize  the  same  is  un- 
constitutional and  void."  And  the  whole 
argument  of  counsel,  instead  of  being  ad- 
dressed to  the  insufficiency  of  the  answer  as 
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a  defense  to  the  acts  complained  of,  is  di- 
rected against  the  license  law  itself.  Coun- 
sel says  expressly  that,  *^the  point  at  issue 
here  is  the  validity  of  the  act  so  far  as  its 
license  features  are  concerned.  If  the  law  in 
that  respect  is  valid,  then  the  defense  as  set 
up  in  the  respective  answers  of  the  appel- 
lees is  complete.  *' 

I  must  disafipree  with  counsel's  reasoning 
in  this.  The  license  granted  by  the  county 
commissioners  gave  no  right  tp  appellees  to 
keep  a  disorderlv  place,  where  intoxicating 
liquors  are  sold,  as  prohibited  bv  section 
2097,  Rev.  Stat.  1881,  and  gave  them  no  right 
to  unnecessarily  iniure  their  neighbors'  prop- 
erty, rights,  and  Interests.  For.  while  the 
business  of  selling  intoxicating  liquors, 
under  a  license  duly  issued,  is  lawful,  yet, 
as  we  have  seen,  ^a  lawful  a^  well  as  un- 
lawful business  may  be  carried  on  in  a  place, 
or  in  a  manner  so  as  to  prove  a  nuisance. " 

Appellants,  in  basing  their  argument  upon 
the  alleged  unconstitutionality  of  the  law, 
instead  of  upon  the  insufficiency  of  the  an- 
swer as  a  defense  to  the  alleged  unlawful 
acts  of  appellees,  abandoned,  as  I  think, 
their  only  reasonable  grounds  of  action. 
Whether  the  acts  complained  of  were  in  fact 
sufficient  to  constitute  appellee's  place  of 
Helling  intoxicatinjir  liquors  a  disorderly 
house,  or  a  nuisance,  need  not,  as  I  think, 
be  considered,  since  appellants  in  their  argu- 
ment chose  to  waive  that  qusetion,  and  to 
rely  wholly  upon  the  allegedf  unconstitution- 
ality of  the  license  system.  Havinflr  adopted 
a  theory,  they  should  be  held  to  abfde  by  it. 
It  has  often  been  decided  that  everv  case  must 
proceed  upon  a  definite  theory.  Parties  can- 
not adopt  one  theory  in  the  trial  court,  and 
a  different  theory  in  the  appellate  court. 

I  think  that  we  must  therefore  assume, 
since  the  record  shows  nothing  to  the  con- 

n,  that  appellant's  contention  in  support 
e  demurrer  to  the  answer  was  the  same 
in  the  trial  court  as  it  is  here,  to  wit,  that 
the  law  licensing  saloons  is  unconstitutional 
and  void ;  and  I  think  we  must  also  assume 
that  the  trial  court  ruled  upon  the  demurrer 
oh  that  theory  solely,  holding  against  ap- 
pellants that  the  law  is  constitutional ;  and 
further,  that  the  court  did  not  otherwise  rule, 
nor  intend  to  rule  upon  the  question  as  to 
whether  the  answer  constituted  a  sufficient 
defense  to  the  acts  complained  of. 

Courts  are  not  called  upon  to  decide  ques- 
tions not  presented  and  argued  by  the  parties, 
nor  is  it,  as  I  think,  equitable  between  the 
parties,  nor  just  to  the  court  trying  the  case, 
to  reverse  its  decision  upon  a  theory  different 
from  that  on  which  the  cause  was  tried  and 
different  likewise  from  that  on  which  the 
case  is  presented  on  appeal. 

This  principle  is  very  fully  developed  in 
chapter  24  of  Elliott's  Appellate  Procedure ; 
in  section  489  of  that  work  it  is  said  that, 
**  parties  must  stand  by  the  positions  assumed 
in  the  trial  court,  and  upon  which  thev  asked 
and  obtained  rulings.  The  same  rulings  are 
to  be  reviewed,  and  not  different  ones.  **  And 
in  section  494 :  ^  If  the  parties  put  a  definite 
construction  upon  the  pleadings  in  the  trial 
court,  and  induce  the  court  to  act  upon  that 
construction,  they  must  adhere  to  it  on  ap- 
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peal.  .  .  .  Pleadings  will  be  treated  oo 
appeal  as  the  parties  elected  to  treat  them  id 
the  trial  court.** 

If,  then,  the  parties  in  this  case,  in  arguloe 
the  demurrer  to  the  answer,  and  the  court  in 
ruling  upon  that  demurrer,  proceeded  apon 
the  theoiy  that  appellants  demurred  for  the 
reason  that  the  answer  was  insufflcieot  u 
being  bftsed  upon  an  unconstitutional  law, 
I  do  not  think  we  should  now  paas  upon  tiiai 
ruling  of  the  court  by  assuming  a  different 
theory.  Indeed,  counsel  does  not  ask  this. 
He  does  not  ask  to  have  the  demurrer  sus- 
tained for  any  reason  but  because  the  license 
law  is  invalid,  and  says  emphatically  thit 
**  if  the  law  in  that  respect  is  valid  then  the 
defense  as  set  up  in  the  respective  answers 
of  the  appellees  is  complete."  In  addition 
to  the  express  waiver  so  made,  the  failure  of 
counsel  to  argue  in  his  briefs  anv  qnestion 
in  the  case  but  the  validity  ana  constitu- 
tionality of  the  license  law  is,  by  the  settled 
decisions  of  this  court,  a  waiver  of  all  other 
objections  to  the  answer. 

'*It  is  essential,"  says  Jvdffe  Elliott  in  his 
Appellate  Procedure,  section  444,  "that  all 
points  be  made  in  the  brief  and  properly 
made ;  if  not  so  made,  they  are  waived.  Manr 
cases  affirm  this  doctrine." 

As  nearly  as  the  case  of  Bates  v.  Bulla,  ^ 
Ind.  36,  the  court  ruled  that,  ''all  points  not 
made  by  brief  may  be  treated  as  waived/ 

In  the  case  of  Donovan  v.  8tewart,  15  Ind. 
498,  it  was  said :  *"  We  are  inclined  to  think 
that  the  points  in  the  caae,  if  any  such  exist 
are  not  shown  by  the  brief  filed  bv  the  thrt^e 
attorneys  whose  names  are  signed  thereto,  and 
are  consequently  waived." 

In  Burk  v.  HiU,  55  Ind.  419,  the  court  said : 
**  The  sufficiency  of  the  second  paragraph  of 
complaint  is  questioned  by  an  assignment  of 
error  but  the  question  is  not  discussed  in  the 
briefs  of  the  parties, —indeed,  it  seems  to  be 
waived.  We  therefore  dispose  of  it  at  once 
by  holding  the  paragraph  good." 

In  Martin  v.  Martin,  74  Ind.  207,  it  was 
said  by  Woods,  J. :  **  That  the  rules  of  prac- 
tice are  a  part  of  the  laws  of  the  land ;  that  we 
have  no  right  to  disregard  them :  and  that 
following  these  rules  on  appeal,  "we  never 
go  beyond  the  brief  of  the  appellant  to  search 
the  record  in  quest  of  errors  which  have  not 
been  pointed  out  in  the  brief,  but  the  ap 
pellee,  without  filing  any  brief  at  all  i^ 
entitled  to  the  benefit  of  everything  in  the 
record  which  may  prevent  a  reversal  of  the 
judgment  upon  the  errors  assigned." 

In  the  WeHem  U,  Tdeg.  Co.  v.  Fmif,  103 
Ind.  91,  the  statement  is :  *"  As  this  question 
was  not  suggested  in  the  original  brief  and 
argument  of  appellant's  counsel,  nor  until 
after  the  brief  for  appellee  had  been  filed  and 
the  case  taken  up  for  consideration  by  the 
court,  we  think  it  might  well  be  regarded 
as  waived." 

In  the  LouisviUe,  JV.  A.  d:  a  Jl  Co.  ▼. 
Orantham,  104  Ind.  858,  the  court  said .  "In 
this  court,  the  appellant  has  assigned  a  num 
ber  of  errors,  but  of  these  only  one  is  noticed 
even  by  its  learned  counsel  in  his  brief  of 
this  cause.  ...  Of  course,  under  the 
settled  practice  of  this  court,  the  other  error* 
assigned  by  appellant,  but  not  discussed  by 
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its  counsel,  are  regarded  here  as  waived,  and 
^re  not  considered.  QoLdtperry  ▼.  State,  69 
Ind.  480 ;  WiUiarM  7.  P6tUr,  72  Ind.  854 ; 
Coffin  V.  Aibury  Uhiwrgity  Trustees,  93  Ind. 
337." 

In  Carr  v.  State  (Ind.)  30  L.  R.  A.  863,  de- 
cided  at  last  term,  objection  was  made  in  the 
court  below  to  certain  offered  evidence.  This 
court  found  the  questions  by  which  the  evi- 
dence was  sought  to  be  introduced  informal, 
but  held  that,  as  the  objection  to  the  evidence 
was  sustained  with  express  reference  to  the 
subject  matter,  and  not  to  the  form  of  the 
<)ue8iions,  and  as  no  objection  was  made  in 
tiiis  court  to  the  form  of  the  questions,  the  cor- 
rectness of  the  ruling  should  be  determined 
S3  if  no  such  informality  had  existed.  That 
was  the  theory  upon  which  the  court  ruled 
below,  and  that  was  also  the  theory  upon 
which  argument  was  had  in  this  court.  See 
also,  Kimberlin  v.  Taw,  188  Ind.  696,  and 
Funk  V.  Bentehler,  Feb.  18,  18V8,  both  de- 
cided at  last  term,  and  Thompson  v.  MeGorkle, 
Sept.  36,  1898,  decided  at  this  term.  Also, 
Works.  Pr.  §  1099,  and  authorities  there  col- 
lected. 

Whether,  therefore,  the  demurrer  in  the 
•case  at  bar  should  be  sustained  by  reason  of 
the  insufficiency  of  the  answer  as  a  defense 
to  the  alleged  acts  complained  of  by  appel- 
lants, and  their  demana  for  relief  therefrom 
by  injunction,  or  for  any  other  reason  than 
the  alleged  invalidity  of  the  license  law,  is 
a  question  which  has  been  waived  by  the 
failure  of  counsel  to  discuss  the  same,  and, 
as  1  think,  should  not  be  considered. 

The  license  law  being  valid,  we  must  pre- 
sume, until  the  contrary  is  shown,  that  ap- 
pellee's business  being  lawful  in  itself,  was 
cunducted  in  a  lawful  manner ;  that  they  did 
only  what  they  had  a  right  to  do  with  their 
own. 

InBwrnardv.  Shirley.  June  6,  1898,  decided 
at  last  term,  it  was  said :  "  No  principle  of 
law  is  better  settled  than  that  a  man  has  a 
right  to  the  lawful  use  and  enjoyment  of  his 
own  property,  and  that  if  in  the  enjoyment 
of  such  right,  without  negligence  or  malice, 
an  inconvenience  or  loss  occurs  to  his  neigh- 
bor, it  is  a  wrong  for  which  there  is  no  11- 
abilitv.  This  must  be  so,  or  every  man 
would  be  at  the  mercv  of  his  neighbor  in  the 
use  and  enjovment  of  his  own. " 

It  is  true  tnat  there  are  certain  well-known 
exceptions  to  this  general  rule,  but  until  it 
is  shown  that  some  such  exception  applies, 
or  that  negligence  or  malice  in  tlie  conduct 
of  the  business  exists,  or  the  law  is  otherwise 
violated,  the  owner  will  not  be  disturbed  in 
the  use  and  enjovment  of  his  property. 

In  the  case  before  us,  there  is  no  unlawful 
act  cfaarsed.  According  to  the  complaint, 
the  appellee  Stehlin  established  a  saloon  and 
engaged  in  the  business  of  selling  intoxicat- 
ing liquors,  to  be  drunk  on  the  premises ;  he 
advertised  his  business  by  putting  up  printed 
signs,  and  provided  different  entrances  to  his 
building ;  persons  have  ever  since  been  in- 
vited and  received  into  said  premises  to  buy 
from  him  and  drink  intoxicating  liquors,  and 
meet  together  there  for  that  purpose,  and  are 
seen  bv  the  public  going  in  and  coming  out. 
That  IS  the  sum  and  substance  of  what  is 
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charged  against  appellees;  and  it  is  ac- 
knowledfiped  in  the  complaint  that  the  ap- 
pellees claim  that  they  are  authorized  to  do 
these  things  by  virtue  of  a  license  duly  issued 
by  the  board  of  county  commissioners. 

Appellees  themselves  answered  this  com- 
plaint by  setting  up  their  license  and  aver- 
ring that  the  business  has  been  conducted  in 
pursuance  of  such  license.  The  truth  of  this 
answer  is  not  denied,  but  on  the  contrary,  by 
the  demurrer  it  is  admitted  to  be  true.  No 
negligence  or  malice  is  charged,  no  violation 
of  the  liouor  law,  or  of  any  other  law  of  the 
state  is  alleged.  .We  are  brought,  then  to 
the  conclusion,  according  to  the  opinion*  of 
the  majority  of  the  court,  that  a  lawful  busi- 
ness, carrieid  on  in  a  lawful  manner,  is  yet  a 
nuisance ;  that  a  man  setting  up  on  his  own 
land  a  business  made  lawful  bv  the  statutes 
of  the  state,  and  conducting  this  business  in 
a  peaceful  and  quiet  manner,  without  any 
wrong-doing  on  his  part  whatever,  may  yet 
be  assessed  damages  because  his  neighbor's 

Froperty  is  incidentally  lessened  in  value, 
do  not  think,  this  is  the  law.  If  a  modest 
mechanic's  shop,  or  a  small  and  plain  house, 
the  best  he  can  afford,  is  set  up  on  a  little 
lot  of  his  beside  a  splendid  mansion,  in  a 
fashionable  part  of  a  city,  it  will  undoubt- 
edly lessen  the  value  of  the  fine  property  ad- 
jacent. Can  the  owner  of  the  marble  palace 
and  the  beautiful  lawns  and  pleasure  grounds 
therefore  collect  damages  from  the  mechanic 
who  has  set  himself  down  before  the  great 
man's  door?  Not  in  England,  where  every 
man's  home  is  his  castle;  still  more,  not  in 
free  America,  where  all  men  are  equal. 

And  if,  as  follows  from  the  decision  of  the 
court  in  this  case,  a  man  may  collect  dam- 
ages because  the  value  of  his  property  is 
lessened  by  the  lawful  business  in  which  his 
neighbor  enga^,  why  nuiy  not  a  merchant 
bring  suit  against  the  man  who  sets  up  an- 
other lawful  business  next  door,  which  may 
perchance  lessen  the  popular  favor  which  the 
merchant  has  heretofore  enjoyed? 

It  is  hardly  necessary  to  further  intimate 
the  mischievous  results  which  must,  as  I 
think,  inevitably  flow  from  thus  practically, 
and  that,  too,  without  any  legislative  sanc- 
tion, engrafting  so  definite  a  feature  of  local 
option  upon  our  license  system.  If  the  peo- 
ple desire  local  option,  and  the  constitution 
and  the  laws  are  so  framed  as  to  sanction  it, 
it  seems  to  me  it  will  then  be  time  enough 
for  the  courts  to  do  so. 

If  there  were  any  improper  conduct,  any 
violation  of  the  law,  any  boisterousness  or 
noise,  anything  injurious  to  health  or  of- 
fensive to  the  senses  charged  against  appel- 
lees, I  could  see  some  reason  for  declaring 
the  place  a  nuisance ;  and  I  do  not  think  that 
the  authorities  show  that  a  business  so  con- 
ducted can  be  found  a  nuisance,  simply  be- 
cause the  presence  of  even  a  properly  con- 
ducted saloon  is  offensive,  and  because 
adjacent  property  is  incidentally  lessened  in 
value. 

In  St,  James  Church  v.  Arrington.  36  Ala. 
546,  76  Am.  Dec.  833,  the  court  held  that  a 
private  nuisance  would  be  abated  only  when 
the  matter  complained  of  is  a  nuisance  per  se 
or  when  it  has  been  declared  a  nuisance  by 


590 


IjNDIANA  BtJFZIEME  CoURT. 


JA5.» 


law :  and  hence,  that  the  erection  of  a  private 
stable  near  a  church  building  would  not  be 
enjoined,  a  stable  not  being  unavoidabljr 
and  of  itself  a  nuisance. 

In  Wokott  ▼.  Mdick,  11  N.  J.  £q.  204,  66 
Am.  Dec.  790,  it  was  held  that  an  iniunction 
to  prevent  the  erection  of  a  building  for  man- 
ufacturing purposes,  on  the  ground  of  its 
being  a  nuisance  to  an  adjoining  dwelling 
house,  would  not  be  granted  unless  a  very 
strong  case  should  be  made,  and  one  which 
is  marked  by  some  very 'peculiar  features. 
To  t&e  same  effect  was  Van  Bergen  v.  Van 
Bergen,  8  Johns.  Ch.  282,  1  L.  ed.  619,  8  Am. 
Dec.  511,  decided  by  Chancellor  Kent. 

In  State  v.  HaU,  82  N.  J.  L.  158,  the  su- 
preme  court  of  New  Jersey  held  that  a  ten- 
pin  alley,  kept  for  public  use  in  a  village, 
even  though  kept  in  connection  with  a  lager 
beer  saloon,  is  not,  per  se  a  nuisance. 

In  Pfingst  v.  Senn,  15  Ky.  L.  Rep.  825,  it 
was  claimed  by  neighboring  residents  that 
certain  premises  were  to  be  reopened  which 
had  before  been  used  as  a  pleasure  resort  gar- 
den, with  ten-pins,  dancing  and  band  music 
till  early  morning,  where  the  noise  would 
keep  the  neighbors  awake  to  the  detriment  of 
their  health  and  comfort,  and  where  crowds 
of  idle,  disorderly  persons  were  attracted  and 
became  a  nuisance  in  the  streets ;  that  all 
this  was  not  due  to  the  management,  but  in- 
herent in  the  business.  The  court  of  appeals 
of  Kentucky  held  that  a  nuisance  was  not 
clearly  made  out.  In  the  course  of  the  opin- 
ion, the  court  said:  ''Nor  are  the  things 
about  to  be  done  in  themselves  nuisances. 
There  can  be  beer  gardens  and  pleasure  re- 
sorts, music,  and  dancing  and  yet  no  nui- 
sance set  up.  Admittedly,  the  conduct  of 
such  exercises,  or  the  running  of  such  a  busi- 
ness may  result  in  inconvenience  and  annoy- 
ance to  neighbors  not  participating.  It  may 
render  the  location  less  eligible  as  a  place  of 
residence  for  people  who  pay  high  rents,  and 
are  of  'dainty  modes  ana  habits  of  living' 
(Wood  Nuisance,  §  800),  but  nevertheless, 
Uiese  places  and  modes  of  amusement  are  not 
to  be  condemned  or  denounced  as  nuisances 
in  themselves.  .'.  .  One  living  in  a  city, 
it  was  said  (in  LouieviUe  Coffin  Ch,  v.  War- 
ren, 78  Ey.  400) ,  *must  necessarily  submit  to 
the  annoyances  which  are  incidental  to  city 
life.'" 

In  Modes  v.  Dunbar,  57  Pa.  274,  98  Am. 
Dec.  221,  it  was  well  said  by  the  learned 
CMef  Justice:  ''It  is  a  difficult  matter  at  all 
times  to  strike  the  true  medium  between  the 
conflicting  interests  and  tastes  of  people  in  a 
densely  populated  city." 

These  cases,  and  many  others,  go  very  much 
farther  than  it  would  oe  necessary  to  go  in 
this  case  in  order  to  hold  that  the  business  of 
appellees  as  conducted  by  them  is  not  a  nuis- 
ance, and  that  they  are  not  liable  for  dam- 
ages because  the  adjacent  property  bad  been 
rendered  less  valuable  without  any  fault  on 
their  part. 

I  may  say.  besides,  that  were  this  an  ap- 
peal from  a  judgment  based  upon  an  order 
of  the  board  of  county  commissioners,  renew- 
in  jc  or  refusing  to  renew  a  license  to  appel- 
lees in  the  locality  where  the  acts  complained 
of  were  done,  the  case,  as  I  think,  would  be 
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a  stronger  one  for  appellants  than  is  the  case 
before  us,  which  is,  in  some  respects  a  col- 
lateral attack  upon  the  order  of  the  board 
granting  the  license. 

I  have  no  doubt,  as  already  intimated,  that 
the  question  of  locality  is  one  which  the 
board  of  county  commissioners,  or  the  court 
on  appeal,  ought  to  take  into  consideration 
in  determining  the  fitness  or  unfitness  of  an 
applicant  for  a  license  to  conduct  a  saloon. 
The  statute  itself,  section  5814,  Kev.  SUL 
1881,  seems  to  imply  as  much. 

In  EaUfiger  v.  East,  100  Ind.  484,  objection 
was  made  to  the  introduction  of  oertam  evi- 
dence showing  where  the  building  in  irhich 
license  was  applied  for  was  situate,  with 
reference  to  a  public  square  and  to  a  college 
and  a  graded  school  and  how  many  school 
children  usually  passed  the  building  in  go- 
ing to  and  returning  from  school .  This  court 
approved  a  ruling  admitting  the  evidence. 
Judge  Mitchell,  speaking  for  the  conn,  after 
alluding  to  the  requirement  of  the  statute, 
that  t^e  applicant  for  license  should  state  in 
his  notice  '^the  precise  location  of  the  prem- 
ises in  which  he  desires  to  sell  "  said  that 
while  the  inquiry  must  always  be  as  to  the 
fitness  of  the  applicant  to  be  entrusted  with 
the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquor,  yet  "it  may 
well  have  been  supposed  (by  the  legislature) 
that  in  determining  the  fitness  of  thinga,  a 
court  or  jury  might  take  into  account  wheth- 
er, under  all  the  evidence,  an  applicant  in  a 
particular  case  was  a  flt  person  to  be  en- 
trusted with  the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors, 
if  the  place  proposed  was  such  that  onlj  a 
man  possessea  oi  an  extraordinary  degree  of 
circumspection  and  caution  could  fitly  con- 
duct the  business  at  that  place,  with  a  due 
rewd  to  the  situation  and  surroundings.'' 

That,  however,  was  an  appeal  from  the  ac- 
tion of  the  board  of  county  commissioners  a» 
to  granting  a  license  in  the  first  place.  Here 
there  is  an  attack  on  the  authority  of  the  li- 
cense after  it  is  duly  granted. 

Besides,  in  this  case,  there  is  no  question 
of  the  fitness  of  the  appellee  to  keep  a  saloon. 
His  character  and  fitness  are  not  even  called 
in  question.  It  is  the  saloon  itself,  as  a  sa- 
loon simply,  and  a  properly  conducted  sa- 
loon, that  is  objected  to.  And  here  we  return 
to  the  real  question  at  issue.  This  saloon  is 
objected  to,  not  that  it  is  in  any  way  im- 
properly carried  on,  but  simply  l)ecause  it  i» 
a  saloon,  and  because  the  law  authorizing  it 
is  unconstitutional,  and  void.  All  other 
questions  are  waived  by  appellants  in  their 
argument,  and  by  the  rules  of  this  court 
should  not,  as  I  think,  be  considered. 

The  waiver,  too,  is  not  an  implied  one 
simply,  but  is  an  express  waiver.  And 
counsel  candidly  gives  us  his  reason  for  the 
waiver,  saying:  "If  this  were  the  only  sa- 
loon in  Indiana,  located  as  it  is,  I  dare  say 
there  would  be  little  difficulty  in  suppress- 
ing it,  but  as  it  is  a  part  of  a  great  system, 
we  aro  compelled  to  attack  the  svstem.'* 

Appellants  thus  seek  to  uphofd  their  de- 
murrer to  the  answer  setting  up  the  license 
on  the  sole  ground  **  that  such  license  is  do 
defense,  because  the  law  pretending  to  au- 
thorize the  same  is  unconstitutional  and 
void.  ** 
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It  does  not  seem  to  me  that  we  are  justified 
ID  ignoring  the  positions  taken  by  the  parties 
before  the  lower  court,  and  ^n  uieir  appeal 
to  this  court.  If  there  was  error  on  the  trial, 
that  error  should  be  presented  here  by  the 
party  appealing.  We  cannot  reverse  a  j  udg • 
ment  for  a  reason  that  the  lower  court  had 
no  ooportunity  to  pass  upon.  Appellants' 
briers  show  that  the  invalidity  of  the  liquor 
law  was  the  question  presented  to  the  lower 
court.  The  briefs  also  show  that  to  be  the 
question  presented  to  this  court.  Shall  we 
uen  do  what  Woods,  «7.,  in  Martin  v.  Mar- 
UOy  tupra,  said  the  courts  would  never  do, 
— ""go  beyond  the  brief  of  the  appellant  to 
search  the  record  in  quest  of  errors  which 
have  not  been  pointed  out  in  the  brief  ?^  I 
think  we  should  not,  and  that  the  appellees 
are  themselves  "entitled  to  the  benefit  of 
everything  in  the  record  which  may  prevent 
a  revosal  of  the  Judgment. "  By  the  aecision 
of  the  majority  of  the  court,  it  would  seem 
as  if  this  rule  was  to  be  changed,  and  that 
hereafter  the  burden  would  be  upon  the  ap- 
pellee to  show  that  the  record  was  without 


error,  rather  than  upon  the  appellant  to  point, 
out  the  error,  if  any  there  snould  be.  To* 
roe,  however,  the  long  established  rule  seema 
the  fair  one  to  be  applied  in  this  case,  fair 
to  the  parties  and  fair  to  the  court  below, 
which  could  only  pass  upon  the  questions 
presented  to  it  for  consideration  and  decision. 
The  theory  of  appellants*  complaint  and  of 
appellees*  answer,  the  theory  recognized  in 
the  trial  court  and  urged  in  the  briefs  in  this 
court,  bears  wholly  upon  the  constitutional - 
itv  of  the  liquor  license  law.  I  am  therefore- 
of  opinion,  without  even  oonsiderinff  the  fact 
that  this  saloon  is  properly  conducted  accord- 
ing to  law,  and  is  not  a  nuisance  in  itself, 
that  the  demurrer  was  properly  overruled, 
and  that  the  judgment  ought  consequently  to- 
be  aflSrmed. 

H&ekaejv  J, ."  I  concur  in  the  dissenting 
opinion  of  Howard,  Ch,  «/. 

Petition  for  second  rehearing  denied  March 
14,  1894. 
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1.  Aeeretioiui  formed  In  ft*ont  of  the 
huid  of  aevoral  owners  belonir  to  them  all  and 
caoDot  be  claimed  bv  one,  with  whose  land  the 
fliBt  point  of  contact  was  made. 

8.  Aeeretloiiewliiehbeifln  to  form  upon 
Uad  whleb  wae  orlffiiially  not  rl- 
perian  bat  became  such  by  the  washing  away 
of  a  portion  of  an  intermediate  tract,  and  which 
continne  to  form  until  they  reach  the  latter  tract 
and  then  flU  out  in  front  of  it,  replacing  some  of 
its  washed-out  portion,  do  not  all  belong  to  the 
land  on  which  they  b^n  to  form,  but  that  por- 
tion of  them  which  forms  beyond  its  original 
boupdaiy  Une  and  along  the  washed-out  portion 
of  the  adjoining  land  belongs  to  the  latter. 

(December  7, 1806.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Cole  County  in  favor 
of  plaintiffs  in  an  action  brought  to  recover 
poBseasion  of  certain  land  which  had  been 
formed  by  accretion  along  the  shore  of  the 
Hisaouri  ftiver.     Affirmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Meian,  SUwer  ^  Brown,  for  appellant: 

That  land  formed  by  accretion  belongs  to 
the  owner  of  the  contiguous  tract  to  which  the 
accretion  is  made,  is  a  fundamental  principle. 

Land  not  originally  riparian  becomes  so  when 
the  river  has  reached  it  by  gradually  washing 
away  all  the  intervening  land. 


Noxft.— Vor  ezteoBlve  treatment  of  the  question 
of  t)ie  divltfoD  of  allUTion  flats  or  water  front,  see 
note  to  Northern  Fine-I^md  Co.  v.  Bigelow  (Wis.) 
a  L.  R.  A.  778.  The  present  ease  adds  to  the  sub- 
)eet  a  novel  decision  on  peculiar  facts. 


NayUyry,  Caz,  114  Mo.  282;  Welles  v.  Bailey^ 
65  Conn.  292.  See  also  Bees  v.  JieDaniel,  115 
Mo.  145. 

And  where  the  lot  originally  not  riparian 
becomes  so  by  such  change  of  the  river-bed, 
Uiere  attach  to  it  all  the  incidents  of  riparii^n 
land. 

Welles  V.  Bailey,  supra. 

Among  these  incidents  \s  that  of  the  right  of 
appropriating  to  itself  eradnal  accretions  from 
the  river  where,  b^  a  change  in  the  movement 
of  the  bed,  it  begins  to  r^ede,  and  leave  soil 
upon  its  front. 

llnd. 

And  this  right  of  appropriation  does  not  cease 
when  the  original  limits  have  been  restored. 

Ibid, 

Messrs.  Pope»  Edwards  A  Davison  for 
respondent. 

Ganttt  P.  i7.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  is  an  action  of  ejectment  for  8. 18  acres 
of  land,  described  by  metes  and  bounds. 
Plaintiffs  assert  title  to  it  as  ji  part  of  the  S. 
£.  fractional  i  of  section  21,  township  45, 
ranee  12,  and  defendant  claims  it  as  an  ac- 
cretion to  lands  he  owns  in  section  28,  in  the 
same  township  and  range,  to  wit,  the  N.  W. 
i  of  the  N.  E.  i  and  W.  i  of  N.  E.  i  of  N. 
E.  \  of  said  section  28.  On  the  trial,  and  in 
his  answer,  defendant  admitted  he  was  in 
possession  of  all  the  lands  described  in  the 
petition,  but  disclaimed  all  title  or  right  to 
''so  much  of  said  land  as  lies  north  of  the 
line  between  sections  28  and  21,  in  township 
45,  ranffe  12,  and  west  of  a  line  beginning 
at  a  pofnt  on  said  line  between  said  sections 
28  and  21,  16  chains  east  of  the  northwest 
comer  of  the  northeast  quarter  of  said  section 
28,  and  extending  north  by  a  straight  line  to 
the  slough  of  the  Missouri  river,  ^  and  denied 
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plftintiffs'  right  to  the  remainder  of  the  land. 
It  was  admitted  that  plaintiffs,  as  the  heirs- 
-at- law  of  Floyd  Crandall,  their  father,  the 
original  plaintiff  in  this  cause,  now  de- 
ceaSed,  were  the  owners  of  the  8.  £.  frac- 
tional quarter  of  section  21,  under  mesne  con- 
veyances from  the  original  patentee  to  said 
land  from  the  United^  States,  and  that  de- 
fendant was  likewise  the  owner  of  the  N. 
W.  J  and  W.  \  of  the  N.  E.  i  of  the  N.  E. 
i  of  section  28.  It  was  shown  that  the  Mi<4- 
-souri  river  borders  on,  and  constitutes  the 
eastern  boundary  line  of,  said  S.  £.  frac- 
tional i  of  section  21 ;  that  the  direction  of 
the  river  along  the  eastern  side  of  this  land 
is  from  the  northwest  to  the  southeast  -,  that 
«ince  it  was  originally  surveved,  and  pat- 
ented by  the  government  of  thetJnited  States, 
six  or  seven  acres  of  it  has  washed  away, 
but  has  since  been  restored;  bv  accretion,  to 
the  eastern  boundary.  Defendant's  evidence 
tended  to  show  (1)  that  so  much  of  the  land 
sued  for  as  lies  north  of  the  line  between 
sections  28  and  21  (township  45,  range  12), 
and  east  of  a  line  beginning  at  a  point  on 
said  line  between  sections  28  and  21,  16  chains 
east  from  the  K.  W.  comer  of  the  K.  E.  i 
of  said  section  28,  and  extending  north  by  a 
straight  line  to  the  Missouri  river,  had  been 
washed  away  by  the  Missouri  river ;  ^2)  that 
said  washing  and  cutting  in  extended  in  on 
defendant's  land  lying  south  of  the  line  be- 
tween sections  21  and  28,  leaving  defendant's 
land  south  of  said  line  bordering  on  the  Mis- 
souri river;  (3)  that  afterwards  land  be^n 
to  re-form  to  defendant's  land  so  bordering 
on  the  Missouri  river,  and  that  said  land  so 
formed  by  degrees — that  is,  by  accretion, — 
■and  gradually  extended  over  the  line  be- 
tween sections  21  and  28;  that  the  land  so 
formed,  and  north  of  said  section  line  be- 
tween sections  21  and  28,  is  that  part  of  the 
land  in  suit,  which  defendant  claims;  that 
said  land  is  east  of  plaintiffs'  land  in  sec- 
tion 21,  and  north  of  defendant's  land  in  sec- 
tion 28;  that  the  river  runs  from  the  north- 
west to  southeast.  Defendant  also  introduced 
evidence  tending  to  show  that  he  had  known 
the  land  since  lS57 ;  that  he  had  bought  it  in 
1880,  and  claimed  possession  of  it  since  then, 
and  fenced  it  in  about  four  years  before  suit 
was  brought. 

Thereupon  the  court  instructed  the  jury, 
on  behalf  of  the  plaintiffs,  as  follows :  "  (1) 
If  the  jury  believes  and  finds  from  the  evi- 
dence that  the -land  described  in  plaintiff  *s 
petition  was  in  the  possession  of  the  defend- 
ant at  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  and 
that  plaintiff  was  the  owner  of  the  same,  or 
that  the  same  was  formed  by  accretion  made 
to  title  mainland,  of  which  the  plaintiff  was 
the  owner,  then  they  will  find  for  the  plain- 
tiff, and  also  find  for  him  for  damages  what- 
ever the  reasonable  rental  value  of  the  land 
is  worth  from  the  2d  day  of  February,  1888, 
until  the  present  time,  and  also  the  value  of 
timber  taken  by  defendant,  and  will  also  as- 
sess the  monthly  rents  and  profits  of  what- 
ever they  may  believe  from  the  evidence 
that  such  is  worth,  not  to  exceed  $5  per 
month.  (2)  In  an  instrument  made  either 
by  the  /government  or  by  an  individual,  if  a 
boundary  such  as  a  river  is  called  for,  the 


tract  must  have  that  boundary.  (3)  The  call 
for  a  natural  object  in  a  deed  or  grant,  aa  a 
river,  will  control  both  course  and  distance: 
and  if  the  plaintiff's  deeds  called  for  the 
Missouri  river,  and  that  defendant  had  aitd 
still  holds  the  possession  thereof  wroogfully 
from  plaintiff,  they  will  find  for  the  plain- 
tiff." "  (5)  Although  the  jury  may  believe 
that  the  portion  of  lands  contained  in  the 
deeds  to  plaintiff  at  any  time  washed  entirely 
away,  or  in  part,  after  the  same  was  surveyed 
and  patented  by  the  United  States  govern- 
ment, yet  if  they  further  find  that  the  land 
in  controversy  is  a  re-formation  of  said  lands 
on  the  bed  of  the  river  where  said  lands 
formerly  existed,  then  plaintiffs  are  entitled 
to  recover  in  this  action,  if  it  be  shown  that 
the  defendant  unlawfully  detained  the  same. 
(6)  If  the  jury  finds  that  the  plaintiffs,  and 
those  under  whom  they  claim,  were  in  pos- 
session and  the  owners  of  the  land  in  con- 
troversv,  then  the  fact  that  the  lands  had 
Washea  away,  and  other  land  formed  on  the 
bed  thereof  by  accretions,  does  not  change  or 
deprive  plaintiffs  of  title  to  same."  The 
court  gave  all  the  foregoing  instructions 
asked  by  plaintiffs,  and  aefendant  objected 
and  excepted. 

The  court,  then,  at  request  of  defendant, 
gave  the  following  instructions:  **  (8)  The 
court  instructs  the  jury  that  the  term  'ac- 
cretion, '  as  used  in  these  instructions,  means 
portions  of  soil  added  to  that  already  in  pos- 
session of  the  owner  by  gradual  deposit 
caused  by  the  washing  of  the  river.  (4)  The 
court  instructs  the  jury  that,  if  they  find  for 
plaintiff  for  only  a  part  of  the  land  claimed 
by  him  in  this  suit,  they  will  express  in  the 
verdict  the  part  of  said  land  plidntiff  is  so 
entitled  to  recover.  (5)  The  court  instructs 
the  jury  that  an  accretion  partakes  of  the 
character  of  the  land  by  the  conveyance  of 
the  latter,  and  it  makes  no  difference  in  this 
case  whether  the  alleged  accretion  was  formed 
to  defendant's  land  before  or  since  he  became 
the  owner  thereof,  provided  the  jury  find  it 
actually  did  so  form  by  way  of  accretion. 
(6)  The  court  instructs  the  lury  that  if  they 
shall  find  and  believe  from  the  evidence  that, 
for  ten  years  next  before  the  bringinir  of  this 
action,  the  defendant  was  in  tne  public, 
open,  and  adverse  possession  of  the  land  in 
dispute,  claiming  the  ownership  thereof,  then 
such  possession  and  claim  of  ownership  con- 
stitutes a  good  defense  for  defendant,  and  the 
iury  will  find  for  him,"— and  refused  the  fol- 
lowing, also  prayed  by  defendant:  '"(l) 
The  court  instructs  the  jury  that  if  they  be- 
lieve from  the  evidence  that  the  defendant  is 
the  owner  of  the  northwest  quarter  of  the 
northeast  quarter  and  the  west  half  of  the 
northeast  quarter  of  the  northeast  quarter  of 
section  28,  township  45,  range  12,  in  Cole 
county,  Mo.,  which  at  the  time  of  the  |ov- 
ernment  survey  of  the  same  was  cut  off  nom 
the  Missouri  river  by  intervening  land,  but 
that  said  intervening  land  was  washed  away 
by  change  of  the  river  bed  until  a  portion  of 
defendant's  land  bordered  on  the  river,  and 
that  afterwards  additions  were  made  to  de- 
fendant's land  so  fronting  on  the  rirer  bv 
gradual  and  imperceptible  accretions  or  ad- 
ditions thereto  by  the  sediment  or  deposit  of 


Caandall  v.  Allek.  . 


593 


the  river,  then  defendant  is  entitled  to  all 
such  accretions  to  his  front,  to  the  present 
margin  of  the  river,  and  the  jury  will  so 
find-  (2)  The  court  instructs  the  jury  that 
hI though  a  tract  of  land  may  not  originally 
have  bordered  on  a  river,  being  cut  on  there- 
from by  an  intervening  tract,  yet  if  such  in- 
tervening tract  is  washed  away  until  the 
remoter  tract  borders  on  the  river,  the  latter 
then  becomes  riparian,  and  is  entitled  to  the 
riparian  right  or  accretions,  ^ — and  defendant 
duly  excepted.  There  was  a  verdict  and 
judgment  for  plaintiffs. 

Tbe  appellant,  upon  the  fore^oine  facts. 
submits  that  the  main  question  involved  in 
his  appeal  is  this:  "Although  a  tract  of 
land  may  not  originally  have  bordered  on  a 
river,  being  sepal^ted  therefrom  by  an  inter- 
vening tract,  yet,  if  such  intervening  tract 
is  washed  away  until  the  remote  tract  bor- 
ders on  the  river,  the  latter  then  becomes  ri- 
parian, and  is  entitled  to  the  riparian  rights 
of  accretion,  even  though  such  accretion  ex- 
tends beyond  the  original  line  dividing  the 
two  tracts."  Nayhr  v.  Cox,  114  Mo.  232,  is 
cited  as  authority  for  this  position,  but  it  is 
misapprehension  of  that  case  to  apply  it  to 
the  undisputed  facts  of  this  case,  in  NayUn' 
V.  Cox  the  accretion  began  to  the  island,  be- 
tween which  and  the  Howard  county  shore 
the  Missouri  river  ran.  The  accretion  grad- 
ually pushed  the  river  north,  until  it  cut 
away  a  large  portion  of  the  bank  on  the 
north,  or  Howard  county  side ;  the  river  thus 
changing  its  bed,  but  still  preserving,  as 
lon^  as  ft  ran,  a  water  front  to  each  tract  of 
land.  We  held  that  the  river  was  a  natural 
boundary  on  defendant's  land,  and,  as  it  had 
cut  away  and  destroyed  a  part  of  his  land, 
his  boundary  receded  as  the  river  encroached 
upon  him,  and  although  the  accretions  to  the 
island  on  the  opposite  side  increased  until 
they  passed  the  line  of  survey,  which  once 
defined  defendant's  southern  boundary,  they 
beloneed  to  the  owner  of  the  island.  With 
that  decision  we  are  still  satisfied,  but  we 
think  this  record  presents  a  very  different 
proposition.  In  the  case  at  *ar,  both  pro- 
prietors own  their  lands  on  the  west  bank  of 
the  Missouri  river;  the  plaintiffs*  land  lying 
immediately  north  of,  and  adjoining,  defend- 
ant's on  the  south.  The  proposition  of  de- 
fendant, that  if  the  river  cut  away  and  de- 
stroyed all  the  land  that  originally  intervened 
between  his  land  in  section  28  and  the  river, 
until  the  river  formed  in  fact  his  eastern  or 
northern  boundary,  he  thereby  became  a  ri- 
parian owner,  is  true  enough,  In  one  sense ; 
but  it  is  not  true,  either  in  reason  or  upon 
authority,  that  it  would  enable  him,  by 
means  of  the  accretion  to  his  own  shore,  to 
appropriate  all  the  alluvion  or  accretions  that 
formed  in  front  of  his  neighbor's  shore  on 
the  same  side  of  the  river  or  water  front. 
We  find  nothing  in  the  record  that  questions 
that  this  accretion  in  front  of  plaintiffs'  land 
formed  to  their  ahore ;  but  it  is  assumed  by 
defendant  that  if  it  began  to  form  on  the 
north  of  his  land,  as  the  river  then  ran,  until 
it  extended  up  in  front  of  plaintiffs*  bound- 
ary on  the  same  river,  it  then  became  de- 
fendant's by  reason  of  the  alluvion  having 
first  made  its  appearance  on  his  northern 
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boundary.  The  inevitable  consequence  of 
this  claim  would  be,  if  carried  to  its  logical 
conclusion,  that  defendant  would  thus  be- 
come possessor  of  the  river  front,  not  only 
in  front  of  plaintiffs,  but  of  all  other  riparian 
owners,  wherever  the  accretion  extended  east 
of  a  line  drawn  north  from  a  point  on  the 
line  between  sections  21  and  28,  16  chains 
east  of  the  N.  W.  corner  of  the  N.  E.  i  of 
said  section  No.  28,  if  it  was  continuous. 
In  a  word,  the  contention  is  simply  this : 
that  if,  in  the  forming  of  accretions  along 
a  river  front,  it  can  be  shown  that  the  point 
of  contact  was  first  made  to  lands  of  one  of 
the  riparian  owners,  he  is  entitled  thereby 
to  the  whole  accretion  subsequently  made  to 
the  lands  of  other  riparian  owners  on  either 
side  of  him,  and  although  this  would  thus 
cutoff  their  water  boundaries  and  privileges. 
As  before  said,  there  is  no  warrant  for  this 
claim  in  liaylor  v.  Cox,  or  any  other  case 
within  our  knowledge.  On  the  contrary, 
the  authorities  are  numerous  and  well  con- 
sidered which  scrupulously  preserve  to  each 
adjoining  riparian  owner  his  water  bound- 
aries and  privileges.  In  Lamprey  v.  MetcoJf, 
52  Minn.—,  18  L.  R.  A.  670,  the  supreme 
court  of  Minnesota,  in  discussing  the  reason 
for  the  law  giving  accretions  and  relictions 
to  the  riparian  owner,  says:  **The  reasons 
usually  given  for  the  rule  are  either  that  it 
falls  within  the  maxim  *de  minimis  lex  non 
curat,*  or  that,  because  the  riparian  owner 
is  liable  to  lose  soil  by  the  action  or  en- 
croachment of  the  water,  he  should  also  have 
the  benefit  of  any  land  gained  by  the  same 
action.  But  it  seems  to  us  that  the  rule  rests' 
upon  a  much  broader  principle,  and  has  a 
much  more  important  purpose  in  view,  viz. 
to  preserve  the  fundamental  riparian  right — 
on  which  all  others  depend,  and  which  con- 
stitutes the  principal  value  of  the  land— of 
access  to  the  water.  The  incalculable  mis- 
chiefs that  would  follow  if  a  riparian  owner 
is  liable  to  be  cut  off  from  access  to  water, 
and  another  owner  sandwiched  in  between 
him  and  it.  whenever  the  water  line  has  been 
changed  by  accretions  or  relictions,  are  self 
evident,  and  have  been  frequently  animad- 
verted on  by  the  court." 

When  the  witnesses  were  asked  in  front  of 
whose  land  the  river  now  ran,  they  answered, 
"As  much  in  front  of  plaintiffs'  as  defend- 
ant's,'' or  **  About  as  much  of  one  as  the 
other ;"  and  defendant  said  that  after  the  ac- 
cretion formed  ""it  was  east  of  plaintiffs' 
land,  and  north  of  mine."  The  apportion- 
ment of  alluvion  is  by  no  means  new  in  the 
judicial  history  of  this  country,  and  many 
rules  have  been  suggested  and  adopted  to  se- 
cure to  each  riparian  owner  his  just  propor- 
tion of  the  accretions.  Thus,  in  Deerfield  v. 
Arms,  17  Pick.  41,  28  Am.  Dec.  276,  Chief 
Justice  Shaw  quoted  and  adopted  a  rule  of  the 
civil  law  found  in  Denisart's  Collection  of 
New  Cases,  in  France  (1783),. and  says  of  it : 
**  The  rule  suggested  in  this  work  is  founded 
upon  the  obvious  consideration  already  al- 
luded to.  that  in  many  cases  lands  which 
border  uoon  navigable  rivers  derive  a  great 
part  of  tlieir  actual  value  from  that  circum- 
stance, and  frpm  the  benefit  of  the  public 
easement  thereby  annexed  to  such  lands,  and 
88 
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that  being  wholly  deprived  of  the  benefit  of 
that  situation  would  operate  as  a  great  hard- 
ship, and  do  real  injustice  to  a  riparian  pro- 
prietor, although  he  should  obtain  his  full 
proportion  of  the  land,  measured  by  the  sur- 
face. This  injustice  will  be  avoided  by  the 
proposed  rule,  in  conformity  with  which  each 
proprietor  will  keep  a  larger  or  smaller  pro- 
portion of  the  alluvial  formation,  and  of  the 
newly  formed  river  or  shore  line,  according 
to  the  extent  of  his  original  line  on  the  shore 
of  the  river."  After  givine  the  rule,  he  says 
further :  **  This  mode  of  distribution  secures 
to  each  riparian  proprietor  the  benefit  of  con- 
tinuing to  hold  to  the  river  shore,  whatever 
chanees  may  take  place  in  the  condition  of 
the  river  by  accretion,  and  the  rule  is  ob- 
viously founded  in  that  principle  of  equity 
upon  which  the  distribution  is  to  be  made." 
See  also  Gould,  Waters,  §§  162-164,  and 
cases  cited ;  •  Qran  v.  Deluee,  5  Cush.  9 ; 
Thornton  v.  Grant,  10  R.  I.  487,  14  Am. 
Rep.  701 ;  Kehr  v.  J^/nder,  114  111.  818.  65 
Am.  Reb.  866. 

In  this  oase  the  court,  in  effect,  instructed 
the  iury  that,  if  this  was  accretion  to  plain- 
tiffs land  on  their  river  front,  they  were  en- 
titled to  it,  and  declined  to  instruct  that  if 
the  accretions  began  on  defendant's  land,  and 


extended  north  in  front  of  plaintiffs'  laods 
on  the  river,  defendant  was  entitled  to  ii, 
though  its  effect  might  be  to  cut  off  plain- 
tiffs from  their  water  boundary  and  rights. 
We  think  the  circuit  court  was  correct,  un- 
der the  facts  of  the  case.  Plaintiffs  were  the 
exclusive  riparian  proprietors,  as  to  these  ac- 
cretions that  formed  on  the  east  of  their  land, 
on  the  Missouri  river,  and  were  most  clearly 
entitled  to  recover  them.  As  was  said  in 
Manchester  v.  Point  Street  Iron  Works,  13  R. 
I.  855,  and  approved  in  Kehr  v.  Snydtr,  114 
111.  313,  55  Am.  Rep.  866,  ""one  common 
principle,  which  pervades  all  modes  of  di 
vision  fof  accretion  or  alluvion],  is  that  no 
regard  is  to  be  paid  to  the  direction  of  the 
side  lines  between  contiguous  proprietors.'' 
'^In  all  cases  when  practicable,  every  pro- 
prietor is  entitled  to  a  frontage  of  the  same 
width  on  the  new  shore  as  on  the  old  shore, 
and  at  low- water  mark  as  well  as  at  high- 
water  mark,  without  regard  to  the  side  lines 
of  the  upland. "  Gould,  Waters,  §  163.  Giv. 
ing  plaintiffs  their  original  river  front  would 
necessarily  secure  them  the  land  in  suit. 

We  have  examined  the  other  assignmenta 
but  find  no  substantial  error,  and  thejudfrnent 
is  affirmed. 

All  concur. 
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RE  Rachel  A.  BRAMBERRY'S  ESTATE. 


APPEAL   OP  H.    James   BRAMBERRY. 
(166  Pa.  628.) 

1.  A  oonveyance  of  land  to  a  husband 
and  wife  in  oonsummatlon  of  their  joint  pur- 
ohaaeof  it  during- ooverture  vests  in  them  an  es- 
tate by  entireties. 

8,  A  mortflfaife  taken  in  the  Joint 
names  of  husband  and  wife  on  the  sale 
of  land  held  as  tenants  by  the  entirety  is  pre- 
sumed to  be  held  by  the  same  estate. 


(October  2. 1888.) 

APPEAL  by  H.  James  Bramberrv,  adminis- 
trotor  01  the  estate  of  Rachef  A.  Bram- 
berry,  deceased,  from  a  decree  of  the  Orphans 
Court  for  Chester  Countjr  dismissing  excepUoos 
to  the  report  of  an  auditor  surcharging  him, 
in  the  settlement  of  his  accounts  as  sdmnus- 
trator,  with  one-half  of  the  amount  of  a  cer- 
tain mortgage  given  Jointly  to  himself  and  his 
wife,  which  he  claimed  as  his  individual  prop* 
erty.     Benersed, 

The  materia]  portion  ot  the  auditor's  report 
was  as  follows.* 


Nora.— IVnaney  by  the  entireties  in  personal  prop- 
erty. 

The  decision  in  the  above  oase,  that  a  mort«a^ 
taken  In  the  joint  names  of  husband  and  wife  on 
the  sale  of  land  held  as  tenants  by  the  entireties  is 
presumed  to  be  held  by  the  same  estate.  Is  a  very 
important  one,  considerinir  the  number  of  deois- 
iODS  which  hold  that  this  kind  of  tenancy  is  not 
abolished  by  the  married  women^s  statute.  This 
Is,  we  believe,  substantially,  if  not  entirely  a  pio- 
neer decision.  Although  the  opinion  in  the  case 
states  that  a  tenancy  by  the  entireties  may  exist  in 
personal  as  well  as  real  property,  this  can  be 
true  only  In  a  modified  sense,  in  the  absence  of 
statutes  abolishinir  the  common-law  disabilities  of 
married  women.  The  power  of  the  husband  at 
common  law  to  reduce  to  his  possession  all  choses 
in  action  of  the  wife,  and,  in  the  case  of  securities 
taken  in  their  joint  names,  to  dispose  of  them  and 
appropriate  the  proceeds,  clearly  prevented  the 
existence  at  common  law  of  a  tenancy  by  the  en- 
tlretlesiin  its  true  sense  in  personal  property. 

The  case  of  Gillan  v.  Dixon,  66  Pa.  896,  cited  in 
the  main  case  as  authority  for  the  doctrine  that  a 
tenancy  by  entireties  may  exist  in  personal  prop- 
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erty,  is  one  of  a  class  of  cases  holding  that  chose» 
in  action  owned  by  husband  and  wife  jointly  would 
survive  to  the  wife  on  the  husband*s  death,  io  caae 
they  were  not  reduced  to  his  posseaslon  during  his 
lifetime.  But  these  cases  do  not  restrict  hia  riffbt 
to  cut  off  the  wife^s  interest  entirely  by  redocioir 
the  choses  in  action  to  his  posseaslon.  Tbeiefore, 
the  joint  interest  of  husband  and  wife  is  not,  in 
the  strict  sense,  a  tenancy  by  the  entiretieflb 

In  Gillan  v.  Dixon,  sui>fti,  choses  in  action  be- 
longing to  a  daughter,  which  on  her  death  pased 
to  the  father  and  mother  jointly,  were  held  to  sur- 
vive to  the  wife,  where  the  husband  died  befoie 
administration  and  distribution  of  the  daugh- 
ter's estate,  as  In  that  case  it  was  impossible  for 
him  to  reduce  them  to  possession  during  his  life. 

To  the  same  effect  it  is  held  in  Frankenlleid  v. 
Gruver,  7  Pa.  448,  that  personal  estate  passing  to 
father  and  mother  of  an  intestate  survives  to  the 
mother,  if  not  reduced  to  posseaslon  by  the  (Stber 
during  his  life. 

Thesameis  :true  of  a  bequest  to  a  husband  sad 
wife.   Hamm  v.  Melsenhelter,  0  Watts.  810. 

And  a  recogninnce  in  an  orphans'  court  for  the 
wife's  share  of  land  taken  in  the  name  of  both  hus- 
band and  wife,  survives  to  her,  if  not  reduced  mto 
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""The  exceptions  to  the  account  are  merely 
formal,  and  state  that  the  accountant  has  not 
charged  himself  with  all  the  money  that  has 
come,  or  should  have  come,  into  his  hands, 
but  the  chief  contention  is  in  relation  to  the 
supposed  interest  of  the  decedent  in  a  certain 
bond  and  morteago  in  the  possession  of  the 
accountant,  and  the  facts  relating  to  them 
are  as  follows,  viz.  :  Lewis  Seal  and  Susan 
W..  his  wife,  by  deed  dated  March  28,  A. 
D.  1865,  conveyed  certain  premises  therein 
mentioned  to  Henry  James  Bramberry  and 
Rachel  A.,  his  wife,  which  said  premises 
they  conveyed  to  Dr.  Benjamin  Thompson 
by  deed  dated  March  11,  A.  D.  1890,  and  re- 
corded in  the  recorder's  office  of  Chester 
county  in  Deed  Book  T  10,  vol.  241,  page 
18,  and  secured  on  the  said  premises  the  sum 
of  fifteen  hundred  dollars,  by  the  bond  and 
mortgage  of  the  said  Dr.  Benjamin  Thompson 
for  that  amount,  dated  March  28,  A.  D.  1890, 
drawn  to  H.  James  Bramberry  and  Rachel 
A.,  his  wife,  payable  in  five  years  at  five 
per  cent  interest,  payable  half-yearly,  the 
mortgage  being  founa  on  record  in  the  re- 
corder's office  aforesaid  in  Mortgage  Book 
M4,  vol.  86,  page  91,  and  was  given  to  secure 
a  part  of  the  purchase  money  of  the  said 
premises.    This  mortgage  is  not  yet  due,  and 


a  part  only  of  it,  with  accrued  interest,  has 
been  paid,  and  no  part  of  either  principal  or 
interest  is  found  in  the  administrator's  ac- 
count. The  claim  made  by  the  party  except' 
ing  is  that  one  half  of  this  sum,  viz.  seven 
hundred  and  fifty  dollars,  with  one  half  of 
the  interest  thereof,  belongs  to  the  estate  of 
the  said  decedent,  and  should  be  accounted 
for  by  her  administrator.  The  position  taken 
by  the  accountant  is  that  as  the  land  sold  by 
Lewis  Seal  and  wife  was  conveyed  to  the  said 
Henry  James  Bramberry  and  Rachel  A. ,  his 
wife,  they,  under  the  provisions  of  the  com- 
mon law,  fortified  by  a  long  line  of  decisions 
of  our  own  courts,  took  an  estate  by  en- 
tireties, and  not  by  moieties,  and  that,  m  the 
event  of  the  death  of  either  of  them  in  the 
lifetime  of  the  other,  the  whole  estate  would 
immediately  vest  in  the  survivor ;  and  when 
they  sold  this  land  to  Dr.  Thompson,  and 
took  a  purchase- money  mortgage  to  both  of 
them  as  husband  and  wife,  the  same  principle 
would  follow  the  mortgage,  and,  when 
Rachel  A.  Bramberry  died,  her  interest  in 
the  mortgage  immediately  vested  in  her 
surviving  husband.  If  this  position  is  the 
true  one,  then  the  accountant  is  right  in  not 
taking  into  his  account  one  half  of  said  bond 
and  mortgage  debt  and  its  interest.    But  is 


the  husband^  poBsesBlon  or  disposed  of  by  him. 
Lodge  V.  Hamilton,  2  Qerg.  &  R.  496. 

So  notes  taken  in  the  name  of  both  husband  and 
▼Ife  go  the  survivor  on  the  death  of  either.  Shields 
V.  Staiman,  48  Mo.  SB;  Abehhre  v.  State,  68  Ind.  64. 

lo  Re  Albreoht,  infra,  it  is  said:  **  We  are  aware 
that  there  are  many  authorities  holding'  that  where 
the  husband  purchases  a  security,  or  makes  a  de- 
P06it,  or  subscribes  for  stock  in  the  Joint  name  of 
himself  and  wife,  and  pays  therefor  with  his  own 
funds,  upon  his  death  the  entire  security  belongs 
to  the  wife,  tf  she  survives  him.  But  the  decision 
in  ail  these  oases  is  put  upon  the  ground  that  it  is 
apparent  from  the  character  of  the  transaction 
that  the  husband  intended  to  give  the  property  to 
hto  wife  in  the  event  of  her  survivorship,  and  hence 
the  transfer  possesses  all  the  essential  qualities  of 
a  gift  eouaa  mortis  wbioh  he  may  revoke  in  his  life- 
time, and  which  does  not  take  eifeot  until  his 
death,  if  not  previously  recalled."  These  cases 
eTldently  have  no  real  bearing  on  the  question  of 
a  tenanoy  by  the  entirety  in  such  personal  proper- 
ty. 

In  this  daas  of  cases  also  are  Sanf ori  v.  Sanf ord, 
tf  N. Y.788;  Cral«r  v. Craiff,8 Barb.  Ch.  104,  5  L.  ed. 
Kfi:  Johnson  v.  Lusk,  6  Ooldw.  118,  96  Am.  Dec.  446; 
Boret  v.Spelman.  4  N.  Y.S88;  Boman  Catholic  Or- 
pban  Aiylum  v.  Strain,  2  firadf .  84;  Re  Brooks,  5 
Bern.  888;  Piatt  v.  Orubb,  1  N.  Y,  S.  R.  494;  Draper 
T.  Jackson,  16  Mass.  488. 

It  is  expressly  stated  In  Abshirev.  State,  supra. 
that  personal  property  is  not  subject  to  a  tenancy 
by  the  entireties,  and  this  statement  as  we  have 
wen,  must  be  regarded  as  correct,  wheru  the  wif  e*s 
common-law  disabilities  and  the  husband*s  control 
over  her  whole  property  exist.  But  under  the 
modem  statutes  existing  in  most  states,  allowing 
a  manied  woman  to  hold  separate  property,  and  in 
8ome  states  freeing  her  from  all  restrictions,  a 
tenancy  by  the  entireties  mi^ht  be  possible.  So 
that  the  deciskm  In  the  main  case  may  be  more  im- 
portant than  it  would  appear  to  be  at  first  thought. 
It  iB  conoetvable  that  under  these  modem  statutes 
the  doctrine  of  tenancy  by  the  entireties  might  be 
tppUed  to  personal  as  well  as  real  property,  but 
the  few  decisloDS  really  touching  the  question  have 
not  fnliy  settled  the  law  on  the  question.. 
22LR.A. 


Surplus  moneys  arising  out  of  a  foreclosure  sale 
of  premises  held  as  tenants  by  the  entteety  are  re- 
garded as  real  estate,  subject  to  the  same  tenancy. 
Oermania  Sav.  Bank  v.  Juner,  2B  Abb.  N.  C.  81.  But 
this  decision  is  based  expressly  on  the  theory  that 
such  surplus  proceeds  are  not  to  be  regarded  as  per- 
sonalty. 

In  Patton  v.  Kankin,  68  Ind.  24S,  84  Am.  Bep. 
254,  a  crop  raised  on  land  held  by  an  estate  in  en- 
tireties is  regarded  the  same  as  the  land,  so  as  not 
to  be  subject  to  a  levy  against  the  husband  alone. 
But  in  these  oases  as  well  as  in  Ba  Bbambmbrt,  the 
main  case  the  property  held  by  this  estate  is  con- 
nected with,  and  in  some  sense  derived  from,  land 
thus  held  and  there  seems  to  be  no  case  in  which 
personal  property,  under  modem  statutes,  has  been 
held  to  be  the  subject  of  a  tenacy  by  the  entireties, 
where  it  did  not  in  some  way  grow  out  of,  or  rep- 
resent, real  property  held  by  that  estate. 

Tenanoy  by  the  entirety  does  not  exist  in  a  bond 
and  mortgage  executed  to  husband  and  wife  for 
moneys,  of  which  each  individually  contributed  a 
part,  but  upon  the  death  of  either  his  or  her  share 
vests  in  his  or  her  personal  representatives.  Re 
Albreoht,  18  L.  B.  A.  888, 186  N.  T.  9L 

Under  a  statuteiproviding  that  a  wife  shall  have 
her  separate  property  to  the  'teme  extent  as  before 
marriage,**  an  Investment  by  husband  and  wife  in 
securities  to  which  they  contribute  equal  shares  of 
the  funds,  ^taking  their  securities  in  their  Joint 
names,  is  held  to  belong»to  them  equally  and  not 
to  be  subject  to  survivorship.  Wait  v.  Bovee,  86 
Mich.  436. 

So,  under  the  statute  giving  a  wife  her  separate 
estate,  an  annuity  charged  on  land  in  favor  of  hus- 
band and  wife  for  their  Joint  lives  and  to  the  sur- 
vivor for  life,  does  not  give  the  husband  the  entire 
interest  during  the  Joint  lives,  but  they  take  by 
moieties,  and  the  husband,  if  be  receives  the  whole 
annuity  during  his  wife^s  lifetime,  is  a  trustee  of 
Qer  portion.    Sloan  v.  Frothingham,  72  Ahi.  580. 

Husband  and  wife  may  also  be  tenants  in  com- 
mon of  personal  proper^.  Chambovet  v.  Cagney, 
8  Jones  &  S.  474;  Kaufman  v.  Schotfel,  46  Hun,  571. 

B.A.R. 


596 


PKNKSYLVAlifA  SCTPKEAIE  QODRT. 


Oct., 


this  position  the  true  one?  and  will  the  com- 
mon-law  doctrine  governing  estates  by  en- 
tireties of  husband  and  wife  apply  to  the  case 
now  on  hand?  There  can  be  no  doubt  about 
the  common- law  principle  relating  to  cases 
where  land  is  conveyed  to  husband  and  wife, 
which  declares  that  they  take  by  entireties, 
""per  tout  et  non  per  my. '  See  2  Chitty,  Bl. 
147,  148.  This  principle,  while  repeatedly 
affirmed  and  reamrmed  by  our  supreme  court, 
is  very  clearly  stated  in  the  late  case  of  FUek 
V.  Ziilhaver,  117  Pa.  213,  and  it  is  unnec- 
essary to  spend  further  time  in  the  investiga- 
tion of  a  principle  so  thoroughly  established 
in  our  law. .  This  principle,*  then,  while  it 
may  be  now,  as  it  was  before  the  passage  of 
the  Married  Persons'  Property  Act  of  June 
3,  A.  D.  1887  (Pub.  Laws,  1887,  p.  382). 
held  to  be  indisputable,  of  which  your 
auditor  has  serious  doubts,  still  the  principle 
or  doctrine  cannot,  in  the  opinion  of  your 
auditor,  be  made  to  apply  to  the  case  in 
point.  In  this  case  the  real  estate  held  by 
husband  and  wife  by  entireties  was  by  their 
joint  and  mutual  action  sold,  and  the  realty 
was  thereby  converted  into  personalty,  and 
after  this  conversion  they  invest  $1,500  of  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale  in  the  same  land,  and 
secure  their  investment  by  bond  and  mort- 
gage. By  doing  this  they  obtain  a  lien  upon 
the  land,  but  no  interestin  it.  In  Craft  v. 
lf\eb$ter,  4  Rawle,  255,  the  supreme  court 
says:  'A  mortgage  in  Pennsylvania  is  lit- 
erally and  legally  now  understood  to  be  but 
a  bare  security  for  the  payment  of  the  moncv, 
or  the  performance  of  other  acts  therein 
mentioned  ;'  and  a  number  of  cases  are  cited 
by  the  court  in  support  of  this  doctrine.  It 
is  cleart  then,  that 'at  this  stage  of  the  case 
the  property  is  personalty,  and  not  realty. 
Now,  if  the  property  is  personal  estate  at 
this  stage  of  the  case,  whose  personal  estate 
is  it?  Does  it  belong  to  the  husband,  to  the 
wife,  or  to  both  together?  The  testimony  of 
E.  B.  Speakman,  who,  being  an  interested 
witness,  was  called  only  to  testify  of  matters 
occurring  since  the  death  of  the  decedent, 
said  'he  [H.  J.  Bramberry]  told  me  that  it 
[the  mortgage]  was  one  hair  hers  and  one  half 
his,  and  Mr.  Bramberry  stated  that  his  opin- 
ion before  he  consulted  counsel  was  that  one 
half  of  the  mortgage  would  go  to  his  wife's 
estate. '  Your  auditor  is  convinced  that  one 
half  of  the  money  secured  by  the  Dr.  Thomp- 
son bond  and  mortgage  was  and  is  the  separate 
personal  property  of  the  decedent. 

"  This  fact  being  established,  the  next  point 
to  be  considered  is  this:  If  husband  and 
wife,  each  owning  respective  sums  of  money 
in  their  own  right,  place  them  together  in 
one  loan,  and  secure  the  same  by  bond  and 
mortgage  drawn  to  both  of  them,  in  which 
they  are  designated  a^  husband  and  wife, 
will  the  adoption  of  this  form  of  security 
carry  with  it  the  common- law  principle  of 
an  estate  by  entireties  in  the  whole  sum  in- 
vested, with  the  incident  of  survivorship, 
so  that,  in  the  event  of  the  death  of  either 
before  the  mortgage  is  collected,  the  survivor 
will  take  the  whole  amount?  The  counsel 
for  the  accountant  argues  affirmatively,  and 
cites  in  support  of  his  position  the  case  of 
Donnelly's  Estate,  7  Pa.  Co.  Ct.  Rep.  196 ;  but 
22L.  R.A. 


in  that  case  there  is  no  evidence  of  who  wtis 
the  owner  of  the  money,  and,  in  addition  to 
that,  the  case  was  clogged  with  a  special 
agreement  which  controlled  it.  and  apon 
which  it  could  not  but  be  decided,  mi 
case,  then,  gives  us  no  light,  and  your  auditor 
is  of  the  opinion  that  the  investment  in  dud- 
ner  aforesaid  would  not  deprive  the  estate 
of  one  half  of  the  amount  invested.  This  is 
not  the  case  of  a  conveyance  of  land  to  hus- 
band and  wife,  nor  the  case  of  a  devise  (if 
land  to  husband  and  wife,  nor  where  persoo^il 
estate  is  bequeathed  to  husband  and  wife, 
nor  where  realty  or  personalty  falls  to  bus 
band  and  wife  under  the  provisions  of  the 
intestate  laws  of  the  state ;  but  it  is  the  ca5v 
w^here  a  married  woman  possessing  separate 
personal  estate  invests  it  upon  real -estate 
security,  and  takes  a  bond  and  mortgage, 
drawn  to  her  and  her  husband,  who  has  in- 
vested a  similar  sum,  and  w^hich  is  secured 
bv  the  same  mortgage.  Why,  in  the  event 
oi  her  death  before  the  mortgage  matures, 
should  her  estate  be  swept  away  from  her 
children,  and  the  whole  of  It  given  to  her 
surviving  husband?  If  H.  J.  Bramberry  and 
Rachel  A.  Bramberry  had  been  brother  and 
sister,  then  no  one  would  for  a  moment  sup 
pose  that  the  estate  of  either  would  lose  any 
thing  in  the  event  of  the  death  of  either  be- 
fore the  collection  of  the  debt.  Then,  if  a 
different  state  of  affairs  exists  in  this  case,  it 
must  be  because  they  are  husband  and  wife. 
Now,  the  Married  Persons'  Property  Act  of 
1887  expressly  says  that  hereafter  marriage 
shall  not  be  held  to  impose  any  disability  on 
or  incapacity  in  a  married  woman  as  to'  the 
acquisition,  ownership,  possession,  coDtro). 
use,  or  disposition  of  property  of  any  kind, 
in  any  trade  or  business  in  which  she  mar 
engage,  or  for  necessaries,  and  for  the  use. 
enjoyment,  and  improvement  of  her  separate 
estate,  real  and  personal,  etc.  This  law.  in 
the  opinion  of  your  auditor,  controls  the 
present  case ;  and  one  half  of  the  Dr.  Thomp- 
son bond  and  mortgage  being  the  separate 
personal  estate  of  the  said  Rachel  A.  Bram- 
berry, and  the  investment  having  been  made 
since  the  passage  of  the  Married  Per9on>' 
Property  Act  of  1887,  the  money  belongs  tn 
the  estate  of  the  said  decedent,  and  must  be 
accounted  for  by  her  administrator." 

Mr.  Oeore^e  B.  Johnson,  for  appellant: 

Husband  and  wife  both  hold  real  and  per 
sonal  estate  which  is  in  their  joint  names  by 
entireties  and  not  by  moieties;  and  therefore, 
bv  right  of  survivorship,  upon  the  death  of 
cither,  the  survivor  takes  the  whole. 

2  Bl.  Com.  182;  2  Kent,  Com,  182;  Stveh^ 
V.  Ketfe,  28  Pa.  401;  Gillan  v.  DiJMn,  65  P» 
895;  Slaymaker  v.  Bank  of  Oet^sburg,  10  Ph. 
373;  DonneUy's  Estate,  7  Pa.  Co.  Ct  Rep. 
198. 

The  principle  of  tenancy  by  entireties  in  real 
estate  and  the  right  of  survivorship  bHweeo 
persons  jointly  possessed  of  any  chattel  hiter 
est,  created  by  the  common  law  (2  Bl.  Com.  pp. 
]82r-183,  899).  has  always  been  recognized  aod 
applied,  as  an  established  rule  of  constructioD, 
to  all  grants  of  real  estate  or  personal  propertj. 
or  titles  to  choses  in  action,  vested  in  a  hus- 
band or  wife  during  coverture,  in  Penusyl- 
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vania.  No  distinction  seems  to  be  made  in  this 
respect  between  personalty  and  realty. 

Lodge  V.  Hamilton:  2  Serg.  &  R.  498;  Stay- 
maker  V.  Bank  of  Getty f^rg,  supra;  Franken- 
field  V.  Gruver,  7  Pa.  448;  Bobb  v.  Beaver,  8 
Watts  &  8.  107;  French  v.  Mehan ,  56  Pa.  286; 
Hamm  v.  Meisenhelter,  9  Watts,  849;  Winter- 
emt  V.  5m»YA.  4  Rawle,  177;  Fink  v.  irdA:^?,  6 
Watts,  182;  Fleek  v.  Zillhaver,  117  Pa.  218. 

A  bond  or  judgment  to  husband  or  wife, 
or  any  other  chose  in  action  survives  to  hus- 
band and  wife. 

GHaon  V.  Todd,  1  Rawle,  452;  Carey's  JSs- 
tate,  1  Chester  (Pa.)  99;  Gittan  v.  Dixon,  supra; 
JXter  V.  Direr,  56  Pa.  107;  Holcomh  v.  PeopWs 
Sat.  Bank,  92  Pa.  888;  Doe  v.  Parratt,  5  T. 
R.  652;  McCurdy  v.  Canning,  64  Pa.  40. 

Tbe  doctrine  of  the  right  of  survivorship  as 
to  personalty  has  been  recognized  since  the 
Act  of  Junes,  1887. 

Homberger  v.  Whitdy,  1  Pa.  Dist.  Rep.  809. 

Statutes  similar  to  ours  of  June  8, 1887,  have 
received  the  same  construction  in  Arkansas. 

Robinson  v.  Sagle,  29  Ark.  202. 

Id  Mississippi. 

McDuffy,  Beauehamp,  50  Miss.  581;  Hem- 
ingway V.  Scales,  4St  Miss.  1,  2  Am.  Rep.  586, 
97  Am.  Dec  425. 

In  Missouri. 

Gamer  y.  Jones,  52  Mo.  68;  Hall  v.  Stephens^ 
65  Mo.  670,  27  Am.  Rep.  a02. 

In  Indiana. 

Ahsiiire  v.  ^ate,  53  Ind.  64;  Anderson  v. 
TannehiU,  42  Ind.  141;  HuUtt  y.  Inlaw,  57 
Ind.  412,  26  Am.  Rep.  64;  Carwr  v.  Smith, 
90  Ind.  222,  46  Am.  Rep.  210. 

Id  ^few  Jersev 

ButUar  v.  Bosenhlath,  42  N.  J.  Eq.  651,  59 
Am.  Rep.  52. 

And  in  New  York. 

BerOes  y.Nunan,  92  N.  T.  152,  44  Am.  Rep. 
361. 

Tbe  seisin  of  the  entirety  by  each  and  tbe 
right  of  survivorship  of  tne  husband,  could 
not  be  divested  by  a  subsequent  statute,  as 
those  rights  vested  by  virtue  of  the  grant,  and 
not  of  tbe  mere  succession. 

Zorntlein  v.  Bram,  100  N.  Y.  12;  Harrer  v. 
WaUner,  80  111  197;  Siuckey  v.  Keefe,  26  Pa. 
397;  Martin  v.  Jacks&n,  27  Pa.  504.  67  Am. 
Dec,  489;  Ltfever  v.  Witmsr,  10  Pa.  505; 
Mann*s  App,  w  Pa.  375;  Stehman  v.  Huber, 
21  Pa.  260;  Bachman  v.  Chrisman,  23  Pa,  162; 
Pick  V,  Ward,  18  Pa.  506. 

There  is  nothing  in  the  statute  which  seems 
intended  to  do  away  with  any  rules  of  con- 
struction applicable  as  such  to  common-law 
conveyances  of  realty  or  personalty. 

Slaymaker  v.  Bank  of  Gettysburg,  10  Pa. 
378;  ReHeehi's  EstaU,  48  Phila.  Leg.  Int.  187; 
^SWs  Estate,  13  W.  N.  C.  518;  MacConnell 
V.  Lindsay,  131  Pa.  476;  Rank  v.  Bank,  120 
Pa.  191;  TrimbU  v.  Beis,  87  Pa.  448. 

Messrs,  Thomas  W.  Pierce  and  E.  D. 
Bini^ham,  for  appellees: 

The  purp<>se  of  the  mortgage  was  to  secure 
the  conversion  of  the  wife's  land  into  money, 
and  it  was  no  part  of  the  transaction  that  the 
^ife  should  give  any  of  her  property  to  her 
husband.  That  would  require  a  distinct  trans- 
action, of  which  there  is  no  evidence. 

Tnmble  v.  Beis,  87  Pa.  448;  MeKinney  v. 
Hamilton,  51  Pa.  63;  Dexter  v.  Billings,  110 
22LR  A. 


Pa.  185;    Holeomb  v.  People*s  Sav.  Bank,  9^ 
Pa.  388. 

McCoUnm.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court : 

Assuming  that  the  auditor's  findings  or 
deductions  of  facts  were  warranted  by  the 
evidence  before  him,  we  have  a  purchase  by 
and  a  conveyance  to  husband  and  Wife  of 
seventeen  acres  of  land,  a  payment  by  the 
wife  from  her  separate  estate  of  one  half  the 
purchase  money,  and  a  payment  bv  the  hus- 
band of  the  other  half  of  it.  The  grantees 
held  the  land  so  purchased  and  conveyed 
twenty- five  years,  when  they  sold  it,  'and 
took  from  their  vendee  his  bond  and  mortgage 
to  secure  to  them  a  portion  of  the  purchase 
money.  Ten  days  after  this  sale  was  con- 
summated by  a  conveyance  the  wife  died, 
and  the  question  no w"^ presented  for  our  de- 
termination is  whether  one  half  the  sum  so 
secured  belongs  to  her  estate,  or  her  husband, 
as  survivor,  is  the  owner  of  the  whole  of  it. 
The  learned  auditor's  view,  approved  by  the 
learned  court  below,  was  that,  inasmuch  as 
the  wife's  money  was  blended  with  the  hus- 
band's in  the  purchase  of  the  land,  one  half 
the  proceeds  arising  from  the  sale  of  it  be- 
longed to  her  estate,  although  the  obligation 
for  such  proceeds,  like  the  conveyance  of  the 
land,  was  made  to  the  husband  and  wife.  It 
was  also  thought  by  the  learned  auditor  that 
tenancy  by  entireties  was  abolished  by  the 
Act  of  June  8,  1887,  relating  to  the  property 
of  married  women  and  their  control  of  it.  A 
tenancy  by  entireties  arises  whenever  an  es- 
tate vests  in  two  persons,  they  being,  when  it 
so  vests,  husband  and  wife.  It  may  exist  in 
personal  as  well  as  real  property ;  in  a  chose 
m  action  as  well  as  in  a  chose  in  possession. 
Freem.  Coten.  §§  63,  68 ;  Gillan  v.  Dix/m,  65 
Pa.  395.  The  common- law  rule  is  that  the 
words  which,  in  a  conveyance  to  unmarried 
persons,  constitute  a  joint  tenancy,  will  cre- 
ate, if  the  grantees  are  husband  and  wife,  a 
tenancy  by  entireties.  The  tenancy  estab- 
lished by  a  convey|nce  to  husband  and  wife 
is  not  destroyed  o^atfected  by  the  Act  of 
March  31,  1812,  which  abolished  survivor- 
ship among  joint  tenants  nor  does  the  rule 
referred  to  yield  to  an  express  provision  in 
the  deed  that  the  grantees  shall  hold  the 
estate  granted  as  tenants  in  common.  Stuekey 
V.  Keefe,  26  Pa.  397.  It  has  been  contended, 
and  in  some 'jurisdictions  held,  that  the  leg- 
islation which  secures  to  the  wife  the  enjoy- 
ment of  her  separate  estate  is  destructive  of 
the  legal  unity  of  husband  and  wife  on  which 
tenancies  by  entireties  depend,  but  the  better 
view  is  that  such  tenancies  are  not  destroyed 
or  impaired  by  it.  9  Am.  &  Eng.  Encyclop. 
Law,  p.  851,  and  cases  cited.  In  Diter  v. 
Diver,  56  Pa.  106,  it  was  expressly  decided 
that  the  Act  of  April  11,  1848,  did  not  in  any 
manner  affect  the  creation  and  enjoyment  of 
estates  by  entireties;  and  Strong,  J.,  in  de- 
livering the  opinion  of  the  court,  said  :  "To 
hold  it  as  operating  upon  the  deed  convey- 
ing land  to  a  wife,  making  such  deed  assure 
a  different  estate  from  what  it  would  have 
assured  without  the  act,  is  to  lose  sight  of 
the  legislative  purpose.  Were  we  to  do 
so  it  would  become  in  many  cases  a  means 
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of  divesting  her  of  her  property,  instead *of 
an  instrument  of  protection.  In  the  present 
case,  if  it  has  converted  the  estate  granted  to 
Diver  and  his  wife  into  a  tenancy  In  com- 
mon, it  has  taken  from  her  her  ownership  and 
enjoyment  of  the  entirety  during  her  iius- 
band's  life,  and  her  right  of  survivorship  to 
the  whole.  We  hold,  then,  that  no  such 
effect  is  to  be  given  to  the  Act  of  1848,  or  any 
of  its  cognate  acts.  The  le^al  unity  of  hus- 
band and  wife  still  remains,  and  conse- 
quently Mrs.  Diver,  on  the  death  of  her  hus- 
band, succeeded  to  the  whole  estate  granted 
by  the  deed.**  We  think  this  language  in 
reference  to  the  Act  of  1848  and  tenancy  by 
entirety  is  applicable  to  the  Act  of  June  8, 
1887,  and  the  case  under  consideration.  The 
Act  of  1887,  like  the  Act  of  1848,  was  "in- 
tended to  protect  the  property  of  the  wife 
from  the  dominion  or  control  of  the  husband, 
but  not  to  change  the  nature  of  her  estate,  or 
to  destroy  the  legal  unity  of  person  which 
characterizes  their  relations  to  each  other." 
OiUanv.  Dixon,  supra.  Prima  facie  the  con- 
veyance of  the  land  in  1865  to  H.  James 
Bramberry  and  Rachel  A.  Bramberry,  they 
being  at  the  time  husband  and  wife,  vested 
in  them  an  estate  by  entireties;  and  when, 
on  the  sale  of  the  land  in  1890,  they  accepted 
from  their  vendee  his  bond  and  mortgage  to 
secure  to  them  a  portion  of  the  purchase 
money,  they  held  the  sum  so  secured,  not  as 
joint  tenants  or  tenants  in  common,  but  as 
tenants  by  the  entirety.  Freem.  Coten.  §  68, 
and  cases  cited.  If  either  had  died  before 
the  land  was  sold,  the  survivor  would  have 
held  it  against  any  claim  of  the  heirs  or 
creditors  of  the  decedent  and  no  valid  reason 
appears  for  applying  a  different  rule  to  the 
chose  in  action  taken  by  them  in  their  joint 
names  for  a  portion  of  the  purchase  money. 
There  is  certainly  nothing  on  the  record  to 
indicate  that  the  parties  intended  a  division 
of  the  sum  between  them,  or  to  repel  the  pre- 
sumption arising  from  the  form  of  the  obli- 
gation given  to  secure  it.^  These  obligations 


conform  to  the  ownership  established  by  the 
conveyance,  and  we  may  fairly  conclude  from 
them,  in  the  absence  of  evidence  to  the  con- 
trary, that  it  was  the  purpose  of  the  vendors 
to  hold  the  purchase  money  as  they  held  the 
land. 

We  cannot  say  that  the  auditor  erred  Id 
finding  that  the  husband  and  wife  were  joini 
purchasers  of  the  land,  and  that  the  wife  paid 
from  her  separate  estate  one  half  the  sum  or 
price  they  gave  for  it.  This  finding  was 
based  on  the  declarations  of  the  survivioe 
husband,  and,  in  a  contest  between  him  ana 
the  heirs  of  the  wife,  he  ought  not  to  com- 
plain that  what  he  said  about  the  purchase 
was  accepted  by  the  auditor  as  true.  The 
facts  so  found  did  not  change  the  character 
or  qualities  of  the  estate  granted ;  they  merely 
showed  that  the  husband  and  wife  were 
jointly  entitled  to  the  land  which  was  con- 
veyed to  them.  If,  as  in  Trimble  y.  /2ai,  Si 
Pa.  448,  and  Dexter  v.  BiUings,  110  Pa.  18o. 
the  wife  alone  was  entitled  to  the  land,  or,  as 
in  McKinney  v.  Hamilton,  51  Pa.  68,  the 
mortgage  was  for 'purchase  money  due  on  a 
sale  by  "the  wife  of  land  she  inherited  from 
her  father,  a  different  question  would  be  pre- 
sented. But  a  conveyance  of  land  to  husband 
and  wife  in  consummation  of  their  joint  pur- 
chase of  it  during  coverture  vests  in  them  an 
estate  by  entireties ;  and  when,  on  a  sale  of 
the  lana  so  held,  they  take  in  their  joint 
names  an  obligation  for  the  purchase  money, 
the  presumption  is  that  they  intend  to  hold 
the  latter  as  they  did  the  former.  It  follows 
from  these  views  that  the  appellant,  as  sur- 
vivor, is  the  owner  of  the  fund  secured  by 
the  bond  and  mortgage,  and  that  it  was  er 
ror  to  surcharge  him  as  administrator  with 
one  half  thereof,  and  to  award  the  same  to 
the  heirs  of  the  decedent. 

Decree  recersedy  at  the  cost  of  the  appellees : 
and  it  is  ordered  that  the  record  be  remitted 
to  the  court  below,  with  instructions  to  enter 
a  decree  in  accordance  with  this  opinion. 
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Jesse  R.  8TARNE8 
t?. 

.1.  R.  UlLU  Appt' 

(112  N.  C.  1.) 

^  1.  A  llmitatioii  to  M.  J.  P.  fbr  and  dms 
iskg  the  term  of  her  natural  lite»  and  in 
the  event  that  B.  0«  P.  shall  outlive  her, 
then  to  him  for  and  duringr  the  term  ot  his  nat. 
ural  life,  and,  after  the  termlDation  of  the  said 
life  estates,  then  to  the  heirs  of  R.  O.  P.    Held. 

^Headnotes  by  Shbpherd,  Ch,J. 


that  B.  O.  P.  takes  a  contingent  remainder,  and 
that  until  the  happeniner  of  the  contingency  tbe 
rule  in  SheUey''8  Caae  cannot  operate  so  aa  to  T«st 
in  him  an  indefeasible  fee. 

2.  That*  should  B.  O.  P.  fhil  to  survive 
Bff.  J.  P.,  his  heirs  will  take  as  vorclia*- 
ers,— no  estate  baying  vested  in  their  ancertor. 
the  word  ''heirs**  being  dewtiptio  perwnantm. 

8.  The  rule  in  Shellesp's  Case  has  not 
been  abolished  by  seotioo  6,  obap.  43,  of  the 
Revised  Code,  and  section  1328  of  the  present 
CJode. 

(March  7«  1808.) 


NOTB.— As  to  the  rule  in  Shelley *8  Case,  which  is 
discussed  with  so  much  leaminir  in  the  above  case, 
see  also  Fowler  v.  Black  (111.)  11  L.  R.  A.  670,  and 
noU:  Vanolinder  v.  Carpenter  ail.)  2  L.  R.  A.  466, 
and  noU;  also  Be  Browniogr's  Petition  (R.  1.)  8  L.  R. 
A.  209. 

As  to  what  remainders  are  vested,  see  Myers  v- 
Adler  (D.  C.)  1  L.  R.  A.  482,  and  noU;  Culbreth  v. 
22  L.  R.  A. 


Smith  (Md.)  1  L.  R.  A.  588,  and  noU;  Bunting  r. 
Speaks  (Kan.)  8  L.  R.  A.  600.  and  'rtote;  Kansas  City 
Land  Cto.  v.  Hill  (Tenn.)  5  L.  R.  A.  45:  Hills  v.  Bar- 
nard  (Mass.)  0  L.  R.  A.  211,  and  note:  Bbey  v.  Adams 
(DL)  10  L.  R.  A.  162;  Schuyler  v.  Hanna  (Neb.)  U  L. 
R.  A.  821;  Gindrat  v.  Western  Railway  of  Alabama 
(Ala.)  19  L.  R.  A.  839;  Saxton  v.  Webber  (Wis.) »  L. 
R.  A.609. 
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APPEAL  hy  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  superior  Court  for  Buncombe 
County  in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action 
brought  to  compel  specific  performance  of  a 
contract  to  purchase  real  estate.     Sever»id. 

The  action  was  presented  to  the  court  upon 
an  Afjeed  case  in  which  it  was  stated  that 
*'the  question  intended  to  be  presented  by 
this  case  agreed  is  whether  C.  A.  Moore, 
trustee,  and  Robert  G.  Patterson  and  wife, 
IfadaraJ.  Patterson,  had  the  power,  under 
the  deed  of  William  A.  Holland  and  wife. 
Mira  McD.  Holland,  of  date  the  ^  day  of 
April,  1875,  to  pass  the  fee  simple  in  the 
land  in  question  as  they  undertocus  to  do  by 
their  deed  of  the  2l8t  day  of  March,  1878. 
If  they  were  able  to  pass  the  fee  simple,  and 
did  pass  it,  by  their  said  deed,  or  if  the  same 
passed  by  operation  of  law,  then  the  plaintiff 
shall  recover,  and  the  defendant  shall  accept 
the  plaintiff*s  deed,  and  pay  the  purchase 
muney  agreeably  to  said  contract ;  otherwise, 
the  defendant  shall  recover  his  costs,  and  be 
dischareed  from  his  obligation  to  purchase 
the  lana  in  question. " 

It  was  further  agreed  that  the  facts  set 
forth  in  the  pleadings  were  true.  That  C. 
A.  Moore,  Robert  C.  Patterson  and  his  wife 
were  all  living,  and  that  the  Pattersons  had 
several  living  children.  That  the  fee  simple 
to  the  land  in  question  was  in  William  A. 
Holland  and  wife  at  the  date  of  their  deed. 
That  the  R.  O.  Patterson  mentioned  in  the 
deed  was  identical  with  Robert  C.  Patterson 
who  contracted  to  sell  the  land  in  this  case ; 
and  that  Robert  C.  Patterson  paid  the  pur- 
chase money  to  the  Hollatkds  in  consideration 
of  which  their  deed  was  made  to  C.  A.  Moore, 
trustee,  et  al. 

The  deed  from  William  A.  Holland  and 
wife,  the  construction  of  which  is  the  sub- 
ject of  this  controversy,  is  as  follows : 

**Thi8  indenture,  qiade  this  the  2nd  day  of 
April,  A.  D.,  1875,  between  Wm.  A..  Hal- 
laud  and  wife,  Mira  McD.  Holland,  of  the 
county  of  Buncombe,  and  state  of  North 
Carolma,  of  the  first  part,  and  C.  A.  Moore, 
trustee,  of  the  second  part,  witnesseth,   that 

whereas,   on  the day  of  July,  1874, 

the  said  Wm.  A.  Holland  and  wife,  Mira 
McD.  Holland,  bargained  and  sold  to  R.  O. 
Patterson,  for  and  m  consideration  of  one 
thousand  dollars  ($1,000)  to  them  in  hand 
paid  on  said  last-named  day,  the  lot  herein- 
after described,  and,  by  writing  under  their 
hands  and  seals,  agreed  to  convey  to  the  said 
H.  0.  Patterson,  by  good  and  sufficient  deed, 
the  same ;  and  whereas,  the  purchase  money 
has  been  paid  in  full,  and  the  said  R.  O. 
Patterson  has  directed  that  the  deed  be  made 
to  C.  A.  Moore,  the  party  of  the  second  part, 
for  said  lot,  for  the  use  and  trusts  and  pur- 
poses hereinafter  mentioned:*  Now,  there- 
fore, in  consideration  of  the  premises,  and 
the  further  consideration  of  the  sum  of  one 
dollar  to  said  {)arties  of  the  first  part  in  hand 
paid  by  the  said  party  of  the  second  part, 
the  said  parties  of  the  second  part  do  hereby 

five,  grant,  bargain,  sell,  and  convcv,  and 
y  these  presents  have  bargained,  sold,  and 
conveyed,  imto  the  said  party  of  the  second 
part,  and  his  heirs,  forever,  a  certain  lot  in 
the  town  of  Asheville,  county  of  Buncombe, 
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and  state  of  North  Carolina,  on  the  north 
side  of  Patton  avenue,  leading  from  the  pub- 
lic square  towards  Smith's  bridge,  across  the 
French  Broad  river ;  said  lot  containing  about 
three  and  one  third  acres,  and  being  the  lot 
lately  conveyed  to  the  said  Mira  Mc£>.  Hol- 
land by  C.  M.  McLoud,— beginning  at  a  stake 
on  said  Patton  avenue,  within  the  limits  of 
the  town  cornoration.  being  the  southwest 
comer  of  lot  No.  1,  and  runs  south,  78  west, 
32  poles,  to  a  stake ;  thence  north,  17  west, 
16  poles,  to  a  stake ;  then  north,  78  east,  84 
poles,  to  a  stake ;  then  south,  17  east,  to  the 
beginning,  18  poles.  To  have  and  to  hold 
to  the  said  party  of  the  second  part  and  his 
heirs  forever,  in  special  trust  and  confidence, 
however,  that  the  said  C.  A.  Moore  and  his 
heirs  will  hold  the  same  to  the  use  of  Madara 
J.  Patterson  for  and  during  the  time  of  her 
natural  life,  and,  in  the  ev^nt  that  the  said 
R.  O.  Patterson  shall  outlive  his  said  wife, 
Madara  J.,  that  the  said  0.  A.  Moore  and 
his  heirs  will  then  hold  the  same  to  the  u^ 
of  sajd  R.  O.  Patterson  for  and  during  the 
term  of  his  natural  life,  and,  after  the  ter- 
mination of  the  said  life  estates,  that  the  said 
C.  A.  Moore  and  his  heirs  will  then  hold  the 
same  to  the  use  of  the  heirs  of  the  said  R. 
O.  Patterson,  and  them  and  their  heirs  for- 
ever. And  the  said  William  A.  Holland  and 
wife,  Mira  McD.  Holland,  for  themselves 
and  their  heirs,  do  hereby  covenant  to  and 
with  the  said  C.  A.  Moore  and  his  heirs  that 
they  are  seised  in  fee  simple  of  the  said  prem- 
ises, and  that  they  have  right  and  full  power 
to  convey  the  same,  and  that  the  same  is  free 
from  all  incumbrances ;  and  they  do  further 
covenant,  for  themselves  and  for  their  heir, 
to  and  with  the  said  C.  A.  Moore  and  his 
heirs,  that  they  will  warrant  and  defend  the 
title  to  the  said  premises  against  the  lawful 
claims  of  all  persons  whatsoever.  In  witness 
whereof,  the  said  parties  of  the  first  part, 
and  C.  A.  Moore,  trustee,  as  aforesaid,  have 
hereunto  set  their  hands  and  seals  this  day 
and  date  above  written. 

«Wm.  A.  Holland.  [Seal.] 
"  Mira  McD.  Holland.  [Seal. ] 
"C.  A.  Moore.  [Seal.]" 
On  the  2l8t  of  March,  1878,  the  above-de- 
scribed land  was  conveyed,  for  a  valuable 
consideration,  by  C.  A.  Moore,  trustee,  and 
said  Robert  O.  Patterson  and  wife,  Madara 
J.,  to  one  F.  E.  A.  Roberts,  in  fee ;  the  deed 
containing  the  following  covenant:  "And 
the  said  Robert  O.  Patterson,  for  himself  and 
his  heirs,  covenants  to  and  with  the  said  F. 
E.  A.  Roberts  and  his  heirs  that  he  and  the 
said  Madara  J.,  his  wife,  and  the  said  C.  A. 
Moore,  trustee,  as  aforesaid,  are  seised  in  fee 
of  said  lands,  and  have  the  right  to  convey 
the  same ;  and  the  said  Robert  O.  Patterson, 
for  himself  and  his  heirs,  for  the  considera- 
tion aforesaid,  unto  the  said  F.  E.  A. 
Roberts,  his  heirs,  will  forever  warrant  and 
defend  the  title  to  the  said  lands  against  the 
claims  and  demands  of  all  other  persons  what- 
soever.*' It  further  appears  that  the  plain- 
tiff thereafter  purchasea  the  said  land  of  the 
said  Roberts,  and  on  the  16th  of  October, 
1891,  entered  into  a  contract  with  the  defend- 
ant whereby  the  defendant  contracted  to  pur- 
chase the  same  of  the  plaintiff  for  the  sum 
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of  $30,000,  executing  his  note  to  plaintiff 
for  said  sum,  payable  on  the  18th  of  Novem- 
ber, 1891.  This  action  is  brought  by  the 
plaintiff  to  compel  specific  performance  of 
the  contract,  and  the  defendant  resists  the 
same  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  is  unablo 
to  execute  to  him  a  title  in  fee  to  the  prem- 
ises, alleging  in  his  answer  "that  the  title 
to  the  land  acquired  bv  the  plaintiff,  and 
offered  by  the  plaintiff  to  this  defendant, 
is  materially  defective  and  imperfect,  and 
that  the  plaintiff,  on  account  of  said  defects, 
has  no  valid  title  whatsoever  to  said  land, 
and  cannot  specifically  perform  his  agreement 
to  convey  to  this  defendant  said  lot  of  land, 
by  a  j^ood,  perfect,  and  valid  title,  and  that, 
thereK)re,  the  defendant  ought  not,  in  equity 
and  good  conscience  be  compelled  to  specif- 
ically perform  his  contract  to  purchase  the 
land,  and  to  pay  said  note  for  twenty  thousand 
dollars,  executed  for  the  purchase  money 
thereof. " 

Messrs.  Gudmr  A  Martin  for  appellant- 
^¥r.  W.  W.7ones  for  appellee. 

Shepherd*  C7i.  </.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

It  is  well  settled  that  **in  limitations  of  a 
trust,  either  of  a  real  or  personal  estate, 
.  .  .  the  construction  of  limitations  ought 
to  be  made  according  to  the  construction  of 
limitations  of  a  legal  estate,  unless  the  intent 
of  the  testator  or  author  of  the  trust  plainly 
appears  to  the  contrary."  Fearne,  Remain- 
ders, p.  125.  As  there  is  nothing  in  the  deed 
from  W.  A.  Holland  and  wife  to  C.  A.  Moore, 
trustee,  from  which  we  are  at  liberty  to  in- 
fer an  intention  that  the  terms  therein  em- 
ployed were  to  be  understood  in  any  other  than 
their  technical  sense,  it  must  follow,  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  foregoing  principle,  that 
the  limitations  under  consideration  must  be 
determined  by  the  rules  of  the  common  law 
applicable  to  limitations  of  a  strictly  legal 
character.  Under  the  provisions  of  the  deed, 
the  said  C.  A.  Moore  was  seised  in  fee  to  the 
use  of  Madara  J.  Patterson,  during  her 
natural  life,  and,  in  the  event  that  K.  O. 
Patterson  should  outlive  the  said  Madara, 
his  wife,  then  to  the  said  R.  O.  Patterson, 
for  and  during  the  terni  of  his  natural  life, 
and,  after  the  determination  of  tne  said  life 
estates,  then  "  to  the  use  of  the  heirs  of  said 
R.  O.  Patterson,  and  them  and  their  heirs 
forever."  The  deed  under  which  the  plain- 
tiff claims  purports  to  convej;  a  fee  simple, 
and  was  executed  by  the  said  trustee  and 
Madara  J.  and  R.  O.  Patterson,  all  of  whom, 
together  with  several  children  of  the  said 
Patterson  and  wife,  are  now  living.  We  are 
called  upon  to  define  the  interests  of  the 
various  parties  under  the  said  limitations, 
and  more  especially  to  determine  whether  the 
parties  to  the  deed  just  mentioned  could  con- 
vey an  indefeasible  fee  in  the  premises.  It 
is  insisted  by  the  plaintiff  that  R.  O.  Patter- 
son took  a  vested  remainder  for  life,  and 
that,  as  the  limitation  over  was  to  his  heirs, 
he  was,  under  the  rule  in  Shelley's  Case,  seised 
of  an  absolute  estate  in  fee  simple.  On  the 
other  hand,  it  is  argued  by  the  defendant 
that  the  life  estate  of  the  said  Patterson  was 
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contingent  upon  the  event  of  his  survivine 
his  wife,  and  that  until  the  happening  of 
such  event  no  interest  vested  in  him  which, 
under  the  said  rule  of  law,  could  unite  with 
the  inheritance  so  as  to  destroy  the  remainder 
limited  to  his  heirs,  who  would  otherwise 
take  as  purchasers,  if  he  failed  to  survive  his 
said  wife. 

In  support  of  the  plaintiff's  contention,  we 
are  referred  to  the  principle  laid  down  by 
Mr.  Fearne,  supra  (page  217),  in  a  passage 
which  has  often  been  quoted  in  text-books  and 
judicial  opinions,  but  seldom  accompanied 
with  the  explanation  of  the  learned  author  in 
its  immediate  connection.  Id.  pp.  216,  217. 
The  language  is  as  follows:  **The  present 
capacity  of  taking  effect  in  possession,  if 
the  possession  were  to  become  vacant,  and 
not  the  certainty  that  the  possession  will 
become  vacant  before  the  estate  limited 
in  remainder  determines,  universally  distin- 
guiaJies  a  vested  remainder  from  one  that  is 
contingent."  It  is  urged  that  inasmuch  as 
the  death  of  Madara  J.  is  an  event  which 
must  happen,  and,  as  R.  O.  Patterson  is  a 
person  in  esse,  the  latter  would  have  the  ca- 
pacity of  taking  the  possession,  should  the 
preceding  estate  of  the  said  Madara  J.  be 
presently  determined  by  her  death,  and  there- 
fore, under  the  foregoing  rule,  his  estate 
would  be  a  vested  remainder.  Conceding 
what  does  not  seem  altogether  free  from 
doubt,  that  the  rule  is  applicable  to  a  limit- 
ation like  the  present,  the  fallacy  of  the  ar- 
gument may  be  found  in  the  failure  to  ob- 
serve that  at  common  law  the  particular 
estate  may  be  determined  during  the  lifetime 
of  its  tenant,  as  by  forfeiture  or  surrender 
(Fearne,  supra,  p.  217;  Tiedeman,  Real 
Prop.  401 ;  4  Kent,  Com.  254),  in  which  case 
it  is  entirely  clear  that  .the  remainder  to  R. 
O.  Patterson  would  be  defeated,  because  the 
event  upon  the  happening  of  which  his  in- 
terest was  to  vest,  to  wit,  the  survival  of  his 
wife,  would  not  have  transpired  durin^r  the 
continuance  of  the  parti culai  estate  (Fearne, 
Remainders,  p.  217  ;  2  Minor,  Inst.  170, 171) ; 
and  it  is  common  learning  that  the  contin- 
gency must  happen  during  the  continuance 
of  the  particular  estate,  or  eo  instante  it  de- 
termines (2  Bl.  Com.  168).  If  it  be  granted, 
for  the  purposes  of  this  argument,  that  no 
merger  or  surrender  can  have  the  effect  of  de- 
stroying the  particular  estate  in  this  instance, 
and  if  it  be  said  that,  under  the  modem 
system  of  tenures,  such  estate  may  no  longer 
be  forfeited,  as  in  feudal  time«.  the  answer 
is  that  the  rule  which  distinguishes  a  vested 
from  a  contingent  remainder  has  for  centuries 
been  a  rule  of  property  of  the  common  law, 
and  "to  disregard  rules  of  interpretation 
sanctioned  by  a  succession  of  ages,  and  hy 
the  deeisions  of  the  most  enlightened  judges, 
under  pretense  that  the  reason  of  the  rule  no 
longer  exists,  or  that  the  rule  itself  is  un- 
reasonable, would  not  only  prostrate  the  great 
landmarks  of  property,  but  would  introduce 
a  latitude  of  construction  boundless  in  its 
range,  and  pernicious  in  its  consequences. ** 
4  K!ent,  Com.  281.  "We  have  many  laws," 
says  Mr.  Fearne,  "the  origin  of  which  can- 
not at  this  distant  period  be  traced  at  all. 
yet  justly  should  we  laugh  at  the  man  urg- 


im. 


Stabiibs  v.  Hill. 


601 


ing  that  as  an  argument  against  the  present 
Tftlidity  of  such  laws ;  and  surely  a  law  for 
which  no  reason  at  all  now  appears  has  no 
more  original  ground,  in  the  present  state  of 
things,  than  a  law  whose  oriffin  may  be  traced 
up  to  a  circumstance  which  does  not  now 
exist."  Feame,  supra,  p.  87.  In  Perrin  v. 
make,  1  W.  Bl.  672.  and  noU  t.  4  Burr. 
2579,  Judge  Blackstone  remarked  :  **  There  is 
hardly  an  ancient  rule  of  property  but  what 
bad  in  it  more  or  less  of  feudal  tincture.  ** 
And,  after  instancing  several,  he  observes 
''that,  whatever  their  parentage  was,  they 
are  now  adopted  by  ttie  common  law  of  Eng- 
land, incorporated  into  its  body,  and  so  in- 
terwoven into  its  policy  that  no  court  of 
justice  in  this  kingdom  had  either  the  power 
or  [he  trusted]  the  inclination  to  disturb 
them."  In  view  of  the  fact  that,  except 
where  changed  by  statute,  the  rule  of  the 
conunon  law  which  we  have  been  discussin^E 
is  generally  recognized  and  acted  upon  in  all 
its  rigor,  regardless  of  the  fact  that  some  of 
its  reasons  no  longer  exist,  there  can  be  no 
serious  doubt  of  the  entire  applicability  of 
the  language  of  the  distinguished  jurists 
from  whom  we  have  quoted. 

We  return  to  the  rule  as  laid  down  by 
Feame.  This  may  be  illustrated  by  a  limit- 
ation to  A.  for  life,  and  then  to  B.  for  life. 
Now,  here  B.  may  die  before  A.,  in  which 
event  he  would  never  actually  enjoy  the  pos- 
session; but  during  his  life 'he  has  ^'a  fixed 
right  of  future  enjoyment"  (4  Kent,  Com. 
2(3),  which,  upon  the  determination  of  A's 
estate,  whether  bv  death  or  otherwise,  en- 
titles him  to  the  immediate  possession,  irre- 
spective of  the  concurrence  of  any  collateral 
contingency,  and  his  remainder  is-  therefore 
vested.  In  other  words,  the  term  *^  vested  re- 
mainder" imports,  ex  vi  termini,  **  a  present 
title"  in  the  remainderman.  So  that,  if  the 
limitation  in  t)ie  above  illustration  had  been 
to  B.  and  his  heirs,  the  latter  would  have 
taken;  although  B.  had  died  before  A,  In 
Gray,  on  Perpetuities,  68,  the  learned  author 
thus  distinguishes  a  vested  from  a  contingent 
remainder:  **A  remainder  is  vested  in  A. 
when,  throughout  its  continuance,  A  or  A. 
and  his  heirs  have  the  Tight  to  the  immediate 
possession  whenever  and  however  the  preced- 
ing; estates  determine ;  or,  in  other  words,  a 
remainder  is  vested  if,  so  long  as  it  lasts,  the 
only  obstacle  to  the  right  of  immediate  pos- 
session by  the  remainderman  is  the  existence 
of  the  preceding  estates;  or.  again,  a  re- 
mainder is  vested  if  it*  is  subject  to  no  con- 
dition precedent  save  the  determination  of 
the  preceding  estates. "  Feame,  Remainders, 
p.  217 ;  1  Cruise,  Dig.  211 :  Tiedeman,  Real 
Prop.  401 :  2  Washb.  Real  Prop.  595.  In  ac- 
cordance with  these  principles,  Blackstone 
(vol.  2,  p.  171)  puts  a  case  "on  all  fours" 
with  the  one  before  us.  and  declares  the  lim- 
itation to  be  a  contingent  remainder.  **A 
remainder,"  he  remarks,  "may  also  be  con- 
tingent where  the  person  to  whom  it  is  lim- 
ited is  fixed  and  certain,  but  the  event  upon 
which  it  is  to  take  effect  is  vague  and  un- 
certain as  where  land  is  given  to  A.  for  life 
and,  in  case  B.  survives  him,  then  with  the 
remainder  to  B.  in  fee.  Here  B.  is  a  certain 
person,  but  the  remainder  to  him  is  a  con- 
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tingent  remainder,  depending  upon  a  dubious 
event,— the  uncertainty  of  his  surviving  A. 
During  the  joint  lives  of  A.  and  B.,  it  is 
contingent ;  and  if  B.  dies  first  it  can  never 
vest  in  his  heirs,  but  is  forever  gone.  But 
if  A.  dies  first  the  remainder  to  6.  becomes 
vested. "  1  Cruise,  supra,  p.  206 :  Boone,  Real 
Prop.  174 ;  Bamforth  v.  Bamforth,  123  Mass. 
282.  It  is  true  that  the  law  favors  the  vest- 
ing of  estates,  and  *  in  many  instances  the 
courts  have  construed  limitations  to  be  con- 
ditions subsequent  instead  of  conditions  pre- 
cedent. Thus,  "on  a  devise  to  A.  for  life, 
remainder  to  his  children,  but,  if  any  child 
dies  in  the  lifetime  of  A.,  his  share  to  go  to 
those  who  survive,  the  share  of  each  child  is 
said  to  be  vested,  subject  to  be  divested  by 
its  death.  But  on  a  devise  to  A.  for  life,  re- 
mainder to  such  of  his  children  as  survive 
him,  the  remainder  is  contingent."  Grav, 
supra,  p.  108.  The  distinction,  says  the 
same  author,  is  that,  "if  the  conditional  ele- 
ment is  incorpofated  into  the  description  of 
the  gift  to  the  remainderman,  then  the  re- 
mainder is  contingent ;  but  if,  after  the  worda 
fivinj?  a  vested  interest,  a  clause  is  added, 
ivesting  it,  the  remainder  is  vested. "  Sev- 
eral of  the  authorities  cited  by  counsel  fall 
within  the  latter  branch  of  the  proposition, 
and  clearly  have  no  bearing  upon  this  case, 
as  no  ingenuity  is  equal  to  the  task  of  con- 
struing the  present  limitation  as  one  vesting 
a  present  interest  subject  to  be  divested  upon 
a  condition  subsequent.  It  is  plain  that,  if 
it  vests  at  all,  it  lAust  remain  vested. 

The  cases  cited  from  our  Reports  do  not  in 
the  least  impinge  upon  the  principle  we  havo 
stated.  In  McNeHy  v.  McNeely,  82  N.  C.  183, 
a  testator,  "  after  devising  to  his  wife  for  life, 
gave  all  the  lands  'that  I  have  to  my  son 
Billy  at  the  death  of  his  mother,  by  him  see- 
ing to  her.'  "  The  court  held  that  the  words, 
"by  him  seeing  to  her,"  were  not  operative 
as  a  condition  precedent,  but  were  the  mere 
expression  of  a  wish  that  he  should  take  care 
of  his  mother.  It  was  therefore  properly  held 
to  be  a  vested  remainder.  Jn  Brinson  v. 
Wharton,  48  N.  C.  80,  the  decision  was  in- 
fluenced entirely  by  the  construction  of  the 
will.  It  was  declared  that  the  testator  in- 
tended to  give  the  property  to  his  wife  dur- 
ing her  life,  and  then  to  his  children,  to  be 
equally  divided  between  them,  with  a  pro- 
viso that,  if  his  wife  should  marry,  her  par- 
ticular estate  in  the  whole  should  determine, 
and  she  would  be  entitled  to  a  child's  part. 
Under  this  construction  it  was,  of  course, 
held  that  the  children  took  a  present  interest, 
to  be  enjoyed  in  the  future,— that  is,  after 
the  determination  of  the  estate  given  to  the 
wife,— subject  only  to  the  contingency  of 
letting  in  the  wife,  as  to  one  share,  if  the 
particular  estate  determined  by  her  marriage. 
"This  contingency,"  says  the  court,  "not 
having  happened,  is  out  of  the  case ;  and  it 
is  the  ordinary  one  of  a  gift  to  a  widow  for 
life,  and  then  to  the  children,  to  be  equally 
divided."  We  are  unable  to  see  how  this 
case  is  authority  for  the  position  that  a  re- 
mainder limited  uoon  a  precedent  condition 
can  be  vested  until  such  a  condition  is  ful- 
filled. In  Rives  v.  FrizzU,  43  N.  C.  237,  the 
court  simply  decided  that  the  words  "after" 
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or  "  upon**  the  death  of  a  person  **  do  not  make 
a  contingency,  but  merely  denote  the  com- 
mencement of  a  remainder  in  point  of  enjoy- 
ment." There  could  hardly  be  found  in  the 
language  words  which  more  aptly  express  a 
contingency  than  those  used  in  the  present 
case.  In  Mwood  v.  Plummer,  78  N.  C.  392, 
the  land  was  devised  in  trust  for  **  two  of  th« 
testator's  daughters  during  their  natural  life- 
time, to  be  equally  divided,  and,  after  the 
death  of  either,  in  trust,  in  part,  for  her  three 

Grandchildren  until  the  death  of  the  other 
aughter,  at  which  time  said  plantation  is 
to  be  equally  divided  between  said  three 
grandchildren,  of  whom  R.  A.  Plummer  was 
one. "  The  court  said  that  **■  both  the  object 
of  the  gift,  and  the  event  of  its  full  enjoy- 
ment, are  certain,  which  makes  a  vested  re- 
mainder. "  Here  there  was  no  condition  pre- 
cedent to  the  vesting  of  the  remainder,  and 
there  was  a  present  capacity  to  take  effect 
upon  the  determination,  in  whatever  manner, 
of  the  life  estates.  We  cannot  see  how  any 
of  these  decisions  are  in  point.  Neither  do 
we  find  anything  in  the  other  cases  to  which 
we  have  been  referred  that  can  be  regarded 
as  authority  against  so  well  settled  a  prin- 
ciple of  the  common  law  as  that  which  we 
have  stated.  In  D&n  v.  Sherrerd,  72  U.  S.  5 
Wall.  288,  18  L.  ed.  580,  cited  for  plaintiff 
it  was  said  that  "  where  an  estate  is  granted 
to  one  for  life,  and  to  such  of  his  children 
as  should  be  living  after  his  death,  a  present 
right  to  future  possession  vests  at  once  in 
such  as  are  living,  subject  to  open  and  let  in 
after-bom  children,  and  to  be  divested  as  to 
those  who  shall  die  without  issue."  Similar 
decisions  were  made  by  the  supreme  courts 
•of  Alabama  and  Illinois,  and  all  of  them  have 
been  severely  criticised  by  eminent  authority. 
Mr.  Gray,  9upra  (page  107,  note  $) ,  suggests 
that  in  these  cases  ^'an  expression  of  opinion 
upon  the  point  in  question  was  not  really 
necessary  to  a  decision  upon  the  merits.  At 
any  rate,"  he  remarks,  ''it  would  seem  that 
these  decisions  as  well  as  those  in  Indiana 
and  New  York  present  an  exceptional  view 
of  the  common- law  conception  of  a  remainder 
in  other  jurisdictions. "  While  the  cases  are 
not  directly  in  point  it  may  be  well  to  add 
that  their  reasoninsr  seems  to  be  identical 
with  the  New  York  decisions  based  upon 
statutory  definitions  and  in  reliance  upon 
Chancellor  Kent's  statement  that  the  statutory 
definition  expressed  the  common-law  notion 
of  a  vested  remainder.  Mr.  Gray  (supra) 
farther  remarks  that  it  is  doubtful  whether 
such  legislation  was  intended  to  change  the 
common  law  ;  but  he  says  "  the  courts  have 
decided,  and  it  would  seem  correctly,  that  it 
has  done  so. "  This  latter  view  seems  to  be 
the  correct  one  {Moore  v.  Littel,  41  N.  Y. 
66) .  and  therefore  destroys  the  force  of  de- 
cisions based  upon  or  influenced  by  such 
statutory  definitions  and  practically  leaves 
nothing  which  seriously  conflicts  with  the 
common-law  principles  which- we  hwre  enun- 
ciated. 

We  are  therefore  of  the  opinion  that  R.  O. 
Patterson  took  but  a  contingent  remainder, 
and  that  until  the  happening  of  the  con- 
tingency the  rule  in  Sfielley'a  Case  could  not 
operate  so  as  to  defeat  the  contingent  re- 
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mainders  of  his  heirs  as  purchasers.  Grant- 
ing, however,  that  the  limitation  could  pos- 
sibly be  construed  to  vest  in  him  a  present 
interest,  so  as  to  put  in  operation  the  rule  io 
Shelley's  Com,  still  he  would  take  but  a  de- 
feasible estate  as,  under  all  of  the  authori- 
ties, his  failure  to  survive  his  wife  woald 
operate  (if  we  can  venture  to  use  such  an 
expression  in  reference  to  such  a  limitation) 
as  a  condition  subsequent,  by  which  his  estate 
would  be  divested  in  favor  of  the  said  heirs. 
So,  treating  the  limitation  either  way,  the 
plaintiff  has  not  acquired  such  an  absolute 
estate  in  fee  as  is  necessary  to  enable  him  to 
comply  with  the  terms  of  the  contract  which 
he  seeks  to  enforce  against  the  defendant.  It 
may  further  be  observed  that  the  position 
that  the  warranty  in  the  deed  of  the  life  ten- 
ant can  defeat  the  remainder  of  the  said  heirs, 
by  way  of  rebutter,  is  wholly  untenable. 
Code,  §  1334 ;  Moore  v.  Pa/rker.  84  N.  C.  133. 

We  will  now  endeavor  to  ascertain  the  in- 
terests of  the  parties  in  the  event  that  R.  0. 
Patterson  should  survive  his  wife ;  and  while, 
under  the  view  we  have  taken,  we  might 
asbtain  trom  doing  so,  vet,  as  the  answer 
denies  that  the  plaintiff  has  any  "*  valid  title 
whatever  to  the  land,"  and  the  parties  ma^ 
be  left  somewhat  at  sea  in  respect  to  their 
rights  under  the  limitations  in  the  deed,  and 
a  construction  at  this  time  may  avoid  future 
litigation,  we  have  concluded  to  proceed 
further  in  the  discussion,  and  pass  upon  the 
remaining  questions  presented  in  the  record. 
We  are  all  the  more  inclined  to  pursue  this 
course  because  it  involves  the  consideration 
of  a  question  which  was  thoroughly  arsued 
by  counsel,  and  the  determination  of  which 
is  of  very' great  importance  to  the  profesion. 
The  question  is  whether  the  rule  in  Shdkfs 
Case  still  obtains  in  North  Carolina.  It  vi 
insisted  that  this  ancient  rule  of  law  was 
abolished  in  1854  by  section  5,  chap.  43,  of 
the  Revised  Code,  which  provision  was 
brought  forward,  and  now  constitutes  section 
1320  of  the  present  Code.  As  the  existence 
of  the  rule  has  for  many  years  been  un- 
questionably recognized  In  North  Carolina 
as  one  of  the  "  ligaments  of  property"  (the 
only  doubt  upon  the  subject  having  been 
suggested  by  dicta  of  comparatively  recent 
date) ,  and  under  it  many  titles  have  vested, 
and  been  transferred,  the  question  now  pre- 
sented is  one  of  very  great  importance,  and 
demands  the  most  serious  consideration  of 
the  court.  Before  attempting  a  construction 
of  the  provision  referred  to,  it  may  be  well 
to  make  some  general  observations  upon  the 
probable  origin  and  policy  of  the  rule,  in 
order  to  ascertain,  if  we  can,  whether  it  be 
in  accord  with  the  general  drift  of  enlightened 
jurisprudence  in  modern  times,  and  more 
especially  with  the  policy  of  our  own  laws. 
It  is  believed  that  such  an  inquiry  may  lend 
us  valuable  aid  in  our  efforts  to  dischaige  the 
delicate  and  responsible  duty  of  interpreting 
the  legislative  will. 

The  rule  under  consideration  takes  its  name 
from  an  early  case  decided  in  the  reign  of 
Queen  Elizabeth  {SheUev's  Case,  1  Coke,  94). 
though  it  was  at  that  time  considered  as  an 
ancient  dogma  of  common  law,  and  has  beeo 
traced  by  Justice  Blackstone  to  a  case  decided 
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in  the  reign  of  Edward  II.  Tho  earliest  in- 
telligible decision  upon  the  subject,  how- 
ever, is  to  be  found  in  the  Ckue  of  iM  Prawnt 
of  Beterly,  in  the  time  of  Edward  IIL,  and 
reported  in  the  Year  Books,  in  which  the  rule 
is  substantially  declared  as  in  Shelley's  Case. 
Various  theories  have  been  suggested  as 
furnishing  a  reason  for  the  rule  m  the  first 
instance:  some  authors,  with  much  plausi- 
bility, tracing  it  to  the  same  principle  which 
applied  originally  to  "heirs**  when  used  in  a 
conveyance.  **  It  was  at  first  understood  that 
in  case  of  such  a  limitation  the  estate  was  in 
fact  to  go  to  the  heirs  of  the  grantee  named  ; 
that,  though  he  had  a  right  to  enjov  it  dur- 
ing life,  he  had  no  ricrht  to  cut  off  the  de- 
scent by  alienation ;  and  that  when,  therefore 
the  word  *heirs,  *  in  the  progress  of  estates, 
came  to  be  regarded  as  a  mere  term  of  limita- 
tion, giving  the  grantee  a  complete  owner- 
ship, with  an  unrestricted  right  of  alienation, 
it  was  not  easy  to  distinguisn  between  a  case 
where  the  limitation  was  to  one  and  his 
heirs,  and  that  where  it  was  to  him  for  life, 
and  after  his  death  to  his  heirs ;  the  effect  at 
common  law  being  the  same  in  both  forms  of 
limitation.''  2  Washb.  Real  Prop.  647; 
Wms.  Real  Prop.  254.  Nor  docs  it  seem  that 
this  result  worked  any  particular  hardship  to 
the  heir,  as  in  those  days  ready  money  was 
extremely  scarce,  and  the  alienation  of  lands 
assumed  the  form  of  perpetual  leases,  granted 
in  consideration  of  certain  services  or  rents 
reserved  to  the  grantor  and  his  heirs :  and,  as 
such  services  or  rents  descended  to  the  heir, 
it  was  not  so  great  a  disadvantage  to  him 
as  at  first  might  be  supposed.  Wms.  Real 
Prop.  99.  It  is  not  to  be  doubted  that  this 
construction  was  aided  and  greatly  strength- 
ened by  other  considerationsrsuch  as  the  pre- 
vention of  frauds  upon  the  feudal  lord  and 
specialty  creditors  (2  Feame,  Remainders, 
chap;  12,  §  8)  ,  the  prevention  of  the  inher- 
itance from  being,  as  was  supposed,  in  abey- 
ance {Juetiee  Blackstone*8  argument  in  Fpt- 
rin  V.  Blake,  in  Exchequer  Chamber,  4  Burr, 
3579) ;  and  to  preserve  the  marked  distinction 
between  title  oy  descent  and  purchase  (Har- 
grave.  Law  Tracts).  **But,  whatever  mav 
have  been  the  grounds  of  the  rule  in  its  ori- 
gin, another  reason  subsequently  existed  as 
an  inducement  to  the  preservation  of  the  rule 
from  legislative  abolition  and  judicial  dis- 
couraffement  after  the  feudal  reason  had 
ceased  with  the  feudal  system  itself ;  and  that 
subsequent  reason  is  the  desire  to  facilitate 
alienation,  by  vesting  the  inheritance  in  .the 
ancestor,  instead  of  allowing  it  to  remain  in 
abeyance  until  his  decease.  ^'  2  Fearne,  Re- 
mafnders,  §  431.  In  BBrrin  v.  Blake,  supra, 
Jvitiee  Blackstone  said :  **  Another  founda- 
tion of  the  rule,  probably,  was  laid  in  a 
principle  diametrically  opposite  to  the  gen- 
ius of  feudal  institutions,  namely,  a  desire 
to  facilitate  the  alienation  of  land,  and  to 
throw  it  into  the  track  of  commerce  one  gen- 
eration sooner,  by  vesting  the  inheritance  in 
the  ancestor.''  wse  also  Rawle's  note,  Wms. 
Keal  Prop.  258.  In  Pdlk  v.  Farts,  30  Am. 
Dec.  400,  Reese,  J.,  in  a  very  able  opinion 
in  vindication  of  the  rule,  uses  this  lan- 
guage: **It  is  a  rule  or  canon  of  property, 
which  so  far  from  being  at  war  with  the 
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genius  of  our  institutions,  or  with  the  lib- 
eral and  commercial  spirit  of  the  a^e,  which 
alike  abhor  the  locking  up  and  rendering  in- 
alienable real  estate  and  other  property, 
seems  to  be  in  perfect  harmony  with  both. 
It  is  owing  perhaps  to  this  circumstance  that 
the  rule,  a  Gothic  column  found  among  the 
remains  of  feudality,  has  been  preserved  in 
all  its  strength  to  aid  in  sustaining  the  fabric 
of  the  modem  social  system.  **  In  Ilileman 
V.  Bouslaugh,  58  Am.  Dec.  474,  the  distin- 
guished C/itef  Justice  Qibson  says :  **  Though 
of  feudal  origin,  it  is  not  a  relic  of  barbar- 
ism, or  a  part  of  the  rubbish  of  the  dark 
ages,  ^  etc.  It  has  other  than  feudal  objects, 
to  wit,  the  unfettering  of  estates,  bv  vesting 
the  inheritance  in  the  ancestor,  and  making 
it  alienable  a  generation  sooner  than  it  other- 
wise would  be. 

That  this  result  accords  most  thoroughly 
with  the  general  tendency  of  juridical  evo- 
lution is  apparent  from  the  progress  of  the 
law,  and  the  gradual  falling  away  of  entails, 
and  other  restraints  on  alienation,  from  the 
times  of  Henry  I.  to  the  present.  It  seems 
clear  that  in  a  highly  complex  state  of  soci- 
ety, with  greatly  diversified  industries,  and 
immense  commercial  activities,  it  would  be 
desirable.to  remove  every  clog  on  the  free  and 
easy  alienability  of  all  kinds  of  property ; 
and  that  such  has  been  the  spirit  of  the  leg- 
islation in  this  state  is  manifest  from  a  pe- 
rusal of  the  various  statutes  enacted  upon 
the  subject.  We  are  not  unaware  of  the  lact 
that  in  some  of  the  states  the  rule  has  been 
partially,  if  not  wholly,  abolished.  Such 
legislation  was  probably  influenced  by  the 
presumed  lack  of  conformity  with  the  sup- 
posed intention  of  the  grantor  or  testator. 
But  to  this  it  has  been  answered  that  **  when 
a  case  arises,  fulfilling  the  requirements  for 
the  application  of  the  rule,  it  is  not  against 
the  intention  of  the  testator.  It  is  only  ap- 
plicable when  the  intention  of  the  testator  has 
been  discovered  by  the  ordinary  canons  of 
descent."  2  Feame,  Remainders,  §  484. 
**Th3  rule  is  not  a  means  to  discover  the  in- 
tention of  the  grantor  or  testator,  but,  sup- 
posing the  intention  ascertained,  the  rule 
controls  it,  so  far  as  it  is  repugnant  to  the 
policy  of  the  law,  giving  effect  to  the  general 
and  legal,  rather  than  the  more  particular 
and  prescribed,  intent.  The  party  making 
such  a  limitation  has  in  his  mind  two  pur- 
poses, which  are  legally  in  conflict.  One  is 
to  give  the  ancestor  only  a  life  estate ;  the 
other,  to  limit  the  land  to  his  heirs  collect- 
ively, and  in  indefinite  succession.  These 
two  intents  cannot  stand  together  without 
more  or  less  of  general  mischief  to  the  pub- 
lic welfare ;  and  the  rule  prevails  simply  to 
subordinate  the  particular,  and  apparently 
less  important,  design,  of  limiting  the  an- 
cestor's interest  to  a  life  estate,  to  the  more 
comprehensive,  and  probably  the  preferred, 
purpose,  of  transmitting  the  inheritance  in 
the  manner  indicated."  2  Minor.  Inst.  395, 
cited  with  approval  in  Leathers  v.  Qray,  96 
N.  C.  548. 

As  the  courts  are  astute  in  discovering  the 
intention  from  the  context  of  the  conveyance, 
and  readily  give  effect  to  every  word  from 
which  such  intention  can  reasonably  and  le- 
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gltimately  be  inferred,  it  does  not  often  occur 
that  the  application  of  the  rule  has  the  effect 
of  subverting  the  real  intention  of  the  grantor 
or  testator.  But,  granting  that  it  does,  It  is 
urged  with  great  force  tnat  particular  in- 
stances-of  hardship  can  better  be  endured  than 
the  uncertainty  and  confusion  of  titles  re- 
sulting from  sudden  and  radical  changes  in 
well -settled  rules  of  property.  In  refereftce 
to  this  very  question,  Chancellor  Kent  re- 
marks that  "it  is  a  question  for  experience 
to  decide,  whether  the  attainable  advantages 
suggested  hy  a  change  in  the  law  will  over- 
balance the  inconvenience  of  increasing  fet- 
ters upon  alienation,  and  shaking  confidence 
in  law,  by  such  an  entire  and  complete  re- 
nunciation of  a  settled  rule  of  property, 
memorable  for  its  antiquity,  and  for  patient 
cultivation  and  discipline  which  it  has  re- 
ceived." 4  Kent,  Com.  233.  "Certain  es- 
tablished maxims  as  to  the  legal  import  and 
effect  of  technical  expressions  will  render  the 
decisions  of  titles  to  property  as  little  de- 
pendent as  the  nature  of  things  will  admit 
upon  the  occasional  opinion,  humor,  inge- 
nuity, or  caprice  of  the  judge,  and  are  there- 
fore the  most  proper  and  sure  grounds  for 
titles  to  rest  and  depend  upon.  Titles  so 
founded  mav  be  easily  and  clearly  ascertained 
and  under  them  a  permanent,  peaceful  enjoy- 
ment may  be  expected."  1  Fearne,  Re- 
mainders, p.  171.  It  may  be  further  ob- 
served that  the  rule  in  Shelley's  Case  is  by  no 
means  the  only  princiole  of  law  which  may 
thwart  the  intention  of  the  grantor  or  testator 
in  the  interest  of  public  policy,  as,  for  in- 
stance, the  intention  cannot  change  the  rule 
against  perpetuities,  nor  impose  a  general 
restraint  upon  alienation.  Ii  the  views  of 
the  eminent  jurists  and  authors  from  whom 
we  have  so  liberally  quoted  be  sound,  there 
is  certainly  no  reason  for  looking  upon  the 
rule  with  disfavor ;  but,  on  the  contrary,  it 
is  hiffbly  useful,  and  should  be  jealously 
guarded  and  preserved. 

But,  whatever  may  be  the  better  policy 
(and  this  it  is  not  our  province  to  deter- 
mine), its  great  antiquity  and  general  prev- 
alence, as  well  as  its  earnest  indorsement 
by  so  many  great  lawyers  of  the  present  as 
of  past  centuries,  should  alone  be  sufficient 
to  entitle  it  to  a  fair  and  patient  hearing, 
when  the  question  of  its  abolition  arises 
upon  the  construction  of  a  statute  which,  for 
the  particular  purpose  for  which  it  is  now 
invoked,  must  be  regarded  as  obscurelv 
worded,  and  sufficiently  ambiguous  to  admit 
of  an  entirely  different  application.  This 
"ancient  land-mark  of  the  law"  was,  we 
believe,  on  a  celebrated  occasion,  shown  but 
slight  respect  by  so  great  a  judge  as  Lord 
Mansfield,  but  the  controversy  which  im- 
mediately sprang  up  between  his  lordship 
and  Mr.  Fearne  did  not,  it  is  said,  result  to 
the  advantage  of  the  former,  and  the  rule 
was  more  firmly  settled  than  ever  in  the  juris- 
prudence of  England.  See  CampbelPs  Life 
of  Mansfield. 

We  will  now  attempt  a  construction  of  the 
act  in  question:  "Any  limitation  by  deed, 
will,  or  other  writing,  to  the  heirs  of  a  living 
person  shall  be  construed  to  be  the  children 
of  such  person,  unless  a  contrary  intention 
82  L.  R.  A. 


appears  by  the  deed  or  the  wil  1 .  '^  Rev.  Code, 
chap.  43,  §  5 ;  Code,  §  1829.  The  word  *•  lim- 
itation"  has  two  well-known  and  distinct 
meanings.  In  the  one,  the  primary  meanine, 
it  signifies  a  marking  out  the  bounds  or  limits 
of  the  estate  created ;  in  the  other,  it  sitrnifies 
simply  the  creation  of  an  estate  (2  FWne, 
Remainders,  §  24) ,  and  it  is  evidently  used 
in  the  secondary  sense  in  the  above  act.  It 
will  appear  hereafter  that  its  framers  had  a 
very  definite  purpose  in  view;  and  it  seems 
that,  in  effectuating  this  purpose,  they  en- 
deavored to  avoid  any  interference  with  the 
rule  in  Shelley's  Ca^.  This  must  be  apparent, 
because  the  rule  has  nothing  whatever  to  do 
with  limitations  to  the  heirs  of  a  person  un- 
less there  is  a  precedent  limitation  of  a  free- 
hold estate  to  that  person,  and  jet  the  act 
does  not  make  the  slightest  reference  to  this 
essential  element  of  the  said  rule.  It  is  im- 
possible to  suppose  that  the  gentlemen  who 
prepared  the  Revised  Code,  and  incorporated 
this  section,  should  have  been  inattentire  to 
this  defect,  if  it  had  been  their  purpose  to 
abrogate  the  rule.  Their  abilities  ana  learn- 
ing need  no  eulogy  from  us.  They  are  a 
part  of  the  heritage  of  the  legal  profession 
of  this  state,  and  of  which  it  may  be  justly 
proud.  And  this  is  a  point  which  may  be 
very  strongly  insisted  upon,— that,  if  these 
commissioners  had  intended  to  abolish  the 
rule,  they  could  have  done  it,  and  would  have 
done  it,  in  such  a  manner  as  to  leave  no  doubt 
upon  the  subject.  That  there  is  a  doubt  is 
the  most  powerful  reason  for  sustaining  tbe 
rule..  Acts  abridging  the  common  law  must 
be  strictly  construed  (1  Kent,  Com.  4W), 
"for  it  is  not  to  be  presumed  that  the  legis- 
lature intended  to  make  any  innovation  upon 
the  common  law,  further  than  the  case  ab- 
solutely required.  The  law  rather  infers  that 
the  act  did  not  intend  to  make  any  alteration 
other  than  what  is  specified,  and  besides  vrbat 
has  been  plainly  pronounced  ;  for,  if  the  par- 
liament had  had  that  design,  it  is  naturally 
said,  they  would  have  expressed  it."  Pot- 
ter's Dwarr.  Stat.  185;  Brov^n  v.  Barry,  3 
U.  S.  3  Dall.  365,  1  L.  ed.  638;  Shntr  v. 
Merchants  In'at.  Bank  of^t.  Louis,  101  U.  S. 
557,  25  L.  ed.  892.  The  very  important 
omission  to  which  we  liave  adverted  is  ren- 
dered still  more  significant  when  it  is  con- 
sidered that  in  all  of  the  statutes  abolishing 
the  rule,  which  we  have  been  able  to  exam- 
ine, there  is  an  express  reference  to  the  pre- 
cedent life  estate  given  in  the  same  conver- 
ance  in  which  there  is  a  limitation  to  the 
heirs  of  the  life  tenant.  This  will  strikingly 
appear  from  an  examination  of  the  statutes, 
of  which  we  give  the  following  as  illustra- 
tions :  The  Virginia  Code  (1850)  enacts  that 
''when  any  estate,  real  or  personal,  is  given 
by  deed  or  will  to  any  person  for  his  life, 
and  after  his  death  to -his  heirs,  or  to  the 
heirs  of  his  body,  the  conveyance  shall  be 
construed  to  vest  an  estate  for  life  only  in 
such  person,  and  a  remainder  in  fee  simple 
in  his  heirs,  or  the  heirs  of  his  body."  Iq 
New  York  it  is  provided  that  "  when  a  re- 
mainder shall  be  limited  to  the  heire,  or 
heirs  of  the  body,  of  a  person  to  whom  a  lif« 
estate  in  the  same  premises  shall  be  gi^.^* 
the  persons  who  on  the  termination  of  ine  life 
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estate  shall  be  the  heirs  of  the  body,  or  heirs 
of  such  tenant  for  life,  shall  be  entitled  to 
take  as  purchasers,  by  virtue  of  the  remain- 
der so  limited  to  them."  4  Kent,  Com.  282. 
In  Maine,  New  Hampshire,  and  several  other 
states  in  which  the  rule  has  been  abolished, 
the  fliatut«s,  while  differing  in  phraseology, 
all  contain  provisions  substantially  similar 
to  those  we  have  reproduced. 

Another  argument  against  the  construction 
contended  for  is  that  In  a  large  number  of 
cases  arising  under  the  rule, —perhaps  the 
majority, — the  words  of  the  act  can  have  no 
operation.  As  an  illustration  of  our  mean- 
ine,  take  the  case  of  a  limitation  to  A.  for 
life,  and  after  his  death  to  his  heirs.  A. 
never  has  any  children,  and  consequently 
there  are  no  heirs  (of  that  sort)  to  be  con- 
strued into  children.  It  is  plain  that  the  case 
must  be  left  as  at  common  law ;  that  is,  A. 
▼ill  take  a  fee.  In  other  words,  the  rule  in 
SfieUey'9  Com  is  applicable  to  every  case 
where  an  estate  is  limited  to  one  for  life, 
with  a  remainder  to  the  heirs  of  the  first 
taker,  whether  the  tenant  for  life  has  child- 
ren or  not ;  but  the  act,  by  its  very  terms,  can 
only  extend  to  those  cases,  if  to  any,  in  which 
tbe'first  taker  has  children.  The  alleged  ab- 
roiration,  therefore,  is  by  no  means  coexten- 
sive with  the  rule  as  is  the  effect  of  the 
statutes  to  which  we  have  referred.  These 
statutes  are  framed  so  as  to  prevent  any  en- 
largement of  the  life  estate,  even  if  there  be 
DO  children,  and  to  confer  a  remainder  upon 
such  persons  as  shall,  in  any  sense,  be  the 
heirs  of  the  life  tenant.  Can  it  be  inferred 
that  such  profound  lawyers  as  our  code  com- 
missioners would  attempt  to  abolish  such  a 
well-known  and  firmly  established  principle 
of  the  common  law  by  an  act,  the  words  of 
which  they  knew  could  reach  only  a  few  of 
the  great  number  of  cases  under  the  rule,  and 
especially  when  the  words  can  find  a  much 
more*  direct  and  natural  interpretation,  as  we 
will  presently  attempt  to  show?  The  inap- 
plicability, however,  of  the  words  of  the  act 
to  the  rule  under  consideration,  seems  to  us 
to  be  placed  beyond  Question  by  the  fact  that 
they  are  equally  applicable  to  ordinary  lim- 
itations in  fee  simple ;  and  we  do  not  suppose 
that  any  one  will  seriously  contend  that  the 
act  abolished  fee-simple  estates  generallv. 
If  an  estate  to  A.  for  life,  remainder  to  the 
heirs  of  A.,  he  having  living  children,  is 
converted  into  an  estate  for  life  in  A.,  with 
a  vested  remainder  in  his  children,  by  the 
words  of  an  act,  which  says  that,  "  in  every 
limitatioD  to  the  heirs  of  a  living  person  the 
word  'heirs'  shall  be  construed  to  mean, 
*  children,*  "  why.  may  it  be  asked,  does  not 
the  same  act  convert  an  estate  to  A.  and  his 
heirs,  he  having  living  children,  into  an  es- 
tate in  common  in  Ai  and  his  children?  Cer- 
tainly a  limitation  to  A.  and  his  children,  he 
having  living  children,  will  create  a  tenancy 
in  common  in  A.  and  his  children,  and  surelv 
the  commissioners  did  not  intend  any  such 
startling  result  Courts  will  restrain  the  lit- 
eral meaning  of  a  statute  if  its  words  would 
extend  to  cases  not  intended  by  the  legisla- 
ture. **  Scire  legeg^  rwn  hoe  est  terba  earum 
tiiiere  ted  vim  ac  potestatem,  and  the  Peason 
and  intention  of  the  lawgiver  will  con- 
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trol  the  strict  letter  of  the  law,  when  the 
latter  would  lead  to  a  palpable  injustice, 
contradiction,  and  absurdity.  1  Kent,  Com. 
402;  Potter,  Dwarr.  Stat.  209,  note;  Brewer 
V.  Biaugher,  89  U.  8.  14  Pet.  178,  10  L.  ed. 
408 ;  Lieber,  Hermeneutics,  45.  And  here  it 
mav  not  be  inappropriate  to  say  that  it  seems 
to  be  the  opinion  of  many  of  the  ablest  law- 
writers  that  the  act  does  not  necessarily  abol- 
ish the  rule.  Thus,  Mr.  Washburn,  in  the 
fourth  edition  of  his  work  on  Real  Property 
(vol.  2,  p.  607),  undertakes  to  give  a  list  of 
the  states  with  reference  to  the  acts  which 
have  abolished  the  rule ;  and  he  does  not  in- 
clude North  Carolina,  although  he  was  famil- 
iar with  our  act  as  is  shown  b^  a  reference  to 
section  8,  chap.  48,  of  the  Revised  Code.  The 
same  observation  applies  to  Mr.  Rawle,  the 
learned  editor  of  Williarfis  on  Real  Property. 
He  also  gives  a  list  of  the  states  which  have 
abolished  the  rule,  without  including  North 
Carolina.  The  same  may  be  said  of  Mr. 
Freeman,  the  very  able  and  discriminating 
editor  of  the  American  Decisions,  in  a  note 
to  30  Am.  Dec.  416,  and  also  of  the  editors 
of  Jarmanbn  Wills  and  Lawson's  Rights  and 
Remedies. 

We  will  now  attempt  to  give  our  construc- 
tion of  the  act.  It  seems  to  us  that  its  main 
object  (and  its  phraseology  nicely  adapts  it 
to  the  purpose)  was  to  convert  a  contingent 
into  a  vested  remainder,  under  certain  cir- 
cumstances. For  instance,  an  estate  to  A.  for 
life,  remainder  to  the  heirs  of  B.  ;  B.  living, 
and  having  children.  Now,  at  common  law, 
this  created  a  contingent  remainder  in  the 
heirs  of  B. ,  for  nemo  est  lurres  viventis;  and,  if 
A.  died  before  B.,  the  heirs  or  children  of  B. 
took  nothing.  Under  the  act  in  question  the 
children  of  S.  would  take  a  vested  remainder, 
and  upon  the  death  of  A.  would  get  the  es- 
tate, whether  B.  was  living  or  not.  And  it 
is  singular  that  the  only  case  which  we  have 
been  able  to  find  in  our  Reports,  in  which  the 
court  has  adjudged  the  act  to  be  applicable, 
was  similar  to  this.  In  Smith  v.  Brisson,  90 
N.  C.  284,  the  limitation  was  as  follows: 
"To  Rowland  Mercer,  and  the  heirs  of  his 
body ;  and,  if  the  said  Rowland  Mercer  should 
have  no  heirs,  the  said  land  shall  go  to  the 
heirs  of  my  son  James  A.  Mercer.  ^  Rowland 
Mercer  died  without  ever  having  had  child- 
ren. James  A.  Mercer  was  living  at  the  date 
of  the  deed,  and  had  children  at  that  time ; 
and  the  court  held  that  the  Act  (Code,  §  1329) 
applied,  and  construed  the  deed  as  if  the 
limitation  over  had  read,  "the  said  land  shall 
go  to  the  children  of  my  son  James  A.  Mer- 
cer. "  It  seems  also  to  have  been  the  purpose 
of  the  act  to  sustain  a  direct  convevance  to 
the  heirs  of  a  living  person.  As  tfiere  can 
be  no  heirs  during  the  life  of  the  ancestor, 
such  a  conveyance,  at  common  law,  would 
have  been  void,  unless  there  was  somethine: 
in  the  deed  which  indicated  "that  by  'the 
heirs'  was  meant  the  children  of  the  person 
named."  8  Washb.  Real  Prop.  282.  The  act 
in  question  provides  that  in  such  a  case  the 
word  "heirs"  shall  be  construed  to  mean 
"children,"  and  the  limitation,  therefore, 
would  be  good. 

Our  construction  that  the  act  does  not  affect 
the  rule  in  8helley*s  Case  finds  strong  support 
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from  its  position  in  the  Revised  Code,  which 
we  are  at  liberty  to  consider  under  the  maxim 
noecitur  a  soeiis.  Indeed,  the  wh^le  structure 
of  chapter  48  seems  to  have  for  its  prime  ob- 
ject the  greater  alienability  of  estates  than 
existed  at  common  law.  (Section  1  converts 
fee  tails  into  fee  simple  estates,  and  uses  no 
ambiguous  terms.  Section  2  converts  joint 
tenancy  into  tenancy  in  common.  Section  3 
makes  certain  contingent  limitations  vest 
much  sooner  than  at  common  law ;  and  then 
comes  section  5,  the  provisions  of  which  we 
have  under  consideration.  This  object  was 
further  advanced  by  the  Act  of  1879  (Code, 
^  1280),  providing  that  "all  conveyances 
shall  be  construed  to  be  in  fee  simple,  un- 
less otherwise  plainly  expressed, ''  showing 
plainly  the  legislative  policy.  The  construc- 
tion insisted  upon  by  the  defendant  would,  it 
seems,  run  counter  to  the  general  trend  of  our 
policy,  which  favors  the  early  vesting  of 
estates  (HiUiao'd  v.  Kearney,  45  N.  C.  1^1)  ; 
and  it  would  also  place  the  act  entirely  out 
of  harmony  with  its  environment. 

We  do  not  regard  it  as  serving  any  useful 
purpose  to  refer  to  the  queries  thrown  out  in 
various  cases  extending  from  King  v.  JJUey, 
85  N.  C.  59,  to  the  present  time,  because  the 
point  did  not  arise,  and  the  question  is  ex- 
pressly reserved,  in  all  of  them.  It  is  often 
remarked  that  great  legislative  changes  in 
the  law  are  usually  preceded  by  some  decis- 
ion of  the  courts,  of  a  novel  or  striking  char- 
acter, calculated  to  arrest  public  attention ; 
and  we  have  made  such  investigation  as  we 
could  with  a  view  of  discovering  such  a  case 
as  would  probably  cause  the  passage  of  the 
act.  In  this  we  have  not  been  particu- 
larly successful.  Certainly,  we  find  nothing 
which  indicates  that  courts,  lawyers,  or  lay- 
men were  dissatisfied  with  Shelley's  Case,  or 
that  the  question  was  particularly  interesting 
at  that  time.  We  do  find  a  case  or  two  in 
which  the  court  applied  the  rule,  but  there 
is  nothing  unusual  to  distinguish  them  from 
the  thousands  of  similar  cases  decided  within 
the  last  four  or  five  hundred  years.  It  is 
possible,  however,  that  the  act  grew  out  of 
the  discussion  arising  upon  the  much- liti- 
gated case  of  Ward  v.  Stow,  17  N.  C.  509,  27 
Am.  Dec.  288,  which  came  several  times  be- 
fore the  court,  and  which  seems  to  have  es- 
tablished the  proposition  that  in  a  legacy  to 
the  ^  heirs"  of  a  person,  which  person  the  will 
itself  recognizes  as  living,  the  word  "heirs'^ 
is  to  construed  "children."  While  sup- 
ported by  authority,  it  seems  rather  arbi- 
trary  that    the    construction  of  the  word 


"heirs"  in  a  will  should  depend  upon  whether 
the  will  recognizes  the  ancestor  as  livine,. 
and  not  upon  the  fact  of  his  being  alive.  It 
is  not  unreasonable  to  suppose  that  the  dis- 
cussion in  this  case  may  have  influenced  the 
action  of  the  commissioners;  but,  however 
this  may  be,  we  are  entirely  satisfied,  fron> 
the  language  used,  that  it  was  not  their  pur- 
pose to  work  so  great  a  change  in  the  law 
governing  the  limitations  of  property.  The 
importance  of  the  question,  involving,  as  it 
probably  does,  the  validity  of  the  titles  to  a 
iar^e  amount  of  real  estate,  has  induced  os 
to  discuss  the  subject  at  a  somewhat  anasual 
lenirth,  and  we  are*glad  that  our  conception 
of  the  law  is  in  harmony  with  the  views  so 
long  entertained  and  acted  upon  by  the  pro- 
fession. 

The  rule  in  Shelley's  Case  being  still  in 
force  in  North  Carolina,  its  application  to 
the  present  case  will  be  as  follows :  If  H 
O.  Patterson  should  survive  his  wife,  he  will 
take  a  vested,  equitable  freehold  estate :  and 
as  the  limitations  apply  to  interests  of  the 
same  quality,  and  the  trusts  are  not  execute^ 
(Feame,  Remainders,  pp.  51,  55,  90;  2  Co. 
Litt.  145),  the  inheritance  will,  under  the 
said  rule,  unite  with  the  said  estate,  and  be 
will  then  be  seised  of  an  indefeasible,  equi- 
table estate  in  fee  simple.  This  estate  will 
inure  to  the  benefit  of  the  plaintiff,  by  way 
of  feeding  the  estoppel  worked  by  the  co?e- 
nants  of  warranty  in  the  deed  of  the  said  R. 
O.  Patterson.  Bell  v.  Adams,  81  N.  C.  118; 
Sautherland  v.  Stout,  68  N.  C.  446 ;  IMeKvt 
V.  Satterthwaite,  23  N.  C.  566 ;  7  Am.  &  Eng. 
Encyclop.  Law,  9,  10,  notes.  Until  the  cod- 
tingcncy  happens,  the  "heirs"  of  R.  0.  Pat- 
terson have  a  contingent  remainder  in  fee, 
expectant  upon  the  determination  of  the  life 
estate  of  Madara  J. ,  she  surviving  her  said 
husband.  In  this  event  they  will"  take,  not 
under  the  said  Patterson,  but  as  purchasers ; 
the  word  "  heirs"  being  deseriptio  personarvm 
only.  We  think  his  nonor  was  coirect  in 
holding  that  the  rule  in  Shelley's  Case  had 
not  been  abolished ;  but  for  the  reasons  gireu, 
we  think  he  erred  in  holding  that  the  defend- 
ant was  compelled  to  accept  the  title  offered 
by  the  plaintiff. 

Error,    Eeversed. 

Note,  It  may  not  be  improper  to  aaj  that  sioce 
the  preparation  of  tbis  opinion  the  writer  has  been 
assured  by  Ex-Justice  Bodman^  the  distlngulshpd 
survivor  of  those  connected  with  the  superrlslon 
and  publication  of  the  Beviaed  Code,  tbat  It  was 
not  the  purpose  of  the  commission  to  abolish  tbe 
rule  in  Shelley^s  Caee, 
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Michael  O'TOOLE,  Appt., 
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PITTSBURGH  &  LAKE  ERIE  R.  CO. 

(168  Pa.  W.) 

1,  Ne0l%eiice  in  the  absence  of  e»re 
aeeordlni^  to  the  etrcmnstmicee* 


8.  A  pa— ffmger  upon  a  etreet-eftr  ^• 
proachinjgf  a  rnllrnart  n  nering:  ttWi^  '-■' 
stopped  75  TOet  away  from  tbe  crossUiff  and  agtio 

t  started,  is  under  no  duty  to  be  on  tbe  iookoat  to 
learn  if  the  railroad  track  can  be  wfely  crossed 
and  to  Jump  off,  if  he  dJsoovera  an  approacblng 
locomotive,  eepeoiaUy  where  he  is  crippled. 
(October  80, 1808.) 


NOTX.— The  above  decision  seems  to  be  as  novel  I  the  control  of  che  carrier's  servants  or  affeots  trust- 
as  it  is  Just.    To  hold  a  passenger  liable  for  negli-   ing*  to  their  management  would  sorely  require  a 
gence  in  remaining  on  a  public  conveyance  under  '  strong^oase. 
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APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  for  Lawrence 
County  in  favor  of  defendant  in  an  action 
brought  to  recover  damages  for  personal  in- 
jaries  alleged  to  have  been  causeo  by  defend- 
ant's negligence.     Eeveraed. 

The  material  parts  of  the  charge  of  the 
trial  court  were  as  follows : 

Did  Michael  0*Toole  contribute  in  any 
way  to  the  injury  that  he  received  that  morn- 
ing t  Being  upon  the  car  of  the  street  rail- 
way company  ne  would  not  be  required  to 
exercise  the  care  that  the  law  lays  down  as 
Ibe  rule  with  a  person  going  along  a  high- 
way coming  to  a  railroad  crossing, — he  must 
stop  and  look  and  listen.  There  could  be  no 
reason  for  tliat  rule  under  the  circumstances 
in  this  particular  case.  A  person  in  a  street 
railway  car  going  along  the  highway  cannot 
know  where  a  railroad  crosses  the  line  of  the 
street  railway.  And  if  they  did  know  where 
the  railroad  and  the  railway  cross  it  would 
be  impossible  for  them  to  stop  and  look  and 
listen  to  comply  with  the  rule  that  binds  all 
other  persons  in  going  alonff  public  high- 
ways. They  have  no  control  of  the  carriage 
in  which  they  are  riding ;  they  cannot  con- 
trol its  movements ;  they  cannot  stop  and  look 
and  listen  unless  at  the  will  of  the  carrier 
company.  So  that  that  rule  becomes  mean- 
ingless when  you  apply  it  to  passengers  in 
a  railway  car,  and  ft  should  not  be  applied 
to  the  plaintiff  in  this  case. 

If  Michael  O'Toole  upon  that  street-car 
could  have  seen  the  engine,  and  did  not 
undertake  to  see  it,  or  did  not  exercise  rea- 
sonable care  for  the  purpose  of  ascertain- 
ing whether  they  could  proceed  across  the 
street  railway  track  in  safety,  then  he  would 
be  guilty  of  contributory  negligence.  And 
that^  I  say  to  you,  would  be  the  rule  appli- 
cable to  him,  for  the  reason  that  it  is  in  evi- 
dence that  he  knew  well  the  point  at  which 
this  railway  crosses  the  Pittsburgh  &  Lake 
Erie  Railroad.  And  he  has  testified  that  he 
had  gone  backward  and  forward  quite  fre- 
quently as  a  passenger  on  the  line  of  the 
street  railway  company,  and  that  he  knew 
the  point  at  which  they  crossed  the  line  of 
the  Lake  Erie  Railroad.  He  tells  you  fur- 
ther he  was  looking  at  the  safety  gates  that 
morning,  that  he  was  watching  them.  If  he 
was  looking  at  the  safety  sates  that  morning 
he  knew  where  the  railroad  was.  If  he  knew 
the  point  at  which  the  safety  gates  were 
erected,  he  knew  the  purpose  for  which  they 
were  erected.  If  he  looked  at  those  safety 
gates  for  the  purpose  of  ai^certaining  whether 
they  could  proceed  safely  across  the  line  of 
the  Pittsburffh  &  Lake  Erie  Railroad,  then 
he  could  at  Uie  same  time  and  with  the  same 
ejfort  have  looked  up  the  track  of  the  rail- 
road to  see  whether  or  not  an  engine  was  ap- 
proaching. And  if  at  the  time  the  car  in 
which  he  was  traveling  stopped,  it  stopped 
at  such  a  place  that  he  could  have  looked  up 
the  railroad,  and  if  by  looking  up  the  rail- 
road at  that  time  he  could  have  learned 
whether  this  engine  was  or  was  not  approach- 
ing, and  could  at  that  time  have  gotten  off 
the  car  if  he  discovered  an  engine  approach- 
in^.  and  did  not  do  that,  then  he  would  be 
guilty  of  contributory  negligence  and  could 


not  recover  in  this  case.  Whether  he  could 
have  done  that  or  could  not  have  done  that . 
is  a  question  for  you.  And  the  point  where 
the  street- car  stopped  is  a  question  for  you 
to  determine  from  the  evidence.  If  in  con- 
sidering this  case,  under  all  the  testimony 
that  has  been  offered,  you  conclude  that  Mich- 
ael O'Toole  in  any  way  contributed  to  the 
accident — if  his  conduct  in  any  way  con- 
tributed to  the  receiving  of  the  nijury  which 
he  did  receive,  then  he  is  guilty  of  contrib- 
utory negligence.  And  a  person  who  is 
guilty  of  contributory  negligence  in  anv  de- 

frce  cannot  recover  in  a  proceeding  of  this 
ind.  If  you  conclude  that  he  was  guilty 
of  contributing  in  any  way  to  this  accident, 
then  you  must  find  a  verdict  for  the  defend- 
ant. 

These  safety  gates  are  erected  for  the  pro- 
tection of  the  traveling  public.  But  the  fact 
that  the  safety  gates  are  erected  does  not  af- 
fect in  any  way  the  responsibility  or  the  lia- 
bility of  the  railroad  company  in  the  opera- 
tion of  its  railroad  or  in  the  management  of 
its  trains.  These  safety  gates  are  erected, 
and  it  is  customary  to  have  them  lowered 
when  a  train  is  passing  in  order  that  the 
public  may  have  notice  that  a  train  is  about 
to  pass,  and  when  the  train  has  passed  the 
ffates  are  raised.  Persons  going  along  a  pub- 
lic street  or  along  a  public  roful  where  there 
are  safety  gates  have  still  incumbent  upon 
them  the  duty  imposed  by  law  to  stop  and 
look  and  listen — to  exercise  ordinary  care  for 
their  own  safety  and  to  ascertain  by  stopping 
and  looking  and  listening  whether  a  train  be 
approaching. 

Even  if  tne  safety  gates  are  not  lowered, 
that  does  not  relieve  the  person  passing  along 
the  road  from  the  obligation  imposed  upon 
him  by  the  law  to  stop  and  look  and  listen 
for  a  train.  He  stl  1 1  has  that  obi  i gation  upon 
him  ;  it  is  the  duty,  where  there  Is  an  ordi- 
nance requiring  safety  gates,  and  safety  gates 
have  been  erected,  for  the  company  to  lower 
these  gates  at  the  approach  of  a  train.  If 
they  fail  to  lower  these  gates  they  become 
llaole  to  the  penalty  imposed  by  the  ordi- 
nance, if  there  be  such  a  penalty  imposed. 
The  failure  to  lower  the  safety  gates  does 
not  of  itself  make  the  company  negligent,  so 
far  as  this  case  is  concerned.  The  question 
of  whether  thev  were  or  were  not  lowered 
before  this  train  came  to  the  crossing  is  a 
question  of  fact  for  you.  There  is  consider- 
able testimony  offered  on  that  point  and  the 
testimony  is  conflicting,  and  it  is  for  you  to 
reconcile,  if  you  can,  and  if  you  cannot  rec- 
oncile it,  then  it  is  a  question  for  you  from 
the  evidence  in  the  case  to  conclude  whether 
the  safety  gates  were  or  were  not  lowered ; 
and  you  come  then  to  the  credibility  of  the 
witnesses  on  that  point.  It  is  a  question  for 
you  to  say  whom  you  will  believe  and  whom 
you  will  not  believe.  But  if  you  conclude 
that  the  gates  were  not  lowered,  that  fact,  of 
itself,  is  not  sufficient  to  warrant  you  in  find- 
ing a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff.  Had  the 
plaintiff  been  walking  along  the  street,  the 
lact  that  the  gates  were  not  lowered  would 
not  be  an  invitation  to  him  to  cross  the  rail- 
road in  violation  of  the  rule  of  law,  that  he 
shall  stop  and  look  and  listen  when  approach- 
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in^  a  railroad  crossing,  ^nd  that  rule  is 
not  taken  away  because  the  plaintiff  hap- 
pened to  be  in  a  street -car  at  the  time. 

Mr.   Os<iar  L.  Jackson,  for  appellant: 

When  an  individual  is  injured  by  the  con- 
current and  contributory  ne^^IIgence  of  two 
parties,  one  of  whom  at  the  time  is  the  com- 
mon carrier  of  his  person,  both  tortfeasors 
are  liable  to  him  jointly  and  severally,  and 
the  negligence  of  his  common  carrier  cannot 
be  imputed  to  him. 

Dean  v.  Pennsylvania  R,  Co,  6  L.  R.  A. 
143,  129  Pa.  514 ;  Bunting  v.  Hogsett,  12  L. 
K.  A.  268,  189  Pa.  863. 

Messrs.  L.  T,  Kurts  and  D«  B.  Kurts. 
for  appellee: 

Where  the  danger  is  known  to  the  passenger 
of  a  common  cairier  and  he  can  avoid  it  and 
.  does  not,  though  not  subject  to  Imputed  neg- 
ligence of  the  carrier,  he  is  guilty  of  per- 
sonal or  individual  negligence  in  not  avoid- 
ing the  danger. 

Dean  v.  Pennsylvania  B.  Co.  6  L.  R.  A. 
143,  129  Pa.  514 ;  Crescent  Ttop.  v.  Anderson, 
114  Pa.  648,  60  Am.  Rep.  867. 

Where  particular  instructions  on  a  given 
point  are  not  asked  for,  the  case  will  be  re- 
viewed upon  the  general  effect  of  the  charge 
And  not  upon  sentences  or  paragraphs  selected 
from  it.  If  as  a  whole  the  charge  was  cal- 
culated to  mislead,  there  is  error  in  the  rec- 
ord ;  if  not,  there  is  none. 

lAhigh  Valley  R.  Co.  v.  Brandtmaier,  118 
Pa.  610 ;  Pennsylvania  R.  Co,  v.  Coon,  111 
Pa.  430 ;  Com.  v.  Zappe,  153  Pa.  498 ;  Reese 
V.  Reese,  90  Pa.  89.  35  Am.  Rep.  684 ;  Smith 
V.  Meldren,  107  Pa.  348 ;  Horton  v.  CJieving- 
ton  <&  B.  Coal  Co.  2  Pennyp.  26. 

Dean,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

The  defendant  operates  a  steam  railroad 
runnine  through  the  borough  of  New  Castle. 
Its  roaa  crosses  at  grade  South  Mill  street, 
diagonally.  The  Isew  Castle  Electric  Street 
Railway  has  its  rails  longitudinally  on  the 
same  street.  Hence,  the  two  tracks  cross  each 
other  at  grade  on  this  street.  There  are  guard 
gates  at  the  crossing,  under  the  control  of 
the  defendant,  to  be  raised  or  lowered  on  the 
approach  of  a  locomotive  to  the  crossing. 
On  the  14th  of  March,  1891,  the  plaintiff,  a 
flhoemaker  by  trade,— a  cripple  from  birth, 
in  both  feet,— took  a  seat. in  the  street- car  to 
go  north  through  the  town.  When  the  car 
came  to  a  point"  about  75  feet  from  the  cross- 
ing, a  locomotive  approached,  going  south- 
west ;  the  watchman  lowered  the  gates ;  the 
Btrcetcar  stopped;  the  locomotive  crossed; 
the  watchman  raised  the  gates;  the  car 
started,  and,  as  it  reached  the  railroad  track, 
was  struck  by  another  locomotive,  following 
the  one  that  had  passed.  There  is  some  con- 
flict in  the  testimonv  as  to  whether  the  gate 
was  wholly  or  partly  closed  at  the  moment 
of  collision.  A  house  obstructs  the  view  of 
the  track  in  the  direction  from  which  the 
locomotive  came,  except  when  quite  near  the 
point  of  crossing.  The  plaintiff,  in  the  col- 
lision, was  thrown  out,  'and  serioi&ly  in- 
jured. Under  the  instructions  of  the  court, 
the  verdict  was  for  the  defendant.  There 
was  some  evidence  on  the  part  of  defendant 
«»..}  L.  R  A. 


that  the  collision  was  wholly  the  result  of 
the  negligence  of  the  street-car  company ; 
that  those  in  charge  of  the  car  dinef^ed 
the  warning  of  the  watchman  and  ^e  low. 
ering  of  the  gate  for  tiie  second  locomotive 
to  pass.  But  that  the  collision  was  the  re- 
sult of  the  negligence  of  one  or  other  com- 
pany, or  of  the  concurring  negligenoe  of 
both,  could  not  have  been  doubted,  on  ttie 
evidence.  The  learned  judge  of  the  coort 
below,  on  the  evidence,  properly  instructed 
the  jury  (1)  that,  if  the  collision  was  the 
result  of  negligence  of  both  parties,  each 
was  answerable  to  plaintiff,  and  he  could 
maintain  his  suit  against  either;  (2)  if  the 
collision  was  the  result,  wholly,  of  the  neg- 
ligence of  the  street- car  company,  the  de- 
fendant wa^  not  answerable.  But  the  plain 
tiff,  in  his  several  assignments  of  error, 
complains  of  the  instructions  with  reference 
to  his  duty  as  a  passenger,  under  the  circum- 
stances here  developed.  The  fifth  and  sixth 
assignments,  in  substance,  embrace  this  al- 
leged error.  The  court  instructed  the  jury : 
**If  Michael.  O 'Toole,  upon  that  street-car, 
could  have  seen  the  engine,  and  did  not  un- 
dertake to  see  it,  or  did  not  exercise  reason- 
able care  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining 
whether  they  could  proceed  acrofis  the  rail- 
way track  in  safety,  then  he  would  be  guilty 
of  contributor^^  negligence ;  and  if,  by  look- 
ing up  the  railroaa  at  that  time,  he  could 
have  learned  whether  an  engine  was  or  was 
not  approaching,  and  could  at  that  time  hare 
gotten  off  the  car  if  he  discovered  an  eogine 
approaching,  and  did  not  do  that,  then  he 
would  be  guilty  of  contributory  negligence, 
and  could  not  recover."  Then,  funher  on, 
is  this  instruction :  "  But  the  fact  that  safety 
gates  are  erected  does  not  in  any  way  affect 
the  responsibility  or  the  liability  of  the  rail- 
road company  in  the  operation  of  its  railroad, 
or  in  the  management  of  its  trains.  But.  if 
you  conclude  that  the  gates  were  not  lowered, 
that  fact,  of  itself,  is  not  sufiScient  to  war- 
rant you  in  ^ndins  a  verdict  for  the  plain- 
tiff. Had  the  plaintiff  been  walking  along 
the  street,  the  fact  that  the  gates  were  not 
lowered  would  not  be  an  invitation  to  bim 
to  cross  the  railroad,  in  violation  of  th^nile 
of  law  that  he  shall  stop,  look,  and  listen, 
when  approaching  a  railroad  crossing:  and 
that  rule  is  not  taken  away  because  the  plain- 
tiff happened  to  be  in  a  street-car  at  the 
time." 

Defendant's  counsel  argues  that  these  are 
mere  excerpts  from  the  charge,  and,  stand- 
ing alone,  do  not  fairly  present  the  instruc- 
tion really  given  to  the  jury;  that  this  can 
only  be  properly  understood  when  read  in 
connection  with  what  preceded  and  followed. 
Certainly,  the  charge  must  be  taken  as  a 
whole,  to  arrive  at  the  correct  meaning.  We 
have  carefully  read  it,  in  the  light  of  the 
evidence,  and  are  forced  to  the  conclusion 
the  tendencv  was  to  mislead  the  jury.  We 
find  no  evidence  which  warranted  such  in- 
struction. Negligence  is  the  absence  of  care 
according  to  the  circumstances.  There  was 
evidence  here  from  which  the  jury  might 
have  found  there  was  no  negligence  on  part 
of  defendant,  and  that  the  street-car  compuiy 
was  negligent.    They  might  hare  found  the 
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defendant  was  negligent,  and  the  street- car 
<»inimny  was  not.  They  might  have  found 
both  were  negligent,  fiat  a  careful  search 
for  any  evidence  of  netrliffence,  under  the 
circumstances,  on  part  of  plaintiff,  has  been 
fraitless.  He  was  a  passenger  of  the  street- 
•car  company,  which  had  contracted  to  carry 
him  safely.  He  had  a  right  to  presume  they 
would  exercise  the  care  required  in  this  un- 
dertaking. When  the  car  approached  the 
<:Towing,  it  stopped.  He  was  m  no  danger 
then,  and  had  no  reason  to  apprehend  any. 
When  it  started,  he  had  a  right  to  believe  it 
did  so  because  the  crossing  was  clear.  Run- 
ning a  distance  of  about  75  feet,  the  collision 
occurred.  In  the  very  few  seconds  which 
were  necessary  to  accomplish  this  distance, 
the  court,  in  substance,  instructs  the  Jury 
that  it  was  plaintiff's  duty  to  be  on  the  look*- 
out  to  learn  if  the  railnxEul  track  could  be 
safely  crossed,  and  if,  by  so  doing,  he  could 
have  seen  the  approaching  locomotive,  or- 
dinary care  required  him  to  jump  off.  To 
impose  such  a  duty  upon  a  passenger,  under 
these  circumstances,  is  going  much  further 
than  any  court  has  yet  gone.  All  experience 
has  demonstrated  that  to  get  off  a  moving  car 
is  highly  dangerous.  Therefore,  it  is  neld 
that  such  an  act  is  negligence  per  m,  and  the 
passenger,  if  thereby  injured,  except  in  very 
rare  cases,  is  guilty  of  contributory  negli- 
gence, and  cannot  recover.  Hence,  here,  if 
the  plaintiff  had  been  on  the  lookout,  and 
had  seen  the  approaching  locomotive,  or- 
dinary care  did  not  require  he  should  make 
a  dangerous  jump  to  escape  a  problematical 
<»lli8ion.  Admit  he  had  some  reason  to  ap- 
prehend danirer  if  he  remained  in  the  car. 
At  the  worst,  this  was  only,  to  him,  a  possi- 
ble danger.  A  careful  man.  ignorant  of  the 
power  of  control  of  the  engineer  over  the  lo- 
<»motive,  or  of  the  motorman  over  the  elec- 
tric car,  and  knowing  nothing  of  the  rules 
^veming  them  in  approaching  the  crossing, 
might  very  well  think  one  or  the  other  would 
stop  before  reaching  it.  He  had  no  right  or 
power  to  control  or  direct  those  in  charge  of 
either.  He  was  warranted  in  assuming  that 
they  knew  their  business  better  than  a  shoe- 
maker, and  would,  by  proper  care,  avert  the 
possible  collision.  Therefore,  holding  him 
rigidly  to  the  rule  of  ordinary  care,  at  best, 
he  had  a  choice  of  perils :  a  choice  to  be  ex- 
ercised on  the  instant  by  a  man  crippled  in 
both  feet,  and  consequently  a  not  very  agile 
jumper.  He  had  been  put  in  this  position 
by  no  act  of  his  own,  but  by  the  negligence 
of  one  or  other,  or  both,  of  the  railroad  com 
panics.    We  fail  to  see  any  evidence  of  ab 


sence  of  ordinary  care  here,  under  these  cir- 
cumstances. The  instruction,  in  substance 
that  ordinary  care  required  plaintiff  to  per- 
form the  duties  of  conductor  and  motorman ; 
that,  practically,  he  was  to  exercise  the  same 
care  as  if  he  had  been  driving  his  own 
horse, — ** stop,  look, and  listen, " — was  errone- 
ous, and  calculated  to  mislead  the  jury.  It 
would  have  been  but  a  step  further,  and  a 
short  step  at  that,  to  have  directed  the  lury 
to  inquire  whether  plaintiff  had  not  been 
guilty  of  contributory  negligence  in  taking 
passage  on  a  street-car,  which  he  knew,  in 
Its  route,  would  cross  a  steam  railroad  at 
grade.  The  law  imposes  no  such  duty  upon 
Uie  traveler  by  public  conveyances  laid  down 
in  this  charge.  The  cases  of  Oreecent  Ikop, 
V.  Anderson,  114  Pa.  648,  60  Am.  Rep.  867, 
and  Dean  v.  Pennsylr)ania  R.  Co.,  129  Pa. 
514,  6  L.  R.  A.  148,  cited  and  relied  on  by 
appellee  as  sustaining  the  instruction  com- 
plained of,  really  recognized  the  opposite 
doctrine.  Both  are  cases  where  the  plain- 
tiffs, when  injured,  were  ridinff  in  private 
vehicles  driven  by  another,  ana  both  were 
injured  by  the  contributory  negligence  of 
the  driver  and  a  third  party,  the  defendant. 
In  both  the  decision  was  put  on  the  ground 
that  the  negligence  of  the  driver  of  the  horse 
was  apparent,  and  he  was,  to  some  extent, 
under  the  direction  or  control  of  the  party 
injured.  There  was  no  attempt,  by  remon- 
strance or  otherwise,  by  the  party  injured, 
to  restrain  the  negligent  driver.  The  negli- 
ffence  of  the  driver  was  not,  in  either  case, 
imputed  to  an  innocent  plaintiff,  but  the 
latter  was  held  to  have  participated  in  the 
neffligence  which  caused  the  accident.  Car- 
lisle V.  Brisbane,  118  Pa.  544,  57  Am.  Rep. 
488,  is  to  the  same  effect;  and  the  decision 
is  expressly  put  on  the  ground  that,  although 
the  conveyance  was  a  private  one,  the  injured 
party  did  not,  to  any  degree,  participate  in 
the  alleged  negligence  of  the  driver.  The 
plaintiff  here  was  a  passenger  in  a  public 
conveyance.  He  couiormed  to  the  rules  of 
the  company ;  kept  his  seat,  reiving  on  the 
vigilance  and  care  of  those  in  charge  of  the 
car,  as  his  contract  gave  him  the  right  to  do. 
There  was  upon  him  no  duty  of  moving  the 
car  with  caution  at  dangerous  crossings ;  no 
duty  of  watching  for  possible  collisions,  and 
jumping  off  in  apprehension  of  them.  Con- 
sequently the  learned  court  below  erred  in 
its  instructions  embraced  in  plaintiff's  fifth 
and  sixth  assignments  of  error. 

The  judgment  is  reversed,  and  ffenire  jacias 
de  now  awarded. 


WIBCONSIJ^   SUPREME  COURT, 
George  KLEIN,  Bespt,, 

V, 

N.  P.  VALERIUS  et  ah,  Appts. 

( Wis. ) 

The  J  wifldlettoB  of  tbe 


of  Wisconsiii  under  the  coiietitatioii 
bein^  appellate  only*  except  in  speoifled 
oases,  a  statute  attempting  to  make  it  the  duty 
of  that  court  to  examine  aod  review  the  evidence 
preserved  by  bill  of  exceptions  and  give  judg- 
ment according  to  the  right  of  the  case  regardless 
of  the  decisions  by  the  court  below  upon  ques- 


NoTB.— We  heUeve  the  above  decision  to  be  the  I  to  authorize  a  review  of  the  facts  by  the  court  of 
fliBt  on  the  question  of  the  power  of  the  legislature  I  last  resort,  although  the  decision  is  analogous  to 
32L.aA.  89 
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tioDs  of  fact  as  well  as  of  law,  is  unooostltu- 
tlonal. 

(January  80,  18M.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Jeiferson  County 
in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to 
recover  money  loaned,  and  tbeprice  of  chattels 
sold  and  delivered  by  plaintiff  to  defendants. 
Afflrmed. 

Statement  by  Cmmuadmy,  J,: 

This  action  was  commenced  November  18, 
1889.  The  complaint  alleges,  in  effect,  that 
the  defendants  have  been  partners  since  Jane 

I,  1886,  doing  business  at  Watertown ;  that 
between  June  17,  1886,  and  December  6, 
1888,  the  defendants,  at  sundry  and  divers 
times,  borrowed  money  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
purchased  horses  and  hay  of  him,  which 
money  was  delivered  by  the  plaintiff  to  the 
defendants,  and  which  horses  and  hay  were 
sold  and  delivered  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  de- 
fendants at  their  request,  to  the  amount  of 
$2,377.08,  and  demands  Judgment  for  the 
same  with  costs ;  that  a  bill  of  particulars 
is  annexed  to  said  complaint,  covering  the 
time  between  the  dates  named,  amountmfi^  to 
$4,277.80,  including  $2,000  cash  loaned  to 
the  defendants  June  17,  1886,  $800  cash  loaned 
to  the  defendants  June  28,  1886,  and  $800 
cash  loaned  to  the  defendants  September  10, 
1886.  The  defendants,  answering  the  com- 
plaint, admitted  the  partnership  of  the  de- 
fendants, and  allege,  in  effect,  that  between 
September  20,  1886,  and  April  1,  1889,  they 
borrowed  of  the  plaintiff  $80,  and  bought  of 
him  one  horse  at  the  agreed  price  of  $125, 
and  also  bought  of  him  16,825  pounds  or  hay 
at  the  agreed  price  of  $8  per  ton ;  but  that 
long  bei^re  the  commencement  of  this  action 
they  repaid  to  the  plaintiff  the  |80  so  bor- 
rowed, and  also  paid  him  in  full  for  said 
horse  and  said  hay ;  and  otherwise  deny  each 
and  everyal  legation  contained  In  the  com- 
plaint. The  answer  also  alleged,  by  way  of 
counterclaim,  in  effect,  that  between  Novem- 
ber 1,  1886,  and  April  1,  1889,  the  defend- 
ants, as  such  partners,  sold  and  delivered  to 
the  plaintiff,  at  his  request,  several  pieces 
of  property  mentioned,  and  paid  to  him,  or 
for  his  benefit,  and  at  his  request,  several 
items  of  cash,  amounting  in  the  agmgate  to 
$1,849.65.  That  no  part  thereof  haa  been 
paid,  except  $271.28,  and  prayed  judgment 
for  the  balance  of  $1,578.27,  with  a  bill  of 
particulars  annexed  to  said  answer.  That 
thereupon  the  cause  was  referred  to  George 
Grimm,  as  sole  referee,  to  hear,  try,  and  de- 
termine this  action,  and  of  the  issues  there- 
in. That  said  Grimm  thereupon  took  the 
requisite  oath,  and,  after  hearing  the  wit- 
nesses, evidence,  and  proofs  of  the  respective 
parties,  and  the  arguments  of  their  respective 
attorneys,  pursuant  to  notice  given,  on  June 

II,  1892,  the  said  referee  made  and  filed  his 
report,  wherein  he  found  as  matters  of  fact, 
in  effect :    (1)  That  from  May  1,  1885,  to  the 


commencement  of  this  acticm,  the  defendants 
werepartners,  doing  business  at  Watertown. 
(2)  Tliat  the  moneys  described  and  charged 
in  the  plaintiff's  bill,  of  particulars,  to  wit, 
June  17,  1886,  cash  loaned  to  defendants, 
$2,000;  June  28,  1886,  cash  loaned  to  de- 
fendants, $800 ;  and  September  10, 1886.  cash 
loaned  to  defendants,  $800,  —were  loaned  bj 
the  plaintiff  to  the  defendants,  and  were  bor- 
rowed by  the  defendants  of  the  plaintiff,  with 
the  mutual  understanding  that  said  sums 
should  be  repaid  at  the  expiration  of  eiglit 
months.  That  the  plaintiff  so  loaned  to  the 
defendants  said  money  for  the  purpose  of  us- 
ing the  same  in  one  certain  exportation  and 
importation  of  horses  to  be  maae  by  tiie  de- 
fendants in  the  summer  of  1886,  with  the  mu- 
tual understanding  that  the  same  should  be 
repaid  at  the  end  of  the  time  necessary  to 
complete  such  exportation  and  importation, 
which  was  fixed  at  eight  months,  and,  in  case 
said  trip  should  be  successful,  —that  is  to  say, 
profitable  to  the  defendants,— then  the  plain- 
tiff should  receive  a  horse  for  the  use  of  his 
money,  and,  if  not  successful,  then  he  should 
receive  nothing  for  its  use.  (8)  That  said 
trip  was  not  successful,  within  the  meaniof 
placed  upon  that  word  by  the  parties,  ana 
that  the  defendants  sustained  a  heavy  loss,  the 
amount  of  which  the  referee  does  not  deter- 
mine, as  he  deemed  it  immaterial.  (4)  That 
defendants  were  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in 
the  other  sums  set  out  in  the  plaintiff's  bill 
of  particulars,  with  the  exception  of  the  item 
under  date  of  December  6,  1886,  cash  |S00, 
which  he  finds  was  paid  by  the  defendants 
with  the  Farlow  note  of  $400,  and  the  balance 
of  $100  charged  by  defendants  against  plain- 
tiff ;  and  witn  the  exception  of  the  last  item 
on  the  plaintiff's  bill  of  particulars,  under 
date  of  December  6,  1886,  one  stallion,  $800. 
which  he  finds  should  be  $275,  and  which  be 
further  finds  was  paid  by  the  defendants  wilh 
the  Wassow  note  of.  $575,  and  Uie  balance  of 
$800  charged  to  the  plaintiff  by  the  defend- 
ants, making  the  aggregate  sum  owing  the 
plaintiff  by  the  defendants  $8,677.80.  (5) 
That  the  plaintiff  is  indebted  to  the  defend- 
ants upon  their  counterclaim  in  the  sum  set 
out  in  their  bill  of  partlculaia,  to  wit  the 
sum  of  $1,849.55,  and  that  the  final  balance 
due  the  plaintiff  from  the  defendants  upon 
said  accounts  is  $1,827.76.  And  as  ooncla- 
sions  of  law  the  referee  found  that  the  plain- 
tiff is  entitled  to  judgment  against  the  de- 
fendants for  the  sum  of  $1,827.75,  with 
interest  thereon  from  May  10,  1887,  at  the 
rate  of  7  per  cent  per  annum.  That  Septem- 
ber 5,  1892,  the  plaintiff  moved  the  court  U> 
confirm  said  report,  and  for  judgment  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff  and  against  the  defend- 
ants, in  accordance  with  the  findings  therein : 
that  at  the  same  time  the  defenduit^  moved 
the  court  to  alter  and  modify  said  findings 
of  fact  and  conclusions  of  law ;  and,  after 
hearing  of  said  motions  respectively,  and  the 
arguments  of  counsel  for  the  respective  par- 
ties therein,  and  after  duly  considering  the 
same,  the  court,  on  March  27,  1893,  ordered. 


those  olted  In  the  opinion  In  fespect  to  trial  by  jury 
and  the  relation  of  law  to  equity  Jurisdlotion,  as 
well  as  to  eimliar  decisions  of  federal  oourts  on 
those  questions.-  The  statute  involved  in  the 
22  L.  R.  A. 


above  case  is  noticeable  in  contrast  with  the  legis- 
lation in  other  jurisdictions  for  the  relief  of  over- 
burdened oourts  of  last  resort. 
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adjudged,  and  decreed  that  said  report  of  the 
referee  be,  and  the  same  Is,  in  all  respects 
confirmed,  and  judgment  for  the  plaintiff 
and  against  the  defendants  is  thereby  ordered 
in  accordance  with  said  report  and  find- 
ings, with  proper  costs  and  disbursements; 
and  thereupon,  and  on  the  same  day,  judg- 
ment was  ent&red  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff 
and  against  the  defendants  for  the  sum  of 
$2,774.80,  damages  and  costs.  From  that 
judgment  the  defendants  bring  this  appeal. 

iff*.  Harlow  Pease*  for  appellants : 

In  this  state  it  is  quite  immaterial  how  the 
referee  rules  upon  objections  to  testimony,  or 
that  he  fails  to  rule  thereon,  so  long  as  he  takes 
the  testimony. 

Kinse^  V.  Archer,  80  Wis.  301. 

In  disposing  bf  the  case,  this  court  considers 
all  proper  testimony,  and  rejects  that  which  is 
improper,  and  decides  the  case  without  refer- 
ence to  the  rulings  of  the  referee  or  court,  or 
their  omissions  to  rule,  on  objections  to  testi- 
mony. 

ML 

Mr,  li.  B.  CMwell,  with  Mr.  W.  H. 
Ronrsv  for  respondent : 

The  transaction  was  a  loan  of  money. 

Shoemakgr  v.  JUinze,  58  Wis.  116. 

The  transaction,  as  claimed  by  the  defend- 
ants, was  not  a  partnership.  The  plaintiff 
was  to  receive  a  fixed  compensation  for  the  use 
of  hiB  money,  if  anything. 

2  Greenl.  Ev.  §S„481,  482;  FleaMnU  v. 
Fant,  89  U.  8.  28  Wall.  116,  22  L.  ed.  780; 
Lomu  ▼.  Mar$haU,  12  Conn.  79,  80  Am.  Dec. 
596;  LaFlex  ▼.  Burs8.  77  Wis.  588;  Rieddmrg 
▼.  SehmiU,  71  Wis.  644;  NiehoUms  ▼.  ThMgea, 
50  Wis.  491. 

Caaieday-f  </.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court : 

The  plaintiff  married  the  mother  of  the 
defendants  in  1868,  when  the  defendants 
were  quite  young.  The  boys  both  left  home 
before  they  i^ere  sixteen  years  of  age,  and 
went  to  work  for  themselves.  After  they  had 
accumulated  a  little  money,  and  as  early  as 
1S84,  the  defendants,  or  one  of  them,  went  to 
Europe,  bought  some  horses,  shipped  them 
to  this  country,  and  sold  them.  In  the  spring 
of  1885  they  located  at  Watertown,  and  went 
into  the  business  of  buying  and  selling  both 
imported  and  American  horses,  mostly  for 
breedine  purposes,  but  also  on  commission. 
Thd  bnsinefls  of  buying  horses  in  Europe  and 
shipping  them  to  this  country  and  selling 
them,  by  the  defendants,  appears  to  have 
been  continued  during  the  years  1886,  1887, 
and  1888.  It  is  undisputed  that  the  plaintiff 
from  time  to  time  let  the  defendants  have 
money,  to  be  used  in  such  business.  It 
would  seem  that  some  of  the  moneys  so  put 
in  by  the  plaintiff  were  by  way  of  a  joint 
venture  for  a  particular  trip,  whereby  ho 
was  to  have  a  certain  share  of  the  profits  of 
the  venture.  It  is  conceded  that  the  plaintiff 
let  the  defendants  have,  in  June  and  Septem- 
ber, 1886,  the  three  items  of  cash  mentioned 
in  the  findings,  airgregating  $8,100,  to  be 
used  by  the  defendants  in  buying  horses  in 
Europe,  and  ahippinfl;  to  this  country  and 
selling  the  same.  The  defendants  contend 
22L.  R.A. 


that  the  plaintiff  so  paid  in  the  amount  natned 
in  pursuance  of  an  a^^^'eement  or  understand- 
ing that  the  defendiants  should  put  about 
$6,000  in  for  the  same  trip ;  and  that,  if  the 
trip  should  turn  out  to  be  successful,  then 
the  plaintiff  should  have  his  money  back, 
and  one  horse  as  his  share  of  the  profits ;  but, 
in  case  the  trip  should  turn  out  to  be  unsuc- 
cessful, and  a  loss  should  occur,  then  the 
plaintiff  was  to  stand  his  share  of  the  loss 
in  proportion  to  the  respective  amounts  of 
money  invested  in  such  venture,  and  that  the 
same  should  be  deducted  from  the  amount  so 
advanced,  and  the  plaintiff  only  to  be  paid 
the  balance.  On  the  other  hand,  the  plain- 
tiff claims  that  the  amount  of  money  named 
was  loaned  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendants ; 
that,-  if  the  trip  was  successful,  he  was  to 
receive  one  of  the  horses  for  the  viae  of  his 
money,  but  that  the  amount  thereof  was  to  be 
returned  to  him  within  eight  months  in  any 
event,  as  found  by  the  referee.  The  question 
for  determination  is,  which  of  these  two 
theories  is  correct?  The  evidence  is  volumi- 
nous and  conflicting.  The  determination  of 
the  question  presented  necessarily  depend^ 
upon  the  creaibility  of  the  respective  wit- 
nesses. The  plaintiff  appears  to  be  a  €krman, 
who  speaks  the  English  language  very  im- 
perfectly, if  at  all.  It  appears  also  to  be 
concedea  that  the  referee  was  a  lawyer  of 
ability,  thoroughly  conversant  with  both  the 
German  and  English  langua^^es,  and  person- 
ally acquainted  with  the  parties  and  their 
witnesses.  He  possessed  opportunities  for 
determining  the  credibility  of  the  witnesses, 
and  the  proper  weight  to  be  given  to  their 
testimony,  which,  from  the  very  nature  of 
things,  this  court  cannot  have.  After  full 
and  apparently  very  deliberate  consideration, 
the  referee's  report  was  wholly  confirmed  by 
the  trial  court.  A  detailed  discussion  of  the 
evidence  would  only  incumber  the  reports 
without  being  of  any  benefit  to  any  one.  It 
is  enough  to  say  that  after  a  very  careful 
examination  and  consideration  of  we  whole 
record  we  have  all  come  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  findings  of  the  referee  are  sustained 
by  the  evidence.  Certainly  we  cannot  say 
that  there  is  such  a  clear  preponderance  of 
the  evidence  against  the  findings  as  would 
justify  a  reversal.  It  is  suggested,  however, 
that  the  recent  amendment  to  section  8070, 
Key.  Stat.,  by  section  2,  chap.  242,  Laws 
1893,  makes  it  the  "duty"  of  this  court  to 
review  **all  questions  of  law  or  fact  presented 
by  the  record  upon  such  appeal  or  writ  of 
error,"  and  ''to  examine  and  review  the  evi- 
dence when  the  same  is  preserved  by  a  bill 
of  exceptions,  and  give  Judgment  according 
to  the  right  of  the  cause,  regardless  of  the 
decision  upon  questions  of  fact  or  law  made 
by  the  court  below,  according  to  law  and 
equity."  This  court  has  always  sought  to 
review  "all  questions  of  law  or  fact"  properly 
presented  for  review  by  the  record  upon  ap- 
peal or  writ  of  error.  It  has,  moreover,  al- 
ways sought  "to  examine  and  review  the 
evi'dence  when  the  same  is  preserved  bv  a  bill 
of  exceptions, "  in  a  manner  authorizing  and 
calling  for  such  examination  and  review, 
according  to  the  established  rules  of  "law 
and  equity."    Accordingly,  this  court  has 
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never  felt  bound  by  the  findings  of  the  trial 
court  regardless  or  the  weight  of  eTidence, 
in  an  equitable  action,  or  an  action  tried  by 
the  court  without  a  jury,  or  even  the  ver- 
dict of  a  jury  in  an  equitable  action  upon  a 
feigned  issue,  whenever  the  record  has  prop- 
erly presented  the  question  of  such  weight 
of  evidence,  ** according  to  law  and  equity." 
It  has  been  suggested  that  the  portion  of  the 
statute  quoted  was  intended  to  impose  upon 
this  court  the  duty  of  examining  and  review- 
ing all  questions  of  law  or  fact  presented  by 
the  reconi  upon  such  appeal  or  writ  of  error, 
and  giving  judgement  as  a  court  of  original 
jurt^iction,  accordin/2r  to  the  right  of  the 
cause,  regardless  of  the  decision  of  the  trial 
court  upon  questions  of  fact  or  law.  Un- 
doubtedly, within  certain  limits,  the  legis* 
lature  have  power  Jto  regulate  the  practice  of 
this  court ;  out  it  must  be  remembered  that 
this  court,  as  well  as  the  legislature,  gets  its 
judicial  power  and  jurisdiction  directly  from 
the  constitution.  That  instrument  declares 
that  **  the  judicial  power  of  this  state,  both  as 
to  matters  of  law  and  equity,  shall  be  vested 
in  a  supreme  court,  circuit  coiirts,  courts 
of  probate,  and  in  justices  of  the  peace.** 
Section  2,  art.  7.  It,  moreover,  declares  that 
''the  supreme  court,  except  in  cases  other- 
wise provided  in  this  constitution,  shall  have 
appellate  jurisdiction  only,  which  shall  be 
coextensive  with  the  state;  but  in  no  case 
removed  to  the  supreme  court  shall  a  trial  by 
jury  be  allowed.^  Section  8,  art.  7.  The 
case  at  bar  is  not  one  of  those  otherwise  pro- 
vided for  in  the  constitution,  and  hence  is 
not  within  the  exception  mentioned.  In  fact, 
there  are  but  very  few  cases  which  do  come 
within  that  exception.  The  duties  of  this 
court  are  confined  almost  wholly  to  an  exer- 
cise of  its  appellate  jurisdiction.  The  con- 
stitution provides  that  "the  right  of  trial  by 
jury  shall  remain  inviolate ;  and  shall  extend 
to  all  cases  at  law.**  Section  5,  art.  1.  This 
court  has  uniformly  held  that  this  language 
imports  that  such  right  must  remain  as  It 
existed  when  the  constitution  was  adopted. 
Nerval  v.  Riee,  2  Wis.  22 ;  OtuUm  v.  Bcieock, 
6  Wis.  508 ;  Mead  v.  Walker,  17  Wis.  190 ; 
Connecticut  Mut.  L,  Ins.  Go.  v.  Oow.  18  Wis. 
109 ;  Orocker  v.  8taU,  60  Wis.  555. 

In  State  v.  Cameron,  2  Pinney,  499,  Stow. 
Ch,  J.,  said :  "The  trial  by  jury,  as  it  ex- 
isted of  old,  is  the  trial  bv  jury  secured  by 
our  national  and  state  constitutions.  It  is  not 
granted  by  these  instruments;  it  is  more, — 
It  is  secured.  It  is  no  American  invention. 
Our  fathers  brought  it  with  them  to  this 
country  more  than  two  centuries  ago,  and  by 
making  it  a  part  of  the  constitution  they 
intended  to  perpetuate  it  for  their  posterity, 
and  neither  legislatures  nor  courts  have  any 
power  to  infringe  even  the  least  of  its  privi- 
leges.** That  language  was  quoted  approv- 
ingly by  Ryan,  Ch,  J.,  in  lie  Eldred,  46  Wis. 
558,  and  it  was  again  quoted  in  Jackson  v. 
StaU,  81  Wis.  131.  The  writ  of  error  men- 
tioned in  the  act  is  to  review  the  record 
property  made  upon  such  a  trial,  and  the 
constitution  provides  that  in  actions  at  law 
"  writs  of  error  shall  never  be  prohibited  by 
law.**  Section  21,  art.  1.  8taU  v.  Byan,  70 
Wis.  688. 
^«  L.  R.  A. 


It  has  been  held  that  the  legislature  caimoc 
authorize  appeals  to  this  court  in  certain 
cases  from  orders  of  circuit  judges  at  cham- 
bers. HtMeU  V.  McCaurt,  44  Wis.  581  To 
the  same  effect,  8taU  v.  Browndl,  80  Wis. 
563. 

In  Oatman  v.  Bond,  15  Wis.  20,  the  writer 
of  this  opinion  attempted  to  snstain  the  ya- 
lidity  of  a  legislative  enactment  which  au- 
thorized, in  a  certain  class  of  equity  cases,  a 
compulsory  reference  to  take  testimony,  aod 
gave  a  jury  trial  as  a  matter  of  riffht,  and  in 
some  respects  changed  the  establidaed  role  of 
procedure,  the  effect  of  evidence  and  judg- 
ment in  such  cases,  and  provided  that  certain 
matters  not  incorporated  in  the  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions should  be  considered  by  this  court 
the  same  as  though  they  were  so  incorporated ; 
but  the  court  properly  held  the  enactment  to 
be  a  nullity.  So  a  statute  requiring  eveiy 
issue  of  fact  In  an  action  to  foreclose  a  mort- 
gage executed  to  a  corporation  to  be  sub- 
mitted to  a  jury  on  demand  of  either  party 
was  held  to  be  invalid.  Truman  v.  McCd- 
lum,  20  Wis.  860. 

In  CaUanan  v.  Judd,  28  Wis.  848,  counsel 
sought  to  maintain  the  validity  of  a  legisla- 
tive enactment  ret^uiring  foreclosure  cases, 
unless  otherwise  stipulated  bv  the  parties,  to 
be  tried  by  a  jury,  and  giving  the  verdict 
the  same  force  and  effect  as  in  actions  at 
common  law,  but  the  act  was  held  to  be  io- 
valid»  for  the  reason  that  the  determination 
of  questions  of  fact  in  such  cases  must  remain 
as  at  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  the  consti- 
tution. 

In  Deery  v.  MeOintock,  81  Wis.  195,  it 
was  held  that  under  the  provisions  of  our 
state  constitution,  cited,  the  leirislature  can- 
not take  anything  from  the  original  or  pri- 
mary jurisdiction  of  equity,  and  give  it  to 
the  law,  or  the  reverse. 

It  may  be  added  that  much  less  can  the 
legislature  take  anything  from  the  original 
jurisdiction  of  the  circuit  courts  and  give  the 
same  to  this  court  in  cases  in  which  it  has 
only  appellate  jurisdiction.  We  must  hold 
that,  in  so  far  as  section  2,  chapter  248,  Laws 
1898,  has  attempted  to  give  this  court  orif^- 
inal  jurisdiction  in  cases  in  which,  under 
the  constitution,  it  only  has  appellate  juris- 
diction, the  same  is  null  and  void.  This 
leaves  the  statute  on  that  subject  eKentiallj 
the  same  as  it  was  in  Rev.  Stat,  §9070. 
Counsel  contends  that  upon  the  findings  of 
fact  the  referee  and  trial  court  improper!  r 
allowed  interest  upon  the  balance  due  the 
plaintiff  upon  the  accounto  between  the  par- 
ties. But  the  referee  found,  in  effect,  that 
the  $8, 100  was  loaned  to  the  defendants  with 
the  mutual  understanding  between  the  par- 
ties, had  in  June,  1886,  that  the  moneys  so 
loaned  **  should  be  repaid  at  the  expiration  of 
eight  months. "  It  therefore  became  due  at 
the  end  of  the  eight  months,  and  would  draw 
interest  thereafter  without  any  agraement. 
Besides,  it  appears  from  the  defendants'  bill 
of  particulars  tiiat  the  amount  was  not  very 
materially  reduced  by  payments  until  long 
after  the  expi  rati  on  of  the  eight  months.  We 
find  no  error  in  the  vecord. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  ajfirmed. 
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Ateuuitof  m  portion  ofm  building  may 
reeover  back  rent  paid  lo  odTanoe  In  ao- 
oordaoce  with  the  lease  upon  the  total  destnio- 
tkm  of  tbe  baildtaiff  by  flie. 

(BfeySilfiOa.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintifF  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  Spokane  County 
in  favor  of  defendant  in  an  action  brought  to 
recover  back  the  unearned  portion  of  an  ad* 
▼anced  payment  for  rent  of  buildings  which 
were  destroyed  by  fire.    Reversed. 


.  The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Nash  A  Nash,  for  appellant: 

A  lease  of  land  with  buildings  thereon,  made 
in  the  country,  holds  the  tenant  to  the  pay- 
ment of  rent  notwithstanding  destruction  of  the 
premises  during  the  term,  wcause  the  land  is 
the  principal  and  the  buildings  the  mere  inci- 
dents and  not  the  main  thing  upon  which  the 
parties  predicated  their  agreement  for  a  lease. 
But  a  different  construction  must  be  placed 
upon  leases  made  in  the  country  from  those 
made  in  the  city. 

Doey.  Burt,  1  T.  R.  708;  Stockwell  v.  Hunt- 
er, 11  Met.  448.  45  Am.  Dec.  220. 

In  cities  the  building  becomes  the  principal 
and  the  land  the  incident. 

A  destruction  of  the  building  reaches  to  the 
subject-matter  of  the  lease,  or  the  thing  that 


'HcttE.— Rights  and  UdbaUies  of  tenant  on  destrue- 
tion  of  leased  buudlng. 

Right  of  possession  of  rooms. 

A  tenant  of  rooms  in  a  building  destroyed  by  fire 
has  no  right  of  possession  In  a  buUdinir  erected  by 
theieBBor  on  the  same  property,  unless  under  some 
covenant  In  tbe  lease.  Stookwell  v.  Hunter,  11  Met. 
418, 45  Am.  Dec.  200:  Kerr  v.  Merchants  Exchange 
Co.  3  Bdw.  Ch.  315, 6  L.  ed.  672. 

And  he  cannot  retain  possession  by  roofing  base- 
meat  walls.    WInton  v.  Cornish,  5  Ohio,  477. 

Nor  by  moving  another  building  on  the  lot. 
HarriDgton  v.  Watson,  11  Or.  143.  60  Am.  Rep.  466. 

And  where  the  question  was  one  of  repair.  It  was 
held  that  the  tenant  of  a  room  bad  no  right  to  hate 
a  building  replaced  by  the  landlord  in  the  absence 
of  oontract.  Boupe  v,  Genln,  45  N.  Y.  119,6  Am. 
Bep.47. 

So  a  lease  of  a  ^'messuage  tenement  and  premises 

known  as  bouse  No.  468  on  ,  in  city  of  — ,"  is 

coDstrued  not  to  include  the  ground,  and  the  tenan  t 
hag  no  interest  in  one  rebuilt  by  lessor,  especially 
where  the  lease  required  the  tenaot  to  rebuild  in 
case  of  fire.    Schmidt  v.  Petit,  1  McArth.  179. 

Possession  of  buUding, 

A  tenant  of  houses  cannot  recover  in  ejectment 
when  such  houses  burned  down  and  the  landlord 
rebuilt  but  was  under  no  obligation  to  rebuild. 
Ainsley  v.  Kutter,  1 T.  R.  812,  note. 

But  a  lease  of  a  building  is  not  avoided  by  the  de- 
struction of  the  same  under  N.  Y.  Laws  1860,  chap. 
345.  providing  for  a  surrender,  where  no  surrender 
is  made  and  on  rebuilding  the  tenant  may  retain 
possession.    Smith  v.  Kerr,  106  N.  Y.  31. 

Continuance  of  rent  for  apartments  and  rooms. 

The  main  case  seems  to  be  one  of  first  impression 
88 to  tbe  right  of  a  tenant  to  recover  back  rent 
paid  in  advance  for  apartments,  but  somewhat  sim- 
ilar decisions  as  to  buildings  were  made  in  Cross  v. 
Button  and  Smith  v.  !Famworth,  fn/ra,  and  in  nu- 
merons  cases  it  has  been  held  that  a  lessee  of  apart- 
ments Is  not  liable  for  rent  after  destruction  of  the 
building,  withont  fault  on  his  part.  Parlcer  v. 
Gibbhn,  1 Q.  B.  421, 1  Qale  ft  D.  10, 5  Jur.  1086;  MoMil- 
Ian  V.  Solomon,  4S  Ala.  366, 94  Am.  Dec.  664;  Graves 
▼.  Berdaa.  29  Barb.  109, 26  N.  Y.  498;  Shawmut  Nat 
Bank  v.  Boston,  118  Mass.  125;  Womack  v.  Mc- 
Qaarry,2Blnd.  103,92  Am.  Dec.  906;  Austin  v.  Field, 
"  Abb.  Ft.  N.  8. 29;  Atasworth  v.  RItt,  88  Cal.  89. 

In  Chamberlain  v.  Godfrey,  50  Alh.  58u,  and  Buer- 
ger V.  Bond,  infra,  it  was  held  that  the  destruction 
of  a  building  dissolves  a  tenancy  as  to  a  lease  of  a 
nK)m,  bat  this  was  not  involved  in  the  case. 

Where  the  deetrucUon  was  not  irreparable,  the 
23LK.A. 


lease  was  not  terminated.  Gonnectiout  Mut-.  L. 
Ins.  Co.  V.  United  States,  21  Ct.  CI.  196;  Smith  v.  Mc- 
Lean, 128111.  210. 

And  the  tenant  of  first  floor  and  basement  is  not 
released  from  rent  by  the  destruction  of  the  rest 
of  a  four-story  building  above  his  floor  except  tbe 
walls,  where  the  landlord  used  diligence  in  restor- 
hig.    Nonotuck  Silk  Co.  v.  Shay,  37  lU.  App.  642. 

And  a  tenant  of  an  apartment  was  not  re- 
leased where  the  landlord  rebuilt  in  seven  months 
under  11  Geo.  II.  chap.  19,  authorizing  landlord  to 
recover  satisfaction  for  lands  held  or  occupied,  as 
this  means  power  to  occupy  as  far  as  the  landlord 
is  concerned.  Izon  v.  Gorton,  6  filng.  N.  C.  601,  2 
Am.  89,  7  Scott  687,  8  Jur.  668. 

The  lessee  of  one  room  has  no  interest  In  the 
building  after  its  destruction  by  fire,  and  it  is  no 
eviction  to  re-enter  by  the  landlord  to  rebuild. 
Alexander  v.  Dorsey,  12  Ga.  12, 66  Am.  Dec.  448. 

This  action  was  on  a  note  for  rent.  The  defense 
was  eviction,  and  Judgment  was  for  lessor.  The 
court  does  not  discuss  the  question  of  abate- 
ment, failure  of  consideration,  which  seems  not 
to  have  been  raised  but  simply  puts  the  decision 
on  the  above  ground,  and  no  authority  is  cited 
except  on  the  ground  of  right  to  re-enter. 

Tbe  tenant  of  a  room  was  held  liable  for  rent 
under  Ga.  Hev.  Code,  9  2267,  providing  that  the  de- 
struction of  rented  premises  by  fire  shall  not  abate 
the  rent    Pope  v.  Garrard,  39  Ga.  471. 

And  Helbum  v.  Mofford,  7  Bush,  160,  holds  that 
a  tenant  of  an  apartment  was  liable  on  his  cove- 
nant to  pay  rent  after  destruction  of  the  premises. 
The  court  does  not  discuss  the  distinction  gener- 
ally made  as  to  rooms,  but  ba^es  the  decision  on  a 
dictum  of  Redding  v.  Hall,  infra. 

So  MarshaU  v.  Schofleld.  47  L.  T.  N.  S.406.  SlWeek. 
Rep.  184,  holdti  that  a  lessee  of  a  room  with  steam 
power  is  liable  for  rent  although  the  building  was 
burned.  Tbe  tenant  did  not  ble  a  counterclaim 
against  the  plaintiff  for  failure  to  furnish  power 
and  the  court  did  not  discuss  the  question  as  to 
rooms. 

A  lessee  of  three  rooms  and  a  piece  of  land  must 
surrender  all  on  destruction  of  building  by  fire* 
else  he  will  he  liable  on  his  covenant  to  pay  rent 
'"so  long  as  I  shall  be  permitted  to  occupy  the 
premises."    Willard  v.  Tillman,  19  Wend.  358. 

Ckmtinuance  of  rent  for  buiUJina. 
At  conunon  law  a  lessee  of  premises  Is  liable  on 
hts  covenant  to  pay  rent  notwithstanding  the  de- 
struction of  the  leased  building  without  fault  of  v 
lessee,  in  the  absence  of  stipulation  exonerating 
him.  Phillips  v.  Epp,  9  Lane.  L.  Rev.  197, 6  Kulp, 
405:  Lanpher  v.  Glenn.  37  Minn.  4;  Hallett  v.  Wylle, 
8  Johns.  44,  3  Am.  Dec.  457;  Linn  v.  Ross,  10  Ohio, 
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must  be  regarded  as  the  consideration  of  the 
agreement  to  pay  rent. 

Coogan  v.  Parker,  22  8.  C.  N.  8.  256,  16 
Am.  Hep.  674. 

At  common  law  it  is  held  that  if  the  leased 
property  be  destroyed  by  the  act  of  God,  so  as 
to  be  incapable  of  any  iJeneficial  use  or  enjoy- 
ment to  the  tenant,  the  rent  should  be  appor- 
tioned. 

Rolle,  Abr.  386;  Graves  v.  Berdan,  26  N.  Y. 
498;  Whitaker  v.  Hawlep,  25  Kan.  676,  87 
Am.  Rep.  277;  Ainewort/t  y.  RiU,  88  Gal.  80; 
Womaek  y.  McOuarry,  28  Ind.  108,  92  Am. 
Dec.  806;  MeMtUan  v.  Sohmon,  42  Ala.  862, 
94  Am.  Dec.  654. 

Where  after  destruction  of  buildings  by  fire 
the  tenant  of  the  property  has  endeayored  to 
exert  his  title  and  dominion  over  the  burned 
district,  and  has  sought  to  keep  the  landlord 
off  the  premises,  the  leading  case  in  Winton  y. 


Camuh,  5  Ohio,  477,  holds  that  after  the  fire 
the  tenant  no  longer  has  any  legal  interest  in 
the  soil. 

See  also  Kerr  y.  MerehanU  Exchange  Co. 
8  Edw.  Oh.  816,  6  L.  ed.  672;  8kaumu(  Hat. 
Bank  ▼.  Btfeton,  118  Mass.  125:  StoehteU  t. 
Hunter,  11  Met.  466,  46  Am.  Dec  220. 

When  the  use  of  the  premises  is  entireljlost 
to  the  tenant  and  destroyed,  it  is  reasooable 
that  the  rent  should  be  abated,  because  the 
tiUe  to  the  rent  is  founded  upon  the  presomp- 
tion  that  the  tenant  can  enjoy  the  demteed 
premises  during  the  term. 

Comyn,  Land.  &  T.  218;  Qilbert,  Rents,  182. 

The  doctrine  that  the  tenant  shall  pay  rent 
although  the  premises  be  destroyed  daring  the 
term  has  no  foundation  in  natural  Josdce,  tod 
the  reasons  for  its  existence,  if  it  ever  bad  any. 
haye  disappeared  with  the  changed  cooditioos 
of  society. 


412, 86  Am.  Deo.  06:  Ross  v.  Overton,  8  Gall  (Va.) 
800, 2  Am.  Deo.  562:  Stafford  v.  Staunton,  88  Ga. 
298;  Warren  v.  Wasrner,  75  Ala.  188,  51  Am.  Rep. 
446;  Ooifelly.  Lumley.  80  Gal.  151,2  Am.  Rep.  480; 
Fowler  v.-  Bott,  6  Mass.  63;  Belfour  v.  Weston,  1 
T.  R.  810;  Monk  v.  Cooper,  Ld.  Raym.  1477,  2 
Strange .  788:  Gibson  v.  Perry,  20  Mo.  345:  Fowler 
V.  Payne,  40  Miss.  82:  Jemlaon  v.  McDanlel,  26  Miss. 
88;  Wagner  v.  White,  4  Harr.  &  J.  665:  White  v. 
Molyneux.  2  Ga.  124;  Buerger  ▼.  Bond,  26  Ark.  441; 
Davis  ▼.  Smith,  15  Mo.  464. 

And  the  same  was  held  in  Blgelow  ▼.  CaUamore, 
5  Oush.  281;  Cook  v.  Anderson,  86  Ala.  00;  Coogan  v. 
Parker,  28.  C.  N.S.  271, 16  Am.  Rep.  660;  Diamond 
V.  Harris,  88  Tex.  634:  Fisher  v.  Mllliken,  8  Pa.  Ul, 
40  Am.  Dec.  407;  Redding  v.  Hall,  1  Bibb,  886; 
Prootior  v.  Keith,  12  B.  Mon.  282;  Harrison  v.  Mur- 
reU,  5T.  a  Mon.  860;  Stow  v.  Russell,  38  lU.  18;  and 
Paradlne  v.  Jones,  Aleyn,  27,— but  was  not  the 
question  Involved  in  those  cases. 

And  a  tenant  is  liable  on  his  covenant  to  pay  rent 
where  the  building  is  destroyed  by  lire,  although 
the  lessor  has  obtained  iosurance  money  on  the 
building.  Leeds  v.  Cheetbam,  1  Sim.  146;  Buasman 
V.  Ganster,  72  Pa.  286;  Lofft|v.  Dennis,  1  B1.&  Bl. 
474, 28  L.  J.  Q.  a  188. 5  Jur.  N.  S.  727;  Magaw  v.  Lam- 
bert, 8  Pa.  444. 

And  a  guarantor  of  lessee  of  lot  with  buildings  is 
not  released  from  payment  of  rent  where  the 
buildings  are  destroyed  by  fire,  nor  for  past 
rent  by  surrender  by  lessee  of  lease  in  considera- 
tion of  release  by  lessor  of  future  rent,  nor  by 
lessor's  obtaining  full  insurance  and  not  rebuild- 
ing.   Kingsbury  v.Weetfall,  61  N.T.  866. 

But  Brown  v.  Quilter,  2  AmbL  610,  2  Eden,  210, 
holds  that  the  liability  ceases  in  case  the  lessor  ob- 
tains the  insurance  money;  but  in  this  case  the 
landlord  took  possession. 

The  same  doctrine  was  announced  in  Magaw  v. 
Lambert,  supra^  to  the  effect  if  the  landlord  ob- 
tained insurance  and  took  possession  the  lease 
would  be  at  an  end. 

So  where  the  lease  required  the  landlord  to  rebuild 
or  give  the  insurance  to  the  lessee  and  the  landlord 
retained  the  insurance  and  possession  of  the  prem- 
ises, the  liability  of  the  tenant  ceased  on  the  de- 
struction of  the  building.  Boyer  v.  Dickson,  7 
Phila.lOO. 

And  a  tenant  of  building  and  contents  is  not 
liable  for  rent  after  the  destruction  of  the  building 
where  he  was  required  to  insure  for  the  benefit  of 
the  lessor,  as  this  provision  of  the  contract  pro- 
vides for  the  possibility  of  fire.  Whitaker  v.  Haw- 
ley,  25  Kan.  675,  37  Am.  Rep.  277. 

And  under  X.  J.  Rev.,  676,  9  28,  providing  rent 
shall  cease  where  building  on  leased  premises  is 
^^  L.  H.  A. 


destroyed  by  fire  without  fault  of  lessee,  and  laiid- 
lord  falls  to  rebuild,  a  tenant  Is  liable  for  rait 
whereabam  was  burned  through  his  ftralL  Dorr 
V.  Harknees,40N.  J.  L.0n,6O  Am.  Rep.  656.  See 
also  Biy  V.  Ely,  infra. 

And  a  tenant  Is  liable  on  his  oovenant  to  parrmu 
on  the  destruction  of  the  building  by  lire,  althoofrh 
the  lease  may  provide  that  he  Is  not  to  repair  in 
case  of  fire.  Hard  v.  Groves,  8  Anrtr.  9Bi  Holti* 
apffel  V.  Baker,  18  Yes.  Jr.  118:  Beaon  v.  Faridi,  4 
Oal.880. 

Bent  ceaHng  by  terms  of  leaae, 

A  tenant  is  not  liable  f qr  rent  after  the  destruc- 
tion of  the  premises,  where  such  a  provisfoo  is 
lyade  in  the  lease.  Patterson  v.  AckerMm,  1  Bdv. 
Ch.  86,  6  L.  ed.  78:  Rich  v.  Smith,  121  Mass.  3% 
Buschman  v.  Wilson,  20  Md.  668. 

Or  where  such  a  clause  is  omitted  from  the  less 
by  mistake.  Wood  v.  Hubbell,  10  N.  Y.  439;  Osfes 
V.  Green,  4  Paige,  866, 8  L.  ed.  468, 27  Am.  Dec.  ML 

And  where  some  of  the  buildings  burned,  the 
tenant  may  have  the  rent  apportioned,  where  sach 
a  provision  was  in  the  lease.  Allen  v.  Culrer.  S 
Denio,  204;  Bennett  v.  Ireland.  BL  Bl.  &  EL  SB,  tt 
L.  J.  Q.  &  48,  4  Jur.  N.  S.  1104. 

This  may  also  be  done  under  Louisiana  Civ.  Code, 
0  2667:  Penn  v.  Kearny,  21  La.  Ann.  21. 

A  lessee  who  gave  a  note  for  the  privilege  of  sur- 
rendering a  lease  which  provided  for  an  abatement 
of  the  rent  if  the  premises  should  be  burned,  if 
not  entitled  to  an  abatement  for  burning  after  the 
surrender,  and  before  the  note  matured.  Brooks 
V.  Cutter,  110  Mass.  182. 

A  lease  providing  for  a  deduction  in  the  rent  m 
case  of  destruction  by  fire,  is  not  a  covenant  to 
refund  rent  paid  in  advance.  Cross  v.  Button,  4 
Wis.  468. 

Soatenantpajring  rent  after  the  building  his 
burned  cannot  recover  it  back  where  it  Is  a  volun- 
tary payment  and  there  Is  no  daim  of  mfettke. 
Regan  v.  Baldwin,  126  Mass.  486. 

If  the  building  is  destroyed  by  fire  before  the 
term  commences,  the  tenant  Is  not  liable  for  rent. 
Wood  V.  HubbeU,  5  Barb.  601. 

And  a  landlord  is  liable  to  the  tenant  for  repain 
made  by  the  tenant  in  advance  on  a  ooDtract  to 
credit  such  repairs  on  the  rent,  where  the  premises 
are  burned  before  the  term.  Smith  v.  Famworth, 
6  Hun,  608. 

A  lessee  of  warehouse  with  privilege  of  purchaw 
cannot  be  compelled  to  take  the  property,  where 
the  building  is  destroyed  before  the  expiratioD  of 
the  time  for  completion  of  the  contract  Powell 
V.  Dayton,  S.  dc  6.  R.  Co.  12  Or.  488. 

Rent  ceasing  by  lease.  Philadelphia  Trust,  8.  D. 
ft  Ins.  Co.  V.  Purves,  infra* 
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Gates  v.  Green,  4  Paiffe,  855,  8  L.  ed.  468, 
27  Am.  Dec.  68;  8a$fu>ard  v.  CarUon,  1  Wash. 
29. 

Any  estate  less  than  a  freehold  is  called  by 
wiiteiiB  OD  real  property  a  chattel  interest  in 
IsDds,  and  the  tenant  the  quasi  bailee  of  the 
remaoderman  or  reversioner. 

His  interest  has  more  of  the  characteristics 
of  bailments  than  of  a  freehold  estate  in  real 
property. 

Tiedeman,  Real  Prop.  §  171;  Washb.  Real 
Prop.  §  485;  1  Cruise,  Dig.  224. 

Messrs,  Jones*  Belt  A  Quiiin.  for  re- 
spondent: 

The  only  case  which  we  have  been  able  to 
find  in  which  a  suit  had  been  brought  to  re- 
•cnver  back  rent  paid  in  advance,  is  the  case  of 
Ward  V.  BuU,  1  Fla.  271  In  that  case  the 
lent  was  payable  yearly  in  advance.  The  ten* 
A^f,  paid  the  rent  when  due.    Subsequently 


the  buildings  were  destroved  by  fire.  The 
landlord  rebuilt  them,  and  on  the  completion 
leased  them  to  a  third  party,* and  refused  to 
let  the  original  lessee  into  possession.  He  sued 
to  recover  back  a  proportionate  amount  of  the 
rent  for  so  much  of  the  term  as  run  subse- 
quent to  the  time  when  tb)e  landlord  made  the 
lease  to  the  third  party;  and  the  court  held 
that  he  was  entitled  to  recover,  not  because  the 
landlord  had  contracted  to  repay  him  any- 
thing, but  because  the  landlord  had  be^ 
guilty  of  a  wrong.  But  the  court  in  that 
case  would  not  listen  to  any  claim  for  repay- 
ment of  any  part  of  the  rent  that  accrued 
prior  to  the  wrongful  act  of  the  landlord. 

Diuibarv  Ch.  /.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

This  is  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  lease 
money   paid  in  advance,    according  to  the 


AhaUmstU  of  rent  by  susrendar  of  premiaeB, 

A  tenant  not  suirendering  potsession  of  the 
premisee  where  the  tiullcUDgs  are  destroved  during 
tbe  term.  Is  liable  on  bis  covenant  to  pay  rent. 
Baker  v.  Holtpsaffel,  4  Taunt.  45w 

And  is  80  nable  under  a  parol  lease.  Voluntine 
T.Godfrey,  9  Vt.  186. 

And  a  tenant  is  liable  for  reasonable  rent  for  re- 
taining- pooDCoslon  some  time  after  the  fire,  wbere 
tbe  lease  provided  'Tent  shall  cease  on  destri^otion 
byflie.*'   Wallace  V.  Coe,  18  N.T.  8.  R.  546. 

And  the  liability  for  rent  on  an  appeal  bond 
pending  suit  for  possession  still  continues,  notwlth- 
■fltandingthe  destruction  of  tbe  building  by  fire. 
Davis  V.  Alden,  2  Gray,  800. 

And  the  tenant  cannot  recover  back  rent  paid  in 
advanoe«irhere  he  does  not  surrender,  ulthoagh 
lessor  covenants  in  case  of  fire  to  refund  so  much 
for  tbe  unexpired  term.  Chamberlain  v.  Godfrey, 
50  Ala.  580. 

Under  Minn.  Laws  1888, 0 1,  chap.  100,  authoiizlng 
an  abatement  of  rent,  where  buildings  are  de- 
stroyed, a  surrender  must  be  made.  Roach  v.  Pet- 
eraoa,  47  Minn.  2B1. 

:>o  under  Ohio  Bev,  Stat.,  9  4113,  which  is  a  similar 
statute.  Gay  v.  Davey,  47  Ohio  St.  886, 24  Ohio  L. 
J.  319. 

The  same  was  held  in  Boston  Block  Co.  v.  Buffing- 
ton,  ao  Biinn.  886,  but  was  not  the  point  Involved  in 
tbe  case. 

And  this  was  held  under  The  NewTork  Act  of  1860 
-authorizing  a  surrender  but  was  not  the  question  in- 
volved. Danziger  v.  Falkenberg,  46  N.  T,  S.  R.  831; 
Peanon  v.  Gillotte,  15  N.  T.  &  R.  885. 

And  under  this  act  the  tenant  should  have  a  rea- 
sonable time  to  remove.  Zlmmer  V.  Black,  87  N. 
Y.  S.  R.  812;  Bassett  v.  Dean,  84  Hun,  280. 

And  he  is  discharged  from  further  rent  on  such 
surrender.  New  York  Real  Estate  ft  Bldg.  Imp. 
Co.  T.  Motley.  8  Misc.  28tL 

But  keeping  the  goods  for  sale  on  the  premises, 
under  anew  contract  with  the  lessor,  will  not  defeat 
a  surrender  made  under  this  statute.  KeUy  v.  Par- 
tridge, 4  Misc.  205. 

And  lessee  is  not  liable  for  further  rent  even  if 
he  did  not  surrender,  where  the  lessor  fails  to  re- 
place the  leased  building  and  the  lease  provides, 
"lessee  may  at  his  option  terminate  this  lease  and 
shall  no  longer  be  liable  for  rent  thereunder,'*  if 
ienor  fails  to  rebuild  the  premises  destroyed.  Pbil- 
adf Iphla  Trust,  S.  D.  Sc  Ins.  Co.  v.  Purves  (Pa.)  May 

And  lessee  holding  over  is  not  liable  for  rent 
after  the  building  is  destroyed,  where  the  new 
ease  was  void  because  not  signed  as  required  by 
52  L.  R.  A. 


law.   Cheaebroogh  v.  Plngree,  1  L.  R.  A.  820,  72 
Mich.4B8. 

The  liability  of  the  tenant'for  rent  ceases  where 
landlord  re-enters,  rebuilds  and  leases  to  others, 
and  the  former  tenant  may  recover  back  rent  paid 
in  advance.    Ward  v.  Bull,  1  Fla.  811. 

So  if  the  landlord  pulls  down  a  party  wall  ren- 
dering the  leased  premises  untenantable,  the  lease 
will  be  avoided  under  La.  Code,  0  2667.  Coleman  v. 
Haight.  14  Ia.  Ann.  STO. 

And  re-entry  by  landlord,  will  suspend  rent. 
Hoeveler  v.  Fleming,  91  Pa.  822. 

But  not  if  tenant  retains  possession  with  some 
goods  during  the  time  of  rebuUding  by  landlord. 
Townsend  v.  Hendrickson,  6  W.  N.  C.  482. 
i  |3urrender.  See  WUliard  v.  Tillnuin,  19  Wend.  868; 
Smith  v.  Kerr,  106  N.  Y.  8t  See  also  Statutes,  <n- 
frcL 

lAaMlUy  of  tenant  to  rebuUd, 

A  tenant  is  not  Uable  to  rebuild  structures  de- 
stroyed during  the  term  without  his  fault,  wbere 
the  lease  provides  merely  for  a  suirender  of  the 
said  premises  but  makes  no  provision  for  repair. 
Warner  v.  Hitohins,  6  Barb.  666;  Maggort  v.  Hans- 
barger,  8  Leigh,  686. 

Or  to  deliver  in  the  same  condition  wear  and  tear 
excepted.  Warren  v.  Wagner^  76  Ala.  188,  51  Am. 
Rep.  446;  Miller  v.  Morris,  56  Tez.  412.  40  Am.  Rep. 
814;  Levey  v.  Dyees,  61  Miss.  601. 

So  under  a  similar  lease  having  a  clause  ^'una  void- 
able casualty  excepted."  Kelly  v.  Dulfy  (Pa.)  Oct. 
81, 1887;  Howeth  v.  Anderson,  25  Tex.  567,  78  Am. 
Dec.  588. 

And  the  same  is  true  even  where  there  is  a  cove- 
nant to  keep  in  repair  and  yield  up  the  same  in 
like  condition  but  with  an  exception  as  to  damages 
by  the  ^'elements"  and  the  buildings  are  burned. 
Van  Wormer  v.  Crane,  51  Mich.  868,  47  Am.  Rep.  58S. 

And  even  where  under  a  similar  covenant  the 
exception  was  only  for  **natural  wear  and  tear  and 
fire,"  and  the  building  fell  down  from  its  own  de- 
fective construction  the  tenant  was  not  required 
to  rebuild.    Hess  v.  Newcomer.  7  Md.  826. 

So  it  was  held  that  a  tenant  will  not  have  to  re- 
build on  a  covenant  to  repair  and  maintain,  where 
the  house  had  to  be  pulled  down  because  it  is  con- 
demned as  dangerous  in  consequence  of  its  inher- 
ent defects  caused  by  rotting  of  foundations.  Lis- 
ter V.  Lane,  C.  A.  [1886]  2  Q.  B.  212. 

This  is  based  on  the  doctrine  that  the  age  and 
condition  of  a  house  when  the  tenancy  begins  is  to 
be  considered  in  construing  such  covenants. 

But  the  general  rule  is  that  a  covenant  to  repair 
requires  a  lessee  to  rebuild  in  case  the  premises 
leased  are  destroyed  or  burned.  Bullock  v.  1)om- 
mett,  6  T.  R.  660;  Hoy  v.  Holt,  91  Pa.  88, 86  Am.  Rep. 
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terms  of  the  lease.  The  respondent,  F.  M. 
TuU,  the  owner  and  lessor  of  the  leased 
premises,  rented  and  leased  to  A.  H.  Porter 
and  0.  F.  Jackson  certain  rooms  and  portions 
of  the  building  known  as  the  "Tull  Block/'  in 
the  city  of  Spokane.  The  lessees  paid  the 
stipulated  rent,  according  to  the  terms  of  the 


monthly,  in  advance,  includioff  tbe 
month  of  August,  1889.  On  the  4th  day  of 
August,  1889,  the  building  was  destroyed  by 
fire,  and  Porter,  for  himself,  and  as  the  as- 
signee of  Jackson,  brings  this  action  torecorer 
from  Tull  the  money  paid  in  advance  for  tbe 
remainder  of  the  month  of  August,  1^.    It 


660;  David  v.  Ryan,  47  Iowa,  648;  Com|>ton  v.  Allen, 
Styles,  162;  Poole  v.  Archer,  2  Show.  401;  Earl  of 
Chesterfield  v.  Duke  of  Bolton,  2  ComynB  Rep.  627. 

And  the  same  was  held  under  a  covenant 'to  re. 
pair  and  deliver  up."    Nave  v.  Berry,  22  Ala.  883. 

And  the  same  was  held  under  a  similar  covenant 
where  the  house  burned  down,  after  tbe  term,  but 
before  tbe  tenant  had  surrendered.  Digby  v.  At- 
Jdnson,  4  Gampb.  275. 

A  lessee^B  covenant  **to  keep  the  buildings  and 
fences  in  good  repair,  except  natural  wear  and 
tear"  binds  him  to  rebuild  In  case  of  accidental  de- 
struction by  fire  or  otherwise. '  Mcintosh  v.  Lown, 
«0  Barb.  560. 

So  in  a  covenant  to  keep  premises  in  repair  and 
at  the  termination  of  the  lease  to  return  the  said 
house  in  as  good  condition  and  repair  ''as  it  was  in 
when  the  lease  was  made,"  even  if  the  tenant  is  a 
corporation.  Abby  v.  Biliupe,  35  Miss.  680, 72  Am. 
Dec.  148. 

And  the  same  was  held  under  a  similar  covenant 
containing?  also  the  words  ''reasonable  wear  and 
tear  excepted."   Phillips  v.  Stevens,  16  Mass.  288. 

So  wtiere  the  covenant  was  to  keep  a  bridge  In 
repair  and  it  was  destroyed  by  a  flood  or  cyclone. 
Brecknock  &  A.  Canal  Navigation  v.  Pritchard,  6 
T.  R.  760;  Central  Trust  Co.  v.  Wabash,  St.  L.  &  P. 
B.  Co.  81  Fed.  Rep.  440. 

So  where  the  lease  required  a  tenant  to  rebuild 
and  the  lessee  insured  and  collected  the  money 
when  the  building  burned  but  failed  to  replace  it. 
Hayes  v.  Ferguson,  16  Lea,  1, 54  Am.  Rep.  W», 

And  under  a  covenant  to  '*keep  the  premises  in 
good  and  tenantable  repair,"  and  keep  as  long  as 
he  should  think  proper,  the  tenant  must  replace 
the  premises  if  they  are  burned,  and  cannot  escape 
llabUity  by  declining  to  keep.  Gregg  v.  Coates,  23 
Beav.  38, 2  Jur.  N.  S.  964;  Bohannon  v.  Lewis,  8  T. 
B.  Mon.  376;  Meyers  v.  Myrrell,  57  Ga.  516. 

And  Singleton  v.  Carroll,  6  J.  J.  Marsh.  628,  22 
Am.  Dec.  86;  Pym  v.  Blackburn,  8  Ves.  Jr.  34,  and 
Beach  v.  Crain,  2  N.  Y.  86,  49  Am.  Dec.  869,  state 
that  a  tenant  is  bound  to  rebuild  under  a  covenant 
to  repair,  but  this  was  not  the  point  involved  in 
these  cases. 

Where  the  covenant  required  the  tenant  to  re- 
pair and  he  was  sued  for  not  replacing  a  house  that 
was  burned,  a  plea  that  the  house  was  rebuilt  was 
bad  as  it  did  not  show  that  it  was  rebuilt  by  the 
tenant.  Walton  v.  Waterhouae,  2  Saund.  420;  Wal- 
ton V.  Johnson,  2  Keb.  635. 

And  Rook  v.  Warth,  1  Ves.  Sr.  462,  holds  that  a 
tenant  for  years  subject  to  the  law  In  regard  to 
waste  must  rebuild  in  caselthe  premises  are  de- 
stroyed unless  by  lightning  or  by  act  of  God,  but 
this  was  not  the  question  involved. 

But  a  tenant  is  not  liable  to  the  landlord  in  the 
absence  of  any  covenant,  where  the  building 
burned  without  any  fault  on*  the  part  of  the  ten- 
ant.   Wainscott  v.  Silvers,  18  Ind.  497. 

lAaMLily  of  lamilord  on  destnuAion  of  buUding. 

Landlord  is  liable  to  tbe  tenant  for  failure  to  re- 
build burned  premises  on  express  covenant  to 
rebuild.    Hadia  v.  Ott,  2  Wash.  Terr.  165. 

And  his  executor  Is  also  liable.  Chamberlain  v. 
Dunlop,  126  N.  Y.  45,  affirming  8  N.  Y.  Supp.  125. 

But  under  such  a  covenant  he  cannot  be  com- 
pelled to  replace  additions  to  the  leased  premises 
that  the  tenant  built    Loader  v.  Kemp,  2  Car.  &  P. 
375. 
Mi.  A. 


And  the  lessor  Is  liable  for  refusal  to  rebuild 
where  a  carriage  bouse  fell  down  from  weight  of 
snow  thereon,  and  the  lessor  covenanted  to  make 
aU  necessary  repair  on  the  outside  of  the  biifl(]in«r. 
Leavltt  V.  Fletcher,  10  AUen,  119:  Crocker  v.  Hill, 
61  N.  H.  845, 60  Am.  Rep.  322. 

And  the  lessor  is  liable  to  the  tenant  for  dam- 
ages caused  by  the  destruction  of  the  buildio; 
caused  by  negligence  of  the  lessor  In  an  attempt  to 
repair.    Butler  v.  Cushlng,  46  Hun,  521. 

And  after  a  lease  was  surrendered  under  NewTork 
Act  1860,  the  lessor  requesting  tbe  lessee  to  remove 
the  debris  of  the  burned  building  is  liable  to  bim 
for  the  cost.    Fleischman  v.  Toplitx,  134  N.T.  349. 

And  under  the  Pennsylvania  Act  of  April  11,  U@8, 
9  4,  providing  that  dangerous  walls  shall  be  removed 
by  the  owner,  a  landlord  Is  liable  to  contribute  to 
the  tenant  for  removing  such  a  wall  after  the  piem- 
ises  burned.    French  v.  Richards,  6  Phila.  647. 

But  the  lessor  is  not  liable  for  not  rebuilding 
where  the  tenant  had  covenanted  to  rebuild  and 
repair.  Hartford  &  N.  Y.  8.  B.  Co.  v.  New  Ywk, 
12  Hun,  550. 

Even  if  the  lessor  obtains  Insurance.  Ely  v.  Ely. 
80  111.  532. 

And  a  IcESor  acquiescing  in  the  destruction  of  lri» 
buildings  by  the  city  is  not  liable  to  the  tenant  as 
in  case  of  an  eviction.  Hitchcock  v.  Aeon,  118  Pa. 
272. 

And  under  La.  Code,  art.  2600,  providing  for  an 
annulment  of  tbe  lease  in  case  tbe  tfaiog  ceases  to 
be  fit  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  is  leased,  the 
lessee  is  not  entitled  to  indemnity  for  injury  to  bis 
plantation  amounting  to  destruction  of  crops  bjr 
flood.  Vlterbo  v.  Friedlander,  120  U.  S.  TOT,  30  U 
ed.776. 

Liability  of  landlord.  See  Doupe  v.6enin,45  N.Y. 
119, 6  Am.  Rep.  47. 

Statutes. 

In  some  states  the  statutes  provide  that  a  tenant 
may  surrender  the  premises  where  tbe  same  h» 
been  destroyed  without  fault  on  his  part,  and  the 
rent  shall  abate  unless  there  is  an  express  core- 
nant  to  the  contrary.  Cal.  Civ.  Code,  9 1948;  Conn. 
Stat.  1888,  9  2969;  Minn.  Gen.  Stat.  chap.  75.  8  3^' 
Miss.  Code,  99  2497. 2408;  Mo.  Rev.  Stat  1689.  9  839S: 
N.  C.  Batt.  Rev.  18T2,  p.  654;  La,  Civ.  Code.  9  »T6; 
N.  Y.  Rev.  Stat  Birdseye,  voL  1.  p.  828;  Laws  1«0. 
chap.  845,  9.1;  Ohio  Rev.  Stat.  6  4113. 

And  some  states  provide  that  a  destruction  of 
leased  premises  by  fire  without  fault  of  leaspe 
abates  the  rent.  N.  J.  Rev.  1877;  Ya.  Code  18^. 
12455. 

And  some  states  also  provide  by  statute  that  a 
tenant  will  not  have  to  rebuild  premises  destroywl 
by  fire  without  fault  on  his  part,  unless  he  has  ex- 
pressly covenanted  to  rebuild.  Oal.  Civ.  Code. 
9 1941;  Dak.  Code,  9  U14;  6a.  Code,  fi  2S84;  Ky.  Geo. 
Stat.  1888,  chap.  68, «  26;  W.  Ya.  Code  1891,  chap.  Ti, 
9  22;  Ya.  Code  1887,  9  2454. 

And  some  provide  that  mills  are  to  be  reboiltand 
cost  apportioned  by  Judicial  proceedings.  Me.  iiev. 
Stat.  1888,  chap.  67;  Mass.  Rev.  Stat.  1887.  p.  IOBSl 

And  in  North  Carolina  a  tenant  cannot  be  oom- 
pelied  to  contribute  more  than  one  half  tbe  cost  of 
rebuilding.    N.  C.  Batt.  Rev.  1872.  p.  554. 

As  to  rights  of  tenant  where  property  is  taken  io 
condemnation  proceedings,  see  noU  to  Corrlgan  t. 
Chicago  (111.)  21  L.  R.  A.  212.  L  T. 
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is  contended  by  the  appellant  that  the  author- 
ities in  this  country"  fully  sustain  the  proposi- 
tion that,  when  there  is  a  total  destruction  of 
the  subject-matter  of  the  lease,  the  rent  shall 
be  apportioned,  and  the  tenant  is  no  longer 
liable  on  his  covenant.  This  proposition^  is 
conceded  by  the  respondent  so  far  fts  it  ap- 
plies to  rent  that  is  due  for  periods  subsequent 
to  the  term  for  which  the  rent  is  paid  in  ad- 
vance, but  he  insists  that  a  distinction  must  be 
made  here,  and  that,  inasmuch  as  the  parties 
have  contracted  that  the  money  must  be  paid 
in  adyance,  it  follows  that  they  have  appor- 
tioned the  risk,  or  settled  it  between  them;  that 
the  tenant  assumes  the  risk  of  losing  the  rent 
for  the  time  for  which  he  has  paid  in  advance, 
and  the  landlord  assumes  the  risk  of  losing 
subsequent  payment,  besides  the  loss  of  his 
boildine.  We  are  unable  to  discover  an^  real 
foundation  in  logic,  law,  or  Justice  for  this  dis- 
tinstion.  The  consideration  for  which  the 
lessee  pays  a  monthly  rent  in  advance  is  not 
that  he  may  be  put  in  possession  of  the  build- 
ing for  a  day  or  two  days  or  a  week,  but  the 
real  consideration  is  the  use  and  possession  of 
the  bailding  for  a  month.  That  is  the  valu- 
able thing  for  which  he  contracts,  and  for 
which  he  parts  with  his  money;  and  there  is 
an  implied  contract  on  the  part  of  the  lessor  to 
furnish  him  the  use  of  the  building  for  the 
time  for  which  he  pays  for  it.  It  cannot  be  pre- 
sumed that,  because  a  lessee  pays  in  advance, 
be  has  in  contemplation  the  fixing  of  a  different 
degree  of  liability  in  case  of  the  destruction  of 
the  leased  premises  by  fire;  neither  is  it  so  in- 
tended by  the  lessor.  It  is  simply  a  prudential 
requirement  on  his  part  to  secure  the  rent,  and 
to  protect  himself  against  the  chances  of  losing 


it,  and  the  inconvenience  and  trouble  of  col- 
lecting it.  Conceding  that  the  lessee  is  not 
liable  for  the  destruction  of  the  leased  building 
for  the  remainder  of  the  period  for  which  the 
building  was  leased,  there  must  be  something 
more  to  warrant  the  presumption  that  the  par- 
ties intended  to  establish  a  different  degree  of 
liability  tiian  the  mere  fact  that  the  money 
was  paid  in  advance.  What  difference  can- 
there  be  in  principle,  so  far  as  fixing  liability 
is  concerned,  whether  the  contract  is  to  pay  the 
rent  monthly  in  advance  or  monthly  at  the 
end  of  the  month?  Great  stress  is  placed  by 
respondent  on  the  idea  that  the  parties  have 
made  a  positive  contract,  and  that  they  are 
boimd  by  its  terms.  The  contract  in  one  in- 
stance is  as  positive  and  binding  as  in  the  other, 
and  the  liability  to  pay  at  the  end  of  the 
month  is  as  much  fixea  by  such  contract  as  the- 
liability  to  pay  in  advance  is  fixed  by  the  con- 
tract; and  the  same  reasoning  that  would  pre- 
vent the  recovery  of  the  money  paid  in  ad- 
vance would  compel  the  payment  of  the  money 
under  the  other  contract  at  the  end  of  the 
month  after  the  destruction  of  the  building. 
We  are  not  cited  to  igiy  adjudicated  cases  on 
this  point.  The  reason  probably  is  that  no 
one  has  ever  questioned  the  right  of  the  lessee 
to  recover  money  paid  for  that  which  he  never 
received.  We  thmk  the  complaint  states  a 
^ood  cause  of  action,  and  that  the  court  erred 
m  sustaining  the  demurrer. 

The  judgment  is  reversed,  and  the  cause  re- 
manded, with  instructions  to  overrule  the  de- 
murrer, and  to  proceed  in  accordance  with  this 
opinion. 

Hoyt,  Anders*  and  Scott*  J/.,  concur. 
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*!•  A  unilateral  promise  or  apreementt 
in  writing*  to  pay  for  apecdfled  per- 
sonal property*  im  bindinf^  if  upon  suffl- 
cieot  ooDsideratioD:  and.  In  a  case  not  within  the 
statute  of  frauds,  the  coDaideretloo  may  be  shown 
by  parol.  But  the  writing  may  not  be  oontra- 
dlcted  by  oral  evidence,  though  an  Issue  nuy  be 
raised  In  respect  to  the  consideration,  or  the 
writing  may,  for  other  valid  reason,  be  shown  to 
he  Inoperative. 

8*  Where  either  of  the  parties  to  a  enit 
la  a  atranger  to  the  written  agreement 
in  controversy,  and  does  not  claim  under  one  who 
is  a  party  to  it,  the  rule  forbidding  parol  evidence 
to  vary  or  contradict  its  terms  does  not  apply. 
Otherwise  when  the  question  arises  between  those 
dalming  under  the  original  parties  to  it. 

*Headnotee  by  Y  andbrbuboh,  J.  -* 

Note.— The  eJfect  of  a  wheat  ticket  like  the  one 
iorolved  in  the  above  case  in  respect  to  nontradlc- 
tkm  by  oral  evidence  presents  an  interesting  ques- 
tloo,  especially  in  view  of  the  fact  learned  from 
counsel  that  this  is  a  test  case  to  decide  the  rights 
22LRA. 


8*   A  note  or  other  instmment  eontain- 
ing  an  ezproM  promise  to  pay  m<mey» 

without  any  time  spedfled,  is  In  law  payable  im- 
mediately, and  interest  runs  from  its  date,  while 
a  promise  to  pay  upon  demand  requires  at  least 
a  judicial  demand  to  set  interest  running. 

(December  80, 1896.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  District  Court  for  Swift  County  in 
favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover the  amount  alleged  to  be  due  upon  a 
wheat  ticket.     Affirmed. 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opin- 
ion. 

Messrs.  T.  F.  Yonn§f  and  Poland  &  Me* 
Cune,  for  appellant : 

The  rule  of  law  that  when  parties  reduce 
their  contracts  to  writing  their  terms  cannot 
be  varied  by  parol  only  applies  when  the 
action  is  between  the  parties  to  the  contract 
or  their  privies. 

The  plaintiff  in  this  case  is  a  stranger  to- 
the  contract  and  is  not  even  an  assignee,  but 

of  the  parties  in  a  large  number  of  tickets.  For  the- 
general  rule  as  to  contradicting  a  writing  which 
states  part  of  a  contract  only,  see  rwU  to  Ferguson 
V.  Rafferty  (Pa.)  0  L.  R.  A.  44. 
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obtained  his  title  thereto  by  forcible  process 
of  law.  The  reason  for  the  rule  does  not 
Apply  to  strangers  except  perhaps  in  the  case 
of  neirotiable  instruments. 

AbBott,  Trial  Ev.  p.  7,  §  16 ;  Rice,  Ev. 
p.  296,  §  181 :  Bums  v.  Thompson,  91  Ind. 
146 ;  LowU  Mfg.  Co,  v.  Safeguard  F.  Ins.  Co, 
88  N.  Y.  591 ;  Masterson  v.  Boyee,  29  Hun, 
456 ;  Hussman  v.  Wilke,  50  Cal.  250 ;  Smith 
V.  ifoynihaUy  44  Cal.  58 ;  McMaster  ▼.  Insur- 
ance Co.  oj  N.  A.  65  N,  Y.  222,  14  Am.  Rep. 
^9;  Broum  v.  Thwb&r,  77  N.  Y.  618.  58 
How.  Pr.  95 ;  Van  Eman  v.  StanehftOd,  10 
Minn.  256  (Gil.  197)  ;  Sanbom  v.  Sturtsvant, 
17  Minn.  200  (Gil.  174)  ;  Barry  r.  Ransom,  12 
N.  Y.  464 ;  Coleman  v.  First  Nat.  Bank  of 
Elmira,  53  N.  Y.  888. 

Volume  6,  Gen.  Dig.  p.  772,  g  1291,  sUtes 
ihe  rule  as  follows:  ""The  rule  that  parol 
evidence  is  inadmissible  to  contradict  or  vary 
41  writing  does  not  apply  to  controversies  be- 
tween persons  not  parties  or  privy  to  the 
writing  or  between  parties  to  it  and  third 
persons. 

Citing  Bobinson  v.  Moseley,  93  Ala.  70; 
Bruce  v.  John  L.  Boper  Luviber  Co,  87  Va.  381. 
iSee  also  Bishop,  Cont.  g  1824. 

The  wheat  was  delivered  to  Hansen  by 
Sylte  for  storage.  This  ticket  was  issued 
And  delivered  to  Sylte  in  pursuance  of  this 
parol  agreement  for  the  purpose  of  indicating 
the  number  of  bushels  of  wheat  so  held  by 
Hansen  and  does  not  contain  all  of  the  con- 
•ditiona  of  the  actual  agreement  of  the  parties 
and  is  upon  its  face  manifestly  incomplete, 
and  upon  such  an  instrument  the  defendant 
had  a  right  to  introduce  parol  proof  of  the 
•oral  agreement  even  between  the  parties 
to  it. 

See  Heah/  v.  Toung,  21  Minn.  389 ;  Alesi^- 
ander  v.  Thompson,  42  Minn.  498 ;  Boynton 
Furnace  Co.  v.  Clark,  Id.  385. 

This  instrument  is  incomplete  for  the  fur- 
ther reasons :  The  court  cannot  say  from  an 
•examination  of  the  instrument  that  it  is  an 
Agreement  to  pay  currency  for  that  wheat ;  no 
price  is  stated  and  no  amount  of  mone^  is 
mentioned  though  in  the  form  used  there  is  a 
blank  space  for  each  of  these  items,  when  that 
is  agreed  upon.  Besides  under  this  instru- 
ment it  mav  be  shown  that  currency  was  not 
ineant  at  all. 

Donley  v.  TindaU,  32  Tex.  43,  5  Am.  Rep. 
^84. 

Parties  entering  into  an  oral  contract  may 
•employ  written  memoranda  in  aid  of  it ;  in 
which  case,  and  in  others  wherein  there  are 
writings  evidently  not  meant  to  be  complete, 
the  contract  is  oral,  and  as  such  Is  not  pre- 
vented from  being  good  by  what  is  written. 

Bishop,  Cont.  enlarged  ed.  §  168. 

Mr.  £•  T.  Toungfy  for  respondent : 

This  action  is,  *^  between  the  parties  to  the 
contract  or  their  privies. "  Plaintiff  has  le- 
gally succeeded  to  Suite's  ri^rhts,  occupies 
the  position  of  an  assignee,  and  is  in  privity 
to  the  party  to  whose  rights  he  succeeds. 

The  rule*^  appellant  attempts  to  invoke,  ap- 
plies only  where  a  contract  comes  in  ques- 
tion, to  which  at  least  one  of  the  parties  to 
the  action  is  neither  a  party  nor  a  privy. 

Clej-iheu)  v.   West  Side  Bank,  50  Minn.  588. 

The  only  thing  lacking  in  this  written  con- 
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tract,  to  make  it  absolutely  complete,  is  tbe 
omission  of  the  price  to  be  paid. 

It  is  not  claimed  by  either  party  that  a 
price  was  expressly  agreed  upon.  In  such 
cases  the  law  implies  an  understanding  that 
the  buyer  shall  pay  what  the  article  pur- 
chased is  reasonably  worth. 

Benjamin,  Sales,  g  85 ;  Acebal  v.  Lerf/,  10 
Bing.  376 ;  Lov^  v.  MicheU,  18  L.  R.  A. 
770,  88  Mich.  15;  BiUestad  v.  BosteUer,  46 
Minn.  394. 

Where  a  contract  is  silent  as  to  the  time  of 
performance  the  law  conclusively  presumes 
that  it  is  to  be  performed  within  a  reasonable 
time.  And  it  is  even  held  that  oral  evidence 
is  not  admissible  to  contradict  this  necesBsrr 
legal  inference,  if  the  contract  is  in  writing. 

Liffengren  Furniture  db  L.  Go.  v.  Mead,  42 
Minn.  420. 

Any  evidence  to  be  admissible  at  all  to  add 
to  or  vary  this  contract  would  have  to  be 
consistent  with  the  contract,  and  tend  to  aid 
and  uphold  it,  and  not  evidence  which  if 
admitted  would  flatly  contradict  it. 

WemjOe  v.  Knopf,  15  Minn.  440  (Gil.  355), 
2  Am.  Rep.  147.  See  also  KesOsr  v.  Smiih, 
42  Minn.  494 ;  Thompson  v.  LSbby,  34  Hhm. 
374. 

If  this  ticket  is  evidence  of  anything  it  is 
that  the  transaction  was  a  sale. 

Ta^rheU  v.  Farmers  Mut,  Blev.  Co.  44  Minn. 
471. 

Vanderburfl^hf  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court : 

The  controversy  In  this  case  arises  over  a 
so-called  ** wheat  ticket"  issued  by  defend- 
ant, and  now  owned  by  plaintiff.  The  plain- 
tiff alleges  that  one  Sylte,  under  whom  be 
claims,  sold  and  delivered  to  defendant  45 
20-60  bushels  of  wheat,  of  the  quality  and 
amount  designated  on  the  ticket,  on  the  day 
of  the  date  thereof,  and  that  he  thereupon  is- 
sued to  Sylte  the  ticket,  which  is  as  follows: 
"Ex.  A.  No.  9,617.  Date.  Oct  7,  18W. 
Theo.  Hansen  will  pay  to  J.  K.  Sylte  for 
forty-five  20-60  bushels,  nade  one  N.  wheat. 
Ole  Saterbakken,  Buver.*^  It  is  also  alleged 
that  the  wheat,  on  that  day,  was  worth  81 
cents  per  bushel.  Judgment  is  accordingly 
asked  for  the  value  of  the  wheat.  The  de- 
fendant, in  his  answer,  admits  issuing  the 
ticket,  and  the  delivery  of  the  wheat  de- 
scribed therein,  at  that  date,  but  alleges  that 
he  did  not  purchase  the  wheat,  but  received 
the  same  to  hold  for  plaintiff  as  a  bailment 
The  defendant  does  not  deny  that  the  *"  tick- 
et" was  issued  for  that  number  of  bushels  of 
wheat  left  with  him,  or  that  it  was  connected 
with  that  transaction,  or  that  it  was  the  evi- 
dence of  his  liability  therefor.  Indeed,  de- 
fendant admits  and  insists,  in  his  arguxneni. 
that  it  was  given  in  part  performance  of  the 
actual  agreement.  But  he  says  that  the  writ- 
ing does  not  contain  all  the  agreement,  and 
he  claims  the  right,  not  only  to  supple- 
ment it  by  parol  evidence  of  so  much  of  the 
entire  agreement  as  is  not  expressed  in  writ- 
ing, but  to  contradict  the  terms  of  the  writ- 
ing, because  it  is  informal,  and  not  a  com- 
plete affreement,  and  for  that  reason  he  is  not 
bound  by  it.  But  we  think  the  writing,  on 
its  face,  is  a  valid  unilateral  promise  or 
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agreement,  if  supported  by  a  consideration, 
which  may,  of  coarse,  be  shown  by  parol, 
4inoe  the  agreement  is  not  within  the  statute 
of  frauds.  Ilie  common- law  rule  permits 
this,  and  permits  a  contract  to  rest  partly  in 
writin|(  and  partly  in  parol,  so  that  it  may 
accordingly  be  proved  by  the  writing  and  by 
parol.  WrigJa  ▼.  WeekM,  25  N.  Y.  158; 
Oummings  v.  Dennett,  26  Me.  897 ;  Arme  v. 
Aihky,  4  Pick.  74. 

In  this  case  the  writing  is  silent  as  to  the 
fact  or  time  of  the  delivery  of  the  wheat ; 
and  it  might,  therefore,  be  shown  that  the 
wheat  therein  referred  to  was  actually  de^ 
lirered  when  the  written  promise  was  made, 
as  admitted  here,  or  at  a  subsequent  day.  In 
the  latter  case  the  writing  would  be  construed 
as  an  offer  or  proposition  good  while  it  re- 
mained open ;  and  if  acted  on,  and  the  wheat 
delivered  and  accepted  before  it  was  with- 
drawn, the  promise  would  thereupon  become 
binding.  1  Story,  Gont.  §  572.  But  the 
written  proposal  or  promise  could  not  be  con- 
tradictea  by  parol,  though  it  might  be  shown 
that  it  was  or  was  not  accepted,  or  that  the 
stipalated  quantity  of  wheat  was  or  was  not 
in  fact  appropriated  to  the  agreement.  The 
general  rule  is  that  the  omitted  portions  of 
a  contract  which  does  not  appear  to  be  com- 
plete may  be  proved  by  parol,  but  so  much 
of  the  contract  as  is  in  writing  must  be 
proved  by  the  writing.  Thomas  v.  8Gutty  127 
N.  Y.  ife.  See  Smith,  Cont,  *1^ ;  1  Greenl. 
Ev.  %  804. 

It  ia  true  that  in  some  instances  an  instru- 
ment pmrporting  to  be  a  contract,  and  actu- 
ally signed  by  parties,  may  be  shown  not  to 
be  operative,  for  various  reasons,  or  it  may 
be  controlled  by  an'indei>endent  agreement 
not  in  writing.  A  conspicuous  instance  is 
the  case  of  Dameetie  Sewing  Maeh.  Co.  v. 
Andenon,  28  Minn.  57.  No  reason  appears 
in  this  case  why  the  writing  in  question 
should  not  be  operative  according  to  its 
terms.  It  is  not  claimed  to  have  been  issued 
through  fraud,  mistake,  or  inadvertence.  For 
aught  that  appears,  it  is  the  conclusion  of  the 
parties  in  respect  to  so  much  of  the  agree- 
ment as  is  in  writing,  viz.  that  part  of  it 
which  defines  the  defendant's  relation  to  the 
contract  as  that  of  purchaser,  and  not  simply 
that  of  bailee. 

The  defendant's  principal  assignment  of 
•error  relates  to  tlie  ruling  of  the  court  re- 
jecting his  offer  to  show  that,  upon  the  date 
named  in  Exhibit  A,  said  ticket  was  issued 
to  the  parties  tliereto  for  a  portion  of  a  larger 
<juantity  of  wheat  delivered,  "and  for  the 
porpose  of  indicating  that  the  said  wheat  was 
held  by  the  said  Hansen  subject  to  the  order 
•of  Sylte. "  So  much  of  the  offer  was  objected 
to  as  tending  to  contradict  the  writing,  and 
the  objection  was  sustained.  The  ruling 
-extended  no  fiuther.  For  reasons  already 
-stated,  we  think  the  court  ruled  correctly. 
It  did  not,  however,  preclude  the  defendant 
from  introiducing  evidence  in  respect  to  other 
^tters  embraced  in  his  general  offer,  or  per- 
missible under  the  rule  above  stated.  The 
defendant,  however,  introduced  no  other  evi, 
denoe. 
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The  defendant  raises  no  question  as  to  the 
plaintiff's  title  to  the  wlieat  ticket,  or 
tlie  indebtedness  represented  thereby.  And, 
there  being  no  special  agreement  as  to  the 
price,  the  law  will  imply  that  the  price  to 
be  paid  was  the  fair  market  value  of  the 
wheat  on  the  day  of  the  delivery,  being  the 
date  of  the  writing.  He  does  not  deny  that 
plaintiff  claims  under,  and  has  succeeded  to 
the  rights  of,  the  original  payee,  Sylte.  He 
stands  in  the  shoes  oi  the  latter ;  and  the  rule 
therefore  applies,  that  as  between  parties  to 
a  written  agreement,  or  their  privies,  parol 
evidence  cannot  be  received  to  contradict  or 
vary  its  terms.  Strangers  to  a  contract  are, 
of  course,  not  bound  by  it,  and  the  rule  ez- 
cludinff  extrinsic  evidence  in  the  oonstruetion 
of  writings  is  inapplicable  in  such  cases ;  and 
it  is  relaxed  where  either  one  of  the  parties 
between  whom  the  question  arises  is  a 
stranger  to  the  written  agreement,  and  does 
not  claim  under  or  through  one  who  is  a 
party  to  it.  In  such  case  the  rule  is  binding 
upon  neither.  But  it  is  manifestly  inappli- 
cable in  this  case.  It  was  admitted  at  the 
trial  that  the  market  value  of  the  wheat  on 
the  day  of  its  delivery— the  date  of  the  writ- 
ing--was  80  cents  per  bushel. 

We  think  the  court  properly  allowed  in- 
terest from  the  date  of  the  writing,  the  wheat 
having  been  already  delivered.  No  date  of 
payment  is  fixed  in  the  writing.  No  credit 
IS  contemplated  and  it  was  due  presently. 
Had  there  been  simply  a  cash  sale  and  de- 
livery of  the  wheat,  the  amount  due  would 
have  borne  interest  from  the  day  of  the  de- 
livery, and  there  is  nothing  in  the  writ- 
ing qualifying  such  rule  of  liability.  It  is 
distinguished  from  a  promise  to  pay  upon 
demand,  which  requires  a  demand,  at  least  a 
judicial  demand,  to  set  the  interest  running. 
This  distinction  is  recognized  by  the  au- 
thorities. The  rule,  summarily  stated,  is 
that  a  note  or  other  instrument  containing  an 
express  promise  to  pay  money,  without  any 
time  specified,  is  in  law  payable  immediate- 
ly, ana  interest  runs  from  its  date.  Farguhar 
V.  Morrif,  7  T.  R.  124;  Franeia  v.  Castle' 
man,  4  Bibb,  282:  Rogers  v.  Colt,  21  N.  J. 
L.  19 ;  Purdy  v.  Philips,  11  N.  Y.  406,  1 
Duer,  869;  Selleek  v.  French,  1  Am.  Lead 
Cas.  4th  ed.  507. 

Some  authorities  also  distinguish  between 
an  express  promise  to  pay  money,  and  a  mere 
acknowledgment  of  indebtedness,  or  an  I.  O. 
U.  (Gay  V.  Books,  151  Mass.  115,  7  L.  R.  A. 
892), — a  point  unnecessary  to  inquire  into 
here. 

Judgment  affirmed, 

Oilflllan,a.  J.: 

I  dissent.  The  ticket  is  not  a  contract.  A 
contract  not  within  the  statute  of  frauds  may 
be  shown  partly  by  writing,  as  letters,  for 
instance,  and  partly  by  oral  testimony ;  but 
in  such  case  I  do  not  think  the  writings, 
they  not  being  a  contract,  exclude  oral  testi- 
mony of  what  the  parties  actually  agreed  on, 
though  it  may  be  contrary  to  what  the  writ- 
ings, standing  alone,  might  indicate,  as  to 
some  of  its  terms. 
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MANUFACTURERS'   ACCIDENT  IN- 
DEMNITY  CO.,  riff,  in  Err., 
f). 
Susan  E.  DORGAN. 

(68  Fed.  Rep.  946.) 

1.  The  opinion  of  m,  witness  on  the  ques- 
tion whettier  or  not  it  was  poaslble  for  a  person 
if  standing  to  have  fallen  in  tbe  position  in  which 
he  wad  found,  is  not  admissible. 

2.  The  question  whether  or  n<»t  a  per- 
son could  have  rolled  from  a  certain  place 
where  be  was  sittinir  to  that  where  he  was  found 
in  a  stream  is  not  one  on  which  an  opinion  of  a 
witness  can  be  (riven. 

8*  A  physician  may  ^ve  an  opinion 
that  the  condition  of  the  lungs  of  a  person  found 
dead  in  shallow  water  was  what  It  would  have 
been  If  he  had  fallen  and  been  stunned  in  the 
water. 

4.  Error  in  refusing  to  strike  out  plain- 
tilTa  testimony  is  waived  if  defendant  pro- 
ceeds to  introduce  evidence. 

6.  ReAisin^^  to  permit  questions  leading 
in  form  after  similar  ones  have  been  answered 
is  proper. 

6.  A  physician  cannot  be  asked  wheth- 
er or  not  in  his  Judgment  fkH>m  tesU- 
mony  that  he  has  heard  an  autopsy  was 
such  as  to  enable  a  phygician  to  state  the  cause 
of  death  with  any  degree  of  certainty,  but  the 
question  should  recite  the  scope  and  character 
of  the  autopsy. 

7.  A  physician  who  made  an  autopsy 
may  state  that  there  was  no  need  of  what  was 
caUed  an  air  or  water  test  with  the  heart  when 
the  sufficiency  of  the  autopsy  is  questioned. 

8.  On  the  issue  whether  or  not  a  physi- 
cian making^  an  autopsy  cut  open  the 
stomach  he  may  state  that  he  had  been  told 
that  tbe  dec«ased  had  been  drloking  on  the  day 
of  his  death  as  bearing  on  the  scope  of  his  in- 
vestigations. 

9.  The  insurer  has  the  burden  of  showing 

breach  of  warranty  in  tbe  application. 

10.  The  burden  of  proof  as  to  the  man- 
ner and  cause  of  death  is  upon  the  plain- 
tiff in  a  suit  upon  an  accident  policy. 

1 1*  An  anaemic  murmur  of  the  heart 
which  indicates  no  structural  defect 
but  comes  from  mere  debility  or  weakness  is  not 
a  "bodily  or  mental  infirmity"  within  the  mean- 
ing  of  the  provisions  for  life  Insurance. 

18.  The  words  "voluntary  exposure,"  "un- 
necessary danger"  and  ''hazardous  adventure" 
wltbln  the  meaning  of  an  insurance  policy  do 
not  include  such  exposure  as  is  incident  to  the 
ordinaify  habits  and  customs  of  life,  but  refer  to 
something  beyond  the  ordinary  such  as  wanton 
or  gross  careleeeness. 

18*  I>rowning  is  the  moving  sole  and 
proximate  cause  of  death  resulting  from 
faUing  Into  water,  within  tbe  meaning  of  an  in- 
surance policy,  although  tbe  fall  may  have  been 
due  to  disease. 


14.  Accidental  death  by  drowning  is 
caused  indirectly  by  disease  within  the 
meaning  of  an  exception  in  an  insurance  policjr 
against  death  caused  directly  or  faidlrectly  by 
disease  if  drowning  ensues  upon  a  fall  Into  tiie 
water  which  is  caused  by  disease. 

15.  A  fttinting  spell  produced  by  indi- 
gestion or  lack  of  proper  fbod*  ▼^^ch  b 
a  mere  temporary  disturbance  or  enfeeblemect 
is  not  a  "disease  and  bodily  infirmity"  witbin  tbe 

.  meaning  of  an  insurance  policy. 

16.  Tiiat  the  unconsciousness  of  a  per- 
son during  which  drowning  ensues 
was  caused  by  a  mere  temponuy 
afBic^on  may  be  found  by  a  Jury  where  tberc 
is  evidence  that  he  was  not  suffering  from  disease 
but  he  was  found  drowned  in  shallow  water. 

(November  6, 1898.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States  for  tbe  Western  District  of  Mich- 
igan, Southern  Division,  to  review  a  judgment 
in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to 
recover  the  amount  alleged  to  be  due  under  a 
policy  of  accident  insurance.    Affirmed. 

Statement  by  Talt,  Circuit  Judge: 

This  was  a  writ  of  error  brought  to  reveree 
a  judgment  of  the  United  States  circuit  coun 
for  the  western  district  of  Michigan,  soutbero 
division,  in  favor  of  Susan  E.  Dorgan.  for 
$5,200,  on  an  accident  Insurance  policj  or 
a  certificate  of  membe|:6hip  issued  by  tfae 
defendant  company  upon  the  life  of  Thomas 
Dorgan,  husband  of  the  plaintiff.  By  the 
terms  of  the  policy,  $5,000  was  payable  to 
Susan  E.  Dorgan,  the  plaintiff  below,  "with- 
in ninety  days  after  receipt  of  satisfactory 
proof  to  this  company  of  the  death  of  the 
above-named  member,  effected  through  ex- 
ternal, violent,  and  accidental  means,  within 
the  extent  and  meaning  of  this  contract  and 
the  condition  hereunto  annexed,  and  sach 
injuries  alone  shall  have  occasioned  death 
within  ninety  days  of  the  happening  thereof/ 

The  evidence  tended  to  ^ow  the  following- 
facts  : 

Early  in  May,  1890,  Thomas  Dorgan.  the 
insured,  left  his  home  in  Kalamazoo,  Mich., 
with  three  or  four  companions,  on  a  Dshing^ 
excursion  to  a  place  not  many  miles  distant 
The  party  took  with  them  wine,  whiskey, 
and  beer,  and  provisions.  They  arrived*'at 
their  destination  in  the  afternoon,  made  a 
camp  near  the  brook  in  which  they  intended 
to  fish,  slept  on  cotA  under  a  tent,  and  amee 
early  the  next  morning,  about  8  or  4  o'clock, 
to  go  fishing.  They  fished  from  that  time 
until  shortly  before  noon,  when  tbe  members 
of  the  party  came  into  camp  for  lunch.  The 
weather  was  not  very  cold,  and  there  was- 
some  sunshine  in  the  middle  of  the  day. 
Dorgan  spoke  of  having  some  difiicalty  with 
bis  throat  and  chest  before  going  out  on  the 
trip.     He  took  something  for  breakfast   He 


Note.— The  question  when  disease  is  the  cause  i  presented.   The  case  is  of  more  than  usual  Inter- 
of  death  within  the  meaning  of  a  life  insurance  I  est  also  for  the  decision  on  the  quesUon  what  coo- 
policy  is  well  illustrated  by  the  case  in  which  the  I  sUtutes  a  disease  or  bodily  infirmity  withta  the 
authorities  on  the  subject  seem  to  be  very  fully  •  meaning  of  such  a  policy. 
22IfcR.  A. 
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•came  in  to  lunch.  The  evidonoe  does  not 
•disclose  how  mach  he  ate,  if  anything.  He 
went  back  to  an  island  in  the  brook,  where, 
shortly  afterwards,  he  was  seen  playini?  a 
trout.  Twenty  minates  later  he  was  dis- 
-coTered  lying  in  the  brook,  with  his  face 
downward,  and  submerged  in  six  inches  of 
water,  deiid.  The  bank  was  about  eighteen 
inches  above  the  water,  and  there  were  In  the 
water  stones,  egg-size  and  smaller,  upon 
which  he  might  have  struck  his  head.  There 
were  two  bruises  on  his  forehead.  There  was 
^me  little  froth  of  a  yellowish  color  about 
his  mouth,  and  his  face  was  purple.  His 
ton|i:ue  was  somewhat  inflamed.  An  autopsy 
was  held  on  the  evening  of  the  day  follow- 
ing the  death.  The  blood  in  the  corpse  at 
the  autopsy  was  rather  fluid,  and  had  not 
coagulated.  The  brain,  the  heart,  and  other 
vital  organs  were  found  in  a  normal  and 
healthy  condition.  The  autopsy  was  per- 
formed by  one  i>hy8ician  in  the  presence  of 
two  others.  Evidence  was  introduced  by  the 
defendant  tending  to  show  that  the  deceased 
had  suffered  from  defective  action  of  the  heart 
in  its  aortic  valve.  The  autopsy  failed  to 
reveal  any  such  structural  defect,  but  all  the 
tests  were  not  applied.  The  evidence  as  to 
the  defective  action  of  the  heart  was  given 
by  the  phjrsician  who  had  examined  the  de- 
ixased  auring  his  lifetime,  and  who  testified 
to  a  murmur  accompanying  the  beat,  of  the 
heart,  which  was  said  to  reveal  such  struct- 
ural defect,  though  he  admitted  such  a  mur- 
mur is  sometimes  present  when  the  action  of 
the  heart  is  normal,  but  the  beat  and  circula- 
tion are  feeble.  There  was  also  some  evi- 
dence tending  to  show  that  the  deceased  had 
suflersd  from  dizziness  caused  by  this  de- 
fective action  of  the  heart. 

flection  8  of  the  certificate  of  policy  pro- 
vided ''that  the  benefits  under  this  certificate 
shall  not  extend  to  hernia,  orchitis,  nor  to 
bodily  injury  of  which  there  shall  be  no  ex- 
ternal and  visible  mark  upon  the  body  of  the 
member;  nor  shall  they  extend  to  or  cover 
accidental  injuries  or  deaUi  resulting  from  or 
caused,  directly  or  indirectly,  wholly  or  in 
part,  by  or  in  consequence  of  fits,  vertigo, 
sonuiambulism,  or  any  disease  existing  prior 
or  subsequent  to  the  date  of  this  certificate, 
•or  by  blood  poisoning,  or  by  coming  in  con- 
tact wiUi  any  poisonous  substance,  or  by 
poison  in  any  form,  or  by  inhalation  or  other- 
wise of  any  form  of  chloride  gas,  nitrous 
oxide  gas,  or  any  other  form  of  gas  or  gases 
of  chloroform  or  ether,  or  by  or  in  conse- 
<ineDce  of  any  surgical  operation  or  medical 
or  mechanical  treatment,  or  by  .lockjaw,  nor 
to  any  cause  excepting  where  the  injury  is 
the  sole  cause  of  the  dfsabil  ity  or  death.  No 
claim  shall  be  made  under  this  certificate 
•  .  .  where  the  death  or  injury  may  have 
happened  in  consequence  ...  of  volun- 
taxy  exposure  to  unnecessary  danger,  hazard, 
or  perilous  adventure,  ...  or  where 
death  or  injury  may  have  happened  while 
the  member  was,  or  in  consequence  of  his 
liaving  been,  under  the  influence  of  Intoxi- 
<Minff  drinks.  .  .  .  And  that  these  bene- 
fits, shall  not  be  held  to  extend  to  disappear- 
ances, nor  to  any  cause  of  death  or  personal 
injury,  unless  the  claimant  under  the  certi- 
182L.R.A. 


ficate  shall  establish  by  direct  and  positive 
proof  that  the  said  death  or  personal  injury 
was  caused  by  external,  violent,  and  ac- 
cidental means,  clearly  within  the  intent  and 
scope  of  this  policy,  and  was  not  the  result 
of  design,  either  on  the  part  of  the  member 
or  any  other  person." 

In  the  application  which  Dorgan  made  for 
membership  in  the  company  (that  is,  for  a 
policy),  he  used  this  language :  ** Inclosing 
|5  for  admission  fee,  I  hereby  apply  for  mem- 
bership, to  be  based  upon  the  following  state- 
ment of  facts,  which  I  hereby  warrant  to  be 
true.  Certificate  to  be  subject  to  all  its  con- 
ditions and  provisions.  .  .  .  (13)  I  have 
never  had,  nor  am  subject  to,  fits,  disorders 
of  the  brain,  or  any  bodily  or  mental  inflroi- 
itv,  except  as  herein  stated.  .  .  .  (15) 
My  habits  of  life  are  correct  and  temperate, 
and  I  understand  that  the  certificate  will  not 
cover  any  accidental  injury  which  may  hap- 
pen to  me  either  while  under  the  influence 
of  intoxicating  drinks  (or  any  other  narcot- 
ics) ,  or  in  consequence  of  having  been  under 
the  influence  thereof.  (16)  I  am  aware  that 
the  insurance  will  not  extend  to  hernia,  or- 
chitis, nor  to  any  bodily  injury  of  which 
there  shall  be  no  external  and  visible  sign ; 
nor  to  any  bodily  injury  happening  directly 
or  indirectly  in  consequence  of  disease ;  nor 
to  death  or  disability  caused  wholly  or  in 
part  by  bodily  infirmities,  or  by  disease,  or 
by  the  taking  of  poison,  or  by  any  surgical 
operation  or  medical  mechanical  treatment ; 
nor  to  any  case  except  when  the  accidental 
injury  shall  be  the  proximate  and  sole  cause 
of  disability  or  death." 

At  the  end  of  the  application,  Dorgan 
signed  the  following:  ^Declaration:  I, 
Thomas  Dorgan,  being  desirous  of  becoming 
a  member  (»  the  Manufacturers'  Accident 
Indemnity  Company,  do  hereby  warrant  the 
above  statements  to  be  true ;  and  I  hereby 
agree  that  this  declaration  and  warranty  shall 
be  the  basis  of  the  contract  between  me  and 
the  said  company,  and  that  the  certificate 
hereby  applied  for  is  accepted  subject  to  all 
the  conditions,  classifications,  and  provisions 
contained  or  referred  to  therein." 

The  company  pleaded  the  general  issue, 
and  gave  notice  of  the  intontlon  to  prove, 
under  that  issue,  that  Dorgan  was,  at  the  time 
he  made  the  application  ifbr  the  policy,  sub- 
ject to  fainting  spells  or  fits,  disorders  of  the 
brain,  heart  disease,  disease  of  the  throat  and 
chest,  and  that  the  statement  to  the  contrary 
in  paragraph  IS  of  his  amplication  above  was 
false  and  untrue,  rendering  the  policy  void. 
The  defendant  also  gave  notice  of  the  inten- 
tion to  prove  that  Dorgan  did  not  die  in  con- 
sequence of  any  bodily  injury  in  which  there 
was  any  external  and  visible  sign,  but  he 
died  in  consequence  of  disease,  and  that  his 
death  was  not  caused  by  anjr  accident  or  ac- 
cidental injury  which  was  the  proximate  and 
sole  cause  of  his  death. 

The  jury,  under  charge  of  the  court,  re- 
turned a  general  and  special  verdicts.  The 
special  verdicts  were  as  follows:  "First. 
Was  Thomas  Dorgan  afflicted  with  heart  dis- 
ease at  the  time  he  made  his  application  for 
the  insurance  policy  issued  by  tiie  defendant 
company,  and  at  the  time  the  policy  in  evi- 
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dence  in  this  suit  was  issued?  Answer.  No. 
Second.  Was  the  death  of  Thomas  Dorgan  oc- 
casioned sokly  by  accident,  or  was  it  oc- 
casioned or  contributed  to  by  disease  or  undue 
and  imprudent  exposure?  Answer.  Solely 
accidental.  Third.  Was  Thomas  Dorgan 
conscious  at  the  time  his  body  entered  the 
waters  of  Spring  brook,  where  he  was  found 
dead?  And,  if  unconscious,  was  such  uncon- 
sciousness occasioned  by  disease  or  undue  and 
imprudent  exposure?  Answer.  First,  uncon- 
scious ;  second,  occasioned  by  some  temporary 
affliction,  without  undue  and  imprudent  ex- 
posure." 

Before  Jackson  and  Taft,  drcuU  Jvdgu, 
and  Barr  District  Judge, 

lieitfn,  Oflbom  &  Mills*  for  plaintiff  in 
error: 

The  question  involved  in  the  first  assignment 
of  error  was  not  subject  to  the  objection  made 
to  it  and  sustained  by  the  court. 

The  information  sought  was  not  immaterial 
or  irrelevant  and  the  question  called  for  an 
answer  that  would  be  the  assertion  of  a  fact, 
dependent  perhaps  in  some  measure  upon 
opinion,  but  still  competent. 

Beatty  v.  Qilmore,  16  Pa.  468.  55  Am.  Dec. 
514;  Hopt  V.  Utah,  120  U.  S.  480,  80  L.  ed. 
708;  Cam.  v.  Sturtivant,  117  Mass.  122, 19  Am. 
Bep.  401;  Patrick  v.  The  J.  Q,  Adams,  19  Mo. 
73. 

The  evident  purpose  of  the  inqdiry  of  the 
doctor  was  to  prove,  by  the  use  of  a  hypothet- 
ical question,  an  allegation  without  first  in- 
troducing in  evidence  facts  from  which  such 
a  state  of  affairs  might  legitimately  have  been 
found. 

This  was  not  permissible,  for  a  hypothetical 
question  should  be  based  on  what  has  been 

§  roved  in  the  case;  and  there  should  be  evi- 
enoe  before  the  jury  in  support  of  the  hy- 
pothesis of  such  probative  strength  that  the 
fudge  would  be  warranted  in  submitting  such 
facts  to  the  jury  for  their  finding. 

Naw  V.  Tucker,  70  Ind.  15;  Dexter  v.  HaU, 
82  U.  S.  15  Wall.  9,  21  L.  ed.  78;  Hathaway 
V.  National  L.  Ins.  Co.  48  Vt  886;  1  Greenl. 
Ev.  581,  noUD. 

All  the  plaintiff's  rights  in  this  action  arose 
under  the  certificate  of  insurance  and  under 
the  contract  as  the  parties  thereto  made  it,  and 
in  the  light  of  all  the  testimony  the  plaintiff 
was  not  entitled  to  recover. 

Tennant  v.  Travelers  Ins.  Co.  81  Fed.  Rep. 
822;  Richardson  v.  Travelers  Ins.  Co.  46  Fed. 
Rep.  848. 

If  Dorgan  was  intoxicated  at  all,  or  under 
the  influence  of  liquor  to  such  an  extent  as  to 
cause  him  to  fall  into  the  creek  and  so  be 
drowned,  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover. 

Any  degree  of  intoxication  greatly  enhanced 
the  liability  to  accident,  and  defendant  had  a 
right  to  contract  against  the  assumption  of 
^such  a  risk,  and  did  so. 

Shader  v.  Bailway  Pass.  Assur.  Ins.  Co.  of 
Hartford,  Conn.  8  Hun,  424;  Duran  v.  Stand- 
ard L  d  Ace.  Ins.  Co.  18  L.  R.  A.  687,  68  Vt 
442;  Bayless  v.  Travelers  Ins.  Co.  of  Hartford, 
14  Blatchf.  148;  Maoorobie  v.  Accident  Ins.  Co. 
28  Scot.  L.  Rep.  291. 

Messrs.  Iriak  9b  Blnappeiit  for  defendant 
in  error: 
22  L.  R.  A. 


The  surgeon  who  operated  at  the  aotopiy 
was  properlv  asked:  Q.  Supposing  a  penQ» 
to  have  fallen  and  been  stunned  in  i&aUow 
water  where  he  made  very  litde  stmggie,  alaie 
whether  what  you  found  to  be  the  cooditioa 
of  the  lungs  would  be  what  would  be  expected 
where  a  man  came  to  his  deaUi  in  that  mso- 
ner. 

Hopt  V.  Utah,  120  U.  8. 480,  80  L.  ed.  TOa 

The  theory  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  court  be- 
low is  that  Dorgan  fell  and  stunned  himBoif, 
prolMibly  on  some  of  the  stones,  befoK  be 
rolled  into  the  water,  and,  being  unable  to  help* 
himself,  was  drowned.  If  the  acddent  oc- 
curred in  this  manner,  it  was  the  proximate 
cause  of  the  injury. 

Barry  v.  United  States  Mut.  Act.  Am.  d^ 
Fed.  Rep.  712;  Trew  v.  UaUiDay  Pass.  Astur. 
Co.  6  Hurlst.  &  N.  889;  Winspear  v.  Accident 
Ins.  Cb.  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  Div.  42;  Maliory  t. 
Travellers  Ins.  Go.  47  N.  Y.  62,  7  Am.  Rep.  10. 

If  no  permanent  disease  is  shown  to  hsTe 
been  upon  Dorgan,  a  mere  temporary  ailmeat 
would  not  have  been  a  defense  to  the  policy. 

Brown  v.  Metropolitan  L.  Ins.  Co.  65  Midi. 
806. 

Taft,  Gireuit  Judge,  delivered  the  opiniob 
of  the  court : 

There  are  twenty-five  assignments  of  error. 
Of  these,  eleven  relate  to  rulings  upon  evi- 
dence. The  court  refused  to  permit  defend- 
ant to  ask  this  question  of  a  witness  who* 
found  the  body  or  the  deceased  in  the  water: 
*^  If  he  had  been  standing,  in  your  judgment 
wo|ild  it  have  been  possible  for  him  to  have 
fallen  in  the  water  in  the  position  in  which 
you  found  him  ?"  We  think  the  objection  to 
this  question  was  properly  sustained.  It 
asked  for  an  opinion  of  the  witness  oa  facta 
which  it  was  quite  possible  for  the  witness 
to  have  detailed  to  the  jury,  so  that  the  iniy 
might  have  drawn  its  own  inference.  That 
there  are  cases  where  the  Judgment  of  a  wit- 
ness as  to  distance  and  other  circumstanoea- 
may  be  directly  asked  him  is  true,  bat  snch 

Suostions  are  not  permissible  when  it  is  prac- 
cable  to  draw  out  with  exactness  the  data 
upon  which  such  judgment  must  be  founded. 
Parker  v.  Boston  db  H.  8.  B.  Co.  109  Maaa. 
400.  It  must  be  left  somewhat  to  the  tna> 
court,  and  in  the  exercise  of  its  discretion 
upon  this  question  we  do  not  think  the  court 
erred.  The  same  objection  was  properly  ana- 
tained  to  the  question :  *"  Had  Mr.  Dfffgan 
rolled  from  the  position  that  he  was  found 
sitting  in  at  the  point  of  the  island  to  the 
right  in  the  stream,  what  would  the  position 
of  his  body  have  been  with  reference  to  the 
position  it  was  in  when  vou  found  it?"  This 
was  to  ask  the  witness  the  Question  whether, 
in  his  opinion,  Dorgan  might  have  rolled 
from  the  place  where  he  was  sitting  to  the 
place  where  he  was  found,  and  callra  for  an 
inference  which  it  was  proper  that  the  joiy 
alone  should  draw. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  following  question 
was  properly  allowed  to  be  put  to  me  phj- 
siciaU'Who  perfoi*med  the  autopsy:  *  sup- 
posing a  person  to  have  fallen  and  been 
stunned  in  shallow  water,  where  be  made 
very  little  struggle,  state  whether  what  yon 
found  to  be  the  condition  of  the  lungs  would 
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be  what  would  be  expect/ed  where  a  man  came 
to  his  death  in  that  manner."  Answer:  **! 
flsy,  yes.  It  was  precisely  what  we  would 
have  expected  under  all  the  circumstances. 
We  all  agreed  to  that. "  The  witness  was  an 
expert,  and  it  was  proper  to  ask  his  judg- 
ment of  the  conditions  which  he  found  in  the 
body  of  the  deceased,  and  what  they  indicated 
as  to  the  cause  of  death. 

The  fourth  assignment  of  error  was  that 
the  court  erred  in  refusing  to  strike  out  the 
testimony  of  tlie  plaintiff  below  when  the 
plaintiff  zested  her  case.  This  was  equiva- 
lent  to  a  motion  to  direct  a  verdict  for  the 
defendant  on  the  plaintiff's  eyidence.  It  has 
been  decided  a  number  of  times  by  the  Su- 
pieme  Court  of  the  United  States  that  if.  after 
making  such  a  motion,  the  defendant  intro- 
duces evidence,  he  waives  any  error  which 
the  court  may  have  made  in  not  sustaining 
^e  motion.  Aceident  Im,  Ch,  of  2f.  A,  v. 
Crandal,  120  C.  8.  527,  80  L.  ed.  740 ;  North- 
eml^ie,  B,  Oo.  v.  Mare$,  128  U.  S.  710.  81 
L  ed.  296 ;  Union  Im,  Co,  of  I^iladslphia  v. 
Smith,  124  U.  6.  405,  81  L.  ed.  497. 

The  sixth  and  seventh  assiffnments  of  error 
are  based  on  the  refusal  of  l£e  court  to  per- 
mit questions  which  had  been  previouslv  an- 
swered, and  which  were  leaainff  in  lorm. 
We  fully  approve  the  action  of  the  court  in 
refusing  to  allow  these  questions  to  be  put 
after  a  similar  one  had  been  once  answered. 
The  practice  of  counsel  in  repeating  the 
question  for  the  purpose  of  emphasizing  the 
answer  with  the  jury  is  not  to  be  encouraged. 

The  eighth  assignment  of  error  is  based 
on  the  action  of  the  court  in  refusing  to  al- 
low the  folloffdng  question:  *'You  have 
heard  the  testimony  m  this  case  about  the 
aatopsy?  Answer.  I  have.  Question.  In 
your  lodgment,  from  that  testimony,  doctor, 
would  you  sav  that  the  autopsy  was  such  as 
to  enable  a  physician  to  state  with  any  de- 
sree  of  certainty  the  cause  of  the  death  of 
Mr.  Dorgan?"  This  question  was  clearly 
incompetent,  because  it  asked  the  witness, 
who  was  a  physician,  to  make  his  own  in- 
ference as  to  what  the  evidence  of  the  other 
witness  tended  to  show,  and  then,  upon  such 
inference,  to  give  his  opinion.  To  properly 
elicit  his  opinion  as  to  the  character  of  the 
autopsy,  and  its  usefulness  in  showing  the 
cause  of  the  death,  counsel  should  have  stated 
the  scope  and  character  of  the  autopsjr  as  he 
understood  it,  so  that  the  Jury,  in  weighing 
the  answer  of  the  witness,  iDOufd  know  exactly 
upon>hat  facts  it  was  based.  The  difference 
between  this  question  and  the  one  put  to  the 
physician  performing  the  autopsy  is  that  here 
the  witness  was  asked  to  weign  other  men's 
evidence,  a  function  peculiarly  belonging  to 
the  jury,  while  there  the  witness  was  asked 
an  expert  opinion  of  bodily  conditions  which 
he  saw  with  his  own  eyes.  Had  the  physi- 
cian whose  Judgment  of  the  autopsy  was 
asked  been  present  at  the  autopsy,  a  (question 
calling  for  his  opinion  as  to  its  evidential 
weiftht  in  determining  the  cause  of  death 
would  have  been  a  proper  one. 

The  ninth  and  tenth  assignments  of  error 
are  based  on  the  ruling  of  the  court  allowing 
the  physician  who  made  the  autopsy  to  an- 
swer the  question  whether  there  was  any  oc- 
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casion  for  making  what  was  called  an  air  or 
water  test  with  the  heart  of  the  deceased. 
He  stated  that  there  was  no  need  of  sudh  a. 
test.  We  think  that  this  was  competent, 
because  the  sufficiency  of  the  autopsy  to  show 
the  normal  or  abnormal  condition  of  Uie- 
heart  had  been  questioned  bv  evidence  intro- 
duced for  the  defendant,  and  it  was,  of  course, 
proper  to  show  that  the  test  suggested  by  the- 
defendant's  witnesses  were  in  this  case  not 

The  eleventh  assignment  of  error  was  based 
upon  the  action  of  the  court  in  sustaining  the* 
objection  to  this  question  put  to  the  physi- 
cian making  the  autopsy:  *'Had  it  been 
intimated  to  you  in  any  way  that  Thomas- 
Dorgan  had  been  drinking  that  day?"  An- 
swer: "It  had."  The  witness  had  stated 
previously  that  he  had  examined  the  stomachi 
to  see  if  there  was  any  trace  of  alcohol  in  it. 
It  was  an  issue  of  fact  as  to  whether  he  cut 
open  the  stomach  or  not.  He  said  that  he- 
did,  and,  as  a  circumstance  tending  to  cor- 
roborate him,  it  was  here  sought  to  show  that 
his  intention  had  been  directed  to  the  ques- 
tion whether  Dorian  had  been  drinking  that 
day.  This  question  was  clearly  admissible 
and  relevant.  It  was  no  more  than  to  ask  the 
witness  what  the  purpose  and  scope  of  his- 
investigation  was. 

The  twelfth  assignment  of  error  was  based 
on  the  refusal  of  the  court  to  instruct  the  Jury 
that  on  the  undisputed  evidence  in  the  case* 
the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover.  We* 
are  very  clear  that  this  request  was  rightly 
refused. 

The  defendant  made  two  issues.  The  first, 
issue  was  that  the  policy  was  void  by  reasoD^ 
of  the  alleged  misrepresentation  by  the  in- 
sured that  he  had  not  had,  and  was  not  sub- 
ject to,  fits,  disorders  of  the  brain,  or  any 
mental  or  bodily  infirmity.  The  evidence  of 
the  autopsy  at  the  time  of  his  death  was  that 
his  vital  organs  were  in  a  norihal  condition, 
though  he  was  sufferingfrom  a  slight  cold 
in  the  bronchial  tubes.  The  evidence  of  two- 
witnesses  introduced  by  the  defendant  was 
that  he  had  a  structural  defect  of  the  hear^ 
which  caused  dizziness.  The  normal  condi- 
tion of  the  heart,  as  testified  to  by  the  physi- 
cian performing  the  autopsy,  tended  to  rebut 
this  evidence,  and  the  Question  of  fact  was. 
for  the  jury,  the  burden  being  upon  the  com- 
pany to  show  a  breach  of  the  warranty. 

Tne  second  issue  was  as  to  whether  the- 
manner  and  cause  of  the  death  brought  it 
within  the  policy.  The  burden  of  proof  on 
this  issue  was  upon  the  plaintiff.  The  de- 
ceased was  found  in  the  water,  with  his  face- 
in  such  a  position  that  death  might  have  oome^ 
from  suffocation  by  drowning,  if  he  had  been, 
rendered  unconscious  before  or  after  striking 
the  water.  There  were  bruises  upon  the  fore- 
head of  the  deceased,  indicating  that  his  head 
bad  struck  something  hard,  and  the  bruises > 
were  of  a  character  sufficient,  as  testified  to* 
by  an  expert  witness,  to  have  produced  un- 
consciousness. The  circumstances  surround- 
ing the  death,  therefore,  were  consistent  with 
the  theory  that  the  deceased  had  slipped  and 
fallen  in  such  a  way  as  to  strike  upon  hia- 
head  against  a  bard  substance,  producing 
unconsciousness,  in  which  helpless  state  suf- 


<$24 


Uhited  Statb8'0ibcuit  Coubt  of  Appeals. 


Koy., 


focation  by  drowning  followed.  This  was 
•one  explanation  of  the  death  consistent  with 
the  absence  of  disease  as  a  moving  or  contrib- 
uting cause  to  the  accident,  and  certainly 
brought  the  case  within  the  terms  of  the  i)ol- 
icv.  Then  there  was  another  possible  view 
wnich  the  jury  in  fact  took,  and  which  will 
be  discussed  hereafter.  Whether  one  or  the 
other  theory,  or  still  another,  satisfied  the 
-circumstances  of  the  case,  it  was  for  the  Jury 
to  decide.  The  court  had  no  right  to  usurp 
the  functions  of  the  jury  in  this  respect. 

The  sixteenth  assignment  of  error  is  based 
•on  the  following  charge  to  the  Jury.  **I 
have  been  requested  by  the  plaintiff's  coun- 
sel to  instruct  you  something  In  regard  to 
the  inferences  to  be  drawn  from  the  condi- 
tion of  Dorgan  at  the  time  of  this  insurance, 
or  about  that  time,  as  disclosed  bv  the  testi- 
mony about  the  condition  of  the  heart,  as  is 
•covered  by  the  physicians,  as  giving  out 
the  allegea  rattle  or  murmur.  Now,  gentle- 
men, if  the  murmur  or  sound  of  disordered 
•action  which  were  indicated  at  or  before  the 
time  when  Dorgan  made  this  application 
for  insurance  was  simply  an  occasional  con- 
:sequence  or  mere  debility, — an  'anaemic  con- 
dition' they  term  it  in  scientific  language 
(which  means  the  same  thin^,  more  or  less)  ; 
no  more  or  less  than  a  debilitated,  enfeebled 
•condition,  lacking  of  strength  and  vitality,— 
if  that  was  the  case,  if  what  Dr.  Pratt  heard, 
and  afterwards  what  Dr.  Osbom  heard,  was 
simply  an  anaemic  murmur,  an  occasional 
result  only  of  a  weakened  and  enfeebled  con- 
dition of  the  body,  that  would  not  be  such 
a  disease  or  bodily  infirmity  as  is  warranted 
against.  This  is  but  an  amplification  of 
what  I  have  already  explained  to  you,  and 
is  a  mere  continuation  by  parts  of  the  gen- 
•eral  proposition  which  I  have  laid  down  to 
you,  namely,  that  the  defect  or  disease  must 
be  one  of  a  definite  and  somewhat  permanent 
•character. "     ' 

The  charge  was  in  relation  to  the  warranty 
that  the  insured  had  never  had,  and  was  not 
subject  to,  fits,  disorders  of  the  brain,  or 
any  bodily  and  mental  infirmity. 

The  court  had  charged  the  jury  previously 
that  it  was  not  material  whether  tne  insured 
knew  his  actual  condition  or  not  at  the  time 
he  made  his  application,  if  in  fact  his  war- 
ranty was  not  true.  The  court  told  the  jury 
that  in  determining  the  question  whether 
the  insured  was  or  was  not  mfiicted  with  any 
disease  or  bodily  or  mental  infirmity  they 
were  to  inquire  whether  he  had  some  si>eciflc 
ailment ;  that  it  wouM  not  come  within  the 
scope  of  this  warranty  that  he  might,  like 
other  men  or  the  generality  of  men,  have 
been  subject  to  occasional  attacks  of  the  kinds 
that  are  specified,  **'  but  there  must  have  been 
some  specific  determination  towards  such 
condition  of  the  body,  or  some  part  of  it,  as 
would  amount  to  a  disease  or  a  bodily  in- 
firmity." 

It  seems  to  us  that  the  court  accurately 
stated  the  legal  effect  of  the  contract  con- 
tained in  the  application  and  the  policy. 
An  anaemic  murmur,  it  was  admitt-ed,  in- 
dicated no  structural  defect  of  the  heart,  but 
arose  simply  from  mere  temporary  debility 
or  weakened  condition  of  the  body.  We  do 
:22L.  R.A. 


not  think  that  this  comes  within  the  defini- 
tion of  *^  bodily  or  mental  infirmity,"  as  the 
term  is  used  in  the  application.  The  state- 
ment in  the  application  by  the  insured  did 
not,  either  in  his  contemplation  or  that  of 
the  companv,  refer  to  any  mere  temporary 
ailment  or  indisposition  which  did  not  tend 
to  weaken  and  undermine  the  constitutioo  at 
the  time  of  taking  membership.  Pudritikjf 
V.  Supreme  Lodge  K,  of  E,  76  Mich.  438; 
Brown  v.  Metropolitan  L,  Ins,  Go.  85  Mich. 
806;  Mutual  Ben,  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Batim, 
87  Ky.  641 ;  ManhatUmL.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Fran- 
Cisco,  84  U.  S.  17  Wall.  672,  21  L.  ed.  698. 

The  seventeenth  assignment  of  error  Ib 
based  on  the  following  charge  of  the  coart: 
"*  If  the  condition  of  Dorsan  contributing  to 
his  death  was  produced  oy  improdent  and 
wanton  exposure  of  himself  to  the  perils  of 
the  day,— the  cold,— and  such  exposure  was 
grossly  imprudent,  in  consequence  of  anv 
physical  condition  that  he  may  have  been 
m,  then  his  death,  if  that  imprudence  con- 
tributed to  his  death,  would  not  be  within 
the  scope  of  his  policy  or  entitle  a  recovery." 

This  should  be  taken  in  connection  with 
the  part  of  the  charge  recited  in  the  twenty- 
seoond  assignment  of  error :  **  It  is  not  such 
exposure  as  men  usually  are  going  to  take; 
such  as  is  incident  to  the  ordinary  habite 
and  customs  of  lilfe.  Such  an  exposure  as 
tiiat  does  not  come  within  the  range  of  a  de- 
fense. An  exposure,  in  order  to  have  been  a 
contributing  cause,  and  so  defeat  the  plain- 
tiff's right  to  recovery  in  this  case,  mast  be 
something  beyond  the  ordinary,  or  a  wanton, 
a  piece  of  gross,  carelessness,  as  we  woald 
term  such  in  our  designation  of  a  person's 
conduct  in  the  usual  walks  of  life.  If  Dor- 
gan was  at  the  time  in  an  enfeebled  physical 
condition,  that  circumstance  may  be  taken 
into  account  in  determining  whether  he  was 
making  an  imprudent,  wanton,  and  reckless 
exposure  of  himself, — of  his  life  and  health; 
but  if  the  exposure  to  which  he  submitted 
himself  was  of  a  less  degree  than  that,  and 
such  as  I  have  described,  then  it  is  not  with- 
in the  terms  of  the  policy." 

We  think  the  language  of  the  court  prop- 
erly explained  to  the  jury  what  was  meant 
by  the  words  "  voluntuy  exposure,  unneces- 
sary danger,  and  hazardous  adventure."  It 
is  questionable  whether  there  was  anything 
in  the  evidence  requiring  the  plaintiff  to  ex- 
clude the  possibility  that  death  might  hare 
occurred  by  reason  of  exposure. 

The  eighteenth  assignment  of  error  was 
baaed  on  this  charge  of  the  court :  **  If  you 
are  satisfied  from  tho  evidence  that  he  was  at 
the  time  intoxicated,  so  as  not  to  be  able  to 
manage  himself, — that  is,  not  the  result  of 
simply  taking  a  drink,  one  or  more,  perhaps, 
but  if  he  was  so  intoxicated,  as  that  he  was 
not  fairly  able  to  take  care  of  himself  pru- 
dently and  properly,— 4uid  that  contributed 
to  the  result,  then  such  a  result  would  not 
be  within  the  scope  of  the  policy." 

It  is  objected  to  this  charge  that  by  the 
policy,  if  the  death  hapoened  while  the 
insured  was  under  the  innuenoe  of  intoxi- 
cating drinks,  no  recovery  could  be  had. 
even  if  such  condition  did  not  contribute  to 
the  result.    It  is  not   necessary  f or  ua  to 
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answer  the  question  of  construction  thus 
•suggested,  because  of  the  evidence  as  to  in 
toxication.  There  was  no  evidence  that 
the  insured  was  intoxicated,  except  so  far 
as  two  circumstances  tended  to  show  it. 
These  were— First,  the  opportunitv  to  drink 
afforded  by  the  liquor  which  the  fishing 
party  brought  with  them;  and,  second,  the 
circumstances  of  the  death,  which  were  of 
such  a  character  that  the  result  might  have 
been  contributed  to  by  the  intoxication  of 
the  deceased.  Without  this  latter  possibi  1  ity 
there  would  have  been  no  evidence  of  any 
intoxication  which  the  court  could  have  sub- 
mitted to  the  jury.  Unless  the  intoxication 
^id  contribute  to  the  death,  therefore,  no 
|Tound  existed  for  saying  that  insured  was 
intoxicated  at  all.  Hence  the  plaintiff  in 
^rror  was  not  injured  by  the  failure  of  the 
-court  to  cover  in  his  char^  a  hypothetical 
case  which  there  was  no  evidence  to  support. 

The  twentieth  and  twenty-first  assignments 
of  error  are  based  on  exceptions  taken  to  the 
■following  charge  of  the  court:  "If  you  find 
that  branch  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  you  will 
then  pass  on  to  the  second,  and  inquire 
whether  or  not  this  death  resulted  from  some 
accident;  simply  as  from,  well,  being  in 
the  brook,  stumbling  there  and  falling  down, 
and  becoming  unconscious,  and  then  drown- 
ing. Was  that  the  fact,  or  was  it,  or  might 
it  with  equal  probability  have  been,  the 
truth  that  from  some  condition  that  he  was 
in,  either  one  of  considerable  long  continu- 
ance or  short  duration,  it  is  no  matter  which, 
he  fainted  .awajr,  and  fell  into  the  brook? 
Whether  he  fell  in  before  or  after  his  death 
would  be  of  no  consequence.  Inquire  what 
was  the  fact  in  reference  to  that.  You  must 
be  satisfied  by  a  preponderance  of  the  evi- 
dence, gentlemen,  before  you  can  render  a 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff  in  this  case  on  that 
branch  of  the  case ;  you  must  be  satisfied  that 
a  preponderance  of  the  evidence  establishes 
the  fact  that  the  death  was  the  result  of  an 
accident  only,  without  the  concurrence  of 
any  cause  resulting  from  any  disorder  or 
-disease  or  infirmity  or  deformity  of  Dorgan 's 
vital  organs." 

We  think  this  correctly  stated  the  law  of 
the  case.  The  languajire  expressly  excepted 
to,  namely,  "Whether  he  fell  in  before  or 
«fter  his  cleath  would  be  of  no  consequence," 
had  application  to  what  the  court  stated  im- 
mediately before,  namely,  that  if  his  fainting 
away  and  falling  into  the  brook  had  been 
the  result  of  his  bodily  condition,  whether 
of  considerable  long  continuance  or  short 
duration,  the  death  would  not  be  within  the 
policy,  and  that,  no  matter  whether  he  fell 
in  before  or  after  his  death,  he  could  not  ro- 
"Cover.  As  the  charge  is  printed,  the  sen- 
tence is  separated  from  that  to  which  it  evi- 
dently belongs,  and  a  different  sense  at  first 
is  ^iven  to  it.  We  have  no  doubt  that  in 
the  charge  to  the  jury  the  sentence  was  put 
▼here  it  really  belongs,  as  a  mere  qualifica- 
tion or  explanation  of  the  sentence  immedi- 
ately preceding. 

The  twenty-third  assignment  of  error  is 
based  on  the  language  of  the  court  given  to 
the  jury  in  answer  to  the  question  put  by 
them.  The  language  was  as  follows :  "  Gen- 
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tlemen  of  the  jury,  I  received  a  communi- 
cation from  your'  foreman  that  you  wish, 
instructions  upon  this  question  of  whether 
deceased,  when  he  was  on  the  bank  of  the 
brook,  was  overtaken  with  some  temporary- 
trouble  that  caused  him  to  fall  in  and  was 
drowned,  would  that  be  considered  only  ac- 
cidental ?  I  instruct  jou,  if  he  was  at  that 
moment  overtaken  with  a  trouble  of  which 
he  was  subject, — that  is,  from  a  recurrence 
of  a  trouble  to  which  he  was  subject,— and 
he  then  fell  in  the  brook  and  was  drowned, 
that  that  would  not  be  a  case  where  a  recovery 
could  be  had  upon  the  policy  because  his 
physical  condition  was  a  part  of  the  oauses 
contributing  to  the  death ;  but  if  the  tem- 
porary trouole  spoken  of  in  this  question 
was  one  of  which  he  was  not  subject,  but 
was  something  entirely  unusual  and  uncom- 
mon with  him,  and  that  he  at  that  time  fell 
into  the  brook  and  was  drowned,  that  would 
be  an  accident,  and  the  death  would  be  ac- 
cidental only." 

The  jury  found  that  the  insured  was  un- 
conscious when  he  fell  into  the  brook,  and 
that  the  unconsciousness  was  due  to  a  tem- 
porary affliction,  in  accordance  with  this 
charge. 

The  twenty-fifth  assignment  of  error  is 
based  on  the  refusal  of  the-  court  to  vacate 
and  set  aside  the  verdict  on  the  ground  that 
the  three  special  findings  of  the  jury  could 
not  sustain  their  general  verdict. 

Upon  these  two  assignments  of  error  arises 
the  main,  difficult,  and  doubtful  question  in 
the  case.  The  policy  provided,  as  we  have 
alreadv  seen,  that  the  benefits  under  it  ex- 
tended to  the  death  of  the  insured  through 
external,  violent,  and  accidental  means,  and 
that  it  should  not  cover  accidental  injuries 
or  death  resulting  from  or  caused  directly 
or  indirectly,  wholly  or  in  part,  by  or  in 
consequence  of  fits,  vertigo,  somnambulism, 
or  any  disease  existing  prior  or  subsequent 
to  the  date  of  the  certificate,  or  to  any  cause 
excepting  where  the  injury  was  the  sole 
cause  of  the  disability  or  death.  In  the  ap- 
plication the  deceased  stated  that  he  was 
aware  that  the  insurance  would  not  extend 
to  "any  bodily  injury  happening,  directly 
or  indirectly,  in  consequence  of  disease,  or 
to  death  or  disability  caused  wholly  or  in 
part  by  bodily  infirmities  or  disease,  or  to 
any  ca^  where  the  accidental  injury  was  not 
the  proximate  and  sole  cause  of  disability  or 
death." 

It  is  well  settled  that  an  involuntary  death 
by  drowning  is  a  death  by  external,  violent, 
and  accidental  means.  Treto  v.  Railway 
Asmir.  Go,  6  Hurlst.  &  N.  838 ;  Wintpear  v. 
Aeddtnit  Ins,  Co,  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  Div.  42; 
Eej/nolds  v.  Accidental  Ins,  Go.  32  L.  T.  N. 
S.  820. 

We  are  of  the  opinion  that  in  the  legal 
sense,  and  within  the  meaning  of  the  last 
clause,  if  the  deceased  suffered  death  .  by 
drowning,  no  matter  what  was  the  cause  of 
his  falling  into  the  water,  whether  disease 
or  a  slipping,  the  drowning,  in  such  case, 
would  be  the  proximate  and  sole  cause  of  the 
disability  or  death,  unless  it  appeared  that 
death  would  have  been  the  result,  even  had 
there  been  no  water  at  hand  to  fall  into.    The 


United  States  Circuit  Coubt  op  Affbals. 


Sept., 


disease  would  be  but  the  condition ;  the 
drowning  would  be  the  moving,  sole,  and 
proximate  cause. 

In  Winspear  v.  Accident  Ins.  Co. ,  L.  R.  6 
<^.  B.  Div.  42,  the  terms  of  the  policy  pro- 
vided "  that  it  should  cover  any  personal  in- 
jurjr  caused  b^  accidental,  external,  and 
visible  means,  if  the  direct  effect  of  such  in- 
jury should  occasion  his  death :  and  it  pro- 
vided, further,  that  it  should  not  extend  to 
any  injury  caused  by  or  arising  from  natural 
disease  or  weakness,  or  exhaustion  consequent 
upon  disease.  ^  The  insured  was  seized  with 
an  epileptic  fit  and  fell  into  a  stream,  and 
was  there  drowned  while  suffering  from  a  fit. 
It  was  held  that  the  death  was  within  the 
risk  covered  by  the  policy,  and  that  the  pro- 
viso did  not  apply. 

In  Lawrence  v.  Accidental  Ins.  Co.,  L.  R. 
7  Q.  B.  Div.  216,  the  policy  provided: 
**This  policy  covers  injuries  accidentally 
occurring  from  material  and  external  cau98 
operating  upon  the  person  of  the  insured, 
where  such  accidental  injury  is  the  direct 
and  sole  cause  of  the  death  to  the  insured, 
but  it  does  not  insure  in  case  of  death  arising 
from  fits,  ...  or  anv  disease  whatso- 
ever, arising  before  or  at  the  time  or  follow- 
ing such  accidental  injury,  whether  conse- 
quent upon  such  accidental  injury  or  not, 
and  whether  causing  such  death  directly  or 
jointly  with  such  accidental  injury.  ** 

The  insured,  while  at  a  railway  station, 
was  seized  with  a  fit,  and  fell  forward  off 
the  platform  across  the  railway,  when  an  en- 
gine and  carriages  which  were  passing  went 
over  his  body,  and  killed  him.  It  was  held 
that  **'  the  death  of  the  insured  was  caused  by 
an  accident,  within  the  meaninfi^  of  the  pol- 
icy, and  that  the  insurers  were  liable." 

Mr.  Justice  Watkin  Williams  said  in  this 
case :  "The  true  meaning  of  this  proviso  is 
that,  if  the  death  arose  from  a  fit,  the  com- 
pany are  not  liable,  even  though  accidental 
injury  contributed  to  the  death  in  the  sense 
that  thev  were  both  causes,  which  operated 
jointly  in  causing  it.  That  is  the  meaning, 
in  my  opinion,  of  this  proviso.  But  it  is 
essentia]  to  that  construction  that  it  should 
be  made  out  that  the  fit  was  a  cause,  in  the 
sense  of  being  the  proximate  and  immediate 
cause  of  the  death,  before  the  company  are 
exonerated,  and  it  is  not  the  less  so  because 
you  can  show  that  another  cause  intervened 
and  assisted  in  the  causation." 

After  giving  some  illustrations,  the  learned 
justice  continued  :  **  I  therefore  put  my  de- 
cision on  the  broad  ^ound  that,  according 
to  the  true  construction  of  this  policy  and 
this  proviso,  this  was  not  an  act  arising  from 
a  fit,  and  therefore  whether  it  contributed  di- 
rectly or  indirectly,  or  by  any  other  mode, 
to  the  happening  of  the  subsequent  accident, 
seems  to  me  wholly  immaterial,  and  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  ought  to  be  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff." 

These  cases  are  referred  to  with  approval 
by  Mr.  Justice  Qt&j  in  delivering  the  opin- 
ion of  the  Supreme  Court  in,  case  of  Accident 
Ins.  Co,  qfN.  A.  V.  Crandal  120  U.  S.  527- 
532,  20  L.  ed.  740-742.  They  sufficiently 
establish  the  proposition  that,  if  the  deceased 
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in  this  case  died  by  drowning,  then  drown- 
ing was  in  law  the  sole  and  proximate  cause 
of  the  disability  or  death. 

We  now  proceed  to  inquire  whether,  if  the 
fall  of  the  deceased  into  the  water  was  cau.sed 
by  fits,  vertigo,  or  any  disease,  such  acci- 
dental death  could  be  said,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  policy,  to  have  been  ** caused  di- 
rectly or  indirectly,  wholly  or  in  part,  by 
or  in  consequence  of  such  fits,  vertigo,  or 
disease."  In  our  opinion  the  adjective  "ac- 
cidental" qualifies  not  only  •'injuriea."  but 
also  "^ death,"  and  therefore  an  accidental 
death  by  drowning  does  result  from,  and  is 
caused  indirectly  by,  fits,  vertigo,  or  other 
disease,  if  the  fall  into  the  water,  from  which 
drowning  ensues,  is  caused  by  such  disease. 
The  exception  is  broader  than  the  exceptiooft 
in  the  policies  considered  in  the  Winfpear 
and  the  IjawreTiee  Cases,  and  is  made  so  by 
the  use  of  the  word  "  indirectly. "  As  can  be 
seen  from  the  words  of  Mr.  Justice  Williams 
quoted  above  in  the  Lawrence  Case,  if  that 
policy  had  provided  that  it  should  not  apply 
to  an  accident  to  which  a  fit  contributea  in- 
directly, the  company  would  not,  in  his 
opinion,  have  been  liable. 

We  are  therefore  finally  brought  to  the 
(question  what  the  words  **  disease  and  bodily 
infirmity"  include.  We  think  the  charge  of 
the  court  below  upon  this  point  must  be  sus- 
tained. In  a  broiul,  generic  sense,  any  tem- 
porary trouble  by  reason  of  which  a  man  loses 
consciousness  is  a  disease.  It  is  a  conditioQ 
of  the  body  not  normal,  and  produced  by  the 
imperfect  working  of  some  function,  but  as 
the  imperfect  working  is  not  permanent,  and 
the  booy  returns  at  once,  or  in  a  short  period 
of  time,  to  its  normal  condition,  it  does  not 
rise  to  the  dignity  of  a  disease.  A  fainting 
spell  produced  by  indigestion  or  a  lack  of 
proper  food  for  a  number  of  hours,  or  from 
any  other  cause  which  would  not  indicate 
any  disease  in  the  body,  but  would  show  a 
mere  temporary  disturbance  or  enfeeblement, 
would  not  come  within  the  meaning  of  the 
words  **  disease  and  bodily  infirmity,  "as  used 
in  this  policv. 

It  is  a  well -settled  rule  in  the  oonstniction 
of  insurance  policies  of  this  chajacter,  which 
the  insured  accepts  for  the  purpose  ojf  cover- 
ing all  accidents,  to  construe  all  language- 
used  to  limit  the  liability  of  the  company, 
strongly  against  the  company.  Policies  are 
drawn  by  the  legal  advisers  of  the  company, 
who  study  with  care  the  decisions  of  the 
courts,  and,  with  those  in  mind,  attempt  to 
limit  as  narrowly  as  possible  the  scope  of 
the  insurance.  It  is  only  a  fair  rule,  there- 
fore, which  courts  have  adopted,  to  resolve 
any  doubt  or  ambiguity  in  favor  of  the  in- 
sured and  against  the  insurer.  fUUm  v.  Af- 
cidental  Death  Ins.  Co,  17  C.  B.  N.  8.  122: 
Accident  Ins.  Co.  of  y.  A,  v.  Orandal.  I2i> 
U.  8.  527-538,  30  L.  ed.  740-743;  Uniifd 
States  Mut,  Ace.  Asso.  v.  Newman,  84  Va- 
52 ;  Reaiey  v.  Northwest  Mut.  Ace.  Am.  13$ 
111.  556,  9  L.  R.  A.  871.  Our  view  of  what 
the  word  **  disease"  must  be  limited  to  in  this 
policy  is  sustained  by  the  decisions  of  the 
supreme  court  of  Michigan  in  Pudritzky  t. 
Supreme  Lodge  K,  of  H,  76  Mich.  42a  and 
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Bivwn  ▼.  Metropolitan  L,  Im,  Co,  65  Mich. 
306,  and  also  by  Mutual  Benefit  L.  In^.  Co, 
T.  Dariess,  87  Ky.  541. 

In  Manhattan  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  FraneiseOy  84 
U.  S.  17  Wall.  672»  21  L.  ed.  608,  a  physi- 
cian  testified  that  the  person,  who  had  died 
twenty-four  days  after  the  policy  issued,  had 
the  disease  of  indigestion,  torpid  liver,  and 
colic,  and  that  he  died  from  acute  hepatitis ; 
whereas  several  acquaintances  of  the  deceased 
testified  that  they  nad  never  known  him  to 
be  unwell,  or  if  so  more  than  very  slightly, 
and  that  they  considered  him  to  be  a  healthy 
man.  The  defense  of  the  insurance  company 
was  that  the  decedent  had  answered,  in  re- 
ply to  the  usual  questions,  that  he  had  no 
sickness  or  disease.  In  reference  to  this  is- 
sue the  court  Instructed  the  Jury  that  it  was 
for  them  to  determine  from  the  evidence 
whether  the  person  whose  life  was  insured 
had,  during  the  time  mentioned  in  the  ques- 
tions propounded  on  makinar  the  application, 
any  affliction  that  could  properly  be  called 
a  ''sickness  or  disease,"  within  the  meaning 
of  the  term  as  used,  and  said :  ""  For  example, 
a  man  might  have  a  slight  cold  in  the  head 
or  slight  headache,  that  in  no  way  seriously 
affected  his.health,  an  affliction  which  mijc^ht 
be  forgotten  in  a  week  or  a  month,  which 
might  be  of  so  trifling  a  character  as  not  to 
constitute  a  'sickness  or  disease,  *  within  the 
meaning  of  the  term  as  used,  and  which  the 
party  would  not  be  required  to  mention  in 
answering  questions." 

This  charge  was  held  good. 

The  point  made  under  the  twenty- fifth  as- 
signment of  error  is  that  there  was  no  evi- 
dence to  sustain  the  finding  of  the  jury  that 
the  unconsciousness  of  the  deceased,  during 
which  drowning  ensued,  was  caused  by  a 
temporary  affliction.  There  certainly  was  no 
direct  evidence  of  this  cause.    No  one  was 


present  to  see  how  the  death  in  fact  did  oc- 
cur. The  conclusion  of  the  jury  in  any  case 
must  be  based  upon  inference  from  circum- 
stances, and  not  from  direct  evidence.  There 
was  the  circumstance  that  the  deceased  wa» 
found  dead,  with  his  face  submerged  in 
water,  in  such  a  position  that  drowning 
might  have  caused  his  death.  There  was  the 
expert  evidence  of  the  physician  who  per- 
formed the  autopsy  to  the  effect  that  the  con- 
dition of  the  body  of  the  deceased  after  death 
indicated  death  by  drowning,  and  was  what 
might  be  expected  if  the  deceased  had  been 
drowned.  There  was  the  evidence  of  the 
same  physician  tiiat  the  vital  organs  of  the 
deceased  were  normal,  and  indicated  the  pres- 
ence of  no  disease.  Assuming  these  facts 
proven  (and,  there  having  been  evidence  to 
prove  them,  the  jury  had  a  riffht  to  conclude 
that  they  were  facts) ,  it  would  be  a  very  rea- 
sonable inference  that  a  man  would  not  arown 
in  water  only  six  and  a  half  inches  deep  un- 
less he  were  unconscious  as  he  lay  in  the 
water.  Something  must  have  produced  the 
unconsciousness.  It  was  not  produced  by 
disease,  because  the  autopsy  tended  to  show 
that  the  deceased  was  not  suffering  from  dis- 
ease likely  to  cause  unconsciousness,  and  the 
jury  might  well  have  inferred  that  the  bruises 
upon  the  head  did  not  indicate  a  sufficient 
concussion  to  produce  unconsciousness.  Rea- 
soning by  exclusion,  therefore,  the  jury 
might  from  the  circumstances  properly  have 
found  the  verdict  which  they  did'  find, 
namely,  that  the  unconscious  and  helpless 
condition  of  the  insured  in  which  drowning 
ensued  arose,  not  from  disease,  but  from  in- 
digestion or  want  of  food,  or  some  other  tem- 
porary cause. 

Tlie  judgment  of  the  court  below  is  affirmed, 
with  costs. 


NORTH  CAROLINA  SUPREME  COURT. 


Mai  Vina  T.  WHITE,  Appt., 

«. 

NORTHWESTERN  NORTH  CAROLINA 

RAILROAD. 

(113  N.  C.  610.) 

L  The  iffogamption  in  the  abeenoe  of 
evidenee  le  that  the  Ibe  of  a  street  re- 
maiiifl  in  the  abuttlnir  proprietor. 

2.  The  oee  of  a  street  for  a  steam  rail- 
road iaa  perversion  of  the  street  from  its  orig- 
inal and  proper  public  purpose. 

8,  An  abottiiiff  owner,  whether  owning 
the  fee  in  a  m^ hway  or  not»  has  certain 
proprietary  riffhts  which  cannot  be  taken  away 
without  compensation,  even  under  the  authority 
of  the  legislature. 


4«  An  abutttnir  owner  is  entitled  to  dam- 
ages for  the  aiminution  of  the  value  of  the 
property  caused  by  reducing  the  width  of  the 
street,  or  by  excavations  rendering  it  unsafe  and 
dangerous,  in  constructing  a  steam  railroad  there- 
in. 

(December  5, 1803.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  Forsyth  County 
in  favor  of  defendant  in  a  proceeding  to  re- 
coyer  damages  alleged  to  have  resulted  to  plain- 
tiff's property  by  reason  of  the  construction  of 
defendant's  railroad.    Reversed, 

The  action  was  to  recover  for  damages 
caused  by  blasting  during  the  construction  of 
the  road  and  for  damages  for  the  interference 
with  the  street  in  front  of  plaintiff's  property. 


Nora.~The  more  liberal  doctrines  which  have 
etesdlly  gained  ground  in  recent  years  as  to  the 
property  rights  of  abutting  owners  which  are  in 
the  nature  of  easements,  independent  of  the  owner- 
ship of  the  fee  and  the  nature  of  a  ^^  taking  ^  within 
the  law  of  eminent  domain  are  both  weU  illustrated 
in  the  above 
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As  to  what  constitutes  a  taking,  see,  in  connection 
with  the  above  case,  St.  Louis  v.  Hill  (Mo.)  31  L» 
R.  A.  226;  Memphis  ftCR.  Go.  v.  Birmingham  S.  4t 
T.  R.  R.  Co.  (Ala.)  18  L.  R.  A.  186,  and  reference  note 
thereto;  also  Vanderlip  v.  Grand  Rapids  (Mich.)  a 
L.  R.  A.  247. 


North  Carolina  Supreme  Court. 


Dec.. 


The  court  refused  to  submit  to  the  jury  the 
question  of  damages  for  iuterference  with  the 
street  and  the  plaintiff  submitted  to  a  nonsuit 
and  took  this  appeal. 

Purther  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Mr,  £•  B.  Jones,  for  appellant: ' 
.  When  a  street  has  been  dedicated  or  con- 
demned by  a  city  for  use  of  the  public,  the  fur- 
ther appropriation  of  the  same  street  by  a  rail- 
road is  the  imposition  of  a  new  servitude  for 
which  the  owner  is  entitled  to  compensation. 

2  Wood,  Railway  Law,  p.  724. 

Municipal  or  state  legislatures  hare  no  au- 
thority or  power  to  authorize  the  taking  of 
highways  by  a  railroad  company ,  without  com- 
pensation to  owners. 

2  Wood,  Railway  Law,  p.  740. 

The  owner  of  an  abutting  lot  injured  by  the 
construction  of  a  railroad  track  in  a  street  may 
recover  compensation  from  the  railroad,  not- 
withstanding the  grant  of  right  of  occupancy 
by  the  municipal  authorities. 

Elliott,  Roads  <&  Streets,  p.  582. 

In  Moo9e  v.  Carwn,  7  L.  R.  A.  548. 104  N. 
C.  481,  this  court  has  declared  that  a  statute 
or  ordinance  which  attempts  to  divest  a  person 
or  corporation  of  private  property  for  private 
purposes,  or  for  public  purposes,  unless  upon 
just  compensation,  and  in  a  manner  provided 
by  law,  is  unconstitutional. 

See  also  Bich  v.  Minneapolis,  87  Minn.  428; 
8  Kent,  Com.  432; 2  Dill.  Mun.€orp,  725;  MiUs, 
Em.  Dom.  g  204;  Lewis,  Em.  Dom.  g  111: 
Grand  Rapids  d  1.  R,  Co.  v.  Heisel,  47  Mich. 
393:  Southern  Pae.  R,  Co,  v.  Reed,  41  Cal. 
256;  Imlay  v.  Union  Branch  R,  Co,  26  Conn. 
249,  68  Am.  Dec.  892;  8outh  CaroHna  R.  Co, 
V.  8iein,  44  Ga.  546;  Daly  v.  Georgia  Southern 
&  F.  R.  Co.  80  Ga.  798:  Cox  v.  Louisville,  N. 
A.  cfe  C.  R.  Co,  48  Ind.  178;  Kueheman  v. 
Cleveland,  C,  d  D,  R.  Co,  46  Iowa,  366;  In- 
dianapolis, B.  d  W.  R,  Co.  V.  Hartley,  67  111. 
439, 16  Am.  Rep.  624;  Phipps  v.  Western  Mary- 
land R.  Co.  66  Md.  819;  Lawrence  R,  Co.  v.  Wil- 
liams, 36  Ohio  St.  168. 

Messrs,  Glenn  ft  Manly  for  appellee. 

Shepherd,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

The  plaintiff  is  the  owner  of  a  lot  abutting 
upon  one  of  the  streets  of  the  city  of  Winston, 
and  brings  this  action  to  recover  damages  for 
various  injuries  to  her  said  property,  inflicted 
by  the  defendant  by  reason  of  its  having 
entered  upon  and  constructed  its  railroad 
through  the  said  street.  It  appears  from  the 
complaint  that  prior  to  the  plaintiff's  pur- 
chase of  the  property,  in  1879,  the  street  had 
been  "located  and  opened  for  the  use  and 
benefit  of  plaintiff  and  others,  and  the  public 
generally,  who  owned  property  north  of 
Liberty  street,  which  was  almost  inaccessible 
by  or  over  any  other  street.  '^  It  also  appears 
that  in  the  construction  of  its  road  the  de- 
fendant made  an  excavation  in  front  of  said 
property  233  feet  in  length,  and  35  or  40  feet 
in  depth  and  width,  and  thereby  reduced  the 
width  of  the  street  from  80  to  18  feet.  It  is 
further  alleged  that  by  "reason  of  the  nature 
of  the  soil  and  the  proximity  of  the  cuts, 
travel  along  the  said  street  is  rendered  dan- 
gerous, and  that,  in  order  to  sustain  the  width 
of  the  same  15  to  18  feet,  the  defendant  has 
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put  in  pillars  or  posts  to  hold  and  retain  the 
earth  composing  the  street  in  position,  which 

filaintiff  alleges  is  insecure  and  unsafe,  and 
iable  to  destroy  and  render  useless  the  s&id 
street.''  It  is  furthermore  alleged  that  bj 
reason  of  such  excavation  and  occupation  by 
the  defendant  the  street  at  certain  points  along 
the  line  of  plaintiff's  property  is  almost  en- 
tirely destroyed,  and  that  plaintiff  is  greatly 
endamaged.  These  allegations,  extracted 
from  the  complaint,  must,  for  the  purposes 
of  the  appeal,  be  taken  as  true,  as  no  eri- 
dence  seems  to  have  been  introduced  oo  the 
trial ;  and  his  honor  rejected  the  issue  as  to 
the  alleged  damages  sustained  by  the  plain- 
tiff on  the  ground  that  the  defenaant  "had  a 
license  from  the  city  to  construct  its  road,  and 
use  the  street  if  necessary."  The  questions 
presented,  therefore,  are  whether,  as  a^rainst 
the  abuttini;  owner,  the  city  can  authorize 
the  use  of  its  streets  for  the  purposes  of  an 
ordinary  steam  railroad,  and  whether  such 
abutting  owner  has  any  proprietary  rights, 
for  the  violation  of  which  she  can  maintain 
an  action.  It  does  not  appear  how  the  city 
acquired  its  title  to  the  street  in  question, 
nor  do  we  learn  from  the  record  whether  it 
owns  the  fee  in  the  soil,  or  simply  an  ease- 
ment therein.  In  the  absence  of  evidenci'. 
however,  the  presumption  is  that  the  city  has 
an  easement  only,  and  that  the  fee  remains  in 
the  abutting  proprietor.  Elliott,  Roads  <Jc 
Streets,  110 ;  Rich  v.  Minneapolis,  87  Minn. 
423 ;  3  Kent,  Com.  482.  In  such  a  case  "the 
abutting  owner  is  entitled  to  every  right  and 
advantage  in  that  part  of  the  street  of  whirh 
he  owns  the  fee,  not  required  by  the  public. 
The  easement  of  the  public  is  the  right  to 
use  and  improve  the  street  for  the  purposes 
of  a  highway  onlv."  Lewis,  Em.  Dom.  113. 
It  must  follow,  therefore,  that  if  the  city 
perverts  the  streets  to  illegitimate  purposes, 
it  is  an  interference  with  the  prbprfeury 
rights  of  the  abutter,  and  that  he -is  entitled 
to  relief  at  the  hands  of  the  courts. 

This  introduces  us  to  the  very  important 
question,  never  before  passed  upon  by  this 
tribunal,  whether  or  not  the  use  of  a  steam 
railroad  is  a  perversion  of  the  street  from  its 
original  and  proper  public  purposes.  There 
has  been  much  discussion,  and  not  a  little 
conflict  of  judicial  decision,  upon  this  sub- 
ject ;  but  it  is  believed  that  the  weight  of  au- 
thority great l}*-  preponderates  in  favor  of  the 
affirmative  view  of  the  proposition.  Judc* 
Dillon,  after  a  careful  investigation,  statts 
his  conclusion  as  follows:  **Thc  weight  o( 
judicial  authority  undoubtedly  is  that  where 
the  public  have  only  an  easement  in  the 
streets,  and  the  fee  is  retained  by  the  adjacent 
owner,  the  legislature  cannot,  under  the  con- 
stitutional guaranty  of  private  property,  au- 
thorize an  ordinary  steam  railnNid  to  he  con- 
structed thereon,  against  the  will  of  the 
adjoining  owner,  without  compensation  to 
him.  In  other  words,  such  a  railway,  as 
usually  constructed  and  operated,  is  an  aii 
ditional  servitude."  2  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  TZV 
In  Mills  on  Eminent  Domain  (sec.  204)  the 
same  doctrine  is  laid  down,  and  it  is  said. 
**  The  legislature  may  authorize  the  U9e  of  a 
street  by  the  railroad,  so  as  to  make  the  entry 
lawful ;  but  the  use  is  an  additional  burden. 
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and  the  right  will  not  become  fixed  in  the 
company  until  compensation  is  made.  If  no 
rem^j  is  provided,  there  is  remaining  the 
remedy  at  common  law."  In  Lewis  on  Jlmi- 
nent  Domain  (sec.  Ill)  the  able  and  discrim- 
inatine  author  remarks :  ^  To  us  it  seems  so 
dear  that  a  railroad  is  foreign  to  the  legiti- 
mate uses  of  a  highway  that  we  never  have 
been  able  to  understand  how  a  court  could 
reach  a  contrary  conclusion."  A-.^ter  statine 
that  highways  have  from  time  immemorial 
been  devotea  to  the  common  use  of  every 
citizen,  and  that  no  one  had  a  private  right 
or  any  exclusive  privilege  therein,  the  author 
proceeds :  **  The  railroad  does  not  fall  within 
the  scope  of  such  uses.  It  requires  a  perma- 
nent structure  in  the  street,  the  use  of  which 
is  private  and  exclusive.  It  gives  to  an  in- 
dividual or  corporation  a  franchise  and  ease- 
ment in  the  street  inconsistent  with  the  pub- 
lic right.  To  hold  that  a  railroad  is  one  of 
the  proper  and  legitimate  uses  of  a  street 
leads  to  the  absura  consequence  that  a  street 
might  be  filled  with  parallel  tracks,  which 
would  practically  exclude  all  ordinary 
travel,  and  still  be  devoted  to  the  ordinary 
uses  of  a  highway.  The  law  ought  not  to 
tolerate  suc£  a  consequence."  In  Elliott  on 
Roads  &  Streets  (page  528)  the  author  cites 
many  authorities,  and  concludes  by  saving 
that  the  weight  of  authority  is  that  such  an 
appropriation  of  a  street  is  **a  new  and  ad- 
ditional burden, "  for  which  the  abutter  is 
entitled  to  compensation.  In  support  of  his 
proposition  he  quotes  the  following  language 
of  Judge  Cooley :  "  Neither  can  the  use  of  the 
highway  for  the  ordinary  railway  be  in  fur- 
therance of  the  purpose  for  which  the  high- 
way is  established,  and  a  relief  to  the  local 
bosinesB  and  travel  upon  it.  The  two  uses, 
on  the  other  hand,  come  seriously  in  conflict. 
The  railroad  constitutes  a  perpetual  em- 
barrafisment  to  the  ordinary  use,  which  is 
greater  or  less  in  ];>roportion  to  the  business 
that  is  done  upon  it,  and  the  frequency  of 
trains.  MThen,  therefore,  the  country  high- 
way or  the  city  street  is  taken  for  the  pur- 
poses of  a  railroad  company  engaged  in  the 
business  of  transporting  persons  ana  property 
between  distant  points,  the  owner  of  the  soil 
in  the  highway  is  entitled  to  compensation, 
because  a  new  burden  has  been  imposed  upon 
his  estate,  which  affects  him  diflferently  from 
the  original  easement,  and  may  be  specially 
injurious."  Const.  Lim.  3d  ed. 688.  In  Hare 
on  American  Constitutional  Law,  361,  the. 
foref^oinar  doctrine  js  fully  approved,  and  it  is 
said :  '*It  is  immaterial,  as  recrards  the  prin- 
ciple, whether  the  land  is  given  voluntarily 
or  taken  under  the  right  of  eminent  domain. 
If  the  owner  dedicates  the  land,  it  is  for  the 
continuing  uses  of  a  street;  if  it  is  con- 
demned, such  also  is  the  end  in  view.  To 
convert  a  common  highway  over  a  man's 
land  into  a  railroad  is,  therefore,  to  impose 
an  additional  burden  upon  the  land,  which 
greatly  impairs  its  value,  considered  as  a 
whole ;  and  if  the  owner  is  not  compensated 
his  conseut  must  be  proved.  It  cannot  be 
said  with  truth  that  in  assenting  to  the  lay- 
ing out  of  the  highway  upon  his  land  he  con- 
sented to  the  building  of  a  railroad  upon  it, 
bwause  they  are  essentially  diflferent.  The 
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one  benefits  his  lands,  renders  access  to  it 
easy,  and* enhances  the  price ;  while  the  other 
makes  access  to  it  difficult  and  dangerous,  and 
renders  it  comparatively  valueless. 

Nor  can  it  be  justly  contended  that  a  rail- 
way is  merely  an  improved  highway.  .  .  . 
Were  the  transaction  between  individuals, 
every  one  would  see  the  injustice  of  such  a 
conclusion.  The  doubt  arises  from, the  sup- 
position that  the  public  interest  is  involved ; 
and  it  was  to  guard  against  the  bias  arising; 
from  this  source  that  the  constitution  inter- 
fered to  protect  the  citizen.  It  follows  that 
the  dedication  of  land  as  u  street  does  not 
preclude  the  owner  from  bringing  trespass 
or  ejectment  or  obtaining  an  injunction 
against  a  railway  company  which  is  about 
to  enter  upon  and  occupy  the  way,  and  thajt 
the  company  cannot  (in  the  absence  of  the 
exercise  of  the  right  of  eminent  domain)  rely 
upon  a  grant  from  the  legislature  and  the 
licenjse  or  consent  of  the  municipality  as  a 
justification. "  Booth,  in  his  work  on  Street 
Railways  (sec.  78),  after  stating  that  in  the 
early  history  of  commercial  railroads  the 
current  of  authority  was  contrary  to  the  views 
above  stated,  remarks:  "But,  according  to 
the  weight  of  judicial  opinion  as  expressed 
during  the  last  thirty  years,  where  the  fee  of 
the  street  remains  in  the  adjoining  owner, 
such  use  is  inconsistent  with  the  purposes  of 
the  original  acquisition,  and,  •without  com- 
pensation, can  only  be  acquired  by  the  exer- 
cise of  the  power  of  eminent  domain. " 

In  the  discussion  of  the  question,  we  have 
preferred  to  reproduce  the  conclusions  of  em- 
inent text- writers,  rather  than  attempt  a  re- 
view of  the  numerous  decisions  upon  which 
they  are  founded.  These  decisions  and  others 
we  could  cite  fully  establish,  upon  principle 
and  by  weight  of  authority,  the  proposition, 
that,  where  the  public  have  only  an  easement 
in  the  street,  and  the  fee  of  the  soil  of  the 
street  is  retained  in  the  abutting  owner,  a 
steam  railroad  cannot,  under  the  constitu- 
tional guaranty  of  private  property,  be  law- 
fully constructed  and  operated  thereon  against 
his  will  and  without  compensation,  (jhrand 
Bapids  <k  1.  R,  Co.  v.  Heisel,  47  Mich.  893 ; 
Soutli&rn  Pac.  R,  Go,  v.  Reed,  41  Cal.  256; 
Imlay  v.  Union  Branch  R,  Co.  26  Conn.  249. 
68  Am.  Dec.  892 ;  South  Carolina  R.  Co.  v. 
Steiner,  44  Ga.  -546 ;  Dalp  v.  Georgia  Southern 
d  F.  R.  Co,  80  Ga.  798 ;  Cox  v.  Louimiille, 
N.  A.  &  C.  R.  Co.  48  Ind.  178;  Kuche^nan 
V.  Cieteland,  C.  d  D.  R.  Co.  46  Iowa,  866 ; 
InManapolie,  B.  dfc  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Hartley,  67 
111.  439,  16  Am.  Rep.  624 ;  Phippe  v.  Western 
Maryland  R.  Co.  66  Md.  819 ;  Springfield  v. 
Connecticut  River  R.  Co,  4  Cush.  63 ;  Hamng- 
ton  V.  St.  Paul  d  S.  C.  R.  Co.  17  Minn.  216 
•(Gil.  188)  ;  Eastings  d  0.  1.  R,  Co.  v.  Ingalls, 
15  Neb.  128;  Chamberlain  v.  Elizahethport 
Steam  Cordage  Co.  41  N.  J.  Eq.  43 ;  Laicrence 
R.  Go,  V.  Williams,  85  Ohio  St.  168 ;  Ford  v. 
Chicago  d  N.  W.  R.  Co.  14  Wis.  609,  80  Am. 
Dec.  791 :  Carl  v.  Shebovgan  d  F.' du  L.  R. 
Co.  46  Wis.  625 ;  Buchn&r  v.  Chicago,  M.  d 
N.  W.  R.  Co.  60  Wis.  264 ;  Indianapolis  d 
C.  R  Co.  V.  McAhren,  12  Ind.  552 ;  Theobold 
v.  Louisville,  N.  0.  d  T.  R.  Co.  66  Miss. 
279,  4  L.  R.  A.  785 ;  Bamey  v.  Keokuk,  94 
U.  S.  324,  24  L.  ed.  224 ;  Adams  v.   Chicago, 
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The  court  refused  to  submit  to  the  jury  the 
question  of  damages  for  interference  with  the 
street  and  the  plaintiff  submitted  to  a  nonsuit 
and  took  this  appeal. 

Further  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Mr,  £•  B.  Jones,  for  appellant: ' 
.  When  a  street  has  been  dedicated  or  con- 
demned by  a  city  for  use  of  the  public,  the  fur- 
ther appropriation  of  the  same  street  by  a  rail- 
road is  the  imposition  of  a  new  servitude  for 
which  the  owner  is  entitled  to  compensation. 

2  Wood,  Railway  Law,  p.  724. 

Municipal  or  state  legislatures  have  no  au- 
thority or  power  to  authorize  the  taking  of 
highways  by  a  railroad  company,  without  com- 
pensation to  owners. 

2  Wood,  Railway  Law,  p.  740. 

The  owner  of  an  abutting  lot  injured  by  the 
construction  of  a  railroad  track  in  a  street  may 
recover  compensation  from  the  railroad,  not- 
withstanding the  grant  of  right  of  occupancy 
by  the  municipal  authorities. 

Elliott,  Roads  &  Streets,  p.  532. 

In  Mime  v.  Carson,  7  L.  R.  A.  548,  104  N. 
C.  481,  this  court  has  declared  that  a  statute 
or  ordinance  which  attempts  to  divest  a  person 
or  corporation  of  private  property  for  private 
purposes,  or  for  public  purposes,  unless  upon 
just  compensation,  and  in  a  manner  provided 
oy  law,  is  unconstitutional. 

See  also  Rich  v.  Minneapolis,  87  Minn.  428; 
8  Kent,  Com.  432; 2 Dill.  Mun.€orp.  725;  Mills, 
Em.  DonL  §  204;  Lewis,  Em.  Dom.  §  111: 
Grand  Rapids  db  1.  R,  Co.  v.  Heisel,  47  Mich. 
393;  Southern  Pae,  R,  Co,  v.  Reed,  41  Cal. 
256;  Imlay  v.  Union  Branch  R.  Co,  26  Conn. 
249,  68  Am.  Dec.  892;  South  Carolina  R.  Co. 
V.  Stein,  44  Qa.  646;  Daly  v.  Qeorgia  Southern 
db  F.  R.  Co,  80  Ga.  793:  Cox  v.  LouismUe,  N. 
A.  db  C.  R,  Co.  48  Ind.  178;  Kucheman  v. 
Cleveland,  C,  db  D,  R.  Co,  46  Iowa,  366;  In- 
dianapolis, B,  db  W.  R.  Co,  V.  Hartley,  67  111. 
439, 16  Am.  Rep.  624;  Phipps  v.  Western  Mary- 
land R,  Co,  66  Md.  319;  Lawrence  R,  Co,  v.  Wil- 
liams, 35  Ohio  St.  168. 

Messrs.  Glenn  ft  Manly  for  appellee. 

Shepherd,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

The  plaintiff  is  the  owner  of  a  lot  abutting 
upon  one  of  the  streets  of  the  city  of  Winston, 
and  brings  this  action  to  recover  damages  for 
various  injuries  to  her  said  property,  inflicted 
by  the  defendant  by  reason  of  its  having 
entered  upon  and  constructed  its  railroad 
through  the  said  street.  It  appears  from  the 
complaint  that  prior  to  the  plaintiff*s  pur- 
chase of  the  property,  in  1879,  the  street  had 
been  "  located  and  opened  for  the  use  and 
benefit  of  plaintiff  and  others,  and  the  public 
generally,  who  owned  property  north  of 
Liberty  street,  which  was  almost  inaccessible 
by  or  over  any  other  street. "  It  also  appears 
that  in  the  construction  of  its  road  the  de- 
fendant made  an  excavation  in  front  of  said 
property  223  feet  in  length,  and  35  or  40  feet 
in  aepth  and  width,  and  thereby  reduced  the 
width  of  the  street  from  30  to  18  feet.  It  is 
further  alleged  that  by  "* reason  of  the  nature 
of  the  soil  and  the  proximity  of  the  cuts, 
travel  along  the  said  street  is  rendered  dan- 
gerous, and  that,  in  order  to  sustain  the  width 
of  the  same  15  to  18  feet,  the  defendant  has 
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put  in  pillars  or  posts  to  hold  and  retain  the 
earth  composing  the  street  in  position,  which 
plaintiff  alleges  is  insecure  and  unsafe,  and 
liable  to  destroy  and  render  useless  the  said 
street."  It  is  furthermore  alleged  that  by 
reason  of  such  excavation  and  occupation  by 
the  defendant  the  street  at  certain  points  along 
the  line  of  plaintiff's  property  is  almost  en- 
tirely destroyed,  and  that  plaintiff  is  greatly 
endamaged.  These  allegations,  extracted 
from  the  complaint,  must,  for  the  purposes 
of  the  appeal,  be  taken  as  true,  as  no  evi- 
dence seems  to  have  been  introduced  on  the 
trial ;  and  his  honor  rejected  the  issue  as  to 
the  alleged  damages  sustained  by  the  plain- 
tiff on  the  ground  that  the  defen^nt  "had  a 
license  from  the  city  to  construct  its  road,  and 
use  the  street  if  necessary. "  The  questioni 
presented,  therefore,  are  whether,  as  a^in54 
the  abuttins:  owner,  the  city  can  autborize 
the  use  of  its  streets  for  the  purposes  of  an 
ordinary  steam  railroad,  and  whether  such 
abutting  owner  has  any  proprietary  rights, 
for  the  violation  of  which  she  can  maintain 
an  action.  It  does  not  appear  how  the  city 
acquired  its  title  to  the  street  in  question. 
nor  do  we  learn  from  the  record  whether  it 
owns  the  fee  in  the  soil,  or  simply  an  ease- 
ment therein.  In  the  absence  of  evidena. 
however,  the  presumption  is  that  the  city  has 
an  easement  only,  and  that  the  fee  remains  in 
the  abutting  proprietor.  Elliott,  Roads  k 
Streets.  110 ;  Ridi  v.  Minneapolis,  S7  Minn. 
423 :  3  Kent,  Com.  432.  In  such  a  case  "the 
abutting  owner  is  entitled  to  every  right  and 
advantage  in  that  part  of  the  street  of  which 
he  owns  the  fee,  not  required  by  the  public. 
The  easement  of  the  public  is  the  right  to 
use  and  improve  the  street  for  the  purposes 
of  a  highway  only."  Lewis,  Em.  Dom.  113. 
It  must  follow,  therefore,  that  if  the  city 
perverts  the  streets  to  illegitimate  purposes, 
it  is  an  interference  with  the  prbprietarr 
rights  of  the  abutter,  and  that  he' is  entitled 
to  relief  at  the  hands  of  the  courts. 

This  introduces  us  to  the  very  important 
question,  never  before  passed  upon  by  this 
tribunal,  whether  or  not  the  use  of  a 'steam 
railroad  is  a  perversion  of  the  street  from  its 
original  and  proper  public  purposes.  There 
has  been  much  discussion,  and  not  a  little 
conflict  of  judicial  decision,  upon  this  sub- 
ject ;  but  it  is  believed  that  the  weight  of  au- 
thority greatly  preponderates  in  favor  of  the 
affirmative  view  of  the  proposition.  JnSnt 
Dillon,  after  a  careful  iBvestigation,  states 
his  conclusion  as  follows :  **Tho  weight  of 
judicial  authority  undoubtedly  is  that  whene 
the  public  have  only  an  easement  in  the 
streets,  and  the  fee  is  retained  by  the  adjacent 
owner,  the  legislature  cannot,  under  the  odd- 
stitutional  guaranty  of  private  property,  au- 
thorize an  ordinary  steam  railrrad  to  be  con- 
structed thereon,  against  the  will  of  the 
adjoining  owner,  without  compensation  i<> 
him.  In  other  words,  such  a  railway,  as 
usually  constructed  and  operated,  is  an  ad 
ditional  servitude."  2  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  72^ 
In  Mills  on  Eminent  Domain  (sec.  2(H)  the 
same  doctrine  is  laid  down,  and  it  is  said : 
"  The  legislature  may  authorize  the  u?e  of  a 
street  by  the  railroad,  so  as  to  make  thcennr 
lawful ;  but  the  use  is  an  additional  burden. 
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and  the  right  will  not  become  fixed  in  the 
company  until  compensation  is  made.  If  no 
remwiy  is  provided,  there  is  remaining  the 
remedy  at  common  law."  In  Lewis  on^mi- 
nent  Domain  (sec.  Ill)  the  able  and  discrim- 
imtins;  author  remarks :  "  To  us  it  seems  so 
clear  that  a  railroad  is  foreign  to  the  legiti- 
mate uses  of  a  highway  that  we  never  have 
been  able  to  understand  how  a  court  could 
reach  a  contrary  conclusion."  4.^ter  statine 
that  highways  nave  from  time  immemorial 
been  devotea  to  the  common  use  of  every 
citizen,  and  that  no  one  had  a  private  right 
or  any  exclusive  privilege  therein,  the  author 
procasds :  **  The  railroad  does  not  fall  wi thi n 
the  scope  of  such  uses.  It  requires  a  perma- 
nent structure  in  the  street,  the  use  of  which 
is  private  and  exclusive.  It  gives  to  an  in- 
dividual or  corporation  a  franchise  and  ease- 
ment in  the  street  inconsistent  with  the  pub- 
lic right.  To  hold  that  a  railroad  is  one  of 
the  proper  and  legitimate  uses  of  a  street 
leads  to  the  absura  consequence  that  a  street 
might  be  filled  with  parallel  tracks,  which 
would  practically  exclude  all  ordinary 
travel,  and  still  be  devoted  to  the  ordinary 
uses  of  a  highway.  The  law  ought  not  to 
tolerate  sucfi  a  consequence.  '^  In  Elliott  on 
Roads  &  Streets  (page  628)  the  author  cites 
many  authorities,  and  concludes  by  saying 
that  the  weight  of  authority  is  that  such  an 
appropriation  of  a  street  is  **a  new  and  ad- 
ditional burden, "  for  which  the  abutter  Is 
entitled  to  compensation.  In  support  of  his 
proposition  he  quotes  the  following  language 
of  Jvdge  Cooley  :  "  Neither  can  the  use  of  the 
highway  for  the  ordinary  railway  be  in  fur- 
therance of  the  purpose  for  which  the  high- 
way is  established,  and  a  relief  to  the  local 
bosiness  and  travel  upon  it.  The  two  uses, 
on  the  other  hand,  come  seriously  in  conflict. 
The  railroad  constitutes  a  perpetual  em- 
barrassment to  the  ordinary  use,  which  is 
greater  or  less  in  i^roportion  to  the  business 
that  is  done  upon  it,  and  the  frequency  of 
trains.  When,  therefore,  the  country  high- 
way or  the  city  street  is  taken  for  the  pur- 
poses of  a  railroad  company  engaged  in  the 
business  of  transporting  persons  and  property 
between  distant  points,  the  owner  of  the  soil 
in  the  highway  is  entitled  to  compensation, 
because  a  new  burden  has  been  imposed  upon 
bis  estate,  which  affects  him  differently  from 
the  original  easement,  and  may  be  specially 
injurious."  Const.  Lim.  3d  ed. 688.  In  Hare 
on  American  Constitutional  Law,  861,  the. 
foregoinff  doctrine  is  fully  approved,  and  it  is 
said :  ''It  is  immaterial,  as  regards  the  prin- 
ciple, whether  the  land  is  given  voluntarily 
or  taken  under  the  right  of  eminent  domain. 
If  the  owner  dedicates  the  land,  it  is  for  the 
continuing  uses  of  a  street;  if  it  is  con- 
demned, such  also  is  the  end  in  view.  To 
convert  a  common  highway  over  a  man's 
land  into  a  railroad  is,  therefore,  to  impose 
an  additional  burden  upon  the  land,  which 
greatly  impairs  its  value,  considered  as  a 
whole ;  and  if  the  owner  is  not  compensated 
bis  consent  must  be  proved.  It  cannot  be 
said  with  truth  that  in  assenting  to  the  lay- 
ing out  of  thehiffhway  upon  his  land  he  con- 
sented to  the  building  of  a  railroad  upon  it, 
because  they  are  essentially  different.  The 
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one  benefits  his  lands,  renders  access  to  it 
easy,  and' enhances  the  price ;  while  the  other 
makes  access  to  it  difficult  and  dangerous,  and 
renders  it  comparatively  valueless. 

Nor  can  it  be  justly  contended  that  a  rail- 
way is  merely  an  improved  highway.  .  .  . 
Were  the  transaction  between  individuals, 
every  one  would  see  the  injustice  of  such  a 
conclusion.  The  doubt  arises  from, the  sup- 
position that  the  public  interest  is  involved ; 
and  it  was  to  guard  against  the  bias  arisinic 
from  this  source  that  the  constitution  inter- 
fered to  protect  the  citizen.  It  follows  that 
the  dedication  of  land  as  a  street  does  not 
preclude  the  owner  from  bringing  trespass 
or  ejectment  or  obtaining  an  injunction 
against  a  railway  company  which  is  about 
to  enter  upon  and  occupy  the  way,  and  tha^ 
the  company  cannot  (in  the  absence  of  the 
exercise  of  the  right  of  eminent  domain)  rely 
upon  a  grant  from  the  legislature  and  the 
licence  or  consent  of  the  municipality  as  a 
justification.*'  Booth,  in  his  work  on  Street 
Railways  (sec.  78),  after  stating  that  in  the 
early  history  of  commercial  railroads  the 
current  of  authority  was  contrary  to  the  views 
above  stated,  remarks:  ^'But,  according  to 
the  weight  of  judicial  opinion  as  expressed 
during  the  last  thirty  years,  where  the  fee  of 
the  street  remains  in  the  adjoining  owner, 
such  use  is  inconsistent  with  the  purposes  of 
the  original  acquisition,  and,  •without  com- 
pensation, can  only  be  acquired  by  the  exer- 
cise of  the  power  of  eminent  domain. " 

In  the  discussion  of  the  question,  we  have 
preferred  to  reproduce  the  conclusions  of  em- 
inent text-writers,  rather  than  attempt  a  re- 
view of  the  numerous  decisions  upon  which 
they  are  founded.  These  decisions  and  others 
we  could  cite  fully  establish,  upon  principle 
and  by  weight  of  authority,  the  proposition, 
that,  where  the  public  have  only  an  easement 
in  the  street,  and  the  fee  of  the  soil  of  the 
street  is  retained  in  the  abutting  owner,  a 
steam  railroad  cannot,  under  the  constitu- 
tional guaranty  of  private  property,  be  law- 
fully constructed  and  operated  thereon  against 
his  will  and  without  compensation,  w-and 
Rapids  d  1.  R.  Co,  v.  HeUel,  47  Mich.  893 ; 
SouViern  Pac.  R.  Co.  v.  Reed,  41  Cal.  256: 
Inday  v.  Union  Branch  R.  Co.  26  Conn.  249, 
68  Am.  Dec.  892 ;  South  Carolina  R,  Co,  v. 
Steiner,  44  Ga.  -546 ;  Daly  v.  Georgia  Southern 
&  F,  R.  Co.  80  Ga.  798 ;  Cax  v.  Louisville, 
JS.  A,  dfc  a  R.  Co,  48  Ind.  178 ;  Kuche^nan 
V.  Cleveland,  C,  iSb  D.  R.  Co.  46  Iowa,  866 ; 
Indianapolis,  B.  d  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Hartley,  67 
111.  439,  16  Am.  Rep.  624;  Phipps  v.  Western 
Maryland  R,  Co.  66  Md.  819 ;  Springfield  v. 
Connecticut  River  R.  Co.  4  Cush.  63 ;  Barring- 
ton  v.  St.  Paul  4b  S.  C.  R.  Co.  17  Minn.  215 
•(Gil.  188)  ;  Eastings  d  G.  1.  R.  Co.  v.  IngalU, 
15  Neb.  128;  Chamberlain  v.  Elizabethport 
Steam  Cordage  Co.  41  N.  J.  Eq.  48 ;  Lau)rence 
R.  Co.  v.  Williams,  86  Ohio  St.  168 ;  Ford  v. 
Chicago  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  14  Wis.  609,  80  Am. 
Dec.  791 :  Carl  v.  Sheboygan  d  F' du  L.  R. 
Co.  46  Wis.  625 ;  Buchner  v.  Chicago,  M.  db 
N.  W.  R.  Co.  60  Wis.  264 ;  Indianapolis  d 
a  R  Co.  V.  McAhren,  12  Ind,  552 ;  Theobold 
V,  Louisville,  2i.  0.  d  T.  R.  Co.  66  Miss. 
279,  4  L.  R.  A.  785 ;  Barney  v.  Keokuk,  94 
U.  S.  324,  24  L.  ed.  224 ;  Adams  v.   Chicago, 
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B,  &  N.  R.  Co.  39  Minn.  286,  1  L.  R.  A. 
498.  The  principle,  then,  b^ing  established 
that  the  use  of  a  street  for  steam  railroads  fs 
not  a  legitimate  use  of  the  street  for  public 
purposes,  it  must,  of  course,  follow  that  the 
city  had  no  right,  in  the  exercise  of  its  usual 
And  ordinary  powers  relating  to  its  highways 
to  authorize  the  entry  and  occupation  of  the 
same  by  the  defendant,  and  that  the  bare  li- 
cense of  the  city  can  afford  no  justification 
for  the  infringement  of  the  rights  of  the 
plaintiff.  The  plaintiff,  therefore,  taking 
her  allegations  to  be  true  as  to  the  damage 
inflicted  upon  her  property,  very  plainly  has 
a  cause  of  action  ageiinst  the  defendant.  If, 
however,  we  are  wrong  in  the  assumption 
that  the  plaintiff  is  the  owner  of  the  fee  in 
the  said  street,  and  if  it  should  appear  upon 
another  trial  that  the  city  has  acquired  it 
either  bv  dedication,  grant,  or  condemnation, 
it  will  be  necessary  to  determine  whether  the 
plaintiff  has  an  easement  in  said  street  to  the 
extent  that  it  shall  be  used  only  for  street 
purposes,  and  whether  her  rights  are  "  prop- 
erty rights,"  which  cannot  be  impaired  or 
destroyed  except  under  the  exercise  of  the 
right  of  eminent  domain.  Distinctions  based 
upon  the  legal  ownership  of  the  fee  in  re- 
spect to  the  rights  of  the  abutting  proprietor 
have  produced  much  confusion,  resulting  in 
many  conflicting  decisions;  but  the  true 
principle,  wh4ch  has  been  slowly  but  surely 
evolved  from  protracted  diacussion  and  ex- 
perience, is  that  in  respect  to  the  use  of  the 
soil  for  the  purposes  of  a  street  (and  apart 
from  those  reversionary  or  other  rights  pe- 
culiar to  legal  ownership)  it  is  wholly  im- 
material where  the  legal  title  resides. '  The 
very  power  to  take  private  property  for  pub- 
lic uses  as  well  as  the  capacity  of  a  munic- 
ipal corporation  to  acquire  it  in  anv  way, 
necessarily  implies  that  it  is  to  be  held  in 
trust  for  public  purposes ;  and  in  the  case  of 
land  acquired  for  the  purposes  of  a  street 
there  is  something  in  the  nature  of  a  con- 
tract, under  which  two  coexistent  and  in- 
violable rights  are  created, — one  belonging 
to  the  public  to  use  and  improve  the  street 
for  the  ordinary  purposes  of  a  street;  the 
other,  to  the  abutting  owner  to  have  access  to 
and  from  his  property,  and  to  enioy  such  use 
of  the  street  as  is  customary  and  reasonable. 
If  the  owner  voluntarily  dedicates  or  grants 
a  strip  of  land  to  a  city  for  a  street  it  must 
be  presumed  that  he  does  so  in  consideration 
of  the  contemplated  benefits  accruing  to  his 
adjoining  property  by  reason  of  the  strip  be- 
ing used  for  the  legitimate  purposes  of  a 
street  only.  If  the  grant  be  made  upon  a 
pecuniary  consideration,  it  is  also  fair  to  as- 
sume that  in  estimating  the  amount  to  be 
paid  the  value  of  the  oenefits  above  men- 
tioned were  likewise  considered.  In  such 
cases,  says  Mr.  Lewis  (Em.  Dom.  §  114)  : 
''To  make  the  right  a  part  consideration  of 
the  grant,  and  then  allow  the  public  to  in- 
vade or  destroy  it  at  pleasure,  would  be  a 
fraud,  which  the  law  will  neither  impute 
nor  allow.  Therefore,  in  the  case  of  such  a 
grant  there  arises  by  operation  of  law  a  pri- 
vate right  to  use  the  street  in  connection 
with  the  lot  of  the  proprietor,  which  is  as  in- 
violable as  any  other  right  of  property. "  So, 
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if  the  city  acquire  the  land  by  condefliation, 
such  advantages  or  benefits  to  theyfloining 
property  are  usually  assessed  at  a  mi.  value, 
and  deducted  from  the  estimated  damages ; 
and  it  would,  says  the  above  aujhor.  be  ''the 
grossest  inequity  to  compel  a  man  to  pay  for 
advantages,  whether  in  the  form  of  deidac- 
tions  from  the  price  to  be  paid,  or  of  an  as- 
sessment of  benefits,  unless  those  advantages 
are  secured  to  him  by  a  clear  title.  .  .  . 
The  existence  of  these  private  riehts  aod 
easements  is  strictly  independent  of  the  mode 
in  which  the  highway  is  established,  or  of 
the  estate  or  interest  which  the  public  ac- 
quires in  the  soil  of  the  street." 

The  true  principles  applicable  to  this 
question  have  been  declarea  by  the  court  of 
appeals  of  New  York  in  Story  v.  iWtf  Tnrl 
Elex,  R.  Co.  90  N.  Y.  122.  43  Am.  Rep. 
146,  and  Lalir  v.  Metropolitan  Elev.  R.  Co. 
104  N.  Y.  268.  These  cases  have  been  fol- 
lowed by  subsequent  decisions  of  other  states 
and  their  doctrine  has  been  approved  by  the 
most  prominent  writers  upon  the  subjett. 
The  opinions  are  very  elaborate,  and  we  can- 
not do  better  than  to  adopt  Judge  Dillon's 
summary  of  some  of  the  principles  enunci- 
ated :  **  These  judgments,  and  those  that  fol- 
low them,  rest  upon  the  foundation  principle 
that  whether  the  fee  in  the  street  is  in  the 
abutter,  subject  to  the  rights  of  the  public— 
that  is,  to  the  paramount  rights  of  the  pub- 
lic for  street  uses  proper, — or  whether  the  fee 
is  in  the  public  for  street  uses  proper,  in 
either  case,  and  generally  in  both  cases,  the 
abutter  is  entitled  lo  the  benefit  of  the  stret: 
for  all  uses  except  street  uses  proper,  sub- 
ject, of  course,  to  legislative  and  municipal 
regulations ;  and  that  such  rights  are  prop- 
erty or  property  rights  in  the  abutter,  which 
can  only  be  taken  away  by  the  legislature  od 
the  condition  of  makins^  com^nsation.  And 
the  abutting  owner's  rights  in  the  street  are 
not  affected  by  the  source  from  which  he  de- 
rives his  title.  ...  If  the  abutter  owns 
the  fee  of  the  street,  his  rights  may  be  said 
to  be  legal  in  their  nature.  If  he  does  not 
own  the  fee,  those  rights  are  in  the  nature  of 
equitable  easements  in  fee,— the  soil  of  thr 
street  being  the  servient,  the  abutting 
owner's  lot  oeing  the  dominant,  tenement. 
Among  the  most  Important  of  such  rights  or 
easements  is  the  abutter's  right  to  acoess.  to 
light,  and  to  air.  The  court  accordingly 
held  that,  so  far  as  the  elevated  railway 
structures  interfered  with  such  rights  or  ease- 
ments, while  the  legislature  might  authorize 
their  erection  and  use,  yet  this  could  only  be 
done  as  respects  the  abutter  by  the  exercise 
of  the  right  of  eminent  domain,  viz.  on  con- 
dition of  making  compensation  to  the  abat- 
ting  owner  for  me  damage  which  his  prop- 
erty actually  sustained. "  **  The  result  of  the 
author's  reflections  upon  this  subject  is  that 
the  views  of  the  court  of  appeals  are  sound 
and  just,— sound,  because  they  lecopize  the 
paramount  nature  of  the  public  right  to  put 
the  street  to  this  new  ana  necessary  forai  of 
public  use ;  just,  because  they  rec(Mpiize  and 
declare  that  the  abutter  has  special  proprie 
tary  rights  or  easements  in  their  nature  which 
he  is  not  called  upon  unequally  to  sacrifice 
without  compensation  for  the  public  use.  1^ 
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effect,  the  court  says  the  just  and  true  doc- 
trine is,  'Take,   but  pay.'"    1  Hare,  Am. 
Const  L.  370,  375 ;  Lewis,  Em.  Dom.  g§  114, 
115 :  Booth.    Street   Railway    Law,    g   81 ; 
Barney  v.  Keokuk,  »upra:  St,  Paul  &  r.  R. 
Co.  V.  Schurmeier,  74  U.  S.  7  Wall.  272,  19  L. 
-ed.  74 ;  1  Rorcr,  Railroads,  524 ;  Story  v.  ^ew 
York  Elev.  R.  Go.  supra;  Haynes  v.  Thomas, 
7  Ind.  38 ;  South  Carolina  R.  Co,  ▼.  Steiner,  44 
Oa.  546 ;  Theobold  v.  LouUviUe,  N,  0,  <fe  T.  R, 
Co.  supra.    The  contrary  view,  laid  down  in 
Wood's  Railway  Law  (vol.  2,  p.  727) ,  seems 
to  be  based  upon  the  restricted  interpretation 
of  the  word  "taken;"  it  being  applied  by 
some  of  the  courts  only  to  property  actually 
taken  and  occupied,  and  all  incidental  dam- 
ages to  adjoining  proprietors  are  regarded  as 
"  consequential"  in  their  character,  and  dam- 
num absque  injuria.    The  learned  author  ad- 
mits that  such  would  not  be  the  case  if  the 
wonis  used  were  "tiJcen  or  damaged,"  but 
by  a  reference  to  the  opinion  in  Staton  v. 
Norfolk  <St  C,  R.  Co.,  Ill  N.  C.  278.  17  L.  R. 
A.  838,  it  will  appear  from  the  cases  cited 
thAt  this  restricted   meaning  of   the  word 
^^taken'^  is  not  in  accord  with  the  more  recent 
and  better  authorities,  and  is  being  rapidly 
submerged  by  the  steady  and  increasing^cur- 
rent  of  judicial  decision.    Lewis,  Em.  Dom. 
58 :  PumpeUy  v.  Ch'een  Bay  &  M.  Ca?ial  Co. 
80  U.  S.  13  Wall.  166.  20  L.  ed.  557 ;  Eaton  v. 
Boston,  C,  &  M,  R.  Co.  51  N.  H.  504,  12  Am. 
Rep.  147. 

The  result  of  the  numerous  authorities  is 
that  in  either  view  of   the  case— that    is, 
whether  the  fee  is  in  the  plaintiff  or  in  the 
■citT— the  plaintiff  has  certain  proprietary 
rights,  of  which  she  cannot  be  deprived,  even 
under  the  authority  of  the  legislature,  with- 
out compensation.     If  her  property  is  in  anv 
way  injured  by  the  use  of  the  street  for  legitf- 
mate  purposes,  she  cannot  complain.     But  if 
the  enjoyment  of  her  private  rights  in  the 
street  is'interrupted  by  a  perversion  of  the 
street  to  uses  for  which  it  was  not  intended, 
and  which  the  public  right  does  not  justify, 
and  her  property  is  thereby  injured,  and  its 
value  impaired,  she  may  maintain  an  action, 
and  recover  such  damages  as  she  may  have 
sustained.    These  proprietary  rishts  in  the 
use  of  the  street  for  proper  public  purposes 
are  practically,  as  we  have  seen,   the  same 
irrespective  of  the  ownership  of  the  soil,  and 
are  not  confined  to  the  mere  right  of  access, 
since  this  may  not  be  disturbed  although  the 
street  may  be  reduced  in  width  to  10  or  15 
feet.    This  view  is  well  sustained  in  the 
leading  case  of  Adamu  v.  Chicago,  B,&N.R. 
Co.,  89  Minn.  286,  1  L.  R.  A.  493,  in  which 
the  court  said :    "Take  a  case  in  one  of  the 
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states  where  the  fee  of  the  street  is  in  the  state 
or  municipality,  and  of  a  street  60  feet  wide. 
The  abutting  lot  owners  have  paid  for  the 
advantag^es  of  the  street  on  the  basis  of  that 
width,  either  in  the  enhanced  price  paid  for 
their  lots,  or,  if  the  street  was  established  by 
condemnation,  in  the  taxes  they  have  paid  for 
the  land  taken.  In  such  a  case,  if  the  state 
or  municipality  should  attempt  to  cut  the 
street  down  to  the  width  of  lO  or  15  feet, 
would  it  be  an  answer  to  objection  by  lot 
owners  that  the  diminished  width  would  be 
sufficient  for  mere  purposes  of  access  to  their 
lots?  It  would  seem  as  though  the  question 
suggests  the  answer."  The  interest  of  the 
abutting  onrner  in  Uie  entire  width  of  the 
street,  subject  to  the  proper  uses  of  the  pub- 
lic, upon  the  authority  of  the  above  decision, 
has  been  declared  by  this  court  in  Moou  v. 
Carson,  104  N.  C.  481,  7  L.  R.  A.  548,  and 
cannot  be  regarded  as  an  open  question.  See 
also  Haynes  v.  Thomas,  supra.  If.  then,  the 
value  of  the  property  is  lesseneii  by  reducing 
the  width  of  the  street,  or  if  such  damage  is 
caused  by  excavations  rendering  it  unsafe  and 
dangerous,  as  stated  in  the  complaint,  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover.  It  will  be 
observed  that  the  defendant  did  not  introduce 
its  charter,  or  show  that  it  had  condemned 
any  part  of  the  street  or  the  rights  or  ease- 
ment of  the  abutting  proprietor.  It  justifies . 
its  conduct  solely  upon  the  mere  license  of 
the  city  of  Winston,  and  in  this  view  of  the 
case  its  occupation,  in  so  far  as  it  affects  the 
plaintiff,  must  be  regarded  as  unlawful.  If 
this  be  so,  the  plaintiff  may  maintain  a  com- 
mon-law action  for  damages  to  be  assessed 
up  to  the  time  of  the  trial ;  or  it  seems  she 
may  sue  for  the  permanent  damage,  if  any, 
which  has  been  inflicted  upon  her  property 
by  reason  of  the  location  and  construction 
01  the  defendant's  road,  and  by  so  doing  con- 
fer upon  the  defendant  (so  far  as  she  Is  con- 
cerned) an  easement  to  occupy  the  street.  Had 
the  defendant  entered  under  some  statutory 
authority,  it  would  be  important  to  consider 
whether  the  plaintiff  would  not  be  confined 
to  the  statutory  remedy  ;  but,  as  it  does  not 
appear  to  have  entered  under  any  other  au- 
thority than  the  bare  unauthorized  license  of 
the  city,  and  as  the  ruling  of  the  court  is 
baaed  expressly  upon  the  validity  of  such 
license,  we  must  conclude  that  the  plaintiff 
has  a  right  to  maintain  the  present  action, 
and  that  the  issue  as  to  the  damages  actually 
sustained  should  have  been  submitted  to  the 
jury.  As  the  facts  were  not  fully  developed 
on  the  trial,  we  do  not  deem  it  proper  to  fur- 
ther pursue  the  discussion. 
New  trial. 
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A  wall  rtandtng  partly  on  the  premises 
of  each  of  a^Jeimiiir  owners,  tbe  porttons 
of  which  are  owned  by  them  in  scTeralty  with  an 
easement  for  the  support  of  the  building  of  one  of 
them,  may  be  removed  by  tbe  other  for  the  pur- 
pose of  erecting  a  new  and  better  wall,  althouirli 
some  inconvenience  is  thereby  occasioned  to  the 
other  owner,  provided  anew  one  is  built  within  a 
reasonable  time  and  with  the  least  inconvenience 
to  the  other  party  and  which  shall  furnish  him  the 
same  ri^ht  of  support,  and  that  he  shall  be  indem- 
nified for  necessary  expenses  thereby  occasioned 
him  in  consequence  of  the  removal  of  the  wall. 

(January  lie,  1W4.) 

APPEAL  by  complainant  from  a  decree  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Baltimore  City  dis- 
misBinf):  the  bill  in  a  suit  brought  to  enjoin 
defendant  from  taking  down  a  wall  which 
supported  one  end  of  complainant's  building. 
AMrmed  in  part,     Beveried  in  part. 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Mem-8,  Richard  If.  v  enable  and  Lewis 
Putiell  for  appellant. 

Messr»,  James  McColy an  and  Bernard 
Carter,  for  appellee ; 

Appellant  has  not  attempted  to  show,  either 
by  himself  or  his  witnesses,  any  exclusive 
use  of  this  wall  such  as  required  by  the  rule 
in  Casey  v.  Inloes^  1  Gill,  500 ;  Amuttrang  v. 
RUteau,  6  Md.  275-279,  59  Am.  Dec.  116; 
Walsh  V.  Mclntire,  68  Md.  418. 

The  appellee  in  this  case  is  pecuniarily 
able  to  pjay  any  damages  that  mav  be  recov- 
ered against  it ;  and  if  the  appellant  suffers 
any  damages  or  inconvenience  from  the  acts 
or  negligence  of  the  defendant,  he  has  a  full 
and  adequate  remedy  at  law,  and  a  Jury 
would  certainly  give  him  ample  compensa- 
tion. This  alone  would  disentitle  him  to  an 
injunction. 

Whalen  V.  Detashmutt,  59  Md.  258 ;  Hamil- 
tan  V.  Ely,  4  Gill,  88 ;  Amelung  v.  Seekamp, 
9  Gill  i&  J.  472. 

The  acts  of  possession  relied  on  to  make 
out  an  adverse  holding  must  be  sufficient  to 
establish  ouster  or  disseisin. 

To  establish  such  ouster  or  disseisin,  the 
acts  of  possession  must  be  hostile,  open,  no- 
torious,'and  exclusive,  and  must  have  been 
continuous  for  twenty  years.  They  must  be 
such  as  unmistakably  indicate  a  claim  of  the 
absolute  title  in  fee. 

WaUh  V.  McIntirCy  AiTnitrong  v.  lUsteau, 
and  Casey  v.  Inloes,  supra. 

The  occupation  of  the  ground  covered  by 
the  said  wall  was  not,  ana  could  not  be,  on 


the  part  of  appellant,  and  those  under  vbom 
he  claims,  exclusive,  hostile,  and  notorioui, 
as  required  by  the  rule  laid  down  in  the 
above  cases 

PhiUipson  v.  Gibbon,  L.  R.  6  Ch.  App.  428. 

If  there  be  a  party  wall  between  two 
houses,  and  the  owner  of  one  of  the  houses 
pulls  it  down  in  order  to  build  a  new  one, 
and  with  it  he  takes  down  the  party  wall 
belonging  equally  to  him  and  his  neighbor, 
and  erects  a  new  house  and  new  wall,  he  is 
bound  on  his  part  to  pull  down  and  reinstate 
it  in  a  reasonable  time,  and  with  the  least 
inconvenience. 

8  Kent,  Com.  §  437 ;  Cubiti  v.  Pwter,  8 
Barn.  &  C.  257 ;  Gampbell  v.  Mesier,  4  Johns. 
Ch.  884,  1  L.  ed.  858,  "8  Am.  Dec.  570;  EieaU 
V.  Morris,  10  Ohio  St.  528,  78  Am.  Dec.  2^; 
Glenn  v.  Ikms,  85  Md.  2ia. 

No  such  easement  can  be  acquired  by  any 
lapse  of  time. 

Solomon  v.  Vintners'  Co.  4  Hurlst  &  X. 
599 ;  PeyUm  v.  London,  9  Bam.  &  C.  784. 

Bryan*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  tbe 
court: 

Selig  G.  Putzell  filed  a  bill  in  equity 
against  the  Drovers  &  Mechanics  Ban\  of 
Baltimore.  It  was  alleged  that  the  defend- 
ant without  right  or  justification  was  about 
to  tear  down  the  rear  wall  of  the  complain- 
ant's dwelling  hDUse  and  thereby  render  it 
untenantable  and  to  do  him  irreparable  dam- 
age. The  bill  prayed  an  ini unction  to  restrain 
the  defendant  from  proceeding  as  alleged  and 
it  was  accordingly  granted  before  answer. 
There  was  also  a  prayer  for  general  relief. 
After  answer,  the  defendant  moved  a  dissolu- 
tion of  the  i n j  unction.  Testimony  was  taken 
on  both  sides,  and  when  the  cause  came  to 
final  hearing  the  injunction  was  dissolved, 
and  the  bill  dismissed.  Complainant  ap- 
pealed. 

We  think  that  a  statement  of  the  material 
facts  of  the  case  as  they  appear  to  us  will 
sufficient]  V  show  the  .irrounds  of  our  opinion, 
without  the  necessity  of  a  discussion  of  the 
testimony  of  the  different  witnesses.  Putzell. 
the  complainant,  is  the  owner  of  a  leasehold 
interest  for  ninety-nine  years,  renewable  for- 
ever, in  a  lot  of  ground  in  the  city  of  Balti- 
more, on  the  west  side  of  Eutaw  street,  be- 
tween Fayette  and  Lexington  streets.  He 
acquired  tJiis  property  in  the  vear  1866.  For 
many  years  before  his  purdiiase,  and  ever 
since  then,  there  has  been  on  this  lot  a  sub- 
stantial brick  dwelling  house,  which  ex- 
tended back  to  its  westernmost  boundary. 
The  Drovers  &  Mechanics  Bank,  in  the  year 
1888,  became  the  owner  of  a  leasehold  in- 
terest in  a  lot  of  ground  fronting  on  Fayette 
street  and  running  back  north ly  to  Marion 
street,  and  binding  for  a  portion  of  its  eastf'rly 
line  on  the  westernmost  boundary  of  Put- 


NoTX.— The  above  case  is  in  some  respects  a  pe- 
culiar one.  As  to  tbe  riirht  of  one  owner  of  a  party 
wall  to  make  changes  therein,  see  Graves  v.  Smith 
(Ala.)  5  L.  R.  A.  286:  Matthews  v.  Dlzey  (Mass.)  5  L. 
R.  A.  108;  Everett  v.  Edwards  (Mass.)  6  L.  R.  A.  110. 
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As  to  destruction  or  removal  of  walK  see  also 
Fowler  v.  Saks  (D.  C)  7  L.  R.  A.  648:  Beam  t. 
Kruger  (N.  T.)  9  L.  R.  A.  195;  Qemens  v.  Speed  (Kr'> 
19L.R.A.240. 


18d4. 


PuTZELL  y.  Dkoybbs  &  Mechanics  Natiok.vl  Bank. 


zell's  lot.  It  is  not  distinctly  stated  in  the 
record,  but  this  leasehold  interest  is  evi- 
dently for  ninety  nine  years*  renewable  for- 
ever. The  bank's  lot  and  Putzell's  lot  are 
separated  by  a  division  wall,  which,  by  the 
measurements  proved  in  the  case,  is  shown 
to  be  built  partly  on  the  ground  of  one  of 
these  parties,  and  partly  on  the  f^und  of  the 
other.  This  wall  has  been  standme  for  a  very 
long  time,  certainly  for  more  than  thirty 
years  before  the  transactions  which  are  the 
subject  of  complaint  in  this  case. 

As  far  as  we  can  ascertain  from  the  testi- 
mony Putzeirs  house,  as  orij^inally  built, 
hid  this  division  wall  as  its  rear  wall ;  but 
the  rear  wall  was  not  built  hieher  than  the 
top  of  the  division  wall.  In  eighteen  hundred 
and  seventy  P\itzell  put  an  additional  story 
on  the  back  building,  placing  its  rear  wall 
on  the  top  of  the  division  wall.  This  divis- 
ion wall  was  used  by  the  owners  and  oc- 
cupants of  the  lot  now  owned  by  the  bank 
for  the  purpose  of  designating  the  boundary 
line  between  it  and  the  Putzell  lot.  There 
was  evidence  of  the  use  of  it  also  for  a  series 
of  years  as  a  support  for  the  frame  of  a  grape 
arbor.  The  bank  in  the  year  eighteen  hundred 
and  ninety-two  commenced  the  erection  of  a 
large  six-story  buildinjr  for  the  purposes  of 
its  business,  and  in  the  prosecution  of  the 
work  proposed  to  take  down  the  entire  wall 
separating  the  two  lots,  and  erect  on  the  same 
line  another  wall  of  sufficient  strength  and 
thickness  to  support  the  new  building,  not 
encroaching  on  Putzeirs  lot,  and  oflenn/B:  to 
give  him  the  benefit  of  the  new  wall  as  a 
partition  wall  for  the  benefit  of  iCny  building 
to  be  erected  on  his  lot.  The  question  in  the 
case  is  whether  this  action  on  the  part  of  the 
bank  would  be  a  legitimate  exercise  of  its 
rights  of  property. 

No  one  seems  to  know  when  the  wall  in 
question  was  built;  in  all  probability  the 
time  was  beyond  the  limit  of  living  memori'. 
There  is  soine  reason  to  think  so  from  the  fact 
that  the  deeds  which  created  the  leasehold 
interests  in  these  lots  were  executed  towards 
the  close  of  the  last  century  and  early  in  the 
beginning  of  the  present.  It  seems  to  have 
been  erected  for  the  purpose  of  making  the 
boundary  between  the  lots  and  to  have  been 
always  used  for  that  purpose.  The  soil  of 
the  respective  owners  was  covered  by  it ;  and 
this  was  the  use  of  his  soil  which  each  owner 
elected  to  make  for  his  own  benefit.  Each 
one  owned  the  portion  of  the  wall  which  was 
on  his  own  ground.  There  seems  to  have 
been  no  cessation  of  the  use  of  it,  in  the  way 
in  which  it  was  intended  to  be  used ;  that  is 
to  mark  the  boundary  line.  There  was  no 
ouster  of  the  possession  of  the  soil.  Each 
coterminous  proprietor  owns  the  portion  of 
the  wall  which  rested  on  his  rround,  as  he 
had  continued  to  own  it  from  uke  beginning ; 
and  he  has  actual  and  beneficial  possession  of 
the  soil  by  reason  of  the  occupation  and  use 
of  it  by  means  of  his  portion  of  the  wall. 
Siirely  there  could  not  be  a  more  distinct  and 
unequivocal  exercise  of  the  right  of  owner- 
ship than  to  build  on  one's  own  land,  a 
house,  or  a  wall,  and  to  U9e  it  continuously 
for  the  purposes  to  which  it  is  suitable.  It 
is  hardly  necessary  to  refer  to  deci$led  cases ; 
22L.R.A. 


but  one  case  was  cited  in  the  argument  hav- 
ing such  peculiar  features,  that  it  may  well 
be  mentioned  while  we  are  considering  this 
subject.  The  question  was  about  the  title 
to  certain  property  in  the  city  of  London, 
which  was  occupied  by  a  brick  house.  la 
the  south  wall  of  the  house  there  was  a  stone 
tablet  bearing  an  inscription  which  stated 
that  when  New  street  was  widened,  nearly  a 
century  before  the  time  in  question,  this  wall 
had  been  built  by  the  East  India  Company, 
and  that  it  remained  their  property. 

The  house  had  been  claimed  by  the  plain- 
tiffs  and  their  predecessors  in  title,  and^- 
cupied  by  their  tenants  for  thirty-eiiht  years, 
and  during  all  that  time  there  haa  been  no- 
acknowledgment  of  the  title  of  the  East 
India  Company,  upon  these  facts  the  ques- 
tion of  adverse  possession  was  presented.  The- 
court,  however,  speaking  of  the  inscription 
on  the  tablet,  said :  "*  It  was,  in  truth,  a 
statement  on  the  wall  itself,  that  the  wall 
forming  a  substantial  part  of  the  property, 
had  been  erected  by  and  was  the  ooundary 
wall  of  the  vdjoining  owner,  for  the  East 
India  Company,  of  course,  continued  to  be 
the  owner  of  the  soil  of  the  street,  although 
dedicated  to  the  public.  There  was  nothing, 
therefore,  whatever  to  lead  to  the  presump- 
tion that  any  title  had  been  gained  adverse 
to  that  of  such  adjoining  owner  bv  adverse 
possession.  Where  there  is  a  boundary  wall, 
and  that  boundary  wall  remains  undisturbed, 
and  an  inscription  is  allowed  to  remain  on 
it  which  states  that  it  is  the  boundary  wall 
of  the  adjoining  property,  it  seems  to  us  idle 
to  suppose  that  any  question  of  the  statute 
of  limitation  or  of  adverse  possession  or  of 
cause  of  cessation  of  possession  could  prop- 
erly arise.  It  was,  therefore,  manifest  that 
the  wall  belonged  to  the  East  India  Com- 
pany." Phillipwn  v.  Oibbon,  L.  R.  6  Ch. 
App.  438.  We  pass  by  the  use  of  the  wall 
as  a  support  for  the  gra'pe  arbor,  because  that 
was  significant  only  as  tending  to  show  an 
act  of  ownership,  and  we  think  that  the 
ownership  is  fully  maintained  on  the  grounds 
already  stated.  But,  although  there  was  no 
mention  of  the  possession  by  the  owners  of 
the  bank  lot,  it  does  not  follow  that  Putzell 
had  not  acquired  some  rights  to  the  use  of 
the  division  wall.  He  had  used  this  wall  for 
more  than  twenty  years  as  a  support  to  his 
house ;  the  enjoyment  of  it  for  this  purpose 
had  been  notorious,  peaceable,  uninterrupted, 
and  ^  as  of  ri^ht. "  Under  these  circumstances 
the  law  considers  that  he  had  a  prescriptive 
title  to  the  use  of  it  In  the  manner  in  which 
he  had  enjoyed  it. 

It  is  conducive  to  the  peace  of  society  that 
the  claims  of  right,  which  for  a  long  time, 
have  been  acquiesced  in  and  regarded  as  set- 
tled, should  be  protected  by  the  law,  and  the 
space  of  twenty  years  has  b^n  adopted  as  the 
period  for  ripening  claims  of  this  description 
into  titles.  Putzell  used  this  division  wall 
as  the  rear  wall  of  the  lower  part  of  his  house, 
and  also  used  it  as  a  support  for  the  wall  of 
an  additional  story.  To  the  extent  of  such 
use  his  title  is  clearly  established.  We  have 
said  that  this  use  was  not  an  ouster  of  the  co- 
terminous owner  from  the  possession  of  the 
soil.     It  was  an  easement  lor  the  support  of 
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the  rear  wall  of  the  house.  By  the  common 
law  easements  must  be  established  against  an 
owner  of  an  estate  of  inheritance,  although 
they  may  arise  from  user,  such  user  is  re- 
garded by  fiction  of  law  only  as  evidence  of 
a  grant,  and  as  the  right  claimed  is  of  a  per- 
manent nature,  it  is  said  that  the  supposed 
grant  could  have  been  legally  made  only  by 
a  party  who  could  impose  a  permanent  bur- 
den on  the  servient  tenement ;  that  is  to  say, 
by  the  owner  of  an  estate  of  inheritance. 
But  in  this  case  we  have  no  concern  with 
this  principle  of  the  common  law,  and  need 
not  Inquire  into  its  application,  or  into  seem- 
ing modifications  of  it.  Both  of  the  lots  in 
question  are  held  under  leases  for  ninety -nine 
years,  renewable  forever ;  and  it  is  well  set- 
tled that  the  holders  of  such  leases  have  the 
absolute  control  and  management  of  the  prop- 
erty ;  they  usually  have,  in  point  of  fact,  far 
more  valuable  interests  in  it  than  the  rever- 
sioner who  holds  the  estate  of  inheritance. 
Ortme  v.  WUton,  «5  Md.  481,  482,  57  Am. 
Rep.  343.  The  bank  retained  all  its  rights  in 
the  division  wall,  which  are  not  inconsistent 
with  the  enjoyment  of  the  easement.  It  was 
bound  to  permit  it  to  be  used  as  a  support 
for  Putzelrs  house  in  the  accustomed  man- 
ner; but  this  is  the  limit  of  its  obligation. 
It  would  be  unreasonable  to  deny  to^it  the 
Tight  to  improve  its  own  property  according 
to  its  interests  and  inclinations;  provided  it 
did  not  infringe  the  rights  of  other  persons. 
In  fact  the  wall  which  it  proposed,  to  take 
down  was  insufficient  to  support  the  build- 
ing which  it  desired  to  erect.  If  this  should 
be  taken  down  and  another  larger  and  stronger 
one  built  in  its  stead ;  it  would  thereby  exer- 
cise its  own  legitimate  rights  of  property, 
and  if  it  gave  to  the  adjoining  house  the 
same  ri^ht  of  support  in  the  new  wall,  which 
it  had  in  the  old  one,  it  would  not  injure 
its  neighbor.  This  seems  to  us  the  just  set- 
tlement of  this  controversy.  Putzell  may  be 
J^ut  to  some  inconvenience  while  the  build- 
ng  is  going  on,  but  this  is  one  of  the  un- 
avoidable consequences  of  living  in  a  closely 
built  city.  We  have  said  that  each  portion 
of  this  division  wall  belonged  in  severalty 
to  the  proprietor  on  whose  ground  it  stood, 
but  even  if  these  proprietors  had  been  ten- 
ants in  common  of  this  wall,  the  result 
would  not  have  been  practically  different. 
In  Standard  Bank  of  British  South  America 
V.  Stokes,  L.  R.  9  Ch.  Div.  72,  Sir  George 
Jessel  cites,  with  marked  approval,  Oubitt  v. 
Porter,  8  Bam.  &  C.  257.  He  quoted  as  fol- 
lows from  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Bayley  : 
**  There  is  no  authority  to  show  that  one  ten- 
ant in  common  can  maintain  an  action  against 
the  other  for  a  temporary  removal  of  the  sub- 
ject-matter of  the  tenancy  in  common,  the 
party  removing  it  having  at  the  same  time 
an  intention  of  making  a  prompt  restitution. 
It  was  not  a  destruction.  The  object  of  the 
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party  was  not  that  there  should  be  no  wall 
there,  but  that  there  should  be  a  wall  there 
again  as  expeditiously  as  a  wall  coald  be 
made.''  And  in  a  subsequent  part  of  his 
opinion,  he  says :  **  As  I  have  read  the  law 
from  the  statement  of  eminent  jud^  he 
(that  is  a  tenant  in  common)  has  a  right  to 
pull  down  when  the  wall  is  neither  defective, 
nor  out  of  repair;  if  he  only  wishes  to  im- 
prove it,  or  put  up  a  better  or  handsomer  one." 
Chancellor  Kent  was  of  the  same  opinion.  In 
the  following  passage  from  his  Commentariefl 
(vol.  3,  p.  437)  he  assumes  the  rights  &s  set- 
tled :  "  If  there  be  a  partv  wall  between  two 
houses,  and  the  owner  of  one  of  the  bouses 
pulls  it  down  in  order  to  build  a  new  one, 
and  with  it  he  takes  down  the  party  wall  be- 
longing equally  to  him  and  his  neighbor, 
and  erects  a  new  house  and  wall,  he  isDotind 
on  his  part  to  pull  down  and  reinstate  it  in 
a  reasonable  time,  and  with  the  least  incon- 
venience."  And  from  the  remarks  of  Chief 
Justice  Bartol  in  Glenn  v.  Dans,  35  Md.  219. 
it  may  be  readily  inferred  that  the  opinion 
of  this  court  was  the  same. 

The  allegations  of  the  bill  of  complaint 
were  sufficient  to  give  a  court  of  equity 
jurisdiction,  and  they  justified  the  prelim- 
inary injunction.  The  complainant  has  not 
proved  the  precise  title  to  the  wall  which  is 
alleged  ;  although  he  has  proved  a  title  to  a 
portion  of  it,  and  an  interest  in  the  other 
portion  by  way  of  easement.  For  the  reasons 
which  we  have  stated  we  approve  of  the  dis- 
solution of  the  injunction,  and  to  that  extent 
the  decree  below  will  be  affirmed.  But  the 
right  to  take  down  the  wall  is  not  absolute 
and  unconditional ;  it  is  qualified  in  the 
manner  which  we  have  explained  in  a  pre- 
vious part  of  this  opinion.  The  bank  is 
bound  to  finish  the  division  wall  at  its  own 
expense,  and  to  allow  to  Putzeirs  house  the 
same  right  of  support  which  it  had  in  the 
old  wall,  and  to  indemnify  him  for  the  nec- 
essary expenses  which  he  has  incurred  and 
may 'incur  in  protecting  his  property  from 
the  consequences  of  the  removal  of  the  old 
wall.  For  failure  to  do  these  things  it  would 
be  liable  to  an  action  at  law.  But  as  a  coiut 
of  equity  bad  iurisdiction  of  this  case,  al- 
though it  could  not  give  the  precise  relief 
prayed,  it  was  proper,  according  to  well -set- 
tled principles,  to  do  complete  justice  be- 
tween the  parties,  and  thus  avoid  multipli- 
cation of  suits  in  the  future.  It  ought  to 
have  retained  the  bill  for  the  purpose  of  set- 
tling and  adjudicating  any  claim  which  maj 
arise  in  favor  of  Putzell  against  the  bank  in 
accordance  with  the  principles  which  we 
have  stated.  We  disapprove  of  that  nortion 
of  the  decree  which  dismisses  the  bill. 

Deeree  affirmed  in  part,  and  reversed  in  part, 
and  cause  remanded  for  further  proeeedinm, 
the  costs  in  this  court  to  be  equally  divided  m- 
tween  the  parties. 


1898. 
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1.  A  TariaAoe  between  aA  aUegatlon 
that  a  person  eajne  in  eontaet  with  a 

wire  in  the  dark  while  walklaff  on  the  sidewalk 
and  received  a  shock  while  attempting  to  remoTe 
it  from  his  path  way  ,'and  evidence  that  he  touched 
it  in  groping  to  find  packages  which  he  had 
dropped  when  he  slipped  and  fell  on  the  sidewalk. 
Is  not  a  failure  of  proof  which  is  fatal,  under 
Hm*sCode.f98. 

'S.  It  ii  ne^flifl^noe  to  allow  a  wire  which 
from  its  environment  is  liable  to  become  charged 
with  electricity  to  hang  over  a  street  or  sidewalk 
at  such  a  height  as  to  obstruct  and  endanger 
ordinary  travel. 

Z*  A  telephone  eompanjr  whieh  instead 
of  remoTing^  its  "wireon  taking  it  out  of  a 
residence  leaves  it  hanging  upon  an  electric  Ught 
company  Vpole  Is  bound  to  look  after  it  and  is 
liable  for  an  injury  to  a  traveler  who  comes  in 
contact  with  it  after  it  has  been  removed  by  em- 
ploy^ of  the  electric  light  company  and  hung 
upon  a  telephone  pole,  where  it  is  accidentally 
touched  by  a  traveler  on  a  sidewalk  while  it  was 
charged  by  contact  with  an  electric  light  wire  or 
a  street  railway  company's  wire. 

4.  Neg^ligenoe  in  leaving  a  telephone 
wire  where  it  is  tonehed  aeeidentallj' 
by  a  traveler  on  a  sidewalk  is  a  proxi- 
mate cause  of  an  injury  to  him  from  an  electric 
shock,  although  this  was  occasioned  by  acci- 
dental contact  of  the  wire  with  wires  of  an  elec- 
tric tight  company  or  a  street  railway  company, 
at  least,  where  it  does  not  appear  that  these  were 
out  of  their  proper  position. 

4L  Charginf^  that  electricity  requires 
the  **ntmost  caution  to  control  '*  is  not 
erroneous  in  an  action  by  one  who,  while  passing 
along  a  sidewalk,  was  injured  by  contact  with  a 
telepbohe  wire  which  was  hanging  near  the  walk 
and  was  heavily  charged  by  an  electric  light  wire, 
—especially  where  immediately  afterwards  the 
jury  are  told  to  measure  defendant's  conduct  by 
that  of  a  **cautioi|s  and  prudent  man." 

aune  19.  l«n.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Multnomah  County 
in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brou^t  to 
recover  damages  for  personal  iniuriea  alleged 
to  have  resulted  from  defendant  s  negligence. 
Affirmed, 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Mmrs.  B.  *  E.  B.  Williams  ft  Carey, 
for  appellant: 

N^ligence  in  this  case  must  be  proved  as  a 
fact,  and  not  presumed  from  the  circumstance 
that  plaintiff  was  injured. 

WaUh  V.  Oregon  K  iSb  Nav,  Co.  10  Or.  250; 
(^htry  V.  Willamette  Street  R,  Co.  21   Or. 


Note.— As  to  liability  for  dangerous  electric  wire 
in  highway,  see  Hayes  v.  Hyde  Park  (Mass.)  1)3 
L.  R.  A. 2I»;  Bourget  v.  Cambridge  (Mass.;  16 L.  R.  A. 
tt5:  Southwestern  Teleg.  ft  Teleph.  Co.  v.  Robinson 
(C.  C.  App.  6Ch  C.)  16  L.  R.  A.  545. 
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245;  1  Shearm.  &  Redf.  Neg.  §  60;  Parrott  ▼. 
WeOs.  82  U.  8.  15  Wall  537,  21  L.  ed.  211; 
Sehultz  V.  Pacific  Railroad,  86  Mo.  81;  Baker 
V.  Fehr,  97  Pa.  70;  Qramlieh  v.  Wurst,  86  Pa. 
74,  27  Am.  Rep.  684;  Bachelder  v.  Heagen,  18 
Me,  82;  Mitchell  v.  Chicago  A  O.  T.  R.  Go,  51 
Mich.  286,  88  Am.  Rep.  566. 

When  an  injury  may  have  come  of  either 
one  of  two  causes,  either  of  which  may  have 
been  the  sole  proximate  cause,  it  devofves  on 
the  plaintiff  to  prove  bv  a  preponderance  of 
evidence  that  the  cause  for  which  the  defend- 
ant was  liable  was  culpable,  and  the  proximate 
cause. 

16  Am.  &  Eng.  EBcyclop.  Law,  p.  445;  Pat- 
terson. Railway  Accident  Law.  485;  Searles  v. 
Manhattan  R,  Co.  101  N.  Y.  661;  Weet  Maha- 
Tioy  Twp.  ▼.  Watson,  112  Pa.  578;  Marble  ▼. 
Worceeier,  4  Gray,  897. 

In  this  case  the  accident  must  be  ascribed  to 
the  circumstance  that  the  wire  had  become 
charged  with  electricity,  and  not  alone  to  the 
position  of  the  wire  at  the  sidewalk. 

It  cannot  be  said  that  the  proof  that  the 
wire  was  charged  for  twenty-four  hours  pre- 
vious to  the  accident  is  constructive  notice  or 
is  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  upon  the  question 
of  negligence. 

Elliott,  Roads  &  Streets,  p.  461. 

Where  a  plaintiff  avers  a  particular  state  of 
facts,  he  is  entitled  to  a  verdict  only  in  virtue 
of  giving  evidence  tending  to  prove  the  state  of 
facts  so  averred. 

Waldhier  v.  Hannibal  dt  St.  J.  R.  Co.  71  Mo. 
514;  Bufflngton  v.  Atlantic  d  P.  R.  Co.  64  Mo. 
246;  Stout  v.  CoJUn,  28  Cal.  65;  Neudeeker  v. 
Kohlberg,  81  N.  Y.  296;  Boardman  v.  Qrijfin, 
52Ind.  101;  Woodwards.  Oregon  R.  dNav.  Co. 
18  Or.  289;  Knahtla  v.  Oregon  Sfiort  Line  & 
U.  N.  R.  Co.  21  Or.  136. 

Under  the  facts  and  circumstances  of  this 
case  the  defendant  was  no  more  chargeable 
with  extraordinary  caution  in  handling  elec- 
tricity than  a  person  who  made  no  use  of  elec- 
tric wires  whatever. 

Wabash,  St.  L.  <fe  P.  R,  Co.  v.  Locke,  112  Ind. 
404. 

The  duty  imposed  does  not  require  the  tak- 
ing of  every  possible  precaution  to  avoid  injury 
to  individuals,  nor  that  the  company  should 
have  employed  any  particular  means,  which,  it 
may  appear  after  the  accident,  would  have 
avoided  it;  it  was  only  required  to  use  such 
reasonable  precaution  to'  prevent  the  accident, 
as  would  have  been  adopted  by  prudent  per- 
sons prior  to  the  accident. 

Wabash,  St,  L,  db  P.  R.  Co,  v.  Locke,  supra; 
Chicago,  B.  db  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  Stumps,  55  111.  367; 
Pollock,  Torts,  86;  Volkmar  v.  Manhattan  R. 
Co.  26  Jones  &  8.  125;  Daniels  v.  Pdtter,  4 
Car.  &  P.  262;  Holden  v.  Liverpool  New  Gas  db 
C  Co,  8  C.  B.  1. 

No  man  can  be  charged  with  neglect  If  he 
used  due  care  according  to  the  circumstances, 
although  there  could  have  been  even  more 
elaborate  and  effective  precautions  conceived 
of  by  some  one  else. 

16  Am.  <&  Eng.  Encyclop.  Law,  p.  898,  title. 
Negligence;  Ordinary  Care. 

it  a  party  be  guilty  of  an  act  of  negligence. 
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which  would  oaturally  produce  an  injury  to 
another,  but  before  such  injury  actually  results 
a  third  person  does  some  act  which  is  the  im- 
mediate cause  of  the  injury,  such  third  person 
is  alone  responsible  therefor,  and  the  ori^nal 
party  is  not  responsible  even  though  the  injury 
would  not  ha?e  occurred  but  for  his  negli- 
gence. 

Cooley,  Torts,  p.  78;  Washington  v.  Balti- 
more cfe  0,  R,  Co.  17  W.  Va.  190;  West  Ma- 
hanoy  Twp,  v.  Watson,  116  Pa.  849. 

An  intervening  efficient  cause,  sufficient  to 
break  the  causal  connection  between  the  origi- 
nal wrong  complained  of  and  the  injury,  may 
be  either  culpable,  or  not  culpable,  accidental 
or  intentional,  animate  or  inanimate.  The  test 
is:  Was  the  new  and  independent  force,  act- 
ing in  and  of  itself  in  causing  the  injury  and 
superseding  the  original  wrong  complained  of, 
so  as  to  make  it  remote  in  the  claim  of  causa- 
tion ;  although  it  may  have  remotelv  contributed 
to  the  in  jurvas  an  occasion  or  condition  thereof? 

16  Am.  &  Eng.  Encyclop.  Law,  445;  Lewis 
V,  Flintdb  P.  M.  S,  Co.  54  Mich.  55, 52  Am.  Rep. 
790;  Washington  v.  Baltimore  <&  0.  B,  Co. 
supra;  Louisiana  Mut.  Ins,  Co,  v.  Tweed,  74 
U.  S.  7  Wall.  44,  19  L.  ed.  65;  Hoag  v.  ImJcb 
Shore  db  M,  8,  R.  Co,  85  Pa.  293,  27  Am.  Kep. 
658;  Pennsylvania  Co,  v.  Whitloek,  99  Ind.  16, 
50  Am.  Rep.  71;  Milwaukee  dt  St.  P.  R.  Co. 
V.  Kellogg,  94  U.  8.  475,  24  L.  ed.  259;  Mer- 
chants Wharfboat  Asso.  v.  Wood,  64  Miss.  662, 
60  Am.  Rep.  76:  Tutein  v.  Eurley,  98  Mass. 
211,  98  Am.  Dec.  154;  2Thomp.  Neg.  p.  1084, 
et  seq,;  88  Cent  L.  J.  note  p.  450. 

The  proximate  cause  of  the  injury  must  be 
alleged  in  the  complaint  with  particularity, 
and  strictly  proved  on  the  trial. 

Woodward  v.  Oregon  R,  d  Nav.  Co.  18  Or. 
289;  Knahtla  v.  Oregon  ShoH  Line  &  V.  N,  R. 
Co,  31  Or.  186. 

Since  the  facts  are  -not  disputed,  the  ques- 
tion whether  the  acts  of  defendant  were  the 
remote  or  the  proximate  cause  of  the  injury, 
is  a  question  for  the  court,  and  not  for  the 
jury,  and  should  be  determined  by  this  appeal. 

West  Mahanou  Twp,  v.  Watson,  116  Pa.  344; 
Hoag  V.  Lake  Shore  d  M.  S.  R.  Co,  85  Pa.  293, 
27  Am.  Rep.  658;  Henry  v.  St.  Louis,  K.dkN, 
R.  Co.  76  Mo.  288,  43  Am.  Rep.  762;  Lewis  v. 
Flint  &  P,  M.  R.  Co.  54  Mich.  55, 52  Am.  Rep. 
790;  Wahash,  St.  L.  <fc  P.  R,  Co,  v.  Locke, 
112  Ind.  404;  Bakery,  Fehr,  97  Pa.  70;  Wood- 
ward V.  Oregon  R,  &  Nav.  Co,  supra;  Lang- 
ford  V.  Jones,  18  Or.  807;  Oibson  v.  Oregon 
Short  Line  d  U,  N.  R.  Co.  (Or.)  Feb.  20, 1898. 

On  petition  for  rehearing. 

Whatever  the  rule  may  be  in  the  cases  of 
bailments,  in  other  cases  of  negligence  the  dis- 
tinction between  slight,  ordinary,  and  great 
care  should  be  repudiated,  and  the  true  test 
should  be  whether  the  defendant  exercised 
such  care  as  ordinarilv  prudent  men,  in  view 
of  the  probabilities  of  danger,  would  have  ex- 
ercised. 

16  Am.  &  Eng.  Encyclop.  Law,  398,  402, 
426;  Whart.  Neg.  g§  44,  65,  66;  Cooley,  Torts, 
*631,  682;  Deering,  Neg.  §  11;  Bishop,  Non- 
Cont  L.  §§  489,  62;  2  Redf.  Railways,  229, 
notes. 

Mankind  might  be  capable  of  taking  pre- 
cautions that  would  be  extraordinary,  unneces- 
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sary,  and  impractical,  but  ordinary  cautioo  va 
the  management  and  control  of  electricity  docs 
not  reach  so  far.  Even  if  the  utmost  cautioa 
is  to  be  required,  it  is  the  caution  that  is  prac- 
tical and  not  that  which  is  simply  coDcdvable. 

Hutchinson,  Carr.  %  502;  Indianapolis  d:  8i. 
L.  R.  Co.  V.  Horst,  98  U.  8.  296,  28  L.  ed.  899; 
TuUer  v.  Talbot,  28  Rl.  857,  76  Am.  DccWS; 
2  Redf.  RaUways,  239;  2  Wood,  Railway  Law. 
1068,  note  1, 

The  "utmost  care"  is  the  ''utmost  practi- 
cable care." 

2  Wood,  Railway  Law,  1058.  iwfe  i  and 
cases  cited;  Levy  v.  Campbell  (Tex.)  April  19. 
1892;  Schouler,  Bailm.  $  652. 

The  care  that  would  be  exercised  by  "very 
cautious  persons." 

Smith  V.  Chicago  d:  A.  R.  Co.  IQS  Mo.  243; 
Story,  Bailm.  §  601;  2  Wood,  Railway  Law, 
1058,  note  1  and  cases  cited;  Matmck  v. 
Eighth  Ave.  R.  Co,  86  N.  Y.  880;  Edwards  v. 
Lord,  49  Me.  279;  Bawen  v.  New  York  Ctnt. 
R.  Co.  18  N.  Y.  408,  72  Am.  Dec.  529;  Gilsffn. 
V.  Jackson  County  Horse  R.  Co.  76  Mo.  283. 

The  defendant  was  not  engaged  in  manag- 
ing or  controlling  a  dangerous  current  of  elec- 
tricity and  the  rule  of  extreme  caution  does 
not  measure  its  responsibility. 

Kelly  V.  Manhattan  R.  ^.  8  L.  R.  A  74. 
112  N.  Y.  450;  Palmer  v.  Pennsylvania  Co.  2 
L.  R.  A.  252,  111  N.  Y.  488;  Morns  7.  New 
York  Cent.  <fc  H  R.  R.  Co.  106  N.  Y.  678; 
Lafflin  v.  Bfiffalo  d  S.  W.  R  Co,  106  N.  Y. 
136,  26  Am.  Dec.  629;  Moreland  v.  Boston  &  P. 
R,  Corp,  141  Mass.  81. 

Messrs.  James  Gleason  and  MeGiiiB» 
Sears  *  Simon,  for  respondent: 

The  motion  for  a  nonsuit  was  very  properly 
denied. 

Code,  §§  246,  247;  Grant  v.  Baker,  18  Or. 
829;  Anderson  v.  North  Pacific  Lumber  Co.  21 
Or.  281;  Herbert  v.  Dufur  (Or.)  Feb.  6, 1888. 

Where  a  telegraph  wire  is  left  swinging 
across  a  public  highway,  at  such  a  height  as 
to  obstruct  and  endanger  ordinary  travel,  each 
fact  unexplained  and  unaccounted  for,  raises 
a  presumption  of  negligence. 

Thomas  v.  Western  U,  Teleg.  Co.  100  Maw. 
156;  Dickey  v.  Maine  Teleg.  Co,  46  Me.  488; 
Thomp.  Neg.  §  24,  p.  859;  Western  W,  TeUe, 
Co,  V.  Eyser,  2  Colo.  141;  Stephens  dt  C. 
Transp,  Co.  v.  Western  U.  Teleg,  Co,  8  Ben. 
502;  Gray  v.  Boston  Gas  Light  Co,  114  3Iasai 
149,  19  Am.  Dec.  824. 

A  telephone  company  which  for  several 
weeks  permits  its  wire  to  remain  suspended 
across  a  public  highway  a  few  feet  from  the 
ground,  is  liable  to  a  traveler  who  comes  in 
contact  therewith  during  an  electrical  storm, 
and  is  inlured  by  a  discharge  of  electricity 
which  had  been  attracted  from  the  atmosphere, 
since  the  electricity  would  have  been  harmless 
except  for  the  wire. 

Sovihwestem  Teleg.  &  Teleph.  Co,  v.  Bobin- 
son,  16  L.  R.  A.  645,  2  U.  8.  Apo.  205,  50 
Fed.  Rep.  810;  United  Electric  R.  Co,  v. 
Shelton,  89  Tenn.  428. 

It  is  the  duty  of  a  telephone  company  using  a 
public  highway  for  its  poles  and  wires  to  so 
construct  and  maintain  its  line  as  net  to  incom- 
mode the  public  use  of  the  highway  for  the 
purpose  of  travel  and  transportation,  whether 
by  ordinary  vehicles,  pr  by  street  railways. 
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Central  Penniplvania  Teleph.  db  8.  Co.  v. 
mUces-Barre  <fc  W.  S,  E.  Go.  11  Pa.  Co.  Ct. 
Rep.  417;  GincinnaU  Inclined  Plane  R.  Co. 
Y.  C%  A  8.  Teleg.  A^so.  12  L.  R.  A.  584,  48 
Ohio  St  390. 

If  the  concurrent  or  successive  negligence  of 
two  persons,  combined  together,  results  in  an 
injury  to  a  third  person,  he  may  recover  dam- 
ages from  either. 

2  Thomp.  Neff.  p.  1088  et  seq.;  15«Aim.  & 
Eng.  Encyclop.  Law,  p.  440. 

Lord,  Ch.  J. ,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

This  is  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  a 
personal  injury  alleged  to  have  been  caused 
by  the  negligence  of  the  defendant  in  per- 
mitting its  wire  to  come  in  contact  with  an 
electric  wire,  whereby  it  became  heavily 
cliarged  with  electricity,  and  in  allowing 
such  wire  to  hang  down'  so  near  the  ground 
at  the  corner  of  K  and  Twenty -First  streets 
as  to  endanger  the  life  and  limb  of  those 
traveling  upon  such  streets. 

The  errors  assigned  relate  to  the  refusal  of 
the  trial  court  to  grant  a  nonsuit,  and  to  cer- 
tain instructions  given  and  refused.  Upon 
tlie  first  point  the  contention  is  that  the  evi- 
dence does  not  prove  the  cause  of  action  al- 
leged, although  it  may  be  sufficient  to  con- 
stitute a  ground  of  action,  and  consequently 
that  the  variance  is  fatal  to  the  plaintiff's 
recovery.  It  is  no  doubt  true  that  the  plain- 
tiff mast  state  the  facts  which  constitute  his 
cause  of  action,  and  that  he  cannot  state  one 
and  prove  another.  The  Code,  with  all  its 
•comprehensive  liberalitv,  will  not  admit,  as 
Sherwood,  Ch.  J.,  said,  **a  plaintiff  to  sue 
for  a  horse  and  recover  a  cow. "  Waldhier  v. 
Hannibal  db  St.  J.  R.  Co.  71  Mo.  518.  Such 
variance  is  fatal,  for  the  reason  that  the  cause 
of  action  is  unproved  in  its  entire  scope. 

The  inquiry,  then,  is  whether  the  testi- 
mony for  the  plaintiff  establishes  a  cause  of 
action  different  from  the  one  alleged.  That 
there  is  some  variation  between  the  evidence 
and  the  complaint  may  be  conceded,  but  it 
consists  only  in  matter  of  detail,  or  as  to  how 
the  injury  occurred.  There  is  no  absolute 
departure  in  the  proof  from  the  original 
theory  of  the  case.  The  point  to  which  the 
variance  relates  is  this:  The  allegation,  in 
substance,  is  that  the  plaintiff  was  walking 
along  the  sidewalk,  and  came  in  contact  witJi 
the  wire,  which,  owing  to  the  darkness,  he 
va3  unable  to  see ;  and  that  he  attempted  to 
remove  the  same  from  his  pathway,  and  in 
doing  so  he  caught  hold  of  the  wire,  and  the 
electricity  with  which  it  was  impregnated 
pasted  into  his  body,  etc.  ;  whereas  his  tes- 
timony shows  that  he  was  walkins;  along  the 
sidewalk,  and,  it  being  dark,  and,  owing  to 
the  rain,  the  pavement  slippery,  that  he 
slipped,  and  fell  on  his  elbow,  causing  his 
hat  to  fall  off,  and  some  packages  to  drop  out 
of  his  hands,  and  that  in  groping  for  his  hat 
and  packages  his  hand  came  in  contact  with 
the  wire,  "which,  being  impregnated  with 
electricity,  **  grabbed"  it,  and,  as  he  could 
not  let  go,  he  put  out  his  other  hand  to  re- 
move the  same,  when  it  **  grabbed''  that  hand, 
etc.  Plainly,  the  variation  here  is  only  of 
detail,  or  as  to  the  circumstances  under  which 


the  plaintiff  came  in  contact  with  the  wire 
and  received  the  injury.  The  elements  of 
negligence  alleged,  namely,  in  permitting 
its  wire  to  come  in  contact  with  the  elec- 
trical wire,  and  to  hang  so  near  the  ground 
as  to  endanger  life  or  limb,  are  present  in 
either  aspect  of  the  case,  or  as  much  under 
the  testimony  as  the  allegation.  Such  vari- 
ance does  not  present  a  case  where  the  cause 
of  action  is  unproved  in  its  entire  scope  and 
meaning,  within  the  construction  of  the 
Code.  Section  98,  Hill's  Code.  Hence  there 
is  not  a  failure  of  proof,  and  without  such 
failure  the  variance  is  not  fatal,  or  such  as 
would  entitle  the  defendant  to  a  judgment 
of  nonsuit. 

The  principal  ground  of  complaint  re- 
mains, however,  to  be  considered.  This  is. 
Was  the  negligence  of  the  defendant  the 
proximate  cause  of  the  injury?  There  are 
some  other  minor  questions  suggested  by  way 
of  criticism  upon  the  charge  of  the  court, 
but  the  remoteness  of  its  acts,  and  the  inter- 
vention of  other  agencies  directly  contribut- 
ing to  plaintiff's  injury,  are  relied  upon  as 
its  chief  defense.  It  was  the  failure  of  the 
court,  as  indicated  by  the  instructions  given 
and  refused,  to  properly  apply  the  law  in 
this  regard  that  constitutes  the  main  griev- 
ance of  the  defendant.  To  comprehend  the 
force  of  this  objection,  we  must  first  know 
and  understand  the  facts.  The  plaintiff  is  a 
laboring  man,  and  was  employed  by  the  gas 
company  to  shovel  coal  into  its  furnace.  On 
the  day  of  the  accident  he  guit  work  after  5 
o'clock  P.  M. ,  and  started  for  his  home,  but 
on  his  way  went  to  market,  made  some  pur- 
chases, and  went  out  G  ^treet  to  Twenty- 
First,  and,  when  passing  down  that  street, 
near  the  corner  of  K,  he  slipped  on  the  side- 
walk, and  fell  on  his  elbow,  his  hat  falling 
off,  and  the  packages  which  he  carried  flying 
out  of  his  hands.  After  he  got  up  he  groped 
for  his  .packages  and  hat,  when  his  hand 
rubbed  against  a  wire,  one  end  of  which  was 
hanging  down  over  the  sidewalk  at  the  in- 
tersection of  the  streets.  His  testimony  on 
this  point  is :  ^  My  hand  rubbed  against  this 
wire,  grasping  hold  of  me  fearfully.  I  then 
took  the  notion  to  put  up  this  hand  to  hit 
this  one  away  from  there.  It  grabbed  that 
one,  and  hela  on  to  it  fearfully.  I  could 
not  let  go ;  it  was  too  strong.  I  don't  know 
what  part  of  my  hand  catched  hold  of  it. 
My  fingers  rubbed  it  first.  It  tore  me  fear- 
fully, like  machinery  with  about  200  pounds 
of  steam.  I  was  screaming  awfully,  and 
finally  I  saw  people  around  the  sidewalk ; 
and  this  hand  after  a  while  dropped  from  the 
wire.  That  must  have  been  the  time  my  toes 
got  burned.  It  whirled  me  up  in  all  sorts 
of  shapes.  I  don't  know  how  1  was.  When 
this  hand  dropped  I  hung  on  with  it  until 
I  was  released.  After  this  hand  dropped  I 
had  no  more  memory  at  all.  I  lost  my 
senses.  I  don't  know  what  happened  after 
that."  Several  persons  hearing  his  screams 
for  help,  two  men  ran  from  J  street  to  his 
assistance,  and  one  of  them  slashed  at  the 
wire  with  his  knife,  and  received  a  severe 
shock,  but  d  id  not  sever  it.  After  some  hcsi  - 
tation,  he  slashed  it  again,  and  succeeded  in 
cutting  the  wire.    The  defendant  was  assisted 
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to  his  home  and  put  to  bed,  when  it  was 
found  that  three  toes  were  badly  burned. 
Afterwards  he  was  taken  to  the  hospital,  and 
one  toe  was  amputated  and  the  others  were 
trimmed  off.  It  was  after  6  o'clock,  and 
quite  dark,  when  the  accident  occurred,  and 
the  sidewalk  was  slippery  from  recent  rain. 
The  defendant  could  not  see  the  wire,  nor 
did  he  know  that  it  was  hanging  down  over 
the  street,  nor  that  it  was  charged  with  elec- 
tricity. The  wires  of  the  telephone  company 
were  strunfi;  on  E  street,  runninsr  east  and 
west,  and  the  wires  of  the  electriclight  com- 
pany and  the  electric  street-railway  company 
were  strung  along  Twenty-First  street,  run- 
ning north  and  south,  so  that  the  wires  of 
the  defendant  were  at  right  angles  to  the 
wires  of  the  two  electric  companies. 

The  evidence  further  shows  that  the  de- 
fendant had  an  arrangement  with  the  elec- 
tric light  company  by  which  either  might 
use  the  poles  of  the  other  upon  which  to 
string  a  wire  when  it  had  no  poles  at  the 
place,  and  only  a  short  distance  of  wire  was 
to  be  used ;  that  the  <lefendant  used  the  poles 
of  the  electric  light  company  when  wirinir 
the  residence  of  a  Mr.  Bates,  at  the  comer  6} 
H  and  Twenty-First  streets,  but  that  some 
three  months  before  the  accident  the  wire 
was  disconnected  from  the  telephone  at  his 
residence,  and  wrapped  around  the  electric 
pole,  and  made  fast  by  tying  it  on  a  bracket 
and  winding  around  the  pole  and  around  it- 
self:  that  such  wire  had  not  been  used  by 
defendant  after  it  was  so  disconnected,  nor 
had  the  company  made  any  inspection  of 
it  from  that  time  until  the  accident;  that 
during;  this  interim  the  electric  company 
chani^ed  its  i>o]es*and  wires  along  Twenty- 
First  street,  and  in  doing  so  took  down  the 
pole  belonging  to  it  upon  which  the  tele- 
phone wire  was  fastened  as  aforesaid,  coiled 
up  the  wire,  and  hung  it  on  a  pole  belong- 
ing to  the  defendant,  near  K  and  Twenty - 
First  streets,  where  the  accident  h&ppened ; 
but  that  the  defendant  had  no  knowledge 
that  the  electric  company  had  taken  down  its 
poles,  or  taken  down  its  wire,  and  hung  it 
on  the  pole  as  aforesaid.  Richard  Gardes 
testified  that  he  was  in  the  employ  of  the 
electric  li^ht  company,  and  that  on  Uie  night 
of  the  accident  he  received  a  message  by  tele- 
phone that  a  man  had  beeoi  hurt  by  an  elec- 
tric light  wire ;  that  he  went  at  once  to  the 
place  where  the  accident  occurred,  and  found 
the  wire  hanging  on  the  pole ;  that  he  cut  it 
above  the  coil ;  mat  it  was  heavily  charged 
with  electricity  by  contact  with  a  wire  be- 
longing either  to  the  electric  street  railway 
or  the  electric  light  company;  that  it  must 
have  been  the  wire  of  one  or  the  other  that 
charged  it  with  electricity,  as  there  was  no 
other  heavily  charged  wire  in  that  vicinity. 
The  evidence  further  shows  that  the  day  be- 
fore the  accident  the  wire  was  hanging  in 
the  form  of  a  coil  on  a  stick  at  the  sloe  of 
the  telephone  pole,  and  that  the  bottom  of  it 
was  two  or  three  feet  from  the  ground ;  that 
it  was  heavily  charged  with  electricity,  and 
that  one  witness,  who  touched  it  with  a  wire, 
was  thrown  to  the  ground  from  the  shock. 

Among  other  things,  the  court,  in  sub- 
stance, instructed  the  jury  that  the  question 
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here  submitted  is  ^  whether  it  was  negligeoce 
or  not  to  leave  a  wire  along  a  public  thor- 
oughfare, where  it  might  be  found  in  the 
way  of  pedestrians,  or  where  it  might  be  Ii> 
able  to  be  handled  or  interfered  with  by  boT» 
or  by  irresponsible  persons."  That  it  was 
for  them  to  determine  from  the  evidence 
"whether  or  not  there  was  a  proper  inspec- 
tion made  of  these  wires,  so  as  to  know  what 
their  condition  was,  and  to  ascertain  whether 
anybociy  had  been  interfering  with  them, 
making  them  more  dangerous  than  they  oth- 
ewise  would  be."  That  "the  fact  that  this 
company  used  the  poles  of  another  companj, 
and  the  fact  that  other  electric  companies 
had  wires  upon  the  same  street,  does  not  de- 
tract at  all  from  the  strict  requirements  which 
should  be  made  of  the  defendant  company. 
Unless  it  had  loaned  its  wire  to  the  electrical 
company,  or  the  electrical  railway  companj. 
and  placed  them  under  the  control  of  that 
company,  it  could  not  be  absolved  from  the 
duty  of  looking  after  them  and  asceitaininr 
and  knowing  what  their  condition  was,  and 
of  anticipating  and  foreseeing  what  might 
happen  in  connection  with  them ;  and  that, 
unless  you  should  find  from  the  evidence  that 
this  defendant  had  turned  over  the  use  and 
control  of  its  wires  to  these  other  companies 
on  whose  pole  this  wire  was  suspended,  you 
have  no  right  to  say  that  those  companies, 
were  liable^  and  not  this  company,  if  this 
company  was  guilty  of  any  negligence.  Un- 
less this  company  was  negligent,  there  could 
be  no  recovery  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff. 
If  you  find  that  it  was  not  guilty  of  any  neg- 
ligence, then  your  verdict  should  be  for  the 
defendant."  The  counsel  for  the  defendant 
requested  the  court  to  instruct  the  Jory  as 
follows :  "If  the  jury  finds  that  the  defend- 
ant was  not  negligent  in  leaving  its  wire  at- 
tached to  the  pole  near  Mr.  Bates'  house,  as 
it  did  leave  it,  and  that  the  wire  was  not 
dangerous  as  left  by  it,  and  could  not  and 
did  not'  become  dangerous  except  by  the  act 
or  neglect  of  some  other  person  or  company, 
the  defendant  is  not  liable ;"  but  the  court 
refused  to  charge  as  requested,  but  ga?e  it 
with  the  following  modification:  "I  give 
you  that  in  connection  with  the  general  in- 
struction which  I  gave  you  that  the  defend- 
ant must  have  parted  with  the  control  of  its- 
wires  in  order  to  be  exonerated  by  the  reason 
of  the  negligent  act  of  some  other  person.  "^ 
The  defendant  also  requested  the  court  to- 
charge  that  "  it  is  claimed  by  the  defendant 
that  It  placed  its  wires  in  a  safe  and  secure 
position,  and  that  it  did  not  become  danger- 
ous except  by  the  acts  and  omissions  of  oth- 
ers, without  its  knowledge  or  consent.  If 
you  find  this  Is  true,  the  defendant  is  not  li- 
able, unless  the  interveninff  acts  or  omissions^ 
of  such  other  persons  should  have  been  con- 
templated and  guarded  against  by  the  defend- 
ant as  consequences  likely  to  follow,  and 
which  might  have  been  reasonably  antici- 
pated." And  again :  "If  it  was  not  negli- 
gent in  leaving  the  wire  as  it  did,  it  is  not 
liable,  unless  it  could  have  reasonably  fore- 
seen that  some  one  would  ti^e  down  the  wire, 
and  place  it  where  it  injured  the  plaintiff, 
and  that  it  might  come  in  contact  with  some 
other  electric  wire  that  was  charged  with  a 
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current  of  electricity  that  would  make  it 
dangerous. "  And  again  :  **  Even  if  the  de- 
fendant had  left  its  wire  coiled  up  or  hang- 
ing over  the  sidewalk,  so  that  pedestrians 
might  come  in  contact  with  it,  it  would  not 
be  liable  for  damages  to  the  plaintiff  for  in- 
jury sustained  by  an  electric  shock  from  the 
wire  unless  the  fact  that  the  wire  left  there 
was  the  immediate  or  proximate  cause  of  the 
injury,  the  wire  not  by  itself  beinff  danger- 
ously charged  with  electricity,  and  becoming 
80  charged  only  by  intermediate  circumstan- 
ces, namely,  that  of  interfering  with  or  cross- 
ing some  heavily  charged  wire,"  etc.  The 
court  refused  to  so  instruct  the  jury,  and  to 
its  rulings  thereon  the  defendant  duly  ex- 
cepted. 

It  appears  from  the  instructions  that  the 
theory  of  the  law  as  applied  to  the  facts  by 
the  trial  court  was  that  it  is  negligence  to 
allow  a  wire,  which,  from  its  environment, 
is  liable  to  become  charged  with  electricity, 
to  hang  over  the  street  at  such  a  height  as  to 
obstruct  and  endanger  ordinary  travel.  That 
it  was  the  duty  of  the  defenaant,  owing  to 
the  location  of  its  wire  and  the  use  of  the 
poles  of  the  electric  light  company,  to  look 
after  it,  and  see  that  it  was  in  proper  condi- 
tion, and  that,  when  the  wire  was  discon- 
nected from  the  Bates  residence,  if,  instead 
of  taking  down  the  wire,  the  company  chose 
to  hang  It  upon  the  electric  pole,  the  duty 
still  devolved  upon  it  to  take  care  of  such 
wire,  and  that  this  was  a  continuing  duty, 
from  which  it  would  not  be  absolved  unless 
it  had  parted  from  the  control  of  its  wire  to 
the  electric  companies.  This  requirement 
imposed  upon  the  defendant  the  ooligation 
of  looking  after  and  ascertaining  the  condi- 
tion of  its  wire,  and  of  anticipating  or  fore- 
seeing results  which  were  likely  to  liappen 
hy  reason  of  its  connection  or  location  as  to 
the  electric  wires  so  as  to  avoid  liability  to 
danger  arising  therefrom.  In  this  view  of 
the  law,  the  taking  up  of  the  pole  by  the 
electric  light  company  and  lianging  the  de- 
fendant's wire  upon  its  pole  at  the  intersec- 
tion of  E  and  Twenty-First  streets  would  not 
authorize  the  jury  to  find  that  the  electric 
companies  were  liable,  and  not  the  defend- 
ant, if  it  was  negligent  in  not  removing  its 
wire  when  it  ceased  to  use  it  at  the  Bates 
Tssidenoe.  It  is  earnestly  insisted  by  counsel 
that  this  view  of  the  law  is  a  wrons  concep- 
tion of  the  defendant's  duty,  for  the  reason 
that  it  makes  the  company  liable  for  the 
wrongful  acts  of  third  persons  in  taking 
down  the  wire  and  hanging  it  on  the  ^ole 
where  it  became  charged  with  electricity, 
which  he  claims,  are  uie  responsible  causes 
of  the  injury.  This  is  based  on  the  assump- 
tion that  thei«  intervened  between  the  negli- 
gence of  the  defendant,  if  any  there  was,  and 
the  injury  to  the  plaintiff,  an  independent, 
adequate  cause  of  the  injury,  namely,  the 
wrongful  act  of  the  electric  company,  which 
was  the  proximate  cause  of  the  in  j  ury .  W  hat 
is  the  proximate  cause  of  the  injury  is  ordi- 
narily a  Question  for  the  jury.  It  is  only 
when  the  facts  are  undisputed  that  it  becomes 
a  quMtion  for  the  court.  Wherever,  there- 
fore, there  is  any  doubt,  the  question  of 
proximate  cause  should  be  submitted  to  a 


jury  to  be  decided  as  a  matter  of  fact  accord- 
ing to  the  circumstances  of  the  case.  To- 
warrant  a  jury  in  finding  that  negligence  ia 
the  proximate  cause  of  the  injury  it  must 
appear  that  the  injury  was  the  natural  and 
probable  consequence  of  the  negligence,  and 
that  it  oueht  to  have  been  foreseen  in  th& 
light  of  the  attending  circumstances.  Mil- 
waukee  A  St.  F.  R.  Go.  v.  ReUogg,  W  U.  S. 
475,  24  L.  ed.  259.  The  question,  therefore, 
whether  the  stretching  of  the  defendant 'a 
wire  on  the  electric  poles  instead  of  its  own 
poles,  and  whether  the  omission  of  the  de- 
fendant to  remove  the  same  when  it  ceased 
to  use  it  at  the  Bates  residence,  was  negli- 
gence, and,  if  it  was,  whether  the  intervening 
act  of  the  electric  company  and  its  conse- 
quences were  such  as  could  have  been  reason- 
ably anticipated  and  guarded  airainst  by  the- 
defendant,  was  for  the  iury  to  determine  in 
the  1  ight  of  the  facts  and  circumstances.  The 
record  discloses  that  the  electric  light  com- 
pany ffave  the  defendant  permission  to  use 
its  poles  upon  which  to  string  its  wire  when 
the  defendant  needed  them  to  connect  its  wire 
to  a  residence  where  it  had  no  poles.  When 
the  defendant  disconnected  its  wire  from  the 
telephone  at  Bates'  residence  it  had  no  longer 
any  need  to  use  the  electric  poles,  and  the  per- 
mission or  license  given  to  use  them  ceased, 
or  was  at  an  end,  and  necessarily  the  defend- 
ant ought  to  have  removed  its  wire  from  the 
electric  poles;  and  if  it  did  not  do  so,  but 
coiled  and  hung  it  on  one  of  them,  where  it 
had  no  right  to  be,  the  defendant  was  bound 
to  look  after  it,  and  to  expect,  if  it  failed  to- 
do  so,  that  the  electric  company  would  re- 
move it  when  such  wire  incommoded  that 
company,  or  its  business  required  the  re- 
moval of  its  poles,  as  did  happien.  The  jury^ 
found  that  the  stretchine  of  the  wire  upon 
the  electric  poles  was  dangerous,  and  that 
the  omission  of  the  defendant  to  remove  it, 
when  it  disconnected  the  same  from  the  Bates, 
residence,  and  ceased  to  use  it,  was  negli- 
gence, and  that  the  intervening  act  of  the 
electric  company  and  its  consequences  could 
have  been  foreseen  as  likely  to  happen,  or 
possibly  to  follow,  from  leaving  the  wire 
colled  and  hung  upon  the  electric  pole  near 
the  Bates  residence,  and  necessarily  that  the 
defendant  was  responsible  for  its  wire  being- 
coiled  and  hung  upon  its  own  pole  at  the  in- 
tersection of  K  and  Twenty -First  streets. 
This  responsibility  is  based  on  the  principle 
that  if  the  defendant,  instead  of  removing  its 
wire,  cbose  to  hang  it  upon  the  electric  pole, 
where  it  had  no  right  to  be,  it  was  bound  te 
look  after  it,  and  that,  if  the  defendant  had 
done  so,  it  would  have  discovered  the  re- 
moval of  the  same,  and  its  condition,  so  that 
the  injury  might  have  been  avoided,  and 
consequently  that  the  company  must  be  taken 
to  have  foreseen  as  likely  to  happen,  or  pos- 
sibly to  follow,  the  consequences  which  re- 
sulted from  its  omission  to  remove  the  wire 
when  it  was  disconnected  from  the  telephone 
at  the  Bates  residence.  This  is  in  accordance 
with  the  rule  that  a  person  guilty  of  negli- 
gence or  an  omission  of  duty  ''should  be  held 
responsible  for  all  the  consequences  which 
a  prudent  and  experienced  man,  fully  ac- 
I  quainted  with  all  the  circumstances  which 
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In  fact  existed,  whether  they  could  have  been 
ascertained  by  reasonable  diligence  or  not, 
would  have  thought  at  the  time  of  the  ne^li- 
^ent  act  reasonably  possible  to  follow  if  they 
nad  been  suggested  to  his  mind. "  Shearm. 
&  Redf.  Neg.  §  29.  But  this  phase  of  the 
case  is  met  with  the  argument  that  the  tele- 
phone wire  itself  is  not  dangerous,  and  that 
the  main  or  efficient  cause  of  the  injury  was 
the  electric  current  from  the  wires  of  the 
electric  companies,  with  the  production  of 
which  the  defendant  had  nothing  to  do.  In 
other  words,  that,  if  the  defendant  was  neg- 

.  ligent,  it  was  the  dangerous  force  of  electric- 
ity which  intervened,  and  with  the  produc- 
tion of  which  the  plaintiff  had  nothing  to  do, 
that  communicated  the.  injury  to  plaintiff, 
and  therefore  it  was  the  proximate  cause  of 
the  iniury.  It  is  no  doubt  true  that  where 
there  is  negligence,  and  injuiy  following  it, 
and  there  is  also  an  intermediate  cause,  dis- 
connected from  the  negligence,  and  the  opera- 
tion of  this  cause  produces  the  injury,  the 
person  guilty  of  the  negligence  cannot  be 
held  responsible  for  the  iniury.  The  inqiiiry 
must  always  be  whether  there  was  any  inter- 
mediate cause  disconnected  from  the  primary 
fault,  and  self- operating,  which  produced 
the  injury.  Milwaukee  A  St.  P.  R.  Go.  v. 
Kellogg,  supra.  If  the  intervening  cause  and 
Its  probable  consequence  be  such  as  could 
reasonably  have  been  anticipated  by  the  orig- 
inal wrongdoer,  the  causal  connection  be- 
tween the  wrongful  act  and  the  injury  is  not 
broken,  and  the  defendant  is  liable  for  the 
injury.     In  White  Sewing  Macli.  Co.  v.  Biich- 

.  ier,  2  Ind.  App.  334,  it  is  said:  "Interven- 
ing agencies  sometimes  interrupt  the  current 
.of  responsible  connection  between  negligent 
acts  and  injuries,  but  as  a  rule  these  agen- 
.cies,  in  order  to  accomplish  such  result,  must 
.entirely  supersede  the  original  culpable  act, 
and  be  in  themselves  responsible  for  the  in- 
jury, and  must  be  of  such  a  character  that 
they  could  not  have  been  foreseen  or  antici- 
pated bv  the  original  wrongdoer.  If  it  re- 
quired both  agencies  to  prcxluce  the  result, 
or  if  both  contributed  thereto  as  concurrent 
forces,  the  presence  and  assistance  of  one  will 
not  exculpate  the  other,  because  it  would 
•still  be  an  efficient  cause  of  the  injury. *' 
The  intermediate  cause  must  supersede  the 
original  wrongful  act  or  omission,  and  be 
sufficient  of  itself  to  stand  as  the  cause  of 
plaintiff's  injurv,  to  relieve  the  original 
wrongdoer  from  liability.  **  One  of  the  most 
valuable  of  the  criteria  furnished  u»  by  the 

:authorities, **  3fr.  Justice  MiUer  said,  "is  to 
ascertain  whether  any  new  cause  has  inter- 
vened between  the  fact  accomplished  and  the 
alleged  ^ause.  If  a  new  force  or  power  has 
intervened  of  itself  sufficient  as  the  cause  of 

•ithe  misfortune,  the  other  must  be  considered 

.as  too  remote. "    Louisiana  Mut.  Ins.  Co,  v. 

Tweed,  74  U.  S.  7  Wall.  52,  19  L.   ed.  67. 

There  is  no  claim  that  the  wires  of  the 

.companies  transmitting  electrical  power  were 
not  m  tlieir  proper  position,  or  that  the  com- 
panies were  negligent  in  the  use  of  their 
wires.  We  must  take  it,  upon  the  facts  as 
disclosed  by  this  record,  that  their  wires 
wore  where  they  had  a  right  to  be,  and  were 
not  an  obstruction,  endangering  the  life  or 


limb  of  any  one  traveling  along  the  street. 
It  was  the  telephone  wire,  suspended  on  a 
pole,  as  shown  by  the  evidence,  that  fur- 
nished the  means  by  which  the  currents  of 
electricity  passing  over  the  electric  comp&> 
nies'  wires  were  diverted  and  conducted  so 
close  to  the  ground  as  to  render  passaee  aloof 
the  public  thoroughfare  exceedingly  dao- 
eerous.  As  a  consequence,  it  was  the  de- 
fendant's wire  so  hanging  upon  the  pole  that 
furnished  the  means  by  which  the  electrical 
current  was  communicated  to  and  injured  the 
plaintiff.  It  is  true  that  the  electrical  cur- 
rent was  a  new  power  which  intervened,  and 
with  the  production  of  which  the  defendant 
had  nothing  to  do,  but  it  was  harmless,  or 
could  not  nave  been  communicated  to  the 

Slaintiff,  but  for  the  suspended  wire  of  the 
efendant.  As  an  intermediate  cause  it  was 
connected  with  the  primary  fault,  and  not 
self -operating,  and  therefore  is  not  sufficient 
itself  to  stand  as  the  cause  of  plaintiff's  in- 
jury. The  language  of  Mr.  Justice  Bruce 
clearly  illustrates  this  point :  "To  say  that 
the  agencv  of  the  telephone  wire  in  the  pro- 
duction oi  the  injury  was  inferior  to  that  of 
the  electric  current,  which  Was  the  main 
cause,  is  not  satisfactory.  It  is,  in  fact  to 
admit  that  the  company's  displaced  wire  fur- 
nished the  means  by  which  the  dangerous 
force  was  communicated  to  and  injured  the 
defendant  in  error.  True,  tt  was  a  new  force 
of  power  which  intervened,  with  the  produc- 
tion of  which  the  telephone  compsny  had 
nothing  to  do,  but  upon  fiiis  point,  in  Louu/i- 
ana  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Tioeed,  741'.  8.  7  Wall. 
52,  19  L.  ed.  67,  the  court  says :  *  If  a  new 
force  or  power  has  intervened,  of  itself  suffi- 
cient to  stand  as  the  cause  of  the  misfortune, 
the  other  must  be  considered  as  too  remote. ' 
The  new  force  of  power  here  would  have  been 
harmless  but  for  the  displaced  wire,  and  the 
fact  that  the  wire  took  on  a  new  force,  with 
the  creation  of  which  the  company  was  not 
responsible,  vet  it  contributed  no  less  di- 
rectly to  the  injury  on  that  account "   South- 


ury 
!  Tt 


western  Teleg.  <£  Teieph.  Go.  v.  Robinson.  2 
U.  8.  App.  205,  50  Fed.  Rep.  818,  16  L  R 
A.  545. 

It  thus  appears  that  the  defendant's  negli- 
gence was  the  primary  and  proximate  cause 
of  the  injury.  In  view  of  this  result  the 
other  errors  assigned  are  of  little  importance, 
and  not  such  as  would  authorize  the  reversal 
of  the  case. 

It  results  that  ths  judgment  must  be  afinned. 

A  petition  for  rehearing  was  siibeequently 
granted  after  which  on  January  8,  189i 
Lord,  67i.  </. ,  on  behalf  of  the  court  delivered 
the  following  opinion : 

The  suspended  telephone  wire,  while  it 
was  charged  with  electricity  from  contact 
with  the  electric  wire,  was  not  less  danger- 
ous than  the  electric  wire  itself  would  hate 
been,  similarly  suspended  as  to  the  street. 
It  was  this  condition  of  affairs  that  led  the 
court,  in  its  charge,  to  refer  to  electricity  gen^* 
erally  as  a  "subtle  and  dangerous  agency/ 
which  required  the  "utmost  caution  to  cod- 
trol."  As  the  telephone  wire  was  liable  to 
become  charged  with  such  dangerous  agent, 
and  thus  to  become  dangerous  to  the  travel- 
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Ing  i>ublic,  the  duty  of  inspecting  and  as- 
<%rtainiDg  the  condition  of  the  wires,  and 
whether  there  was  any .  interference  making 
them  more  dangerous  than  they  otherwise 
would  be,  was  necessarily  involved.  In  view 
-of  these  circumstances,  the  degree  of  care  im- 
posed was  commensurate  with  the  daLger. 
''Due  care  is  a  degree  of  care  corresponding 
to  the  danger  involved. "  Cooley,  Torts.  It 
is  DOt  the  same  in  all  cases.  The  term  is 
relative,  and  its  application  depends  on  the 
situation  of  the  parties,  and  the  degree  of 
care  and  vigilance  which  the  circumstances 
reasonably  impose.  W^here  the  danger  is 
great,  a  high  degree  of  care  is  necessary,  and 
the  failure  to  observe  it  is  a  want  of  ordinary 
care  under  the  circumstances.  Hence,  a  wire 
liable  to  be  charged  with  an  agency  so  dan- 
gerous and  difficult  to  manage,  while  so  lo- 
•cated,  needed  to  be  looked  after  with  that 
degree  of  care  and  vigilance  as  would  guard 
the  public  against  liability  to  accident  from 


it.  The  court  then  said :  ^'The  question  is 
here  submitted  to  you  whether  it  was  negli- 
gence or  not  to  leave  a  wire  along  a  public 
U)oroughfare  where  it  might  be  found  in  the 
way  of  pedestrians,  or  where  it  mieht  be  lia- 
ble to  be  handled  and  interfered  with  by 
boys  or  by  irresponsible  persons. "  It  further 
added:  ** 'Negligence,*  in  cases  of  this 
kind,  mealis  the  doing  of  some  act  which  a  • 
cautious  and  prudeni  man  would  not  do.  or 
the  neglecting  to  do  some  act  which  a  cau- 
tious and  prudent  man  would  not  neglect. 
Applying  those  definitions  to  this  case,  the 
inouiry  to  be  solved  by  you  is,  What  did  this 
defendant  do  that  a  cautious  and  prudent  man 
would  not  have  done,  in  connection  with  the 
wire  which  has  been  described  to  you  in  the 
testimony,  and  which  is  mentioned  in  the 
pleadings?"  Those  instructions,  taken  in 
connection  with  the  instructions  referred  to 
in  the  main  opinion,  we  think  fairly  present 
the  law  governing  the  case. 
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1«  PorduMers  of  aAluidiTided  interest 
in  timber  ftvaa  tensuits  in  common  of 

the  land,  altbougrh  not  entitled  to  a  partition  of 
the  timber,  may,  in  equity,  enforce  a  partitioQ 
of  the  land,  setting  off  the  parcel  on  which  the 
timber  will  belong  to  them,  even  if,  by  subse- 
quent conveyances,  the  whole  title  to  the  land 
has  been  acquired  by  one  person. 

2.  A  deed  of  etanding  timber  to  be  re- 
moved within  ten  years  passes  the  title  and 
does  not  constitute  a  mere  license  to  talte  off 
chattels  within  the  time  hmited.     . 

3*  The  omiMdon  to  mention  the  state 
where  the  lands  are  sitoated  in  an  in- 
strument purporting  to  sell  standing  timber  will 
not  destroy  ibe  effect  of  the  record  as  notice  al- 
though the  Instrument  is  executed  in  another 
state  If  it  is  properly  acknowledged  and  recorded 
in  the  county  where  the  lands  are  situated  and 
the  record  titie  there  stands  in  the  name  of  the 
grantor. 

4.  Reeording  an  instrument  purport- 
iBfirto  convey  standincT  timber  in  a 
bo<ik  ceJled  **  miscellaneons  records  ** 

will  not  prevent  its  being  constructive  notice  to 
the  world  of  the  rights  of  the  purchaser,  if  the 
record  is  properly  indexed  and  there  is  nothing 
to  prevent  the  register  from  providing  such  a 
book. 

{Grants  J.,  diasenls  from  proposiliMn  1.) 

(December  2Se.  1893.) 

APPEAL  bv  complainant  from  a  decree  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Manistee  County  in 
favor  ot  defendants  in  a  proceeding  brought 


to  compel  partition  of  certain  lands  so  as  to 
permit  complainants  to  obtain  timber  which 
they  had  purchased  from  certain  of  the  tenants 
in  common.    Reverted, 

The  facts  are  stated  In  the  opinion. 

Messrs,  P.  W.  Niskern  and  C.  W,  See* 
sions*  for  complainants: 

The  timber  deed  to  complainants  Torrent, 
Haines  &  Company  and  the  record  thereof  are 
good  and  valid. 

The  question  of  record  is  always  one  of  no- 
tice. A  conveyance  need  never  be  recorded 
as  between  the  parties  nor  as  to  parties  having 
full  notice. 

Battershall  v.  Stephens,  84  Mich.  68;  Stetson 
V.  Cook,  89  Mich.  750. 

The  deed  being  duly  executed  and  acknowl- 
edged, and  being  a  conveyance  of  an  interest 
in  lands,  within  the  clear  decisions  of  the  su- 
preme court,  and  the  express  terms  of  the 
statute  has  every  effect  as  such  record  that  it 
could  have  if  it  were  an  ordinary  deed  in  the 
book  of  deeds. 

RusseU  V.  Myers,  82  Mich.  623;  Johnson  v. 
Moore,  28  Mich.  3;  How.  Anno.  Stat.  §§  5680, 
5685. 

Such  timber  deeds  are  not  void  in  Michigan. 

Campau  v.  Godfrey,  18  Mich.  34,  100  Am. 
Dec.  188;  Bvtlerv,  Boys,  25  Mich.  58.  12  Am. 
Rep.  218;  Fitch  v.  Boyer,  51  Tex.  836.  See 
also  White  v.  Sayre,  2  Ohio,  110;  Oreen  v.  Ar- 
nold, 11  R.  1.  864,  28  Am.  Rep.  466;  Whitton 
V.  Whitton,  88  N.  H.  127,  75  Am.  Dec.  168; 
Duncan  v.  Sylvester,  16  Me.  888;  Bamhart  v. 
Campbell,  50  Mo.  597;  Cameron  v.  Thurmond, 
56  Tex.  82;  Arnold  v.  Cauhle,  49  Tex.  538; 
Boggess  v.  Meredith,  16  W.  Va.  1;  Ballou  v. 
Hale,  47  N.  H.  847,  98  Am.  Dec.  488;  McKey 
V.  Welch,  22  Tex.  890;  l)orn  v.  Dunliam,  24 
Tex.  866;  Good  v.  Coombs,  28  Tex.  84;  Stark 
V.  Barrett,  15  Cal.  362;  Gates  v.  Salmon,  35 


Nont— The  decision  that  purchasers  of  an  un- 
divided interest  in  timber  from  tenants  in  common 
of  the  land  may  compel  a  partition  of  the  land  Irf 
order  that  tbeir  interest  in  the  timber  may  be  fixed 
^L.  R.A. 


is  one  of  very  great  Importance,  and  we  believe 
marks  one  more  step  in  the  enlargement  of  equi- 
table remedies  to  meet  the  necessities  of  a  situa- 
tion. 
41 
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Cal.  576,  95  Am.  Dec.  189;  Sutter  v.  San 
Fra7ici9Co  City  and  County,  36  Cal.  115;  Pren- 
tiss V.  Case,  7  Ohio,  pt.  2,  p.  129;  Treon  v. 
Emericky  6  Ohio.  891;  Dennison  v.  Foster.  9 
Ohio,  126;  Robinett  v.  Preston,  2  Rob.  (Va.) 
278;  Crook  Y.  VandewortA^'Seh.  605;  Markoev. 
Wakeman,  107  111.  268;  Worthimtony.  Staun- 
ton, 16  W.  Va.  208;  Crocker  v.  Tiffany,  9R.  I. 
'505;  Freem.  Coten.  §  200. 

As  to  the  pretended  conyevaDce  of  the  tim- 
ber by  Mee  and  Seymour  to  Hart,  the  grantors 
did  not  own  the  timber  and  knew  they  did  not. 
Grantee  knew  it  also.  There  is  no  contract 
unless  the  parties  thereto  assent;  and  they  must 
assent  to  the  same  thing  in  the  same  sense. 

1  Parsons,  Cont  *475;  Barlow  v.  Scott,  24 
N.  Y.  40. 

One  relying  upon  a  contract  must  show  that 
the  minds  of  the  parties  met. 

Ferguson  v.  Eemingitay,  88  Mich.  159;  Kel- 
ler V.  Holderman,  11  Mich.  248;  Woods  v. 
Ayres,  89  Mich.  852,  88  Am.  Rep.  896. 

If  there  is  a  part,  or  a  condition,  upon  which 
the  minds  of  the  parties  did  not  meet,  the 
whole  contract  becomes  inoperative  and  void. 

1  Parsons,  Cont.  ♦477;  TutOe  v.  Love,  7 
Johns.  470;  Vassar  v.  Camp,  11  N.  Y.  441; 
PsUier  v.  Collins,  8  Wend.  459,  20  Am.  Dec. 
711. 

If  the  transaction  was  wholly  a  mistake  and 
misunderstanding  of  fact,  the  parties  equi- 
tably entitled  to  relief  should  have  it. 

Even  if  the  mistake  were  one  of  law,  the 
parties  with  clean  hands,  who  have  paid  their 
money,  and  can  otherwise  have  no  relief,  are 
not  precluded  because  of  such  mistake. 

Hunt  V.  Rousmanier,  21 U.  8.  8  Wheat.  215, 
5  L.  ed.  599. 

Where  the  mistake  of  law  is  occasioned  by 
fraud,  imposition,  or  misrepresentation,  a 
party  suffering  thereby  may  have  relief  in 
equity. 

Ladd  V.  Rice,  57  N.  H.  874;  Brown  v.  Rice, 
26  Gratt.  467;  Bardigree  v.  MitcJium,  51  Ala. 
151;  Whelan*s  App.  70  Pa.  410;  Ooodenow  v. 
Ewer,  16  Cal.  470,  76  Atn.  Dec.  540;  Spurrv. 
Home  Ins.  Co.  40  Minn.  426;  Anderson  v.  Ty- 
dings,  8  Md.  427,  63  Am.  Dec.  708,  and  noUs. 

The  acts  and  position  of  Benedict  and  Hart, 
as  now  claimed  by  them,  are  surely  both  an 
"imposition  "and  "  fraud"  upon  tfieir  grant- 
ors, and  especially  upon  the  rights  of  those 
who  had  paid  for  the  timber,  to  their  knowl- 
edge. 

OriswoldY.  Hazard,  141 U.  8.  260,  85  L.  ed. 
678:  Green  Bay  <Sh  M.  Canal  Co.  v.  Hewitt,  62 
Wis.  837.  See  also  SUbar  v.  Ryder,  63  Wis. 
108;  Hagenah  v.  Oeffert,  78  Wis.  641. 

Those  who  take  by  quitclaim  deed  are  not 
bona  fide  purchasers  and  only  take  the  interest 
which  their  grantor  had. 

Peters  v.  Cartier,  80  Mich.  124.  See  also 
Johnson  v.  Williams,  87  Kan.  179,  and  cases 
there  cited. 

The  sale  of  the  timber  to  Torrent,  Haines  & 
Company  was  a  sale  of  an  interest  in  land. 

Russell  v.  Myers,  82  Mich.  528;  Johnson  v. 
Moore,  28  Mich.  8. 

In  Benedict  v.  Torrent,  11  L.  R.  A.  278,  88 
Mich.  186,  this  court  explicitly  holds  that  it 
conveyed  to  Torrent,  Haines  &  Co.  all  the  title- 
which  Mee  and  Seymour  had  in  the  timber 
upon  the  land.  The  title  to  the  timber  is 
22  L.  R.  A. 


passed  absolutely  by  the  terms  of  tbe  deed, 
and  the  license  is  &  mere  condition  subsequent. 

Williams  Y.  Flood,  63  Mich.  487  and  cases 
cited;  Haskell  y,  Ayres,  85  Mich.  90;  Mnm 
V.  Jdbore,  28  Mich.  4;  Spalding  v.  Archibald, 
52  Mich.  868,  50  Am.  Rep.  258. 

The  deed  is  only  to  be  treated  as  void  so  far 
as  it  injuriously  affects  the  cotenants,  aad  is 
good  against  the  grantor  and  those  claiming 
under  him. 

McKey  v.  Welch,22  Tex.  800. 

One  claiming  title  to  land  is  chargeable  with 
notice  of  every  matter  affecting  tbe  estate 
which  appears  on  the  face  of  any  deed  io  bis 
chain  of  title,  and  of  every  matter  he  would 
have  learned  by  any  inquiry  suggesied  bj  tbe 
recitals  in  any  such  deed. 

RollY,Rea,60l!i.J.  L.  264. 

A  quitclaim  deed  passes  no  title  as  against 
the  grantor's  prior,  though  unrecorded,  cod- 
veyance. 

Pastel  V.  Palmer  (Iowa)  March  9,  1887. 

A  purchaser  who  acquires  his  title  by  a  quit- 
claim deed  cannot  be  regarded  as  a  bona  fide 
purchaser  without  notice,  but  takes  only  socb 
title  as  the  grantor  can  lawfully  convey." 

McAdow  V.  Black,  6  Mont.  601 ;  Peters  v.  Car- 
tier,  80  Mich.  124;  Partridge  v.  Hemenmy,  «► 
Mich.  454;  Wines  v.  Woods,  109  Ind.  291;  Snmt- 
den  V.  T^ler,  21  Neb.  199;  Johnson  v.  WU- 
liams,  87  Kan.  179;  Tram  Lumber  Go.  v.  Ban- 
cock,  70  Tex.  812;  CNciU  v.  Seixas,  85  Ala.  80; 
Bradford  v.  Carpenter,  18  Colo.  80:  Hope  v. 
Blair,  105  Mo.  85;  Hersey  v.  Lambert,  5^ 
Minn.  878;  American  Mortg.  Co.  v.  Hutekin 
son,  19  Or.  834;  Putnam  v.  Russdl,  86  Micb. 
889. 

Mr.  E.  E.  Benediet»  for  appellees: 

There  is  no  law  making  this  medley  called 
miscellaneous  records  evidence  to  be  read  in 
any  court.  A  book  not  authorized  by  law  is 
not  admissible  In  evidence  when  there  is  bo 
law  requiring  it  to  be  kept  or  declaring  it  to  be 
in  evidence. 

Smith  V.  Lawrence,  12  Mich.  481;  BarMrd 
V.  Campau,  29  Mich.  162. 

A  record  in  an  unauthorized  book  is  not  con- 
structive notice.  For  example  the  record  of 
a  deed  absolute  on  its  face,  but  intended  as  se- 
curity for  a  debt,  must  be  recorded  according 
to  its  true  import,  and  its  record  as  a  deed  is 
void  and  is  not  constructive  notice  for  any 
purpose. 

Brown  v.  Dean,  3  Wend.  208:  Bey  v.  Dun- 
ham, 2  .fohns.  Ch.  182,  1  L.  ed.  840;  Jftwt*- 
factvrers  dbM.  Bank  v.  Bank  of  Pmnsjfltania. 
7  Watts  &  S.  885,  42  Am.  Dec.  240;  Jaqtutv. 
Weeks,  7  Watts,  261;  Edwards  v.  TrumbuU,  50 
Pa.  509;  Jackson  v.  Van  Valkenburdi,  8  Cow. 
260;  Purdy  v.  Huntington,  42  N.  T.  334,  1 
Am.  Rep.  582. 

The  irregular  registration  of  a  deed  is  not 
notice.  As  where  the  instrument  is  autborized 
by  law  to  be  recorded,  but  is  actually  record- 
ed without  authority.     ' 

Biles  V.  AOee,  80  Wis.  219;  HodqsonY.  ButU. 
7  U.  S.  8  Cranch.  140,  2  L.  ed.  891:  i>e  ITiYf 
V.  Moulton,  17  Me.  418;  Oiddings Y.Smith,  15 
Vt  344;  Duncan  v.  Dufican,  1  Watts.  322: 
Tidd,  Pr.  ^URusfiin  v.  Shields,  11  Ga.  638. 56 
^m.  Dec.  486. 

No  presumption  of  notice  arises  from  the 
record  of  an  instrument  unless  it  is  recorded 
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by  authority  of  law  and  unless  that  authority 
has  been  duly  and  fully  pursued. 

Tillman  ▼.  Gowand,  12  Smedes  &  M.  262. 

The  court,  in  Benedict  v.  Torrent,  11  L.  R. 
A.  278, 83  Mich.  186,  says:  ''It  is  well  set- 
tled that  they  (Torrent,  Haines  &  Co.)  could 
not  become  purchasers  of  Mee  &  Seymour  of 
any  interest  in  the  land  to  the  prejudice  of  their 
cotenants. 

One  tenant  in  common  has  no  right  over  the 
property  of  his  cotenant. 

Clow  y.  Flummer,  85  Mich.  560;  Freem.  Ck>- 
ten.  §  251;  ElweUy.  Burmide,  44  Barb.   447. 

Only  such  timber  is  conveyed  as  shall  be  cut 
and  removed  within  ten  years.  No  timber  has 
yet  been  cut  and  removed,  consequently  no 
title  has  yet  passed  to  anv  timber. 

Baakeil  v.  Ayres,  82  Mich.  98;   WiUiams  v. 

Flood,  e&mch.  4sn, 

Lioeose  to  enter  on  land  and  cut  timber, 
without  the  consent  of  all  parties  in  Interest, 
is  license  to  commit  waste,  and  waste  is  made 
l^  the  statute  unlawful  in  a  cotenant. 

How.  Anno.  Stat.  §§  7942,  7956. 

An  easement  given  by  a  tenant  in  common 
is  void  as  to  the  other  cotenants  who  have  not 
consented  thereto. 

2  Wait,  Act  &  Def .  666;  8  Kent,  Com.  486; 
Bftkhison  v.  Chaee,  89  Me.  508,  68  Am.  Dec. 
645. 

If  one  tenant'ln  common  of  land  ousts  his 
cotenant,  the  latter  may  maintain  ejectment. 

GoodtitU  V.  Tombe,  8  Wils.  118;  Braeketi  v. 
Korerost,  1  Me.  89. 

A  deed  by  a  cotenant  of  a  whole  or  a  part, 
without  anjr  words  to  indicate  the  passing  of  an 
undivided  interest,  is  void. 

Boffgeg  V.  Meredith,  16  W.  Va.  27. 

A  tenant  in  common  may  demise  or  convey 
an  undivided  share,  but  a  demise  of  a  specific 
portion,  as  ''west  half,"  is  void. 

8kepard9on  v.  BatUand,  28  Wis.  108;  Dun- 
can V.  8»lw^r,  24  Me.  482,  41  Am.  Dec.  400;. 
Smith  V.  Benmn,  9  Vt.  138,  81  Am.  Dec.  614. 

As  the  act  licensed  is  contrary  to  the  prohi- 
bition of  the  statute  the  license  must  be  void 
and  cannot  be  the  basis  of  an  estoppel. 

Everyone  dealing  with  a  cotenant  must  be 
held  to  understand  the  law.  He  cannot  base 
a  right  on  his  ignorance  and  disregard  of  it. 

It  is  essential  to  an  estoppel  that  the  person 
relying  on  it  should  be  misled. 

bifler  V.  Brubaker,  82  Pa.  498,  91  Am.  Dea 
177. 

The  grantee  who  claims  estoppel  must  not 
only  be  ignorant  of  the  true  state  of  the  title, 
but  also  of  an  J  convenient  and  available 
means  of  acquiring  that  knowledge. 

Brant  v.  Virginia  Goal  dt  Iron  Go.  98  U.  S. 
328.  23  L.  ed.  927. 

In  Duncan  v.  Sylvester,  mpra,  it  was  held 
that  a  conveyance  by  metes  and  bounds  of  a 
portion  of  the  common  estate  by  one  tenant 
in  common  is  void  and  not  merely  voidable  at 
the  election  of  a  cotenant. 

Bo»ton  FrankliniU  Co,  v,  Gondit,  19  N.  J. 
Bq.  394;  Mabie  v.  Matteeon,  17  Wis.  1. 

The  person  granting  an  easement  must  be 
sole  tenant  and  not  a  tenant  in  common.  For 
the  lights  of  the  tenants  being  equal,  the 
grantee  would  gain  no  right  as  against  the 
other  tenants. 

Mar^kdU  v.  TrunibuU,  28  Conn.  188, 78  Am. 
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Dec.  667;  Glark  v.  F^rker,  106  Mass.  557; 
Barl  ofPortmore  v.  Bunn,  1  Barn.  &  C.  694; 
Grippen  v.  Mime,  49  N.  Y.  68;  DeWitt^r. 
Harvey,  4  Gray,  494;  Daniel  v.  North,  11 
East,  872;  Parker  v.  Framingham,  8  Met.  260; 
Scott  V.  StaU,  1  Sneed,  629;  Story,  Partn.  90; 
White  V.  King,  87  Mich.  107. 

Mere  mistake  as  to  the  legal  effect  of  an  in- 
strument constitutes  no  ground  for  relief. 

Martin  v.  Hamlin,  18  Mich.  854,  100  Am. 
Dec.  181;  Tnpp  v.  Hasceig,  20  Mich.  254,  4 
Am.  Rep.  888. 

Unless  there  was  fraud  practiced  as  to  the 
terms  of  the  deed  there  is  no  relief. 

Martin  v.   Hamlin,  supra;  White  v.   Port 
Huron  d  M.  R,  Go,   13  Mich.  856;  Tripp  v. 
Hasmg,    supra;    Reynolds   v.    Gampbell,    45  • 
Mich.  529;  Ludington  v.  Ford,  88  Mich.  128. 

Mont^omery»  J.,  delivered  the  follow- 
ing opinion : 

The  bill  is  filed  to  determine  the  rights  of 
the  complainants  in  and  to  the  timber  grow- 
ing upon  certain  lands  described  in  the  bill. 
It  appears  that  the  lands  were  held  by  several 
tenants  in  common.  The  owners  of  twenty- 
turce  twenty -fourths  of  the  land  conveyed  all 
their  riflrht,  title,  and  interest  in  the  timber 
to  complainants.  One  Hart  was  the  owner  of 
the  remaining  one  twenty-fourth  which  was 
not  conveyed  to  complainants.  Subsequently, 
those  from  whom  complainants  purchased  and 
Hart  also  conveyed  to  the  defendant  Benedict ; 
Benedict  being  the  owner  of  the  entire  field, 
subject  to  any  rights  that  complainants  have 
in  the  timber.  In  the  case  of  Benedict  v. 
Torre7it,  reported  in  88  Mich.  181,  11  L.  R. 
A.  278,  this  court  considered  the  rights  ac- 
quired by  the  respective  parties.  It  was  there 
held  that  the  conveyance  bv  the  owners  of 
the  twenty- three  twenty-fourths  of  their 
rights  in  toe  timber  did  not  confer  a  right 
upon  Torrent  to  ask  and  have  a  partition  of 
the  timber ;  that  a  partition  of  the  timber 
distinct  from  the  lands  could  not  be  had.  It 
was  said  :  **The  only  interest  which  such  a 
purchaser  takes  is  the  interest  in  the  timber 
upon  such  lands  as  in  partition  proceedings 
shall  be  set  off  to  his  grantor.  Such  partition 
must  be  made  of  the  entirety  of  the  estate, 
according  to  the  shares  held  by  each.  When 
this  is  done,  the  purchaser  of  the  timber 
would  be  entitled  to  all  the  rights  secured  by 
his  conveyance.  The  cross-bul  in  this  case 
is  filed  for  the  sole  purpose  of  effecting  a 
partition  of  the  timber.  It  is  not  framed  to 
obtain  a  partition  of  the  entire  estate. "  The 
present  bill  is  framed  to  meet  the  objection, 
and  alleges,  in  substance,  that  the  purchase 
of  the  interest  by  Benedict  of  the  several 
owners,  so  as  to  invest  Benedict  with  the  title 
to  the  whole,  with  a  view  to  defeating  a 
partition  of  the  lands,  by  means  of  which  the 
complainants'  equity  is  to  be  worked  out, 
amounted  to  a  fraud  upon  the  rights  of  com- 
plainants. The  transaction  need  not  nec- 
essarily be  so  characterized.  When  the  title 
rested  in  complainants'  grantors,  they  having 
conveyed  their  interest  in  the  timber  upon 
the  lands,  the  only  means  of  making  that 
conveyance  effectual  to  carry  into  effect  the 
intent  of  the  parties  was  for  said  grantors  of 
timber  to  ask  and  obtain  partition  of  the 
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lands.  This  they  had  the  right,  and  it  was 
their  duty,  to  do,  and  equity  would  require 
and  compel  action  on  their  part  to  that  end. 
To  deny  this  would  be  to  permit  the  grantors 
of  the  timber  to  perpetrate  a  legal  fraud  upon 
their  vendees.  The^  have  received  a  con- 
sideration for  the  timber,  and  have  granted 
all  the  timber  upon  the  lands  to  the  com- 
plainants. This  clearly  includes  all  interest 
which  they  acquire  on  partition.  See  Cun- 
ningham V.  Pcatee,  99  Mass.  250;  White  v. 
8ayi%  2  Ohio,  112 ;  Stark  v.  Barrett,  15  Cal. 
S70 ;  Ha/rlan  v.  Langham,  69  Pa.  238 ;  Whittan 
V.  Whitton,  38  N.  H.  133,  ~ 
Barnhart  v.  Campbell,  50 
Coten.  §§  206,  207,  199 
,  Godfrey,  18  Mich.  32,  100  Am.  Dec.  1"38^  In 
this  latter  case  the  question  was  raised,  but 
not  decided,  as  to  wnether  the  purchaser  of 
a  distinct  parcel,  less  than  the  whole,  from 
one  cotenant,  could  sustain  a  bill  for  partition 
against  the  cotenant.  The  query  was  also 
suggested  as  to  whether,  if  any  of  the  coten- 
ants  bring  a  bill  for  a  partition,  there  would 
be  any  difficulty  in  making  the  purchaser  a 
defendant.  It  was  said :  ^The  necessity  of 
making  the  purchaser  a  party,  or  even  of 
havinir  two  suits  or  two  partitions  in  the  same 
suit,  instead  of  one,  if  the  shares  can  still  be 
fairly  set  off  to  the  cotenants,  might  seem  to 
be  a  consideration  going  only  to  the  costs  of 
the  proceeding,  rather  than  an  objection  upon 
which  alone  me  deed  could  be  held  void.'' 
The  question  in  this  case  is,  Shall  the 
^antor  be  permitted  to  retain  the  considera- 
tion, and  say  to  the  purchaser  that,  as  he  (the 
purchaser)  cannot  ask  for  partition  of  the 
timber  distinct  from  a  partition  of  the  entire 
estate  in  common,  therefore  the  title  which 
thus  he  assumed  to  convey  shall  prove  inef- 
fectual ?  Are  the  rules  of  equity  so  unyield- 
ui^  as  to  sanction  this  monstrous  injustice? 
We  think  not.  "We  do  not  depart  from  the 
-doctrine  that  such  conveyance  is  void  as 
jigalnst  the  cotenant,  but  it  is  void  only  in 
so  far  as  it  affects  the  ootenant's  rights.  He 
may  give  assent  to  the  conveyance,  and 
thereby  make  it  effectual.  It  is  void  so  far 
AS  that  the  cotenant's  interests  shall  not  be 
injuriously  affected  by  the  conveyance;  but 
It  is  not  void  as  against  the  grantor,  and  we 
think  it  is  com])etent,  under  the  general 
€quity  powers  of  the  court,  to  compel  the 
grantor  of  a  special  interest  to  take  such 
steps  as  to  make  his  conveyance  effectual.  It 
is  within  his  power  to  do  so.  He  has  received 
the  consideration  for  the  specific  thing,  to 
wit,  the  timber,  to  which  his  conveyance 
shall  attach  upon  partition.  He  is  in  law  and 
morals  bound  to  take  such  steps  as  shall  give 
effect  to  his  conveyance.  It  would  be  a  pre- 
mium on  fraud  for  a  court  of  equity  to  admit 
its  inabilitv  to  compel  the  performance  of 
this  plain  duty.  The  complainants  having 
the  right,  it  follows  that  it  cannot  be  defeated 
T)y  the  fact  that  the  entire  title  is  now  merged 
in  Benedict.  It  is  true  that  some  of  the  cases 
speak  of  the  transfer  purporting  to  convey, 
by  metes  and  bounds,  an  estate  less  than  the 
entire  of  that  of  the  cotenant,  as  being  void 
as  a&rainst  the  cotenant,  and  this  supposition 
of  absolute  invalidity  has  lead  to  results  in 
some  cases  not  altogether  just.  But  it  seems 
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to  me  the  more  correct  way  to  state  the  resalt 
of  the  authorities  is  that  such  a  conveyance 
is  good  as  between  the  parties  to  it,  bat  thit 
it  IS  not  to  be  permitted  to  affect  injurioiulf 
the  rights  of  tne  cotenants.  This  results  in 
nothing  more  than  that,  on  partition,  the 
cotenant  should  be  entitled  to  partition  pre- 
cisely as  though  no  conveyance  had  been 
made.  But  it  seems  to  me  a  manifest  per- 
version of  Justice  to  say  that,  because  the  itw 
declares  that  the  cotenant  may  not  have  his 
rights  injuriously  affected  by  such  a  convey- 
ance, he  may  profit  by  the  fact  Uiat  he  is  & 
cotenant,  and  that  circumstance  shall  enable 
him  to  defeat  the  rieht  vested  in  the  grantees 
of  his  cotenant.  Mr.  Freeman,  in  his  excel- 
lent work  on  Cotenancy,  says:  *'AltboQffh 
the  deed  does  not  impair  the  rights  of  the 
other  cotenants,  it  by  no  means  follovra  that 
they  may  treat  it  as  void,  or  entirely  dis- 
refi:ard  it.  While  falling  short  of  what  it 
professes  to  be,  it  nevertheless  operates  on  the 
interest  of  the  grantor  by  transferring  it  to 
the  grantee.  The  latter  acquires  rights  which 
the  cotenants  ought  to  be  bound  to  respect. 
They  ought  not  to  be  permitted  to  ignore  his 
conveyance,  and  treat  him  as  one  having  no 
interest  in  the  property."  Freem.  Coten. 
§  200.  And  so  the  courts  in  Ohio,  Virginia, 
California,  Missouri,  Pennsylvania,  and  New 
Hampshire  have  held  that  a  grantee  of  a 
cotenant  is  a  necessary  party  to  proceedings 
in  partition.  See  cases  above  cited.  Mr. 
Freenum  further  sums  up  the  result  of  these 
cases  upon  the  effect  of  a  conveyance,  as  fol- 
lows :  *"  We  are  not  sure  that  the  difference 
in  the  decisions  of  many  of  the  courts  upon 
this  subject  has  not  been  more  in  form  of  ex- 

gression  than  in  matters  of  substance.  If. 
owever,  there  remain  any  states  wherein  the 
courts  really  intend  to  assert  that  a  con- 
veyance by  one  cotenant  of  part  of  the  com- 
mon property  is  void  in  anv  other  sense  than 
that  such  conveyance  will  not  operate  to 
diminish  or  impair  the  rights  of  the  nonas- 
senting  cotenants,  such  courts  are  fallinj^  into 
the  minoritv,  as  the  more  recent  d^isions 
tend  strongly  and  surely  towards  the  recogni- 
tion of  such  conveyance  as  a  valid  transfer 
of  all  the  grantor *s  interest  in  the  property 
therein  described,  entitling  the  grantor  to 
certain  rights  that  the  cotenants  of  the  grantor 
cannot  wantonly  disregard. "  Freem.  Coten. 
§  204.  This  conclusion  is  not  only  sustained 
by  the  cases  hereinbefore  referred  to,  but  by 
the  further  cases  of  Crook  v.  Vanderoort,  13 
Neb.  505;  Camoronv.  Thurmond,  56  Tex.  88; 
Markoe  v.  Wakeman,  107  111.  268 ;  Cnxixr  v. 
Tiffany,  9  R.  I.  505 ;  and  Worthington  v, 
Staunton,  16  W.  Va.  208. 

The  precise  question  involved  in  this  pro- 
ceeding has  perhaps  never  been  directly 
Eassed  upon  in  the  same  form  of  proceeding, 
ut  the  principle  which  we  apply  has  been 
fully  asserted  In  at  least  two  cases.  In  the 
case  of  McKee  v.  Barley,  11  Gratt.  $40,  John 
T.  McKee  and  Andrew  Bratton  owned  a  tract 
of  land,  includinga  small  triangular  piece, 
which  John  T.  McKee  conveyed  by  meets  and 
bounds  to  the  defendant.  Barley.  Subse- 
quently John  T.  McKee  and  Andrew  Bratton 
conveyed  to  Samuel  W.  McKee  the  entire 
tract,  "including  that  previously  conveyed  to 
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Barley  by  John  T.  McEee.  The  court  says : 
"Iff  upon  a  partition,  that  part  of  the  land 
described  in  this  deed,  or  affected  by  the 
water  ptiFi  leges,  had  been  assi^ed  to  John 
T.  Mcblee,  he  would  have  been  in  a  condition 
to  have  executed  his  contract,  if  he  would 
not,  in  that  event,  have  been  estopped  bv  his 
deed  from  disturbing  his  vendee;  and  his 
800,  claiming  under  his  subsequent  convey- 
ance with  full  notice,  can  occupy  no  higher 
ground.  A  court  of  equity,  in  making  a 
partition,  would  have  respected  the  rignts 
acquired  by  a  fair  purchaser,  provided  no  in- 
}a^  was  done  thereby  to  the  coparcener. 
...  As  the  conveyance  of  both  joint 
owners  to  the  appellant,  Samuel,  has  invested 
him  with  the  legal  title  to  the  entire  tract, 
be  is  now  in  a  condition  to  .perfect  the  title 
of  tiie  appellee,  according  to  the  terms  of  the 
contract,  as  evidenced  bv  the  deed  from  John 
T.  McEee.  This  is  all  the  decree  requires 
him  to  do,  and  I  think  it  should  be  affirmed.'* 
The  same  doctrine  is  affirmed  in  Orocker  v. 
Tiffany,  9  R.  I.  512.  where  it  is  said:  "If 
one  of  two  tenants  in  common  should  convey 
his  interest  in  a  distinct  part  of  the  estate  to 
a  third  person,  and  should  afterwards  convey 
his  interest  in  the  remainder  to  his  cotenant, 
both  conveyances  would  be  valid,  for  the  co- 
tenant  could  not  affirm  his  own  title  under 
the  second  conveyance  without   impliedly 


recognizing  the  right  of  the  grantor  thus  to 
convey  the  estate  by  distinct  parcels."  See 
also  Qreai  FdU$  Co.  v.  Worster,  15  N.  H. 


415.  We  think  that  the  conclusions  which 
we  have  heretofore  stated  are  clearly  within 
the  principles  to  be  deduced  from  the  pre- 
Tailing  authorities.  I  concur  with  the  Chief 
Justice  upon  the  other  points  discussed  by 
him.  A  decree  should  be  entered  directing 
that  the  lands  be  partitioned.  The  partition 
will  not  be  of  the  timber,  as  distinct  from 
the  lands,  but  of  the  lands  and  timber  as  a 
whole.  Twenty-three  twenty -fourths  should 
be  assigned  to  one  parcel,  and  one  twenty- 
fourth  to  another,  and.  upon  such  partition 
being  made,  the  complainants  will  be  de- 
clarea  to  be  the  owners  of  the  timber  upon 
the  larger  parcel,  and  entitled  to  cut  and  re- 
move it  from  the  lands  within  the  time  pro- 
vided in  their  deeds  of  purchase.  The  com- 
plainants should  recover  costs  of  both  courts. 

HcGrath  and  Lon^t  JJ. ,  concurred  with 
■ontn^merjr.  </. 

Hooker*  Ch.  J,,  delivered  the  following 
opinion : 

The  complainants,  with  the  exception  of 
Harry  Mee,  claim  the  ownership  of  the  un- 
divided twenty-three  twenty- fourths  of  tim- 
ber upon  the  land  in  controversy.  The  tes- 
timony shows  that  complainant  Mee  was  made 
a  party  without  his  consent.  Defendant  Ed- 
win £.  Benedict  claims  the  premises  in  fee 
simple.  Defendant  Sara  B.  Williams  is 
Benedict's  sister,  and  holds  a  mortgage  upon 
the  land,  given  by  him.  Defendants  Hart, 
Sparrow,  and  Seymour  have  no  present  in- 
terest in  the  property.  On  April  29  the 
title  to  said  land  stood  as  follows:  Hart, 
one  twenty- fourth ;  Pease,  twelve  twenty- 
fourths'.Mee  and  Seymour,  eleven  twenty- 
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fourths.  Upon  that  day.  Pease  conveyed  by 
instrument  in  writing,  to  Mee  and  Seymour, 
all  of  his  interest  m  the  timber  upon  the 
land.  On  May  4,  1887,  Mee  and  Seymour 
conveyed  all  of  their  interest  in  said  timber 
to  complainants  Torrent,  McEillip,  Haines, 
and  Hopper,  copartners,  doing  business  under 
the  name  of  Torrent,  Haines  &  Co.  They 
claimed  that  this  conveyance  vested  the  title 
to  twenty -three  twenty -fourths  of  the  timber 
in  them.  The  defendants  claim  that  at 
most  it  conveyed  eleven  twenty -fourths.  On 
March  1,  1888,  Pease  deeded  his  remaining 
interest  in  the  premises  to  complainant  Mee 
in  trust  for  Hart,  and  on  March  22d  Mee 
deeded  all  of  his  interest  to  Hart.  On  the 
same  day,  Seymour  deeded  her  interest  to 
Hart.  No  reservation  of  timber  was  made  in 
any  of  these  deeds.  April  17,  1888,  Hart 
deeded  the  land  to  Sparrow,  and  June  11, 
1888,  Sparrow  deeded  the  same  to  Benedict, 
who  held  some  tax  titles  upon  the  premises, 
which  are  admitted  to  have  been  invalid.  By 
the  conveyance  from  Pease  to  Mee  and  Sey- 
mour, the  latter  acquired  title  to  twelve 
twenty -fourths  of  the  timber  If  the  convey- 
ance was  valid,  which,  together  with  the  in- 
terest they  had  as  owners  of  eleven  twenty- 
fourths  of  the  fee,  gave  them  the  title  to 
twenty* three  twenty- fourths  of  the  timber. 
The  following  is  a  copy  of  the  record  of  that 
instrument :  ^  Copy  from  Miscel  laneous  Rec- 
ords of  Manistee  County,  Liber  8,  page,  178, 
made  May  4,  1887,  at  Hi  o'clock  A.  M.  : 
'Enow  all  men  by  these  presents,  that  I. 
Frank  B.  Pease,  of  the  city  of  Chicago,  in 
the  county  of  Cook  and  state  of  Illinois,  of 
the  first  part,  for  and  in  consideration  of  the 
sum  of  five  hundred  ($500)  dollars,  lawful 
money  of  the  United  States,  to  me  in  hand 
paid  at  or  before  the  ensealing  and  delivery 
of  these  presents  by  Harry  Mee  of  Manistee, 
Michigan,  party  of  the  second  part,  the  re- 
ceipt whereof  is  hereby  acknowledged,  have 
granted,  bargained,  sold,  and  delivered  unto 
the  said  party  of  the  second  part  all  the 
ffoods,  chattels,  and  property,  to  wit,  all  his 
interest  in  and  to  the  timber  on  the  premises 
described  as  follows,  to  wit :  The  S.  W. 
qr.  of  the  S.  E.  qr.  of  sec.  80,  township  21 
N.  R.  14  west ;  also,  the  W.  fractional  half 
of  the  S.  W.  qr.  and  the  S.  W.  qr.  of  the  N. 
W.  qr.,  sec.  21,  township  21  N.  R.  14  west; 
and  the  W.  qr.,  sec.  30,  and  the  N.  W.  fr. 
qr.  of  the  K.  E.  qr.,  and  the  east  half  of  N. 
W.  qr. ,  and  the  east  half  of  S.  W.  qr. ,  and 
the  Is.  £.  qr.,  of  sec.  81 ;  and  the  west  half  of 
the  N.  W.  qr.  of  sec.  32,  township  21  N.  R. 
14  W.  ;  and  the  south  half  of  the  N.  E.  qr., 
and  the  N.  E.  qr.  of  the  K.  E.  qr.,  and  the 
N.  E.  qr.  of  theS.  W.  qr.,  of  sec.  36,  town- 
ship 21  N.  R.  15  W.  ;  and  lot  4,  sec.  one  (1) 
and  lot  one  (1),  sec.  2,  township  20  north, 
range  15  west,— and  all  the  above- described 
land  west  of  the  principal  meridian,  and  con- 
tains in  all,  1,084  88-lDO  acres,  more  or  less; 
with  license  for  the  term  of  ten  years  to  the 
said  parties  of  the  second  part,  his  heirs  and 
assigns,  to  enter  upon  the  said  lands  to  cut 
and  remove  the  said  timber,  and  all  such  tim- 
ber not  so  cut  and  removed  during  the  said 
term  shall  belong  to  said  party  of  the  first 
part.    It  is  also  agreed  that  the  said  party  of 
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the  second  part  shall  pay  all  taxes  on  the  land 
above  described  during  the  term  above  men- 
tioned, or  so  much  thereof  as  may  be  used  in 
cutting  and  removing  said  timber.  To  have 
and  to  hold  the  said  goods,  chattels,  and  prop- 
erty unto  the  said  party  of  the  second  part,  his 
heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns, 
and  for  his  own  proper  use  and  behoof,  for- 
ever. And  the  said  party  of  the  first  part 
does  vouch  himself  to  be  true  and  lawful 
owner  of  the  said  goods,  chattels,  and  prop- 
erty, and  have  inliimself  full  power,  good 
right,  and  lawful  authority  to  dispose  of  the 
said  goods,  chattels  and  property  in  the  man- 
ner as  aforesaid ;  and  I  do,  for  myself,  my 
heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  cove- 
nant and  agree  to  and  with  the  said  party  of 
the  second  part,  to  warrast  and  defend  the 
said  iroods,  chattels,  and  property  to  the  said 
part^  of  the  second  part,  his  executors,  ad- 
ministrators, and  assigns,  against  the  lawful 
claims  and  demands  of  all  and  every  person 
or  personR  whomsoever.  In  witness  whereof 
I  have  hereunto  set  my  hand  and  seal  the  29th 
of  April,  one  thousand  eiffht  hundred  and 
eighty -seven.  Frank  B.  I^ase. '  Here-  fol- 
low, in  usual  form,  the  acknowledgment, 
Chicago,  111.,  April  29,  1887;  certificate  of 
office  of  notary  Chicago,  111.,  April  80,  1887." 
This  instrument  is  assailed 'upon  several 
grounds,  viz.  :  (1)  That  the  book  called 
**  Miscellaneous  Records"  is  not  a  book  of 
deeds  or  mortgages,  and  the  record  in  that 
book  was  notice  to  no  one ;  (2)  the  instrument 
does  not  show  in  what  state  the  lands  de- 
scribed are  situated ;  (8)  the  instrument  was 
a  mere  license  to  take  off  goods  and  chattels 
within  ten  years  from  its  date.  Standing 
timber  is  an  interest  in  lands  that  may  be 
acquired  by  deed  (see  Johnson  v.  Moore^  28 
Mich.  8;  Wait  v.  Baldwin,  60  Mich.  622; 
Williams  v.  Flood,  63  Mich.  487 ;  Monroe  v. 
Bomn,  26  Mich.  528)  ;  and  the  fact  that  it 
must  be  removed  within  a  definite  period 
does  not  prevent  the  title  to  the  timber  vesting 
in  the  grantee  (see  cases  above  cited) .  The 
land  was  described  by  the  section,  township, 
and  range.  Pease,  the  maker  of  the  iustru- 
ment,  had  title  of  record  to  these  lands.  Al- 
though the  acknowledgment  was  taken  in 
Chicago,  the  certificate  of  the  official  char- 
acter of  the  notary  was  appended  and  the 
paper  placed  on  record  in  Manistee  county, 
where  the  lands  are  situated.  This  we  think 
sufficient  evidence  to  identify  the  lands 
sought  to  be  described.  Russell  v.  Sweezep, 
22  Mich.  285  ;  SmiiJi  v.  Brown,  84  Mich.  455 ; 
Slater  v.  Breese,  86  Mich.  77.  The  failure 
of  Pease  to  affix  a  seal  to  the  writing  did  not 
render  it  invalid,  for,  if  the  seal  should  have 
been  affixed,  the  statute  (How.  Anno.  Stat, 
g  7778)  provides  that  its  absence  shall  not 
invalidate  the  instrument.  Fowler  v.  ffyland, 
48  Mich.  181 ;  Lockwood  v.  Bassett,  49  Mich. 
549 ;  McKinney  v.  MiUer,  19  Mich.  151.  The 
instrument  was  duly  acknowledged,  thereby 
becoming  entitled  to  record.  How.  Anno. 
Stat.  §§  5673,  5709,  5712.  The  record  shows 
that  this  instrument  was  recorded  in  a  book 
devoted  to  the  exceptional  instruments  offered 
for  record,  such  as  bills  of  sales  of  timber, 
land  contracts,  deeds  of  cemeterv  lots,  leases, 
of  buildings,  and  various  other  kinds  of 
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papers.  There  is  nothing  to  show  that  this 
record  was  not  properly  indexed,  and  the 
register  might  properly  provide  a  book  for 
miscellaneous  documents.  Such  is  believed 
to  be  the  uniform  practice  throughout  the 
state,  and  we  think  it  a  lawful  and  commend- 
able one.  The  record  of  this  writing  was 
constructive  notice  of  the  rights  of  Mce  and 
Seymour  under  it,  to  the  world.  How.  Anno. 
Stat.  §  5712.  There  is  no  merit  in  the  point 
that  the  original  writing  was  necessary  to 
prove  the  sale  of  this  timber.  The  record 
could  be  used  for  the  purpose,  and  was  prima 
facie  evidence  of  the  execution  of  the  instru- 
ment. Id.  §§  5680,  5685 ;  Bassett  v.  Hath 
away,  9  Mtch.  31.  This  covers  all  of  the 
questions  that  arise  upon  the  intTXMluction  of 
the  instrument  (similar  in  character)  bj 
which  Mee  and  Seymour  attempted  to  conveT 
their  interest  in  the  timber  to  Torrent. 
Haines  <&  Co. 

It  remains  to  discuss  the  effect  of  these 
writings  and  the  rights  of  the  several  parties 
under  them.  At  the  time  that  they  were 
made,  Hart  was  a  tenant  in  common  of  th^ 
lands,  and  it  is  asserted  that  they  were  void 
as  to  him.  It  is  a  doctrine  of  long  standing 
that  one  tenant  in  common  cannot  eaastj  a 
distinct  parcel  of  the  common  tract  so  as  to 
bind  his  cotenant.  Smith  v.  Benwn,  9  Yt 
141,  31  Am.  Dec.  614 ;  Duncan  v.  SvlresUr, 
24  Me.  482,  41  Am.  Dec.  400 ;  Great  Falls  Co. 
V.  Worster,  15  N.  H.  412,  449;  BartUt  v. 
Harloto,  12  Mass.  348,  7  Am.  Dec.  76;  Pea- 
body  V.  Minot,  24  Pick.  329;  Johnson  v. 
Steoens,  7  Cush.  431 ;  Mitchell  v.  Basen,  4 
Conn.  495,  10  Am.  Dec.  169 ;  Oristtcld  v. 
Johnson,  5  Conn.  863 ;  Hartford  d  S.  Ore  Cu. 
V.  MUler,  41  Conn.  112 ;  CogatDeU  v.  Seed,  12 
Me.  198 ;  Scott  v.  State,  1  Sneed,  629 ;  Markov 
V.  Wakeman,  107  111.  268;  Worthington  y. 
Staunton,  16  W.  Va.  208;  Shepardwn  v. 
Rowland,  28  Wis.  108 ;  Jewett  v.  StoekUm,  3 
Yerg.  492,  24  Am.  Dec.  594. 

Cases  might  be  multiplied  upon  this  point 
but  these  will  suffice.  Some  hold  the  deed 
absolutely  void,  but  the  greater  number  treat 
it  as  valid  between  the  parties,  and  that,  if  a 
partition  should  be  made  by  which  the  parcel 
conveyed  should  be  allotted  to  the  grantor, 
it  would  inure  to  the  benefit  of  the  grantee 
by  estoppel.  Some  courts  have  evolved  the 
doctrine  that  the  conveyance  is  binding  to 
some  extent  upon  the  cotenant ;  holding  thar 
it  is  binding  so  far  as  it  does  not  injure,  and 
that  the  courts  may  give  relief  to  the  grantee, 
taking  care  not  to  deprive  the  cotenant  of  anj 
rights.  Others  have  gone  to  the  extent  of 
holding  that  such  conveyance  is  valid  as^ 
against  the  cotenant,  and,  as  in  /Vm/Mi' 
Case,  7  Ohio,  pt.  2,  p.  130,  that  he  can  be 
compelled  to  partition  with  each  of  aeveral 
grantees  of  different  parcels  of  the  tract.  It 
may  be  mentioned  that  the  case  of  WMU  v. 
Sayre,  2  Ohio,  112,  upon  which  this  decision 
is  baaed,  was  by  a  divided  court  In  Mis- 
souri the  court  has  gone  so  far  as  to  hold 
that  the  deed  is  valid  against  the  cotenAOt, 
and  that  the  grantee  may  have  relief,  bccsu« 
the  statute  authoriziag  a  sale  furnishes. a 
means  of  giving  adequate  relief  to  the  coten- 
ant in  all  cases.  The  various  chases  of  this 
question  may  be  seen  by  consulting  the  fol- 
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lowing  cases :  SUMrk  v.  Barrett,  15  Gal.  870 ; 
Gate*  V.  Salmon,  35  Cal.  588,  05  Am.  Dec. 
189 ;  Sutter  v.  San  Francisco  City  and  County, 
56  Cal.  115 :  Orook  v.  Vandevo<n-t,  18  Neb. 
505;  Carnoron  v.  Tliurmand,  56  Tex.  22 ;  Ar- 
iM  V.  Cauble,  49  Tex.  588 ;  JBoggew  v.  Mer- 
tdiih,  16  W.  Va.  27. 

Some  of  my  brethren  think  that  a  court  of 
•equity  may  properly  grant  relief  to  the  irran- 
tee  in  all  such  cases  by  requiring  the  ten- 
4iDts  in  common  to  partition  the  land,  but  I 
cannot  assent  to  that  doctrine.  In  the  case 
of  the  conveyance  of  a  single  parcel,  no  hard- 
ship might  result  from  such  a  course ;  but  if 
several  parcels  should  be  carved  out  and  sold 
to  different  purchasers,  as,  in  one  case,  which 
one  tenant  in  common  platted  and  sold  village 
lots  from  a  part  of  the  tract,  or  where  differ- 
ent interests,  such  as  minerals,  stone,  sand, 
-clay,  and  the  like,  are  granted,  it  would  be 
more  difficult  to  preserve  the  rights  of  the 
•cotenant.  I  think  the  great  weight  of  author- 
ity is  against  it.  But  while  the  conveyance 
oi  a  portion  by  one  tenant  in  common  may 
be  disregarded  by  his  cotenant,  if  such  co- 
tenant,  or  any  other  person,  shall,  with  notice 
of  the  grantee's  interest,  choose  to  unite  the 
different  titles  by  purchasing  the  remaining 
interest  of  the  grantor,  he  may  be  held  to 
thereby  assent  to  such  conveyance  by  reco^;- 
nizing  the  right  of  the  grantor  to  deed  in 
parcels,  and  he  will  take  the  title  of  the 
grantor  subject  to  the  rights  of  the  prior 
grantee,  which  equity  may  compel  him  to 
recognize  and  satisfy.  While  a  tenant  in 
common  may  insist  upon  his  own,  he  will 
not  be  permftted,  in  such  a  case,  to  collude 
with  his  cotenant,  or  profit  by  his  fraud. 
UaHford  db  S.  Ore  Co,  v.  MiUer,  41  Conn. 
112 :  Goodwin  v.  Keyiey,  49  Conn.  563 ;  Adams 
T.  Manning,  51  Conn.  5 ;  Crocker  v.  Tiffany, 
9  R.  I.  512 ;  Great  FaUe  Co.  v.  W<yrster,  15 
X.  H.  413.  Hart  saw  fit  to  unite  in  himself 
the  titles  of  all  his  cotcnants.  He  could  only 
buy  what  they  had  left  to  sell,  and,  as  he 
took  these  interests  with  the  notice  of  the  sale 
of  the  timber,  he  cannot  justly  claim  such 
timber.  By  his  act  he  has  put  it  out  of  the 
power  of  the  complainants'  grantors  to  de- 
liver this  timber,  but  he  cannot  be  said  to 
have  acquired  the  title  to  it.  He  has  chosen 
to  recognize  the  sale  to  the  complainants  by 
purchasing  the  remain inff  interest.  His 
grantees  are  in  no  better  position.  There  are 
many  allegations  in  the  bill  which  are  un- 
necessary in  the  view  that  I  take  of  the  case, 
but  sufficient,  appears  to  justify  a  decree  that 
complainants  recover  the  timber  upon  twenty- 
three  twenty -fourths  of  the  land,  and  that 
partition  of  the  premises  be  made,  to  de- 
termine the  same.  Complainants  Torrent, 
Haines  &  Co.  i^ould  recover  their  costs 
against  defendants  Benedict  and  Williams. 
As  to  other  defendants,  the  decree  of  the  cir- 
cuit court  dismissing  the  bill  will  be  af- 
firmed. 

OraAi,  «7. ,  dissenting : 

I  cannot  concur  in  the  opinions  of  my  breth- 
ren in  this  case.  In  my  judgment,  the  logi- 
cal conclusion  of  the  former  decision  is  that 
complainants  are  without  remedy  as  against 
these  defendants.  The  bill  was  not  then 
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framed  to  test  the  Question  now  inyolved, 
and  we  therefore  refrained  from  express- 
ing any  opinion  upon  it.  The  like  course 
was  pursued  in  Adam  v.  Briggs  Iron  Co. ,  7 
Cush.  361.  In  that  case  one  Ligme.  the  owner 
of  the  fee  simple  of  three  undivided  fourths 
of  the  lot  in  question,  in  December,  1790, 
sold  and  conveyed  the  same  to  three  grantees, 
reserving  to  himself  all  the  iron  and  other 
ores  in  and  upon  the  land,  with  the  right  of 
way  to  pass  and  repass,  and  to  dig  for  and 
cart  away  the  same*  from  the  land.  He  oc- 
cupied tne  premises  and  took  ore  therefrom 
till  the  year  1800.  He  then  sold  his  reserved 
and  excepted  rights  to  one  Forbes,  who  used 
the  ore  1^  during  his  lifetime.  The  com- 
plainants were  the  heirs  of  Forbes.  The 
grantees  in  the  deed  from  Lane,  of  December 
21,  1890,  conveyed  to  the  defendant  company, 
which  took  possession  of  land,  and  dug  and 
carried  away  the  ore,  driving  the  complain- 
ants therefrom.  The  bill  prayed  for  an  ac- 
counting, injunction,  and  general  relief.  A 
demurrer  to  the  bill  was  interposed,  which 
was  sustained.  It  was  urged  upon  the  argu- 
ment that  the  bill  showed  a  tenancy  in  com- 
mon of  the  mine,  and  therefore  the  court  had 
jurisdiction.  The  court  held  that  no  such 
case  was  set  out  in  the  bill,  and  declined  to 
take  jurisdiction  on  that  ground.  The  bill 
was  afterwards  amended,  averring  the  com- 
plainants were  tenants  in  common  of  three 
quarter  parts  of  the  ore  and  ore  beds,  and  the 
defendants  were  tenants  in  common  of  one 

Suarter  part.  The  learned  Chief  Justice  Shaw 
elivered  the  opinion  of  the  court:  It  was 
there  said  :  ^'It  is  entirely  settled,  as  a  rule 
of  law  in  relation  to  land,  that  the  conveyance 
of  any  separate  estate  by  a  tenant  in  common, 
by  metes  and  bounds,  is  void  as  against  the 
cotenants,  and  is  ayailable  only  by  way  of 
estoppel  against  the  grantor  and  his  heirs. 
.  .  .  I  have  a  moiety.  My  cotenant  has 
a  moiety.  He  may  convey  a  quarter  of  the 
whole  estate  to  one,  an  eighth  to  another,  a 
sixteenth  to  another,  and  so  on  indefinitely, 
letting  in  other  cotenants  with  me ;  but,  all 
being  seised  of  aliquot  parts  in  the  same 
estate,  and  of  like  Kind  and  quality,  my 
right  to  partition  is  not  disturbed  by  the 
number  of  cotenants ;  but,  if  he  could  convey 
his  aliquot  part  in  specified  parcels  of  the 
estate,  he  might  diminish  the  value  of  my 
right,  if  not  render  it  worthless. "  The  opin- 
ion then  states  the  mischief  and  inconvenience 
arising  from  the  act  of  one  cotenant  in  at- 
tempting to  convey  his  undivided  part  in  a 
particular  parcel,  instead  of  an  aliquot  part 
in  the  whole  common  estate ;  and  states  that 
for  the  same  reasons  an  attempt  to  **  parcel 
out  rights,  in  their  nature  indivisible,  in 
definite  portions  of  the  inheritance,  as  the 
mines  to  one,  and  the  general  estate  to  an- 
other, "  is  void  against  cotenants.  The  con- 
clusion reached  was  that  the  reservation  in 
the  deed  from  Lane  was  yoid,  and  a  subse- 
quent deed  to  Forbes  was  also  void,  and  that 
no  interest  in  the  estate  or  ore  beds  passed  by 
it.  For  the  like  reason  a  convejrance  by  a 
cotenant  of  his  interest  in  the  timber,  ore, 
minerals,  clay  beds,  and  the  like,  would  be 
void.  To  the  same  effect  is  Boston  Franklinite 
Co.  V.  Condit,  19  N.  J.  Eq.  894,  which  was 
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cited  in  the  former  case,  aod  where  it  was 
held  that  a  grantee  of  the  right  to  dig  ores, 
from  one  tenant  in  common,  cannot  call  for 
a  partition  of  the  premises.  These  are  the 
only  cases  I  have  been  able  to  find,  and  we 
are  cited  to  no  others,  which  involve  the  sale 
by  one  tenant  in  common  of  an  interest  in  the 
common  estate,  which  in  its  nature  is  indivis- 
ible. 
The  cases  of  WhiU  v.  Sayre,  2  Ohio,  113 ; 
,  Stark  V.  Barrett,  16  Cal.  870;  Harlan  v. 
Langhan,  69  Pa.  288 :  Whitton  v.  WhitUm,  88 
N.  H.  188.  75  Am.  Dec.  163 ;  and  Bamhart 
V.  Campbell,  50  Mo.  599,~are  cited  as  anal- 
ogous in  principle  to  the  present  case,  and 
therefore  sustaining  the  claim  of  the  com- 
plainants. None  of  these  cases  involve  the 
conveyance  by  a  tenant  in  common  of  any 
interest  in  the  timber,  or  ores,  or  minerals, 
or  other  interests  in  the  land.  They  involve 
only  Uie  effect  of  a  conveyance  of  an  un- 
divided interest  of  a  part  of  the  common 
estate,  or  a  conveyance  in  severalty,  by  metes 
and  bounds,  of  a  part  thereof.  All  these  au- 
thorities hold  that  such  conveyances  do  not 
affect  the  r i  gh ts  of  the  other  cotenan  ts.  None 
of  them,  except  White  v.  Sayre,  hold  that  the 
grantees  of  such  parties  can  maintain  parti- 
tion against  their  grantor's  cotenants.  The 
extent  of  the  holding  is  that  when  partition 
is  had  of  the  entirety,  and  a  specific  part  is 
partitioned  to  their  erantors,  they  are  then 
estopped  by  their  deeds  from  denying  the 
rights  of  their  grantees.  The  purchaser  of 
a  specific  parcel  may  get  nothing,  for  none 
of  the  lanoi  conveyea  to  him  may  be  set  apart 
to  his  grantor.  In  such  case  he  is  without 
remedy  unless  it  be  an  action  at  law  to  re- 
cover the  purchase  prices  for  failure  of  con- 
sideration under  the  covenants  in  his  deed. 
With  these  decisions  I  find  no  fault.  They 
may  safely  be  granted  to  rest  upon  sound 
principle,  and  still  they  do  not,  in  my  judg- 
ment, affect  the  question  now  under  con- 
sideration, where  an  aliquot  part  of  the  com- 
mon estate  is  not  conveyed.  The  same  will, 
in  my  judgment,  be  found  true  of  the  other 
cases  cited'by  my  brethren. 

It  is  also  held,  with  good  reason,  that  where 
the  cotenants  have  assented,  by  deed  or  in 
some  other  proper  manner,  to  the  act  of  the 
cotcnant,  they  uiereby  ratify  the  act,  but  mere 
absence  of  objection  is  not  sufficient.  Hart- 
ford dt  S,  Ore  Co.  v.  Miller,  41  Conn.  182 ; 
Ooodwin  v.  Ken^v,  49  Conn.  568.  In  the 
former  case,  decided  in  1874,  the  court  says : 
**•  In  New  Hampshire,  as  in  Massachusetts,  the 
doctrine  that  such  conveyances  may  be  made 
valid  and  effectual  by  the  act  of  t^e  cotenant 
is  well  established.  Great  Falls  Co.  v. 
Worater,  15  N.  H.  413 ;  Whitton  v.  Whittrm, 
88  N.  H.  127,  75  Am.  Dec.  168.  In  view  of 
the  authorities  in  this  state  and  elsewhere, 
we  think  the  true  doctrine  to  be  that  a  deed 
of  one  tenant  in  common  6t  a  part  of  the  com- 
mon property,  by  metes  and  bounds,  is  in- 
operative as  against  the  other  tenants ;  but  if 
the  cotenants,  then  or  subsequently,  by  a 
suitable  conveyance  confirm  uie  grant,  the 
grantee  still  holding  under  his  deed,  it  be- 
comes, in  effect,  operative  and  binding  upon 
all  concerned.  ^  I  am  unable  to  concur  in  the 
view  that  a  cotenant,  taking  a  deed  without 
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any  reservation,  thereby  assents  to  the  tnunfer 
of  such  an  interest  as  is  here  conveyed.  The 
rule  must  be  the  same,  in  the  case  of  nn  un- 
divided interest  of  a  stone  quarry,  coal  mine, 
minerals  and  ores  of  all  descriptions,  or  any 
valuable  deposit  which  may  exist  beneath  the- 
surface,  as  in  the  case  of  timber.  The  gnnt 
of  mines  gives  the  right  to  work  them  unle» 
there  is  some  positive  restraint  in  the  lan- 
guage of  the  grant  itself.  Bainbridge,  Mines 
&  Mining,  8l.  Now,  complainants'  vendois 
had  the  right  to  sell  the  land,  and  any  per- 
son, including  their  cotenants,  had  the  right 
to  buy.  The  deeds  contained  no  reservation, 
but  purported  to  convey  the  entire  fee  of  the 
land.  Their  grantors  aid  not  agree  that  they 
would  not  sell,  or  that  they  would  obtain 
partition  for  the  benefit  of  their  grantees. 
There  are  now  no  cotenants  entitled  to  parti- 
tion unless  complainants,  by  their  purchase 
of  the  timber,  are  such  cotenants ;  but  it  w&b> 
decided  in  the  former  suit  that  they  are  noL 
It  is,  I  think,  a  sufllcient  reply  that  the  stat- 
ute makes  no  provision  for  partition  in  soch 
cases,  and  this  court  cannot,  therefore,  assume 
jurisdiction.  Under  the  clear  weight  of  au- 
thority, complainants  did  not,  by  their  pur- 
chase, become  tenants  in  common  with  the 
other  cotenants,  and  cannot,  therefore,  invoke 
the  benefit  of  tiie  partition  statute,  which  is 
applicable  only  to  joint  tenants  and  tenants 
in  common.  How.  Anno.  Stat.  §  7850.  But, 
aside  from  this,  the  rights  of  the  cotenants 
and  subsequent  purchasers  from  them  may  be 
seriously  affected  if  one  cotenant  may  law- 
fully sell  an  undivided  interest  in  any  valu- 
able thing  that  may  exist  on  the  land.  It  fs 
true,  as  in  the  present  case,  that  their  pos- 
session would  be  only  temporarily  interfered 
with,  for  the  timber  can  be  speedily  removed ; 
but  the  purchase  of  a  similar  interest  in  a 
mine  or  other  like  property  would  entitle  the 
purchaser  to  the  like  possession  to  explore, 
to  erect  plants,  to  remove  his  ore,  and  he 
would  thus  become  entitled  to  the  permanent 
possession  of  the  land,  or  so  much  thereof  as 
was  necessary  for  his  purpose.  Would  not 
this  affect  adversely  the  rights  of  the  coten- 
ants? May  a  cotenant  convey  his  interest  in 
the  coal  to  one,  in  the  iron  to  another,  in  the 
clay  to  another,  in  the  stone  to  another,  and 
so  on,  and,  because  their  mntor  refuses  to 
take  steps  to  secure  a  partition,  or  has  sold 
his  remaining  interest  in  the  land  to  hia 
cotenants,  may  they  institute  partition  suits 
in  the  name  of  their  ffrantor,  and  have  the 
land  partitioned,  so  that  each  may  have  pos- 
session to  work  his  mines,  quarries,  or  clay 
beds? 

Another  difficulty  presento  itself.  If  parti- 
tion of  land  cannot  be  made  without  great 
prejudice  to  the  owners,  it  must  be  sold,  and 
the  proceeds  divided  among  the  cotenants. 
Very  often,  if  not  generally,  mining  lands 
cannot  be  partitioned  without  great  preju- 
dice, and  must  therefore  be  sold.  Upon  such 
sale,  how  could  the  value  of  an  undeveloped 
mine  or  other  deposit  be  separated  from  the 
value  of  the  land  in  other  respects,  so  as  U> 
give  to  the  purchaser  of  an  undivided  part 
thereof  his  proportionate  share?  Yet  by  this 
rule  such  purchaser  would  have  the  right  to 
have  the  land  sold,  in  order  that  he  might 
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TRoeiTO  the  supposed  value  of  what  he  pur- 
chased. I  do  not  think  that  such  a  rule  is 
founded  upon  reason  or  authority.  Principles 
muBt  not  be  determined  by  the  hardships  of 
an  individual  case.  A  principle  established 
to  relieve  from  hardship  in  one  case  may  lead 
to  greater  hardships  in  another.  An  import- 
ant principle  is  here  involved,  which  must 
be  considered  and  determined  regardless  of 
what  the  complainants  may  suffer.  It  is  no 
answer  to  the  principle  to  say  that  the  action 
of  complainants'  grantors  in  conveying  an 
interest  to  them,  and  the  rest  of  the  estate  to 
other  parties,  is  a  fraud,  intenMonal  or  con- 


structive.   If  it  was  a  fraud  in  fact,  coiii- 
plainants  have  a  remedy  at  law.    But  there- 
is  no  question  of  fraud  involved.    Complain- 
ants purchased  with  full  knowledge  of  the 
facts :  so  did  the  defendant  and  his  grantors. 
The  title  was  of  record  when  complainants 
purchased  the  timber,  and  they  are  chareeable- 
with  knowledge  that  their  grantors  held  only 
undivided  interests  in  the  land  as  tenants  in 
common.     Defendants  also  purchased  with 
full  knowledge  of  the  facts.     The  sole  ques- 
tion is  therefore  one  of   law.    The  decree- 
should  be  affirmed. 


LOUISIANA  SUPREME  COURT. 


Charles  J.  RANDALL.  Appt, 

WiUiam  E.  HAMILTON. 
(45  La  Ann. — .) 

*1  Flalntftrin  tat  action  fordmmageg  Ibr 
» libel  lUMtbarlfl^t  to  speeiflcaUy  af- 

*Headnote8  by  Nzoholls,  Ch.  J, 


flm  in  his  pleadinf^and  on  a  trial  to  pro  ve». 
the  noDexistenoe  of  the  oondltloiis  upon  which 
would  be  dependent  a  riflrht  of  exemption  from 
UabOity,  Rrounded  on  tbe  fact  that  the  matters . 
complained  of  were  charged  on  a  judicial  pro- 
oeediDflT.  He  cannot  be  cut  off  from  establiflhinir 
an  allegation  to  that  effect  by  an  ezoeptlon  of  no- 
cause  of  action. 
8  The  Iket  that  matter  delkmator3r 
and   libelone   in  its   character  was 


Xon.— jLitel  by  d^amatory  %oord8  in  pkading. 

Tbe  above  case  presents  tbe  atronireet  possible 
illustration  of  malicious  and  libelous  olmnres  under 
the  guise  of  a  pleading.  It  will  be  noticed  that  tbe 
decision  was  upon  tbe  suffloiency  of  tbe  complaint 
upoQ  exceptions  in  the  nature  of  a  demurrer,  and 
the  complaint  alleges  that  the  defamatory  plead- 
ing was  not  necessary,  and  in  fact  was  not  used  Id 
the  real  suit,  but  in  tbe  fraudulent  simulation  of  a 
Bult.  No  case  yet  decided  on  such  an  extreme  state 
of  fiicts  has  upheld  a  claim  of  privilege. 

In  Range  v.  Franklin,  8  L.  B.  A.  417, 72  Tex.  686,  it 
was  held  that  no  action  for  libel  can  be  maintained 
for  any  defamatory  matter  contained  in  a  pleading 
inaoonrtof  civil  jurisdiction,  as  such  a  publica- 
tion is  absolutely  privileged.  But  that  case  did 
not  dedde  what  would  be  the  rule  if  the  pleading 
was  not  filed  in  a  bona  fide  suit. 

So  pertinent  allegations  in  a  bill  in  chancery, 
even  if  malicious,  were  held  absolutely  privileged, 
in  Johnson  v.  Brown,  18  W.  Va.  78,  but  it  was  not 
decided  whether  they  would  be  so  if  the  suit  was 
not  bona  fide,  but  brought  as  a  cover  for  the  scan- 
dal. 

In  the  early  case  of  Buckley  v.  Wood,  Cro.  Eliz. 
280,  SI7,  it  was  held  that  it  was  actionable  to  charge 
one  with  felony  by  a  bill  in  star  chamber,  because 
there  was  no  Jurisdiction  of  the  offense  and  so 
the  bill  was  not  in  a  proceeding  in  the  course  of 
Justice.  While  tbe  present  Bnglish  doctrine  is  in 
favor  of  absolute  privilege  for  all  words  used  in 
Jodidal  prooeedings  the  question  as  to  lack  of  Juris- 
diction, in  Buckley  v.  Wood,  does  not  seem  to  have 
had  any  recent  adjudication. 

The  great  weight  of  American  authority  dearly 
Hmlts  tbe  privilege  for  defamation  In  pleadings  to 
matter  which  Is  pertinent  or  relevant  to  the  case 
iowliich  the  pleading  is  made.  So  it  is  expressly 
held  in  a  modem  llassaohusetts  case  that  charges 
of  gross  criminal  conduct  in  a  pleading  to  which 
they  aie  not  pertinent  are  not  privileged,  but  will 
sustain  an  action  for  llbeL  McLaughlin  v.  Cowley, 
m  Mass.  816. 

So  an  attorney  may  be  indicted  for  libel,  where 
he  sets  out  In  a  pleading  irrelevant,  gratuitous,  and 
malicfooB  attacks  or  insinuations  against  the  char- 
acter of  the  opposite  party.  Gilbert  v.  People,  1 
Benio,  41, 48  Am.  Dec.  646. 
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The  privilege  Is  sustained  in  other  cases  on  th& 
ground  and  to  the  extent  that  the  defamatory  alle- 
gations are  relevant.  Vinas  v.  Merchants  Mut.  Ins. 
Co.  82  La.  Ann.  1265;  Hardin  v.  Cumstook,  2  A.  K. 
Marsh.  480,  12  Am.  Deo.  427;  Wallis  v.  New  Orleans 
ft  C.  B.  Co.  28  Ann.  La.  06. 

In  Forbes  v.  Johnson,  11  B.  Mon.  48,  It  was  de- 
clared that  defamatory  matter  in  a  pleading  was 
not  libelous  If  it  was  pertinent,  unless  the  pleading 
was  made  as  a  cover  for  nuillce  and  not  in  good  faith 
for  tbe  purpose  of  the  case. 

So  allegations  in  a  regular  pleading,  which  are- 
pertinent  and  material  to  the  redress  or  relief 
sought,  whether  legally  sufficient  to  obtain  it  or 
not,  are  absolutely  privileged,  however  false  and. 
malicious  they  may  be.  Wilson  v.  Sullivan,  81  Ga.. 
288. 

And  it  is  said  that  to  show  libel  in  a  complaint  in  a 
judicial  proceeding  it  must  be  shown  that  the  plead- 
er knew  that  what  he  alleged  was  false  and  was 
actuated  by  malice,  or  made  use  of  legal  prooeed- 
ings in  bad  faith  as  a  cloak  to  his  libelous  utter- 
ances.  Dada  v.  Piper,  41  Hun,  264. 

A  petition  in  a  suit  Is  absolutely  privileged,  if  the 
matter  Is  pertinent  to  the  action,  and  in  that  case 
the  bona  fides  of  the  pleader  is  immaterial.  Garde- 
mal  V.  MoWilliams,  48  La.  Ann.  464. 

In  Torrcy  v.  Field,  10  Vt.  868,  it  was  decided  that 
pertinent  matter  in  a  bill  in  chancery  was  privi- 
legedfbufonly  so  far  as  the  language  was  warranted 
by  the  ordinary  forms  of  process  and  pleading.. 
The  court  declared  that  the  language  was  not 
actionable  **  however  slanderous  or  malicious  tbe 
suit  may  be.  tf  founded  on  probable  cause,  although 
for  the  leading  purpose  of  scandallziog"  the  oppo- 
site party. 

Thus  statements  made  in  a  petition  by  a  receiver 
against  a  co-receiver,  though  malicious  and  false, 
charging  him  with  embezzlement  of  the  trust 
funds,  are  privileged.  Bartlett  v.  Cfaristhilf,  68 
Md.  219. 

A  statement  in  a  petition  for  the  removal  of  a 
guardian  that  he  has  in  his  family  a  girl  whom  he 
has  ruined,  is  privileged  if  the  words  were  used  in 
good'faith  and  with  probable  cause,  and  in  that  case 
will  give  no  right  of  action  to  such  girl  for  defama- 
tion, although  she  was  not  a  party  to  that  proceed- 
ing; but  if  the  words  are  not  used  in  good  faith  and 
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*  ehsLPged  In  the  petition  of  a  plaintiff  airalnat 
a  defendant  does  not  of  itaell  carry  absolute  ex- 
emption from  liability  for  damafires  olaimed  by 
reason  of  said  defamatory  and  libelous  charges; 
other  facts  must  concur  to  hriug  about  that  re- 
sult. 

3.  There  is  a  g^reat  diiTerenoe  between 
an  absolute  exemption  from  liability  for 
damages  for  acts  done  in  the  course  of  Judicial 
proceedings  under  a  ffiven  state  of  facts  proven, 
and  an  absolute  exemption  from  liability  to  a 
suitfor  the  purpose  of  testinfir  whether  such  a 
state  of  facts  exists  as  would  convey  with  it  such 
protection  from  damages,  and  between  the  situa- 
tion of  parties  at  the  end  of  a  lawsuit  after  evi- 
dence adduced,  and  that  of  parties  at  its  begin- 
niner,  standing  on  pleadings. 

(October  10, 1896.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  District  Court  for  the  Parish  of  Cad- 
do in  favor  of  defendant  in  an  action  brought 
to  recover  damages  for  the  alleged  publication 
of  a  libeL    Reversed. 


The  facts  suffldently  appear  in  the  opinioD. 

Mesmrs.  M.  8.  J^ones*  Alexander  k 
Blanchard,  and  Leonard  A  Thatcher 
for  appellant. 

Meurs.  Wise  A  Hemdon  for  appellee. 

NichoUs,  Ch,  </.,  delivered  the  opinioD  of 
the  court: 

The  defendant  in  this  case  haviofr  filed  an 
exception  of  no  cause  of  action  to  plaintiif's 
demand,  the  allegations  of  the  petition  will 
have  to  be  ff i  ven  in  f ul  1 .  Plaintiff  aven  that 
on  or  abouf  June  22, 1892,  William  E.  Hamil- 
ton, through  his  attorney,  instituted  in  the 
district  court  for  Caddo  a  suit  entitled  *^Tk 
Shreveport  Electric  RaUway  dt  Motite  Pinter 
Company  v.  The  City  of  tikrevepart  et  al,,"  bj 
filing  a  petition  verified  by  his  oath  made 
and  subscribed  to  before  Cal  D.  Hicks,  notarf 
public  of  said  parish,  on  June  21,  1882. 
whereon  he  obtained  from  the  Honoiable  S. 
L.  Taylor,  judge  of  said  court,  on  Jone  22. 
1892,  a  writ  of  injunction.  That  in  said 
petition  and  affidavit  said  Hamilton  repre- 


with  probable  cause,  they  may  be  actionable. 
Buobs  V.  Backer.  6  Heisk.  806,  19  Am.  Rep. 
508. 

In  a  bill  to  remove  a  trustee,  a  charge  of  his  bad 
character  for  honeaty  is  privileged.  Strauas  v. 
Meyer,  48  111.  885.  Id  this  case  no  limitation  is  ex- 
pressed to  the  doctrine  that  defamatory  matter  in 
pleadinirs  is  privileged. 

In  Weil  V.  Israel,  42  La.  Ann.  966ii  an  allegation  in 
■an  answer  to  a  suit  by  a  clerk  for  the  value  of  serv- 
ices, to  the  effect  that  he  is  so  notoriously  unre- 
liable as  a  clerk  that  he  cannot  obtain  employment 
where  known,  was  held  libelous  and  slanderous, 
where  it  was  filed  in  court  and  read  in  the  presence 
'  of  many  witnesses;  although  nothing  is  said  in  the 
case  on  the  question  of  privilege  but  the  defense 
of  truth  was  set  up. 

Although  English  decisions  as  to  libel  in  plead- 
ings are  not  numerous,  it  must  be  taken  as  settled 
that  the  privilege  as  to  defamatory  statements  in 
pleadings  is  absolute  whether  pertinent  to  the  case 
or  not,  since  it  is  established  by  Dawklns  v.  Boke- 
by,  L.  R.  7  H.  L.  744,  affirming  L.  R.  8  Q.  B.  255,  that 
the  testimony  of  witnesses  is  privileged  no  matter 
how  immaterial  or  malicious,  and  by  JMunster  v. 
Lamb,  L.  R.  11  Q.  B.  Div.  588,  that  the  privilege  of 
counsel  is  expressly  held  to  extend  to  all  words 
spoken  in  reference  to  the  case,  even  if  malicious 
and  irrelevant;  while  it  is  the  general  doctrine  of 
the  English  courts  eirpressly  declared  in  Dawklns 
V.  Kokeby  that  the  same  rule  of  privilege  exists  as 
to  judges,  counsel,  witnesses,  and  parties. 

In  Brown  v.  Michel,  Cro.  Eliz.  500,  it  was  held 
that  an  action  would  not  lie  for  charging  untruth 
in  an  answer  to  a  bill  in  equity.  See  Buckley  v. 
Wood,  Cro.  Eliz.  280, 247. 

Some  Canadian  cases  state  the  rule  as  to  privilege 
least  favorably  to  the  claim  of  privilege. 

Thus  in  Benning  v.  Rielle,  Mont.  L.  Rep.  6  Q.  B. 
•866,  it  is  held  that  defamatory  matter  in  a  pleading 
is  actionable,  if  the  allegations  are  false  and  with- 
out probable  cause. 

So  in  Charlebois  v.  Bourassa,  Mont.  L.  Rep.  5 
Super.  Ct.  428,  it  is  held  that  the  pertinency  of  a 
libelous  allegation  in  a  pleading  is  a  Justification 
•only  when  the  allegation  is  made  in  good  faith, 
with  probable  cause,  and  without  intention  to  in- 
jure. 

A  client  is  not  liable  for  defamatory  allegations 
made  by  his  attorney  in  a  pleading,  if  they  were 
not  made  by  theclient*s  direction.  Hardin  v.  Cum- 
Atock,  2  A.  K.  Marsh.  480. 12  Am.  Deo.  427. 
«2  L.  R.  A. 


OtTier  papers  etmnected  wtth  pleadinQL 

The  rule  applicable  to  pleadings  applies  atoo  to 
the  same  extent  to  motions  and  other  papen  Hied 
in  a  cause. 

Statements  of  testimony  in  the  case  in  a  brief  are 
privileged,  although  by  the  final  decisiOD  tbe  al- 
leged slanderous  testimony  is  excluded  as  tncoD- 
petenk   Stewart  v.  Hall,  88  Ey.  875. 

Specifications  of  opposition  to  an  insolveot^s  dl»' 
charge,  charging  him  with  fraud,  being  pertiDeot 
to  the  subject  under  investigation,  are  atasolutely 
privileged,  and  malice  cannot  be  shown.  HoiUs  v. 
Meux,  69  Cal.  625, 66  Am.  Rep.  574. 

So  objections  filed  by  counsel  to  a  disotaarr^  in 
bankruptcy  are  subject  to  privilege  in  aUexioir 
that  the  testimony  of  a  witness  for  the  bankrupt 
was  perjured,  if  the  truth  of  that  testlmoDy  is  a 
material  and  pertinent  question.  ManUi  r.  ESls- 
worth,60N.  Y.809. 

Defamatory  words  in  a  bill  of  particularB  far- 
nished  in  a  libel  suit  under  order  of  court,  charg- 
ing the  plaintiff  with  adultery  with  a  third  penoo. 
being  pertinent  to  the  case,  were  held  privileged. 
Prescott  V.  Tousey,  21  Jones  &  8. 5ft. 

Neither  can  they  be  made  the  basis  of  an  action 
for  libel  by  the  individuals  so  named.  Ferad  t. 
Tousey,  20  Jones  &  S.  79. 

A  motion  for  an  order  upon  an  attorney  to  pay 
over  money,  stating  pertinent  facts  only,  ia  privi- 
leged and  not  libelous.  Hawk  v.  Evans,  76  Iowa,  5B. 

But  defamatory  matter  in  a  sworn  applioatloo 
for  an  extension  of  time  to  file  a  transcript  on  ap- 
peal, charging  collusion  of  the  attorney  with  tbe 
attorney  for  the  opposite  party,  being  wholly  for- 
eign to  the  application,  is  not  privileged.  Wyattv. 
Buell,  47  Cal.  624. 

Defamatory  words  in  cross-interrogatorieatolar 
the  predicate  for  impeaching  a  witness,  uaed  io 
lionest  belief  of  right,  are  not  actionable.  La«w« 
V.  Hicks,  88  Ala.  279,  81  Am.  Dec  49. 

A  distress  warrant  being  a  proceeding  to  enfoice 
a  legal  right  is  within  the  rule  whteh  deniee  an 
action  for  libel  for  statements  contained  therein. 
Bailey  v.  Dean,  6  Barb.  297. 

A  remonstrance  against  the  granting  of  a  liquor 
license  being  a  part  of  the  pleadings,  is  privileged, 
unless  filed  maliciously.  Metaler  v.  Romine,9  Pa. 
Ck).  Ct.  Rep.  171,  47  Phila,  Leg.  Int.  484. 

The  same  rule  that  applies  to  pleadings  appto 
also  to  affidavits,  as  to  which  see  nete  to  Cooper  v. 

Phlpps  (Or.)  poffC n  on  the  question  of  privik«« 

as  to  defamatory  matter  in  testUnony.      B.  A.  B. 
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rented  himself  to  be  the  president  of  a  pre- 
tended corporation,  styled  in  said  petition 
''The  Shreveport  Electric  Railway  <&  Motive 
Power  Company,"  and  therein  falsely  de- 
scribed as  a  corporation  duly  chartered,  or- 
^nized,  and  existing  under  the  laws  of  the 
state  of  Louisiana.  That  in  said  petition, 
among  others,  the  following  allegations  are 
made,  viz. :  **  That  said  pretended  company 
had  been  /{granted  and  vested  with  certain 
rights,  privileges,  and  franchises,  by  an  or- 
dinance of  the  council  of  the  city  of  Shreve- 
port of  July  28,  1891,  and  that  such  rights, 
privileges,  and  franchises  were  held  by  and 
vested  in  said  companv.  That  in  the  exercise 
of  such  rights,  said  Hamilton,  as  president 
of  said  company,  employed  a  gang  of  la- 
borers, and  was  with  them  engaged  in  con  • 
structinjc  a  railroad  along  Southern  avenue, 
in  said  city,  on  June  20,  1892,  when  the  police 
officers  of  said  city,  acting  under  the  au- 
thority of  the  mayor  and  council  of  said  city, 
arrested  him  and  said  laborers,  and  forcibly 
prevented  them  from  continuing  such.  work. 
That  said  policemen,  mayor,  and  council,  in 
their  interference  with  the  rights  vested  in 
said  company  by  said  ordinance,  claimed 
that  said  ordinance,  and  all  rights  thereby 
vested,  were  repealed  by  said  council  at  its 
session  on  June  9.  1892.  That  said  pretended 
i^pealing  or  demand  is  an  attempt  to  divest 
vested  righta,  and  is  illegal,  null,  and  void. 
That  Herman  Herold,  Charles  J.  Randall, 
W.  D.  Scofleld,  John  C.  Wimbish,  and 
Henry  H.  Youree,  members  of  the  council  of 
said  city,  entered  into  a  conspiracy  with 
certain  persons  connected  with  and  interested 
in  the  City  Railroad  Company,  a  rival  cor- 
poration, to  pass  said  pretended  repealing 
ordinance.  That  said  conspiracy  was  con- 
ceived and  executed  solely  in  the  interest  of 
said  City  Railroad  Company  and  its  owners, 
and  without  any  regard  to  the  rights  of  said 
Hamilton  Company  or  of  the  public.  That 
such  conspiracy,  so  concocted,  was  kept  a 
profound  secret  from  the  mayor  and  from  the 
remaining  members  of  the  city  council,  and 
from  the  people ;  and  maintaining  inviolable 
the  injunction  of  secrecy  imposal  on  them 
by  said  parties  whose  interests  alone  they 
were  to  subserve,  the  said  members  of  said 
council  refused  to  entertain  a  motion  to  post- 
pone for  investigation,  made  by  a  member 
not  a  party  to  said  conspiracy,  and  refused 
to  hear  the  opinion  or  follow  the  advice  of 
the  city  attorney,  because  they  had  already 
taken  the  advice  of  the  retained  counsel  of 
said  City  Railroad  Company.  That  said 
conspiracy,  and  all  the  acts  in  pursuance 
thereof,  on  the  part  of  the  aforesaid  members 
of  the  city  council,  were  illegal,  wrongful, 
tortious,  and  a  fraud  on  the  rights  of  said 
Hamilton  Company.  That  all  of  which 
foregoing  fully  appeared  from  a  certified  copy 
of  said  petition,  annexed  and  made  part  here- 
of. That  said  suit  was  dismissed  by  Judg- 
ment of  the  district  court  for  Caddo,  on  ex- 
ceptions of  defendants  thereto,  for  reasons 
assigned  in  said  judgment,  which  said  ex- 
ceptions and  judgment  therein  are  made  part 
hereof  by  reference.  That  he  is  now,  and 
was  at  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  the  Or- 
dinance of  July  23,  1891,  purporting  and 
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intending  to  grant  certain  franchises  fully 
set  forth  in  the  petition  of  said  W.  £.  Hamil- 
ton in  said  suit,  a  men"  .er  of  the  city  coun- 
cil, and  that  he  voted  as  a  member  of  the  city 
council  against  said  ordinance.  That  he  is 
now  and  was  a  member  of  the  city  council  on 
June  9,  1892,  and  as  such  voted  for  the  ordi- 
nance enacted  on  said  date  by  said  council,  re- 
pealing the  ordinance  granting  certain  lights 
to  the  Shreveport  Electric  Railway  &  Motive 
Power  Company,  and  that  it  was  his  right 
and  his  duty  so  to  vote,  for  the  reasons  (among 
others)  assigned  by  the  Caddo  district  court 
in  the  opinion  and  judgment  dismissing  said 
suit  No.  4,001.  That  the  charges  made 
against  him  and  bis  fellow  members  of  said 
council,  in  the  petition  in  said  suit  No.  4,001, 
and  verified  by  the  oath  of  said  W.  £.  Hamil- 
ton, and  the  allegations  of  said  petition  with 
regard  to  himself  and  to  his  said  fellow  mem- 
bers, in  so  far  as  they  affect  the  petitioner, 
are  false,  libelous,  and  slanderous,  designed 
and  calculated  to  injure  and  destroy  the  char- 
acter and  reputation  of  petitioner  as  a  private 
citizen  and  public  official,  and  his  credit 
and  repute  as  a  business  man ;  and  that  said 
charees  and  allegations  constitute  a  charge 
of  felony,  and  a  criminal  and  infamous  offenso 
under  the  laws  of  the  state  of  Louisiana ;  and 
that  said  W.  £.  Hamilton  well  knew  when 
he  published  said  charges,  and  verified  them 
by  his  oath,  that  same  were  false,  libelous, 
and  slanderous,  and  same  were  maliciously 
made  and  with  full  advice ;  that  said  charges 
and  allegations  were  so  made  and  published 
by  said  W.  £.  Hamilton  without  cause, 
w&ntonly,  maliciously,  and  with  intent  to 
injure  j)etitioner,  and  that  said  charges,  as 
made  and  published  in  said  petition,  the  said 
Hamilton  has  verbally  reiterated,  made,  and 
published,  at  various  times  before  and  after 
the  institution  of  said  suit  No.  4,001,  to 
citizens  of  Shreveport  and  to  others,  with 
design  to  Injure  petitioner,  and  destroy  his 
character  and  credit.  That  the  said  petition 
of  the  said  Hamilton  in  said  suit  No.  4,001 
shows  on  its  face  no  cause  of  action  against 
petitioner  and  the  other  members  of  the  com- 
mon council  named  thereon,  and  that  he  and 
said  other  members  were  made  defendants  in 
said  suit  wantonly,  maliciously,  and  for  the 
corrupt  purpose  of  influencing  thereby  the 
official  action  of  petitioner  and  said  otlier 
members  in  the  interest  of  said  Hamilton  and 
a  certain  corporation,  to  wit,  the  Shreveport 
Railway  &  Land  Improvement  Company, 
wherein  said  Hamilton  is  a  large  stockholder, 
together  with  his  father-in-law,  Edward 
Jacobs,  his  brother-in-law,  Walter  B.  Jacobs, 
and  wherein  said  W.  E.  Hamilton,  Edward 
Jacobs,  and  the  said  W.  B.  Jacobs  and  First 
National  Bank  of  Shreveport  (whereof  said 
W.  E.  Hamilton  is  vice  president  and  said 
W.  B.  Jacobs  is  cashier)  are  large  stock- 
holders, and  are  otherwise  largely  interested ; 
it  being  the  purpose  and  intention  of  said 
Hamilton  t^  destroy  the  value,  and  force  the 
sale  to  said  Shreveport  Railway  &  Land  Im- 
provement Company,  of  the  property  and 
franchises  of  the  Shreveport  City  Railway 
Company,  a  rival  corporation.  That,  since 
the  judgment  of  the  Caddo  district  court 
dismiss^  said  suit  No.  4,001,  the  road  and 
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franchise  of  said  City  Railroad  Compan]^  have 
been  purchased  by  the  Shreyeport  Railway 
&  Land  Improyement  Company,  or  by  the 
parties  principally  interested  therein.  That 
If  it  be  true,  as  alleged  in  tlie  said  petition 
of  said  Hamilton,  that  the  ordinance  of  June 
23.  1891,  therein  set  forth,  yested  rights  and 

Sriyileges  in  the  Shreyeport  Electric  Railway 
;  Motiye  Company,  then  the  repealin&;  clause 
of  June  9,  1892,  was  unconstitutional,  null, 
and  yoid,  and  such  rights  and  priylleges 
were  not  thereby  in  any  manner  impaired  or 
affected ;  and  if  said  company  held  no  yested 
right  under  said  ordinance  of  July  28,  1891. 
then  said  company  had  no  right  nor  cause  of 
action,  as  set  forth  in  petition  in  said  suit 
No.  4,001.  That  under  either  supposition 
he  and  his  fellow  members  of  the  cit^  coun- 
cil could  not  properly  be  made  parties  de- 
fendants to  said  suit  No.  4,001.  That  there 
was  no  occasion  to  make  him  and  his  fellow 
members  parties  defendants' in  said  suit,  or 
to  make  the  charges  therein  made  against 
them.  That  the  allegations  and  charges  made 
in  said  petition  and  affidayit,  against  him 
^and  his  fellow  members  of  the  city  coun- 
cil, were  not  pertinent  to  the  issue,  or  in  any 
*way  or  manner  necessary  for  the  protection 
of  the  ricrhts  therein  alleged  to  exist.  That 
said  suit'Ko.  4,001  is  not,  and  neyer  has  been, 
a  real  suit, — that  same  was  and  is  the  fraud- 
ulent simulation  of  a  suit, — that  there  was 
no  party  plaintiff  thereto ;  and  that  the  pre- 
tenaed  corporation,  styled  therein  The 
Shreyeport  Electric  Railway  &  Motiye  Power 
Company',  has  no  existence  and  has  neyer 
existed,— all  of  which  said  William  E. 
Hamilton  well  knew,  at  the  time  he  made 
said  false,  malicious,  and  slanderous  charges 
against  petitioner  and  his  said  fellow  mem- 
bers. That  his  reputation  was  in  all  respects 
ffood.  prior  to  the  said  charges  a3  aforesaid, 
falsely,  wantonly,  and  maliciously  made  and 
published  by  said  W.  E.  Hamilton.  That 
the  said  charts  so  made  and  published  by 
said  W.  E.  Hamilton  haye  injured  his  rep- 
utation ;  haye  been  detrimental  to  his  stand- 
ing and  social  position  in  the  community 
where  he  liyes  and  eleswhere;  haye  had  a 
tendency  to  degrade  him  with  his  fellow 
men ;  haye  impaired  his  credit  and  injured  his 
business,  which  is  that  of  a  cotton  buyer  and 
factor,  and  caused  same  to  materially  de- 
cline, to  his  great  financial  loss ;  haye  sub- 
lected  him  to  mortification  and  Insult;  and 
naye  outra&[ed  his  feelings  to  an  extent  which 
cannot  be  suflSciently  measured  by  money, 
but  at  least  to  the  extent  of  $15,000.  That 
he  was  entitled  to  exemplary  and  punitiye 
damages  against  said  Hamilton,  to  the 
amount  of  at  least  $10,000.  That  he  was 
compelled  to  employ  counsel  to  defend  him 
in  said  suit  No.  4,001,  at  an  expense  to  him 
of  $150,  for  which  amount,  also,  he  should 
haye  judgment  against  said  Hamilton. "    He 

Srays  that  Hamilton  be  cited,  and  that  he 
Eiye  judgment  against  him  for  $25,140,  in- 
terest and  costs.  The  district  court  held 
that  the  exception  was  well  taken,  and  dis- 
missed the  suit.     Plaintiff  has  appealed. 

In  the  reasons  for  judgment,  the  district 
judge  said :  *'  There  can  be  no  doubt  that 
the  ayerments  of  the  petition  of  suit  No. 
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4,001  are  libelous  In  their  character.  To 
charge  a  public  official  with  haying  been  a 
party  to  a  fraudulent  conspiracy,  and  to  have- 
been  influenced  in  his  official  capacity  by 
corrupt  motiyes,  is  certainly  a  defamation 
likely  to  cause  a  breach  of  the  peace,  and 
^reat  wrong  to  the  sufferer.  Such  a  charge, 
if  publishea  in  a  newspaper,  would  undoobt- 
edly  be  actionable  in  oaniages,  if  it  were 
shown  to  be  false  and  malicious.  But  de- 
fendant contends  that  this  charge  was  made 
in  the  course  of  judicial  proceedings,  in 
good  faith,  that  it  arose  upon  a  proper  oc- 
casion, and  was  pertinent  to  the  issue,  and 
is  therefore  protected  as  a  priyileged  com- 
munication. Under  the  common  law  of  Eng- 
land, no  action  lies  against  an  attorney  or 
litigant  for  defamatory  words  spoken  or  writ- 
ten in  a  pleading  in  ju4icial  proceedings, 
eyen  though  they  were  unnecessary  to  support 
the  case  of  the  client,  and  were  uttered  or 
published  without  any  justification  or  ex- 
cuse, and  from  personal  ill  will  towards  the- 
party  defamed,  arising  from  some  preyiously 
existing  cause,  and  are  irreleyant  to  every 

?[uestion  of  fact  in  issue  before  the  court 
t  seems,  then,  that  under  the  English  lar 
the  mere  fact  that  the  defamatory  language 
was  used  in  a  judicial  proceeding  is  an 
absolute  protection  re^rdless  of  all  the 
cunsiderations.  Plaintiff's  counsel  contend 
that  in  Louisiana  priyileged  communications, 
in  judicial  proceedings  are  unknown  to  our 
law,  and  that  article  2815  of  the  Reyised 
Ciyil  Code  furnishes  the  true  and  onlf  rule 
for  determining  the  right  of  action  m  all 
cases — libel  and  slander  included— where 
damages  are  claimed  for  torts,  eyen  though 
the  defamatory  matter  be  published  in  a  ju- 
dicial proceeding.  Many  authorities  are 
cited  to  support  this  position,  notably  that  of 
Miller  y.  Holstein,  16  La.  S89.  I  have  ex- 
amined these  proceedings,  and  they  undoubt- 
edly show  that  the  English  law  of  absolute 
protection  does  not  preyail  here,  and  that  the 
foundation  and  measure  of  liability  for  a 
libel  uttered  in  a  judicial  proceeding  are 
found  in  article  2815  of  tlie  Code ;  but  I  do^ 
not  understand  them  as  holding  that  no  sort 
of  priyileged  communications  is  known  to 
our  law. "  The  learned  judge  then  proceeded 
to  cite  and  quote  a  number  of  decisions  in 
which  the  defendants  in  suits  brought  against 
them  for  damages  had  been  protected  from 
liability,  by  reason  of  the  acts  complained 
haying  occurred  in  the  course  of  judicial  pro- 
ceedings ;  and  from  thoee  decisions  he  reached 
the  conclusion  that  in  some  cases  an  absolute 
exemption  from  liability  existed,  and  that 
the  present  case  was  one  of  that  character. 
There  is  a  great  difference  between  an  abw- 
lute  exemption  from  liability  for  damages 
under  a  giyen  state  of  facts  proven,  and  an 
absolute  exemption  from  liability  to  a  suit 
for  the  purpose  of  testing  whether  audi  a 
state  of  facts  exists  as  would  conyey  with  it 
such  protection  from  damages.  There  is  a 
great  difference  between  the  situation  of  par- 
ties at  the  end  of  a  lawsuit,  and  after  evi- 
dence adduced,  and  that  of  parties  at  the  be- 
ginning of  a  lawsuit,  standing  on  pleadings. 
There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  fact  that  an 
act  complained  of  occurred  in  judicial  pro- 
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•ceedings  may  have  a  great  bearing  and  in- 
fluence upon  both  the  burden  and  sufficiency 
of  proof  on  the  final  result,  on  a  question  of 
^  liability  to  damagres  for  that  act.  Such  a 
fact  being  shown,  with  its  attendant  circum- 
stances, may  sometimes  afford  partial  protec- 
tion, sometimes  afford  absolute  protection ; 
but  it  may  also  frequently  intensify  and  ag- 
gravate a  wrong.  The  determination  of  such 
questions  depends  almost  necessarily  upon 
facts  resting  still  in  pais,  which  can  only  be 
positively  and  finally  ascertained  through 
the  instrumentality  oi  a  suit.  While  it  may 
be  true  that,  given  a  particular  state  of  facts, 
legal  protection  from  liability  would  follow 
as  a  matter  of  law,  it  is  none  the  less  true 
that  the  facts  themselves  on  which  exemp- 
tion is  based  are  opened  to  inquiry  and  to 
judicial  scrutiny.  Any  other  doctrine  would 
convert  the  courts  of  the  country  into  instru- 
mentalities for  wrong  and  into  engines  of 
oppression.  Nothing  in  the  Oardemal  Ccue, 
43  La.  Ann.  454,  which  was  one  tried  on  its 
merits  and  turned  upon  the  burden  and  suf- 
ficiency of  proof,  is  out  of  line  with  the  views 
herein  expressed.  In  that  case,  this  court, 
speaking  of  privileged  communications, 
said:  *^In  privileged  communications  the 
party  is  protected  iTom  the  damages,  unless 


the  occasion  was  used  as  a  means  of  inflicting 
a  willful  and  malicious  injury  upon  the 
plaintiff,  **  and,  referring  to  protection  aris- 
ing from  iudicial  proceedings,  it  declared : 
**  If  extenaed  to  those  who  were  in  the  honest 
pursuit  of  private  right.  **  It  was  never  once 
intimated  that  the  courts  of  our  state  were 
places  from  which,  as  from  places  of  secure 
refuge,  parties  could  with  impunity  per- 
petrate wrong.     Weil  v.  Igrael,  42  La.  Ann. 

We  have  examined  plaintiff's  pleadings 
very  carefully.  They  are  both  full  and  pre- 
cise. If,  in  their  consideration,  we  strike 
out  and  eliminate  the  question  of  **  priv- 
ilege,** it  must  be  conceded  Dlaintiff's  peti- 
tion disclosed  a  course  of  action.  If  we  re- 
place that  question,  we  find  that  plaintiff  has 
specifically  affirmed  the  nonexistence  of  the 
conditions  upon  which  the  right  of  exemp- 
tion is  dependent.  He  has  a  right  to  go  to 
trial  on  that  issue,  as  one  of  fact,  to  be  as- 
certained by  evidence. 

For  the  reasons  herein  assigned,  it  is  or- 
dered, adjudged,  and  decreed  tluit  the  judgment 
appealedfrom  he  annulled,  avoided  and  reversed, 
the  case  reinstated,  and  that  it  be  remanded 
for  further  proceeding  according  to  law. 
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1.  An  appeml  from  a  deddon  in  quo 
warranto  will  not  bo  dlsmiMod  because 
the  appellant  pending  tbe  appeal  has  been  re- 
moved from  ofDce  for  InsubordlDatlOD  in  taking 
tbe  appeeL 

'2.  A  menafl^o  of  disapproTal  of  tho  acts 
of  the  board  of  aldermen  by  the  mayor 
has  DO  effect  when  the  charter  provides  for  bis 
approval  and  disapproval  only  of  measures 
puied  by  both  boards  which  constitute  tbe  com- 
moD  ooimoO. 

3.  A  person  appointed  to  fill  a  ▼aoancy 
in  a  board  of  poliee  oommieelonere  is 
appointed  only  til]  tbe  end  of  the  term  of  his  pre- 
decessor under  a  charter  provldlnsr  generally  for 
appointment  to  1111  a  vacancy  but  which  provides 
for  two  year  terms  and  for  the  expiration  of  a 
part  of  them  on  each  year  with  other  provisions 
as  to  a  non-partisan  board. 

4.  Members  of  a  board  of  polioe  oom- 
miaakmers  need  not  remain  actually 
in  their  seats  during  the  time  in  which  a 
warrant  of  arrest  is  being  served  on  absent  mem- 
ben  to  procure  a  quorum. 

5.  A  misreeital  of  the  hour  of  meetings 
in  a  warrant  for  arrest  of  absent  members 
of  a  board  of  commissioners  which  could  mis- 
lead DO  one  wiU  not  impair  the  validity  of  the 
warrant 


0.  The  ftasHng  wote  of  mayor  may  be 
^wen  on  the  choice  of  ofDoers  as  well  as  on  a 
measure  of  legislation. 

7.  An  alderman  is  not'depriwed  of  the 
riffht  to  wote  against  the  confirmation  of  a 
person  to  succeed  him  in  the  ofDce  of  police  com- 
missioner by  his  interest  in  the  result 

8«  The  vote  of  aldermen  when  once 
fl^wen  and  covnted  by  the  mayor  and  his 
declaration  of  the  result  can  be  rejected  for  in- 
terest  only  by  action  of  the  board  and  does  not 
malie  an  appointment  to  ofDce  by  such  vote  sub- 
ject to  collateral  attack. 

9*  The  specifleation  of  certain  ot^eets 
in  a  notiee  of  a  meeting  of  a  board  of  alder- 
men does  not  exclude  action  upon  any  others 
which  are  within  the  range  of  its  general  powers. 

10.  A  person  is  not  a  do  fketo  poliee 
oonuBlssioner  when  he  has  not  the  reputa- 
tion of  being  such  or  his  acts  and  authority  are 
not  generally  recognized  or  acquiesced  in  or 
such  as  to  lead  men  to  suppose  that  he  was  such 
ofBcer,  especially  where  there  is  a  rightful  com- 
missioner who  is  claiming  tbe  office. 

1 1.  Want  of  notice  to  ri^htftd  commis- 
sioners of  the  meetings  of  a  pretended  board 
is  fatal  to  action  by  the  latter  without  a  quorum 
of  legal  members. 

18*  An  oflice  created  by  ordinance  may 
be  abolished  by  ordinance. 

18.  Achief  of  poUce  under  that  Utle  is 
not  required  for  a  city  so  as  to  prevent  aboli- 
tion of  that  office  and  the  devolution  of  its  func- 
tions on  a  captain  of  polioe  by  a  statute  referring 
to  such  an  officer  or  by  the  city  charter  making 
a  similar  reference  where  these  manifestly  refer 


Note.— Among  the  interesting  questions  in  the  i  llrmatlon  of  a  person  to  succeed  him  in  another 
above  case  to  which  we  call  attention  is  that  as  to   office.   As  to  this  question,  see  note  to  Fort  Wayne 
tbe  right  of  an  alderman  to  vote  against  the  con- 1  v.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  K.  Co.  (Ind.)  18  L.  R.  A.  867. 
^L.RA 


054 


Connecticut  Sitfkemb  Court  of  Errors. 


JrsE, 


to.tbe  functions  of  the  office  and  not  to  the  name 
of  the  officer. 

(Carpenter,  J.,  dlmenU.) 
(June  6. 1803.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  iudgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  Fairflela  County 
in  favor  of  relator  in  a  proceeding  in  the  nature 
of  quo  warranto  to  establish  the  right  of  re- 
lator to  the  office  of  chief  of  police  of  the  city 
of  Bridgeport.    Reversed, 

Defendant  claimed  that  relator  had  been  re- 
moved from  the  office  of  chief  of  police  by  the 
board  of  police  commissioners  for  cause,  and 
the  duties  of  his  office  had  been  committed  to 
defendant.  Also  that  the  office  of  chief  of 
police  had  been  abolished  by  ordinance.  A 
demurrer  was  filed  to  the  latter  defense,  which 
was  sustained.  To  the  other  allegation  a  rep- 
lication was  filed  claiming  that  the  attempt^ 
removal  by  the  board  of  police  commissioners 
was  irregular  and  void.  A  trial  resulted  in 
judraient  of  ouster.  After  the  appeal  was 
per^cted,  relator  filed  a  plea  in  abatement  of 
the  appeal  and  also  a  motion  to  dismiss  on  the 
grouna  that  since  It  was  taken,  defendant  had 
been  removed  from  office  and  his  successor 
appointed  and  that  consequently  the  relator 
was  in  full  exercise  of  the  duties  of  the  office 
of  chief  of  police.  Appellant  replied  that  he 
had  been  removed  for  prosecuting  the  appeal. 

Further  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  J.  B.  Klein,  for  appellant: 

The  argument  that  the  duties  constitute  the 
office  ana  therefore  if  the  duties  continue  the 
office  continues,  is  unsound  when  the  office  has 
been  abolished  and  the  duties  transferred  to  a 
known  existing  office. 

Offices  peculiarly  local,  as  boards  of  public 
works,  water  commissioners,  etc.,  must  neces- 
sarily be  controlled  and  reflated  by  the  mu- 
nicipality. To  give  the  legislature  power  over 
these  local  offices  would  be  subversive  of  all 
local  self-government 

State  v.  Denny,  4  L.  R.  A.  79, 118  Ind.  400; 
People  V.  Hurlbut,  24  Mich.  44.  9  Am.  Rep. 
108;  PeopU  v.  Albertson,  55  N.  Y.  50. 

If  the  charter  vests  in  the  council  the  power 
to  establish  a  force  and  create  and  designate 
the  offices  of  that  force,  it  cannot  be  contended 
in  the  absence  of  charter  restriction  that  the 
power  to  create  offices  may  not  abolish  them. 

The  ordinance  is  valid  and  the  office  of  chief 
of  police  abolished. 

The  validity  of  the  ordinance  must  be  con- 
ceded and  the  office  of  chief  of  police  abolished 
if  the  common  council  have  the  power  to  pass 
such  an  ordinance. 

Volk  V.  Newark,  47  N.  J.  L,  119;  Butcher  v. 
Camden,  29  N.  J.  Eq.  478;  Peoj^  v.  Mahaney, 
18  Mich.  482;  WiUiarM  v.  Newp<yrt,  12  Bush, 
488;  Aygusta  v.  Sweeney,  44  Ga.  463,  9  Am. 
Rep.  172;  Mechem,  Pub.  Off.  466. 

On  June  18  last  Mr.  Rylands  was  dismissed 
from  the  police  force  on  charges  of  willful  dis- 
obedience of  the  orders  of  the  police  board  after 
notice  given  him  of  the  charges,  an  opportu- 
nity to  be  heard,  a  hearing  had,  evidence  taken, 
a  special  meeting  had  to  review  the  testimony 
before  rendering  decision,  each  member  of  the 
board  duly  notified  of  the  particular  object  of 
2SfL.R.A. 


each  meeting  held,  and  the  resolution  of  dis- 
missal  adopted  by  the  concurrenoe  of  three 
members. 

Here  was  ample  cause  of  which  under  sec- 
tion 58  of  the  charter  the  board  of  police  com- 
missioners are  the  sole  judges  and  every  ele- 
ment of  a  legal  removal. 

Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  §  250. 

We  maintain  the  legality  of  the  board  which 
dismissed  Mr.  Rylands.  There  is  no  cunten- 
tion  about  the  legality  of  two  of  the  members 
of  the  board,  viz.,  Messrs.  Grant  and  Rishor. 
The  contention  is  over  the  legality  of  Messrs. 
Walsh  and  Bogart.  They  were  appointed  for 
a  term  of  two  years,  and  their  term  began  with 
their  appointment  and  continued  two  years. 

It  is  Claimed  that  the  appointing  power  nom- 
inated Mr.  Walsh  for  the  unexpiiBd  term  of 
Mr.  Beard sley,  therefore,  Mr.  Walsh  by  the 
terms  of  his  appointment  held  for  an  unexpired 
term.  The  appointee  holds  for  the  term  pro- 
vided by  the  charter,  not  for  the  period  desig- 
nated by  the  mayor. 

People  V.  Burbank,  12  Cal.  879;  StaU  t. 
Brady,  49  Ohio  St.  507;  Ptople  v.  EaU,  104  N. 
Y.  176;  Stadler  v.  Detroit,  18  Mich.  846:  P^ 
V.  Lord,  9  Mich.  227;  State  v.  Batt,  86  La. 
Ann.  955. 

The  act  6f  the  mayor  in  appointing  for  the 
unexpired  term  is  a  nullity,  if  the  charter 
makes  the  term  of  office  two  years. 

In  all  cases  in  which  it  was  deemed  desirable 
by  the  legislature  to  provide  for  the  tlVmg  of 
vacancies  by  a  limitation  to  the  unexpired  term 
of  the  late  incumbent,  it  seems  to  have  beeo 
carefully  provided  for;  and  from  the  fact  chat 
the  legislature  did  so  express  their  intentioo  id 
these  cases  and  failed  to  do  so  in  others,  it  is 
apparent  that  their  omission  to  do  so  in  the 
latter  was  not  accidental,  but  designated  the 
maxim,  "expremo  vnius  est  exdutio  aUmvi* 
should  be  most  critically  applied. 

AUy-Gen,  v.  Brunst,  8  Wis.  794;  Sansbury 
V.  MiddJleton,  11  Md.  299. 

Appointments  to  fill  a  vacancy  are  appoint- 
ments to  fill  vacancies  in  the  office  of  police 
commissioner,  not  in  the  term  of  office. 

Atty-Oen.  v.  Brunst  and  Sansburff  v.  Mid- 
dteton,  supra;  StaU  v.  Ware,  18  Or.  880. 

At  common  law,  vacancy  ex  H  termini 
means  vacancy  m  the  office,  and  not  in  the 
term.  And  this  is  ordinarily  the  meaning  at- 
tached to  the  word  when  a  vacancy  is  spoken 
of. 

The  term  of  an  office  is  said  to  be  a  fixed 
period  prescribed  for  holding  the  office;  and  is 
the  estate  or  interest  which  the  incumbent  has 
in  it. 

2  Bl.  Com.  144;  People  v.  MeClaw,  99  N.  Y. 
87;  Hughes  v.  Buekingham,  5  Smedes  &  M. 
649;  2  Ops.  Atty-Gen.  p.  883. 

Upon  the  office  being  filled,  the  incumbent 
will  have  a  right  to  the  office  for  a  full  term 
from  the  date  of  his  appointment. 

2  Ops.  Atty-Gen.  p.  888;  People  v.  amn,  2 
Wend.  267;  People  v.  Coutant,  11  Wend.  1^: 
Coutant  V.  PeopU,  11  Wend.  511;  i\?»f r»  v. 
Hurst,  2  Humph.  24;  Bretoer  v.  Datis,  ^ 
Humph.  213,  49  Am.  Dec.  706;  (^nion  of  the 
Judges,  61  Me.  601;  Banton  v.  WiUon,  4  Tex. 
400;  Shelby  v.  Johnson  (Tex.)  Dall.  Dec.  597; 
Keys  V.  Mason,  3  Sneed,  6;  Piople  v.  Burbank, 
supra;  Wammadc  v.  RoUoway,  2  Ala.  81;  Siate 
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V.  Hutson,  1  McCord,  L.  840;  McAfee  v.  Btu- 
9dL,  29  Miss.  85;  Paine,  Elections.  ^  207. 

Tbe  Dominations  of  Sperry  and  Reynolds 
are  upon  the  table  of  'the  board  of  aldermen, 
and  Walsh  and  Bogart  hold  over  under 'the 
charter,  section  5.  » 

Gushing,  Law  and  Practice  of  Legislative 
Assemblies,  $§  1444,  1449, 1452. 

The  rules  of  order  adopted  by  a  city  council 
are  binding  on  that  body. 

^U  V.  Hout,  2  Or.  246. 

It  goes  without  saying  that  this  was  no  le^l 
contirmation.  An  arbitrary  ruling  of  (be 
mayor  cannot  have  the  effect  to  nullify  the  act 
of  a  majority  of  the  council. 

Chariton  ▼.  HoUiday,  60  Iowa,  894. 

Tbe  mayor  cannot  confirm  his  own  nomina- 
tion. 

All  parts  of  the  charter  are  to  be  con- 
strued together  as  one  harmonious  whole. 
If  there  be  a  conflict  between  the  provisions, 
tbe  last  one  shall  prevail 

Peopk  V.  McGlate,  supra. 

You  cannot  make  nominations  by  and  with 
the  consent  of  the  board  of  aldermen,  if  the 
ma^or  can  vote  on  his  own  nominations. 

K  the  charter  provides  a  method  of  giving 
notices  of  meetings,  that  must  be  strictly 
obeyed. 

1  DilL  Mun.  Corp.  4th  ed.  268;  Lord  v.  Ano- 
ka, 36  Minn.  176. 

The  meeting  two  days  after  the  call  was  11- 

Soiah  School  District  v.  Blakeslee,  18  Conn. 
234;  Morawetz,  Priv.  Corp.  §  481 ;  State  v.  Bon- 
ne«,  85  Ohio  St.  10. 

Eveiy  resolution  or  ordinance  (chap.  8,  g  7,  p. 
109.  of  Ordinances)  must  be  approved  by  the 
mayor. 

That  approval  can  only  be  proved  "by  a 
written  declaration  attested  by  nis  signature" 
upon  tbe  nominations  made,  and  a  vote  not  thus 
approved  became  inoperative. 

Tbe  action  was  final  and  must  be  approved 
by  tbe  mayor.  Signing  the  minutes  of  the 
meeting  of  May  22  is  not  equivalent  to  signing 
absolution. 

Graham  v.  Caronddet,  88  Mo.  268;  Saxton 
V.  Beach,  50  Mo.  488;  KepnerY.  Com.  40  Pa. 
124;  People  y.  Shroeder,  76  N.  Y.  168. 

Mr,  Henrjr  Stoddard  also  for  appellant. 

Menrs,  Dajiiel  Davenport  and  Stiles 
Jndson,  Jr.,  for  appellee: 

Since  judgment  was  rendered  and  execu- 
tion issued  by  the  superior  court  in  favor  of 
the  relator,  the  respondent  has  been  dismissed 
from  tbe  police  force  by  the  lawful  police  com- 
missioners, and  his  successor  duly  appointed, 
and  tbe  respondent  has  ceased  to  be  captain  of 
police  or  to  perform,  or  claim  to  perform,  any 
of  tbe  said  powers  and  duties  pertaining  to 
said  office. 

Under  such  circumstances^ even  if  the  court 
below  had  committed  error,  a  new  trial  should 
not  be  granted. 

8iaiev.Tud^,5  Day,  829,  5  Am.  Dec.  162; 
5Stote  V.  Porter,  58  Iowa,  19;  State  v.  Jacobs, 
17  Ohio,  143;  Stater.  Taylor,  12  Ohio  St.  130: 
Stale  V.  Ward,  17  Ohio  St.  643;  Morris  v. 
Underwood,  19  Ga.  559. 

Tbe  office  of  chief  of  police  under  existing 
laws  is  not  only  so  imbedded  in  tbe  charter  as 
to  place  it  beyond  the  destructive  tendencies 
22L.R.A. 


exhibited  by  the  city  council  of  1891.  but  the 
incumbent  of  such  ofBceis  a  state  officer,  and 
recognized  as  such  by  the  general  statutes  of 
tbe  state. 

Farrell  v.  Bridgeport,  45  Conn.  195;  Bureh 
V.  Hardwieke,  80  Gratt.  24,  82  Am.  Rep.  640; 
Andrews  v.  King,  Tt  Me.  280. 

Samis  v.  King,  40  Conn.  809,  and  Farrell  v. 
Bridgeport,  supra,  have  expressly  decided  that 
the  action  of  the  council  in  attempting  to  legis- 
late out  of  office  the  chief  of  police  and  the 
whole  police  force  of  the  citv,  by  repealing  the 
ordinance  which  provided  for  them  was  void 
in  all  respects,  as  being  in  conflict  with  both 
the  language  and  spirit  of  the  charter. 

If  the  common  council  has  the  power  to  pass 
a  valid  ordinance  of  the  description  of  the  one 
in  question,  then  the  power  of  appointment  or 
removal  of  any  officer  of  the  force  is  entirely 
in  the  hands  of  the  common  council. 

Its  purpose  and  effect  was  to  remove  Mr. 
Rylaods  from  and  to  appoint  Mr.  Pinkerman 
to  exercise  the  powers  and  discharge  the  duties 
for  which  the  board  had  selected  Mr.  Rylands 
and  bad  not  selected  Mr.  Pinkerman. 

Thus  the  common  council  would  be  enabled 
to  do  that  by  indirection  which  it  was  express- 
ly restrained  from  doing  by  the  carefully  de- 
vised provisions  of  the  charter. 

Such  a  construction  of  the  charter  must  be 
wrong  and  the  court  will  not  adopt  it 

Hokse  V.  Henderson,!^  N.  C.  27,  25  Am.  Dec. 
677;  State  v.  St,  Louis  Police  Comrs.  88  Mo.  145; 
Pisople  V.  Oarey,  6  Cow.  646;  People  v.  Albert- 
son,  55  N.  Y.  57;  Statev.  Brunst,  26  Wis.  414, 
7  Am.  Rep.  84;  Warner  v.  People,  2  Denio, 
283,  48  Am.  Dec.  740. 

Where  the  tenure  of  office  is  established  in 
the  constitution,  the  legislature  may  not 
abridge  the  term,  and  when  established  in  the 
charter  of  a  municipal  corporation  it  cannot  be 
abridged  by  the  common  council. 

Brewer  v.  Davis,  9  Humph.  214, 49  Am.  Dec. 
706;  Keys  v.  Mason,  8  Sneed,  6:  State  v. 
Douglas,  26  Wis.  430,  7  Am.  Rep.  87;  Stadler 
V.  Detroit,  18  Mich.  346;  State  v.  Draper,  65 
Mo.  888,  27  Am.  Rep.  287;  State  v.  Tho- 
man,  10  Kan.  191;  People  v.  Dubois,  28  HI. 
549;  1  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  p.  824;  Mechem.  Pub. 
Off.  §  887. 

And  where  a  method  of*  removal  is  pre- 
scribed in  tbe  organic  law,  only  that  method 
can  be  followed. 

Lowe  V.  Com.  8  Met.  (Ky.)  287;  Brown  v. 
Orover,  6  Bush,  1. 

The  recognition  in  the  charter  of  such  officer 
as  the  "chief  of  police,*'  and  the  imposing  of 
specific  duties  upon  such  officer,  creates  the 
office  itself  in  the  most  full  and  ample  man- 
ner. 

Fant  V.  Oibbs,  54  Miss.  412;  Brown  v.  Blake, 
46  Conn.  550;  People  v.  Squires,  14  Cal.  16; 
People  V.  Bedell,  2  Hill,  198;  Mechem,  Pub. 
Off,  §  467;  Ford  v.  California  Harbor  Comrs. 
81  Cal.  36;  Bow  v.  Allenstown,  34  N.  H.  858» 
49  Am.  Dec.  489;  1  Dill.  Mun.   Corp.  p.  75. 

The  powers,  authority,  and  jurisdiction  con- 
stitute the  office  and  are  of  the  essence  of  it  and 
inseparable  from  it. 

Com.  V.  Gamble,  62  Pa.  348,  1  Am,  Rep. 
422;  People  v.  Langdon,  40  Mich.  682;  Dart- 
mouth College  Trustees  v.  Woodward,  17  U.  S.  4 
Wheat.  518,  4  L.  ed.  629;  State  v.  Wilson,  29 
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Ohio  St.  848;  Paine,  Elections,  §  126;  Mechem, 
Pub.  Off.  §§  9.  10;  Bobertsony,  State,  109  Ind. 
79;  Ogden  v.  Raymond,  32  Conn.  379,  48  Am. 
Dec.  429. 
The  same  reasoning  that  is  adopted  by  the 

'<;oarts  in  respect  to  a  constitutional  office  that 
is  sought  to  be  abolished  or  abridged  by  legis- 
lative enactment,  applies  with  equal  force  to 

:  a  charter  office  that  is  sought  to  be  disturbed 
by  a  city  ordinance. 

Quineite  v.  St,  Louis,  76  Mo.  402;  Carr  v. 
St.  Louis,  9  Mo.  190;  Sefiott  v.  People,  89  111. 
197;  State  v.  Douglas,  supra;  PktcerviUe  v. 
Wilcox,  85  Cal.  28;  Hchohen  v.  Harrison,  80 
N.  J.  L.  78;  State  v.  Brunst,  supra;  King  v. 
Hunter,  65  N.  C.  608,  6  Am.  Rep.  754;  2  Dill. 
Mun.  Corp.  p.  815;  Mechem,  Pub.  Off.  §  467; 
Warner  v.  People,  2  Denio,  280,  43  Am.  Dec. 

'740;  Cooley,  Const.  Lira.  p.  285. 

The  attempted  repeal  really  means  nothing. 

'The  first  two  sections  attempt  to  repeal,  and 
the  third  section  restores.  There  is  no  time 
when  the  office  of  chief  of  police  ceased  to  ex- 
ist.   It  is  the  same   as  if  no  law  had  been 


FuUerton  v.  Sfyring,  8  Wis.  667;  McMullen 
V.  Quest,  6  Tex.  275;  StaU  v.  Baldwin,  45  Conn. 
134;  Be  Welsh,  17  111.  162;  StaU  v.  Stanley,  66 
N,  C.  59,  8  Am.  Rep.  489. 

This  ordinance  which  preserves  intact  every 
power  and  duty  of  that  office,  and  merely  de- 
scribes the  incumbent  of  it  as  ''captain  of 
police,"  if  it  accomplishes  the  feat  of  legislat- 
ing Rylands  out  and  Pinkerman  in,  is  an  act 
of  the  appointing  power  which  is  exclusively 
vested  in  the  board  of  police  commissioners, 
and  therefore  in  conflict  with  the  charter. 

United  States  v.  Bassett,  2  Story,  C.  C.  404; 
Merriam  v.  Clinch,  6  Blatchf .  9;  People  v.  Hop- 
kins, 55  N.  Y.  74;  Portlands,  Denny,  5  Or.  160. 

Not  one  authority  can  be  produced  where  it 
is  held  that  the  appointment  of  one  to  fill  the 
unexpired  term  of  his  predecessor  operates  as 
an  appointment  for  the  lull  period  of  the  term, 
upon  such  facts  as  are  presented  in  this  case. 

StaUY.  Stonestreet,  09  Mo.  976;  State  y.  Bar- 
low, 108  Ind.  567;  Jones  v.  State,  112  Ind.  197; 
Baker  v.  Kirk,  83  Ind.  528;  French  v.  Cowan, 
79  Me.  426;  Opinion  of  the  Judges,  50  Me.  607; 
Opinion  of  the  Judges,  61  Me.  601;  Wapello 
County  V.  Bigham,  10  Iowa,  40,  74  Am.  Dec. 
370;  ParmaterY.  State,  102  Ind.  98;  Parcel  y. 
State,  110  lod.  123;  People  v.  McClave,  99  N. 
Y.  90;  Bond  v.  Wilson,  8  Kan.  229,  12  Am. 
Rep.  466 ;  Hagerty  v.  Arnold,  13  Kan.  867; 
Brodie  v.  Campbell,  17  Cal.  20;  Holden  v.  Peo- 
ple, 90  111.  437;  Paine,  Elections.  §  192;  Smith 
V.  Half  acre,  6  How.  (Miss.)  604;  Hughes  v. 
Buckingham,  5  Smedes  &  M.  648;  Wright  v. 
Adams,  45  Tex,  140. 

While  we  contend  that  the  action  of  the 
board  was  perfectly  regular  whereby  the  nomi- 
nations of  Reynolds  and  Spernr  were  subse- 
quently confirmed,  yet,  even  if  a  municipal 
council — which  itselt  is  a  miniature  legislature 
—departs  from  parliamentary  usage  in  respect 
to  its  proceedings,  its  action  will  be  legal  if 
such  departure  aoes  not  violate  the  provisions 
of  the  charter  nor  the  general  law. 

Com,  V.  Lancaster,  5  Watts,  155;  People  v. 

Bochester.  5  Lans.  15;  Bennett  v.  New  Bedford, 

110  Mass.  487;  1  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  p.  865;  Mc- 

Qraw  V.  Whitson,  69  Iowa,  860;  Holt  v.  Som- 
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ertille,  127  Mass.  411;    Cliandler  v.  Lawrenu, 
128  Mass.  215. 

Without  regard  to  the  special  mattera  con- 
tained in  the  warning,  when  once  coDTeDed, 
it  was  competent  for  the  boiuti  to  act  upon 
any  matter  which  they  might  act  apon  at  any 
regular  meeting. 

City  Ordinances,  p.  140;  Whitney  v.  Neit 
Haven,  58  Conn.  450. 

Whether  a  meeting  is  illegally  held  on  a^ 
count  of  not  being  commenced  at  the  time 
named  in  the  warning,  must  depend  upoa  the 
circumstances  peculiar  to  the  case  under  ooo- 
sideration. 

South  School  District  v.  Blakeslee,  13  Ckmo. 
284;  ChambcrlainY,  Doner,  19  Ue.4&f^,2» Am. 
Dec.  517. 

Even  if  a  meeting  is  irregularly  called  in  the 
case  of  a  municipal  council,  but  if  all  the  mem- 
bers are  in  fact  present  and  participate  in  the 
vote,  it  is  held  by  the  courts  that  their  acts  are 
valid. 

State  V.  Smith,  22  Minn.  228;  Magena%  v. 
Fremont,  9  L.  R.  A.  791, 80  Neb.  848;  SlaUi, 
Green,  87  Ohio  St.  284. 

The  mavor  is  clothed  with  the  power,  under 
the  city  charter,  to  give  the  casting  vote,  and 
no  restrictions  or  limitations  are  placed  upon 
the  exercise  of  that  right.  The  right  may  be 
exercised  by  him  when  the  result  shows  a  tie 
vote — whenever  that  condition  arises— without 
re^rd  to  the  character  of  the  business  that  is 
being  acted  on. 

Spalding  v.  Watson,  85  Kan.  89. 

Among  those  voting  in  the  negative,  on  the 
subject  of  confirming  the  noimnations,  was 
David  Walsh,  as  a  member  of  said  board.  We 
deny  that  he  was  lawfully  entitled  to  cast  his 
vote  on  the  confirmation  of  his  successor,  inas- 
much as  it  related  to  a  matter  in  which  he  bad 
a  substantial  interest. 

The  nominations  were  therefore  confirmed 
by  a  majority  of  those  entitled  to  vote,  with- 
out the  aid  of  the  mayor's  vote. 

StoekweUY,  White  Lake  Twp,  Board,^  Mich. 
341.' 

When  Reynolds  and  Sperry  qualified  by  fil- 
ing their  oath  of  ofilce,  the  right  to  exercise 
the  office  on  the  part  of  Walsh  and  Bogart, 
ipso  facto,  ceased,  and  Reynolds  and  Sperry 
became  dejure  members  of  said  board. 

State  Y.  Kirk,  46  Conn.  895;  Holden  v.  fl»- 
pie,  90  111.  486;  Steinback  v.  State,  88 Ind.  488; 
StaU  V.  Fagan,  42  Conn.  82;  StaU  v.  Harrison, 
118  Ind.  441. 

Their  claims  to  said  offices  and  their  exercise 
of  the  rights  and  pri\:ileges  were  open  and  no- 
torious and  known  and  recognized  by  the  chief 
executive  of  the  city  and  by  the  public  gener- 
ally. 

They  were,  therefore,  de  facto  commissioD- 
ers  as  well  as  de  jure,  and  it  is  a  self-evident 
proposition  that  there  cannot  be  a  (f«  jure  offi- 
cer and  another  de  facto  officer  exerckiag  the 
same  office  at  the  same  time. 

Hamlin  v.  Kassqfer,  15  Or.  458;  Mechem, 
Pub.  Oflf.  §  822;  Gohn  v.  Seal,  61  Miss.  898; 
Steinback  v.  StaU,  supra;  Boardman  v.  Eai^- 
day,  10  Paige.  228,  4  L.  ed.  958;  StaU  v.  AU 
Untie  City,  8  L.  R  A.  697,  62  N.  J.  L.  887; 
PeopU  V.  Scrugham,  20  Barb.  802;  Stats  v.  Otr- 
roU,  38  Conn.  467.  9  Am.  Rep.  409;  5tofev. 
Lane,  16  R.  L  626;  Bverroad  v.  Flaircek  Tiep. 
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49  Ind.  451:  Wilcox  v.  Smith,  5  Wend.  281,  21 
Am.  Dec.  218;  State  v.  Meehan,  45  N.  J.  L. 
192. 

The  non-user  of  the  office,  on  the  paft  of 
Boeart,  is  conclusive,  as  against  Sperrv. 

Peopley,  HarttoeU,  67 Cal.  11;  PeopU  v.  Hani- 
fan,  %  111.  420;  Paine,  Elections.  §  340;  Rex  v. 
Yrtf«.  4  East,  840;  1  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  §  228. 

No  business  transacted  by  a  board,  as  such, 
is  legal  when  notice  of  the  meeting  at  which 
the  business  is  done  is  not  given  to  a  member 
thereof. 

State  ▼.  Kirk,  mipra;  State  v.  Ouin^,  26 
Minn.  818;  Middletown  v.  Berlin,  18  Conn. 
197;  WiUon  v.  WaXtermlk  School  Ditt.  46 
Conn.  407;  Martin  v.  Lemon,  26  Conn.  192; 
Perry'v.  Tynen,  22  Barb.  140;  Keder  v.  Froet, 
Id.  400;  P»opU  V.  Bachelor,  22  N.  Y.  184; 
Smyth  V.  Barley,  2  H.  L.  Cas.  789. 

If  the  charter  made  the  necessary  length  of 
the  term  two  years,  it  was  not  competent  for 
the  mayor,  by  the  language  of  his  nomination , 
or  for  the  board  of  aldermen  by  its  confir- 
mation of  the  nomination,  to  extend  or  abridge 
that  term,  or  to  confer  office  for  any  other  than 
the  term  prescribed  by  law. 

From  the  present  charter  it  is  made  apparent 
that  the  intention  of  the  lawmakers  of  the 
ftate  bad  been  to  create  and  continue  in  the 
city  of  Bridgeport  a  police  board  to  consist  of 
four  members,  so  chosen  that  two  of  them 
shall  go  out  of  office  at  the  beginning  of  each 
municipal  year,  and  their  successors  then  be 
chosen.  The  alternating  feature  of  the  mem- 
bership is  made  clearly^  apparent. 

Courts  preserve  the  contemplated  composi- 
tion of  such  board  by  holding  that  the  provision 
for  filling  a  vacancy  referred  to  a  vacancy  for 
an  unexpired  term. 

Frerych  v.  Cowan,  79  Me.  485;  Opinion  of  the 
Jud^,  50  Me.  608;  StatoY.  La  Porte,  28  Ind. 
^48;  Baker yf.  Kirk,  28  Ind.  528:  States.  Bar- 
K  laS  Ind.  667;  Pe<ypU  v.  McClave,  99  N.  Y. 
83;flWefe»  v.  Peonpite,  nipra;  Smith  v.  Half  acre, 
6  How.  (Miss.)  604. 

Acts  of  leetelative  or  deliberative  bodies  in 
fact  done  and  done  in  compliance  with  public 
law,  are  never  invalidated,  for  the  reason  that 
there  were  irregular  parliamentary  proceedings 
in  the  course  of  their  adoption. 

Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  p.  181;  Bennett  v.  Neta 
Bedford,  110  Mass.  488;  Com.  v.  Lancaster, 
^  Watts,  156;  People  v.  Rochester,  5  Lans.  15. 

Where  all  the  members  of  the  board  of  di- 
rectors of  a  private  corporation,  or  of  a  public 
board  of  council,  are  present,  a  legal  meeting 
exists,  whether  or  not  there  has  been  a  call  or 
notice. 

1  Morawetz,  Priv.  Corp.  §  581;  Aug.  &  A. 
Corp.  1 495;  Green's  Brice,  Ultra  Vires,  489. 

For  the  doctrine  as  applied  to  public  gov- 
ernment bodies,  see — 

1  Dill  Mun.  Corp.  §  288;  Magenau  v.  V¥e- 
mont,  9  L.  R.  A.  791,  80  Neb.  848;  State  v. 
Smith,  22  Minn.  2SII8>  Despatch  Line  of  Pack- 
ett  T.  Bellamy  Mfg.  Co,  12  N.  H.  205,  87  Am. 
Dec.  208. 

Baldwin*  </.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  plea  in  abatement  which  has  been  in- 
terposed by  the  state  goes  upon  the  ground 
that  the  further  prosecution  of  this  appeal 
22LiLA, 


would  simply  invite  the  court  to  decide 
(questions  that  are  no  longer  of  any  practical 
impoptance,  since  the  relator  is  now  in  full 
and  undisturbed  possession  of  the  office  which 
was  the  occasion  of  the.  action.  It  appears, 
however,  that  he  has  recovered  such  posses- 
sion by  reason  of  the  removal  of  the  defend- 
ant from  his  office  of  captain  of  police,  and 
that  this  removal  was  made  pending  the  ap* 
peal,  and  upon  charges  of  Insubordination 
preferred  by  the  relator.  The  insubordina- 
tion consisted  of  acts  similar  to  those  upon 
which  the  original  quo  warranto  proceedings 
were  based,  and  the  decree  of  removal  is  also 
placed  in  part  upon  the  ground  that  the  prose- 
cution of  this  appeal,  and  of  an  action  of 
mandamus  brought  or  promoted  by  the  de- 
fendant to  reinstate  him  in  office,  interferes 
with  the  harmonious  working  of  the  police 
force. 

An  appellee  can  maintain  a  plea  in  abate- 
ment of  this  kind  only  on  the  ground  that 
the  inquiry  whether  the  judgment  appealed 
from  was  right  or  wrong  has  become  im- 
material. But  if  the  judgment  of  ouster 
was  wrong,  to  dismiss  the  appeal,  at  the  in- 
stance of  the  appellee,  because  the  appellant 
has  been  removed  from  office  for  prosecut- 
ing the  appeal,  and  the  appellee  reinstated, 
would  be  to  allow  the  relator  to  take  advan- 
tage, if  not  of  his  own  wrong,  at  least  of  the 
error  of  the  court,  to  defeat  the  remedy  pro- 
vided by  law  for  the  redress  of  such  an  error. 
The  appellant  did  not  voluntarily  withdraw 
from  the  contest  over  the  office  claimed  by 
the  relator.  He  was  forced  out  of  it  by  a 
sentence  of  removal,  procured  by  the  relator, 
and  based  upon  an  assumption  of  the  va- 
lidity of  the  judgment  appealed  from,  and 
the  consequent  misconduct  of  the  appellant 
in  endeavoring  to  obtain  its  reversal.  The 
appellant's  reply  to  the  plea  in  abatement 
summarizes  the  appellee's  contention,  not  un- 
fairly, by  the  statement  that  ''the  defend- 
ant, rinlierman.  was  dismissed  on  Rylands' 
charges  because  he  appealed  his  case  against 
Rylands  to  this  court,  and  now  Rylands  asks 
that  this  appeal  to  this  court  be  dismissed 
because  Pinkerman  has  been  dismissed  from 
office  because  he  took  the  appeal. '^  It  is  true 
that  the  state  is,  in  form,  the  appellee,  and 
that  the  pleadings  do  not  show  that  the  state 
took  any  part  in  tbe  proceedings  which  have 
resulted  in  the  dismissal  of  the  appellant 
from  office.  But  in  informations  of  this  nat- 
ure the  relator  is  the  substantial  complain- 
ant, and  conducts  the  cause.  The  only  brief 
filed  in  this  case  for  the  appellee  is  entitled 
"  brief  for  relator, "  and  states  that  execution 
was  issued  "in  favor  of  the  relator,"  on  the 
judgment  of  ouster  rendered  by  the  superior 
court.  The  state  has  no  interest,  except  that 
tlie  rightful  incumbent  of  the  office  in  con- 
troversy, if  such  an  office  exists,  should  exer- 
cise its  functions,  and  we  do  not  think  the 
acts  of  either  of  the  claimants  should  be  al- 
lowed to  prejudice  the  right  of  the  other  to 
a  final  determination  of  the  question  of  title. 
The  matter  in  difference  is  not  a  mere  bill 
of  costs  in  a  contest  over  a  position  in  a  pri- 
vate corporation,  as  in  State  v.  Tudor,  5  Day, 
829,  5  Am.  Dec.  162.  The  powers  of  one  ot 
our  largest  municipal  corporations  as  to  a 
42 
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subject  vitally  affecting  its  peace  and  order 
are  the  subject  of . controversy,  and  in  our 
opinion  the  appellant  has  a  right  to  require 
us  to  review  a  judgment  by  an  execution  is 
sued  under  which  he  was  ousted  from  the 
exercise  of  the  functions  of  chief  of  police 
before  he  was  dismissed  from  the  office  of 
captain  of  police.  These  positions  are  of  a 
class  in  which  the  stAte,  and  the  whole  oeo- 
pie  of  the  state,  have  a  4cep  and  immediate 
concern.  Whoever  holds  one  of  them  holds 
it  as  a  trust  from  the  state,  resting,  not  on 
contract  with  the  city,  but  on  an~ appoint- 
ment made  by  the  city  under  a  power  con- 
ferred on  it  by  the  state.  Farrelt  v.  Bridge- 
part,  45  Conn.  191,  195.  We  think  the  reply 
to  the  plea  in  abatement  and  motion  to  dis- 
miss is  sufficient,  and  that  they  must  be  over- 
ruled. 

The  appeal  presents  two  main  questions, — 
that  as  to  the  validity  of  the  removal  of  the 
relator  from  the  office  of  chief  of  police  in 
June,  1891,  and  that  as  to  the  effect  of  the 
ordinance  of  September,  1891,  relating  to  the 
abolition  of  that  office,  which  went  into  ef- 
fect a  month  before  the  information  was  filed. 
The  present  charter  of  the  city  of  Bridgeport 
was  passed  in  1887.  10  Priv.  Laws,  p.  510. 
It  contains  the  following  provisions  as  to  the 
constitution  and  administration  of  the  police 
department :  "  Sec.  60.  There  shall  con- 
tinue to  be  a  board  of  police  commissioners, 
of  fire  commissioners,  and  park  commission- 
ers, each  of  which  shall  consist  of  four  elect- 
ors of  said  city,  and  each  commissioner  shall 
hold  his  office  for  the  term  of  two  years,  and 
until  his  successor  is  appointed  and  qualified, 
and  on  the  expdration  of  the  terms  of  office 
of  each  of  the  present  commissioners  their 
successors  shall  be  appointed  for  the  term  of 
two  years  next  succeeding,  and  until  their 
successors  shall  be  appointed  and  qualified. 
The  mayor  of  said  city  shall,  by  and  with 
the  advice  and  consent  of  the  board  of  alder- 
men of  said  city,  appoint  the  members  of  the 
several  boards  of  police  commissioners,  of 
fire  commissioners  and  park  commissioners, 
and  the  appointment  of  the  members  of  the 
said  several  boards  of  commissioners  as  afore- 
said shall  be  made  in  such  manner  as  to  di- 
vide the  membership  of  each  of  said  boards 
equally  between  the  two  leading  political 
parties  for  the  time  being,  and  whenever  any 
vacancy  shall  occur  in  any  of  said  several 
boards  of  commissioners  it  shall  be  filled  in 
the  manner  provided  aforesaid  for  the  ap- 
pointment of  members.  The  mayor  of  said 
city,  b^  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of 
two  thirds  of  the  members  of  the  board  of 
aldermen,  may  remove  any  member  of  either 
of  said  boards  of  commissioners  for  cause. 
The  members  of  either  of  said  boards  of  com- 
missioners now  in  office  shall  retain  their 
positions  during  the  term  for  which  they 
were  elected,  subject  to  removal  in  the  man- 
ner hereinbefore  set  forth.  The  mayor  of  the 
city  shall,  ex  officio,  be  a  member  of  said 
several  boards  of  commissioners,  but  shall 
have  no  vote  in  any  of  their  proceedings  ex- 
cept in  case  of  a  tie  vote.  He  shall  preside 
at  all  meetings  of  said  boards  at  which  he  is 
present,  and  at  all  meeting  of  said  boards 
three  members,  exclusive  of  the  mayor,  shall 
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constitute  a  quorum,  and  the  concunence  of 
three  of  them  shall  be  necessary  for  the  trans- 
action of  business.  The  commissioners  of 
said  several  boards,  before  entering  upoD  the 
discharge  of  their  duties,  shall  be  sworn  to 
a  faithful  performance  thereof.  Each  of  said 
boards  shall  appoint  a  clerk,  whose  duty  it 
shall  be  to  keep,  in  books  provided  for  that 
purpose,  true  records  of  the  doings  of  said 
boards  respectively."  "Sec  58.  The  police 
commissioners  of  said  city  of  Bridgeport 
shall  have  the  sole  power  of  appointment  and 
removal  of  officers  and  members  of  the  police 
department  of  said  city  ;  and  it  shall  be  the 
duty  of  the  said  board  of  police  conunissioo- 
ers  to  appoint  suitable  persons  to  fill  the  of- 
fices of  said  police  department,  and  other 
suitable  persons  as  members  of  said  police 
department,  and  to  suspend,  remove  or  expel 
an^  officer  or  member  from  office  or  member- 
ship  in  said  department  whenever,  in  the 
judgment  of  said  commissioners,  such  sus- 
pension, removal,  or  expulsion  ahall  be  for 
the  best  interests  of  the  city ;  and  whenever 
any  person  shall  be  appointed  an  officer  or 
member  of  said  police  department,  or  when- 
ever any  officer  or  member  of  said  police  de- 
partment shall  be  suspended,  removed,  or  ex- 
pelled from  his  office  or  membership  in  said 
department,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  said 
board  of  police  commissioners  to  give  a  writ- 
ten notice,  within  a  reasonable  time,  to  the 
city  clerk  of  said  city,  of  such  appointment, 
suspension,  removal,  or  expulsion.  The  pres- 
ent police  force  of  said  city  shall  hold  their 
respective  offices,  unless  previously  sus- 
pended, removed,  or  expelled,  until  others 
are  appointed  in  their  stead ;  and  every  offi- 
cer or  member  of  said  police  depaxtment 
shall  hold  his  office  and  membership  in  said 
department  until  removed  or  expelled  by 
said  board  of  police  connmissioners-for  cause, 
of  which  said  board  of  police  commissioners 
shall  be  the  sole  judges.  Nothing  contained 
in  this  section  shall  be  so  construed  as  to  pre- 
vent the  common  council  of  said  city  of 
Bridgeport  from  increasing  or  reducing  the 
members  of  the  police  force  of  said  city  or 
creating  new  offices  in  said  police  depart- 
ment ;  and  in  case  the  common  council  of 
said  city  shall  vote  to  reduce  the  police  fortse 
of  said  city,  the  board  of  police  commission- 
ers shall  remove  a  sufficient  number  of  the 
officers  and  members  of  said  police  force  to 
conform  to  the  vote  of  said  common  council. 
Sec.  59.  The  common  council  of  said  citr 
shall  have  power  to  pass  an  ordinance  or  or- 
dinances relative  to  the  proper  regulation  of 
the  police  department,  and  relative  to  what- 
ever further  control  of  said  department  the 
said  common  council  may  deem  proper  to 
place  in  the  hands  of  said  board  of  police 
commissioners."  By  section  24  the  commoQ 
council  was  also  authorized  ''to  make,  alter 
and  repeal  orders  and  ordinances,  not  incon- 
sistent with  the  provisions  of  the  charter, 
which  shall  be  valid  and  operative  within 
the  limits  of  said  city, "  relative  to  a  number 
of  specified  matters,  and  among  others  '"io 
the  city  police,  ...  to  the  filling  of 
vacancies  which  may  occur  in  the  oommoo 
council,  or  in  any  office  appertaining  to  said 
city  for  the  unexpired  term,  not  otherwise 


State,  ex  rel»  Rylands,  v,  Piitkbrmah. 


659 


provided  for  Iq  this  act ;"  and  to  the  duties 
of  all  officers  of  the  city  ^not  expressly  de- 
fined by  the  provisions  of  this  act. "  General 
power  "was  also  given  to  make  and  repeal  or- 
dinances '^  relative  to  all  other  subjects  that 
shall  be  deemed  necessary  and  proper  for  the 
protection  and  preservation  of  the  health, 
property,  and  lives  of  the  citizens,"  and  **to 
constitute  and  appoint  all  necessary  and 
proper  committees  and  officers,  under  such 
names  and  appellations  as  they  may  deem 
appropriate,''  and  to  ** invest  them  with  the 
power  and  authority  necessary  and  proper  to 
carry  into  full  effect  all  the  orders  and  ordi- 
nances of  said  common  council. "  Section  62 
provides  that  bail  bonds  and  recognizances 
in  the  city  court  may  be  taken  **by  the  chief 
of  police  or  acting  chief  of  police  of  said 
city,"  and  that  each  member  of  the  police 
department  shall  have  "power,  by  the  per- 
mission of  the  chief  of  said  department,  to 
pursue  and  arrest  with  process,  in  any  part 
of  this  state,  persons  charged  with  any  crim- 
inal act  committed  in  said  city."  Section 
63  provides  that  ^'the  chief  of  said  police 
department  shall  have  power,  subject  to  the 
control  of  the  board  of  police  commissioners 
of  said  citv,  to  suppress  all  tumults,"  enter 
houses  of  ill  fame,  and  raise  the  posse  of  the 
city  to  aid  him  in  the  exercise  of  his  author- 
ity. 

The  common  council  adopted,  before  the 
present  controversy  arose,  an  ordinance  rela- 
tive to  the  police  department.  Section  1  of 
this  ordinance  declares  that  ''the  board  of 
police  commissioners  shall  have  the  general 
management  and  control  of  the  police  depart- 
ment, and  may  make  rules  for  its  govern- 
ment, consistent  with  the  laws  of  the  state 
and  ordinances  of  the  city.  Section  6  pro- 
vides that  ''the  regular  police  force  6f  this 
city  shall  consist  ofa  chief  of  police,  captain, 
lieutenant,  first  and  second  sergeant,  and  not 
less  than  ten  nor  more  than  twenty -eight  pa- 
trolmen." Section  9  provides  that  "the  chief 
of  police,  subject  to  the  control  of  the  mayor 
and  police  commissioners,  shall  have  the  con- 
trol and  management  of  the  subordinate  offi- 
cers and  mem&rs  of  the  police  department, 
and  they  shall  obey  his  orders.  He  shall 
also  have  charge  of  the  station  houses  and  the 
custody  of  all  persons  committed  to  or  con- 
fined therein.  He  shall  also  keep  a  record 
of  the  officers  and  members  of  the  police  force 
and  of  their  doings.  He  shall  also  keep  an 
accurate  monthly  pay-roll  of  the  police  force, 
in  which  he  shall  designate  the  date  and 
period  of  service  of  each  member  of  the  force, 
and  the  several  amounts  due  them  respect- 
ively for  that  month,  and  when,  payment  is 
made,  shall  take  the  receipt,  on  such  pay 
roll,  of  each  member  for  the  amount  paid 
him;  and  such  pay  roll  thus  kept  and  re- 
ceipted shalV  thereupon  be  lodged  by  him 
with  the  city  auditor  to  be  kept  on  file.  In 
the  abeiuice  of  the  chief  of  police,  or  when 
from  any  cause  he  shall  be  unable  to  act,  the 
captain  shall  take  his  place  and  perform  his 
duties,  and  in  the  absence  or  inability  to  act 
of  both  the  chief  and  captain,  the  lieutenant 
shall  discharge  the  duties  of  chief  of  police. " 
The  relator  was  duly  appointed  and  qualified 
as  chief  of  police  in  January,  1890.  In  De- 
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cember,  1890,  the  four  police  commissioners 
severally  resigned  their  positions,  and  shortly 
afterwards  the  vacancies  were  duly  filled  by 
the  appointment  of  Messrs.  Beardsley,  Bo- 
gart;  Grant,  and  Rishor.  In  February,  1891,. 
the  mayor  appointed  David  Walsh  to  fill  a 
vacancy  occasioned  by  the  death  of  Mr. 
Beardsley,  to  hold  office  for  the  unexpired 
term.  The  form  in  which  this  appointment 
was  made  raises  an  important  question  in  the 
case,  the  defendant  contending  that,  though 
purporting  to  be  for  the  unexpired  term,  it 
was,  in  law,  by  force  of  the  cnarter  provis- 
ions above  quoted,  an  appointment  for  a  full 
term  of  two  years.  Underlying  this  question 
there  is  also  obviously  another,  namely,  what 
was  the  length  of  the  term  for  which  Mr. 
Beardsley  was  originally  appointed?  If  it 
was  for  the  unexpired  portion  of  the  term  of 
his  predecessor,  Mr.  Grant,  it  terminated  in 
April,  1891 ;  but,  if  it  was  for  a  full  term 
of  two  years,  it  would  not  come  to  an  end 
until  I>ecember,  1892,  and  Mr.  Walsh,  even 
If  his  appointment  were  restricted  to  the  limit 
placed  upon  it  by  the  form  of  his  nomina- 
tion, would  remain  in  office  until  that  dat-e, 
as  would  also  the  two  others  appointed  in  De- 
cember, 1890.— Messrs.  Bogart  an4  Grant,— 
while  Mr.  Rishor,  whose  nomination  .was 
not  sent  in  until  January,  1891,  would  hold 
office  until  January,  1898. 

The  terms  for  which  Messrs.  Grant  and 
Spencer,  who  had  been  replaced  by  Messrs. 
Beardsley  and  Bogart,  were  originally  ap- 
pointed expired  in  April,  1891,  and  the  mayor 
then  nominated  M.  L.  Reynolds  to  succeed 
Mr.  Walsh,  and  E.  H.  Sperry  to  succeed  Mr. 
Bogart.  When  the  nominations  were  pre- 
sented, upon  motion  of  Mr.  Walsh,  who  was 
a  member  of  the  board  of  aldermen,  the  board 
voted  to  lay  them  upon  the  table  until  the 
last  meeting  in  March,  1892.  At  the  next 
meeting  of  the  board  the  mayor  sent  in  a 
message  disap|>roving  this  action,  and  a  mo- 
tion "to  sustain  the  veto"  resulted  in  a  tie 
vote.  The  mayor  then  voted  for  the  motion, 
and  declared  it  carried.  By  the  city  charter 
(section  7)  he  is  empowered  to  "  preside  at  the 
meetings  of  the  board  of  aldermen,  and  shall 
have  a  casting  vote  only  in  case  of  a  tie. " 
It  is  sufficient  to  remark,  with  reference  to 
the  proceeding  last  mentioned,  that  as  the 
charter  only  provides  for  the  approval  or  dis- 
approval by  "the  mayor  of  measures  which 
have  passed  both  of  the  boards  constituting, 
with  him,  the  common  council,  his  message 
of  disapproval  was  without  any  legal  effect. 

The  mayor,  who  had  power  to  convene  the 
common  council  at  any  time,  subsequently 
called  a  meeting  of  the  board  of  council  men 
for  May  18th,  and  a  meeting  of  the  board  of 
aldermen  at  half  past  7  o'clock  on  May  20, 
each  call  specifying  the  object  of  the  meet- 
ing as  follows:  "For  the  purpose  of  elect- 
ing a  liquor  and  dog  agent,  also  a  public 
pound  keeper,  and  transacting  any  other  busi- 
ness proper  to  be  done  at  said  meeting. "  The 
city  ordinances  provided  that  the  common 
council,  at  special  meetings,  mi^ht  act  upon 
any  matter  mentioned  in  the  call,  "and  do 
any  other  business  proper  to  be  done  at  any 
regular  meeting."  By  the  charter  (section 
7)  the  board  of  aldermen  and  the  board  of 
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council  men  are  "two  separate  bodies,"  hold- 
ing (section  26)  separate  meetings.  On  May 
20,  at  half  past  7,  the  mayor  and  all  the 

Aldermen  were  at  the  city  hall,  six  of  the 
latter,  including  Mr.  Walsh,  being  in  the 
•chamber  where  the  meeting  was  to  be  held 
«nd  the  rest  of  the  board,  also  numbering 
six,  being  in  an  adjoining  room  in  conference 
with  the  mayor-     Seven  aldermen  were  nec- 

'  Bssary,  under  the  charter,  to  constitute  a 
quorum,  and  the  six  who  were  in  the  alder- 
manic  chamber,  and  who  had  come  there  for 
the  purpose  of  participating  in  the  meeting, 
after  waiting  until  10  minutes  past  8  without 
being  joined  by  the  others,  agreed' to  leave 
the  hall  and  the  citv,  in  order  to  prevent  any 
action  at  the  meeting  with  reference  to  the 
appointment  of  police  commissioners.  They 
then  drove  together  to  an  adjoining  town, 
and  were  thereafter  in  hiding,  in  various 
parts  of  the  state,  until  noon  on  May  22. 
Five  minutes  after  they  had  left  the  city  hall, 
the  mayor  and  the  six  aldermen  who  had 
been  with  him  entered  the  aldermanic  cham- 
ber, and  the  meeting  was  called  to  order. 
The  charter  (section  7)  save  those  present  at 
any  meeting  of  the  board,  if  less  than  a  quo- 
rum, power  to  require  the  mayor  to  issue  a 
warrant  to. arrest  and  bring  m  the  absent 
members.  Such  a  warrant  wus  thereupon  is- 
sued, and  from  that  time  until  noon  of  May 
22  the  mayor  and  the  six  remaining  alder- 
men, or  a  majority  of  them,  were  contin- 
uously in  or  about  the  aldermanic  chamber 
for  the  purpose  of  keeping  the  meeting  alive. 
At  noon  on  May  22  the  six  absentees  volun- 
tarily returned  to  the  city,  and,  the  warrant 
being  read  to  them,  entered  the  chamber  with 
the  officer,  and  took  their  seats.  The  mayor 
and  the  six  other  aldermen  were  present,  and 
the  meeting  was  called  to  order.  After  some 
miscellaneous  business,  in  which  all  partic- 
ipated, the  mayor  presented  in  writing  the 
nominations  of  Messrs.  Reynolds  and  Sperry 
as  police  commissioners.  Oblection  was 
made  to  their  presentation,  which  resulted 
in  a  tie,  whereupon  the  mayor  gave  a  cast- 
ing vote,  and  declared  them  in  order.  Votes 
confirming  the  appointments  were  then  had 
and  declared  in  the  same  manner,  by  the  cast- 
ing  vote  of  the  mayor.  A  dog  and  liquor 
agent  was  then  elected,  and  a  good  deal  of 
other  business  transacted,  in  which  all  pres- 
ent took  part.  Messrs.  Reynolds  and  Sperry 
were  soon  afterwards  sworn  in  and  qualified 
as  police  commissioners,  and  Mr.  Sperry 's 
predecessor  surrendered  to  him  his  badge  of 
office,  and  made  no  further  claim  to  the  posi- 
tion. Mr.  Walsh,  however,  as  whose  suc- 
cessor Mr.  Reynolds  had  been  nominated,  re- 
fused to  recognize  him  as  such,  and  continued 
to  claim  to  be  a  police  commissioner,  per- 
forming some  of  the  acts  properly  appertain- 
ing to  "that  position,  while  Mr.  Reynolds 
performed  others.  Mr.  Walsh  was  still  rec- 
ognized as  a  commissioner  by  Messrs.  Grant 
and  Rishor  and  by  the  clerk  of  the  board. 
Mr.  Reynolds  was  recognized  as  a  commis- 
sioner by  the  mayor  and  the  relator,  as  chief 
of  police.  Each  also  had  recognition  and 
support  from  friends  and  partisans  in  and  out 
of  the  common  council.  The  mayor  called  a 
meeting  of  the  board  of  police  commissioners 
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for  organization  on  May  80,  1891,  at  the  city 
hall,  on  notice  to  Messrs.  Grant,  Rishor. 
Reynolds,  and  Speny,  but  it  was  attended 
only  by  himself  and  Messrs.  Reynolds  and 
Sperry.  No  business  could  be  transacted, 
under  section  50  of  the  charter,  without  the 
concurrence  of  three  commissioners.  Meet- 
inirs  of  the  rival  board  were  held  at  the  house 
of  one  of  its  members,  on  notice  to  the  mayor 
and -Messrs.  Grant,  Rishor,  Walsh,  and  Bo- 
gart,  at  which  Messrs.  Grant,  Rishor,  and 
Walsh  attended,  with  the  clerk,  and  busi- 
ness was  transacted.  At  one  of  these  meet- 
ings held  on  June  11.  1891,  a  vote  was  passed 
? purporting  to  remove  the  relator,  for  cause, 
rom  the  office  of  chief  of  police.  He  had 
been  summoned  to  appear  and  answer  the 
charges  against  him,  and  had  paid  no  atten- 
tion to  the  summons. 

It  is  evident  that  he  was  not  removed  from 
office,  unless  Mr.  Walsh  can  be  coimted  as 
one  of  the  three  commissioners  whose  con- 
currence was  necessary.  If  his  appointment, 
in  February,  1^1,  to' fill  the  unexpired  term 
of  Mr.  Beardsley.  amounted  in  law  to  an  ap- 
pointment for  a  full  term  of  two  years,  or  if 
Mr.  Beardsley's  term  was  one  of  that  length, 
he  was  rightfully  a  member  of  the  board  in 
June.  But  we  are  of  opinion  that  complete 
effect  can  be  given  to  the  provisions  of  the 
charter  only  by  construing  it  as  confining  ap- 
pointments to  fill  vacancies  to  appointments 
for  the  residue  of  the  unexpired  term.  The 
evident  intent  of  section  50  is  to  secure  to 
the  city  at  all  times,  so  far  as  possible,  the 
services  of  commissioners,  half  of  whom  have 
had  th^  benefit  of  at  least  a  year's  experience 
in  office,  and  to  divide  the  membership  of 
each  half  equally  between  the  leading  po- 
litical parties.  Parmater  v.  Stnte,  102  Ind. 
90,  98.  Such  a  board  had  existed  in  Bridge- 
port since  1868.  The  charter  of  that  year 
provided  for  the  election  of  two  commi.s 
sioners  to  serve  for  one  year,  and  two  for  two 
years,  and  for  the  annual  election  thereafter 
of  two  to  serve  for  two  years,  and  secured  a 
nonpartisan  character  to  the  board  by  allow- 
ing no  one  to  vote  for  more  than  two  out  of 
the  four,  and  requiring  the  election  of  dep- 
uty commissioners  to  replace  each  elected 
commissioner  in  case  of  a  vacancy.  Frrm 
that  time  until  the  resignation  of  the  entire 
board,  in  December,  1890.  its  membership 
had  been  annually  renewed  by  the  appoint- 
ment of  two  commissioners  for  a  term  of  two 
years,  each  twlonging  to  a  different  political 
party  from  the  otner.  Were  the  contention 
of  the  defendant  well  founded,  the  succes- 
sors of  the  four  commissioners  who  resigned 
in  December,  1890,  should  have  been,  and  in 
law  were,  appointed  each  for  a  two- years 
term,  thus  totally  and  forever  frustrating  the 
carefully  devisea  scheme  of  alternating  sac- 
cession  which  had  been  followed  for  twenty 
years.  It  was  therefore  incumbent  upon  the 
mayor  in  April,  1891,  to  send  in  nominations 
for  two  commissioners  to  succeed  Mcsar?. 
Walsh  and  Bogart.  He  did  so,  and  we  must 
next  inquire  whether  they  were  properly  con- 
firmed by  the  board  of  aldermen. 

In  OUT  opinion  the  meeting  of  that  board 
on  May  90  was  legally  convened,  was  calied 
to  order  within  a  reasonable  time  fh>m  the 
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hour  appointed,  and  was  legally  continued 
until  May  22.  South  School  Dist,  v.  Blak^- 
ke,  13  Conn.  227.  The  provisions  of  the 
charter  for  bringing  in  absent  members  con- 
templated such  a  contingency  as  in  fact  oc- 
curred on  that  occasion,  and  it  was  unneces- 
sary for  the  members  in  attendance  to  remain 
actually  in  their  seats  in  the  aldermanic 
chamber  during  the  hours  or  days  which 
elapsed  before  the  absentees  returned.  The 
warrant  of  arrest  issued  by  the  majror  de- 
scribed the  hour  at  which  the  meeting  was 
ori£:iDally  called  as  8  o*clock,  which  was, 
in  }act,  half  past  7,  but  the  error  could  mis- 
lead no  one,  and  did  not  impair  the  validity 
of  the  instrument.  It  is  immaterial  whether 
tlie  nominations  for  police  commissioners 
were  taken  from  the  table  at  this  meeting  in 
a  manner  pursuant  to  the  rules  of  the  board, 
or  whether  they  were  entertained  as  new  busi- 
ness. The  board  had  power  to  su8i>end  or 
disregard  its  rules  of  order  by  the  vote  of  a 
majority;  and  to  vote  on  the  consideration 
of  the  nominations,  in  effect,  suspended  all 
rules  inconsistent  with  such  a  vote.  Gush- 
ini;,  Pari.  Law,  §$  794.  1478;  Bennett  v. 
A<f»c  Bedford,  llO  Mass.  488,  488;  State  v. 
Chnpman^  44  Conn.  595 ;  Bough  v.  Bridgeport, 
67  Conn.  290,  295. 

Section  24  of  the  charter  declares  that  *^  the 
mayor,  board  of  aldermen,  and  board  of  coun- 
cil men  of  said  city  shall  constitute  and  be 
a  body  known  and  denominated  the  common 
council  of  the  city  of  Bridgeport.**  Section 
7,  as  previously  quoted,  provides  that  the 
mayor  shall  preside  at  the  meetings  of  the 
board  of  aldermen,  **and  shall  have  a  casting 
vote  only  in  case  of  a  tie.  **  There  is  no  lim- 
itation of  this  casting  vote  to  any  particular 
kind  or  class  of  business.  A  tie  is  more 
likelv  to  occur  upon  questions  involving 
political  considerations,  and  arises  most  of  ten 
as  to  the  creation  oi  offices  or  appointments 
to  office.  This  the  legislature  may  be  pre- 
sumed to  have  had  in  mind  when  this  section 
was  adopted,  and  we  see  no  reason  for  adopt- 
ing a  narrow  construction  of  a  provision 
plainly  adapted  to  the  prevention  of  **  dead- 
locks," which  are  never  more  injurious  to 
good  government  than  when  the  result  of  a 
contest  which  keeps  an  office  vacant  that  the 
public  interests  require  to  be  filled,  or  pro- 
longs an  official  term  beyond  the  period  con- 
tt-mplated  by  law.  Gan^U  v.  WiUly  35  Kan. 
36.  If  the  board  of  aldermen  should  be 
equally  divided  upon  the  passage  of  an  or- 
dinance recommended  by  the  mayor  in  his 
annual  message;,  it  would  not  be  doubted  that 
he  could  break  the  tie.  We  perceive  no 
greater  reason  for  refusing  him  a  casting  vote 
"When  he  has  proposed,  not  a  measure  of  leg 
islation,  but  a  candidate  for  office. 

The  tie  was  created  by  the  vote  of  Aid. 
Walsh,  which  was  cast  against  the  confirma- 
tion of  Mr.  Reynolds  as  nis  suocessor  in  the 
office  of  police  commissioner.  By  the  rules 
of  order  of  the  board  of  aldermen,  all  differ- 
ences of  opinion  in  regard  to  modes  of  pro- 
ceeding, not  otherwise  provided  for,  were  to 
be  ''governed  by  parliamentary  practice,  as 
set  forth  in  Cushinff's  Law  and  Practice  of 
Legislative  Assemblies.  ^  In  that  work  it  is 
stated  (sections  1784,  1789.  1844)  to  be  the 
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common  parliamentary  rule  that  no  member 
of  a  legislative  assembly  shall  vote  on  any 
Question  involving  his  own  character  or  con- 
duct, his  right  as  a  member,  or  his  pecuniary 
interest;  but  that  an  Interest  of  the  latter 
description  only  exists  when  it  is  immediate* 
particular,  and  distinct  from  the  public  in- 
terest ;  and  that  (section  1887)  the  reception 
of  such  a  vote  after  the  declaration  of  the 
result  by  the  presiding  officer  can  only  be 
remedied  by  formal  action  of  the  house  in 
passing  a  motion  for  its  disallowance.  The 
right  of  a  member  of  a  legislative  body  to 
vote  on  a  question  involving  his  right  to  the 
seat  he  holds  in  it  is  a  very  different  one  from 
that  which  arises  on  a  question  as  to  his  ten- 
ure of  some  other  office.  This  distinction 
was  strongly  emphasized  in  the  discussions 
arising  upon  a  motion  made  in  the  senate  of 
the  United  States,  in  1866,  to  disallow  Sen- 
ator Stockton's  vote  upon  a  resolution  declar- 
ing him  entitled  to  retain  his  seat.  Senator 
Foster,  then  the  president  of  the  senat«,  a 
distinguished  parliamentarian,  and  after- 
wards a  member  of  this  court,  took  the  ground 
that  the  chair  had  no  power  to  exclude  the 
vote,  but  that  the  senate  could.  During  the 
debate.  Senator  Sherman,  of.  Ohio,  while  ad- 
vocating the  motion,  in  view  of  Mr.  Stock- 
ton's peculiar  relation  to  the  subject  of  the 
resolution  for  which  he  had  voted,  stated  that 
he  had  himself,  on  one  occasion,  as  a  repre- 
sentative, determined  that  should  his  vote,  as 
such,  be  necessary  to  secure  his  own  election 
to  another  position,  for  which  he  had  been 
placed  in  nomination,  his  duty  to  his  con- 
stituents would  require  him  to  give  it ;  and 
similar  views  were  expressed  oy  Senators 
Trumbull,  of  Illinois,  and  Reverdy  Johnson, 
of  Maryland.  Cong.  Globe,  1st  Sess.  89tb 
Cong.  1602,  1686,  1648,  1647;  PhiUipe  v. 
Eyre,  L.  R.  4  Q.  B.  225,  285.  It  is  our  opin- 
ion that  Aid.  Walsh  had  the  right  to  vote 
against  the  confirmation  of  Mr.  Reynolds  as 
his  successor  in  the  office  of  police  commis- 
sioner, and  that,  even  had  it  been  otherwise, 
his  vote,  when  once  fflven  and  counted  by 
the  mayor  in  his  declaration  of  the  result, 
could  only  be  rejected  by  the  action  of  the 
board  of  aldermen. 

In  regard  to  the  notice  given  of  the  objects 
of  the  meeting,  it  is  enough  to  say  that,  with 
respect  to  such  a  body,  the  specification  of 
certain  objects  does  not  exclude  action  upon 
any  others  which  are  within  the  range  of  its 
general  powers.  WJatney  v.  New  Haven,  58 
Conn.  450,  460. 

It  follows  that  Messrs.  Walsh  and  Bogart 
ceased  to  be  rightful  police  commissioners 
upon  the  qualification  of  their  successors  in 
May,  1891.  The  removal  of  the  relator  from 
office  in  June,  1891,  by  the  so-called  "  board  of 
police  commissioners,"  constituted  of  Messrs. 
Grant,  Rishor,  and  Walsh,  was  therefore  a 
nullity,  unless  Mr.  Walsh  m»s  a  de  facto 
commissioner.  Against  such  a  claim  the 
finding  of  the  superior  court  is  decisive.  It 
is  that  at  no  time  between  May  21  and  Sep- 
tember 23,  1891,  did  he  have  the  reputation 
of  beine  such  a  commissioner,  nor  were  his 
acts  and  authority  as  a  pretended  commis- 
sioner generally  recognized  or  acquiesced  in, 
nor  was  he  an  incumbent  of  that  office  un- 
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der  8uch  apparent  circumstances  of  reputation 
or  color  as  would  have  led  men  to  suppose 
that  he  was  a  le^al  commissioner,  nor  did 
he  exercise  the  duties  of  that  office  under 
such  circumstances  of  continuance,  reputa- 
tion, acquiescence,  or  otherwise,  as  reason- 
ably to  authorize  the  presumption  that  he 
was  such  a  commissioner,  or  as  were  calcu- 
lated to  induce  people,  without  inquiry,  to 
submit  to  or  invoke  his  action.  The  want 
of  notice  to  either  of  the  ri/jhtful  commis- 
sio]A*8  appointed  in  May,  of  the  meetings  of 
the  pretended  board  of  commissioners,  would 
also  be  a  fatal  objection  to  the  validity  of 
the  sentence  of  removal,  even  had  Mr.  Walsh 
been  a  de  facto  commissioner.  It  follows 
that  the  relator  continued  to  be  chief  of  police 
until  September,  1891. 

Upon  September  22,  1891,  an  ordinance 
was  adoptea  by  the  common  council,  which 
reads  as  follows:  **6e  it  ordained  by  the 
common  council  of  the  city  of  Bridgeport: 
Section  1.  That  the  office  of  chief  oi  police 
be  and  the  same  is  hereby  abolished.  Sec. 
2.  That  section  6  of  chapter  17,  being  'An 
ordinance  relative  to  the  police  department, ' 
be  and  the  same  is  hereby  amended  by  strik- 
ing out  the  words  'chief  of  police'  in  the 
second  line  thereof.  Sec.  8.  That  section  9 
of  said  chapter  17,  being  '  An  ordinance  rela- 
tive to  the  police  department,'  be  and  the 
same  is  hereby  amenaed'  by  adding  thereto 
the  following :  *  If  at  any  time  the  office  of 
said  chief  of  i)olice  be  abolished  or  ceases  to 
exist,  then  said  captain  of  police  shall  be 
vested  with  all  the  powers  and  responsibili- 
ties, and  shall  perform  all  the  duties,  for- 
merly exercised  by  or  imposed  upon  said 
chief  of  police  by  the  statutes  of  the  state, 
the  charter  and  ordinances  of  the  city  of 
Bridgeport,  and  the  rules  of  the  police  depart- 
ment of  said  city.'  Sec.  4.  All  ordinances 
and  parts  thereof  now  in  force  and  inconsist- 
ent with  any  part  of  this  ordinance  are  hereby 
repealed.**  It  is  obvious  that  this  ordinance 
was  inartificially  drawn,  but  its  general  pur- 
pose is  unmistakable.  It  was  designed  to 
abolish  the  office  of  chief  of  police,  to  amend 
certain  of  the  ordinances  in  such  a  way  as  to 
secure  the  devolution  of  the  functions  of  the 
office  upon  the  captain  of  police,  and  to  re- 
peal all  provisions  of  the  ordinances  which 
were  inconsistent  with  the  accomplishment 
of  these  objects.  If  this  ordinance  is  to  be 
construed  as  a  mere  attempt  to  remove  the 
incumbent  of  an  office,  and  appoint  another 
to  exercise  its  functions,  it  would  be  void. 
Farrell  v.  Bridgeport,  45  Conn.  191,  193.  The 
removal  of  a  chief  of  police  Js,  by  section  58 
of  the  city  charter,  a  matter  within  the  sole 
jurisdiction  of  the  board  of  police  commis- 
sioners. But  we  are  not  to  presume  an  im- 
proper motive.  If  the  ordinance  can  be  sup- 
ported as  a  legitimate  exercise  by  the  common 
council  of  its-authority  to  make  and  repeal 
ordinances  with  respect  to  the  police,  and  to 
the  proper  regulation  of  the  police  depart- 
ment, it  is  our  duty  to  give  it  such  a  con- 
struction as  will  make  it  operative,  and  con- 
sistent with  the  charter.  West  School  Dist. 
of  Canton  v.  MerriUtf,  12  Conn.  487.  439; 
Bartlett  v.  KinBley,  15  Conn.  327,  881 :  Beach, 
Pub.  Corp.  §§  516,  617.  In  the  case  of  State 
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V.  Baldtmn,  45  Conn.  184,  we  held  that  as 
act  abolishing  by  one  section  the  board  of 
county  commissioners  of  New  Haven  coantv, 
and  by  the  next  section  creating  a  board  of 
commissioners  for  New  Haven  county,  with 
the  same  functions  as  those  of  the  board 
which  was  abolished,  was  self-destnlbtive. 
and  that  there  was  never  a  moment  when  the 
office  of  county  commissioner  for  New  Haven 
county  was  not  in  continued  existence.  But 
in  the  case  before  us,  after  the  abolition  of 
an  office  comes,  not  the  creation  of  a  similar 
one,  but  the  devolution  of  its  functions,  or  of 
some  of  them,  on  the  incumbent  of  another  of- 
fice. An  ordinance,  above  quoted,  already 
existed,  which  provided  (section  9)  that 
when,  from  anv  cause,  the  chief  of  police 
should  be  unable  to  act,  the  captain  ^ould 
take  his  place  and  perform  his  duties.  The 
framers  of  the  new  ordinance  were  apparently 
in  doubt  whether  that  section  would  cover  the 
case  of  the  abolition  of  the  office  of  chief  of 
police,  and  therefore  sought  to  amend  it  by 
making  an  express  provision  for  that  oon- 
tingencv.  It  was  a  contingency  no  longer, 
for  the  first  and  second  sections  had  completed 
the  work  of  abolition,  and  their  intent  would 
have  been  better  expressed  had  the  amend- 
ment of  section  9  thrown  the  powers  and 
duties  of  the  chief  of  police  upon  the  captain 
of  police,  not  if  the  office  of  the  latter  should 
be  abolished,  but  as  soon  as  the  ordinance 
took  effect  by  which  it  was  abolished.  That 
this  was  the  purpose  in  view  seems  to  us  ap- 
parent upon  a  comparison  of  its  different 
sections,  and  we  think  the  language  used 
justifies  and  requires  such  a  construction  »<> 
will  give  this  purpose  effect.  WMtlock  v. 
West,  26  Conn.  406.  414.  The  office  of  chief 
of  police  was  one  which  had  been  created  in 
1874  by  the  ordinance,  section  9  of  which 
was  thus  amended.  By. section  6  of  that  or- 
dinance it  was  provided  that  "the  regular 
police  force  of  said  city  shall  consist  of  a 
chief  of  police,  captain,  lieutenant,  first  and 
second  sergeant,  and  not  less  Uian  ten  nor 
more  than  twenty  patrolmen. **  Out  of  this 
section  the  ordinance  of  1891  struck  the  words 
"chief  of  police."  This  amendment  was  a 
return  to  the  scheme  of  organization  for  the 
police  force  contained  in  an  earlier  ordinance' 
adopted  in  1872,  in  which  the  chief  oflBcer  of 
the  department  was  styled  ^captain  of  po- 
lice." Prior  to  1872  the  officers  of  the  de- 
partment, under  an  ordinance  adopted  in 
1869,  had  been  a  chief  of  police,  i  captain, 
and  two  sergeants.  An  office  created  by  or- 
dinance may  be  abolished  by  ordinance. 
Butler  V.  Pennsylvania,  51  U.  S.  10  How. 
402,  416,  13  L.  ed.  472.  478 ;  State  v.  Doughu, 
26  Wis.  428,  7  Am.  Rep.  87.  Neither  the 
city  charter  nor  the  general  statutes  of  the 
state  appears  to  us  to  contain  any  such  men- 
tion of  an  office  of  chief  of  police  as  to  amount 
to  a  declaration  that  an  office  by  that  name 
must  necessarily  exist  in  Bridgeport.  Gen- 
eral Statute,  §  1646,  after  providing  that  in- 
corrigible offenders,  if  released  from  the 
state's  prison  on  parol,  may  be  recommitted 
by  order  of  the  directors  of  the  prison,  makes 
it  **the  duty  of  all  chiefs  of  police  and  mar- 
shals of  cities  and  towns,  and  the  sheriffs  of 
counties,  and  of  all  police  officers  and  con- 
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stables."  to  execute  any  such  order.  Section 
2998  provides  that  **the  chief  of  police  of 
any  citj"  may  license  lunk  shops  in  such 
city.  Section  8000  contains  a  similar  provis- 
ion as  to  licensing  pawnbrokers,  and  section 
dOOl  ^ives  power  to  examine  the  books  and 
premises  of  pawnbrokers  in  any  city  ,to  **  the 
chief  of  police  of  said  city  or  any  person  by 
him  designated. "  Section  8106  gives  author- 
ity to  enter  and  inspect  the  premises  of  li- 
censed liquor  dealers  to  "the  county  commis- 
sioners, sheriff  of  the  county,  and  any  deputy 
sheriff  by  him  specially  authorized,  the  chief 
of  police  of  any  city,  or  any  policeman  by 
him  specially  authorized. "  Section  8007  em- 
powers **  selectmen  in  towns  and  the  chief 
officer  of  police  in  cities"  to  license  itinerant 
medical  practitioners.  We  find  nothing  in 
any  of  these  general  laws  which  requires  any 
particular  city  to  maintain  an  officer  known 
by  the  special  designation  of  "chief  of  po- 
lice." As  well  might  it  be  contended  that 
section  1646  requires  our  cities  or  towns  to 
maintain  officers  of  police  to  be  known  as 
''marshals."  The  general  statutes  undoubt- 
edly contemplate  the  existence  of  some  one 
official  in  each  city  who  shall  be  the  head  of 
its  police  force,  or  in  the  language  of  section 
3007,  "the  chief  officer  of  police ;"  but  as  to 
whether  he  shall  be  called  "  inspector, "  or  by 
any  other  name,  is  left  to  be  determined  by 
the  manicipal  charter  or  ordinances  und£r 
which  the  office  may  be  created.  Opinion  oj 
the  Justices,  117  Mass.  608.  The  reference  to 
'*the  chief  of  police"  and  "the  chief  of  said 
police  department"  in  sections  62  and  68  of 
the  Bridgeport  charter,  already  mentioned, 


seems  to  us  to  impose  no  obligation  on  the 
common  council  to  adopt  either  of  these  terms 
for  the  title  of  the  chief  officer  of  police. 
The  state  has  dealt  with  his  functions,  not 
his  name.  An  ordinance  which  deprived  the 
police  department  of  any  head  would  be  con- 
traiy  to  the  intent  of  the  charter.  Had  the 
ordinance  now  in  question  abolished,  not 
only  the  office  of  chief  of  police,  but  also 
those  of  captain  and  lieutenant,  and  omitted 
to  intrust  the  powers  of  chief  to  any  other 
officer,  it  would  have  been  void.  Haa  it  as- 
sumed to  remove  the  incumbent  of  the  office 
of  chief  of  police  while  leaving  the  office  it- 
self still  in  existence,  it  would  have  been 
void.  Samis  v.  King,  40  Conn.  298,  809. 
But  whether  the  powers  and  duties  properly 
belonging  to  the  head  of  the  depTartment 
were  by  the  ordinance,  as  adopted,  transferred 
to  the  captain  of  police  from  motives  of 
economy,  or  to  terminate  an  unseemly  and 
long- continued  wrangle  over  official  appoint- 
ments, or  to  secure  any  other  possible  end  in 
the  interests  of  good  government,  it  is  enough 
that  they  were  transferred,  and  that  such 
transfer  was  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
common  council. 

There  was  error  in  sustaining  the  demurrer 
to  the  fourth  paragraph  of  the  amended  plea, 
and  for  that  cause  thejv4ginent  appealed  from 
is  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded  for  further 
proceedings  in  conformity  to  this  opinion 
respecting  the  matters  alleged  in  said  para- 
graph. 

Torrance»  Fenn,  and  Robinson*  c7«7., 
concurred;  Carpenter,  J.,  dissented. 
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*1.  If  a  person  Tolnnteers  to  assist  the 
•ervnats  of  anot]ier»  the  master  owes  him 

*Headnote8  by  Mitgheli.,  J. 


no  oontraot  duty,  and  he  assumes  all  the  ordl- 
nary  rislcB  Incident  to  the  situation,  and  oannot 
recover  from  tbe  master  for  an  injury  caused  by 
a  defect  In  the  Instrumentalities  used,  or  by  tbe 
mere  neffligrence  of  the  servants. 

S«  But  if  after  discovering  that  snch 
▼olnnteer  has  placed  himself  in  a  posi- 
tion of  dangert  even  through  his  own  neir- 
llflrenoe,  the  servants  fail  to  exercise  reasonable 
care  to  avert  the  danger,  the  master  will  be  lia- 
ble. 

8«   This  liability  does  not  rest  on  any 


Von.'-Assumption  by  volunteer  of  the  ritiks  of 
service. 

It  seems  to  be  agreed  that  a  master  owes  a  vol- 
unteer DO  higher  duty  than  he  owes  other  servants. 

Tbe  volunteer  can  impose  on  tbe  master  no 
|T<eater  liability  than  he  owes  to  a  servant.  Os- 
borne V.  Kooz  &  L.  R.  Co.  68  Me.  49,  28  Am.  Rep. 
18. 

A  volunteer  stands  in  no  better  position  than 
^errants  of  tbe  company  with  whom  be  associates 
himself.  MaytoD  v.  Texas  &  P.  R.  Ck>.  63  Tex.  77, 
61  Am.  Bep.  637. 

Theruie  that  tbe  master  is  not  responsible  to  one 
«er\'antfor  injuries  caused  by  the  negligence  of  a 
fellow  servant  applies  in  the  case  of  a  volunteer 
isiisang  tbe  servants.  Degg  v.  Midland  R.  Co.  1 
Hurist.  &  N".  778,  28  L.  J.  Bxcb.  171,  8  Jur.  N.  8. 886; 
hotter  V.  Faulkner.  1  Beet  &  8. 800,  81 L.  J.  Q.  B.  80, 
^  Jur.  N.  8. 8»,  6  L.  T.  N.  8.  4B6, 10  Week.  Rep.  W. 

There  are  expressions  found  in  some  of  the  oases 


which  tend  to  place  the  volunteer  on  tbe  same 
level  with  the  servant  so  far  as  bis  right  to  recover 
from  tbe  master  for  injuries  is  concerned.  But 
they  are  mere  dicta  and  the  decisions  seem  to  place 
him  on  a  level  witb  a  licensee  or  a  trespasser. 

One  wbo  is  in  fact  a  mere  volunteer  assumes  tbe 
risk  of  bis  action.  Church  v.  Chicago,  M.  &  St.  P. 
R.  Co.  16  L.  R.  A.  861,  60  Minn.  818. 

An  adult  volunteer  basno  right  of  action,  unless 
wantonly  Injured.  Rhodes  v.  Georgia  R.  &  Bkg. 
Co.  84  Ga.  320. 

One  wbo  enters  a  railroad  company*s  property 
and  voluntarily  assists  In  Its  work  does  so  at  his 
peril.  In  case  of  injury  he  cannot  recover,  unless 
it  was  wantonly  inflicted  after  bis  danger  was  dis- 
covered. The  company  Is  not  required  to  use  care 
to  anticipate  and  discover  tbe  peril  of  such  person, 
but  only  to  use  care  after  the  peril  is  discovered. 
Kentucky  Cent.  R.  Co.  v.  Gastineau,  88  Ky.  119. 

Where,  at  tbe  request  of  a  brakeman,  a  traveler 
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contract  obligation,  but  oq  tbe  general 
duty  not  to  inflict  a  wanton  or  willful  Injury  on 
another.  As  respects  this  duty,  a  volunteer  can- 
not  occupy  a  less  favorable  position  than  a  tres- 
passer. 

(January  5, 1894.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  an  order  of  the 
District  Court  for  Hennepin  County 
overruling  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  after  ver- 
dict in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought 
to  recover  damages  for  personal  injuries  re- 
sultine:  in  death  and  alleged  to  have  been 
caused  by  defendant's  negligence.    Affirmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  W.  E,  Dodipey  for  appellant: 

Evarts  was  a  mere  volunteer  and  assumed  all 
the  risks  incident  to  a  skilled  brakeman  en- 
gaged in  the  performance  of  the  same  duties 
and  in  the  same  situation. 

Church  V.  Chicago,  M.  d  St.  P,  i?.  Co.  16  L. 
R.  A.  861,  60  Minn.  218. 

If  Evarts  who  volunteered  to  sever  the  coup- 
ling between  the  dump  cars  and  the  first  car  of 
stone  had  been  possessed  of  the  knowledge  and 
skill  of  an  ordinary  brakeman  employed  to  do 
similar  work,  the  signal  of  the  conductor  to 


reverse  the  engine  would  have  been  perfectly 
proper,  both  with  reference  to  the  time  when, 
the  manner  in  which,  and  the  drcumstuices^ 
under  which  it  was  given. 

A  volunteer  can  impose  no  greater  duty  oa 
the  master  than  the  master's  hired  serrants, 
employed  and  authorized  to  act  in  a  similar 
capacity. 

Eterhart  v.  Terre  Haute  cfc  J.  72.  Co,  78  Ind. 
292.  41  Am.  Rep.  667,  4  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  R. 
Cas.  599;  New  Orleans,  J.  <fc  Q.  N.  R.  Co.  v. 
Harrison,  48  Miss.  112,  12  Am.  Rep.  858;  ^- 
hagany.  Boston  dk  L.  R  Co.  1  Allen,  187,  79 
Am.  Dec.  724;  Redf.  Railways,  198:  M'Manni 
V.  Crickett,  1  East,  106;  Osborne  v.  Knar  cfe  L 
R  Co.  68  Me.  49,  28  Am.  Rep.  16;  Church  v. 
Chicago,  M.  <fe  8t.  P,  R.  Co.  supra,  and  au- 
thorities cited  therein. 

If  the  servants  of  a  railroad  company  wbo 
control  the  movements  of  a  train  have  notice 
of  the  presence  of  any  person,  even  a  trespass- 
er, on  or  around  such  train,  sudi  person  beiog 
in  a  place  of  danger,  the  railway  servants  are 
bound  to  use  reasonable  care  to  avert  such 
danger. 

Bepfd  V.  St.  Paul,  M.  db  M.  R  Co.  49  Minn. 
268. 


On  a  highway  undertook  to  brake  a  car  and  was 
injured,  the  court  said  the  injured  person  was 
given  no  better  condition  legally  tban  if  he  had 
been  a  mere'intermeddier.  The  company  owed 
him  no  duty  either  as  an  employ^,  passenger,  or 
traveler  on  a  highway  crossed  by  the  railroad. 
Everfaart  v.  Terre  Haute  &  I..R.  Co.  78  Ind.  292, 41 
Am.  Rep.  567,  4  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  R.  Cas.  699. 

A  passenger  who,  at  the  request  of  the  conduct- 
or, goes  upon  the  top  of  the  oar  to  help  signal, 
when  there  is  no  real  necessity  for  it,  cannot  re- 
cover if  be  is  Injured  because  of  so  doing.  Atchi- 
son, T.  &  8.  F.  R.  Co.  V.  Lindley,  6  L.  R.  A.  64ft,  42 
Kan.  714. 

A  recovery  was  denied  to  a  volunteer  in  Sparks 
V.  East  Tennessee,  V.  &  G.  R.  Co..  82  Oa.  156,  but 
there  were  in  that  case  other  elements  which  may 
have  contributed  to  defeat  the  recovery,  such  as  a 
failure  to  show  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  com- 
pany and  that  the  injury  was  the  result  of  acci- 
dent. 

lAdbUity  to  minor  volunteer. 

Liability  of  the  master  to  a  minor  volunteer 
will  depend  on  his  discretion  and  ability  to  know 
his  danger  and  avoid  It.  Rhodes  v.  Georgia  R.  & 
Bkg.  Co.  84  Ga.  820. 

If  a  child  has  discretion  enough  to  know  the 
dangers  of  his  action  and  guard  against  it,  the  com- 
pany is  not  bound  to  anticipate  and  provide  agralnst 
his  peril  in  attempting  to  couple  a  train  of  cars. 
Kentucky  Cent.  R.  Co.  v.  Gastineau,  88  Ky.  119. 

A  boy  who,  having  attempted  to  steal  a  ride  on 
a  freight  train,  was  discovered  by  a  brakeman  and 
compelled  to  assist  in  working  the  train,  cannot 
recorerif  he  is  sent  by  the  brakeman  to  readjust 
lumber  which  has  become  loose,  during  the  per- 
formance of  which  be  is  Injured  by  reason  of  his 
position  and  employment.  Sherman  v.  Hannibal 
&  St.  J.  R.  Co.  72  Mo.  62,  87  Am.  Rep.  438,  4  Am.  & 
Eng.  R.  R.  Cas.  589. 

Where  a  boy  was  killed  while  attempting  to 
assist  a  Qreman  iu  gettinig  water  for  an  engine, 
the  court  said  the  boy  was  voluntarily  where  he 
had  no  right  to  be  and  that  he  had  no  right  to 
claim  protection,  and  his  parents  were  not  permit- 
ted to  recover  from  the  company  for  his  death, 
although  tbe  fireman  requested  the  boy  to  perform 
the  service.  Flower  v.  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  09  Pa. 
210, 8  Am.  Rep.  251. 
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•  In  New  Orleans,  J.  &  G.  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Hsrrison. 
48  Bliss.  112, 12  Am.  Uep.  856,  a  boy  fifteen  yean  old 
went  between  moving  oars  for  the  purpoei;  of 
coupling  them  claiming  that  he  was  compelled  to 
d«  so  by  threats  of  the  conductor.  Tbe  court  held 
that  if  he  acted  In  obedience  to  threats,  the  cod* 
ductor  was  acting  outside  the  scope  of  his  author- 
ity and  tbe  company  was  not  liable  for  injuries 
received  by  the  boy,  and  that  if  he  acted  voluntar- 
ily he  was  guilty  of  extraordmary  rashness  and 
folly  which  directly  contributed  to  the  injurjr  and 
barred  recovery. 

Assisting  by  request  of  one  in  oiuihorUy. 

The  question  of  liability  frequently  turns  upon 
the  authority  of  the  servant  to  employ  assistance, 
and  recoverie8.have  been  permitted  becauGe  such 
authority  was  found  to  exist  and  to  have  been  ex- 
ercised in  the  particular  cause.  Georgia  Pac.  B. 
Co.  V.  Propst,  88  Ala.  518. 

If  the  assistance  Is  with  the  permission  of  one 
who  has  tbe  authority  to  employ  help,  tbe  one  ren- 
dering it  acquires  the  rights  of  an  employ^.  Cen- 
tral Trust  Co.  V.  Texas  &  St.  L.  R.  Co.  82  Fed.  Rep. 
448. 

If  one  volunteers  to  perform  work  for  a  railroad 
company  and  an  agent  with  authority  assents  to 
such  actions,  tbe  volunteer  will  stand  in  the  rela- 
tion of  a  servant  to  the  company  and  cannot  re- 
cover for  Injuries  caused  Dy  the  negligence  of  fel- 
low servants.  Barstow  v.  Old  Colony  B.  Co.  143 
Mass.  586. 

One  who,  at  tbe  request  of  the  man  in  charge, 
temporarily  assists  in  defendant's  work,  not  ex- 
pecting any  pay,  is  for  the  time  a  servant  of  de- 
fendant and  entitled  to  tbe  same  protection  as  anf 
other  servant.  Johnson  v.  Ashland  Water  Ca  71 
Wis.  658. 

In  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Gallagher,  40  Ohio  St.  67. 
48  Am.  Rep.  689,  a  car  repairer  directed  bis  son  to 
render  some  necessary  assistance  in  bis  work  of  re- 
pairing a  car.  While  he  was  so  engaged  be  was  in- 
jured by  the  negligence  of  another  oompanf  vsiag 
the  same  track.  The  court  held  that  tbe  father  bad 
authority  to  require  the  aasistanceand  that  tlie son 
was  not  a  trespasser,  but  that  he  was  ilghtf  ullr  on 
the  track  and  could  reoover  for  Injuries  caused  by 
defendant's  negligenoe. 

But  if  the  plaintiff  was  merely  a  panenger  on  a 
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But  if  such  person  has  volunteered  to  per- 
form the  duties  of  one  of  such  servants  and 
occupies  a  position  and  situation  perfectly  safe 
as  to  one  skilled  in  the  performance  of  such 
duties,  then  such  servant  having  assumed  all 
the  risks  incident  to  such  service  cannot  re- 
cover if  injured  while  so  employed  in  its  per- 
formance. 

Church  V.  Chicago,  M.  d  St.  P.  R,  Co, 
supra. 

Conceding  that  the  negligence  of  Evarts  in 
volunteering  to  do  the  work  could  not  preclude 
a  recovery,  if.  after  he  had  so  voluni^eered,  de- 
fendant's servant  was  negligent  with  knowl- 
edge of  Evarts  danger,  it  was  certainly  for  the 
jury  to  say  whether,  alter  the  signal  was  given, 
Evait's  conduct  in  remaining  where  he  was 
until  the  last  moment  and  then  stepping  over 
onto  the  dump  car  from  which  he  was  thrown 
off,  would  not  have  heen  negligence  in  a  brake- 
man  skilled  and  possessing  knowledge  of  the 
hu8ines8. 

iiherman  v.  Hannibal  <fc  8t.  J.  R.  Co.  72 
Mo.  62.  37  Am.  Rep.  423,  4  Am.  &  Eng.  R. 
R.  Cas.  589;  New  Orleans,  J.  dt  O.  N.  R  Co. 
^.  Harrison,  4S  Miss.  112,  12  Am.  Rep.  356; 
Beach,  Contrib.  Neg.  §  120,  p.  847;  Wood, 
Mast.  &  a  §  455. 


Messrs.  BentoD,  Roberts  &  Brown  also 
for  appellant. 

Messrs.  Larrabee  &  Gammons*  for  re- 
spondent: 

If  the  servants  of  a  railway  company  who 
control  the  movements  of  a  train,  have  notice 
of  the  presence  of  any  person,  even  a  trespasser 
on  or  around  said  train,  such  person  bemg  in 
a  place  of  danger,  the  railway  servants  are 
bound  to  use  reasonable  care  to  avert  such 
danger. 

Hepfel  V.  St.  Paul,  M.  d  M.  R.  Co,  49  Minn. 


We  have  failed  to  find  a  single  case  in  all  the 
books  creatine  an  exception  to  the  rule  enun- 
ciated in  the  Hepfel  Case,  applied  by  the  court 
in  this  case. 

Beach.  Contrib.  Neg.  2d  ed.  g  54,  and  cases 
cited;  Enckson  v.  St.  Paul  d  D.  R.  Co.  5 
L.  R.  A.  786.  41  Minn.  tJOO. 

"Mitchell*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

This  was  an  action  to  recover  damages  for 
the  death  of  plaintiff's  intestate,  caused  by 
the  alleged  ne^li fence  of  the  defendant.  At 
the  time  of  his  death,  the  deceased  was  in 
the  employment  of  the  defendant  as  assistant 


train,  the  mere  fact  that  the  ooDductor  requests 
him  to  assist  hi  making  a  coupling  wllJ  not  render 
him  a  servant  entitled  to  protection  as  such.  Geor- 
gia Pac.  R.  Co.  v.  Propet,  85  Ala.  908. 

Persona  vHlh  interest. 

A  passenger  on  a  street  railroad  who  assists,  at 
the  request  of  the  driver,  in  running  the  car  on  a 
si^ng,  which  is  necessary  for  the  continuance  of 
the  journey,  may  recover  for  injuries  inflicted  by 
the  negligence  of  the  company^s  servants.  Mcln- 
tlre  Street  R.  CJo.  v.  Bolton,  48  Ohio  St.  224,  64  Am. 
Hep.  808. 

The  employ^  of  a  shipper  who,  at  the  request  and 
with  the  consent  of  the  conductor  of  a  train,  un- 
dertakes to  couple  a  car  to  the  train  for  the  pur- 
pose of  having  it  moved  to  a  place  more  convenient 
for  loading  is  entitled  to  the  same  protection 
against  negligence  of  the  oompany^s  servants  as 
though  he  was  engaged  wholly  in  his  own  business. 
Eason  v.  S.  &  E.  T.  R.  Co.  66  Tex.  677,  67  Am.  Rep. 
OX. 

If  a  person  goes  to  a  railroad  station  for  the  pur- 
pose of  getting  his  consignment,  and  to  facilitate 
the  delivery  of  the  goods  assists  in  shunting  a  car. 
be  cannot  he  regarded  as  a  volunteer  within  the 
rule  which  will  pre%'ent  his  recovering  for  injuries 
caused  by  the  negligence  of  the  company^s  serv- 
ants. Wright  V.  London  &  N.  W.  R.  Co.  L.  R.  1  Q. 
R  Dlr.  882. 

In  Hohnes  v.  North  Bastem  R.  Co.,  L.  R.  4  Ezch. 
254,  affirmed,  L.  R.  6  Ezch.  128,  40  L  J.  Bxch.  m.  24 
L  T.  N.  S.  00,  a  consignee  of  coal  went  to  the  de- 
fendant's station  to  assist  in  unloading  it  and  was 
Injured  by  a  defect  in  the  premises  resorted  to  by 
consignees  for  that  purpose.  The  question  of  vol- 
unteer was  dlBcossed  to  some  extent,  but  the  case 
eeems  to  have  been  made  to  turn  more  on  the  ques- 
tion of  whether  or  not  plalntllT  was  a  mere  licensee. 
A  recovery  was  permitted  in  that  case. 

Persons  not  volunteers. 

The  servants  of  one  who  has  contracted  to  assist 
in  the  prosecution  of  certain  work  cannot  be  re- 
garded as  volunteers  so  as  to  take  the  risk  of  the 
negltgeooe  of  the  servants  of  the  one  carrying  on 
the  work.  Abraham  v.  Reynolds,  8  Jur.  N.  8. 58,  6 
Hurlat.  k  N.  I4tf,  8  Week.  Rep.  181. 

A  passerby  in  a  highway  who,  in  response  to  an 
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application  from  workmen  laying  gas  pipes  in  a 
highway,  informs  them  which  of  two  pipes  uncov- 
ered is  the  gas  main,  does  not  become  a  volunteer 
assistant  so  as  to  prevent  a  recovery  for  injuries 
caused  by  the  negligent  manner  in  which  they  did 
the  work.    Cleveland  v.  Spier.  18  C.  B.  N.  8.  889. 

Where  plaintiff  was  employed  by  a  machinist  and 
defendant  came  with  a  truck  to  take  away  an  en- 
gine, falsely  representing  to  pUiintlfl  that  his  em- 
ployer had  agreed  to  permit  Mm  to  go  to  the  sta- 
tion to  help  load  the  engine  on  the  train,  and 
plaintiff  went  and  was  injured  by  the  negligence  of 
defendant's  servant,  he  was  permitted  to  recover 
on  the  ground  that  he  had  been  induced  to  believe 
that  he  was  still  doing  his  master's  work.  The 
question  of  voluntary  service  was  not  raised  in  the 
case,  but  it  is  evident  that  defendant  would  hardly 
be  entitled  to  insist  that  plaintiff  was  a  volunteer. 
Keily  V.  Johnson,  128  Mass.  680. 86  Am.  Rep.  998. 

Servant  volunteer. 

An  employ^  voluntarily  undertaking  to  perform 
dangrerous  work  outside  of  the  scope  of  his  employ- 
ment cannot  recover  for  injuries  thereby  received. 
MeUor  v.  Merchants  Mfg.  Co.  130  Mass.  882. 

A  servant  volunteering  to  render  services  more 
hazardous  than  those  for  which  he  was  employed 
cannot  recover  for  resulting  injuries.  Bradley  v> 
Nashville.  C.  &  St.  L.  RaUroad,  14  Lea,  874. 

A  conductor  coupling  oars  is  a  volunteer  except 
in  case  of  pressing  emergency  and  cantiot  recover 
for  injuries.  Sears  v.  Central  R.  &  Bkg.  Co.  68  6a. 
680. 

A  catcher  in  a  stave  factory  volunteering  to  act 
as  sawyer  cannot  recover  for  in  juries  reoeived  by 
reason  of  his  change  of  employment.  Brown  v 
Byroads,  47  Ind.486. 

A  special  conductor  in  charge  of  certain  cars  in 
a  train  who,  at  the  request  of  the  regular  con- 
ductor, undertakes  to  uncouple  and  divide  the 
train,  takes  upon  himself  the  risk  of  the  act  he  un-  4 
dertakee  to  perform;  but  if  after  he  has  performed 
it  and  reassumed  his  proper  position  relative  to  the 
train,  the  car  on  which  he  is  standing  is  suddenly 
Jerked  forward  by  the  negligence  of  the  engineer, 
he  may  be  entitled  to  recover  for  the  injuries  there- 
by caused  to  him.  Cumberland  Valley  R.  Co.  v. 
Myers,  86  Pa.  288.  H.  P.  F. 
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timekeeper,  his  duties  being  to  keep  an  ac- 
count of  the  time  of  men  at  work  upon,  and 
to  make  measurements  of  materials  used  in 
construction  work.  It  was  no  part  of  his 
duty  to  assist  in  the  operation  of  trains,  nor 
had  any  conductor  of  a  train  authority  to 
direct  or  employ  him  to  assist  in  any  such 
work.  Neither  had  he  any  experience,  as 
brakeraan  or  otherwise,  in  the  operation  of 
trains.  On  the  day  of  the  accident  he  was 
sent  hv  his  superior  officer  from  the  office  to 
a  yard  about  a  mile  distant,  with  an  order 
to  the  conductor  of  a  construction  train  to 
brin/i:  certain  carloads  of  stone  to  a  place 
where  construction  work  was  going  on. 
Having  delivered  this  message,  he  boarded 
the  construction  train  for  the  purpose  of  rid- 
ing back  to  the  office.  The  train  consisted 
of  thirty-five  cars,  six  flat  cars  loaded  -with 
stone,  and  twenty-nine  empty  dump  cars. 
The  train  was  moving  easterly,  and  was 
made  up  as  follows :  At  the  west  end  was 
the  engine,  with  the  pilot  facing  east ;  then 
came  the  dump  cars,  and  then  tne  six  cars 
loaded  with  stone ;  the.engine  facing  the  cars 
and  pushing  them,  the  stone  being  on  the 
front  end  of  the  train  as  it  moved  east.  The 
deceased  was  riding  on  the  rear  car  of  stone 
next  to  the  dump  cars.  When  the  train  ap- 
proached the  destination  of  the  stone,  the 
conductor  in  charge  desired  to  put  the  six 
cars  of  stone  upon  one  track,  and  the  twentv- 
nine  dump  cars  upon  another  parallel  track, 
without  bringing  any  portion  of  the  train  to 
a  full  stop.  This  was  to  be  done  after  the 
cars  had  attained  a  sufficient  rate  of  speed, 
by  uncoupling  the  stone  cars,  and  then  re- 
versing the  engine,  which  would  check  the 
speed  of  the  dump  cars,  while  the  stone  cars 
would  continue  at  the  previous  rate  of  speed, 
and  pass  the  switch,  onto  the  desired  track, 
before  the  dump  cars  reached  it.  To  accom- 
plish this,  the  conductor  signaled  the  en- 
gineer to  ^'kick''  the  train,  in  obedience  to 
which  the  latter  pushed  the  train  rapidly 
ahead  at  the  rate  of  from  seven  to  ten  miles 
an  hour.  Immediately  upon  giving  this 
order  to  the  engineer,  the  conductor,  as  the 
jury  found,  ordered  Evarts  to  pull  the  pin 
between  the  stone  cars  and  the  dump  cars, 
and,  in  obedience  to  this  order,  Evarts 
stepped  down  between  the  stone  car  and  the 
dump  car  next  to  it,  and  stooped  down  and 
pulled  the  pin.  While  the  evidence  is  not 
entirelv  conclusive  on  the  point,  yet  it  would 
seem  that  Evarts,  while  pulling  the  pin  in 
this  stooping  position,  stood  with  one  foot 
on  each  car.  Meanwhile,  the  conductor  had 
signaled  the  engineer  to  reverse  his  engine. 
The  engineer  promptly  obeyed.  This,  of 
course,  suddenly  checked  the  speed  of  the 
dump  cars  with  a  jerk,  as  the  slack  between 
them  was  taken  up.  This  jerk  occurred 
while  Evarts,  still  partially  in  a  stooping 

gosition,  was  in  the  act  of  straightening 
imself  up,  holding  the  pin  in  one  hand. 
The  consequence  was  that  he  was  thrown  upon 
the  ground,  and  run  over  by  the  cars  and. 
kill^.  The  evidence  is  not  very  clear 
whether  at  this  time  Evarts  still  had  one  foot 
on  each  car,  or,  while  in  the  act  of  straight- 
ening himself  up,  he  had  placed  both  feet 
on  the  end  of  the  dump  car.  The  defendant 
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claims  that  the  evidence  shows  that  the  lat- 
ter was  the  fact.  As  we  view  the  case,  tlie 
question  is  not  one  of  importance ;  but  we 
think  the  jury  would  have  been  at  least  jus- 
tified by  the  evidence  in  finding  chat,  so  sud- 
denly did  the  whole  thing  occur,  Evarts  was 
still  substantially  in  the  same  position  when 
thrown  from  the  cars  as  when  the  condnctor 
signaled  the  engineer  to  reverse  his  engine. 
The  evidence  was  also  ample  to  justifv  the 
jury  in  finding  that  the  conductor  knew 
Evarts'  position  when  he  gave  the  signal  to 
reverse.  In  any  event  there  is  no  aaaipment 
of  error  that  raises  the  question  of  its  suf- 
ficiency. 

The  negligence  charged  against  defendant 
is  the  act  of  the  conductor  in  signaling  the 
engineer  to  reverse  the  engine  when,  as  is 
claimed,  he  either  knew,  or  ought  to  hare 
known,  that  the  result  would  be  to  endanger 
the  life  of  Evarts.  The  theory  of  the  law, 
and  doubtless  the  correct  one,  upon  which 
the  case  was  submitted  to  the  jury,  was  that, 
as  to  the  acts  he  was  then  perf<Mining,  Evarts 
was  a  mere  volunteer,  and  that  the  defend- 
ant owed  him  no  contractual  duty  as  master. 
The  learned  trial  jud^e,  over  and  over  again, 
in  the  most  explicit  manner,  instructed 
the  jury  that  plaintiff  could  not  recover 
unless  the  conductor,  at  the  time  he  gare 
the  signal  to  reverse  the  engine,  knew,  or 
in  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care  ought  to 
have  known,  that  the. giving  of  the  siirnal 
'^  would  result  in  jerking  Evarts  from  the 
train;"  "would  necessarily  produce  injury 
to  Evarts;"  "would  result  in  injury  to 
Evarts. "  This  was  but  another  way  of  say- 
ing that  plaintiff  could  not  recover  unless, 
with  knowledge  that  Evarts  was  in  a  dan- 
gerous position,  the  conductor,  who  con- 
trolled  the  movements  of  the  cars,  failed  to 
exercise  reasonable  care  to  avert  the  danger. 
This  is  the  law,  even  as  to  trespassera. 
Hqffa  V.  St.  Fatd,  M.  db  M.  R.  Co.  4»  Minn. 
268.  This  duty  rests  on  no  contract  obliga- 
tion, but  upon  the  bare  obligation,  founaed 
upon  the  dictates  of  common  humanity,  to 
avoid  inflicting  a  willful  or  wanton  injury 
on  another.  Had  Evarts  been  a  mere  tres- 
passer, and  the  conductor  had  seen  him  in 
such  a  position  of  danger,  it  would  have  been 
the  duty  of  the  conductor  to  exercise  reason- 
able care  to  avert  it,  and,  if  he  failed  to  do 
so,.,  the  defendant  would  have  been  liable. 
We  fail  to  see  why  a  volunteer  should  ha?e 
any  less  rights  than  a  mere  trespasser.  Be- 
cause a  man  is  a  trespasser  or  a  volunteer,  he 
is  not  therefore  an  outlaw,  so  as  to  permit 
others  to  willfullv  or  recklessly  do  him  an 
injury.  It  is  no  doubt  the  law,  as  repeatedly 
held,  that,  if  a  person  volunteers  to  assist  the 
servant  of  another,  the  master,  as  such,  owes 
him  no  duty ;  that  he  assumes  all  the  ordi- 
nary risks  incident  to  the  situation :  and  that 
he  cannot  recover  from  the  master  for  an  in- 
jury caused  by  a  defect  in  the  instrument- 
alities used,  or  by  the  mere  negligence  of 
the  servants.  Church  v.  Chicago,  M,  d  St. 
R  R.  Co.  50  Minn.  218,  16  L.  R.  A  861. 

But  it  seems  to  us  that  this  is  not  incon- 
sistent witii  the  further  proposition  that  if. 
after  discovering  such  volunteer  has  placed 
himself  in  a  position  of  danger,  even  through 
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his  own  negligence  the  servants  fail  to  exer- 
cise reasonable  care  to  avert  the  danger,  the 
master  will  be  liable.  Such  must  be  the  law 
uDless,  as  already  suggested,  a  volunteer  oc- 
cupies a  less  favorable  position  than  a  tres- 
passer. There  is  nothing  in  the  Church  Case 
iDconsistent  with  this;  and,  while  we  have 
found  no  case  preciselv  in  point,  there  is 
nothio^  inconsistent  with  it  in  any  of  the 
cases  cited  by  counsel.  It  is  sometimes  given 
as  a  reason  why  a  master  is  not  liable  to  a 
volunteer  for  the  negligence  of  a  servant  that 
a  servant  cannot,  by  his  officious  conduct, 
impose  a  greater  duty  on  the  master  than 
that  which  the  latter  owes  his  servant,  ai^d 
that  a  master  is  not  liable  to  a  servant  for 
the  negligence  of  a  fellow  servant.  If  there 
is  anything  in  this  "  fellow- servant"  doctrine 
that  has  anv  bearing  on  the  question,  it  is  at 
least  inapplicable  in  this  state  as  to  railway 
companies. 

It  strikes  us  that  the  very  ingenious  argu- 
ment of  counsel  for  the  defendant  is  all  based 
on  one  radical  fallacy,  to  wit,  that  in  all 
reappcts.  and  for  all  purposes,  Evarts  is  to  be 
considered  as  a  skilled  and  experienced  brake- 
man,  and  therefore,  if  he  diet  or  failed  to  do 
anythrng  which  an  experienced  brakeman,  in 
the  exercise  of  reasonable  care,  would  have 
done  or  omitted  to  do,  he  was  guilty  of  neg- 
ligence which  would  prevent  a  recovery ; 
also,  that  if  the  conductor  of  the  train  did 
Dotbing  that  would  have  been  negligent  had 
Evarts  been  an  experienced  brakeman,  then 
lie  was  not  suilty  of  any  negligence  in  this 
instance.  To  the  first  part  of  this  proposition 
it  is  sufficient  answer  that  the  question  of 
Evarts'  negligence  up  to  the  time  the  con- 
ductor gave  the  signal  to  reverse  the  engine 
was  wholly  immaterial  under  the  theory 
upon  which  the  case  was  submitted  to  the 
juy,  to  wit,  that  a  recovery  could  only  be 
had  in  case  the  conductor,  when  he  gave  the 
signal,  knew,  or  in  the  exercise  of  ordinary 
care  had  reason  to  believe,  that  Evarts  would 
be  imperiled  thereby.  The  court  correctly 
Instructed  the  jury  that  "although  it  may  lie 
deemed  an  act  of  negligence  on  the  part  of 
Evarts  to  have  gone  there  and  performed  this 
duty  as  a  volunteer,  because  dangerous  to  any 
man  unaccustomed  to  perform  it,  .  .  . 
yet  if,  after  he  assumed  to  do  that  act,  even 
though  he  was  negligent,  and  the  conductor, 
as  a  matter  of  fact,  saw  him  in  that  perilous 
position,  and  gave  the  order  knowing  that  the 
effect  of  the  order  would  be  to  throw  him 
from  the  car,  then  hij^  negligence  would  not 
prevent  a  recovery. "  To  the  matter  of  neg- 
ligence on  the  part  of  Evarts  after  the  con- 
ductor signaled  the  engineer  we  will  refer 
hereafter.  The  second  branch  of  the  proposi- 
tion, viz.,  that  the  conductor  was  not  neg- 
ligent if  he  did  nothing  but  what  would  have 
heen  proper  had  Evarts  been  an  experienced 
brakeman,  is  clearly  incorrect.  If  he  knew, 
as  be  did,  that  Evarts  was  inexperienced,  and 
for  that  reason  in  greater  peril,  it  was  the 
conductor's  duty  to  regulate  his  conduct 
with  reference  to  that  fact.  A  position  might 
be  perilous  to  a  young  boy  that  would  not  be 
so  to  a  mature  man  ;  and  for  the  same  reason 
the  conductor  should  reasonably  have  antici- 
pated danger  to  an  inexperienced  man  like 
22  L.  R.  a; 


Evarts,  when  he  might  not  hav«  done  so  in 
the  case  of  an  experienced  brakeman. 

The  court  after  charging  the  jury,  as  al- 
ready stated,  that,  even  if  Evarts  was  neg- 
ligent on  account  of  his  inexperience  in  at- 
tempting to  perform  so  dangerous  an  act,  this 
would  not  prevent  a  recovery  if,  as  a  matter 
of  fact,  the  conductor  saw  him  in  a  perilous 
position,  and  gave  the  order  knowing  that  the 
effect  of  it  would  be  to  throw  him^'from  the 
car,  added :  **  This,  then.  Is  the  exception  to 
the  rule  that  the  plaintiff  cannot  recover 
where  he  is  guilty  of  contributory  negli- 
gence ;  and  I  think  I  may  say  to  you  there  is 
no  evidence  of  contributory  negligence  in 
this  case  which  you  need  consider."  This 
forms  the  subject  of  the  fourth  assignment 
of  error. 

It  is  undoubtedly  true  that  the  action  of  the 
conductor  is  to  be  iudged  by  the  facts  exist- 
ing and  known  to  him  when  he  signaled  the 
engineer,  for  he  was  not  required  to  antici- 
pate any  subsequent  and  independent  act  of 
negligence  on  the  part  of  Evarts.  But  it 
seems  to  us  quite  clear,  from  a  perusal  of  the 
record,  that  the  only  negligence  on  the  part 
of  Evarts  claimed  on  the^trial  was  that  of  an 
inexperienced  man  attempting  to  perform  an 
act  essentially  dangerous.  This  was  evi- 
dentlv  the  understanding  of  the  trial  court, 
and,  if  defendant  claimed  any  other  and  sub- 
sequent act  of  contributory  negligence,  the 
attention  of  the  court  ought  to  have  been 
called  to  it  specifically.  But  in  any  view  of 
the  case  we  fail  to  see  any  evidence  of  neg- 
ligence on  the  part  of  Evarts  other  than  that 
of  attemping  to  do  a  perilous  act  as  to  which 
he  was  inexperienced. — a  fact  known  to  the 
conductor  when  he  gave  the  signal. 

The  only  other  negligence  which  defendant 
claims  is  that  he  h^  placed  his  feet  on  the 
end  of  the  dump  car,  when  he  ought,  after 
drawing  the  pin,  to  have  gotten  back  upon 
the  stone  car,  where  he  would  have  been  safer 
when  the  jerk  came  from  letting  out  the 
slack.  If  this  were  so,  it  is  only  what  might 
have  been  reasonably  anticipated  from  an  in- 
experienced man.  But  remembering  that  the 
burden  of  proof  on  this  point  was  on  the  de- 
fendant, and  that  there  is  no  evidence  that 
Evarts  knew,  or  had  reason  to  suppose,  that 
the  signal  to  reverse  the  engine  would  be 
given  so  soon,  and  the  further  fact  that  the 
whole  thing  was  done  so  quickly  that  he  had 
not  yet  had  time  to  regain  an  erect  posture 
after  stooping  over  to  take  out  the  pin,  we 
do  not  think  that  the  jury  would  have  been 
justified  in  finding  the  specific  act  of  neg- 
ligence now  claimed,  even  if  the  question 
hflul  been  submitted  to  them. 

When  the  lury  returned  into  court  for  fur- 
ther instructions  the  judge  charged  them  that 
unless  they  could  answer  the  third  Question 
intelligently  they  ought  not  to,  ana  could 
not,  give  a  general  verdict,  because  the  whole 
case  depended  on  that  question.  The  ques- 
tion reierred  to  was:  "Did  the  conductor 
know,  or  in  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care  have 
reason  to  believe,  that  Evarts  would  be  im- 
periled by  the  signal  to  reverse  the  engine?'* 
It  is  contended  tnat  this  was  erroneous,  for 
the  reason  that  it  was  an  instruction  that  they 
could  not  render  a  verdict  for  the  defendant 
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unless  they  could  answer  this  question.  Of 
course,  the  instruction  is  subject  to  this  ver- 
bal criticism ;  but  what  the  court  evidently 
meant  was  that  no  verdict  for  the  plaintiff 
could  be  rendered  unless  the  jury  could  an- 


swer the  question  in  the  affirmative,  and  it 
is  impossible  that  they  could  have  anderstood 
the  instruction  otherwise. 
Order  affirmed. 
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Catharine  SPENCER  et  al.,  Respts., 
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!•  Permittinir  witnesses  to  give  an 
opinion  as  to  the  amount  of  damafr® 
inflicted  on  abutting  property  by  the  construo- 
tion  of  a  viaduct  In  a  street  is  not  reversible 
error,  where  the  jury  is  instructed  that  the  dam- 
aire  will  be  the  difference  in  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty before  such  construction  and  Immediately 
afterwards. 

8*  A  street  dedicated  to  the  public  ftn* 
ordinarar  purposes  cannot  be  appro- 
priated for  the  construction  of  a  viaduct  wblch 
completely  destroys  its  use  for  street  purposes, 
without  liability  for  damaeres  to  abuttlngr  owners. 

S,  In  estimating  the  benefits  which 
may  be  set  off  against  a  claim  by  the 
owner  of  lots  abutting  on  a  highway  for 
damages  resulting  from  the  construction  of  a 
viaduct  in  the  street  only  those  can  be  considered 
which  particularly  affect  the  lots  damaged,  and 
not  such  as  are  shared  in  common  with  other  lots 
not  damaged. 

4.  The  right  to  the  use  of  the  street  in 
froDt  of  abutting  lots  is  property  within  the  pro- 
tection of  a  constitutional  provision  against  tak- 
ing property  without  compensation. 

(June  27, 1893.) 

CERTIFICATION  by  the  Kansas  City 
Court  of  Appeals  for  the  opinion  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  an  appeal  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Jackson  County  in 
favor  of  plaintiffs  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover damages  for  injuries  to  and  depreciation 
in  value  of,  plaintiffs'  real  estate  by  reason  of 
the  erection  by  defendants  of  a  viaduct  in  the 
street  in  front  of  the  property.    Affirmed, 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Pratt,  Ferry  &  Hag^erman*  for 
appellant: 

It  is  reversible  error  to  permit  the  question 
to  be  asked  calling  for  the  opinion  of  the  wit- 
ness as  to  the  amount  of  the  damage. 

Belch  V.  Missouri  Pac.  R,  Co.  18  Mo.  App. 
80;  White  v.  Stoner,  18  Mo.  App.  540;  Hurt 
V.  St.  Louis,  I,  M,  <fc  8.  R,  Co.  94  Mo.  255. 

It  is  really  erroneous  to  permit  a  witness  to 
answer  as  to  what  caused  the  damage  or 
whether  the  property  is  benefited. 

Mvffy.  Wabash,  'St.  L.  d  P,  R.  Co.  22  Mo. 
App.  584;  DaUell  v.  Davenport,  12  Iowa,  437; 
Church  V.  Milwaukee,  81  Wis.  512. 


The  true  measure  of  damages  was  the  dif- 
ference in  the  market  value. 

Tayl&r  v.  Kansas  Citff  Cable  R,  Co,  38  Mo. 
App.  668;  Chouteau  v.  St.  Louis,  8  Mo.  App. 
48;  Montgomery  v.  Townsend,  80  Ala.  489; 
Chicago  v.  Taulor,  125  U.  8. 161, 81  L.  ed.  688. 
and  cases  cited  in  next  subdivision. 

If  the  true  measure  of  damages  be  the  differ- 
ence in  the  market  value,  beaefits,  whether 
general  or  special,  must  be  considered. 

Taylor  v.  Kansas  City  Cable  R,  Co.  supra; 
Atlanta  v.  Green,  67  Ga.  886;  Mootcy.  Atlanta, 
70  Ga.  611;  Meyer  v.  Burlington,  52  Iowa, 
560;  Lehigh  Valley  Coal  Co,  v.  Chicago,  26 
Fed.  Rep.  415;  Chattanooga  v.  Geiier,  18  Lea, 
611;  Church  v.  Milwaukee,  31  Wis.  ol2; 
Stoioell  V.  Milwaukee,  81  Wis.  528;  Tyson  v. 
Milwaukee,  50  Wis.  78;  Re  Brooklyn  mv.  R, 
Co.  55  Hun,  165;  Re  Union  Blee.  £  Oe7.  30  N. 
Y.  S.  R.  164. 

This  action  is  in  reality  for  a  change  of 
grade  or  for  the  constitutional  damage. 

Dyer  v.  St.  Louis,  11  Mo.  App.  MO;  -»«*• 
ford  V.  St,  Louis,  7  Mo.  App.  217.  75  Mo.  809: 
Chouteau  v.  St,  Louis,  supra. 

Without  a  statute  or  a  constitutional  pro- 
vision there  can  be  no  recove^. 

Swenson  v.  Lexington,  60  Mo.  157;  SU^n 
V.  Des  Moines  VaUey  R.  Co,  29  Iowa,  146,  4 
Am.  Rep.  205. 

A  witness,  in  this  kind  of  a  case,  cannot 
give  his  opinion  as  to  the  amount  of  damages, 
but  must  confine  himself  to  the  question  of 
values,  leaving  the  jury  to  determine  there- 
from, in  the  light  of  the  instructions,  whether 
such  difference  in  value  constituted  the  dam- 
age. 

Georgia: 

Brunswick  db  A,  R,  Co,  v.  McLaren,  47  Ga. 
546;  Gilbert  v.  Cherry,  57  Ga.  128;  Central  R, 
Co,  V.  Sean,  78  Ga.  705. 

Indiana: 

EvansHUe,  L  d  C.  S,  L,  R,  Co.  v.  FHU- 

fatrick,  10  Ind.  120;  Hagaman  v.  Moore,  84 
nd.  406;  Tost  v.  Conrot/,  92  Ind,  464.  47  Am. 
Rep.  156;  Pittsburg,   C,  db  St.  L,  R  Co.  v. 
Hixon,  79  Ind.  Ill;  Ohio  ifb  M.  R  Co,  ?.  Sick- 
less,  71  Ind.  271. 
Iowa: 

Prosser  v.  WapeUo  County,  18  Iowa.  827; 
Cannon  v.  lou>a  City,  84  Iowa,  208;  Harrimn 
V.  Iowa  Midland  R.  Co,  86  Iowa,  828;  Bartley 
V.  Keokuk  db  N,  W.  R.  Co,  (Iowa)  May  28, 
1892. 

Wichita  db  TT.  R,  Co.  v.  Kuhn,  88  Kan.  675; 
Ottawa,  0.  C.  db  C.  G.  R.  Co,  v.  Adolpk,  41 


Note.— For  the  prior  authorities    on   the  in- 
jury to  easements  of  an  abuttinir  owner  by  a 
railroad  in  the  street,  see  note  to  Egerer  v.  New 
York  Cent,  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.  (N.  Y.)  14  L.  R.  A.  8S1;  i 
'^"li.R.A. 


also  Jones  v.  Brie  k  W.  V.  R.  Go.  (Pa.)  17  L.  B.  A. 
758;  Rauensteln  v.  New  York,  L.  ft  W.  a  Oo.(X.  Y.) 
18  L.  R.  A.  768;  White  v.  Northwestern  N.  C.  K.  (N. 
C.) »  L.  R.  A.  607. 


18»3. 


Spencer  v.  Metropolitan  Street  R.  Co. 


Kan.  600;  Chicngo,  E.  A  W,  R.  Co.  v.  Wood- 
itard,  48  Kan.  599. 
Louisiana: 

Wileat  V.  /jeake,  11  La.  Ann.  178;  Bonner 
V.  Voplty,  15  La.  Ann.  504. 
Michigan: 

HffiM  V.  Medler,  41  Mich.  641;  Orand  Rajh 
ids  V.  Grand  Rapids  dt  L  E.  Co.  58  Mich.  642. 
Nebraska: 

Fremont,  E.  db  M.  V.  R,  Co,  v.  WhaUn,  11 
Neb.  585;  Burlington  db  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Beebe, 
14  Neb.  468;  Burlington  dt  M.  R.  Co.  v. 
SehlunU,  Id.  421;  Fremont,  E.  dt  M.  V.  R.  Co. 
T.  Marley,  25  Neb.  188;  Omaha  v.  Kramer,  25 
Neb.  489. 
New  Mexico: 

New  Mexican  R.  Co.  v.  Hendricks  (N.  M.) 
Aug.  24.  1892. 
New  York: 

McGean  v.  Manfiattan  R.  Co.  117  N.  Y.  219; 
Roberts  v.  New  York  Elev.  R.  Co.  18  L.  R.  A. 
499.  128  N.  Y.  455;  McQay  v.  Manhattan 
Elet.  R.  Co.  40  N.  Y.  S.  R.  668;  Delajield  v. 
Manhattan  R.  Co.  Id.  670;  Avery  v.  New  York 
Cent,  db  H.  R.  R.  Co.  121  N.  Y.  81. 
Ohio: 

Atlantic  A  Q.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Campbell,  4  Ohio, 
St.  588.  64  Am.  Dec.  607;  Cleveland  db  P.  R. 
0>.  V.  BaU,  5  Ohio  St.  568;  Columbus,  H.  V. 
<fc  r.  R,  Co.  V.  Gardner,  45  Ohio  St.  809. 
Rhode  Island: 

Tingley  v.  Providence,  8  R.  L  498;  Brown  v, 
Procidence  dt  8.  R.  Co.  12  R.  I.  288;  1  Suth- 
erland, Damages,  794. 

If  a  witness  in  arriving  at  his  opinion  of  the 
damage  could  illegally  consider  in  his  own 
mind  questions  alwut  which  the  parties  were 
contesting,  manifestly  the  question  would  be 
improper.  Under  the  constitution  the  build- 
ing of  the  street-car  line  was  a  proper  street 
vae  {Ransom  y.  Citiuns  R.  Co.  104  Mo.  875; 
Henry  Gauss  dt  8.  Mfg.  Co.  y.  St.  Louis,  K.  db 
N.  W.  R,  Co.  18  L.  R.  A.  889.  118  Mo.  808), 
and  liability,  to  exist  in  this  case,  must  rest 
upon  the  ground  that  a  yiaduct,  or  eleyated 
structure  was  placed  in  the  street  thereby 
changing  the  surface. 

Sheehy  y.  Kansas  City  Cable  R.  Co.  94  Mo. 
574;  Patsburg  Junction  R.  Co.  y.  McCutch- 
eon,  18  W.  N.  C.  527;  Belt  Line  Street  R.  Co. 
y.  Crabtree,  2  Tex.  App.  Ciy.  Cas.  579. 

The  construction  of  the  viaduct  was  sub- 
stantially equivalent  to  a  change  of  grade,  so 
much  so  in  fact  that,  had  there  been  no  con- 
stitutional provision  there  would  have  been  a 
cause  of  action  on  a  statute  authorizing  a  re- 
covery for  change  of  grade. 

Stickford  V.  St.  Louis.  7  Mo.  App.  217; 
Cfiouteav  v.  St.  Louis,  8  Mo.  App.  48;  Dyer  v. 
8t,  Louis,  11  Mo.  App.  590. 

There  iis  very  high  authority  for  saying  that 
the  benefit  was  special,  even  though  it  was 
common  to  all  abutting  property  along  the 
street. 

AUen  V.  Charle8to*m,  109  Mass.  248;  ffil- 
bourne  v.  Suffolk  County,  120  Mass.  898,  21 
Amt  Rep.  52i;  P:trk9  v.  Hampden  County,  120 
Maes.  895;  Donovan  v.  Springfield.  125  Mass. 
371. 

The  value  inquired  about  in  this  class  of 
cases  is  the  market  value  which  has  a  well  de- 
fined meaning. 
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Kansas  City,  W.  dt  If.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Fisher. 
49  Kan.  17. 

The  questions  asked  went  further  than 
merely  asking  for  the  witnesses'  opinion  as  to 
the  damage,  and  called  for  his  opinion  as  to 
whether  defendant's  act  caused  such  damage. 

The  questions  were  improper  on  this  ground 
alone. 

DaliOl  V.  Davenport,  12  Iowa,  487;  Muff  v. 
Wabash,  St.  L.  dt  P.  R.  Co.  22  Mo.  App.  584; 
Birch  V.  Metropolitan  Elev.  R.  Co.'  15  Dalv, 
458;  McOean  v.  Manhattan  R.  Co.  117  N.  Y. 
219. 

in  the  abutter's  suit  for  damages  for  the 
building  of  an  elevated  railway  in  the  street, 
general  as  well  as  special  benefits  were  to  be 
eonsidered. 

*  Bohm  V.  Metropolitan  Elev.  R.  Co.  14  L. 
R.  A.  344,  129  N.  Y.  576;  OdeU  v.  New  Yfrrk 
Elev.  R  Co.  180  N.  Y.  690;  Burkam  v.  Ohio 
dtM.RCo.  122  Ind.  844;  Barker  v.  Atchison, 
46  Kan.  14. 

On  petition  for  rehearing. 

The  present  use  Is  a  strictly  street  use. 

State  V.  Corrigan  Consdt.  Street  R.  Co.  85 
Mo.  268,  55  Am.  Rep.  861;  Hinchman  v.  Pat- 
erson  Horse  R.  Co.  17  N.  J.  Eq.  75,  86  Am 
Dec.  252;  Jersey  City  dt  B.  R.  Co.  v.  Jersey 
ak  A  ^.  ^.  ^-  Co.  20  N.  J.  Eq.  69;  Booth. 
Street  Railways,  §  82.  and  cases  cited. 

While  the  doctrine  just  mentioned  has  been 
applied  to  horse  railroads,  it  apifiies  equally  to 
cable  roads.  If  the  structure  is  a  street  rail- 
way the  doctrine  applies,  no  nmtter  what  the 
motive  power  may  be. 

Briggs  v.  Letviston  dt  A.  Horse  R.  Co.  79  Me. 
368;  Newell  v.  Minneapolis  L.  db  M.  R  Co.  85 
Minn.  112.  59  Am.  Rep.  803;  Taggart  v.  New- 
port Street  R.  Co.  7  L.  R  A.  205,  16  R.  I.  668; 
Williams  v.  City  Electric  Street  R.  Co.  41  Fed. 
Rep.  556;  Halsey  v.  Rapid  Transit  Street  R. 
Co.  47  N,  J.  Eq.  880;  Detroit  City  R.  Co.  v. 
Mills,  85  Mich.  684;  Pelton  v.  East  Cleveland 
22.  <>.  22  Ohio  L.  J.  67;  Koch  V.  North  Ave. 
R  Co.   15  L.  R.  A.  877,  75  Md.  222. 

The  construction  of  a  viaduct  has  been  re- 
peatedly held  to  be  a  change  of  grade  under 
statutes  giving  a  cause  of  action  therefor. 

Sfickford  v.  St.  Lovis,  7  Mo.  App.  217.  75 
Mo.  309;  Chouteau  v.  St.  Louis,  8  Mo.  App. 
48;  Dyer  v.  St.  Louis,  11  Mo.  App.  590;  Dore 
v.  Milwaukee.  42  Wis.  108;  Wilkin  v.  St.  Paul, 
38  Minn.  181. 

For  a  change  of  grade  in  the  absence  of  con- 
stitutional or  statutory  protection  there  could 
be  no  recovery. 

St.  Louis  V.  Oumo,  12  Mo.  417;  Imler  v. 
Springfield.  55  Mo.  119,  17  Am.  Rep.  645; 
Foster  v.  St.  Louis,  71  Mo.  157;  P^iyne  v.  Kan- 
sas City.  St.  J.  dt  C.  B.  R  Co.  17  L.  R.  A. 
628.  112  Mo.  6. 

Precisely  the  same  rule  is  applied  where  the 
city  changed  the  grade  by  authorizing  a  rail- 
road to  construct  its  road  above  the  surface  of 
the  street,  because  what  the  city  can  do  with- 
out damage  it  can  authorize  others  to  likewise 
do. 

Swenson  v.  Lexington,-  fSK^  Mo.  157;  Slntten 
V.  Des  Moines  Valley  R.  Co.  29  Iowa,  148.  4 
Am.  Rep.  205. 

The  Constitution  of  1875  provided  that  prop- 
erty should  not  be  damaged  for  public  use 
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without  compensation.  This,  however,  is  held 
Dot  to  give  a  cause  of  action  for  every  damage. 

Julia  Bldg.  Asso,  v.  Bell  Telepk  Co.  88 
Mo.  258,  57  Am.  Rep.  898;  Rude  v.  8i.  Louis, 
98  Mo.  408;  Fait  child  v.  JSt.  Louis,  97  Mo.  86; 
Oanman  v.  St.  Louis,  Id.  92;  Ransom  v.  Cit- 
izens R.  Co.  104  Mo.  875;  Gla^ow  v.  8t,  Louis, 
107  Mo.  198;  Van  DeVere  v.  Kansas  City,  Id. 
83;  Chieago  v.  Union  Bldg.  Asso.  102  Til.  879, 
40  Am.  Rep.  598;  East  8i.  Louis  v.  (/Flynn, 
119  111.  200,  59  Am.  Rep.  795;  Peel  v.  Atlanta, 
8  L.  R.  A.  787,  85  Ga.  138;  Pennsylvania  R. 
Co.  V.  Lippincott,  116  Pa.  472;  Pennsylvania 
R.  Co.  V.  Marchant,  119  Pa.  641;  Pennsylvania 
S,  V.  R.  Co.  V.  Walsh,  124  Pa.  544;  Loekhart 
V.  Ciaig  Street  R.  Co.  139  Pa.  419;  Texas  <t  S. 
R.  Co.  V.  Meadows,  78  Tex.  82. 

The  true  sense  of  the  constitutional  provis- 
ion is  that  such  reasonable  and  ordinary 
changes  in  the  surface  of  the  street  as  any 
property  owner  ought  to  expect  when  dedicat- 
ing the  street  are  not  within  the  protection  of 
the  constitutional  provision. 

Julia  Bldg.  Asso.  v.  Bell  Teleph.  Co.  supra; 
Denver  v.  Vernia,  8  Colo.  899;  Ripney  v.  Chi- 
cago, 102  111.  64;  Montgomery  v.  Townsend,  80 
Ala.  489.  84  Ala.  478;  Columbus  dk  W.  R.  Co. 
V.  Witheroie,  82  Ala.  190;  Texas  4b  P.  R.  Go.  v. 
Rosedak  Street  R.  Co.  64  Tex.  80;  Lock/iar^v. 
Craig  Street  R.  Co.  and  Pennsyltania  R.  Co. 
V.  Marchant,  supra;  Sterling's  App.  Ill  Pa. 
85.  66  Am.  Rep.  246. 

The  street*  having  been  put  to  a  street  use, 
the  true  question  is  wheUier.  in  ascertaining 
the  damages  provided  for  by  article  2.  section 
21,  of  the  Constitution  of  1875,  general  as  well 
as  special  benefits  are  to  be  considered  in  de- 
termining the  difference  in  the  market  value  of 
theproperty. 

The  measure  of  damages  is  simply  the  dif- 
ference in  market  value. 

Chicago  v.  Taylor,  126  U.  S.  161,  31  L.  ed. 
688;  Chouteau  v.  St.  Louis,  8  Mo.  App.  48; 
Taylor  v.  Kansas  City  Cable  R.  Co.  88  Mo. 
App.  668;  Atlanta  v.  Oreen,  67  Ga.  886;  Moore 
V.  Atlanta,  70  Ga.  611;  Meyer  v.  Burlington, 
52  Iowa,  560;  Lehigh  Valley  Coal  Co.  V.  Chiea- 
go,  26  Fed.  Rep.  416;  Montgomery  v.  Townsend, 
80  Ala.  489;  Springer  v.  Chicago,  12  L.  R  A. 
609.  186  III.  552;  Montgomery  v.  Maddoct,  89 
Ala.  181;  Hempstead  v.  DesMoines,  62  Iowa. 
303;  Thompson  v.  Keokuk,  61  Iowa.  187. 

If  the  difference  in  market  value  is  the  meas- 
ure of  recovery  it  is  plain  that  all  advantafee. 
where  special  or  genera),  are  to  be  taken  mto 
consideration.  So  the  authorities  with  uni- 
formity say. 

Taylor  v.  Kansas  City  Cable  R  Go.  supra; 
Bohn  V.  Metropolitan  Elev.  R  Co.  14  L.  R.  A. 
344, 129  N.  Y.  576;  OdeU  v.  New  T<yrk  Elev. 
R.  Co.  130  N.  Y.  690:  Atlanta  v.  Oreen,  Moore 
V.  Atlanta,  Lehigh  Valley  Coal  Co.  v.  Chiea^, 
and  Springer  v.  Chicago,  supra;  Chattanooga  v. 
OeiUr,  13  Lea.  611;  Church  v,  Milwaukee,  81 
Wis.  512;  StotceU  v.  Milwaukee,  Id.  528;  Ty- 
son V.  Milwaukee,  50  Wis.  78;  Meyer  v.  Bur- 
lington, 52  Iowa,  560;  Parker  v.  Atchison,  46 
Kan.  14;  Burkam  v.  Ohio  dt  M.  R.  Co.  122 
Ind.  844. 

These  cases  concisely  state  the  distinction 
between  such  a  case  as  this  and  where  prop- 
erty is  absolutely  appropriated  for  public  use. 
I  said  in  Church  v.  Milwaukee,  supra. 
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Here  there  is  no  offsettinir  of  benefits,  be- 
cause no  property  is  taken.  The  simple  ques- 
tion is  whether  general  benefits  are  to  be  con- 
sidered in  ascertaining  the  depreciation  in 
value.  Whatever  the  rule  may  be  in  cases 
where  land  is  taken,  there  is  a  clear  distinc- 
tion under  the  facts  of  this  case,  and  so  nearlr 
all  the  cases  show. 

Robbins  v.  Milwaukee  <fe  H.  R.  Co.  6  Wis. 
636;  Chapman  v.  Oshkosh  d  M.  R.  Go.  33Wis. 
629;  Church  v.  Milwaukee,  Stowell  v.  Miluan- 
kee,  and  Tyson  v.  Milwaukee,  supra;  MemphU 
V.  Bolton,  9  Heisk.  608;  Ghattanoogav.  GeiUr. 
supra;  Pottawatomie  County  Gomrs.v.  (ySuUi- 
van,  17  Kan.  68;  Parker  v.  J.^eAuon,and  Taykfr 
V.  Kansas  City  Cable  R.  Go.  supra;  Jones  y. 
Wills  Valley  R  Co.  dO  Ga.  43;  Sawnnah  v. 
HartHdge,  87  Ga.  118;  Atlanta^.  Central R. 
dt  Bkg.  Go.  68  Ga.  120;  Atlanta  v.  Green,  and 
Moore  v.  AUanta,  supra;  St.  Louis,  J.  dS.R. 
Co.  V.  Kirby,  104  HI.  845;  McReynMs  v.  Bur- 
lington dbO.R  Go.  106111.  152;  Lehigh  Valley 
Coal  Co.  V.  Chicago,  and  Springer  v.  Chieaffo, 
supra;  Beaton  v.  Polk  County,  9  Iowa.  $i4; 
Meyer  y.  Burlington,  and  Bohn  v.  Metropolitan 
Elev.  R.  Go.  supra. 

Error  is  presumptively  prejudicial  and  most 
cause  a  reversal  unless  the  record  shows  be- 
yond a  doubt  that  there  could  have  been  no 
prejudice. 

Bindbeutal  v.  Street  R^Go.AA  Mo.  App.  463; 
Clark  V.  Fairley,  90  Mo.  App.  9S!i:8uttit\. 
Aloe,  39  Mo.  App.  88;  Walton  v.  Kansas  Citfi. 
Ft.  S.  ikM.  R.  Co.  40  Mo.  App.  544;  PiBtUr^ 
Chicago,  R.  L  A  P.  R.  Co.  46  Iowa,  899;  ^;- 
ford  V.  Oskaloosa,  67  Iowa,  748;  Reynddt  v. 
Keokuk,  72  Iowa,  871;  Deery  v,  Cray.  72  U.  8 
6  Wall.  807.  18  L.  ed.  657;  Smith  v.  Shce^ 
maker,  84  U.  8,  17  Wall.  630,  21  L.  ed.  717; 
Oilmer  v.  ffigl^,  110  U.  8.  47,  28  L.  ed.  62: 
Vicksburg  AM.R.Co.  v.  G^Brien,  119  U  ^?. 
99,  80  L.  ed.  299;  Rawes  v.  Kansas  City  Stork 
Yards  Co.  108  Mo.  60;  Dayharsk  v.  Bannihal 
(ft  St.  J.  R  Co.  Id.  670;  McOmvan  v.  81.  Louis 
Ore  cfe  8Uel  Go.  109  Mo.  518. 

To  permit  a  witness  to  give  his  opinion  as  to 
the  benefit  and  cause  thereof  stands  on  pre- 
cisely the  same  footing  as  opinion  as  to  tbe 
damage. 

Church  V.  MUwaukee,  81  Wia  512. 

The  cases  show  that  reversals  have  frequent- 
ly been  had  for  the  admission  of  opinion  evi- 
dence, even  though  the  instructions  oonectly 
stated  the  measure  of  recoveiy. 

Roberts  v.  New  York  Elev.  R  Co.  l^L.  R. 
A.  499, 128  N.  Y.  466;  McGay  v.  MetropoliUtn 
Elev.  R.  Go.  40  N.  Y.  S.  R.  668;  Mafieldy. 
Manhattan  R.  Go.  Id.  670;  Atlantie  d  6.  ff.  i? 
Go.  V.  GampbeU,  4  Ohio  8t  588.  64  Am.  Dec. 
607;  Cleveland  dt  P.  R.  Go.  v.  BaU,  5  ObioSU 
668;  Hartley  v.  Keokuk dtN.W.  R.  a>.(Iowa. 
May  28, 1892;FicA*to  dbW.  R  Cd.  v.  Kuhfi,^ 
Kan.  104;  Outridge  v.  Missouri  hu.  R.  Co.  W 
Mo.  468;  Kubank  v.  Edina,  88  Mo.  650. 

Mesrrs.  K.  M«  De  Weese  and  R.  0. 
Bog^i^ss*  for  respondents: 

Section  21.  article  2,  Constitution  1879»  pro- 
vides that  private  property  shall  neither  be 
taken  nor  damaged  without  Just  compensa* 
tion. 

The  right  of  the  owner  of  a  lot  in  a  town  to 
the  use  of  the  adloinhig  street  is  as  much 
property  as  the  lot  itself. 
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Lackland  v.  North  Missouri  E.  Oo,  31  Mo. 
181;  WiUiams  v.  Natural  Bridge  PI,  Road  Co, 
21  Mo.  680;  Cape  Girardeau  d  B,  M.  <Sb  0, 
Boad  Co,  V.  Beufroe,  58  Mo.  265;  Tate  ▼.  Mis- 
Kwtn,  K.  <t  T.  R,  Co,  64  Mo.  149;  StarOey  v. 
Datenport,  54  Iowa,  468;  Denver  v.  Baver,  7 
Colo.  118;  Householder  v.  City  of  Kansas,  88 
31o.  488,  and  the  llliDois  cases  therein  cited; 
Skeehy  7.  Kansas  City  CabU  R,  Co,  U  Mo.  574; 
Chicago  v.  Taylor.  125  U.  8. 161,  81  L.  ed.  688. 
and  citations. 

The  city  of  Eoinsas  had  no  power  to  destroy 
the  street  contiguous  to  plaintiffs'  propertv, 
aod  could  not  confer  such  authority  on  the  de- 
fendant. 

Glasgow  v.  St.  Louis,  87  Mo.  678;  Julia  Bldg, 
Atso.  V.  BeU  Teleph,  Co,  88  Mo.  258.  57  Am. 
Rep.  3d8;  Dubaeh  v.  Hannibal  d  St,  J.  R,  Co,  80 
Mo.  488;  Cummings  v,  St,  Louis,  90  Mo.  259; 
Eavseholder  v.  City  of  Kansas,  Aud  Sheehy  y, 
Kansas  City  Cable  R,    Co,  supra;   Werth  v. 

ringfield,  78  Mo.  107;  Cross  v.  St,  Louis,  K, 
dtN.R.  a>.  77  Mo.  318. 

The  law  of  this  state  justifies  such  opinions, 
— sach  evidence  as  was  given  by  the  witnesses 

Tate  V.  Missouri,  K,  db  T,  RCo,  U  Mo.  149; 
Thomas  v.  Mallincrodt,  48  Mo.  58:  Springfield 
&  S.  R  Co,  V.  Calkins,  90  Mo.  588;  Hosher  v. 
Kansas  City,  St,  J.  d  C,  B.  R.  Go.  68  Mo.  808; 
Lewis,  Em.  Doni.  g  436, _p.  554;  Rochester  db 
8,  R.  Co,  V.  Budlong,  10  How.  Pr.  289. 

Witnesses  were  properly  allowed  to  give 
their  opinions  as  to  value  of  lots  and  damages 
thereto,  rather  than  market  value  simply,  be- 
fore and  after  the  wroDg  complained  of. 

The  only  means  of  getting  at  value  to  any 
extent  was  by  taking  the  opinions  of  witnesses 
who  knew  the  propertv;  real  estate  dealers  who 
knew  the  estimated  value  of  the  lots,  and  the  ef- 
fect the  destruction  of  said  street  had  thereon. 

Lundr.  Tyngsborough,  9  Cusb.  86;  Carpen- 
ter V.  Wait,  11  Cush.  257;  Vandiue  v.  Burpee, 
13  Met.  288,  46  Am.  Dec.  788;  Miller  v.  Smith, 
112  Moss.  475;  Bayley  v.  Kastern  R,  Co.  125 
Mass.  62;  Oossler  v.  Ekxgle  Sugar  Refimry,  103 
Mass.  881;  Moulton  v.  MeOmn,  103  Mass.  587; 
Eomrd  v.  Great  Western  Ins,  Co.  109  Mass. 
384;  Beeefier  v.  Denniston,  18  Gray,  854;  Fiteh- 
I'urg  R.  Co,  v.  Freeman,  12  Gray,  401,  74  Am. 
Dec.  800;  Bieree  v.  Stocking,  11  Gray,  174; 
Shatc  V.  Charlestawn,  2  Gray,  107;  Brady  v. 
Brady,  8  Allen,  101;  Boston  dk  W.  K  Corp.  v. 
(M  Colony  db  F.  R,  R.  Co,  3  Allen,  142;  Whit- 
manv.  Boston  dk  M.  R,  Co,  7  Allen,  818;  Gulf, 
C.  (t  8.  F,  R.  Co.  V.  Neceo  (Tex.)  March  24, 
1891;  MarUn  v.  Chicago,  S,  F.  dt  C.  R  Co.  47 
Mo.  App.  452:  Mills,  Em.  Dom.  §§  65-200; 
Kanm  City  v.  HiU,  80  Mo.  523;  Nevada  A  M. 
R.  Co.  V.  De  Lissa,  103  Mo.  125;  Chicago,  S. 
F.dtCR,  Co,  V.  McGrew,  104  Mo.  282. 

Real  estate  once  lawfully  dedicated  or  con- 
demned to  one  public  use,  cannot  be  lawfully 
appropriated  to  another  distinct  and  inconsist- 
ent public  use. 

Beleker  Sugar  Rtf,  Co.  v.  St.  Louis  Grain 
Kiev.  Go.  82  Mo.  121;  Lee  v.  Tebo  dk  N.  R.  Co, 
58  Mo.  178;  Hosher  v.  Kansas  City,  St.  J,  db 
C.  B.  R,  Co.  60  Mo.  808;  Cimbs  v.  Smith,  78 
Mo.  88;  Chicago,  S,  F.  dkC.R.  Co,  v.  McGrew, 
supra. 

On  petition  for  rehearing. 

The  city  of  Kansas  had  no  power  to  destroy 
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the  street  contiguous  to  plaintiff's  property,  and 
could  not  confer  an}'  such  authority  on  the  de- 
fendant. 

Glasgow  v.  St.  Louis,  87  Mo.  678;  Julia  Bldg. 
Asso.  V.  Bell  Teleph,  Co.  88  Mo.  258, 57  Am.  Rep. 
898;  Dubaeh  v.  Hannibal  db  St.  J.  R.  Co,  89 
Mo.  488;  Cummings  v.  St,  Louis,  90  Mo.  259;. 
Householder  v.  City  of  Kansas,  88  Mo.  488;  Shee- 
hy  V.  Kansas  City  Cable  R.  Co.  94  Mo.  574; 
Werth  V.  Springfield,  78  Mo.  107;  Cross  v.  St. 
Louis,  K,  C.  db  N.  R.  Co.  77  Mo.  818;  Kansas. 
City,  St.  J.  it  a  B.  R,  Co,  v.  St,  Joseph  Termi- 
nal R.  Co,  97  Mo.  457;  St.  Louis  Transfer  R.Co. 
V.  St.  Louis  Merchants  B.  T.  R.Co.  Ill  Mo.  666. 

Municipal  corporations  have  no  power  to- 
alien  or  dispose  of  their  public  streets  for  any 
purpose  inconsistent  with  their  use  as  high- 
wavs. 

Wood.  Nuisance,  Ist  ed.  §  778. 

Authority  to  occupy  a  street  whether  ob- 
tained directly  from  the  legislature  or  from  a 
local  municipality  only  protects  the  company 
to  the  extent  of  the  public  right  or  easement  in 
the  street  and  leaves  the  company  to  deal  with 
private  rights  as  in  other  cases. 

Gray  v.  St.  Paul  db  P.  R,  Co.  First  Din.  18 
Minn.  815;  Gape  Girardeau  dt  B,  M,  db  G. 
Road  Co.  V.  Renfroe,  58  Mo.  265;  Washington 
Cemetery  v.  Proipect  Park  A  C„h  R.  O?.  68N. 
Y.  591;  Re  I^ewYork  Elev.RCo.  70  N.y.  827. 

The  act  complained  of  in  this  case  amounts 
to  a  total  destruction  of  the  street 

2  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  8d  ed.  S  660. 

Tate  V.  Missouri,  K.  <ft  T.  R.  Co.  64  Mo. 
149;  Glasgow  v.  St.  Uuis,  87  Mo.  678;  Sheedy 
V.  Union  Press  Brick  Works,  25  Mo.  App.  527. 

If  a  nuisance  results  in  a  permanent  mjury 
to  the  realty  the  measure  of  damages  is  "  the 
diminution  in  market  value  of  the  land." 

Van  Hootier  v.  Hannibal  dk  St.  J.  R,  Ob.  7a 
Mo.  145;  Dickson  v.  Chicago,  R.  i.  dk  P.  R.  Co, 
71  Mo.  575;  Givens  v.  Van  Studdiford,  86  Mo. 
149,  56  Am.  Rep.  421;  Wood,  Nuisance,  2d 
ed.  p.  1004,  §  869;  Sedgw.  Damages,  8th  ed. 
§  947.  p.  68. 

In  an  action  for  a  nuisance,  actual  benefits 
to  the  plaintiff's  estate  therefrom  cannot  be 
considered  either  in  defense  or  in  mitigation  of 
damages. 

Kimel  v.  Kimel,  49  N.  C.  121;  Francis  v. 
SehoeUkopf  58  N.  Y.  152;  Sedgw.  Damages, 
8th  ed.  §  65,  p.  87. 

The  general  rule  is  that  witnesses  must  state 
facts  and  not  their  individual  opinions;  but 
there  are  exceptions  to  the  rule  as  well  estab- 
lished as  the  rule  it^tf. 

Eyerman  v.  Sheehan,  52  Mo.  221. 

When  the  subject  of  inquiry  is  so  indefinite 
and  general  in  its  nature  as  not  to  be  suscepti- 
ble of  direct  proof  the  opinion  of  witnesses  is 
admissible. 

Belch  V.  Missouri  Pac,  R.  Co.  18  Mo.  App. 
80;  White  v.  Stoner,  Id.  540;  Chouteau  v.  St. 
Louis,  8  Mo.  App.  51:  St,  Louis,  V.  dk  T.  H  R. 
Co,  V.  Haller,  82  111.  208;  McReynolds  v.  Kan- 
sas City,  C.  db  S.  R.  Co,  110  Mo.  484;  St.  Louis 
dk  S,  F.  R,  Co,  V.  Bradley,  54  Fed.  Rep.  680; 
Leavenworth,  T.  db  S,  W,  R.  Co,  v.  Paul,  28 
Kan.  816;  Sedgw.  Damages,  8th  ed.  §  1298. 

Bnrf^ss,  J, ,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 
This  was  an  action  for  damages  to  an  abut* 
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ting  lotowner  for  building  the  Twelfth  Street 
Vimluct  &  Cable  Railway  Line.  There  was 
a  trial  by  jury,  and  a  verdict  in  favor  of 
plaintiffs  for  $800.  After  an  unsuccessful 
motion  for  new  trial,  the  case  was  appealed 
to  the  Kansas  City  court  of  appeals,  and  from 
that  court  certified  to  this  court  upon  the 
ground  that  a  constitutional  question  is  in- 
volved. 

Catharine  Spencer  was  the  owner  of  lots  5 
and  6,  In  block  57.  Turner  &  Co's  addition 
to  Kansas  City.  The  lots  were  in  what  were 
known  as  ** short  blocks,"  being  bounded  on 
the  north  by  Eleventh  street,  and  on  the  south 
by  Twelfth  street.  The  lots  are  each  24  feet 
in  width  and  35  feet  in  depth.  The  defend- 
ant was  authorized  by  the  city  to  build  a 
viaduct,  and  lay  its  street-car  line  along 
Twelfth  street.  This  viaduct  was  the  ap- 
proach to  the  Twelfth  street  incline,  by  which 
the  cable  line  runs  from  the  low  ground  in 
the  bottom  to  the  bluff.  The  contention  of 
plaintiffs  is  that  this  structure  was  a  change 
jot  grade,  within  the  meaning  of  article  2, 
$  21,  Const.  1875,  which  proviaes  that  private 
property  shall  not  be  taken  or  damaged  for 
public  use  without  just  compensation.  The 
£laim  of  plaintiffs  is  that,  in  the  construc- 
tion of  that  part  of  the  Twelfth  Street  Cable 
Bailway,  that  part  of  said  street  on  which 
plaintiffs*  property  abuts  southward  was  to- 
tally destrovea,  so  that  it  could  not  be  used 
by  plaintiffs  in  connection  with  said  lots. 
Some  of  the  witnesses  testified  as  to  the  value 
of  the  lots  before  the  construction  of  the  via-' 
duct,  and  also  afterwards ;  and  some  of  them, 
who  were  introduced  on  the  part  of  plaintiffs, 
testified,  over  the  objections  and  exceptions 
of  defendant,  as  to  the  amount  of  damages 
plaintiffs  sustained,  how  they  were  damaged, 
and  what  caused  such  damage.  To  allow  a 
witness  to  give  his  opinion  as  to  the  amount 
of  damages  sustained  in  any  given  case  is,  as 
a  general  rule,  usurping  the  province  of  the 
Jury,  and  determining  for  them  a  question 
of  which  they  are  peculiarly  the  judges,  and 
for  which  purpose  they  are  selected  in  all 
cases  sounding  in  damages,  and  where  there 
is  a  trial  by  jury.  This  is  the  rule  an- 
nounced by  this  court  in  the  case  of  Hurt  v. 
St.  Louis,  L  M.  dt  8.  R.  Co,  »4  Mo.  255 ; 
Belch  V.  Missouri  Pac.  R,  Co.  18  Mo.  App. 
80 :  White  v.  Stoner,  Id.  540.  And  especially 
is  this  true  when  the  inquiry  is  in  reference 
to  future  damages.  Hurt  v.  St.  Louis,  L  M. 
&  S.  R.  Co.,  supra,  and  authorities  cited. 
In  the  cases  of  Springfield  &  8.  R.  Co.  v.  Cal- 
kins, 90  Mo.  588,  and  Nevada  4t  M.  R,  Co. 
v.  DeLissa,  108  Mo.  125,  witnesses  were  al- 
lowed to  give  their  opinions  as  to  values, 
after  having  stated  their  knowledge  of  the 
property,  and  it  was  held  not  to  be  error. 
The  better  rule  seems  to  be  that  thev  should 
only  state  facts,  and  to  leave  entirely  to  the 
jury  the  question  of  damages.  This  how- 
eVer,  was  not  reversible  error  In  this  case,  as 
the  measure  of  damages  was  fixed  by  Instruc- 
tion No.  4,  given  on  behalf  of  defendant, 
which  states  the  damages  to  be  the  difference 
^2  L.  R.  A. 


in  the  value  of  the  lots  before  the  constrac- 
tion  of  the  viaduct,  and  immediately  after- 
wards. The  same  may  be  said  with  reference 
to  the  evidence 'of  the  witnesses  as  to  what 
caused  the  damage,  or  whether  or  not  the 
property  was  benefited.  It  was  not  reversi- 
ble error,  under  the  facts  in  this  case.  This 
is  not  a  proceeding  to  condemn  private  prop- 
erty for  public  use  by  the  exercise  of  the 
power  of  the  riflrht  of  eminent  domain,  but 
is  simply  an  action  ex  delicto,  and  is  not  like 
the  laying  of  a  railroad  track  on  the  surfuce 
of  a  street,  therebv  imposing  an  additional 
servitude,  or  making  a  new  and  improved 
public  use  thereof.  It  amounts  to  a  total 
destruction  of  the  street.  The  street,  baring 
been  dedicated  to  public  use  for  ordinary 
purposes,  could  not  be  lawfully  appropriated 
to  another  distinct  and  inconsistent  public 
use.  Belcher  Sugar  ReJ.  Co.  y.  St.  L»uu 
Grain  EUv.  Co.  82  Mo.  121,  and  authorities 
cited. 

While  contrary  opinions  have  been  main- 
tained with  great  ability  in  courts  of  other 
states,  and  by  elementary  writers  of  much 
distinction,  the  rule  in  this  state  is  well  es- 
tablished that  in  cases  of  this  kind,  in  esti- 
mating^ benefits,  the  jury  should  be  restricted, 
in  estimating  such  benefits,  to  peculiar  and 
direct  benefits,  or  increase  of  value,  as  result 
to  the  lots  in  controversy,  in  which  other 
lots  in  the  same  locality  do  not  participate. 
The  advantages  to  be  considered  by  the  jurr 
are  such  as  particularly  affect  the  lots  of 
plaintiffs,  and  are  not  advantages  of  a  gen- 
eral nature,  which  the  plaintifu,  in  common 
with  their  neighbors,  whose  lots  are  not  dam- 
aged, derive  trom  the  construction  of  the 
viaduct.  Lee  v.  Tebo  db  N.  R  Co.  ^  Mo. 
178;  Ho%her  v.  Kansas  City,  St.  J.  d  C.  B. 
R.  Co.  60  Mo.  808 ;  Combs  v.  Smith,  78  Mo. 
82 ;  Chicago,  S.  F.  d  C.  R.  Co.  v.  MeGrev. 
104  Mo.  282,  and  authoritieer  cited. 

The  right  of  th6  plaintiffs  to  the  use  of  the 
street  adjoining  their  lots  is  as  much  prop- 
erty as  the  lots  themselves.  Laeidand  t. 
North  Missouri  R.  Co.  31  Mo.  180 ;  Bouie- 
holder  V.  Citv  of  Kansas,  88  Mo.  488;  Sheeky 
V.  Kansas  City  Cable  R.  Co.  W  Mo.  574: 
Chicago  v.  Taylor,  125  U.  8.  185,  81  L.  ed. 
640 ;  TcOe  v.  Missouri,  K.  d  T.ROo.M  Mo. 
149. 

We  are  unable  to  see  even  a  plausible  rea- 
son for  complaint  by  defendant  of  the  in- 
structions of  the  court  in  this  case,  as  the 
only  instructions  given  as  to  the  measure  of 
damages  were  given  at  its  request,  and  by 
the  court  of  its  own  motion,  which  were  in 
harmony  with  each  other,  and  with  the  views 
herein  expressed.  There  was  no  error  In  re- 
fusing instructions  asked  by  defendant,  as 
those  given  presented  the  case  to  the  inrr 
manifestly  fair,  and  remarkably  favorable  to 
defendant,  and  the  plaintiffs  are  not  com- 
plaining. 

The  judgment  is  affirmed. 

All  concur. 

Rehearing  denied. 


im. 
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GAMEWELL    FIRE  ALARM   TELE- 
GRAPH CO. 

r. 
Moses  G.  CRANE  et  al. 
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A  ttiiyaljirtioii  not  to  esi^ai^  in  mann- 
fketarin^  or  filHwg  flro  aburm  or  po- 
lice tole«apl&  nuLchiaes   ajid  appa- 

la,  and  not  to 


>  enter  into  competition  with 
the  porohaser  of  the  business  for  the  period  of 
ten  years,  with  no  restriction  as  to  place  stipu- 
lated, which  is  entered  Into  by  a!inanufbcturer 
GO  the  sale  of  bis  business  and  a  transfer  of  his 
patents  used  therein,  is  void  on  the  icround  of 
public  policy  as  a  contract  in  restraint  of  trade, 
and  cannot  be  upheld  on  the  ground  that  it  con- 
cerns property  and  business  protected  by  pat- 
ents, or  because  the  restriction  Is  necessary  to 
enable  the  purchaser  to  enjoy  what  was  pur- 
chased, even  If  that  could  be  regarded  as  a  test, 
or  because  it  relates  to  a  single  commodity  w^tiih 
is  not  of  prime  necessity,  and  not  a  staple  of  oom- 
meroe. 

(October  27, 1808.) 

CROSS^APPEALS  by  plaintiff  and  defend- 
ant Cnme  from  a  decree  of  the  Superior 


Court  for  Suffolk  County  in  an  action  to  enjoin 
tbe  manufacture  and  sale  of  fire  alarm  and  po- 
lice telegraph  apparatus  in  alleged  violation  of 
a  contract, — Crane  appealing  from  so  much  of 
Uie  decree  as  enjoined  him  from  violating  tbe 
contract,  and  plaintiff  appealing  from  so  much 
as  refused  to  Include  in  the  restraining  order 
the  defendant  Cole.    Modified. 

Tbe  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  M,  Storey  and  S.  L.  Powers  for 
plaintiff. 

Messrs.  S.  J.  Elder  and  Brackett  Sb 
Roberts  for  defendant. 

Field,  Ch.  «/.,  delivered  tbe  opinion  of 
the  court : 

The  plaintiff  company  and  the  defendant 
Crane  have  each  appealed  from  the  decree  of 
the  superior  court.  The  principal  question 
is  whether  the  following  stipulation  in  the 
contract  between  the  plaintiff  and  Crane  is 
void.  The  stipulation  is :  ''Said  Crane  fur- 
ther agrees  not  to  engage  in  the  business  of 
manufacturing  or  selling  fire  alarm  or  police' 
telegraph  machines  and  apparatus,  and  not 
to  entor  into  competition  with  said  Gkimewell 
Company,  either  directly  or  indirectly,  for 


Note.— FaMdIty  of  contracts  of  sale  in  restraint 
4iftraie  without  limitation  of  place. 

Restraint,  unlimUed  as  to  time  and  plaee. 

A  contract  without  restriction  as  to  time  and 
place,  restrlcttoff  a  party  not  to  engage  in  the  same 
business  again,  la  void.  l\iylor  v.  Saurman ,  1 10  Fa. 
3;  Maler  v.  Homan,  4  Daly,  168;  Alger  v.  Thacher, 
IB  Pick.  51, 81  Am.  Deo.  119. 

An  agreement  never  to  toff  vessels  in  competi- 
tion with  another  party  Is  too  indefinite  to  be  sus- 
tained.  Oaswell  V.  Gibbe,  38  Mich.  881. 

And  on  a  sale  of  Interest  in  a  partnership,  a  con- 
tract to  retire  and  "so  far  as  tbe  law  allows  from 
tbe  trade  or  business  thereof  in  ail  its  branches  and 
not  to  trade,  act,  or  deal  in  any  way  so  as  to  either 
directly  or  Indirectly  affect  tbe  said'* — ^isindefl- 
Qite  and  void.  Davles  v.  Davies,  L.  R.  86  Ch.  Div. 
aw. «  L.  J.  Cb.  968,  A8  L.  t.  K.  8. 209. 86  Week.  Rep. 
H6. 

And  in  Mitchell  v.  Reynolds.  1  P.  Wms.  181,  which 
was  a  valid  contract  In  restraint  of  trade  limited  to 
■a  particular  place,  it  was  stated  thatif  the  restraint 
had  been  general  In  its  terms  the  contract  would 
lave  been  void. 

But  a  vendee  agreeing  to  pay  an  annuity  was 
•compeUed  to  comply  notwithstanding  the  vendor 
had  violated  his  piart  of  the  same  contract  which 
provided  that  he  was  to  ''leave  off  and  desist  from 
yisltag  and  ezerotaing  the  trade  of  a  tailor  with  any 
^f  thecustomen  named  in  the  schedule,"  the  court 
holding  that  this  negative  agreement  was  not  a 
coQdiUon  precedent  to  the  other.  Hunlocke  v. 
Blacklowe,  26aund.  IM,  noU  1. 

The  California  Civil  Code,  1 1673,  provides  that  a 
OQfitraet  restraining  a  profession,  trade,  or  business 
Is  void  except  In  the  sale  of  goodwill  as  to  county 
or  dty  and  a  dissolution  of  partnership. 

Georgia  Code,  12750,  provides  that  a  contract  hi 
ireneTBl  restraint  of  trade  is  void. 

See  also  sub-beads:  **Divisibi11ty  of  fcontract  In 
senenU  restraint  of  trade;"  **  Restriction  as  to 
time  but  net  as  to  place." 

DivisfMUty  of  ton^ratX  im  ffsneral  restraint]nf  trtuie. 
A  contract  In  general  restraint  of  trade  may  be 
aomethnep  construed  as  divisible  or  as  limited  to  a 
particular  place,  as  a  contract ."^not  to  engage  in 
22LR.A. 


the  Imsiness  of  well  driving-"  is  construed  as  limit- 
ed to  that  locality  and  Is  not  void.  Hubbard  v. 
Miller.  27  Mich.  IS,  15  Am.  Rep.  168. 

So  a  contract  not  to  engage  in  the  business  of 
manufacturing  a  certain  article  at  X  ^'or  else- 
where" will  be  sustained  as  to  the  locality  named. 
Smith's  App.  118  Pa.  579. 

So  a  contract  not  to  enter  the  same  business  for 
five  years  at  X,  nor  to  interfere  with  any  agency 
now  established,  nor  compete  with  any  one  that 
may  be  estebllshed  whether  located  in  X  '*or  else- 
where" is  void  as  to  the  general  restraint  but  is  di- 
visible.   Thomas  v.  Miles,  8  Ohio  St  2r4. 

So  a  sale  of  interest  in  partnership,  where  the 
vendor  covenanted  *'not  to  injure  said  sale  by  any 
action  whatsoever"  evidently  means  limited  to  that 
neighborhood.    Defblefs  v.  Taraaen,  7  Daly,  864. 

Add  the  same  was  held  in  regard  to  a  contract 
not  to  engage  in  a  particular  trade  at  this  or  ''any 
other  place."    Peltz  v.  Bichele,  62  Mo.  171. 

So  a  sale  on  dissolution  of  partnership  and  cove- 
nant to  retire  "altogether  from  business"  is  con- 
strued to  mean,  business  only  so  far  as  such  busi- 
ness or  place  injures  the  vendee.  Boardman  v. 
Wheeler,  15  N.  Y.  Week.  Dig.  a2^  affirmed  in  27 
Hun,  616. 

So  an  agreement  to  *'quit  keeping  a  tavern^*  as  a 
consideration  for  the  sale  of  land  that  another  de- 
sires to  use  for  a  tavern  is  valid,  and  will  be  limited 
to  tbe  place.  Heiohew  v.  Hamilton,  8  O.  Qreene, 
696. 

And  Curtis  v.  Gokey,  68  K.  Y.  800, 6  Hun,  565,  sub- 
stantially  states  the  same  doctrine,  but  this  was  not 
the  question  involved  in  that  case. 

And  a  contract  not  to  sell  a  slave  was  construed  to 
be  valid  ns  intended  to  retain  him  with  his  family. 
Turner  v.  Johnson,  7  Dana,  486. 

But  a  contract  that  the  lessor  during  the  lease 
will  not  carry  on  the  business  of  brewer  or  mer- 
chant or  agent  for  sale  of  ale  and  beer  at  S—  or 
elsewhere,  oi^  in  any  manner  be  ooncerned  in  the 
same  business  during  tbe  lease,  is  void.  Hinde 
v.  Gray,  1  Mann.  &  Q.  196, 1  Scott,  N.  R.  128,  4  Jur. 
882. 

Restriction  as  to  time  hut  not  as  to  place, 

A  contract  restralnmg  a  party  from  engaging  in 
a  particular  trade  for  a  limited  time,  but  not  re- 
43 
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the  period  of  ten  years  next  ensuing  after  the 
date  of  this  agreement/'  Crane  had  been  a 
manufacturer  of  fire  alarm  and  police  tele- 
graph apparatus  from  the  year  185B  to  1886, 
when  the  contract  was  entered  into  which  is 
the  subject  of  this  suit.  From  the  year  1879 
to  January,  1891,  he  was  a  director  of  the 
plaintiff  company.  In  1881  he,  or  the  firm 
of  which  he  was  a  member,  entered  into  a 
contract  with  the  plaintiff  company  to  do  all 
of  its  manufacturing.  He  testified  that  the 
company  "*  was  to  have  the  use  of  patents  of 
mine  for  the  term  of  ten  years,  and  to  give 
all  its  manufacturing  to  Moses  C.  Crane  or 
Crane  &  Co. ,  and  they  agreed  not  to  compete 
with  the  Gamewell  Company  during  that 
time.**  This  Is  the  contract  which  was  an- 
nulled by  the  contract  in  suit.  By  the  con- 
tract in  suit  Crane  sold  and  conveyed  to  the 
company  all  his  machinery,  tools,  draw 
cases,  and  other  property  used  in  or  connected 
with  his  business  or  manufacturing  for  said 
company,  including  ** stock  supplies  partly 
manufactured,  ,and  raw  material  of  every 
kind  in  any  way  pertainine^  to  said  business 
of  manufacturing  in  his  factory  at  Newton 
Highlands,  in  Massachusetts,  and  he  agreed 
to  transfer  to  said  company  exclusive  rights 
under  and  control  of  all  letters  patent  for  fire 
alarm  and  police  apparatus  only*  owned  or 


controlled  wholljr  or  in  part  by  him,  together 
with  exclusive  rights  under  and  control  of 
all  improvements  m  said  fire  alarm  and  po- 
lice apparatus  only,  made  by  him  up  to  the 
date  of  the  contract,  and  he  gave  to  said  com- 
pany the  *"  first  option  to  purchase  or  obtain 
exclusive  control  for  fire  alarm  and  police 
purposes  only,  under  any  and  all  letters  pat- 
ent, improvements  applicable  to  such  ap- 
paratus which  may  be  made  by  said  Crane 
during  the  term  of  ten  years  next  ensuing 
after  the  date  of  tJiis  agreement, "  etc.  The 
consideration  to  be  paid  was  f80,000  inoish 
and  notes,  and  such  unwrought  stock,  ma- 
chinery, etc.,  as  was  pn  hand  at  the  dste  of 
the  transfer,  and  was  not  included  in  the 
schedule  attached  to  the  contract,  was  also 
to  be  paid  for  at  the  **  cost  price,  to  be  fixed 
by  appraisal.  **  Crane  also  agreed  to  let  hi& 
factory  to  the  company  at  a  reasonable  rent 
if  the  company  desired  to  hire  it.  The  com- 
pany actually  paid  Crane  about  $47,000  as 
the  consideration  of  the  contract  and  the 
property  conveyed. 

The  plaintiff' contends  that  the  agreement 
*^  not  to  engage  in  the  business  of  manufactur- 
ing or  selling  fire  alarm  or  police  telegnph 
machines  and  apparatus,  and  not  to  enter  into 
competition  with  said  Qamewell  Company , 
either  directly  or  indirectly,  for  the  period 


stricted  to  locality,  will  be  void.  Callahan  v.  Doo- 
noUy,  46  CaL  152, 13  Am.  Rep.  ITS;  WUey  v.  Baum- 
^rdner,  97  Ind.  06,  49  Am.  Rep.  4S7:  Bishop  v. 
Palmer,  146  Mass.  469. 

And  In  Saratoga  Oounty  Bank  v.  King.  44  N.  Y.  87, 
it  was  conceded  by  both  partlea  and  stated  by  the 
court  that  a  contract  of  sale,  restraining  the  vend- 
or from  engaging  in  the  same  business  for  thirty 
years,  and  not  restricted  as  to  place  was  void. 

Where  the  trade  was  world  wide  and  an  agent 
contracted  not  to  enter  like  busfness  for  three 
years  after  retirement,  nor  to  give  information, 
this  was  held  under  the  circumstances  to  be  reason- 
able,—the  court  putting  it  on  the  ground,  **You,  the 
plaintiff,  shall  have  a  breathing  time  during  which 
we  will  abstain  from  using  the  knowledge  we  have 
acquired."  fiadischc  Anilin  und  Soda  Fabrik  v. 
Schott  [1892]  W.  N.  138,  [1892]  8  Ch.  447.  See 
Hinde  v.  Gray,  1  Mann.  &  G.  195,  1  Scott,  N.  R. 
128,4Jur.80e. 

PulUcattiyM. 

The  sale  of  the  interest  of  an  author  or  publisher 
in  a  Journal,  magazine,  paper,  or  literary  work  with 
an  agreement  not  to  publish  a  similar  work,  will  be 
lirotected  and  the  contract  upheld.  Brooke  v. 
Chitty,  2  Ckx)p.  t.  €k)ttenham,  216;  Ingram  v.  Stiff, 
6  Jur.  N.  S.  947,88  L.T.  196;  Ainswortb  v.  Bentley, 
14  Week.  Rep.  630;  Presbury  v.  Fisher.  ISMo.fiO.. 

So  where  the  author  sold  a  copyright  and  con- 
tracted not  to  publish  any  other  work  to  prejudice 
of  it,  the  contract  will  be  valid  even  if  there  is  no 
piracy.  Barfield  v.  Nicholson,  2  Sim.  &  Stu.  1, 2  L.  J« 
Cb.  90. 

Secrets  of  trade,  eompourulgt  and  medicine, 

A  contract  of  sale  of  secret  processes  of  manu- 
facture or  composition  of  matter  or  machinery 
used  in  trade,  which  restrains  the  vendor  from 
using  the  same  or  imparting  his  knowledge  to 
others  or  selling  the  same  articles,  will  be  generally 
upheld  as  a  reasonable  contract.  Haggv.  Darley, 
47  L.  J.  Ch.  N.  8.  667, 88  L.  T.  N.  S.  312;  Bryson  v. 
Whitehead,  1  Sim.  &  Stu.  74,  1  L.  J.  Ch.  42;  Alcock 
V.  Oibertson,  6  Duer,  76;  Jarvis  v.  Peck,  Holfm. 
Cb.  479,  6PL.  ed.|1215, 10  Paige,  118,  4  L.  ed.  910;  Un- 
derwood  v.  Smith,  46  N.  T.  8.  R.  654;  Hard  v.  Seeley, 
22  L.  R.  A. 


47  Barb.  428;  Tode  v.  Gross,  18  L.B.  A.  652. 127  N. 
Y.  480:  Vickery  v.  Welch,  19  Pick.  MB;  Ustber 
Qoth  Co.  V.  Lorsont.  L.R.9Eq.84&,a9L.J.Ch.aS, 
21  L.  T.  N.  S.  661, 18  Week.  Rep.  572. 

And  where  the  vendor  sold  the  exclusive  right  to 
make  a  compound  with  the  trade-mark  and  agreed 
not  to  use  the  name  of  the  vendor  on  any  similar 
preparation,  the  use  of  his  name  by  him  on  sale  of 
similar  drugs  will  be  restrained.  Brewer  v.  La- 
mar, 69  Ga.  666,  47  Am.  Rep.  766;  GUUs  v.  HalLS 
Brewst.  342,  7  Phila.  422. 

But  specific  performance  will  not  be  enforced  in 
favor  of  vendee  on  a  sale  of  medicine  compoaoded 
by  secret  prooesst  where  the  vendee  obtaiu  the 
sole  and  exclusive  right  to  purchase,  but  does  not 
bind  himself  to  purchase  any  definite  quantitj*. 
Barnes  v.  McAllister,  18  How.  Pr.  534. 

And  an  injunction  against  disclosure  of  Eecret 
process  by  vendorfwas  refused  where  other  rem- 
edy was  provided  by  the  contract.  Nessle  v.  Beese, 
29  How.  Ft.  882. 

And  an  injunction  against  the  dlaclosore  of  secret 
process  of  making  a  compound  was  refused 
where  the  vendee  had  failed  to  keep  his  part  of 
the  contract.  NewkYork  Chemical  Co.  v.  HaUeck, 
16  N.  Y.  Supp.  517. 

And  an  agreement  not  to  manufacture  or  sfU 
^'said  liquid  extract,  (£nothera«"  will  not  prewnt 
the  manufacture  and  sale  of  other  preparttloos 
from  the  same  herb,  made  in  a  diiferent  manner 
and  possessing  different  qualities  which  ail  dru9> 
gists  could  make.    Garrison  v.  Nute,87  lU.  21a. 

And  in  Williams  v.  Williams,  8  Meriv.  157.  an  in- 
junction to  prevent  a  partner  from  diedosinir  s 
secret  medicine  for  the  eye  was  refused,  but  no 
question  as  to  restraint  of  trade  was  diKusBed  and 
the  court  held  that  no  secret  was  involved.  See 
also  Badische  Anilin  und  Soda  Fabrik  v.  Schott 
[1892]  W.  N.  188,  [1882]  8  Excb.  447. 
Patented  articles. 

This  subdivision  is  not  intended  to  include  mat- 
ters as  to  the  patent  laws,  or  righta  acquired  under 
letters  patent,  but  only  contracts  of  sale  In  whidi 
the  question  of  monopoly  or  restraint  of  trade 
arises  out  of  the  contract  itself  as  in  the  main  oise. 
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of  ten  years,"  etc.,  is  not  Told  as  being  in 
restraint  of  trade — First,  because  it  is  an 
agreement  pertaining  to  "property  and  busi- 
ness protected  by  patents ;"  secondly,  because 
the  restraint  is  coextensive  only  with  the 
business  sold,  and  is  necessary  to  enable  the 
company  to  enjoy  fully  what  it  has  bought 
and  paid  for ;  and.  thirdly,  because  it  relates 
to  a  single  commodity,  not  of  prime  neces- 
sity, and  not  a  staple  of  commerce.  See  Cen- 
tral ShadA  Boiler  Co.  v.  Cushman,  143  Mass. 
353 ;  Morm  ThHat  DriU  ds  Mach.  Co.  v.  Morse, 
103  Mass.  73,  4  Am.  Rep.  618 ;  Gl&ueeiter 
Mnglau  dk  Oltts  Co.  v.  Ruma  Cement  Co. 
154  Mass.  92,  12  L.  R.  A.  563.  Tliere  seems 
to  be  no  reason  why  the  defendant  Crane 
should  not  assign  the  patents  and  inventions 
which  he  agreed ^to  assign,  if  there  are  any, 
and  no  serious  objection  has  been  raised  by 
the  defendant  on  this  part  of  the  case.  The 
defendant  contends  that  he  has  a  right  to  as- 
sist in  forming  a  corporation,  and  to  act  as 
one  of  its  officers,  the  business  of  which  is 
to  manufacture  and  sell  fire  alarm  and  police 
telegraph  machines  which  are  not  made  under 
any  patents  owned  by  the  plaintiff,  or  under 
any  patents  which  he  has  agreed  to  assign 
to  the  plaintiff,  or  which  the  plaintiff  has 
elected  to  purchase,  under  the  option  ^iven 
in  the  contract,  even  although  bv  so  doing 
he  enters  into  competition  with  the  plaintiff 


In  its  business.  He,  in  effect,  concedes  that, 
so  far  as  the  business  is  protected  by  patents 
which  he  has  assigned  or  agreed  to  assign, 
the  restraint  is  valid.  It  appears  that  there 
are  "*  a  dozen  or  fifteen  concerns  in  the  United 
States  engaged  in  a  somewhat  similar  busi- 
ness. "  The  defendant  testified  that  he  looked 
up  the  number  of  patents  pertaining  to  this 
branch  of  the  art  in  1881.  and  that  there  were 
then  about  500.  The  defendant  contends  that 
he  ought  to  be  able  to  use  his  own  patents 
for  subsequent  improvements, applicable  to 
such  apparatus  if  the  plaintiff  docs  not  elect 
to  purchase  them ;  that  he  was  previously  a 
manufacturer  of  fire  alarm  and  police  tele- 
graph apparatus,  and  not  a  seller  thereof ;  that 
the  good  will  which  attached  to  his  business 
was  that  of  a  manufacturer  who  did  not  sell 
his  manufactures  in  the  market ;  and  that  it 
is  against  public  policy  that  he  should  be 
restrained  from  exercising  his  peculiar  skill 
anywhere  in  the  United  States  or  in  the  world 
for  the  period  of  ten  years.  The  apparatus 
as  the  defendant  contends,  which  he  has  a 
right  to  manufacture  and  sell  is  not  secret 
machinery,  and  is  not  protected  by  any  pat- 
ents which  the  plaintiff  owns  or  has  a  right 
to  control,  but  is  apparatus  either  not  pro- 
tected by  patents  at  all,  or  by  patents  of  his 
own,  or  of  some  other  persons  who  may  choose 
to  employ  the  defendant.    The  only  ground, 


A  sale  of  business  of  manufacturfofr  patented 
machinery,  whereby  vendor  contracted  not  "to 
manufaoture,  sell,  or  cause  to  be  sold  any  sand- 
Dapertng  machines  of  any  description"  unless  with 
consent  of  vendor,  is  void,  as  it  is  unlimited  as  to 
time^  place,  or  circomstanoee  and  does  not  relate 
to  business  secrets,  trade-mat-lcs,  or  patents.  Ber- 
lin Macb.  Works  v.  Perry,  71  Wis.  4B5. 

This  case  is  In  harmony  with  the  main  case  and 
quite  similar  except  that  It  is  not  limited  as  to 
time. 

Bat  a  contract  not  to  make  any  other  machines, 
during  the  life  of  a  patent,  except  such  as  are 
covered  by  the  same,  which  is  assi^ed  to  the 
veodee,  will  be  sustained.  Jones  v.  Lees,  1  Hurlst. 
&  N.  188, 86  L.  J.  Bxch.  9,  2  Jur.  N.  8.  645. 

And  a  sale  of  business  and  patents  where  the 
renders  agreed  not  to  enganre  in  business  in  oppo- 
sition will  be  valid,  and  an  advertising  gift  of  simi* 
Jar  articles  will  be  a  fraud  on  the  rights  of  the 
^-endee.  Ifackinnon  Pen  Co.  v.  Fountain  Ink  Co. 
19  Jones  ft  &  442. 

So  a  contract  by  the  vendor  not  to  do  any  act 
which  may  injure  the  vendee  in  his  business  will 
be  upheld,  where  the  plaintiff  was  to  have  the 
right  to  purchase  all  future  improvements  in  ma- 
chinery made  by  vendor.  Morse  Twist  Drill  & 
Mach.  Co.  V.  Morse,  108  Mass.  73, 4  Am.  Kep.  618. 

So  where  the  vendor  of  business  and  patents  for 
making  guns  and  ammunition,  covenanted  for 
twenty-five  years  not  to  engage  m  trade  or  busi- 
ness of  manufacture  of  guns,  erunmountlngs,  gun- 
powder, ammunition,  or  competing  business,  pro- 
vided that  the  restriction  should  not  apply  to  other 
explosives  than  gunpowder  or  other  business  and 
vendee  to  have  the  benefit  of  the  defendant's  in- 
ventions, it  was  held  to  be  a  reasonable  and  valid 
contract  Maxim-Nordenfeldt  Guns  &  A.  Co.  v. 
Xordeofeldt  LlWei  1  Ch.  680. 

And  a  compromise  of  a  suit  for  infringement  of 
a  patent  whereby  a  party  for  a  license  for  a  certain 
time  agreed  not  to  manufacture  ''cemented  hams 
of  aoy  kind  without  your  consent  during  the  ex- 
istence of  your  patent**  was  valid  and  was  con- 
22L.R.A. 


strued  to  mean  *'sf  milar  cemented  hams."    Billings 
V.  Ames,  82  Mo.  266. 

The  Joint  owner  of  a  patent  may  stipulate  that 
one  alone  shall  conduct  the  business.  Kinsman  y. 
Parkhurst,  50  U.  S.  18  How.  289, 15  L.  ed.  885. 

OofnJbraUB  of  parthau. 

A  contract  by  which  the  vendor  is  to  control  the 
market  or  trade  at  that  place  is  invalid.  Amot  y. 
Pittston  &  B.  Coal  Co.  88  N.  Y.  658,  28  Am.  Rep.  190, 
reversing  2  Hun,  591;  Crawford  v.  Wick,  18  Ohio|St. 
190, 98  Am.  Dec.  108;  Pacific  Factor  Co.  v.  Adler,  90 
Cal.  1110. 

But  a  contract  by  a  mining  company  with  mer- 
chants to  furnish  them  the  trade  of  their  miners 
for  a  proportion  of  the  sales,  is  not  void  as  it  is  re- 
stricted to  that  plaoe  and  is  violated  by  opening  a 
rival  store.  Gteorge  v.  Bast  Tennessee  Coal  Co.  15 
Lea,  455,  54  Am.  Rep.  426. 

And  a  contract  of  sale  by  which  the  vendor  lim- 
its the  maimer  by  fixing  the  prices  at  which  he 
may  buy  and  sell  a  certain  article  is  not  a  restric- 
tion on  trade  and  Is  valid  if  based  on  a  sufficient 
consideration.  Long  v.  TowL,  42  Mo.  545,  97  Am. 
Dec.  865. 

So  a  contract  binding  the  vendee  to  use  exclu- 
sively articles  of  vendor's  manufacture  is  not 
void.  Brown  v.  Uounsavell,  78  111.  689:  Bbling  v. 
Bauer,  17  N.  Y.  Week.  Dig.  4W;  Chicago,  St.  L.  &  N. 
O.  R.  Co.  V.  Pullman  Southern  Car  Co.  139  U.  S.  79, 
85  L.  ed.  97. 

But  a  contract  to  handle  only  the  beer  of  the 
vendor's  make  will  not  be  enforced  unless  good 
beer  is  provided.  Holcombe  v.  Hewson,  2  Campb. 
8ML;  Thornton  v.  Sherratt,  8  Taunt.  629. 

And  a  contract  to  take  beer  of  A.  only  Is  avoided 
when  A.  sells  his  brewery  to  C.  who  removes  it 
some  two  miles  farther  distant.  Doe  v.  Reid,  10 
Barn.  &iC.  849. 

This  note  is  mtended  to  include  matters  about 
sales  only,  and  cases  of  ''contracts  for  employ- 
ment;" ''covenants  running  with  the  land;"  "sale 
of  goodlwill;"  or  "monopoly  associations,"— are  not 
included.        ^  I.  T, 
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then,  on  which  this  restriction  can  be  main- 
tained is  that  it  is  reasonably  necessary  for 
tlie  beneficial  enjoyment  by  the  plaintiff  of 
the  property  it  bought  of  tlie  defendant,  or, 
if  this  IS  not  so,  that  the  law  in  modern  time? 
does  not  regard  such  an  agreement  as  against 
public  policy.  So  far  as  we  are  aware,  in 
every  modem  case  in  this  commonwealth, 
except  one,  where  a  contract  in  restraint  ojf 
trade  has  been  held  valid,  the  restriction  has 
been  limited  as  to  space. 

In  Taylor  v.  BlancJiard,  13  Allen.  87Q,  90 
Am.  Dec.   203,   the  (parties  entered  into  a 

Eartnership  for  carrying  on  "the  trade  or 
usiness  of  manufacturing  shoe  cutters,**  and 
it  was  provided  that  "at  whatever  time  the 
said  copartnership  shall  be  determined  and 
ended"  the  defendant  "shall  not,  nor  will  at 
anv  time  or  times  hereafter,  either  alone  or 
jointly  with  or  as  agent  for  any  person  or 
persons  whomsoever,  set  up,  exercise,  or 
carry  on  the  said  trade  or  business  of  manu- 
facturing and  selling  shoe  cutters  at  any  place 
within  the  aforesaid  commonwealth  of  Mas- 
sachusetts, and  shall  not,  nor  will  set  up, 
make,  or  encourage  any  opposition  to  the  said 
trade  or  business  hereafter  to  be  carried  on" 
by  the  plaintiff.  The  manufacture  of  shoo 
cutters  was  an  art,  which  could  be  carried 
on  only  by  persons  instructed  in  it,  and  the 
business  was  confined  to  the  plaintiff  and 
three  other  persons ;  but  the  court  held  the 
agreement  void. 

In  BWiop  v.  Palmer,  146  Mass.  469,  the 
plaintiff,  being  engaged  in  the  manufactur- 
ing and  selliuG^  of  bedquilts  and  comfort- 
ables, conveyed  to  the  defendant  his  "entire 
business  plant  and  enterprise  as  a  manufact- 
urer of  and  dealer  in  bedquilts  and  comfort- 
ables," together  with  the  good  will  of  the 
business,  and  all  the  machinery,  implements, 
and  utensils  used  by  bim  in  said  business, 
and  agreed  "that  for  and  during  the  period 
of  five  vears  from  the  date  hereof  he  will  not, 
either  directly  or  indirectly,  in  his  own  name 
or  in  the  name  of  any  other  person  or  persons, 
continue  in,  carry  on,  or  engage  in  the  busi- 
ness of  manufacturing  or  dealing  in  bedquilts 
or  comfortables,  or  of  any  business  of  which 
that  may  form  any  part."  It  was  held  that 
this  was  clearly  illegal  and  void  as  being  in 
restraint  of  trade,  because  not  limited  as  to 
space.  See  also  Alger  v.  Tha/^her,  19  Pick. 
51,  31  Am.  Dec.  119;  Pierce  v.  PuUer,  8 
Mass.  228,  226,  5  Am.  Dec.  102 ;  P&rkins  v. 
Lyman,  9  Mass.  522;  Steam*  v.  Barrett,  1 
Pick.  443,  11  Am.  Dec.  223;  Palmer  yr,  Steb- 
bins,  8  Pick.  188.  15  Am.  Dec.  204 ;  Oilman 
V.  Dicight,  13  Gray,  356,  74  Am.  Dec.  634 ; 
Angier  v.  Webber,  14  Allen,  211,  92  Am.  Dec. 
748  ;  Dean  v.  Emerson,  102  Mass.  480 ;  Dwight 
V.  Hamilton,  113  Mass.  175 ;  BouteUe  v.  Smith, 
116  Mass.  HI ;  Ropes  v.  Upton,  125  Mass. 
258 ;  Ilandforth  v.  Jackson,  150  Mass.  149. 

The  case  of  Morse  Twist  l>rill  d:  Mdch.  Co. 
y.  Morse,  supra,  is  the  case  referred  to  as  an 
exception.  The  question  arose  upon  de- 
murrer. The  agreement  of  the  defendant 
was  not  only  to  transfer  his  patents,  machin- 
ery, etc.,  and  all  improvements  and  inven- 
tions, but  "that  he  will  use  hi?  best  efforts 
for  the  perfecting  of  improvements  in  the 
business  and  manufacture,  and  for  such  alter- 
22  L.  R.  A. 


ations  and  combinations  as  may  tend  to  in> 
sure  the  success  of  the  same  and  of  the  com- 
pany," and  that  he  "will  do  no  act  th&tmay 
injure  the  company  or  its  bu.<iincs8.  and  that 
he  will  at  no  time  aid,  assist,  or  encourage 
in  any  manner  any  competition  against  the 
sami^."  He  also  agreed  "to  serve  as  the  su- 
perintendent of  the  company  for  three  years.'* 
etc.  The  plaintiff  company  was  formed  by 
the  defendant  and  others,  and  the  defendant's 
business  was  transferred  to  it.  He  was  a 
stockholder,  and  was  made  superintendent. 
The  plaintiff  agreed  to  employ  the  defend- 
ant for  three  years,  and  he  was  actually  em- 
ployed as  superintendent  up  to  the  time  be 
entered  upon  a  com peti  n^  business.  The  cm 
seems  to  have  been  decided  on  the  ground 
that  the  defendant  had  agreed  to  give  to  the 
plaintiff  his  exclusive  services  with  reference 
to  his  mechanical  skill  and  ingenuitjr  in  all 
improvements,  alterations,  and  combinations 
which  would  tend  to  insure  the  success  of 
the  plaintiff  in  manufacturing  twist  drills 
and  collets.  The  court  says  ^t  ''the  same 
principle  that  enables  a  partner  to  bind  him- 
self to  do  nothing  in  competition  with  the 
business  of  the  firm  ought  to  apply  to  him. " 
The  opinion  proceeds  to  consider  the  Eaf  lish 
cases  where  the  restriction  was  held  not  to 
extend  beyond  the  good  will  of  the  business 
which  was  the  subject  of  the  sale,  or  was  not 
greater  than  the  interests  of  the  vendee  re- 
quired, and  was  not  unreasonable  in  view  of 
all  the  circumstances.  This  doctrine,  in 
England,  has  been  carried  very  far.  See 
Daties  v.  Datfies,  L.  R.  36  Ch.  Div.  859. 

In  this  country  the  courts  generally  have 
not  ffone  so  far,  but  the  old  law  has  been  a 
good  deal  modified  in  some  jurisdictions  in 
view  of  modem  methods  of  doing  business. 
See  Oregon  Steam  Nat,  Co,  v.  WtiMW,  87  T. 
8.  20  Wall,  64,  22  L.  ed.  815:  Fou^v.  /HrA, 
181  U.  8.  88,  33  L.  ed.  67 ;  EUerman  v.  Chi- 
cago Junction  R,  db  Union  Stockyards  Co.  49 
N.  J.  Eq.  217 ;  Western  Wooden-  Ware  A$f". 
V.  Starkey,  84  Mich.  76,  11  L.  1R,  A.  50:^: 
MaUHews  v.  Associated  Press  of  Stote  of  3*.  T. 
186  N.  Y.  338;  Oliver  v.  fWmore,  52  M. 
Rep.  562 ;  Diamond  Match  Co.  r,  Roeber,  106 
N.  Y.  478,  60  Am.  Rep.  464 ;  Whitney  v. 
Slayton,  40  Me.  224. 

In  the  present  case  the  plaintiff  did  not 
buy  the  good  will  of  a  mercantile  business, 
ana  the  defendant  Crane  had  no  customers  for 
fire  alarm  and  police  telegraph  machines  and 
apparatus.  The  plaintiff  ffets  everything  it 
bouffbt  if  it  gets  the  tanj^ible  property  and 
the  letters  patent  and  the  improvements  which 
the  defendant  Crane  agreed  to  convey.  The 
stipulation  that  Crane  will  not  for  ten  years 
manufacture  or  sell  fire  alarm  or  police  tel- 
egraph machines  and  apparatus,  although 
under  patents,  in  which  case  it  has  refused 
to  buy,  or  under  no  patent  at  all,  will  tend 
to  give  the  plaintiff  a  monopoly  of  the  busi- 
ness. To  exclude  a  person  from  manufactur- 
ing or  selling  anywhere  in  the  United  States 
or  in  the  world  machinery  designed  for  cer- 
tain purposes,  in  which  that  person  has  ac- 
quired great  skill,  may  operate  to  impair  his 
means  of  earning  a  living.  The  stipalation 
seems  to  us  to  be  something  more  than  Is  rea- 
sonably necessary  to  protect  the  plaintiff  in 
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the  enjoyment  of  the  property  it  bought,  even 
if  tliat  should  be  adopted  as  the  test  upon 
which  we  express  no  opinion.  The  principal 
object  of  the  stipulation  was,  we  think,i  to 
prevent  the  manufacture  or  sale  by  the  de- 
fendant of  any  instruments  which  would 
serve  the  same  purpose  as  those  made  and 
sold  by  the  plaintiff,  and  thus  to  enable  the 
plaintiff  more  completely  to  control  the 
market.  Large  cites  and  towns  cannot  well 
do  without  some  kind  of  fire  alarm  and  po- 
lice telegraph  apparatus,  and  it  is  an  article 
of  necessity  for  such  municipalities.  We 
are  of  the  opinion  that  under  our  decisions 
the  stipulation  must  be  pronounced  void  as 
against  public  policy.  If  there  is  to  be  a 
change  in  the  law,  as  heretofore  many  times 


declared  by  this  court,  we  think  it  is  for  the 
legislature  to  make  it.  See  Pacific  Factor 
Co.  V.  Adler,  flO  Cal.  110;  Taylor  v.  Saur- 
man,  110  Pa.  8  ;  Richardson  v.  Buhl,  77  Mich. 
638,  6  L.  R.  A.  457 :  Herreshoff  v.Boutineau, 
17  R.  I.  8,  8  L.  R.  A.  469 ;  Strait  v.  National 
Harrow  Co.  18  N.  Y.  Supp.  224 ;  Anderson 
V.  Jett,  80  Ky.  875,  6  L.  R.  A.  890 ;  Urmston 
V.  Whitelegg  Bros.  68  L.  T.  N.  S.  455 ;  PerU 
v.  Saalfeld  [1892J  2  Ch.  149. 

For  these  reasons  a  majority  of  the  court 
are  of  opinion  that  the  decree  against  Crane 
should  be  substantially  affirmed  as  to  tlte  assiffn- 
ment  of  patents  and  inventions  and  as  to  e^ts, 
and  should  be  reversed  as  to  tJie  rest.  Jlie  de- 
cree in  Javor  of  Cole  should  be  affirmed. 

So  ordered. 


NORTH  CAROLINA  SUPREME  COURT. 


Dennis  SIMMONS 

NORFOLK  &  BALTIMORE  STEAMBOAT 
CO.,  Appt. 

(118  N.  C.  U7.) 

1.  It  lg  ■nfllciantgroimd  Icirthe  diMolu^ 
tlon  of  a  corporation  that  it  has  removed  its 
prinelpal  place  of  businew  and  aU  of  its  asendes 
from  the  state  of  ita  creation,  in  oontraveotlon  of 
tbe  policy  of  the  state  as  evinced  by  ite  general 
system  of  lesrislatlon. 

8.  A  prooeediBs  for  the  dissolution  of  a 
oorporatfon  in  which  the  summons  is  improp- 
erly made  returnable  in  term  before  the  court 
may  properly  be  remanded  for  the  purpose  of 
amendinir  tbe  summons  so  as  to  malce  ft  return- 
able before  the  clerk  on  a  day  certain. 

(October  24, 1806.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  an  order  of  the 
Superior  Court  for  Martin  County  ap- 
pointing a  receiver  with  a  view  to  its  dis- 
solution.   Affirmed. 
Tbe  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Mr.  James  B.  Moore  for  appellant. 
Jfr.  Don  Gilliam  for  appellee. 

Shepherd,  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  tbe  court : 

Tbis  proceeding  is  brought  for  the  purpose 
of  obtaining  a  decree  of  aissolution  against 
tbe  defendant  company,  and  the  most  im- 
portant question  to  be  considered  is  whether 
tbe  complaint  sets  forth  facts  sufficient  to  en- 
title the  plaintiff  to  the  relief  prayed  for. 
Tbe  defendant  was  incorporated  under  the 
general  act  for  the  formation  of  corporations 
(Code,  chap.  16),  and  it  is  therein  provided, 
among  other  things,  that  all  corporations  so 
creat^  maj  be  dissolved  by  ^special  proceed- 
ings" instituted  by  any  corporator  "for  any 
abuse  of  its  powers  to  the  injury  of  the  plain- 
tiff or  of  the  corporators,  or  of  its  creditors 
or  debtors."  Section  694.  The  articles  of 
incorporation  provide  that  the  business  of  the 
defendant  shall  be  the  •*  transportation  of  pro- 
duce and  merchandise  and  all  other  kinds  of 
freight  and  passengers  to  and  from  the  various 


Non.— There  seems  to  be  Uttle  direct  authority 
on  tbe  point  above  decided,  and  this  is  reviewed  in 
tbe  optnlon'  of  the  court. 
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landings  on  the  Roanoke  river  in  North  Car- 
olina to  and  from  the  cities  of  Norfolk,  in 
Virginia,  and  Baltimore,  in  Marvland,  and 
to  and  from  said  cities  to  the  said  landings, 
and  to  and  from  all  other  points  intermedi- 
ate between  said  river  and  said  cities :  and 
its  principal  place  of  business  shall  be  at 
Williamston.'^in  this  state.  The  plaintiff, 
who  is  one  of  the  corporators,  alleges  that  in 
1887  the  control  and  management  of  the  de- 
fendant corporation  passed  into  the  hands  of 
nonresident  stockholders,  "since  which  time 
the  original  aim  and  purpose  of  said  corpo- 
ration has  been  departed  from,  the  value  of 
the  company's  property  greatly  depreciated, 
the  business  fallen  away,  and  its  gen- 
eral affairs  gradually,  but  steadily,  grown 
worse."  It  is  further  alleged  "that  for  more 
than  a  year  now  past  the  defendant  company 
has  altogether  ceased  to  operate  said  ports,  or 
any  of  them,  within  this  state ;  that  no  single 
agencv  or  place  of  business  has  been  main- 
tained within  this  state,  and  that  tiie  town 
of  Williamston  has  been  absolutely  discon- 
tinued as  the  principal  place  of  business  of 
said  company,  as  required  bv  said  article  of 
incorporation.**  "It  is  a  tacit  condition  of  a 
grant  to  a  corporation  that  the  grantees  shall 
act  up  to  the  end  or  design  for  which  they 
are  iucorporated  ;  and  hence,  through  neglect 
or  abuse  of  its  franchises,  a  corporation  may 
forfeit  its  charter  as  for  condition  broken,  or 
for  breach  of  trust.  The  duties  assigned  by 
an  act  of  incorporation  are  conditions  annexea 
to  the  grant  of  the  franchises  conferred  (Ang. 
f&  A.  Corp.  §  776),  and  duties  implied  are 
equally  obligatory  with  duties  expressed, 
and  their  breach  is  visited  by  the  same  con- 
sequences. "  Atty-  Qen.  v.  Petersburg  <fc  R,  R. 
Co.  38  N.  C.  456;  Field,  Priv.  Corp.  456, 
note. 

It  has  been  held,  without  reference  to  any 
express  provision  of  law  or  specific  require- 
ment of  the  charter,  that  it  is  the  duty  of  a 
corporation  to  keep  its  principal  place  of 
business,  its  books  and  records,  and  its  prin- 
cipal officers,  within  the  state  which  incor- 
porated it,  to  an  extent  necessary  to  the  full- 
est Jurisdiction  and  visitorial  power  of  the 
state  and  its  courts,  and  the  efficient  exercise 
thereof  in  all  proper  cases  which  concern  said 
corporation.    State  v.  Milwaukee,  L.  S.  dt  W. 
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E.  Co.  45  Wis.  579.  In  commenting  upon 
this  decision,  Mr.  Morawetz  (Priv.  Corp. 
561)  says:  "This  doctrine  is  correct  only 
provided  the  legislature  has  expressed  the 
policy  of  the  state  bv  some  special  enact- 
ment, or  hy  a  general  system  of  legislation 
regarding  incorporated  companies.  There  is 
no  such  rule  at  common  law.  It  is  always 
implied  in  the  grant  of  a  charter  of  incorpora- 
tion, where  there  is  no  indication  to  the  con- 
trary, that  the  company  shall  have  its  cen- 
tral office  or  place  of  management  in  the  state 
under  who^e  laws  it  was  organized.  This 
however,  is  merely  a  rule  applicable  to  the 
construction  of  charters  in  determining  the 
intention  of  the  corporators  and  of  the  state, 
and  is  not  an  arbitrary  rule  of  law.  *^  Accept- 
ing the  principle  as  thus  modified,  and  ap- 
plying It  to  a  corporation  doing  business, 
like  the  defendant,  exclusively  under  a 
charter  granted  in  this  state,  it  would  seem 
very  clear  that  by  the  policy  of  our  lawA,  as 
indicated  by  **  general  system  of  legislarlon, " 
the  duty  referred  to  is  imposed  upon  the  de- 
fendant. We  have  many  statutes  which 
plainly  contemplate  that  such  a  corporation 
shall  keep  its  principal  place  of  business — 
certainly  some  of  its  agencies— within  the 
limits  of  the  state.  Of  such  are  sections  863 
and  868  of  the  Code,  relating  to  the  attach- 
ment of  shares  of  stock  in  corporations,  and 
the  interests  and  profits  thereon,  and  author- 
izing the  service  of  a  certified  copjr  of  the 
warrant  of  attachment  on  *^the  president  or 
other  head  of  the  association  or  corporation, 
or  with  the  secretary,  cashier,  or  managing 
a^ent  thereof. '^  Of  such  also  are  the  pro- 
visions of  section  694,  Id.,  authorizing  the 
dissolution  of  the  corporation  upon  the  re- 
turn of  an  execution  unsatisfied  upon  a  Judg- 
ment docketed  in  the  superior  court  of  the 
county  "where  it  has  its  only  or  principal 
place  of  business."  Reference  may  also  be 
had  to  the  visltorial  powers  conferred  uoon 
the  board  of  railroad  commissioners,  whfch. 
together  with  other  provisions  of  the  law, 
clearly  show  that  a  corporation  of  this  char- 
acter cannot  entirely  withdraw  all  of  its  of- 
ficers and  agencies  from  the  state.  The  de- 
cision in  St^te  V.  Milwaukee,  L.  8.  d  W.  R. 
Co,,  supra,  was  based  to  some  extent  upon 
similar  statutory  provisions,  and  the  general 
principle  of  that  case  has  been  here  discussed 
for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  the  express 
provision  of  the  charter  of  the  defenaant, 
requiring  its  principal  place  of  business  to 
be  at  Williamston,  in  this  state,  may  well 
be  sustained  by  the  general  policy  of  our 
laws.  The  case  is  also  direct  authority  that 
such  a  violation  by  a  corporation  of  its 
charter  is  "an  abuse' and  misuser  of  its  cor- 
porate powers,"  and  is  within  the  spirit  and 
meaning  of  our  statute  upon  the  subject. 
Without  considering,  then,  the  other  causes 
assigned  in  the  complaint,  we  are  of  the 
opinion  that  the  persistent  violation  of  the 
charter  in  withdrawing,  as  alleged,  the  prin- 
cipal place  of  business  from  Williamston, 
and  all  of  its  agencies  from  the  state,  would 
authorize  the  court  to  decree  a  dissolution 
of  the  defendant  corporation.  Atty-Oeii.  v. 
Petersburg  db  R.  R.  Co,  mpra. 

The  summons  in  this  proceeding  was  im- 
properly made  returnable  to  the  superior 
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court  in  term,  and  his  honor  remanded  the 
proceeding,  with  directions  that  the  summons 
be  amended  so  as  to  make  it  returnable  be- 
fore the  clerk  on  a  day  certain.  This  order, 
together  with  the  other  directions  to  the 
clerk,  is  fully  sustained  by  the  principle 
laid  down  in  Eppe  v.  Ftowers,  101  N.  C.  15^. 
Ttie  judgment  must  he  affirmed. 


STATE  of  North  Carolina 

V. 

Thomas  JONES  et  at, 
(118N.  c.6oe.) 

1.  The  burden  of  flhowliiff  that*  perfoa 
is  llleiriaiy  detained,  when  held  under  t 
regular  mittimus,  is  upon  the  prisoner,  as  the 
mittimus  is  sufficient,* prima  facie,  to  show  lecai 
detention. 

2.  The  prevomptioa  of  innoeeaee  do«t 
not  apply  on  an  application  for  a  writ  of  ha- 
beas corpus  by  one  bsld  under  a  commitment 

(November  28, 1808.) 


NOTB.— Presumption  of  innooenee  in  haJbeoM  eorpm 
proeeedingi. 

In  those  JurisdiotionB  in  which  the  quesCton  of 
the  innocence  of  ft  prisoner  is  not  open  to  oooBii]* 
eration  In  a  habeas  corpus  prooeedinir  tliere  is  fvh 
dently  no  room  for  any  presumption  as  to  Inoo- 
cenoe. 

Thus  in  People  v.  Rulloif.  6  Park.  Ctlm.  Rep.  77. 
it  is  held  that  the  question  of  innooeooels  notopen 
in  a  habeas  corpus  prooeedinir- 

In  this  class  of  cases  if  there  can  be  iaid  to  be 
any  presumption  at  ail  on  the  question  the  indict- 
ment is  held  for  the  purpose  of  ttie  proceeding,  to 
raise  a  conclusive  presumption  of  irailt. 

So  in  People  v.  Dixon,  4  Park.  CriOL  Bep.661  his 
said  there  is  no  presumption  of  innooenoe  after  an 
indictment  in  a  habeas  corpus  proceeding,  and  that 
this  presumption,  so  far  as  the  application  is  ooo- 
cemed,  ^^faas  ceased,  if  not  given  place  to  tbe  pre- 
sumption of  guilt." 

And  where  an  indictment  for  murder  was  beM  to 
create  a  presumption  of  guilt  sufficient  to  prednde 
any  inquiry  into  the  merits  of  the  case  on  habeas 
corpus,  it  was  expressly  held  that  the  presumption 
of  Innooenee  was  in  no  sense  trenched  upon.  State 
V.  Brewster,  8S  La.  Ann*  OOS. 

Although  nothing  la  said  about  the  presumption 
of  innocence  or  burden  of  proof  in  Lynch  v.  Peo- 
ple, 88  HI.  4M,  it  is  implied  that  there  la  no  pre- 
sumption of  innocence  in  a  habeas  corpusprooeed- 
ing  to  obtain  bail  after  Indictment  fbr  murder,  as 
the  court  says  that  in  view  of  such  an  indiotmeDt 
courts  and  Judges  **BhouId  proceed  with  great  cau- 
tion In  their  examination  of  the  facts  that  a  pris- 
oner may  not  be  improperly  admitted  to  bail,  and 
only  in  case  he  is  clearly  entitled  to  suchrellef.'' 

Where  tbe  question  of  Innooenee  Is  permitted  to 
be  raised  the  doctrine  has  become  estabttahed  bj 
all  the  cases  on  the  subject  that  an  applicant  for 
habeas  corpus  to  procure  bail,  when  held  under  an 
indictment,  has  the  burden  of  showing  that  be  is 
entitled  to  bail,  and  a  prima  fftde  case  against  him 
Is  made  by  an  indictment  for  a  capital  oireo8e,9i]ch 
as  murder.  Ex  parte  Johnson,  80  Tex.  App.  SSV:  Ez 
parte  Sooggln,  6  Tex.  App.  540;  Ez  parte  Smith,  3 
Tex.  App.  100:  Ex  parte  Rhear,  77  Ala.  BB;  £e  parte 
Vaughan,  44  Ala.  417;  Sx  parU  Ckmos, »  Mo.  1» 
People  V.  Tinder,  19  CaL  589,  81  Ana.  Dec.  77;  Ex 
parte  Hammock,  78  Ala.  414;  State  v.  Hemdoo,  107 
K.  C.  834;  Hight  v.  United  States.  Morriaaowa)4a«. 
48  Am.  Dec.  HI;  Street  v.  State,  48  Miss.  1;  Srparit 
Bridewell,  67  Miss.  80:  Ex  parte  Beffren,  27  Ind.  ^: 
Ex  parte  Jones,  56  Ind.  17(1;  Ex  parte  Kendall  100 
Ind.  609. 
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CERTIORARI  to  review  a  decteion  of  Bnran, 
</.,  refusing  to  discharge  petitioners  from 
custody  upon  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus.    DtV 

Petitioners  were  arrested  and  brought  before 
a  jusdoe  of  the  peace  upon  an  affidavit  and 
warrant  for  unlawfully  disposing  of  mortgaged 
property  under  Code,  §  1089.  They  were 
bound  OTer  to  the  superior  court  in  the  sum  of 
$200.  For  failure  to  give  bond,  they  were 
sent  to  jail  under  a  regular  mittimus.  The 
petitioners  applied  to  the  Judge  of  the  superior 
court  for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  alleging  that 
there  was  no  evidence  before  the  justice  that 
any  crime  had  been  committed  in  his  countj^, 
and  that  the  committal  was  made  through  his 
ignorance  and  malpractice.  Upon  the  return 
the  sheriil  relied  on  the  mittimus  as  the  cause 
of  detention.  The  case  was  continued  over 
night  that  the  solicitor  might  have  time  to  ex- 


amine into  the  matter.  The  burden  was  placed 
on  petitioners  to  show  that  they  were  illegally 
restrained  of  their  liberty,  and  they  refusing  to 
proceed  with  their  evidence,  the  court  refused 
to  discharge  them  and  they  were  permitted  to 
go  upon  the  bond  already  given. 

Further  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Oeoi^  M.  Llndmjr  and  E.  C. 
Smith  for  petitioners. 

Mr.  Frank  I*  Osborne*  Atty-Gen.,  for 
the  State. 

Clark*  J.y  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  learned  counsel  for  the  petitioners 
properly  and  frankly  admitted  that  this  was 
a  case  of  "novel  impression."  The  continu- 
ance of  the  hearing  till  the  next  morning 
was  not  subject  to  exception.  It  is  difficult 
to  see  how  it  injured  the  petitioners,  who 


The  same  rule  applies  after  an  Indlotmeat  for 
rapei,  where  the  offense  is  punishable  by  death.  Ex 
parte  Dusenbenr,  87  Mo.  504. 

So  one  under  IndiotmeDt  for  assault  to  murder  is 
subject  to  the  same  presumption  on  applioatlon 
forbalL    £z  parte  Ryan.  44  Cal.  566. 

The  statement  in  the  mala  case  tliat  it  is  one  of 
"novel  impression*^  is  evidently  to  be  taken  as  re- 
ferrlD«r  to  a  situation  in  which  the  prisoner  apply- 
ing- for  habeas  corpus  is  held  under  a  commitment 
by  a  magistrate  instead  of  being  held  under  an  in- 
dictment, as  the  cases  atx>ve  cited  show  that  the 
question  of  presumption  of  Innocence  has  been  de- 
cided by  several  courts  on  application  by  a  person 
held  under  indictment.  But  even  in  respect  to 
persons  held  under  a  magistrate's  commitment  the 
question  is  not  entirely  new. 

Id  Ex  parte  Scoggia,  auprtu  although  that  was  a 
case  of  Indictment,  the  court  says  that  the  same 
rule  applies  to  a  person  held  by  warrant  of  com- 
mitment from  an  examining  court  for  a  capital  of- 
fense as  if  he  were  held  under  an  indictment* 

And  in  Ex  parte  McGlawn,  75  Ala.  89,  a  person 
held  under  commitment  by  a  magistrate  for  hog 
stealing  was  considered  subject  to  the  presump. 
tlon,  and  the  commitment  was  regarded  as  making 
a  prima  facie  case  for  his  detention,  ivhen  he  ap- 
plied for  a  habeas  corpus. 

So  OB  habeas  corpus  to  obtain  release  when  held 
under  alleged  excessive  ball,  under  indictment  for 
felonies,  such  as  forgery,  grand  larceny,  and  em- 
bezzlement, the  accused  will  be  assumed  guilty  for 
the  purpose  of  the  proceeding.  Ex  parte  Duncan, 
^CaL410,54CaL76. 

And  on  application  for  bail  by  one  indicted  for 
muider«  he  will  be  presumed  guilty  of  the  highest 
degree  of  the  crime,  and  must  overcome  that  pre- 
snmptioa  by  proof.    Ex  parte  Vaughan,  euj^^. 

Under  a  constitutional  provision  allowing  bail 
except  in  capital  cases,  where  the  proof  is  evi- 
dent or  the  presumption  great,  an  indictment  for 
murder  is  suflloient  to  create  this  great  presump- 
tion. Ex  parte  Smith,  Hlght  v.  United  States.  Peo- 
ple V.  Tinder,  Ex  parts  Kendall,  Ex  parte  HelTreD, 
and  Ex  parte  Jones,  mprcu 

The  same  is  true  on  indictment  for  rape,  punish- 
able with  death.    Ex  parte  Duaenberry,  supra. 

The  general  doctrine  is  fairly  stated  in  the  early 
•case  of  Eight  v.  United  States,  supra,  declaring 
that  there  is  **no  presumption  of  guilt  against  a 
prisoner  when  he  is  upon  his  trial,  but  so  far  as 
regards  all  intermediate  proceedings  between  in- 
dictment and  trial  it  furnishes  the  very  strongest 
possible  presumption  of  guilt." 

The  same  doctrine  is  declared,  although  not  in  a 
habeas  corpus  case,  in  a  decision  excluding  as  a 
witness  a  oodefendant  of  the  accused.  The  court 
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says  **after  a  bill  found,  a  defendant  is  presumed 
to  be  guilty  to  most  If  not  to  all  purposes  except 
that  of  a  fair  and  impartial  trial  before  a  petit 
Jury."    State  V.Mills,  13  N.  0.40). 

The  same  doctrine  in  almost  the  same  words  is 
declared  in  proceedings  for  bail  in  People  v.  Tin- 
der. 19  CaL  539,  81  Am.  Dec.  77;  Ex  parte  Byan,  44 
CaL555. 

So  in  State  v.  Hemdon,  107  K.  G.  984,  it  is  said 
^while  the  indictment  is  no  presumption  of  guilt 
on  the  trial  be/ore  the  petit  Jury,  it  is  otherwise  In 
the  application  for  bail." 

The  generality  of  the  expressions  last  quoted 
does  not  entirely  agree  with  the  statement  in  Re 
Peoples,  47  Mich.  628,  that  a  person  is  not  presumed 
to  be  guilty  because  he  is  under  arrest,  but  that  the 
presumption  is  the  other  way.  But  this  language 
was  not  used  in  respect  to  a  habeas  corpus  pro- 
ceeding, or  to  any  application  of  the  prisoner  for 
bail,  but  with  respect  to  the  protection  of  his 
rights  against  unnecessary  delay  for  the  mere  con- 
venience or  personal  accommodation  of  olBcers. 

While  the  presumption  of  Innocence  does  not  ex- 
ist for  the  purpose  of  a  habeas  corpus  proceeding 
and  the  burden  is  on  the  applicant  to  overcome  the 
prima  facie  case  made  by  a  commitment  or  indict- 
ment, the  question  after  proof  has  been  introduced 
Is  whether  or  not  on  the  whole  testimony  there  is 
reasonable  doubt  of  guilt.  Ex  parte  BrideweU,  67 
Miss.  SO. 

It  is  said  in  Ex  parte  Hammock,  78  Ala.  414,  that 
exculpatory  evidence  must  be  weighed  ''together 
with  the  presumption"  raised  by  an  indictment 
and  the  decision  pronounced  on  the  entire  case  as 
thus  presented. 

But  on  the  other  hand,  in  Ex  parte  Randon,  Di 
Tex.  App.  146,  it  is  said  that  when  the  evidence  is 
gone  into  the  question  Is  to  be  determined  without 
reference  to  whether  or  not  the  evidence  was  in- 
troduced by  the  applicant  or  by  the  state,  and 
without  reference  to  the  prima  facie  case  which 
would,  in  the  absence  of  proof,  be  made  by  the 
production  of  a  capias  and  a  valid  indictment. 

These  cases  which  are  the  only  ones  found  which 
touch  the  point  do  not  agree  as  to  the  right  to  con- 
sider the  effect  of  an  indictment  as  creating  a  pre- 
sumption against  the  defendant,  where  evidence 
has  been  introduced  by  him  to  meet  the  prima 
facie  case  made  by  the  indictment,  but  the  cases  all 
seem  to  agree  that  the  whole  evidence  must  satisfy 
the  court  that  the  proof  of  guilt  is  evident  in  order 
to  Justify  a  denial  of  bail,  and  perhaps  the  courts 
would  not  in  practice  be  much  affected  by  any  dif- 
ference in  theory  as  to  the  effect  of  the  presump- 
tion raised  by  the  indictment  after  the  question  of 
innocence  had  been  opened  up  on  evidence. 
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were  admitted  to  bail,  or  how,  if  injurious, 
this  could  be  remedied  by  an  appeaj.  It  is 
res  acta,  and  cannot  be  undone.  Besides,  the 
delay  was  to  give  the  solicitor  opportunity 
to  examine  into  the  case,  and  was  expressly 
authorized  by  Cbde.  §  1635*. 

Upon  the  return  of  the  sheriff,  it  appeared 
that  the  petitioners  were  in  custody  upon  a 
mittimus  (which,  indeed,  was  also  set  out 
in  the  application  for  habeas  corpus),  regular 
in  every  way,  from  a  justice  of  the  peace, 
for  failure  to  give  bond  for  their  appearance 
at  the  next  term  of  the  superior  court  to  an- 
swer a  criminal  charge  of  which  that  court 
had  jurisdiction.  Nothing  else  appearing, 
the  detention  was  clearly  legal.  The  court 
thereupon  called  upon  the  petitioners  to  show 
wherein  it  was  illegal.  They  declined  to 
furnish  him  any  evidence,  but  contended  that 
the  burden  was  upon  the  state  to  show  that 
they  were  lawfully  in  custody.  The  state 
had  already  done  so.  It  was  not  called  upon 
to  go  further  till  testimony  to  the  contrary 
was  offered.  The  sheriff  knew  probably 
nothing  whatever  of  the  detention  except  the 
mittimus.  He  was  not  called  upon  to  brinf 
up  the  witnesses,  to  show  what  tney  testified 
to,  or  to  prove  that  the  oetitioners  were  guilty 
of  the  charge.  That  fact  will  be  inquired 
into  by  a  grand  jury,  and  afterwards  by  a 
petit  jury,  if  a  jury  should  be  found,  at  the 
next  term  of  the  court  The  presumption  of 
innocence  applies  only  upon  such  trial,  and 
does  not  avail  to  furnish  a  presumption  that 
the  detention  of  a  party  upon  regular  orocess, 
when  the  committing  officer  has  jurisaiction, 
is  illegal,  and  to  call  upon  the  state  in  a 
proceeding  like  this  to  show  that  the  defend- 
ant is  guilty  in  order  to  justify  the  deten- 
tion. The  detention  is  to  give  opportunity 
for  a  jury  to  pass  upon  the  question  of  the 
defendant's  guilt.  In  State  v.  Hemdon,  107 
N.  C.  934,  the  judge  refused  to  hear  any  evi- 
dence, deeming  the  commitment  (there,  upon 

*Wben  it  appears  from  the  return  to  a  writ  of 
habeas  corpus  that  the  party  named  therein  is  de- 
tained on  any  criminal  accusation,  the  court  may, 
if  he  think  proper,  make  no  order  for  the  discharge 
of  such  party  until  sufficient  notice  of  the  time  and 
place  at  which  the  writ  shall  have  been  returned, 
or  shall  be  made  returnable,  be  flriven  to  the  district 
solicitor  of  the  county  in  which  the  person  prose- 
outinR  the  writ  is  detained. 


a  true  bill  found  by  a  grand  jury)  conclusive 
of  probable  cause.  The  court  held  that  ihe 
strong  presumption  was  in  favor  of  the  cor- 
rectness of  the  action  of  the  grand  jary,  but 
that  it  was  not  conclusive,  since  there  mi giit 
be  other  evidence,  not  before  them;  hence 
that  it  was  error  to  refuse  to  bear  evidence, 
but  that  in  no  event,  after  Indictment  found, 
could  the  court  discbarge  the  prisoner.  It 
might.  In  a  proper  case,  admit  to  bail.  But 
here  the  court  did  not  refuse  to  bear  evidence. 
It  asked  for  it.  The  production  of  the  mit- 
timus was  sufficient  prima  facie  to  show  a 
legal  detention.  The  petitioners  had  upon 
them  the  burden  of  showing  evidence  to  re- 
but this,  and  the  court  made  all  the  inquiry 
it  was  called  upon  to  made  (Code,  §  IM) 
when  it  told  them  to  proceed  with  their  evi- 
dence, which  they  refused  to  do.  If  the  pe- 
titioners had  shown  that  there  was  no  evi- 
dence at  all  before  the  justice,  the  judge 
could  examine  into  the  case  de  now,  unless 
they  had  waived  the  examination  before  the 
committing  officer  (9  Am.  &  Eng.  Encyclop. 
Law,  107) ,  and  bind  over  or  discbarge  them ; 
or,  if  the  facts  proved  did  not  constitnte  a 
crime,  he  might  discharge  them,  or,  if  the 
bail  was  excessive  in  amount,  reduce  it. 
There  may  arise  cases  where  the  court,  ez 
mere  motu,  as  it  has  power  to  do,  may  isue 
the  writ  (Code,  ^  1682)  :  and  of  oooiBe  it 
may  in  all  cases  summon  witnesses,  and  in- 
vestigate whether  the  prima  facie  case  of 
legal  detention  is  not  rebutted.  Bat  the 
present  case  does  not  raise  a  question  of  the 
power  to  do  this.  The  petitioners  are  in 
court.  There  is  nothing  that  indicates  thst 
they  are  weak,  helpless,  or  ignorant  of  their 
riffuts.  Indeed,  they  are  represented  b?  coun- 
sel. The  jud^e  does  not  refuse  to  hear  testi- 
mony. He  calls  upon  the  state  to  show  the 
cause  of  the  detention.  This  it  does  satis- 
factorily by  the  sheriff's  return.  The  court 
then  asks  the  petitioners  for  their  evidence. 
They  refuse  to  give  any.  The  court  could 
do  no  otherwise  than  to  refuse  to  discharge 
them.  Code,  §  1645.  It  seems,  indeed,  that 
the  petitioners  in  fact  are  not  even  in  cus- 
tody, but  are  now  out  on  bail.  They  have 
no  eround  to  complain  in  any  particular. 
l^etitian  dismissed. 
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1.  The  cFOflslB^  of  a  hig^hway  bmA  rail- 
road at  different  elevations,  one  passlnflr 
under  the  other,  is  not  within  the  provisions  of  the 
statute  as  to  the  rate  of  speed  of  trains  or  as  to 
rinffing  the  bell  or  blowing  the  whistle  at  a  hiirh- 
way  croesinfir. 


8..  Failure  toirin^  thebeUoraoiudtbe 
whistle  of  a  train  on  approaching  a  hiirhwar 
which  passes  under  the  railroad  oannot  he  re- 
garded as  negligence  which  will  make  the  railroad 
company  liable  for  frightening  a  horse  by  the 
passing  of  the  train,  if  the  noise  of  the  bell  or 
whistle  would  under  the  circumstancee  have 
merely  increased  the  ndae  of  the  traio  and 
tended  to  frighten  the  hone  stIU  mors. 

8.  Compensatory  damaflpes  cannot  in- 
clude an  allowance  for  **inoonTeB- 
ienee  **  as  well  as  injuries. 

(December  89, 1898.) 


NOTX.— In  view  of  the  wide-spread  agitation  to  |  especially  important  as  to  the  difrerenoe  between 
abolish  railroad  grade  crossings  and  the  alrea^   these  modes  of  crossing  in  respect  to  the  neeetmy 
numerous  overhead  crossings  the  above  descision  is  '  caution  and  signals. 
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APPEAL  b3r  defendaot  from  a  judgment  of 
tbe  Circait  Court  for  St.  Croix  County 
in  favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to 
recover  damagea  for  injuries  alleged  to  bave 
resulted  from  defendant's  negligence.  Be- 
tened, 

Tbe  facts  are  stated  in  tbe  opinion. 

Mr.  Solon  !«•  Perria«  for  appellant: 

If  tbe  view  of  a  traveler  on  a  bigbway  ap* 
proacbing  a  railway  crossing  is  so  obstructed 
that  be  cannot  see  an  approaching  train  in 
time  to  stop  bis  team  before  injury,  and  if  be 
is  unable  to  bear  an  approaching  train  when 
his  team  is  in  motion,  ordinary  care  requires 
bim  to  stop  and  listen. 

Seefeld  v.  Chicago,  Jf.  dbSt.  R  R.  Co.  70  Wis. 
216. 

Plaintiff  apprehended  danger,  or,  as  be  him- 
self savs,  was  * 'wondering  if  I  would  get 
catchea."  It  was  at  a  place  where  he  could 
not  come  in  collision  with  the  train;  be  was  in 
possession  of  all  bis  faculties,  with  nothing  to 
distract  bis  attention.  He  took  all  the  chances 
attendant  upon  tbe  undertaking. 

Bchmoke  v.  Chicago,  M.  d  St,  P.  R,  Co.  88 
Wis.  659;  aikmruU  v.  MiwmH  Pac.  R.  Co,  7 
Mo.  App.  190. 

The  plaintiff  testifies  that  be  did  not  stop 
and  listen  for  tbe  train.  Under  all  tbe  authori- 
ties he  was  guiltyof  contributory  negligence. 

Butterfiela  v.  Wesicm  R.  Co.  10  Allen,  582, 
87  Am.  Dec  878;  Schofield  v.  Chicago,  M,  A  St. 
P.  RCo.n^  U.  S.  615.  29  L.  ed.  224;  Favor 
V.  BoUon  A  L.  R,  C<yrp,  114  Mass.  850,  19  Am. 
Rep.  864;  Rheiner  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  4  0. 
R  Co.  86  Minn.  170.  ^ 

Maars.  Thomas  Wilson  and  Humphrey 
U  Amqulst  also  for  appellant. 

Mi\  A«  J.  BUnnejr*  for  respondent: 

Tbe  conditions  surrounding  this  crossing 
make  it  an  extremely  danoerous  one.  Hence 
tbe  law  requires  that  tbe  defendant's  servants 
in  charge  of  its  trains,  "  should  approach  this 
crossing  at  a  less  rate  of  speed  and  use  in- 
creased diligence  in  giving  warning  of  their 
approach." 

Continental  Imp.  Co.  v.  Stead,  95  U.  8. 161, 
24  L.  ed.  408:  Wingtanleyv.  Chicago,  M.  ds  St. 
P.  R.  Co.  72  Wis.  875;  1  Thomp.  Neg.  §  5,  p. 
422;  Roberts  v.  Chicago  dN.  W.  R.  Co.Sfi  Wis. 
679;  Onggenlmm  v.  Lake  Shore  db  M.  8,  R  Co. 
66  Mich.  150;  Voakv.  Northern  Cent.  R.  Co.  75 
N.  Y.  820;  Piper  v.  Chicago,  M.  db  St.  P.  R. 
Co.  77  Wis.  247. 

Although  tbe  statute  does  not  require  a 
whistle  to  be  blown  for  this  crossing,  yet  the 
jury  had  a  tight  to  find,* in  view  of  \be  char- 
acter of  the  crossing  and  tbe  liability  of  an 
accident  happening  there,  it  was  negligence  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant  to  omit  such  a  signal. 

Cordell  v.  New  York  Cent,  db  H.  R.  R.  Co.  70 
N.  Y.  119,  26  Am.  Rep.  550;  1  Thomp.  Neg. 
§  4,  p.  419;  Winetanley  v.  Chicago,  M.  db  m. 
P.  R.  Co.  9upra;  EUert  v.  Oreen  Bay  db  M.  R. 
Co.  48  Wis.  606;  Rorer,  Railroads,  1012-1014. 

The  doctrine  that  tbe  statute  concerning  the 
giving  of  signals  does  not  require  the  whistle 
to  be  blown,  except  where  the  highway  was 
crossed  at  mde,  was  considered  and  thor- 
ougblv  exploded  by  the  Kentucky  court  of 
appeals  in  Rupard  v.  Chesapeake  d  0.  R.  Co. 
7  L  K.  A.  816,  10  Ey.  L.  Rep.  1028. 

See  also  Penneylfxunia  R.  Go.  v.  Bamett,  59 
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Pa.  259,  98  Am.  Dec.  846:  Wakefield  v.  Con- 
necticut db  P.  R.  R.  Co.  37  Vt.  880,  86  Am. 
Dec.  711. 

In  Ransom T.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.dbO.  R.  Co.,. 
62  Wis.  178,  51  Am.  Rep.  718,  it  is  held  that 
oi^r  statute  "was  intended  to  ffuard  against 
tbe  daneer  of  injury  from  tbe  Frightening  of 
teams  driving  upon  the  highway  near  tbe 
crossing  as  well  as  tbe  danger  of  actual  col- 
lision at  tbe  crossing." 

See  also  1  Tbomp.  Neg.  §  15,  p.  852. 

There  is  no  juridical  distinction  between  an 
injury  happening  through  the  traveler's  horse 
taking  fneht  at  tbe  obiect,  and  an  inlury 
through  bis  coming  into  direct  collision  with  it. 

1  Thomp.  Neg.  ^  14,  p.  849;  Norton  v. 
Eastern  R.  Co.  118  Mass.  866. 

It  was  proper  to  submit  to  tbe  jury  tbe  ques- 
tion whether,  under  the  circumstances,  the 
running  of  tbe  train  at  the  rate  shown  was 
negligence. 

WinstdrOey  v.  Chicago,  M.  db  St.  P.  R.  Co.  1% 
Wis.  875;  Gvggenheim  v.  Lake  Shore  db  M.  8. 
R.  Co.  66  Mich.  150;  1  Thomp.  Neg.  g  8,  p. 
418;  Linfleld  v.  Old  Colony  R.  Corp.  10  Cusb. 
562,  57  Am.  Dec.  124;  Richardson  v.  New  York 
Cent.  R.  Co.  45  N.  Y.  846. 

Appellant  insists  that  the  plaintiff  was  neg- 
ligent in  not  stopping  his  horse  entirely  and 
listening  for  the  trajn;  but  there  is  nothldg  in 
tbe  evidence  that  furnishes  even  a  suggestion 
that  be  could  have  heard  tbe  train  any  oetter  if 
be  bad  stopped. 

What  is  reasonable  care  in  any  case  de- 
pends upon  tbe  particular  circumstances  of 
that  case.  Precautions  which  would  be  rea- 
sonable in  one  case  may  not  be  deemed  so  in 
another  case.  It  is  impossible  for  tbe  law  to 
define  tbe  acts  which  would  or  would  not 
amount  to  reasonable  care. 

Rorer,  Railroads,  1028;  CottriU  v.  Chicago, 
M.  &  St.  P.  R.  Co.  47  Wis.  684,  82  Am.  Rep. 
796;  McKeigue  v.  Janesrille,  68  Wis.  50;  Phil- 
lips V.  Chicago.  M.  db  St.  P.  R.  Co.  64  Wis. 
475;  Hoye  v.  Chicago  d  N.  W.  R.  Co.  62  Wis. 
666;  Eilert  v.  Green  Bay  d  M.  R.  Co.  48  Wis. 
606;  Duffy  v.  Chicago  d  N.  W.  R.  Co.  82 
Wis.  269;  Roberts  v.  Chicago  d  N.  W.  R.  Co. 
36  Wis.  679;  Beanstrom  v.  Northern  Pac^  R. 
Co.  46  Minn.  198:  Kelly  v.  St.  P^u4,  M.  d  M. 
R.  Co.  29  Minn.  1;  Daois  v.  New  York  Cent,  d 
//.  R.  R.  Co.  47  N.  Y.  400:  E>mst  v.  Hudson 
River  R.  Co.  85  N.  Y.  9,  90  Am.  Dec.  761; 
Mackay  v.  New  York  Cent.  R.  Co.  35  N.  Y.  75. 

If  for  any  reason  the  approach  of  a  train 
cannot  be  perceived  by  passengers  on  this 
highway  in  the  vicinity  of  this  crossing,  and 
the  usual  signals  are  not  sufficient  to  give 
warning  of  its  approach,  then  the  defendant  is 
bound  to  employ  some  other  means  of  giving 
such  warning. 

RoberU  v.  Chicago  d  N.  W.  R.  Co.  35  Wis.  679. 

Orion*  </.,  delivered  tbe  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  facts  of  this  case  are  substantially  as 
follows:  In  tbe  city  of  Hudson,  and  near 
the  northeastern  limits  thereof,  there  is  a 
highway  or  wagon  road  (the  name  of  which 
is  not  given)  that  starts  at  the  intersection 
of  St.  Croix  and  Eleventh  streets,  and  runs 
in  a  northeasterly  direction,  in  a  descending 
grade,  and  through  a  deep  cut,  until  it  passes 
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under  the  railroad,  or  railroad  bridge  over 
the  same,  of  the  defendant,  and  then  passes 
on,  and  constitutes  the  main  highway  from 
the  city  to  the  North  Wisconsin  Junction. 
After  it  has  passed  under  the  railroad  bridge, 
and  about  73  feet  from  it,  there  had  been  a 
washout  that  tore  out  an  old  culvert,  and 
made  a  gorge  or  gully  about  20  feet  deep  in 
a  part  of  the  road,  which  left  the  track  quite 
narrow.  There  was  a  fence  along  the  edge 
of  this  goree.  On  the  1st  day  of  October, 
1892,  the  plaintiff  was  traveling  alon^  this 
road  from  said  junction  towards  the  railroad 
bridge,  with  his  wife,  in  a  single  carriage. 
When  he  was  passing,  or  had  Just  passed, 
under  said  bridge,  a  freight  train  of  the  de- 
fendant passed  over  said  bridge,  and  the  noise 
frightened  the  plaintiff's  horse  and  he  became 
unmanageable,  and  ran,  and  jumped  over 
said  fence  into  the  said  gorge,  and,  of  course, 
turned  over  the  carriage,  and  threw  the  plain- 
tiff and  his  wife  out,  but,  strange'  to  say, 
with  but  slight  injury  to  the  plaintiff  and 
no  Injury  to  his  wife.  It  is  difficult  to  say 
from  the  evidence  whether  the  plaintiff  was 
under  the  bridge  when  the  train  passed  over 
it,  or  had  passed  beyond  the  bridge  when  the 
train  passed  over,  for  the  plaintiff  testified 
that  he  was  going  down  the  bank  when  he 
saw  the  engine,  and  that  was  over  70  feet 
from  the  bridge.  It  does  not  appear  that 
this  road  was  one  of  the  streets  of  the  city. 
It  would  appear  to  be  a  country  highway, 
leading  to  the  city,  for  it  seems  to  have  no 
name  or  number.  The  train  was  running 
about  fifteen  miies  per  hour.  There  was  no 
proof  that  the  bell  was  rung  or  the  whistle 
blown  before  passing  over  the  bridge.  The 
learned  judge  instructed  the  jury  that  the 
statute  required  the  bell  to  be  rung  at  and 
before  crossing,  and  that  they  should  take 
into  consideration  the  rate  of  speed  that  the 
train  was  running,  and  that  it  was  negli- 
gence not  to  have  rung  the  bell  or  blown  the 
whistle.  The  jury  must  have  found  the  de- 
fendant guilt^r  of  negligence  in  one  or  more 
of  these  particulars.  The  verdict  for  the 
plaintiff  was  $100.  The  court  instructed  the 
jury  "that  thev  could  only  allow  the  plain- 
tiff a  reasonable  compensation  for  the  incon- 
venience and  injury  he  suffered  from  the 
causes  named, ''  and  this  was  excepted  to  by 
the  defendant's  counsel.  It  is  a  little  re- 
markable that  this  case  was  tried  both  b^  the 
court  and  counsel  precisely  as  if  the  accident 
had  occurred  at  an  ordinary  railway  crossing 
at  grade  with  and  intersecting  a  highway. 
The  very  best  reason  for  constructing  a  rail- 
road over  or  under  a  highway  is  to  avoid  the 
danger  and  hazards  of  such  an  ordinary  frade 
crossing.*  Our  statute  (§  1887,  Rev.  Stat, 
and  section  1290c,  Sanborn  &  Berry  man. 
Anno.  Stat.  p.  806)  provides  for  constructing 
railways  over  bribes  or  arched  culverts 
above  highways.  This  bridge  is  presumed 
to  have  been  constructed  according  to  law. 
Such  crossings  are  to  be  encouraged  in  order 
to  secure  the  safety  and  security  of  the  pub- 
lic, as  crossings  at  grade  are  always  danger- 
ous. 19  Am.  &  Ene.  Encyclop.  Law,  868,, 
869;  Pittsburg  d  C.  H.  Co.  v.  Southwest  Peiw- 
sylvania  R.  Co,  77  Pa.  173.  All  the  statutory 
regulations  and  liabilities  on  the  subject  of 
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railroad  crossings  apply  only  to  such  ss  are 
constructed  at  even  grade  with  the  highwaj, 
and  none  of  them  are  applicable  to  a  crosaiDg 
constructed  above  or  below  the  highway.  4 
Am.  &  £ng.  Encyclop.  Law,  907 ;  Pwpk  ▼, 
Neui  York  Cmt.  d:  B,  R.  B,  Co.  74  N.  Y. 
302 ;  New  York  <t  If.  E.  B.  Co.  v.  Wateiimry, 
66  Conn.  19 ;  Central  Vemumt  B.  Co.  v.  %- 
aUan,  68  Vt.  234 ;  Clatoson  v.  OUeago  d  G. 
8.  B.  Co.  95  Ind.  152 ;  Whitcher  v.  amertOk, 
138  Mass.  454;  Fenn»iflvania  B.  Co't  App. 
116  Pa.  84. 

Common  reason  teaches  that  this  croGsin? 
is  very  different  from  the  common  railroad 
crossing  at  the  grade  of  the  highway,  not 
onlj  in  fact,  but  in  all  its  incidents  aiid  re- 
lations to  the  traveling  public.  There  is  no 
danger  at  such  a  crossing  of  any  collision  of 
railroad  trains  or  cars  with  man.  beast,  or 
vehicle  on  the  highway.  It  cannot  be  the 
direct  cause  of  any  physical  injury  to  any 
person  or  thing  on  the  highway.  The  train 
passing  over  this  bridge  can  cause  no  injarj 
to  persons  or  property  on  the  highway  otlier 
than,  or  different  from,  their  injurv  while 
passing  on  a  highway  parallel  to  the  rail- 
road. 

The  only  possible  injury  a  railroad  train 
can  inflict  upon  persons  or  property  in  the 
highway  is  by  frightening  horses  while  draw- 
ing vehicles  or  being  ridden,  and  causing 
them  to  run  away,  and  do  damage,  as  in  this 
case.  Only  horses  unused  to  such  a  place 
would  be  frightened,  and  only  horses  hard  to 
hol^,  or  not  well  subdued,  would  ran  away 
or  get  beyond  the  control  of  the  driver;  so 
that  it  is  not  common  that  any  injury  would 
happen,  even  from  this  cause.  It  is  oertainlr 
no  wron^  for  the  train  to  be  run  over  such 
bridges  in  the  usual  and  ordinary  wav.  and 
even  in  this  way  some  horses  going  under  the 


bridge*  or  being  near  It  at  the  same  time, 
might  be  frightened  by  it.  The  trains  most 
necessarily  make  considerable  noise  going 
over  the  bridge.  They  cannot  be  rmi  with- 
out it.  It  is  not  by  any  means  certain  Uiat 
a  train  would  make  less  noise  going  over 
slowly  than  faster.  What  degree  of  noise 
must  it  make  to  frighten  horses?  A  hone 
liable  to  be  frightened  would  be  by  the  train 
passing  over  the  bridge  at  any  rate  of  speed. 
There  arc.  too  many  contingencies,  ccmdi- 
tions,  and  uncertainties  about  it  to  make  it 
a  rule  of  law  that  a  high  rate  of  speed  would 
be  the  proximate  cause  of  a  injurv  caused  by 
a  horse  running  away  through  fright  from 
the  noise  of  the  train.  To  be  a  rule  of  law. 
the  injury  from  such  a  cause  must  not  only 
be  proximate,  but  usual  or  common,  and  to 
be  expected,  or  that  could  be  anticipated. 
There  were  probably  a  mat  many  instances 
when  horses  passing  under  or  near  the  bridge 
when  a  train  was  going  over  it  were  not 
caused  to  run  away,  or,  if  frightened  at  all 
by  it,  to  such  an  extent.  How  could  the 
company  or  its  servants  anticipate  just  when 
a  horse  would  be  frightened  to  such  an  ex- 
tent, under  such  circumstances?  This,  flo 
far  as  I  know,  is  a  new  question,  and  I  hare 
said  enough  by  the  way  of  common  reason- 
ing, in  the  absence  of  authorities,  to  show 
that  it  would  be  an  unsafe  rule  for  the  court 
to  instruct  the  jury  that  they  might  consider 
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the  speed  of  the  train,  and  find  that  its  run- 
ning^ at  the  rate  of  fifteen  miles  per  hour  was 
the  proximate  cause  of  the  injury  in  this 
^au»e.  We  hare  seen  that  the  statute  as  to  the 
rate  of  speed  of  the  train  and  as  to  ringing 
the  bell  or  blowing  the  whistle  has  no  ap- 
plication to  such  a  crossing.  All  such  reg- 
ulations apply  only  to  crossings  on  an  even 
grade  with  the  highwajr,  and  the  rules  of  law 
•established  by  the  decisions  of  the  courts  are 
with  reference  only  to  such  crossings.  The 
danger  from  such  bridges  of  frightening 
horses  is  no  greater  in  fact,  and  no  more 
common,  than  from  the  railroad  running 
near  and  parallel  to  a  highway.  It  would 
seem  to  be  no  more  reasonable  to  establish  a 
rate  of  speed  for  the  trains  in  passing  such 
places  in  one  case  than  in  the  other.  This 
bridging  over  highways  should  be  encour- 
4fcged,  not  only  for  the  safety  of  the  public, 
but  for  the  benefit  of  railroad  companies 
themselves,  and  for  their  protection  also. 
They  should  be  no  longer  burdened,  ob- 
structed, or  inconvenienced  by  the  regula- 
tions and  precautions  applicable  to  grade 
crossings.  If  they  are  required  to  lessen  their 
speed,  to  ring  the  bell  and  blow  the  whistle, 
and  use  all  the  precautions  applicable  to 
gnde  crossings,  such  expensive  constructions 
in  the  interest  of  the  public  will  be  gratui- 
tous, and  they  will  not  be  encouraged  to  in- 
•cur  such  an  expense.  As  to  ringing  the  bell 
and  blowing  the  whistle,  they  are  only  re- 
<)uired,  if  at  all,  in  order  to  avoid  frighten- 
ing horses,  and  wi^h  that  view  to  warn  the 
traveler  on  the  hiffhway  to  stop.  Where 
should  he  stop,  and  now  near  the  oridge?  If 
near  the  bridge,  and  his  horse  is  liable  to  be 
frightened  and  run  away,  he  will  be  in  a 
much  more  dangerous  condition  than  if  he 
should  drive  en,  and  take  his  chances;  for 
the  horse,  facing  the  train  rushing  over  the 
bridge,  would  turn  suddenly  around  to  es- 
cape danger,  and  upset  the  carriage.  If  he 
is  to  stop  at  a  place  further  off,  to  look  or 
listen  for  the  train,  then  such  a  precaution 
would  be  useless,  for  the  train  is  then  so  far 
off  as  to  be  out  of  sight  or  hearing.  The 
sound  of  the  bell  or  the  whistle  is  only  heard 
when  the  train  is  near  a  grade  crossing,  and 
it  may  well  warn  the  traveler  to  stop  near  the 
track  of  the  crossing,  and  be  out  of  danger. 
Take  this  case  as  an  illustratipn.  The  plain- 
tiff was  driving  in  a  deep  cut  with  high  em- 
bankments. If,  when  he  entered  it.  he  had 
looked  or  listened,  be  could  not  have  seen 
or  heard  anything  of  the  train,  for  it  was 
too  far  off.  If  he  had  stopped  nearer  the 
bridge.  He  could  not  have  seen  the  train- or 
the  trainmen  seen  him.  He  could  only  ex- 
pect the  bell  to  be  rung  or  the  whistle  blown 
when  he  was  very  near  the  bridge.  Then 
the  noise  of  either  would  only  have  increased 
the  noise  of  the  train,  and  frightened  the 
horse  still  more,  and  his  only  safe  way  would 
have  been  to  drive  on.  The  negligence  of  the 
company,  to  be  culpable,  must  have  caused 
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or  contributed  to  produce  the  injury.  When 
was  there  any  such  negligence  in  this  case? 
We  cannot  find  from  the  evidence  that  there 
was  any. 

The  jury  followed  the  instructions  of  the 
court,  and  ignored  the  fact  that  this  was  not  a 
grade  crossing  to  which  the  statutory  regula- 
tions applied,  and  found  negliirence  only  ap- 
propriate to  such  a  crossing.  It  was  clearly 
a  mistrial,  by  the  trial  of  issues  not  in  the 
case.  A  railroad  bridge  crossing  was  made 
to  bear  all  the  legal  tests  of  a  erade  crossing 
that  intersects  the  highway.  I  am  unable  to 
suggest  what  regulations,  if  any.  ou^ht  to 
be  provided  for  such  a  crossing  by  the  legis- 
lature. It  is  so  much  like  a  highway  near 
and  parallel  to  the  railroad,  on  which  horses 
may  be  frightened  by  the  noise  and  seeing  the 
train  pass  by,  that  I  am  unable  to  suggest  any 


regulations  which  ousrht  not  to  apply  to  one 
as  well  as  the  other.'  This  plaintiff  knew 
when  he  entered  the  deep  cut  leading  to  the 
bridge  that  ho  had  a  horse  liable  to  be  fright- 
ened and  run  away  if  he  should  be  caught 
near  or  under  the  bridge  when  the  train  passed 
over  it,  and  yet  he  drove  on,  thinking,  as 
he  said,  that  he  might  be  there  when  the 
train  passed.  He  knew  when  he  entered  the 
deep  cut  that  the  train  was  then  too  far  away 
to  be  seen  or  heard,  for  he  says  he  looked  for 
a  train,  and  did  not  hear  or  see  any ;  and 
yet  he  drove  on,  more  and  more  out  of  sight 
of  an  approaching  train  and  when  he  could 
have  heard  the  bell  or  whistle  it  was  too  late. 
His  horse  had  jumped  over  the  fence  when 
he  first  saw  the  locomotive.  He  did  not  wait 
or  stop  to  look  or  listen,  but  took  his  chances, 
and  drove  on.  I  am  not  sure  but  that  the 
company  might  make  itself  liable  for  blow- 
ing the  whistle  and  ringing  the  bell  so  near 
such  a  bridge  crossing  as  to  frighten  teams 
passing  under  it  on  the  highway.  But  that 
IS  not  this  case. 

It  is  not  very  important  to  notice  one  er- 
roneous word  in  the  instructions  of  the  court, 
where  the  whole  general  charge  was  so  clearly 
erroneous.  The  court  instructed  the  jury 
that  they  might  allow  a  reasonable  compen- 
sation to  the  plaintiff  for  the  inconvenience 
as  well  as  for  the  iniury  he  suffered.  The 
court  might  as  well  have  told  the  jury  to 
make  the  plaintiff's  verdict  large  enough  to 
compensate  him  for  any  disquiet,  uneasiness, 
annoyance,  or  trouble  he  suffered,  for  these 
are  inconveniences  according  to  Webster ;  and 
they  are  not  the  subjects  of  compensation, 
although  they  might  be  of  exemplary  dam- 
ages. The  misuse  of  this  word  may  have 
swelled  the  damages  for  this  trifling  injury 
to  $100.     It  was,  therefore,  an  error. 

This  case  is  not  important  in  amount,  but 
it  certainly  is  important  in  the  legal  princi- 
ples involved.  Cfases  like  this  are  not  com- 
mon, and  it  is  at  least  doubtful  whether  there 
oufirht  to  be  any  like  it. 

The  judgment  of  the  Circuit  Ctmrt  is  reversed, 
and  the  cause  remanded  for  a  new  trial. 
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M0NTA17A  SUFBBME  COUBT. 

MONTANA  SUPREME  COURT. 


Dec., 


MONTANA  CATHOLIC  MISSION,  S.  J., 

Appi,, 

t>. 

LEWIS  AND  CLARKE  COUNTY  «*«;., 

ResptM. 

( Mont ) 

1 .  Property  owned  by  a  chAritable  ta^ 
Btitntion  im  not  exempt  from  taxation  if  not 
used  by  the  institution.  Under  Const,  art.  12, 1 2, 
ezemptlncr  property  **  used  exclusively  for'*  cer- 
tain Bpeclfled  purposes  Includlnfir  **  institutions 
of  piiblic  charity." 

8.  The  Intention  to  nee  iiroperty  by  a 
tiharltaMe  inetitutlon  is  not  equivalent  to 
the  use  of  it  within  a  proTfsion  as  to  exemption 
from  taxation. 

(December  20, 1898.) 

APPEAL  by  complainaiit  from  a  judffment 
of  the  District  Court  for  Lewis  and  Clarke 
CouDty  in  favor  of  defendants  in  a  suit  brought 
to  CDioiD  the  collection  of  certain  taxes  which 
had  been  assessed  against  property  held  by 
plainti£fs.    Affirmed, 

Statement  by  DeWitt,  «/.; 

This  action  was  brought  by  the  plaintiff 
against  the  county  of  Lewis  and  Clarke  and 
the  treasurer  thereof  praying  for  a  judgment 
that  the  assessment  of  general  taxes  against 
certain  real  estate  of  plaintiff,  and  the  levy 
of  said  taxes,  be  adjudged  to  be  void,  and 
that  the  said  treasurer  be  enjoined  from  sell- 
ing said  property  for  said  taxes.  The  plain- 
tiff set  up  in  its  complaint  that  it  was  an  in- 
stitution of  purely  public  charity,  and  that 
it  was  the  owner  of  certain  lands  in  Lewis 
and  Clarke  county,  describing  them.  It  is 
not  set  up  in  the  complaint  that  this  land  is 
now  being  used  by  the  plaintiff  in  any  man- 
ner. It  is  alleged  in  the  complaint  that  the 
lands  are  held  for  the  purpose  of  erecting 
buildings  for  certain  purely  charitable  pur- 
poses, unsectarian  in  character.  Upon  these 
lands,  the  general  taxes  were  assessed  and 
levied  by  the  county  of  Lewis  and  Clarke  for 
the  year  1892.  The  plaintiff  glaimed,  before 
the  board  of  equalization,  that  it  was  exempt 
from  this  taxation,  but  the  board  refused  to 
allow  said  claim,  except  as  to  twenty  acres 
of  the  tract  above  described,  upon  which  is 
being  built  an  asylum  for  orphans.  A  general 
demurrer  to  the  complaint  was  sustained,  and 
judgment  thereon  entered  for  defendants. 
The  plaintiff  appealed. 

The  appeal  brings  up  for  a  construction  the 
following^pro visions  of  the  constitution  and 
laws:  "The  property  of  the  United  States, 
the  state,  counties,  cities,  towns,  school  dis- 
tricts, municipal  corporations,  and  public 
libraries,  shall  be  exempt  from  taxation,  and 
such  other  property  as  may  be  used  ex- 
clusively for  agricultural  and  horticultural 


NOTC— See  note  to  Book  Agents  of  Methodist 
Episcopal  Church  South  v.  Uinton  (Tenn.)  19  L.  R. 
A.  289,  on  theeifect  of  secular  use  upon  exemption 
of  property  of  relicrious  institutions  from  taxation. 
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societies,  for  educational  purposes,  piao» 
for  actual  religious  worship,  hospitals  and 
places  of  burial,  not  used  or  held  for  printc 
or  corporate  profit,  and  institutions  of  purely 
public  charity,  may  be  exempt  from  tau- 
tion.**  Const.  §2,  art.  12.  In  pursusDoeta 
this  provision  of  the  constitution,  the  legis- 
lature enacted  as  fol  lows :  **  The  property  of 
the  United  States,  the  state,  counties,  cities, 
towns,  school  districts,  municipal  corpon- 
tions,  public  libraries,  and  such  other  prop- 
erty as  is  used  exclusively  for  agncnltanl 
and  horticultural  societies,  for  e4|ic]itional 
purposes,  places  for  actual  religious  worship, 
hosDitals  and  places  of  burial  not  used  or 
held  for  private  or  corporate  profit,  and  in- 
stitutions of  purely  public  charity,  are  ex- 
empt from  taxation ;  provided,  no  more  land 
than  is  necessary  for  said  purposes  shall  be 
exempt.  *'  Section  2  oL  **  An  Act  Concerning 
Revenue"  (p.  78,  2d  Seas.  1881). 

Mr.  T.  J.  WaUh,  for  appellant: 

The  word  *'  institution"  in  the  statute  and  in 
the  constitution  is  used  in  its  largest  and  most 
comprehensive  sense  to  signify,  as  expressed 
by  Webster,  "  an  established  or  orgaDUed  so- 
ciety or  corporation  ...  as  a  literary  instita- 
tion,  a  charitable  institution,"  as  well  as  in  the^ 
sense  of  "  a  building  or  the  building  used  by 
such  organization,  as  the  Smithsonian  loatitQ- 
tion." 

The  latter  seems  to  be  a  derivative  seoae  of 
recent  origin. 

NiMes  County  v.  Bamline  Unitersitjf,  46- 
Minn.  816. 

Any  **  reasonable  doubt  must  be  solved  in 
favor  of  the  legislative  action  and  the  act  be 
sustained." 

Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  182;  Sedgw.  Stat.  & 
Const.  L.  409;  Endlich,  Interpretation  of  SUtr 
ules,  526. 

This  expression,  *«  institutions  of  pnitly 
public  chanty,"  is  found  in  dmiiiar  provisioos 
of  the  constitutions  of  Ohio  and  Pennsylvania, 
and  in  both  of  these  states  has  been  oonstroed 
to  refer  to  the  corporation  or  assodation  and 
not  alone  to  the  building  occupied  by  such. 

Gerke  v.  Puroell,  25  Ohio  St.  229;  Donohuffh*i 
App,  86  Pa.  806. 

The  use  of  the  word  in  the  sense  contended 
for  by  the  plaintiff  in  similar  statutes  is  com- 
mon and  much  more  frequent  than  in  the  re- 
stricted sense. 

McLain's  Stat.  1277;  San  Frandito  Tjidm 
Prot.  it  HairfSoe,  v.  Siory,  82  Cal.'65;  Pub. 
Stat.  chap.  2.  §  5.  cl.  8;  Mas$aehvietti  Socfor 
Prevention  ofCrudiy  to  AnimaUy.  Boelon,  142 
Mass.  24;  Starr  &  C.  Anno.  Stat.  p.  2027;  Mor- 
ris V.  Lone  Star  Chapter  No,  S,  Boyal  Arck 
Masons,  68  Tex.  698. 

If  the  institution  is  devoted  to  charity  by  the 
very  fundamental  law  of  its  existence  and  is 
free  from  the  elements  of  private  or  corporate 
profit  it  is  an  institution  of  purely  public  char- 
ity and  the  fact  that  tuition  fees  may  be  re- 
quired to  make  up  part  of  the  expense  of  main- 
tfdning  the  college  or  school  does  not  deprive 
it  of  that  character. 

PhUaOelpMa  v.  Women's  Christian  Atso.  12^ 
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Pa.  572;  Humphries  v.  Liitle  Sisters  of  the  Poor, 
29  Ohio  St.  201;  Hennepin  County  v.  Brother- 
hood of  Jthe  Church  of  Gethseman4,  27  Minn. 
460.  68  Am.  Rep.  298. 

The  fear  which  might  be  entertained  in  some 
quarters  of  the  accumulation  of  the  plain- 
tiff and  other  similar  societies  of  inordinate 
amounts  of  property  by  reason  of  its  immunity 
from  taxation  is  shown  by  the  court  in  Wash- 
ingian  University  v.  Rouse,  76  U.  8.  8  Wall. 
439,  19  L.  ed.  498,  to  be  without  much  founda- 
tion, since  such  a  course  would  be  at  the  rislc  of 
the  forfeiture  of  their  corporate  franchises. 

Messrs.  Henri  J.Ha«fcell,^%-C;0n.,  and 
C.  B.  NoUund,  for  respondent: 

It  is  the  use,  and  not  the  ownership,  that 
would  entitle  the  property  to  exemption.  The 
intention  to  exempt  property  from  taxation 
must  be  expressed  m  clear,  unambi^ous 
terms;  taxation  is  the  rule  and  exemption  is 
the  exception. 

Cooley,  Tazn.  p.  146,  and  authorities  cited 
in  note  1;  Destv,  Taxation,  pp.  110,  118. 

Courts  invariably  hold  that  some  actual  ap- 
propriation of  the  land  for  the  purposes  in- 
tended must  be  shown  in  order  to  exempt  it 
from  taxation,  and  the  intent  to  so  appropriate 
It  at  some  indefinite  time  in  the  future  is  not 
sufficient. 

Ramsey  County  v.  Church  of  the  Oood  Shep- 
herd, n  LR  a.  175, 45  Minn.  229;  Green  Bay 
&  M.  Canal  Go.  v.  Outagamie  County,  76  Wis. 
587;  PeopU  v.  O^ Brien,  53  Hun,  580;  Mullen 
V.  Bris  County  Comrs.B6  Pa.  288, 27  Am.  Rep. 
650;  Detroit  Tofong  Men's  See.  v.  Detroit,  8 
Mich.  172;'  Mulroy  v.  Churchman,  60  Iowa. 
717;  No7thv)estern  University  v.  Peopls,  80  111. 
988,  22  Am.  Hep.  187;  The  Vermont,  6  Ben. 
115;  Boston  8oc.  of  Redemptorist  Fathers  v. 
Boston,  129  Mass.  182;  Morris  v.  Lone  Star 
Chapter  No,  6,  Royal  Arch  Masons,  68  Tex. 
698;  Richmond  County  Academy  r.  Bohler,  80 
Oa.  159;  Washin/m  CoUege  v.  Siawnee  County 
Comrs.  8  Kan.  344. 

DeWittt  J. ,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  contention  of  appellant  is  that  section 
2.  art.  12,  of  the  Constitution,  and  section  2 
of  the  Revenue  Act  of  1891,  exempt  from 
taxation  the  real  estate  described  in  its  com- 
plaint. It  is  fully  conceded  by  the  complaint 
tbat  the  real  estate  is  not  used  by  the  plain- 
tiff exclusivelv.  or  at  all,  for  an  institution 
of  purely  public  charity.  It  is  alleged  that 
it  is  intended  to  be  so  used.  For  the  pur- 
poses of  this  decision,  it  may  be  considered 
that  the  plaintiff  is  an  institution  of  purely 
public  charity.  It  is  observed  that  the  sec- 
tion of  the  constitution  cited  describes  two 
classes  of  property.  We  will  notice  the  dis- 
tinction as  to  these  two  classes :  First,  it 
names  the  United  States,  the  state,  counties, 
cities,  towns,  school  districts,  municipal  cor- 
porations, and  public  libraries.  It  is  not  left 
to  the  legislature  to  say  whether  or  not  the 
property  of  these  instituiioDB  diall  be  exempt. 
The  constitution,  in  itself,  settles  that  it  shall 
be.  Nor  is  the  test  of  exclusive  use  men- 
tioned. The  constitution  says,  simply,  **  the 
property '^  of  these  institutions  shall  be  ex- 
empt. Then  the  section  of  the  constitution 
advances  to  another  class  of  property,  and 
22L.RA 


describes  it  as  "property  as  may  be  used  ex- 
clusively for"  certain  purposes,  and  deflnes 
the  purposes,  and,  amon^  them,  names  "^  in- 
stitutions of  purely  public  charity."  This 
class  of  property  is  not  exempt  from  taxation 
under  the  constitution,  but  may  be  made  so 
by  the  legislature.  The  legislature  has  acted. 
Revenue  Act  1891,  §  2.  ft  has  therein  de- 
clared to  be  exempt,  such  propertv  as  is  used 
exclusively  for  the  purposes  mentioned  in  the 
section  of  the  constitution,  supra;  and  re- 
describes  those  purposes  in  the  exact  language 
of  the  constitution,  making  only  the  appro- 
priate changes  In  the  mood  of  the  verbs.  So, 
with  the  constitution  and  the  law  together, 
we  have  this  condition :  Property  of  certain 
entities,  as  the  state,  cities,  etc.,  is  exempt, 
and  property  exclusively  used  for  certain  pur- 
poses is  exempt.  The  property  in  question 
falls  within  the  second  class,  as  the  plaintiff 
is  not  one  of  the  institutions  mentioned  in  the 
first  class,  as  the  state  or  a  citv,  etc.,  but  is 
an  " institution  of  purely  public  charity." 
And  we  find  from  the  complaint  that  the  prop- 
erty is  not  used  exclusively,  or  at  all,  by 
such  "institution  of  purely  public  charitv." 
The  most  that  the  complaint  alleges  is  that 
the  property  is  intended  to  be  so  used.  Such 
intention  is  not  sufficient  to  constitute  the  use 
contemplated  by  the  constitution  and  the  law. 
Green  Bay  d  M.  Canal  Co.  v.  Outagamie 
County,  76  Wis.  587. 

In  Pennsylvania,  the  court  went  further 
than  we  do,  or  need  to,  and  held  that  the 
exemption  would  not  apply  to  premises  on 
which  a  church  was  in  process  of  erection. 
Mullen  V.  Brie  County  Comrs.,  85  Pa.  288^  27 
Am.  Rep.  650.  How  much  stronger  against 
the  appellant  is  the  fact  that  in  this  case 
there  is  not  even  a  commencement  of  the 
alleged  intended  use.  See  also  Detroit  Young 
Men's  8oc.  v.  Detroit,  8  Mich.  172 ;  Mulroy 
V.  Churchman,  60  Iowa.  717;  Boston  8oe.  of 
Redemptorist  Fathers  y.  Boston,  129  Mass.  178; 
Washburn  College  v.  Shawnee  County  Comrs.  8 
Kan.  344.  We  are  therefore  clearly  of  opin- 
ion  that,  as  the  property  in  question  is  not 
at  all  used  for  an  "  institution  of  purely  pub- 
lic charity,"  it  is  not  exempt  from  taxation. 

This  must  be  held  unless  a  construction  of 
the  constitution  and  the  law  which  appellant 
urees,  and  which  we  will  now  examine,  is 
to  be  adopted.  It  contends  that  the  language 
does  not  mean  that  the  property  used  by  such 
institution  shall  be  exempt,  but  rather  that 
the  institution,  as  such  an  association  or  cor- 
poration, shall  be  exempt  from  paying  taxes 
on  its  property.  The  conclusion  would  be 
that  such  institution  is  exempt  from  paying 
taxes  upon  any  of  its  property.  Appellant 
contends  that  the  word  "institution,"  used  in 
the  statute,  means  the  association,  the  cor- 
poration, or  the  concern,  whatever  it  may 
be.  Concede  that  such  is  the  meaning,  still 
we  are  of  opinion  that  the  section  is  describ- 
ing property  that  is  or  may  be  exempt,  and 
not  the  institution  which  is  the  owner  of  prop- 
erty. The  whole  sense,  of  the  section  is  tbat 
it  describes  property,— the  property  of  the 
United  States ;  the  property  of  the  state,  of 
cities,  etc.  ;  property  used  exclusively  for — 
For  what?  For  the  following  purposes  (then 
setting  forth  the  purposes) .     The  word  "  for" 
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is  not  repeated  before  each  described  purpose, 
nor  does  grammatical  construction  or  per- 
spicuity require  it.  Its  sense  is  carried  over 
to  each  mentioned  purpose.  The  intention 
is  Just  as  clear  Uiat  the  section  means  **used 
exclusively  for  institutions  of  purely  public 
charity,"  as  it  is  that  it  means  **used  ex- 
clusively for  agricultural  societies. "  We  ad- 
here to  the  view  that  the  language  intends 
to  describe  the  property  used,  and  not  the 
concern  using  it,  as  beinj?  exempt.  This 
view  is  in  accord  with  the  grammatical  con- 
struction of  the  language,  with  the  context 
of  the  section,  and  the  general  intent  expressed 
therein.  To  adopt  appellant's  construction 
would  be  to  hold,  if  an  institution  were 
simply  of  the  character  described  in  the  con- 
stitution and  law,  that,  as  far  as  the  revenue 
laws  are  concerned,  it  might  hold  exempt 
from  taxation  all  property  of  any  character, 
and  of  any  amount  in  value,  whether  it  used 
such  property  exclusively,  or  at  all,  for 
purely  public  charity.  Against  this  view 
are  the  decided  cases  {supra),  reason,  the 
context  of  seciion  2,  art.  12,  and  the  spirit 
of  the  constitution  on  the  subject  of  taxation. 
That  instrument  provides:  "All  property 
shall  be  assessed  in  the  manner  prescribed  by 
law  except  as  otherwise  provided  in  this  con- 
stitution. "*  Article  12,  |  16.  So,  appellant 
seeks  to  bring  itself  within  an  exception  to 
the  constitutional  rule  that  **  all  property  shall 
be  assessed. "  Upon  this  subject,  ifr.  Justice 
Brewer,  as  a  member  of  the  supreme  court 
of  Kansas,  appropriated  remarked:  **A11 
property  receives  protection  from  the  state. 
Every  man  is  secured  in  the  enjoyment  of  his 
own,  no  mattef  to  what  use  he  devotes  it. 
This  security  and  protection  carry  with  them 
the  corresponding  obligation  to  support.  It 
is  an  obligation  which  rests  equally  upon 
all.  It  may  require  military  service  in  time 
of  war,  or  civil  service  in  time  of  peace.  It 
always  requires  pecuniary  support.  This  is 
taxation.  The  obligation  to  pay  taxes  is 
coextensive  with  the  protection  recei ved.  An 
exemption  from  taxation  is  a  release  from 
this  obligation.  It  is  the  receiving  of  pro- 
tection without  contributing  to  the  support 


of  the  authority  which  protects.  It  is  ta 
exception  to  a  rule,  and  is  justified  and  up- 
held upon  the  th^ry  of  peculiar  benefits  re- 
ceived by  the  state  from  the  property  ex- 
empted. Nevertheless,  it  is  an  exception ;  and 
they  who  claim  under  an  exception  must  show 
themselves  within  its  terms.  ^  Waikbum 
College  v.  Shawnee  County  Camrs.  8  Kan.  34i 

Appellant  herein  seeks  to  bring  itself 
within  the  exception  by  a  strained  and  ud- 
nati^ral  construction  of  the  constitutioD,  afr 
above  shown.  The  district  court  held  against 
it,  in  which  that  court  was  correct. 

2t»judgm0it  m  therefore  affirmed. 

Pemberton*  Ch.  «/.,  concurs. 

Harwoodt «/.,  concurring : 

I  concur  in  the  foregoing  conclusion,  od 
the  ground  that  tiie  legislature,  in  exercising 
the  power  delegated  to  it  by  the  constitution, 
of  providing,  among  other  things,  exemption 
from  taxation  of  orooerty  **  used  exclusively'' 
for  ''institutions  of  purely  public  charity," 
has  especially  provided,  as  to  exemption  of 
land,  that  *'no  more  land  than  is  necessary 
for  said  purpose  shall  be  exempt. "  The  con- 
tention involved  in  this  case  relates  entirely 
to  the  question  of  exempting  land,  and  it 
seems  clear  to  me,  under  the  provisions  of  the 
law,  that  land,  although  held  by  such  in- 
stitutions, but  not  in  use  for  the  purposes  of 
such  charity,  cannot  claim  exemption  from 
taxation.  It  will  be  noticed  that  the  leds- 
lature  made  the  clause  above  quoted  relate 
specifically  to  land,  and  the  observations  in 
the  treatment  of  this  case  must  be  confined  to 
the  question  of  exemption  of  that  character 
of  property;  and  broader  implications,  as 
governing  the  construction  of  the  provisions 
respecting  other  classes  of  property,  should 
not  be  indulged  to  determine  future  cases, 
involving  the  question  of  exemption  of  other 
classes  of  property  held  by  such  institutions, 
dedicated  irrevocably  to  the  use  upon  which 
the  exemption  is  declared,  although  not  act- 
ually converted  into  active  use  at  the  moment 
it  was  sought  to  be  taxed. 
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EXCHANGE     NATIONAL     BANK     OF 
SPOKANE  FALLS,  Plff.  in  Err., 

V. 

BANK  OF  LITTLE  ROCK. 
(68  Fed.  Rep.  140.) 

1  •   A  drawer  of  a  draft  or  note  complete 

in  iteelf  but  In  Buch  form  as  to  be  easily  altered 


without  attracting  attention  is  not  liable  for  the 
amount  to  which  it  is  afterwards  fraudulently 
raised  by  a  third  person  without  his  knowledge 
or  authority,  even  to  an  innocent  purchaficr. 
since  it  is  not  his  neirliflrence  but  the  crime  of  the 
forger  that  is  the  proximate  cause  of  the  Icse. 

2.  Abank which  iMaeatoaoonfldential 
clerk  and  employe  a  draft  npon  an- 
other  bank  upon  such  dork's  repre* 


Note.— lAablUty  of  maker  or  drawer  on  raised  neoo- 
tiable  paper. 
There  is  some  conflict  of  authority  as  to  the  lia- 
bility of  obliflTors  on  commercial  paper  in  the  hands 
of  bona  fide  holders  for  value  where  such  paper 
was  altered  after  deli  very  by  increasing  tbe  amount 
—some  cases  holding  with  tbe  main  case  that  such 
material  alteration  renders  the  paper  void  even  if 
it  was  issued  in  such  a  form  as  to  be  easily  altered 
without  exciting  suspicion.  Burrows  v.  Klunk,  8 
22  L.  R.  A. 


L.  R.  A.  576,  70  Md.  451:  Greenlleld  8av.  BankT. 
Stowell.  128  Mass.  196,  26  Am.  Bep.  67:  Knoxrille 
Mat.  Bank  v.  Clark,  61  Iowa,  264,  38  Am.  Bep.  lA 
Flannagan  v.  National  Bank  of  Dover,  N.  J.  IS  X. 
Y.  8.  B.  826;  Wade  v.  Withington,  1  AUeo.  561. 

In  these  cases  tb^  doctrine  announced  in  Young 
V.  Grote,  infra,  has  been  denied,  criticised,  orbeM 
to  be  inapplicable. 

Other  oases  hold  that  the  obligor  on  commerciil 
paper  is  released  where  the  same  has  been  altered 
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ttftntatton  tbat  he  desires  It  for  the  purpose  of 
makinfiT  a  remittance  to  not  liable  to  a  bona  fide 
holder  of  such  draft  who  takes  it  after  It  has  been 
raised  by  such  clerk  to  a  largrer  amount  for  the 
increased  amount,  since  such  clerk  does  not  in 
raising  it  act  for  the  bank  or  in  his  capacity  as 
cleric. 

(October  46,  1806.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
Slates  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Arkansas 
to  review  a  jxtdement  in  favor  of  defendant  in 
an  action  brougbt  to  recover  the  amount  of  a 
New  York  draft  drawn  by  defendant  and  raised 
bv  a  third  person  after  it  had  bten  issued. 
Affirmed, 

Statement  by  Sanborn,  Cireuit  Judge: 
The  Exchanffe  National  Bank  of  Spokane, 
Wash.,  plaintiff  in  error,  brines  this  writ  of 
error  to  reverse  a  lodgment  of  dismissal  of  an 
action  Inought  by  it  against  the  Bankpf  Little 
Rock,  Ark.,  the  defendant  in  error,  to  recover 
the  amount  of  a  draft  for  $2,500  which  had 
been  raised  from  $25  after  the  defendant  issued 
it,  and  before  the  plaintifF  bought  it.  One  D. 
C.  Jordan,  an  employ^  of  the  defendant,  whose 
business  it  was  to  prepare  the  exchange  for  the 
cashier  to  sign,  drew  a  draft  of  the  defendant 
on  a  New  York  bank,  payable  to  his  own 
order,  for  $25,  for  the  cashier  to  sign,  under 
the  pretense  that  be  wished  to  make  a  remit- 


tance to  his  brother.  He  so  wrote  the  words 
"twenty-five"  that  there  was  room  in  the  blank 
Just  after  it  to  insert  the  word  "hundred."^ 
He  so  punched  the  figures  *'$25*'  that  there  was- 
room  ^ust  after  them  to  insert  with  the  punch 
two  ciphers  and  a  star  in  the  usual  manner,, 
and  he  so  wrote  the  figures  "$25"  that  there 
was  room  immediately  after  them  to  insert  two 
ciphers.  In  this  condition  be  presented  the 
draft  to  the  cashier,  who  examined  it,  saw  the 
way  in  which  it  was  written  and  punched,  and 
then  signed  it,  and  delivered  it  to  Jordan. 
The  latter  then  made  the  insertions  of  the 
words  and  figures  he  had  left  room  for,  and 
the  paper  became  a  fair  draft  for  $2,500,  with- 
out any  erasure,  interlineation,  or  other  mark 
to  excite  suspicion  of  the  alteration.  This  is  a 
copy  of  the  altered  draft: 


(Punched.) 
$2500 1      BANK  OF  LITTLE  BOCK.  $8600.00 

LnruB  Bock,  Ark.,  Mar.  8, 1880. 
Duplicate  Unpaid. 
Pay  to  the  order  of  D.  0.  Jobdan,    Na  88B9. 

Twenty-five  Hundred Dollars. 

Original. 

To  CSBMICAL  N  ATIOlTAIi  BAVK,  C.  T.  WAUUIR, 

New  York  City.  Cashier. 


After  making  the  alterations,  he  indorsed 
this  draft  to  a  fictitious  person,  indorsed  the 


by  iDcree8in«r  the  amount  to  be  paid,  after  such  pa- 
per has  been  delivered,  and  the  question  of  neffli- 
genoe  in  issuingr  the  paper  so  that  it  could  be  easily 
altered  to  not  discussed.  Buby  v.  Talbott  (N.  M.;  8 
L.  B.  A.  724:  Ooodman  v.  Eastman,  4  N.  H.  4ft6; 
Bvana  v.  Deminer,  »  N.  Y.  Week.  Dig.  71;  Mdls  v. 
Starr.  S  Bail.  L.  860. 

And  hi  BurweU  v.  Orr,  84  111.  486,  it  was  held  that 
where  a  note  was  raised  it  will  be  presumed  to  have 
been  altered  by  payee  and  it  could  not  be  collected 
by  a  subsequent  l>ona  fide  indorsee,  and  tbat  the 
whole  was  void:  but  no  oases  were  cited,  and  the 
question  of  nefcligence  was  not  discussed.  See 
Yocum  V.  Smith,  infra. 

And  the  same  was  held  in  Fordyce  v.  Kosminski, 
40  Ark.  40,  on  the  ground  that  the  alteration  was 
oot  made  by  one  standing  in  confidential  relation. 

And  an  accommodation  indorser  not  consenting 
is  released  where  the  drawer  of  a  bill  raised  the 
amount  by  the  oonsent  of  the  holder.  Bachelder 
V.  White,  80  y  a.  100. 

And  where  the  amount  of  a  check  was  expunged 
and  skillfully  raised  after  it  was  issued,  the  de- 
positor was  only  hable  to  the  bank  paying  the 
same  to  the  amount  originally  Inserted.  Hall  v. 
Fuller,  6  Bam.  ft  C.  760, 8  Dowl.  ft  B.  464. 

And  Trapp  v.  Spearman,  8  Bsp.  67,  holds  that  the 
alteration  of  a  note  by  raising  the  amount  renders 
it  void  as  against  the  maker,  but  this  was  not  the 
question  involved  in  the  case. 

But  the  case  of  Toung  v.  Grote,  4  Bing.  258, 12 
Moore,  484,  holds  that  the  drawer  of  a  check  who 
signed  the  same  In  blank  and  left  it  with  his  wife  is 
liable  thereon,  where  his  clerk  fraudulently  altered 
the  same  by  raising  the  amount  after  he  had  filled 
it  out  as  directed  by  the  wife.  This  was  the  leading 
case  on  alteration  of  instruments,  but  It  has  been 
questioned  and  its  authority  denied  in  Bazendale 
V.  Beonett,L.B.  8,Q.B.Dlv.  826,47L.  J.  C.  P.  824, 28 
Week.  Bep.  NO,  19  Alb.  L.  J.  372,  which  was  a  case 
where  a  signed  blank  bill  of  exchange  was  negli- 
grotly  left  in  a  di^awerand  stolen,  and  the  drawer*a 
name  filled  in. 

In  accord  with  Toung  v.  Grote,  suprcL,  a  drawer 
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of  a  check,  which  was  negligently  issued  so  as  to 
be  easily  raised,  will  lose  where  it  is  paid  by  the 
bank.  Halifax  Union  v.  Wheelwright,  44  L.  J. 
Bxoh.  121,  L.  B.  10  Exoh.  188.  82  L.  T.  N.  S.  8(6,  23. 
Week.  Bep.  704. 

So  trustees  under  a  paving  act,  who  negligently 
sign  checks  so  that  they  can  be  easily  raised,  can- 
not hold  the  clerk  who  drafted  them  liable.  Whit- 
more  V.  Wiiks,  2  Car.  ft  P.  864. 

Worrall  v.  Gbeen,  80  Pa.  888,  and  Garrard  v.  Had- 
den,  67  Pa.  82, 6  Am.  Rep.  412,  while  doubting  Young 
V.  Grote,  supra,  held  that  the  obligor  was  only  lia- 
ble to  the  original  amount  as  shown  by  the  paper 
when  executed. 

So  the  maker  of  a  note  will  be  liable  to  a  bona 
fide  holder  where  he  issued  it  so  that  it  was  easily 
altered  and  raised  in  amount,  and  delayed  after 
knowledge  of  the  alteration  to  inform  the  holder, 
who  was  prejudiced  thereby.  Tocum  v.  Smith,  88 
IlL  d21, 14  Am.  Bep.  120.    See  BurweU  v.  Orr,  suprcu 

The  Louisiana  cases  follow  the  civil  law  and  hold 
that  the  obligor  is  still  liable  where  he  was  negli- 
gent in  issuing  commercial  paperso  that  the  amount 
was  raised  without  exciting  suspicion.  Isnard  v.. 
Torres,  10  La.  Ann.  106:  Helwege  v.  Hibemia  Nat. 
Bank,  28  La.  Ann.  620. 

And  the  same  was  held  where  one  Joint  maker 
raised  a  note  without  the  knowledge  of  the  other 
makers  after  all  had  signed  it.  Scotland  County 
Nat.  Bank  ▼.  O'Connel,  23  Mo.  App.  166. 

This  case  holds  that  an  alteration  by  raising  the 
amount  avoids  a  note,  but  under  the  facts  in  this 
case  a  delivery  by  one  maker  of  negotiable  paper 
to  another  maker  to  issue  the  same,  in  a  condition 
to  allow  it  to  be  easily  raised  renders  the  obligors 
liable. 

A  drawer  has  no  cause  of  action  against  a  party 
who  has  bona  fide  received  from  his  drawee  and 
paid  out  the  proceeds  of  a  raised  draft.  The  rem- 
edy is  between  the  drawer  and  drawee,  and  be- 
tween the  drawee  and  the  bona  fide  purchaser. 
National  Bank  of  Commerce  v.  Manufacturers  ft 
T.  Bank,  122  N.  Y.  387, 16  N.  Y.  S.  R.  630.  I.  T. 
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name  of  the  fictitious  person  upon  it,  and  de- 
livered it  t«  a  tbird  person,  who  was  identified 
at  the  bank  of  the  plaintiff,  and  at  whose  re- 

?[uest  the  plaintiff  discounted  the  draft  in  good 
aith,  for  value,  and  without  notice  or  sus- 
picion of  any  alteration  in  it.  The  court  below 
held  that  the  draft  was  a  forgery,  and  imposed 
no  liability  on  the  defendant,  and  this  is  the 
supposed  error  complained  of. 

Before  Sanborn,  Circvit  Juclge,  and  Thayer, 
District  Judge* 

MeasTs,  S.  R«  CockriU  and  George  H. 
Sanders,  for  plaintiff  in  error: 

The  maker  or  drawer  of  a  raised  bill  or  note 
is  liable  to  a  bona  fide  holder  without  notice, 
for  the  raised  amount,  where  the  maker  or 
drawer  has  drawn  the  instrument  in  such  a 
form  as  to  afford  the  holder  the  opportunity  to 
insert  in  spaces  negligently  left  m  the  instru- 
ment, additional  words  and  figures  raising  the 
amount  in  such  manner  as  to  prevent  detec- 
tion. 

Dan.  Neg.  Inst.  §  1405;  Tiedeman,  Com. 
Paper,  §  397;  Byles,  Bills,  328;  Benjamin's 
Chalmer's  Dig.  Bills  &  Notes,  art.  237;  1  Ed- 
wards, Bills,  §  264;  Qarrard  v.  ffadden,  67  Pa. 
82,  5  Am.  Rep.  412;  Leas  v.  WaUs,  101  Pa.  57, 
47  Am.  Rep.  699;  Blakey  v.  Johnson,  18  Bush, 
197,  26  Am.  Rep.  254;  Iron  Mountain  Bank 
ofi:tt.  LauU  v.  Murdoek,  62  Mo.  70;  Ckipital 
Bank  v.  Armstrong,  Id.  69;  Scotland  County 
Nat,  Bank  v.  (TConnel,  23  Mo.  App.  165; 
Johnston  Harvester  Co.  v.  McLean,  57  Wis. 
258;  Seibel  v.  Vaughan,  69  El.  257;  Harvey  v. 
Smith,  55  111.  224;  Helwege  v.  Hibemia  Nat. 
Bank,  28  La.  Ann.  520;  Kvlb  v.  United  States, 
18  Ct.  CI.  580;  Coles  v.  Bank  of  England,  10 
Ad.  &  El.  184;  Ingram  v.  Primrose,  7  C.  B. 
N.  S.  82;  Toung  v.  Orote,  4Bing.  258. 

In  Crawford  v.  West  Side  Bank,  100  N.  Y. 
50,  58  Am.  Rep.  152,  the  reasonable  rule  to 
govern  such  cases  is  stated  with  its  proper 
qualifications  as  follows:  "The  theory  that 
a  party  who  makes  and  issues  commercial 
paper,  properlv  and  carefully  drawn,  to  ex- 
press the  liabilit]^  which  he  intends  to  assume, 
is  chargeable  with  negligence  on  account  of 
the  crimioal  act  of  another  in  altering  it  after 
its  issue,  would  render  him  a  warrantor  against 
such  acts  and  is  repu^ant  to  justice  and  rea- 
son.'' The  qualification  is,  that  in  order  to 
entitle  the  maker  to  the  protection  indicated, 
the  paper  must  be  properly  and  carefully 
drawn. 

When  the  maker  put  the  note  in  circulation, 
it  was  an  invitation  to  the  public  to  purchase 
it  from  the  holder,  with  apparent  title.  The 
alteration  could  not  be  detected,  and  the 
maker  is  estopped  from  urging  his  defense. 

Vocum  V.  Smith,  63  111.  321,  14  Am.  Rep. 
120 

The  principle  which  lies  at  the  foundation 
of  these  actions  I  think,  is,  that  the  maker, 
who,  by  puttine  his  paper  in  circulation,  has 
invited  the  public  to  receive  it  of  any  one  hav- 
ing it  in  possession  with  apparent  title  is 
estopped  to  urge  the  actual  defect  of  title 
against  a  bona  fide  holder. 

Van  Buzer  v.  Botce,  21  N.  Y.  531. 

Justice  as  well  as  the  public  policy,  which 
lies  at  the  foundation  of  the  laws  as  to  com- 
mercial paper,  requires  that  the  loss  shall  fall 
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upon  the  maker  rather  than  on  the  mooceBt 
holder. 

Kedlich  V.  Doll,  54  N.  Y.  286,  18  Am.  Bep. 
578. 

In  Zimmerman  v.  Bote,  75  Pa.  188,  the  court 
says:  "It  is  the  duty  of  the  maker  of  a  note 
to  ^-uard  not  only  hjmself  but  the  poblic 
against  frauds  and  alterations,  by  refosiog  to 
sign  negotiable  paper  made  in  such  a  form  as 
to  admit  of  fraudulent  practices  upon  them 
with  ease  and  without  ready  detection." 

See  also  Halifax  Union  v.  Whedufrigki.  L 
R.  10  Exch.  192;  Espy  v.  First  Nat.  Batik  of 
Cincinnati,  85  U.  S.  18  Wall.  604,  21  L  ed. 
947. 

The  fact  that  the  alteration  amoants  to  a 
felony  is  not  material. 

Bedlich  V.  Doll,  supra, 

Jordan,  who  raised  the  draft  in  this  case, 
was  the  clerk  of  the  drawer. 

None  of  the  cases  avoids  the  altered  paper  in 
the  hands  of  a  bona  fide  holder  where  sucb  ao 
alteration  as  we  have  in  this  case  was  made 
by  the  maker's  clerk.  Their  harsh  doctriQe 
stops  at  the  line  "where  the  alteration  is  made 
by  an  agent,  clerk,  or  confidential  party." 

Garrard  v.  Hadden,  supra;  MeSparreh  v. 
Neeley,  91  Pa.  26;  Halifax  Union  v.  Wheei- 
Wright,  supra. 

The  paper  being  fair  on  its  face,  the  burden 
of  proof  was  on  the  defendant,  tosbowafflima- 
tively  that  the  alteration  was  made  after  iu 
execution  and  delivery. 

Oiet  V.  Cans,  30  Ark.  285;  Chism  v.  To(mtr, 
27  Ark.  108;  Feig  v.  Meyers,  102  Pa.  10;  Ox 
V.  Palmer,  1  McCrary,  481;  Hagan  v.  Mtr 
cfianU  <&  Bankers  Ins,  Co.  81  low^  921;* Hunt- 
ington V.  Finch,  3  Ohio  St.  449:  Beaman  y. 
Russell,  20  Vt.  205,  49  Am.  Dec.  775. 

Messrs.  Dan  W.  Jones  and  W.  S.  He- 
Cain»  for  defendant  in  error: 

If  promissory  notes  were  only  given  by  flrst- 
class  business  men  who  are  skljliul  in  drawing 
them  up  in  the  best  possible  manner  to  prevent 
forgery,  it  might  be  well  to  adopt  the  high 
standard  of  accuracy  and  perfection  which 
the  argument  in  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  in  error 
would  require.  But  for  the  great  mass  of  the 
people  such  a  standard  would  be  altogether 
too  high,  and  would  tend  to  encourage  for- 
gery by  the  protection  it  would  give  to  forged 
paper."^ 

Holmes  v.  Trumper,  22  Mich.  427,  7  Am, 
Rep.  66t. 

The  courts  have  accepted  and  adopted  the 
simple  and  sensible  rule  of  caveat  em^Aor.  No 
man  must  purchase  a  piece  of  negotiable 
paper  unless  he  knows  that  the  holder  is  the 
lawful  owner,  or  unless  it  is  payable  or  IndofBed 
to  bearer. 

Fordyce  v.  Kosminski,  49  Ark,  40;  Green- 
field  Sav.  Bank  v.  StoweU,  128  Mass.  196.  25 
Am.  Rep.  67;  1  Randolph,  Com.  Paper.  §187: 
Buncell  v.  Orr,  84  111,  465;  Knoxtilk  Nat. 
Bank  v.  Clark,  51  Iowa,  264,  88  Am.  Rep.  129; 
Holmes  v,  Trumper,  supra;  Bruce  v.  We^eott, 
8  Barb.  874;  Goodman  v.  Eastman,  4  N.  H. 
455;  Cronkhite  v.  NeMer,  81  lod.  819,  42  Am. 
Rep.  127;  Simmons  v.  Atkinson  d  Lampton 
Co.  69  Miss.  862;  Charlton  v.  Beed,  61  Iowa, 
166,  47  Am.  Rep.  808;  Burrows  v.  Klunk,  3 
L.  R.  A.  576,  70  Md.  461;  Bigelow,  Leading 
Cases  on  Notes  &  Bills,  note  S,  p.  578. 
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In  Angle  v.  Narihv>ettem  L.  Ins,  Co.,  92  U. 
8.  S40,  88  L.  ed.  669,  the  court  save:  "Where 
blanks  exist  in  negotiable  securities,  delivered 
to  another  for  use,  the  custody  of  the  paper, 
under  such  circumstance,  gives  the  custodian 
the  right  to  fill  the  blanks;  but  it  does  not  con- 
fer authority  to  make  any  addition  to  the  terms 
of  the  note;  and  If  an jr  such  of  a  material  char- 
acter, are  made  by  such  a  party  from  whom 
the  paper  was  received,  it  will  avoid  the  note, 
even  in  the  hands  of  an  innocent  holder." 

Etpif  V.  Fint  Nat.  Bank  of  Cincinnati,  86 
U.  8.  18  Wall  e04,  21  L.  ed.  947. 

When  an  agent  undertakes  to  make  a  deal 
In  his  own  name  and  on  his  own  account  with 
his  principal,  that  moment,  and  for  that  trans- 
action, he  ceases  to  be  an  agent  and  becomes 
s  mere  stranger. 

We$t  St.  Louis  dav.  Bank  v.  Shawnee  Coun- 
ty Bank,  96  U.  S.  657,  24  I^  ed.  490;  Mora- 
wetz,  Priv.  Corp.  §  586;  Washington  Bank  v. 
Lewis,  22  Pick.  24. 

It  makes  no  difference  that  the  forgery  was 
committed  by  a  confidential  clerk  oi  the  de- 
positor, who  by  his  position  had  unusual  facil- 
ities for  perpetrating  the  fraud  and  imposing 
the  forged  paper  upon  the  bank. 

Frank  v.  Chemical  Nat.  Bank,  Si's.  Y.  218, 
38  Am.  Rep.  601;  Belknap  v.  National  Bank 
ofNartfi  America,  100  Mass.  876. 97  Am.  Dec. 
lQ6;8hipnian  v.  Bank  of  State  of  New  York,  12 
L.  R.  A.  791,  126  N.  Y.  818;  Bank  of  Ireland 
V.  Smns  Charities,  6  H.  L.  889;  Young  v. 
(jtoU,  4  Bing.  268. 

The  check  was  made  payable  to  Jordan,  who 
indorsed  it  to  one  Frank  H.  Lathrop.  a  ficti- 
tious person,  and  the  indorsement  of  Lathrop. 
through  which  plaintiff  claims,  was  forced. 
If  this  forged  indorsement  be  struck  out,  plain- 
tiff has  no  title.  There  is  no  difference  be- 
tween the  forgery  of  a  fictitious  person's  name 
and  that  of  a  real  person. 

i^ie  V.  Qivens,  5  Ala.  759;  Shipman  v.  Bank 
of  State  of  New  York,  supra;  Armstrong  v. 
hmeroy  Nat.  Bank,  6  L.  R.  A.  826,  46  Ohio 
St  512. 

Sanboni,  Circuit  Judge,  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court: 

There  is  a  decided  conflict  of  authorities  over 
the  question  whether  the  maker  of  commercial 
paper  or  the  innocent  purchaser  of  it  should 
bear  the  loss  resulting  from  a  fraudulent  and 
unauthorized  alteration  in  its  terms  or  amount 
after  its  issuance  and  before  its  purchase,  where 
the  drawer  or  maker  writes  it  so  carelessly  that 
the  alteration  may  be  made  without  exciting 
any  suspicion  of  the  forgery. 

It  is  said  that  the  drawer  should  suffer  the 
loss,  because  his  carelessness  invites  the  for- 

giry,  on  the  principle  that  where  one  of  two 
nocent  parties  must  suffer  from  the  fault  of 
a  third  be  ^all  sustain  the  loss  who  put  it  in 
Uie  power  of  a  third  to  occasion  it.  It  is  said 
that  he  should  bear  the  loss,  because  when  he 
issues  the  paper  he  represents  to  the  commer- 
cial world  that  the  draft  or  note  is  genuine,  and 
because  confidence  in  negotiable  paper  will  be 
lessened  if  makers  are  allowed  to  repudiate  al- 
terations which  they  have  invited.  These  are 
but  some  of  the  reasons  assismed  for  chai^ring 
the  maker  of  the  paper  with  the  loss.  They 
are  good  reasons  for  holding  the  maker  of  ne- 
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gotiable  paper  liable  for  any  loas  of  which  his 
carelessness  is  the  proximate  cause.  If  he 
carelessly  intrusts  checks  or  notes  having 
blanks  therein  that  were  evidently  intended  to 
be  filled,  to  a  third  party,  who  subsequently 
fills  up  and  sells  them,  or  if  he  intrusts  to  a 
confidential  clerk  the  duty  of  filling  the  blanks 
in  notes  or  drafts  he  has  assigned  or  indorsed, 
and  the  clerk  inserts  excessive  amounts,  he 
cannot  defend  against  such  paper  in  the  hands 
of  an  innocent  purchaser,  and  the  reasons  re- 
ferred to  above  fau-ly  apply.  In  such  cases  the 
loss  is  the  natural  and  probable  consequence  of 
his  own  negligence,  a  loss  that  he  might  have 
and  ought  to  nave  foreseen,  a  loss  the  risk  of 
which  he  fairly  assumes  by  bis  own  acts.  But 
when  the  drawer  has  issued  a  drs^t  or  note 
complete  in  itself,  but  in  such  a  form  as  to  be 
easily  altered  without  attracting  attention,  and 
it  is  afterwards  fraudulently  raised  by  a  third 
person,  without  his  knowledge  or  authority, 
and  then  bought  by  an  innocent  purchaser,  it 
is  not  his  negligence,  but  the  crime  of  the 
forger,  that  is  the  proximate  cause  of  the  loss. 
Forgery  and  consequent  loss  cannot  be  said  to 
be  the  natural  or  probable  consequence  of  is- 
suing a  draft  inartiflciall^  drawn.  The  pre- 
sumption is  that  dealers  in  commercial  paper 
are  honest  men,  and  not  forgers,  and  that  such 
paper  will  not  be  changed.  It  will  not  do  to 
say  that  every  one  whose,  negligence  invites 
another  to  commit  a  crime  is  liable  to  a  third 
party  for  the  loss  the  latter  sustains  thereby. 
One' who,  by  carelessly  leaving  a  pile  of  shav- 
ings near  his  house,  invites  another  to  commit 
the  crime  of  arson  that  results  in  the  burning 
of  his  neighbor's  buildings,  is  not  liable  to  his 
neighbor  for  that  loss.  The  farmer  who  neg- 
ligently turns  his  horse  into  the  highway,  and 
thereby  invites  a  thief  to  steal  it,  does  not 
thereby  lose  title  to  his  horse  when  an  innocent 

Surchaser  has  bought  him  of  the  thief.  Nor 
I  there,  in  our  opinion,  any  sound  reason  why 
the  liability  of  the  maker  of  a  promissory  note 
or  bill  of  exchange,  complete  in  itself  when 
issued,  but  subsequently  fraudulently  raised 
without  his  knowled^  or  authority,  should  be 
measured  by  the  facility  with  which  a  third 
person  has  committed  the  crime  of  forgery 
upon  it,  or  why  he  should  be  held  liable  for 
the  loss  resultini^  from  such  a  forgery,  llie 
altered  contract  is  not  his  contract.  His  rep- 
resentation was  not  that  the  forged  contract 
was  his,  but  that  the  original  contract  was  his, 
and  the  rule  caveat  emptor  makes  it  the  duty 
of  the  purchaser  when  he  bu^s  it,  and  not  of 
the  maker,  to  then  see  that  it  is  genuine.  To 
cite  and  attempt  to  distinguish  the  decisions 
upon  this  question  would  be  a  work  of  super- 
erogation. The  authorities  have  all  been  care- 
fully reviewed,  and  the  conclusion  to  which 
we  have  arrived  has  been  reached  in  Holmes  v. 
Trumper,  22  Mich.  427,  7  Am.  Rep.  661,  by 
Mr.  Justice  Cbristiancy,  with  whom  Cliief 
Justice  Campbell  and  Justices  Graves  and 
Cooley  concurred;  in  Greenfield  Sav.  Bank  y. 
Stoweil  128  Mass.  196,  25  Am.  Rep.  67,  by 
Chief  Justice  Gray,  without  dissent  from  any 
meml)er  of  the  supreme  judicial  court  of  Mas- 
sachusetts; in  Burrows  v.  Klunk,  70  Md.  451, 
8  L.  R.  A.  576,  in  Knoxville  Nat.  Bank  v. 
Clark,  61  Iowa,  264,  88  Am.  Rep.  129;  in  For- 
dyce  v.  Kosminski,  49  Ark.  40;  and  in  Goodman 
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y.  Eoitman,  4  N.  H.  465;  while  the  decisions 
in  Simmons  v.  Atkinwn  d  Lampton  Co,  69 
Miss.  862;  Charlton  v.  JUed,  61  Iowa,  166,  47 
Am.  Rep.  808,  and  Angle  v.  Northwestern  L, 
Ins.  Co.  9d  U.  6.  880,  840.  28  L.  ed.  566.  559^ 
are  to  the  same  e£Fect.  This  question  has  been 
much  discussed,  and  the  authorities  differ,  but 
we  think  the  better  reasons,  the  most  forcible 
and  convincing  opinions,  and  the  marked  trend 
of  the  later  decisions  support  the  view  of  the 
court  below. 

But  it  is  said  that  this  case  is  an  exception  to 
the  decisions  and  the  reasoning  to  which  we 
have  referred  because  this  draft  was  raised  by 
the  confidential  clerk  and  em  ploy  6  of  the  banlL^ 
The  answer  is  that  this  was  a  transaction 


between  the  bank  on  one  side  and  Jordan,  the 
clerk,  as  a  purchaser  of  the  draft,  on  the  other. 
Whatever  may  have  been  their  reladoms  io 
other  matters,  in  this  they  dealt  at  arm's  leDgtL 
as  vendor  and  purchaser.  Moreover,  it  wa.« 
not  until  after  the  draft  had  become  a  perfect 
instrument,  had  been  signed  by  the  cashier, 
and  completely  delivered  to  the  pordiaser, 
that  it  was  raised.  Certain!;^  Jordan  was  not 
then  acting  for  the  bank,  or  in  bts  capacity  as 
its  clerk.  The  bank  did  not  employ  or  oonfide 
in  him  to  remit  or  dispose  of  this  draft  after  he 
had  purchased  it.  He  was  then  acting  in  bi& 
own  behalf,  and  using  his  own  proper^. 
The  judgment  bdow  is  aflrmed,  with  cMd. 
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1.  The  ordlnargr  akUl,  knowtodf^*  And 
e&eieiiojr  of  Immo  ball  pl^em  is  aU 
that  is  required  of  a  player  under  a  contract 
of  hiriogr  for  a  deflnlte  time,  which  is  silent  as  to 
the  degree  of  skUl  to  be  poeieeaed. 

8«  A  iieai^  to  alTeet  a  eontraet  must  be  so 
general  and  well  established  that  knowledge  and 
adoption  of  it  may  be  presumed;  and  it  must  be 
oertain  and  uniform. 

S*  A  iieage  or  coetot  for  toaee  ball  etube 
to  diseharye  a  plaver  on  ten  dajrs'  notioe, 
if  he  is  defloieat  in  playing,  oannofc  modify  a  spe- 
cial contraet  for  a  definite  time,— especially  when 
the  player  has  no  leoiprooal  right  to  cancel  the 
contract.  ,  , 

4*  The  amownt  to  be  reeoTored  Ibr  im* 
lawftil  diecharye  of  an  employe  is  the 
contract  price  less  what  may  have  been  paid  him, 
and  also  what  be  has  earned  or  by  due  diligence 
might  have  earoed  during  the  time  covered  by 
the  contract. 

(January  12, 1894.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  of  Baltimore  City  in 
favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover damages  for  alleged  breach  of  contract 
to  pay  plaintiff  for  playing  ball  for  defendant 
during  the  season  of  1892.     Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Rich  St  Bryan,  for  appellants: 

That  the  usage  and  custom  was  proved  by 
one  witness  only  has  been  held  by  the  highest 
authority  to  be  no  objection  to  its  aofmis* 
sibility. 

EobinsonY.  United  States,  SOU.  B.  13  Wall. 
868,  20  L.  ed.  658. 

Where  the  usage  of  a  particular  trade  or 
business  is  well  established,  it  is  as  obliga- 
tory on  the  objects  of  its  operation  as  a  gen- 
eral law. 


Patterson  v.  Crwother,  70  Md.  124. 

The  object  of  proving  a  general  custom 
is  not  to  contradict  or  ctiange  Uie  contrsct 
made  between  the  parties,  but  to  interpret  it 
to  the  court  and  jury  as  it  was  understood 
by  the  parties  at  the  time  it  was  made. 

Hewiti  V.  John  Week  Lumber  Co.  77  Wis. 
556. 

In  Metsner  v.  BoUon,  9  Exch.  518,  a  sales- 
man was  employed  for  a  year,  and  Uiere  was 
a  usage  of  the  trade  to  dismiss  on  three 
montlu*  notice.  The  usage  was  held  to 
modify  the  contract. 

See  also  Given  v.  Charron,  15  Md.  608; 
Lifon  V.  George,  44  Md.  800 ;  FiattensA  r. 
Crowther,  supra;  WilUeMs  r.  Woods,  16  Md. 
255:  WiUiams  v.  Gilman,  8  Me.  276;  Smith 
V.  Wilson,  8  Bam.  &  Ad.  728 ;  Heudit  v.  Jchn 
Week  Lumber  Co.  supra. 

As  the  custom  was  general,  had  been  in 
existence  as  lone  as  there  had  been  sneii  a 
thing  as  professional  base^hall.  and  was  ob- 
served by  all  professional  boae-ball  dubs,  it 
was  not  neoeesarv  to  prove  that  the  plaintiif 
had  any  knowleafe  of  it.  That  knowledge 
will,  if  the  jury  Hod  the  custom  to  have  been 
of  such  ffeneral  and  universal  prevalence,  be 
oresuroed  in  law. 

Lgon  V.  GeofW,  44  Md.  »01 ;  BatUtefOolm' 
bia  V.  Fitzhugh,  1  Harr.  &  G.  248. 

If  it  were  necessary  for  the  jury  to  tod 
actual  knowledge  of  this  custom  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiff,  they  could  infer  such  knoirl- 
edge  from  the  fact  that  he  himself  testified 
that  he  had  been  a  professional  base* ball 
player  for  eight  or  nine  jears,  and  bad, 
among  other  clubs,  plaved  m  the  Philadel- 
phia League  Club  in  ld90. 

Whenever  any  one  accepts  employment 
which  requires  tbie  exercise  of  special  skill 
or  knowledge,  he  impliedly  holds  himself 
out  as  possessing  and  as  agreeing  to  use  that 
degree  of  skill  which  the  employment  de- 
mands. 

Wood,  Mast.  &  B.  S  157 ;  Leatherbeny  r. 
OdeU,  7  Fed.  Rep.  641 ;  Waugh  v.  Shvnk,  20 
Pa.  180 ;  Jones,  Bailm.  91 ;  2  Kent,  Com. 
458 ;  Story,  Bailm.  281 ;  Parlxr  v.  PlaU,  74 


Note.— On  the  effect  of  usaffe  upon  a  ooatraot,  |  Clews  (N.  Y.)  4  L.  R.  A. ««;  Mac  Cnhky  v.  Klorter. 
Bee,  In  connection  with  the  above  case,  notes  to    man  (Or.)  10  L.  R.  A.  786;  Ck>nestOffa  Cigar  Oo.  t. 
NewhaU  v.  Appleton  (K.  T.)  8  L.  R.  A.  859;  Smith  v.  1  Fiuke  (Pa.)  18  L.  R.  A.  488. 
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111.  480;  Lyon  v.  BoOard,  87  U.  8.  20  Wall. 
403,  82  L.  ed.  861. 

On  petition  for  rearffument. 

While  it  is  clear  that  no  castom  can  be 
proved  which  contradicts  the  express  terms 
of  a  written  contract,  it  is  equally  clear  that 
eTidenoe  may  be  introduced  '^to  add  in- 
cidents" to  a  written  contract,  and  to  explain 
its  meaning. 

Hufnjrey  v.  DaU,  7  El.   &  Bl.  274. 

To  tall  within  the  exception  of  repu^:- 
nancy,  the  incident  must  be  such  as,  it  ex- 
pressed in  the  written  contract,  would  make 
It  insensible  or  inconsistent. 

PcMerwn  v.  Crmoth^r,  70  Md.  180. 

A  custom,  not  only  like  the  one  at  bar,  to 
discharge  for  cause  (».  «.,  not  being,  in  the 
opinion  of  the  club*s  manager,  efficient, 
where  if  the  manager  did  not  In  good  faith 
exercise  that  judgment  the  discharge  would 
be  wrongful,  BaUitiwre  db  0.  K  Oo,  v.  Bry- 
don,  66  Md.  198,  57  Am.  Rep.  818),  but  even 
to  discharge  at  will,  would  be  admissible 
where  the  contract  is  for  a  year  or  other  fixed 
period. 

Smith,  Mast  <&S.n92 ;  1  Addison,  Cont. 8th 
ed.  *488;  NieoU  v.  Oreaves,  83  L.  J.  C.  P. 
259;  MOener  ▼.  BoUan,  9  Exch.  517;  JP^rk&r 
V.  Ibbeimm,  4  C.  B.  N.  8.  846;  BardtoM  v. 
ZiegUr,  8  Wash.  84 ;  Bank  of  Columbia  ▼. 
FKteAu^A,  1  Harr.  &  G.  289 :  Hcdmy  v.  Broutn, 
8  Day,  846;  WiUiamB  v.  Wood$,  16  Md.  255 ; 
i^oKman.  v.  Louitia^ha  OypreM  Lumber  Co.  45 
La.  Ann.  — . 

Mr,  4okek  M.  0«il»irl^«'  ^or  appellee. 

Briaeoe» «/.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
coort: 

This  suit  was  brought  for  the  alleged  breach 
of  a  special  contract  of  hirinff.  The  contract 
was  made  and  entered  into  oy  and  between 
the  Baltimore  base  ball  club  of  the  city  of 
Baltimore,  party  of  the  first  part  and  John 
T.  PickeU  of  the  city  of  Chicago  party  of 
the  second  part,  and  is  in  these  words :  That 
''the  said  party  of  the  second  part  agrees  to 
play  ball  for  the  partv  of  the  first  part  for 
the  season  of  1892,  for  the  sum  of  three  thous- 
and ($8,000)  dollars,  with  five  hundred  dol- 
lars advanced  on  the  contract ;  said  sum  of 
five  hundred  dollars  ($500),  to  be  considered 
part  of  the  said  three  thousand  ($8,000)  dol- 
lars above  stated.  Salary  payable  first  and 
fifteenth  of  each  month ;  services  to  commence 
on  the  26th  of  March,  1892,  and  end  on  Octo- 
ber 81,  1892." 

The  appellee,  the  plaintiff  below,  entered 
QpoD  the  services  and  performed  them  until 
the  Ist  day  of  June,  1892,  when  he  was  dis- 
charged or  released.  He  was  paid  five  hun- 
dred dollars  ($500)  advance  monev  and  also 
four  payments  on  account  of  his  salary.  The 
grounds  set  up  for  his  discharge  were  want 
of  skill  and  ability.  The  judgment  was  for 
the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  nas  appealed. 

At  tiie  trial  there  were  ten  exceptions  re- 
served to  the  rejection  by  the  court  of  evi- 
dence offered  by  the  defendant,  the  third, 
ninth  and  tenth  of  which  were  abandoned  at 
the  hearing.  There  were  also  exceptions  to 
the  granting  of  the  first,  fourth,  and  fifth 
28L.R.A. 


pravers  of  the  plaintiff  and  to  the  rejection 
of  the  first,  third,  sixth,  and  eighth  prayers 
of  the  defendant,  and  to  the  instruction  on 
the  part  of  the  court.  These  exceptions  form 
the  basis  of  this  appeal  and  we  will  pass 
upon  them  in  their  regular  order.  There 
were  two  defenses  relied  upon  by  the  ap- 
pellant : 

First,  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  exercise 
that  degree  of  slull  and  efficiency  required 
of  professional  bAe-ball  players  playinfi^  in 
the  league  or  association  to  which  defendant 
belongeci,  and  was  discharged  for  inefficiency. 

Hecondly,  that  there  was  a  universal  and 
well-known  custom  observed  by  all  profes- 
sional base-ball  clubs,  that  the  club  shall 
have  the  right,  on  ten  days*  notice,  to  release 
any  player  who  does  not  come  up  to  the  re- 
quirements of  his  position  and  play  satis- 
factorily ;  that  the  defendant  received  the  ten 
days'  notice  and  was  discharged. 

It  will  be  observed  that  Uie  contract  in 
this  case  was  'a  special  one,  for  a  precise 
period,  definite  in  its  terms,  and  is  simply 
an  ordinary  hiring  under  a  special  contract. 
It  is  entirely  silent  as  to  the  .degree  of  skill 
the  plaintiii  should  possess  in  the  business 
for  which  he  was  employed.  In  the  words  of 
the  contract,  "^he  was  to  play  ball  for  the 
Baltfmore  base- ball  dub)  the  party  of  the 
first  part  for  the  season  of  1892.  "^  Now,  it  is 
a  well-settled  rule  that  the  standard  of  com- 
parison or  test  of  efficiency  is  that  degree  of 
skill,  efflcieocy,  and  knowledge  which  is 
possessed  by  those  of  ordinary  skill,  com- 
petency, and  standing  in  the  particular  trade 
or  business  for  which  they  are  employed. 
And  as  the  contract  provided  for  no  higher 
deme  of  skill  than  this,  none  could  be  re- 
quired. The  supreme  court  of  Pennsylvania 
lays  down  the  doctrine  to  be,  ''where  skill, 
as  well  as  care,  is  required  in  performing 
the  undertaking,  if  the  party  purport  to  have 
skill  in  the  business,  and  he  undertakes  for 
hire,  he  is  bound  to  the  exercise  of  due  and 
ordinary  skill  in  the  employment  of  his  art 
or  business  about  it,  or, "in  other  words,  to 
perform  it  in  a  workmanlike  manner.  In 
cases  of  this  sort  he  must  be  understood  to 
have  engaged  to  use  a  degree  of  diligence  and 
attention  and  skill  adequate  to  the  perform- 
ance of  his  undertaking.  Ordinary  skill 
means  that  degree  which  men  engaged  in 
that  particular  art  usually  employ,  not  that 
which  belongs  to  a  few  men  only  of  extra- 
ordinary endowments  and  capacities.  Waugh 
V.  Skunk,  20  Pa.  138 ;  also,  Harmer  v.  Corne- 
lius, 5  C.  B.  N.  8.  286 ;  Parkei^  v.  Piatt,  74 
111.  482.  This  doctrine  was  fairly  submitted 
to  the  Jury  by  the  first  prayer  of  the  plaintiff 
and  the  fourth  prayer  of  the  defendant,  by 
which  they  were  in  substance  told  that  if 
they  found  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  possess 
aud  exercise  the  skill,  knowledge,  and  ef- 
ficiency possessed  and  exercised  by  other  pro- 
fessional base- ball  players  of  ordinary  skill, 
knowledge,  and  efficiency,  and  that  he  was 
discharged  for  such  reasons,  then  their  ver- 
dict must  be  for  the  defendant.  A  large 
number  of  witnesses,  who  had  been  profes- 
sional base-ball  players  for  six  or  ten  years, 
and  who  had  played  with  the  plaintiff,  tes- 
tified that  they  considered  him  a  good  player. 
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and  that  he  played  an  average  good  game  of 
ball. 

We  pass  now  to  the  second  question  in  the 
case.  The  contention  on  the  part  of  the  ap* 
^pellant  is  that  the  contract  was  made  subject 
to  a  usage  or  custom  that  the  club  had  a  right 
to  cancel  the  contract  and  discharge  the 
player  on  giving  ten  days'  notice  when  the 
player  is  deficient  in  his  playing.  The  eon- 
tract  is  entirely  sil«nt  upon  this  subject,  and 
it  is  not  admitted  that  thei>layer  had  the  re- 
ciprocal right  to  abandon  the  club,  or  to  can* 
eel  the  contract  when  he  deemed  it  proper  or 
right  to  do  so.  We  have  car^ully  examine 
the  testimony  and  And  a  failure  of  proof  to 
establish  any  usage.  The  evidence  was  man- 
ifestly too  vague  and  unmeaning  .to  warrant 
upon  any  principles  the  submission  of  any 
proposition  bas^  upon  it.  The  plaintiff 
testified  ''that  he  had  been  playing  profes- 
sional base- ball  for  the  past  nine  years;  is 
familiar  with  the  rules  of  the  game,  and  had 
signed  contracts  for  professional  clubs ;  that 
he  had  never  signed  a  contract  with  the  ten 
days'  clause ;  that  he  nevet  even  saw  one,  and 
knew  of  no  custom  by  which  a  player  could 
bo  discharged  that  way;  that  nothing  was 
said  about  it  when  he  signed.  The  authori- 
ties all  hold  that  a  usage  to  be  admissible 
must  be  proved  to  be  known  to  the  parties, 
or  be  so  general  and  well  established  thac 
knowledge  and  adoption  of  it  may  l^  pre- 
sumed ;  and  it 'must  be  certain  and  uniform. 
Foley  V.  Mown,  6  Md.  51 ;  Second  Nat.  Bank 
'  of  BalttTnore  v.  WeHem  Nat,  Bank  of  Balti- 
more, 51  Md.  198,  84  Am.  Rep.  900 ;  Citi^em 
Bank  of  Baltimore  v.  Oraffiin,  81  Md.  630,  1 
Am.  Rep.  66 ;  Patiereon  v.  Ch'owther,  70  Md. 
125.  But  conceding  that  there  was  sufl9cient 
evidence  of  the  custom  and  usage  contended 
for  by  the  appellant,  we  are  clearly  of  the 
opinion  that  it  was  not  admissible  to  vary 
the  terms  of  this  special  contract.  The  con- 
tract, as  we  have  said,  is  one  for  a  definite 
term  of  service  and  binding  on  both  parties. 
To  admit  the  usage  would  not  only  destroy 
its  mutuality,  but  vary  its  terms.  The  su- 
preme court  of  Rhode  Island,  in  a  similar 
case  to  the  one  now  under  consideration,  held 
that  a  *"  local  usage  cannot  be  considered  a 
part  of  a  contract  when  it  contradicts  that 
contract. " 

Justices  Durfee  and  Haile,  in  delivering 
the  opinion  of  the  court,  say,  the  contract 
and  usage  cannot  stand  together.  Either  the 
contract  must  prevail  and  make  void  the 
usage,,  or  the  usage  must  prevail  and  make 
void  the  contract.  The  contract  described  in 
this  declaration  is  not  a  contract  made  with 
reference  to  the  usage,  but  against  it.  The 
contract  described  is  to  labor  for  a  year,  but 
the  usage  terminates  it  at  will.  The  con- 
tract is,  by  the  very  fact  of  its  existence,  a 
protest  against  the  usage,  for  it  ceases  to  be 
a  special  contract  the  moment  that  the  usage 
is  made  part  of  it.  A  usage  .which  annuls 
such  a  contract  cannot  be  given  in  evidence,  < 
without  subverting  the  well-settled  rule, 
that  usa^  inconsistent  with  a  contract  can- 
not be  given  in  evidence  to  affect  it.  Sweet 
V.  Jenkine,  1  R.  I.  147,  86  Am.  Dec.  343. 
And  to  the  same  effect  is  the  case  of  I^ftere  v. 
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Staisdey,  court  of  queen's  bench,  where  Cki^ 
Juetiee  Cockbum  holds  that  the  contFKt  be- 
ing for  one  week  certain,  the  custom,  even 
if  proved,  could  not  control  it.  15  L.  T.  X. 
8.  375;  also  Smith  v.  Sheridan,  33  N.  T.  8. 
R.  38.  The  same  rule  has  been  estaUiahed 
by  this  court  in  a  number  of  cases.  fbJty  t. 
Mason,  and  Oititene  Bank  of  Baltinwn  t. 
Oraffiin^  eupra;  Susquehanna  Fertilizer  Co.  t. 
White,  66  Md.  453,  59  Am.  Rep.  186;  Pta- 
tereon  v.  Orowther,  eupra;  First  Nat.  Bank  of 
Baltimore  v.  Taliaferro,  73  Md.  165. 

It  follows  then  from  this  view  of  the  case, 
that  there  was  no  error  by  the  court  ia  grant- 
ing the  plaintiff's  fourth  and  fifth  prayers, 
which  were  to  the  effect  that  there  was  no 
evidence  of  any  usage  by  which  the  plaiotiif 
could  be  discharged  before  the  end  of  the 
contract  period  without  sufiScient  cauM,  and 
the  exclusion  from  the  jury  of  all  evidowe 
offered  to  show  the  existence  of  such  a  osage. 
The  first  prayer  of  the  defendant,  relatire  to 
the  existence  of  the  usage,  was  jxoperly  re- 
jected. The  third,  sixth,  and  eighth  {nayos 
of  the  defendant  were  properly  rejected,  for 
(he  reasons  we  have  heretofore  given.  The 
first  prayer  granted  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tiff Was  correct,  and  contained  the  law  upon 
that  branch  of  the  case.  We  have  examined 
all  the  exceptions,  and  discover  no  error  of 
which  the  appellant  has  a  right  to  complain. 

The  first,  second,  fifth,  sixth,  and  seventh 
exceptions  to  the  admission  of  evideitee  are 
substantially  the  same  and  present  the  ques- 
tion as  to  the  degree  of  skill  required  of  the 
plaintiff  in  the  pmormance  of  his  duty.  The 
evidence  was  properly  rejected  beotuse  it 
tended  to  exact  or  to  establish  a  higher  de- 
gree of  skill  than  that  contemplated  by  the 
contract.  The  appellant  was  not  a  member 
of  the  national  league  at  the  time  the  con- 
tract was  entered  inpo  on  November  14,  1S91, 
it  did  not  become  such  until  January,  1602. 
This  testimony  was,  therefore,  immaterial 
and  irrelevant.  The  fourth  exception  was  to 
the  refusal  of  the  court  to  allow  the  follow- 
ing question  to  be^  answered :  ''C^n  ^ou  tell 
whether  or  not  there  was  any  public  com- 
plaint by  the  patrons  of  the  manner  in  which 
Mr.  Picket  filled  his  position. '  It  is  unneoefi- 
sary  to  pass  upon  the  exception,  as  the  wit- 
ness afterwards  substantially  answered  the 
question  proposed,  and  the  benefit  of  his  an- 
swer. The  remaining  exception  was  to  the 
instruction  of  the  court  as  to  the  measure  of 
damages.  This  prayer  instructed  the  joir 
that  if  they  found  for  the  plaintiff  he  was 
entitled  to  recover  the  contract  price,  ]es» 
such  sums  as  may  have  been  paid  to  him,  and 
also  less  such  sums  as  he  eanied  or  by  the 
exercise  of  due  diligence  might  have  earned 
in  the  line  of  his  business,  during  the  re- 
mainder of  the  period  ooveved  by  the  ooo- 
tract.  We  thinR  this  was  unexoeptioiiable, 
and  is  the  law  laid  down  by  this  court  in 
Cumberland  A  P.  R.  Go.  v.  Skuk,  45  Md. 
161.  Finding  iio  error  and  the  whole  case 
having  been  fairly  submitted  to  the  jury  the 
judgment  will  be  afflnned. 
Judgment  afirmed. 

Rehearing  denied. 
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1.  Credits  flluywn  hy  boc»ks  of  aee<niat 
and  trial  iMUaape*  are  not  taa|^blo 
propeiptjr  whioh  oan  be  miide  subjeot  to  levy 
under  attachment  by  aeisure  of  the  booki  and 
papers,  since  theie  are  not  60  intimately  con- 
nected with  the  demands  charged  therein  that 
their  seisure  Is  equivalent  to  the  seizure  of  such 
demands. 

8.  Attur ao J  ■  who  bavo  mUnmed  the  proo- 
en  of  tbe  eoart  by  eaneJng  a  writ  of 
attachment  known  to  them  to  be  ut- 
terly*  Told  to  iesae  for  the  purpose  of  ob- 
taininff  custody  of  the  books  and  private  papers 
of  tbe  defendant  for  the  purpose  of  founding 
subsequent  proceedings  upon  them  and  for  In- 
qoiattorlal  purposes,  will  be  compelled  to  sur- 
render such  books  and  any  copies  containing 
evidence  taken  firom  such  books  and  papers  and 
to  make  proof  that  they  have  surrendered  the 
whole  so  that  it  may  not  be  used  by  them  or  any 
one  else. 

8.  Mawlamne  will  lie  to  compel  a  Jndge 
to  set  aside  an  order  denying  a  motion  to 
compel  attorneys  to  surrender  books  and  papers 
and  copies  made  therefronu  obtained  under  an 
abuse  of  a  writ  of  attachment,  by  its  use  as  a 
search  warrant  for  evidence. 

(December  SB,  1808.) 

PETITION  for  a  writ  of  mandamus  to  com- 
pel respondent  to  set  aside  an  order  deny- 
ing relator's  motion  to  compel  tbe  attorneys 
for  plaintiff  in  the  case  of  (^vett  v.  Rosenthal 
to  surrender  copies  of  papers  which  they  were 
alleged  to  have  procured  by  an  abuse  of  the 
process  of  court.     Granted. 

Tbe  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opin- 
ion. 

Me$fn.  Bnnker  it  Carpenter*  for  re- 
lator: 

The  books  of  account,  trial  balances  and 
private  papers  of  Rosenthal  Bros,  were  not 
attachable  under  the  laws  of  this  state. 

Thompson  v.  Tft^muu,  11  Mich.  276. 

One  who  begins  by  attachment  begins  only 
an  ordinary  suit,  it  is  a  means  designed  to 
secure  the  creditor  by  the  sequestration  or 
holding  of  property  to  await  the  Judgment, 
and  out  of  the  property  so  held  the  Judgment 
is  to  be  satisfied.  In  other  respects  a  suit  in 
attachment  does  not  differ  in  any  regard  from 
any  other  suit.  Any  property  subject  to  ex- 
ecution may  be  attached. 

King  y.  HvbbeU,  42  Mich.  602. 

Books  of  account,  trial  balances  and  the 
private  papers  of  individaals  are  not  subject 
to  levy  on  execution  or  attachment. 

Drake,  Attachm.  4th  ed.  %  249;  Freem. 
Executions,  §§  110,  112;  Perry  v.  Big  Bap- 


id$,  67  Mich.  146;  DaH  t.  Woodhause,  40 
Mich.  899,  29  Am.  Rep.  544;  Bradford  y. 
OiUetpi^,  8  Dana,  67;  Oyttead  y.  JS/ied,  12 
Mass.  506. 

The  plaintiffs  could  not  haye  been  benefited 
by  attaching  tbe  books.  There  was  no  value 
in  them  per  m.  They  could  not  be  seized 
on  attachment  or  sold  on  execution. 

8Ut)en$  v.  Gladding,  58  U.  8.  17  How.  451, 
16  L.  ed.  156;  8tephen$  y.  Cody,  55  U.  S.  14 
How.  581.  14  L.  ed.  529;  Banker  v.  Cald- 
well, 8  Minn.  94;  People  v.  Wayne  County 
Auditors,  5  Mich.  228. 

Such  proceedings  as  we  complain  of  here 
have  been  under  die  ban  of  the  English  com- 
mon law  since  the  days  of  the  Stuarts. 

Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  864-873. 

Search  warrants  were  never  recognized  by 
the  common  law  as  process  which  might  be 
availed  of  by  individuals  in  the  course  of 
civil  proceedings  or  for  the  maintenance  of 
any  mere  private  right  but  their  use  was  con- 
fined to  the  case  of  public  transactions  insti- 
tuted and  pursued  for  the  suppression  of 
crime  and  the  detection  and  punishment  of 
criminals. 

Cooley,  Coqst.  Lim.  o.  872,  note  I;  Bobin- 
eon  y.  Biehardeont  1^  Orav,  456. 

The  creditor  is  entitled  to  seizure  only  in 
satisfaction  of  his  debt.  To  that  end  he  is 
not  entitled  to  rnmmaffe  through  the  books 
and  private  papers  of  the  debtor  in  order  to 
make  evidence  for  himself  or  others. 

Bntick  Y.  Carrington,  2  Wils.  275 ;  Boyd 
y.  United  States,  116  U.  8.  616-641,  29  L.  ed. 
746-754 ;  DelafoiU  v.  State,  16  L.  R.  A.  500, 
54  N.  J.  L.  881 ;  Bergman  v.  DettUhach,  H 
How.  Pr.  46. 

Messrs.  Brown  it  Lovelace  for  respond- 
ent. 

Lon^*  «/.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

Relator  is  garnishee  defendant  in  a  cause 
pending  in  the  Muskeffon  circuit  court,  in 
which  Sam  Rosen wald.  Julius  Rosen wald, 
and  Julius  Weil  are  plaintiffs,  and  Sol  Ros- 
enthal and  Sam  Rosenthal  are  the  principal 
defendants.  Tbe  principal  cause  was  com- 
menced by  writ  of  attachment  issued  out  of 
the  circuit  court,  and  the  garnishee  proceed- 
ings are  based  thereon.  After  the  writ  of 
garnishment  was  served.  Bunker  &  Carpenter, 
as  attorneys  for  the  garnishee  defendant,  en- 
tered a  motion  in  the  cause  for  an  order  rea  air- 
ing Norris  J.  Brown  and  George  S.  Lovelace, 
attorneys  for  the  plaintiffs  in  the  original 
suit,  to  deliver  up  to  defendant's  counsel  all 
copies  taken  by  them,  or  either  of  them,  of  the 
books  of  account,  trial  balances,  and  private 
papers  of  the  firm  of  Rosenthal  Bros. ,  com- 
posed of  Sol  and  Sam  Rosenthal,  the  princi- 
pal defendants,  and  severally  to  make  oath 
that,  at  the  time  of  such  delivery,  such  copies 


NonL— The  above  dedsioa  strikingly  shows  the 
power  of  a  court  to  prevent  any  advanta«e  beluff 
taken  of  a  party  by  Wrongful,  use  of  process.  While 
■  precedent  for  the  decision  is  cited  the  case  is  suffl- 
tkntly  novel  to  attract  attention  and  we  know  of 
no  mention  of  the  subject  in  any  hiw  text*book  or 
22I-.B.A. 


treatise.  Quite  slmila  r  to  it  in  many  respects  is  the 
case  of  Simmons  Hardware  Co.  v.  Waibel  (8.  Dak.) 
11  L.  R.  A.  967,  in  which  a  surrender  of  copies 
wrongfully  obtained  was  ordered  although  in  that 
case  the  copies  had  been  obtained  by  collusion  with 
an  agent  and  not  by  uae  of  process. 
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embraced  all  that  said  Brown  &  Lovelace,  or 
either  of  them,  believed  existed,  and  that 
said  Brown  &  Lovelace  b^  several! v  re- 
strained from  using  in  any  wav  the  nooks 
and  papers  attached  in  the  principal  f)roceed- 
ing,  or  from  disclosing  their  contents,  or 
contents  of  the  copies  taken  from  them,  for 
the  purposes  of  this  case,  or  for  any  other 
purpose  whatever  for  the  reasons :  (1)  Be- 
cause the  books  of  account,  trial  balances,  and 
private  papers  are  not  attachable,  under  the 
laws  of  this  state ;  (2)  because  said  Hmwn 
&  Lovelace  who  examined  the  attached  books, 
trial  balances,  and  papers,  and  true  copies 
thereof  were,  and  each  of  them  was,  guilty 
of  an  abuse  of  their  powers  and  duties  as  offi- 
cers of  the  court,  and  of  the  process  of  the 
court;  (8)  because  said  Brown  &  Lovelace 
used  the  process  of  the  court  for  an  unlawful 
purpose;  (4)  because  the  sheriff  of  the  county 
exceeded  his  authority,  and  was  guilty  of  an 
abuse  of  his  powers  and  duties,  in  permitting 
said  Brown  &  Lovelace  to  make  an  examina- 
tion of  the  books  and  papers  so  attached,  and 
to  take  copies  therefrom ;  (5)  because  said 
examination  was  made,  and  said  copies  were 
taken,  while  said  books,  trial  balances,  and 
papers  were  in  the  possession  of  the  sheriff 
of  said  county,  who  then  held  them  under 
an  authorized  seizure  by  virtue  of  a  writ  of 
attachment  then  in  his  hands.  This  motion 
is  based  upon  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Lovelace 
and  of  the  sheriff,  given  in  the  case  of 
George  B.  Clueti  et  al.  v.  Oatee  L.  Rosenthal, 
garnishee  of  Sol  and  Sam  Rosenthal,  an  ab- 
stract of  which  is  filed  in  the  cause,  and 
upon  an  exhibit  introduced  in  evidence  in 
said  last-named  case,  the  same  beinff  a  cir- 
cular letter  written  by  said  Brown  £  Love- 
lace to  the  creditors  of  the  firm  of  Rosenthal, 
Bros.,  and  upon  certain  affidavits  filed,  and 
files  and  records  in  this  cause.  The  motion 
was  heard  in  the  court  below,  and  denied. 
Mandamus  is  asked  to  compel  the  court  to 
set  aside  the  order  denying  the  motion,  and 
to  grant  the  order  asked. 

It  appears  that,  prior  to  the  issuing  of  any 
writ  of  attachment  against  Rosenthal  Bros., 
they  had  executed  a  cmittel  mortgage  to  Gates 
L.  Rosenthal,  the  garnishee  defendant  here. 
Proceedings  were  taken  to  foreclose  that  mort- 
gage :  and  the  stock  of  goods  and  other  prop- 
erty which  it  covered,  amounting  to  about 
$30,000,  were  bid  in  by  Gates  L.  Rosenthal 
who  claimed,  at  the  time  attachment  pro- 
ceeding were  commenced,  to  be  in  posses- 
sion. Brown  &  Lovelace,  having  a  claim  in 
their  hands  not  ^et  due,  sued  out  a  writ  of 
attachment  on  said  claim,  placing  it  in  the 
hands  of  the  sheriff  of  the  county,  who  en- 
tered the  store  where  the  properties  were  sit- 
uate, and  which  Gates  L.  Rosenthal  claimed 
to  be  in  possession  of,  and  seized  and  took 
'  Qto  his  possession  certain  moneys,  books  of 

^  l^nt,  paid  and  canceled  checks,  trial  bal- 
and  other  books  and  papers.    He  took 
"books  to  the  county  jail,  and  there  per- 
ked Brown  So  Lovelace,  who  were  plain- 

xfs'  attorneys  in  the  writ,  to  examine  them, 
and  to  take  copies  from  them.  After  this 
was  done,  the  property  so  attached  was  re- 
turned to  the  store  and  the  attachment  pro- 
ceedings discontinued.  It  is  admitted  by 
22L.R.A. 


Brown  &  Lovelace  that  they  knew  that  this 
writ  of  attachment  could  not  be  sustained  if  a 
motion  was  made  for  its  dissolution,  as  the  ac- 
tion was  brought  upon  a  debt  not  yet  due, 
and  no  sufficient  showing  had  been  made  in 
the  affidavit  to  sustain  such  a  writ.  Brown 
&  Lovelace,  having  obtained  certain  frets 
from  the  examination  of  the  books  and  papers 
of  Rosenthal  Bros.,  sued  oot  a  seooiia  writ 
of  attachment  in  the  eircnit  court  for  Mnske- 
gon  county  in  favor  of  George  Q.  Olnett 
against  Rosenthal  Bros.,  and  caused  a  writ 
of  garnishment  to  issue  against  Gates  L 
Rosenthal.  That  cause  was  beard  in  the  cir- 
cuit court,  and  is  now  pending  in  this  comt 
upon  appeal.  In  that  case,  in  order  to  es- 
tablish the  plaintiff's  claim  that  Rosenthal 
Bros,  had  made  a  fraudulent  mortgage,  and 
to  show  that  Gates  L.  Rosenthal  had  proper- 
ties and  effects  in  his  hands  belonging  to 
the  principal  defendants,  Mr.  Lovelace  was 
called  as  a  witness,  and  was  permitted  to 
testify  to  certain  facts  whi<^  he  foond  bvan 
examination  of  these  books  and  papers.  Upon 
his  cross-examination  in  that  case,  it  appears 
that  he  took  copies  ef  such  books  and  papen, 
including  trial  balances.  It  is  for  the  sur- 
render of  such  papers  and  copies  so  taken 
that  this  application  was  made  to  the  court 
below 

In  the  ClvHt  Ca$e,  Mr.  Lovelace  testified 
fully  as  to  what  examination  he  made,  and 
that  after  such  examination  he  was  in  a  po- 
sition to  make  an  affidavit  under  the  law  for 
the  issuing  of  a  writ  of  attachment.  From 
Mr.  Ijovelace's  testimony,  it  is  quite  appar- 
ent that  Brown  &  Lovelace  knew  the  first 
writ  of  attachment  could  not  be  sustabed 
under  the  affidavit  upon  which  it  was  baaed, 
and  that  the  first  writ  was  used  for  tiie  purpoee 
of  getting  evidence  upon  which  to  ground  aob- 
sequent  writs.  No  return  was  ever  made  to 
this  first  writ,  but  on  the  contrary  the  snit 
was  discontinued,  and  the  writ  withheld,  as 
soon  as  the  evidence  was  obtained.  It  is  true 
that  Brown  &  Lovelace  deny  that  the  writ 
was  issued  for  the  nurpnee  of  getting  this 
information,  but,  whether  it  was  issued  for 
that  purpose  or  not,  it  was  so  used.  In  the 
order  to  show  cause,  the  circuit  Judge  makes 
a  return  in  which  he  says  that  up<m  the  trial 
of  the  CluMi  Cam  an  objection  was  made  to 
the  introduction  in  evidence  of  the  contents 
of  the  books  of  Rosenthal  Bros.,  but  that 
such  evidence  was  allowed,  and  that  the  Jury 
in  that  cause  found  adversely  to  the  relator; 
that  in  the  present  case  the' writ  of  attach- 
ment was  sued  out  by  Thomas  C.  Clark,  u 
attorney  for  plaintiffs,  and  that  Brown  & 
Lovelace  were  thereafter  substituted  in  his 
stead.  It  is  further  returned  that  it  appears, 
upon  a  hearing  of  the  motion,  tiiat  the  books 
and  papers  claimed  to  have  been  Inspeeted 
were  mortgaged  by  Sol  and  Sam  Rosenthal 
to  relator,  as" trustee  for  himself  and  other 
creditors,  before  said  attachment,  and  which 
mortgage,  if  valid,  was  in  force  at  the  time 
said  property  was  attached,  and  that  relat<^ 
had  no  rights  or  interests  in  tiie  books  and 
papers,  except  such  as  he  ofbCalned  by  vid 
mortgage,  and  that 'such  books  and  papers 
were  the  property  of  Sol  and  Sam  Roseathal, , 
and  constituted  a  part  of  a  large  anoont  of 
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property  attached.*  The  return  further  sets 
forth  that,  upon  the  hearing  of  the  motion, 
xelator  made  no  showine  that  plaint iffn  would 
use  or  attempt  to  use  the  evidence  as  to  the 
•contenta  of  these  books  and  papers  upon  the 
trial  of  said  cause,  wherein  relator  was  in- 
terested, and  that  it  did  not  appear  that  re- 
lator was  entitled  to  the  copies  of  the  books 
ATkd  papers  taken  by  Brown  <&  Lovelace. 
From  all  the  evidence  the  court  determined 
that  the  writ  of  attachment  was  issued  in 
^ood  faith,  and*  executed  in  good  faith,  and 
that  there  was  no  abuse  of  the  process  of  the 
<»an,  and  that  Brown  «&  Lovelace  ought  not 
to  be  compelled  to  surrender  such  copies,  or 
to  make  the  oath  asked. 

The  return  nowhere  denies  that  the  mort- 
■i^ge  bad  been  foreclosed,  and  the  property 
bid  in  by  Gates  L.  Rosenthal.  This  fact  ap- 
I)ear8  from  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Lovelace, 
and  is  nowhere  contradicted.  But  it  is  as- 
sumed, not  only  that  the  mortgage  is  void, 
but  that  the  sale  was  also  void,  and  there- 
fore relator  had  no  right  to  possession,  such 
■assumption  being  ba«ed  upon  the  facts  ob- 
tained by  the  use  of  the  first  writ  of  attach- 
ment. We  think  there  is  conclusive  evidence 
that  the  facts  obtained  by  Brown  <&  Lovelace 
are  a  part  of  the  case,  and  the  foundation  of 
the  case  in  hand.  The  only  question  involved 
is,  Has  there  been  an  abuse  of  the  process  of 
the  court?  Can  parties  be  permitted  to  take 
«L  writ  of  attachment,  knowing  it  to  be  in- 
valid and  issued  upon  an  affidavit  confessedly 
defective,  and  attach  property  under  it  which 
is  not  subject  to  levy,  and  gain  information 
or  eviden<»  upon  which  to  base  a  proper 
writ,  and  sustain  that  writ  by  such  means? 
It  is  said  by  coutfsel  for  plaintiffs  in  the 
writ,  who  appear  here  to  defend  the  action, 
that  it  is  an  effort  to  have  this  evidence  ad- 
judged incompetent,  and  for  this  reason  re- 
atrain  its  use,  and  thus  anticipate  a  ruling 
of  the  court  below  thereon  in  advance  of  a 
trial,  and  without  any  showing  that  it  will 
be  offered.  This  is  not  the  point  in  issue 
here,  and  does  not  reach  the  question  in- 
volved. The  claim  is  that  the  process  of  the 
court  has  been  abused,  in  that  a  writ  of  at- 
tachnent  utterly  void,  and  known  to  be  void 
by  the  attorneys  causing  its  issue,  and  who 
are  officers  of  the  court,  has  been  used  to  ob- 
tain evidence  for  the  purpose  of  founding 
subsequent  proceedings  upon,  and  for  in- 
quisitorial purposes ;  that,  this  being  so,  the 
evidence  thus  obtained  is  not  competent  for 
Aaj  parpose,  and  the  parties  having  posses- 
sion of  any  copies  containing  such  evidence 
are  bound  to  surrender  them,  and  make  proof 
that  they  have  surrendered  the  whole  there- 
of, so  that  it  may  not  be  used  by  them,  or 


any  ooe  else ;  and  that  they  have  no  right  to 
tiie  possession  of  such  evidence.  In  this  we 
think  counsel  for  relator  is  conect.    These 


books  of  account  and  trial  balances  are  not 
property  of  such  tangible  character  that  they 
can  be  made  subject  to  such  levies.  They 
may  be  evidences  of  debt,  but  their  seizure 
is  not  the  attaching  or  seisure  of  the  debt  it- 
self. They  are  not  so  intimately  connected 
with  the  demands  chArged  therein  that  the 
seisure  of  the  books  is  equivalent  to  the  seiz- 
ure of  the  demand,  and  there  is  no  means  by 
^L.R.A. 


which  these  demands  can  be  transferred  by  a 
direct  levy  and  sale.  Freeman,  Executions, 
§  112;  Cam.  v.  AbeU,  6  J.  J.  Marsh.  476; 
ThamM  v.  Thomas,  2  A.  E.  Marsh.  480; 
Wier  V.  Davis,  4  Ala.  442 ;  Carlos  v.  AnsUy, 
8  Ala.  900 ;  fforton  v.  Smith,  Id.  73,  42  Am. 
Dec.  628.  In  Dart  v.  Woodhouse,  40  Mich. 
309,  29  Am.  Rep.  544.  it  was  held  that  a  set 
of  manuscript  abstract  books  were  not  sub- 
ject to  levy  and  sale  on  execution.  In  Pgrry 
V.  Big  Ba/pids,  67  Mich.  146,  it  was  held  that 
''such  abstract  books  have  no  intrinsic  value, 
and  are  not  taxable.**  In  Drake  on  Attach- 
ment (4th  ed.  g  249),  it  is  said:  ** Where 
property  is  of  such  a  nature  that  an  attach- 
ment  ox  it  would  produce  a  sacrifice  and 
rreat  injury  to  the  defendant,  without  bene- 
fiting the  plaintiff,  it  is  not  attachable. 
Such  is  the  rule  in  relation  to  defendant's 
private  papers,  or  his  books  in  which  his  ac- 
counts are  kept.  Much  less  would  an  attach- 
ment be  considered  to  create  a  lien  on  the 
accounts  contained  in  the  books;"  citing 
Bradford  v.  OiUespie,  8  Dana,  67.  In  Dart 
V.  Woodhoyse,  supra,  Mr.  Justice  Campbell 
said :  **  It  would  be  very  absurd  to  hold  that 
books  could  be  seized  and  sold  on  execution, 
which  after  the  sale  the  purchaser  could  not 
use.**  It  is  conceded  that  these  books  and 
papers  seized  were  not  of  any  value,  in  them- 
selves. Mr.  Lovelace  says  they  were  not  of 
much  value,  except  as  evidence.  In  People 
V.  Wayne  County  Auditors,  6  Mich.  223,  it 
was  held  that  a  levy  on  a  warrant  drawn  by 
the  board  of  auditors  is  not  sublect  to  levy 
on  execution.  In  Bradford  v.  QiUespie,  supra, 
it  was  held  that  a  return  on  an  attachment 
of,  "  Levied  upon  an  account  book,  the  prop- 
erty of  defendant, "  will  not  authorize  a  judg- 
ment. As  before  stated,  the  real  gist  of  the 
complaint  here  is  not  that  property  was  levied 
upon  which  was  not  subject  to  levy,  but  the 
use  which  was  made  of  the  process  of  the 
court.  It  is  seen  that  the  attachment  was 
void,  and  was  levied  upon  property  not  sub- 
ject to  levy,  yet  the  parties  responsible  for 
it — officers  of  the  Court— are  permitted  to  use 
the  evidence  thus  obtained.  If  the  writ  had 
been  valid,  and  the  property  taken  under  it 
had  been  subject  to  levy,  it  was  the  dutv  of 
the  sheriff  **  to  safely  keep  the  same  to  satisfy 
any  judgment  that  may  be  received  by  the 
plaintiff'  in  such  attachment."  How.  Stat. 
^  7990.  Instead  of  doing  this,  the  writ  was 
used  as  a  search  warrant  for  evidence,  and, 
having  obtained  the  evidence  sousht,  the 
books  were  returned.  Had  the  defendants 
been  charged  with  a  crime,  it  would  have 
been  necessary,  in  order  to  obtain  a  writ 
which  would  accomplish  what  was  accom- 
plished here,  to  show  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  court  that  probable  cause  existed,  which 
showing  must  nave  been  supported  bv  oath 
or  affirmation,  the  place  particularly  de- 
scribed, and  a  description  of  the  property  to 
be  searched  for  or  seized  have  been  set  forth 
with  exact  particularity.  ^  Search  warrants 
were  never  recognized  by  the  common  law  as 

Srocess  which  might  be  availed  of  by  in- 
ividuals  in  the  course  of  criminal  proceed- 
ings, or  for  the  mainteaance  of  any  mere 
private  rights ;  but  their  use  was  confined  to 
the  case  of  public  transactions  instituted  and 
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pursued  for  the  suppression  of  crime,  and 
the  detection  and  punishment  of  criminals. " 
Ckwlev,  Const.  Lim.  0th  ed.  p.  878.  Article 
6,  §  26,  of  our  own  state  constitution,  pro- 
vides :  **  The  person,  houses,  papers  and  pos- 
session of  every  person  shall  be  secure  from 
unreasonable  searches  or  seizures.  No  war- 
rant to  search  any  place  or  to  seize  any  per- 
son or  things  shall  issue  without  describing 
them,  nor  without  probable  cause  supported 
by  oath  or  affirmation.''  Here  the  parties 
were  charged  with  no  crime,  ^et  upon  a  void 
process— one  which  the  parties  causing  its 
issue  confessedly  knew  to  be  void— a  levy  is 
made  upon  propertv  not  subject  to  seizure, 
and  copies  made  thereof;  and  these  copies 
are  now  held  by  these  officers,  and  have  act- 
ually been  permitted  to  be  used  in  one  case 
as  evidence,  and  in  the  present  case  ^re  the 
foundation  upon  which  the  writ  was  issued. 
But  one  case  has  been  called  to  our  attention 
where  such  a  proceeding  has  before  'been  at- 
tempted. In  Bergman  v.  DetUebaeh,  11  How. 
Pr.  46,  it  appears  that  a  deputy  sheriff,  under 
an  attachment,  levied  upon  certain  books, 
papers,  letters,  and  correspondence  of  a  part- 
nership. It  was  held  that  under  the  New 
York  statute  the  books  of  a  partnership  were 
subject  to  levy,  but  letters  and  correspond- 
ence were  not  among  those  authorized  to  be 
taken.  It  was  said :  **  As  the  whole  proceed- 
ing on  the  part  of  the  deputy  in  examining 
the  books  and  papers  is  grossly  irregular,  an 
order  must  be  made  that  the  regular  books 
of  account  of  the  firm,  and  its  notes,  policies 
of  insurance,  and  all  other  securitieft  and 
vouchers,  be  safely  kept  by  the  sheriff  under 
lock  and  key,  witnout  power  on  the  part  of 
such  deputy  or  any  other  person,  except  the 
defendants,  to  look  into  or  examine  the  same, 
except  under  the  special  order  of  the  court, 
to  be  made  on  notice  to  the  defendants. "  It 
was  further  said  :  "  All  other  papers,  of  every 
name  and  description,  taken  by  such  deputy, 
and  all  translations  qr  copies  of  such  transla- 
tions, if  any,  of  the  books,  letters,  vouchers, 
or  papers,  must  be  delivered  up  forthwith  to 
the  defendants'  attorneys;  and,  to  insure  the 
same,  such  delivery  must  be  made  under  an 
affidavit  to  be  made  by  such  deputy,  by  the 
plaintiffs,  and  their  attorneys  and  counsel, 
that^  at  the  time  of  such  deli  very,  such  copies 
embraced  every  translation  or  copy  of  such 
translation  or  copy  of  such  original  which 
the  deponent  knows  of  or  believes,  or  has  any 
reason  to  believe,  exists;  and  the  plaintiffs, 
and  their  attorneys,  agents,  and  counselors, 
are  hereby  restrained  from  in  any  way  using 
such  original  books  and  papers,  or  using  or 
disclosing  the  contents  of  such  copies,  in  any 
manner  whatsoever,  except  by  special  order 
of  the  court.  This  order  must  be  complied 
with  forthwith."  The  process  of  courts  of 
justice  can  never  be  used  for  inquisitorial 
purposes  or  for  oppression,  and  such  use  be 
sustained.  If  such  a  practice  should  be  coun- 
tenanced, no  man*s  private  papers  would  be 
free  from  search  or  seizure. 

Ths  writ  must  be  granted  ae  prayed. 

The  other  Justices  concur. 
22L.R.A. 
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The  equal  prtvtlag—  or 
eitifleas  mre  not  Ttolated  bjr  wohllril*^ 
tny  tho  bwrin—  of  a  barber  on  Buodaj  an- 
der  greater  penaltJcy  than  thoee  impoeed  upon 
other  bofliness,  or  because  ao  exoepdoa  is  made  as 
to  those  who  oonsoieDtlouslj'  observe  the  aeveDtlL 
day  of  the  week  as  the  Sabbath,  nor  Is  such  a  slsi- 
ute  invalid  as  class  legislation. 

(Tebroary  SBQ,  ISM.) 

ERROR  to  the  Recorder's  Court  of  Detroit 
to  review  a  judgment  convicting  defend- 
ant of  unlawfully  engaging  in  the  basiiie8i> 
of  a  barber  on  Sunday.     Affirmed. 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 
Mr,  George  F.  Robleon  for  plaintiff  in 
error. 

Mr.  A.  A.  ElUe,  AUy-Gtn.,  with  Memn, 
Allan  H.  FraMr,  Proe.  Atty.,  and  Or- 
mnnd  F.  Haat*  Aui.  Prae.  Atty.,  for  de- 
fendant in  error : 

All  Sunday  laws  are  police  reguIatioQ8» 
and  the  prevention  of  a  trespass  is  the  in- 
variable purpose  of  a  police  regulation. 
Therefore,  it  is  unquestioned  that  noisy 
trades  and  amusements  and  other  like  dis- 
turbances, may  be  prohibited  on  that  day  in 
complete  conformity  with  the  limitations  of 
police  power. 

State  V.  Baltimore  cfe  0.  R,  Co.  15  W.  Vs. 
862,  86  Am.  Rep.  808. 

But  there  is  a  constitutional  reason  why 
the  prohibition  of  labor  en  Sunday  should 
be  extended  to  other  than  noisy  trades  and 
employments. 

Tiedeman,  Pol.  Powers,  pp.  181,  182; -Er 
parU  JSemnan,  9  Oal.  520 ;  JSIp parU  Andrew, 
18  Cal.  678 ;  Ex  parte  Burke,  59  Cal.  6.  See 
also  Ex  parte  Koeer,  60  Cal.  177 ;  ffufrer  ?. 
StaU,  10  Ark.  259. 

Laws  public  in  their  object  may  extend 
to  all  citizens  or  be  confined  to  particular 
classes. 

Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  5th  ed.  pp.  482,  483; 
Story,  Const.  5th  ed.  g  1961. 

The  14th  Amendment  to  the  Constitution 
of  the  United  States  means  that  no  person  or 
class  of  persons  shall  be  denied  the  same  pro- 


Note.— The  constltutJonaUty  of  a  Sundar  Isw  is 
attacked  In  the  above  case  on  ffrounda  somewhAt 
different  from  thoee  considered  in  Jxtowwikd  t. 
9TATK,  post,  72L  The  question  of  class  levMaMoa 
or  of  equal  privileireB  and  Immunities  of  dtinw 
is  here  the  basis  of  attack,  but  even  the  dot  of 
discrimination  in  respect  to  penalties  between 
barbers  and  other  persons  is  lield  not  to  tske  Oe 
case  out  of  the  general  rule,  which  upholds  Sundsy 
regulations. 

Ab  to  what  constitutes  an  unoonstitutioDal  dis- 
crimination  between  citiiens,  see  note  to  LoaisvUIe 
Safety  Vault  A  T.  Oo.  v.  LohisviUe  ft  N.  B.  Co.  (Ky.> 
14  L.  R.  A.  579. 

As  to  what  constitutes  Sunday  labor  wbieta  if 
prohibited,  see  note  to  Quarles  v.  State  (Ark.)  M  L. 

K.  A.  na. 
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tection  of  the  lawi  which  is  enjoyed  by  other 
persons  or  other  classes  in  the  same  place, 
and  under  like  circumstanoea. 

MimniH  ▼.  LewU,  101  U.  S.  81,  25  L.  ed. 
992. 

The  provision  in  the  amendment  lust  re- 
ferred to  does  not  prohibit  the  legislature 
from  making  laws  applying  only  to  certain 
classes  or  localities. 

Staughter-Houm  Cam;  88  U.  8.  16  Wall. 
36.  21  L.  ed.  894 ;  Strands  y.  West  Virginia, 
100  U.  S.  808,  25  L.  ed.  664. 

The  distinction  between  this  kind  of  leg- 
islation and  class  legislation,  so  called,  is 
very  clearly  stated  by  Judge  Gooley  in  his 
work  on  Constitutional -Limitations,  at  page 
483. 

Uniformity  of  laws  is  attained  by  their 
operation  upon  all  persons  in  like  situations. 

louta  Bailroftd  Land  .Co.  ▼.  lioper^  89  Iowa, 
112 ;  United  States  Egp,  Co,  v.  EUywn,  28 
Iowa,  870:  McAuniek  v.  Mis$i$tippi  <ft  M. 
Riter  B,  Co.  20  Iowa,  888 ;  Haskel  v.  Bur- 
lington,  80  Jowa,  282 ;  Alexandria  v.  Ikarmon, 
2  Sneed,  104;  Davie  ▼.  State,  8  Lea,  876; 
Brooke  ▼.  Hvde,  87  Cal.  866 ;  Bsople  y.  Judge 
of  Twelfth  Diet.  17  Cal.  554.  See  also  Ex 
parte  Smith  and  Bx  parte  Keating,  88  Cal. 
702;  Be  parte  Burke,  59  Cal.  6. 

Cooley  on  Constitutional  Limitations,  6th 
ed.  page  584,  says :  "The  Jew  who  is  forced 
to  respect  the  first  day  of  the  week  when  his 
conscience  requires  of  him  the  observance  of 
the  seventh  also,  may  plausibly  urge  that 
the  law  discriminates  against  his  religion, 
and  by  forcing  him  to  keep  a  second  Sabbath 
in  each  week,  unjustly,  though  by  indirec- 
tion, punishes  him  for  his  belief.  ^ 

We  have  not  found  any  decision  in  the 
state  of  Michigan  which  purports  to  show 
that  it  has  ever  been  contendea  in  this  state 
that  the  above  provision  of  the  Michigan 
statutes,  making  exception  in  favor  of  those 
classes  who  observe  the  seventh  day  of  the 
week,  is  unconstitutional. 

Johns  V.  StaU,  78  Ind.  882,  41  Am.  Rep. 
577. 

Is  the  work  of  a  barber  one  of  necessity? 
It  has  been  held,  both  in  England  and  this 
country,  it  is  not. 

PhiUips  V.  Innes,  4  Clark  &  F.  284;  Com. 
V.  Waldman,  11  L.  R.  A.  568,  140  Pa.  89; 
Com.  V.  Dextra,  148  Mass.  28:  Com.  v. 
Jaeobvs,  1  Pa.  Legal  Gaz.  Rep.  491. 

Whether  or  not  shaving  is  a  work  of  neces- 
sity, the  opening  of  barbier  shops  as  such  are 
not  necessary,  within  the  meaning  of  the  law ; 
and  if  the  legislature  sees  fit  in  its  discretion 
to  enact  additional  legislation  in  furtherance 
of   the  same   design    it  may  lawfully  do 

BO. 

&ate  V.  Femandee,  89  La.  Ann.  588 ;  Com. 
y.  Matthews,  18  L.  R.  A.  761,  152  Pa.  166; 
Merchants  Wharf  Boat  Asso.  v.  Wood,  64 
Miss.  661,  60  Am.  Rep.  76 ;  People  v.  Moses, 
65  Hun,  161 ;  Neuendorff  v.  Duryea,  69  N* 
Y.  557,  25  Am.  Rep.  285 ;  LindenmuUer  v. 
Pm)U,  88  Barb.  548. 

The  question  of  how  far  these  restrictions 
should  be  carried  is  for  the  legislature,  not 
for  the  courts. 

lAberman  v.  State,  26  Neb.  464. 
2SL.R.A. 


lEoiiiipon«rx*  •/•>  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court: 

1.  The  respondent  was  convicted  of  a  vio- 
lation of  the  provisions  of  Act  No.  148  of 
the  Public  Acte  of  1808,  and  the  sole  question 
presented  for  our  consideration  is  whether 
the  act  in  question  is  constitutional.  The- 
act  provides:  **That  it  shall  be  unlawful 
for  any  person  or  persons  to  carry  on  or  en- 
gage m  the  art  or  calling  of  hair  cutting, 
shaving,  hair  dressing  and  shampooing^  or 
in  any  work  pertaining  to  the  trade  or  busi- 
ness of  a  barber,  on  the  first  day  of  the  week, 
commonly  called  Sunday,  except  such  per- 
son ur  persons  shall  be  employed  to  exercise 
such  art  or  calling  in  relation  to  a  deceased 
Derson  on  said  day.  Sec.  2.  That  it  shall 
be  unlawful  for  any  such  person  or  persona 
to  keep  open  their  shops  or  places  of  busi- 
ness aforesaid,  on  said  first  day  of  the  week. 
comm<mly  called  Sunday  for  any  of  the  pur- 
poses mentioned  in  section  one  of  this  act  t 
provided,  however,  that  nothing  in  this  act 
shall  apply  to  persons  who  conscientiously 
believe  the  seventh  day  of  the  week  should 
be  observed  as  the  Sabbath  and  who  actually 
refrain  from  secular  business  on  that  day.  "^ 

It  is  urged  that  the  act  is  invalid  because 
it  conflicts  with  article  6  of  section  82  of  the 
Constitution  of  this  state,  which  provides, 
among  other  things,  that  no  person  shall  be 
deprived  of  life,  liberty,  or  property  with- 
out due  process  of  law,  and  for  the  further 
reason  that  it  is  in  conflict  with  the  Four- 
teenth Amendment  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States,  which  provides  that  **no  state 
diall  make  or  enforce  any  law  which  shall 
abridge  the  privileges  or  immunities  of  the 
citizens  of  the  United  States :  nor  shall  any 
state  deprive  any  person  of  life,  liberty,  or 
property  without  due  process  of  law,  nor 
deny  to  any  person  within  its  jurisdiction, 
the  equal  protection  of  the  laws.  ^  It  is  con- 
ceded that  the  state,  in  the  exercise  of  ita 
police  power,  has  the  right  to  enact  Sunday 
laws,  and  that  it  also  has  the  right  to  provide 
for  the  regulation  and  restriction  of  those 
engaged  in  an  employment  which,  in  and  of 
itself,  may  prove  harmful  to  the  community, 
such  AS  the  1  iquor  traffic.  But  it  is  contended 
that  the  business  of  conducting  a  barber  shop 
is  not  uf  this  class,  and  that  it  is  in  the  nat- 
ure of  class  legislation  to  prohibit  this  busi- 
ness under  more  severe  penalties  than  those 
provided  for  the  conduct  of  other  legitimate 
business  on  Sunday.  We  do  not  deem  the 
act  in  question  open  to  such  objection.  B^ 
class  legislation,  we  understand  such  lesris- 
lation  as  denies  rights  lo  one  which  are  ac- 
corded to  others,  or  inflicts  upon  one  individ- 
ual a  more  severe  penalty  than  is  imposed 
upon  another,  in  like  case,  offending. 

In  Cooley  on  Constitutional  Limitationa 
(page  482),  it  is  said:  "^Laws  public  in 
their  objects  may,  unless  express  constitu- 
tional provision  forbids,  be  either  general  or 
local  in  their  application.  They  may  em- 
brace many  sublects  or  one,  and  they  may 
extend  to  all  citizens,  or  be  confined  to  par- 
ticular classes,  as  minors  or  married  women, 
bankers  or  tnuiers,  and  the  like.  .  .  . 
The  leflrislature  may  also  deem  it  desirable 
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to  prescribe  peculiar  rules  for  the  several  oc- 
cupations, and  to  establish  distinctions  in 
the  rights,  obligations,  duties,  and  capacities 
of  citizens.  The  business  of  common  car- 
riers, for  instance,  or  of  bankers,  may  require 
special  statutory  regulations  for  the  general 
benefit ;  and  it  may  be  matter  of  public  pol- 
icy to  give  laborers  in  one  business  a  specific 
lien  for  their  wages,  when  it  would  be  im- 
practicable or  impolitic  to  do  the  same  for 
persons  engaged  in  some  other  employments. 
If  the  laws  be  otherwise  unobjectionable,  all 
that  can  be  reauired,  in  these  cases,  is  that 
they  be  eeneral  in  their  application  to  the 
class  or  locality  to  which  they  apply ;  and 
they  are  then  public  in  character,  and  of  their 
propriety  and  policy  the  legislaturs  must 
judge."  In  Liberman  v.  State,  36  Neb.  464, 
an  ordinance  of  the  city  prohibited  the  keep- 
inir  open  of  any  business  house,  bank,  store, 
saloon,  or  office,  excepting  telegraph  offices, 
express  offices,  photograph  galleries,  railroad 
offices,  telephone  offices,  hotels,  restaurants, 
cigar  stores,  eating  houses,  ice-cream  parlors, 
drujg;  stores,  etc.  It  was  contended  that  the 
ordinance  was  open  to  the  objection  that  it 
did  not  operate  upon  all  citizens  alike ;  that 
the  respondent  was  compelled  to  close  his 
place  of  business  on  Sunday,  while  drug 
stores,  tobacco  houses,  and  others  in  competi- 
tion in  business,  were  not  required  to  do  so. 
But  the  court  held  the  act  valid.  In  the 
present  case  it  may  have  been  the  jud&:ment 
of  the  legislature  that  those  engaged  in  the 
particular  calling  were  more  likely  to  offend 
against  the  law  of  the  state  providing  for 
Sunday  closing  than  those  engaged  in  other 
callings.  If  so,  it  became  a  question  of 
policy  as  to  whether  a  more  severe  penalty 
should  not  be  provided  for  engaging  in  that 
particular  business  on  Sunday  than  that  in- 
flicted upon  others  who  refuse  to  celise  from 
their  labors  one  day  in  seven. 

2.  Another  question  which  naturally  pre- 
sents itself,  but  which  has  not  been  discussed 
by  respondent's  counsel  is  whether  the  law 
is  open  to  the  objection  that  it  is  class  legis- 
lation, for  the  reiMson  that  those  who  observe 
the  seventh  day  of  the  week  as  the  Subbath 
are  excepted  from  its  provisions. 

It  has  been  held  in  one  case  Qhrewport  v. 
Levy,  26  La.  Ann.  671,  21  Am.  Rep.  568, 
that  such  a  provision  is  unconstitutional 
because  it  discriminates  between  religious 
sects.  But  we  find  that  such  an  exception 
to  the  general  statute  of  this  state  relative  to 
the  observance  of  Sunday  has  been  in  force 
since  1846.  See  How.  Anno.  SUt.  ($  2021, 
And  while  this  question  has  never  been  di- 
rectly passed  upon,  the  validity  of  the  act  in 
question  has  been  assumed  in  a  large  number 
of  cases. 

A  similar  question  was  raised  in  Jifhrn  v. 
State,  78  Ind.  882,  41  Am.  Rep.  577,  and  it 
was  held  not  to  conflict  with  a  provision  of 
the  constitution  which  reads :  **The  general 
assembly  shall  not  ja^rant  to  any  citizen,  or 
to  any  class  of  citizens,  privileges  or  im- 
?2L.aA, 


munities  which,  upon  the  same  terms,  shtll 
not  belong  equally  to  all  citizens.'  It  was 
said :  **  The  f ramers  of  the  statute  meant  to 
leave  it  to  the  consciences  and  judgments  of 
the  citizens  to  choose  between  the  first  and 
seventh  day  of  the  week.  One  or  the  other 
of  these  days,  they  must  refrain  from  com- 
mon labor.  Which  it  shall  be  is  to  be  de- 
termined by  their  own  oonscienoes.  It  wag 
not  the  purpose  of  the  lawmakers  to  compel 
any  class  of  conscientious  persons  to  abstain 
from  labor  upon  two  days  in  every  week.' 
The  supreme  court  of  Ohio  has  f^one  so  far 
as  to  hold  that  a  statute  which  did  not  ooo- 
tain  such  an  exception  was  for  that  leaKm 
unconstitutional.  See  Cincinnati  v.  Biee,  15 
Ohio,  225 ;  Gantan  v.  IfiH,  9  Ohio  St  439. 

The  better  reason  for  maintaining  the  po- 
lice power  to  prohibit  citizens  from  engaging 
in  secular  pursuits  on  flinnday  is  the  necessitj 
of  such  regulation  as  a  sanitary  measure.  Ai 
to  those  employments  which  are  noiselesB. 
and  harmless  in  themselves,  and  oondactcd 
in  a  manner  not  calculated  to  offend  those 
who,  from  religious  scruples,  observe  Sun- 
day as  the  Lord^s  day,  this  necessity  appears 
to  be  the  only  valid  source  of  leeislative 
power;  and  this  is  based  upon' the  tact  that 
experience  has  demonstrated  that  one  da? 'a 
rest  is  requisite  for  the  health  of  most  in- 
dividuals, and  not  all  individuals  poaaesi  the 
power  to  observe  a  day  of  rest  of  their  own 
volition.  As  is  well  said  by  Mr.  Tiedeman: 
"  If  the  law  did  not  Interfere,  the  feverish, 
intense  desire  to  acquire  wealth,  so  thor- 
oughl  V  characteristic  of  the  American  nation, 
woula  ultimately  prevent,  not  only  the  wage 
earners,  but  likewise  the  capitalists  and  em- 
ployers themselves,  from  yieldin|[  to  the 
warnings  of  nature,  and  obeying  the  instiacta 
of  self-preservation,  by  resting  periodicallT 
from  labor,  even  if  the  mad  pursuit  of  wealth 
should  not  warp  their  Judgment  and  destroy 
this  instinct.  Remove  the  prohibition  of 
law,  and  this  wholesome  sanitary  regulation 
would  cease  to  be  observed.  **  Tiedeman,  Pol. 
Powers,  181. 

In  Cooley  on  Constitutional  Limitatiiffs 
(page  477),  it  is  said:  ^It  appears  to  us 
that,  if  the  benefit  of  the  individual  is  alone 
to  be  considered,  the  argument  against  the 
law  which  he  may  make  who  has  already 
observed  the  first  day  of  the  week  is  unsn- 
swerablu.  The  obligation  to  cease  from  sec- 
ular pursuits  on  one  day  of  the  week  does 
not  discriminate  either  in  his  favor  or  against 
him." 

We  think  the  statute  under  consideration 
is  within  the  police  power  of  the  state,  and 
not  in  conflict  with  any  express  provision  of 
the  constitution,  and  that  it  does  not  conflict 
with  the  Fourteenth  Amesdment  of  the  Goo- 
stitotion  of  the  United  States.  It  follows  that 
the  etnmeticn»thould  he  ajlrmed,  and  the  case 
remanded,  with  directions  to  the  reoorder  to 
proceed  to  Judgment. 

The  other  Justices  concur. 


laos. 


Odlin  y,  Woodkuff. 
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Arthur  r.  ODLIN,  AppL, 
«. 
Selh  WOODRUFF,  Tai  Collector   of   Or- 
ange County. 

cnFbLiao.) 

*If  *taz  collactor  seiaea  personal  prop- 
ertjrto  enfbroea  tax  leTtod  under  ma 

*Headnote  by  Taylor,  J. 


aet  thai  Is  naconstiiatloaal,  such  seizure 
would  be  a  txiespaaB  for  the  redress  of  which  there 
is  ample  remedy  at  law.  A  court  of  equity  has 
no  jurisdiction  to  restrain  a  treapasB  upon  per- 
sonal property  except  in  rare  cases  where  the 
property  has  some  peculiar  intrinsic  value  to  the 
owner  that  could  not  be  compensated  In  money. 
Hie  case  of  Taung  r,  Thomasy  17  Fla.  16e«  involv- 
ing the  confltltutioDallty  of  a  lioenae  tax  on  law- 
yers, approvingly  referred  to. 

<January8l«  18B8.) 


iiOTm.—lnjunction  to  restratn  the  coKectton  of  Uleval 
taxes, 

Qenerdl  doctrine  against. 

Upon  this  question  the  courts  are  not  barmoni- 
cus  in  their  opinions,  which  are  to  some  extent  ir- 
reconcilable. 

Generally  speaking  relief  is  refused  upon  the 
ground  that  to  grant  it,  except  in  extreme  cases, 
would  be  an  interference  with  the  powers  of  gov. 
emment  leading  to  grave  and  serious  consequencesi 
as  stopping  the  collection  of  revenue  without 
which  no  government  can  exist. 

Tniunctlon  is  tlie  strong  arm  of  equity,  that  never 
ought  to  be  extended  unless  to  cases  of  great  In- 
jQiy,  where  courts  of  law  cannot  afford  an  ade- 
quate or  commensurate  remedy  in  damages.  Bona- 
parte V.  Camden  &  A.  B.  Go.  Baldw.  906, 2ia 

The  power  to  tax  is  vested  in  the  sovereign  au- 
tlKxrity  of  the  state,  no  constitutional  govern- 
ment can  exist  without  it;  its  exercise  is  essential 
to  the  very  existence  of  the  state  government. 
Linton  V.  Athens,  58  Ga.  888. 

All  regular  governments  subsist  by  means  of 
taxes,  which  are  assessed,  levied,  and  collected  un- 
der laws  necessarily  stringent  and  summary,  in  or- 
der to  insure  prompt  payment.  It  is  therefore 
cbvlooa  that  the  courts  should  not  Interfere,  by 
injonctloo,  with  the  regular  working  of  these  laws, 
unless  an  injury  to  the  oltiaen  will  be  thereby  in- 
ilicted,  for  which  he  has  no  other  adequate  rem- 
edy. Parmley  v.  St. Louis,!. M. Ik 9. B. Co. 8 DiU. la 

It  does  not  belong  to  the  Jurisdiction  of  chancery, 
as  a  court  of  equity,  to  review  or  control  the  deter- 
mination of  supervision,  but  the  review  and  cor- 
rection of  ail  errors,  mls^kes,  and  abuses  in  the 
exerdse  of  the  powers  of  siibordfhate  public  Juris- 
dictions, and  in  the  official  acts  of  putilic  officers, 
belong  to  the  supreme  conrt,  and  have  always  been 
a  matter  of  legal  and  not  ot  equitable  cogninnoe. 
Kagee  v.  Cutler.  48  Barb.  288;  Mooers  v.  Smedley, 
6  Johns.  Gb.  88,  81.  2  L.  ed.  48,  M:  WiggiiM  v.  New 
Tork,  9  Paige,  18, 4  L.  ed.  liOl;  Heywood  v.  Buffalo, 
14  N.  T.  584;  Susquehanna  Bank  v.  Broome  County 
Supra.  25  N.  T.  814. 

Bquity  cannot  look  into  the  proceedings  of  sub- 
ordioate  tribunals  of  special  or  local  Jurisdictions 
with  a  view  to  setting  them  aside  If  void  at  law,  or 
'^r  the  purpose  of  staying  or  restraining  such  pro- 
ceedings. Thatcher  v.  Dueenbury,  D  How.  Pr. 
8B;  Bouton  v.  Brooklyn*  15  Barb.  875. 

The  policy  of  the  law  is  against  the  granting  of 
an  injonccion  to  prevent  the  colleotton  of  taxes, 
the  wheete  of  government  being  liable  to  be  stopped 
thereby.    Messeck  v.  Columbia  County  Suprs.  50 

Barb.  190.  •  * 

Ko  court  of  equity  wlD  allow  its  injunction  to 
issue  to  restrain  their  action,  except  where  it  may 
be  neceasaryto  protect  the  rights  of  the  citizen 
whose  property  is  taxed  and  he  has  no  adequate 
remedy  by  the  ordinary  processes  of  the  law. 
Bows  V.  Chicago,  78  U.  8. 11  Wall.  106,  80  L.  ed.  85; 
Milwaukee  v.  Koeffler,  lie  U.  8. 819. 89  L.  ed.  61S. 
33L.R.  A. 


The  court  does  not  sit  to  cotreot  errors  or  mis- 
takes of  law,  and  cannot  attempt  to  prevent  any 
more  than  will  redress  all  wrongs.  Frost  v.  Flick, 
lDak.188. 

Judicial  interference  is,  as  a  general  rule,  denied 
in  the  collection  of  state  taxes.  Georgia  Code, 
laeeS;  Decker  v.  McGowan,  50  Oa.  806;  Georgia  Mut. 
L.  Asso.  V.  McGowan,  Id.  81L 

Its  use  rests  In  the  sound  discretion  of  the  court. 
Cutting  V.  GUbert,  5  Blatohf.  269. 

Where  the  tax  is  assessed  in  the  ordinary  way, 
and  unaccompanied  by  any  circumstances  of  pecu- 
liar injury,  relief  will  not  lie,  even  though  the  act 
authorizing  the  tax  be  unconstitutional.  McCoy  v. 
Chliicothe,  8  Ohio,  870. 17  Am.  Dec  607;  Mechanics 
ft  T.  Branch  of  State  Bank  v.  Debolt,  1  Ohio  St.  601; 
Exchange  Bank  of  Columbus  v.  Hinea,  8  Ohio  St  1. 

There  can  be  no  interference  where  the  conse- 
quences would  be  only  a  trifle  less  serious  and  in- 
jurious by  allowing  the  tax  to  be  collected.  Hark- 
ness  V.  Board  of  Public  Works,  1  McArth.  USl. 

Where  the  hiw  is  constitutional  although  the 
powers  under  it  may  be  irreferular  or  erroneous, 
equity  will  not  Interfere  by  way  of  injunction,  the 
remedy  at  law  being  complete.  Livingston  v.  Hoi- 
lenbeck,  4  Bsrb.  9. 

If  the  assessment  be  illegal  or  unconstitutional, 
its  payment  cannot  be  enforced,  and  the  plain- 
tiff cajDnot  anticipate  his  defense  to  a  suit  at  law 
by  application  for  injunction.  Blake  v.  Brooklsm. 
88  Barb.  801. 

The  same  was  the  ruling  of  the  court  in  Hoboken 
Land  ft  Imp.  Co.  V.  Hoboken,81N.J.fiq.462,where 
the  plaintiffs  sought  relief  upon  the  ground  that 
they  were  exempt  under  the  Act  of  1874  (Pub  Laws 
1874,  p.  408)  although  they  did  not  deny  liability  to 
taxation  as  to  other  moneys. 

But  when  relief  was  sought  against  the  sale  of 
real  estate  for  delinquent  taxes,  the  owner  hav- 
ing sufficient  personal  property,  the  court  granted 
an  injunction.    Abbott  v.  Bdgerton,  68  Ind.  195. 

So  equity  has  interfered  where  the  property  was 
not  subject  to  taxation.  Dlinois  Cent.  K.  Co.  v. 
McLean  County,  17  Di.  SOL 

Bven  to  prevent  the  assessment  and  collection 
of  a  tax  about  to  be  levied  under  color  6f  a  public 
law.  But  in  all  such  cases  it  is  upon  some  peculiar 
ground  of  equity  Jurisdiction.  Hoaghind  v.  Dela- 
ware Twp.  17  N.  J.  Bq.  100. 

Courts  of  equity,  and  particularly  the  federal 
courts,  sitting  in  equity  in  the  states,  exercise  great 
cantkm  in  interfering  with  the  collection  of  rev- 
enues by  the  states,  or  their  public  or  municipal 
agencies.  Union  Pac.  B.  Co.  v.  Lincoln  County,  8 
DIU.  879. 

Foundation  of  fwriadfetion. 

The  fundamental  law  of  the  land  must  be  violat- 
ed. Linton  v.  Athens,  68  Ga.  688:  Cummiags  v. 
Merchants  Nat.  Bank  of  Toledo,  101  U.  8. 168,  85  L. 
ed.908. 

The  very  groundwork  of  taxation  must  be  af- 
fected.   Kaehler  v.  Dobberpuhl,  60  Wis.  480. 
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APPEAL  hy  plafntifF  from  a  decree  of  the 
Circuit  Court  for  Orange  County  In  favor 
of  defendant  in  an  action  brought  to  enjoin  de- 
fendant from  enforcing  the  collection  of  a  li- 
cense tax.    Ajfirmed. 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Mr,  Arthur  F*  Oolln  in  propria  permma 
for  appellant. 

Mr,  William  B.  IiMBJir»  Atiy-Oen.,  tot 
appellee. 


Taylor,  J,,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  fourteenth  suhdivision  of  section  9  of 
chapter  4010,  Laws  approved  June  10,  1891^ 
provides  as  follows:  "All  dentists  and  lawyers^ 
practicing  tbeir  profession  in  the  state  of  Flor- 
ida, shall  pay  to  the  tax  collector,  in  the  coun- 
ties where  their  office  is  located,  a  license  tax 
of  ten  dollars."  The  same  section  in  express 
terms  prohibits  any  person  from  engaging  in 


An  estabUehed  principle  of  taxation  must  have 
been  yiolated  so  as  to  inour  probable  aotoal  Injus- 
tloe.  Warden  y.  Fond  du  Lac  County  Suprs .  14  Wis. 
618. 

The  right  must  be  clear,  the  injury  impending  or 
threatened,  so  as  to  be  averted  only  by  the  protect- 
ing preventive  of  injunction.  Bonaparte  v.  Gam- 
den  k  A.  B.  Co.  Baldw.  SOK,  218.  • 

It  must  be  shown  that  the  tax  is  not  such  an  one 
as  the  duty  of  a  oiOaen,  defined  and  regulated  by 
law,  requires  him  to  discharge.  Frost  v.  Flick,! 
Dak.U». 

As  in  the  case  of  an  illegal  disorimination.  Bv- 
ansville  Nat.  Bank  v.  Britton,  105.U.  8.  OS, »  L.  ed. 
1068:  HUls  v.  NaUonal  Albany  Exch.  Bank,  106  U. 
8. 819,  S6  L.  ed.  lOSS;  WaUing  v.  Michigan,  116  U.  8. 
446,»L.ed.691. 

The  danger  of  a  substantial  loss  must:  be  shown, 
without  laches  or  fault  upon  the  phUntilTs  part. 
Warden  v.  Fond  du  Lac  County  Suprs.  aupra. 

The  tax  must  be  clearly  illegal,  or  the  powers  of 
the  tribunal  clearly  exceeded,  or  the  taxpayer^ 
rights  violated,  and  there  must  be  no  other  remedy. 
Allegany  County  Comrs.  v.  Union  Min.  Co.  of  Alle- 
gany County,  61  Md.  6A6;  Frost  v.  FUok,  mpra; 
McClure  v.  Owens,  21  [owa,  188. 

8uch  proceedings  ^ust  be  shown  to  lie  against 
conscience.  Mann  v.  Onondaga  Union  Free  School 
Dist.  No.  2  Board  of  Education.  Ml  How.  Pr.  289; 
Warden  v.  Fond  du  Iac  County  Suprs.  U  Wis.  618; 
Missouri  River  Ft.  8.  ft  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Morris,  7  Kan. 
210, 281:  Mills  V.  Oleason,  11  Wis.  470,  78  Am.  Dec.  721. 

The  reasons  must  be  imperative.  Arnold  v.  Mid- 
dletown,  89  Conn.  401. 

There  must  be  the)  clearest  grounds.  Dodd  v. 
Hartford,  26  Conn.  288. 

The  tax  must  be  illegal  and  void.  Delphi  v. 
Bowen,  61  Ind.  29. 

And  such  that  the  complainant  ought  not  to  be 
required  to  pay.  Conway  v.  Toun]dn,28  Iowa, 
296;  Cook  County  v.  Chicago,  B.  ft  Q.  R.  Co.  86  III. 
460;  Warden  v.  Fond  du  Lac  County  Suprs.  ffupra; 
Miltimore  v.  Rock  County  Suprs,  16  Wis.  10;  Bond 
V.  Kenosha,  17  Wis.  284. 

The  cases  must  not  be  ordinary  but  extraordi- 
nary.   Chicago,  B.  ft  Q.  R.  Co.  V.  Frary,  22  HI.  84. 

They  must  be  extreme.  Rowland  v.  First  School 
Dist.  of  Weston,  42  Conn.  80. 

No  matter  whether  the  property  to  be  protected 
be  real  or  personal.  Ihid.;  Waterbury  Sav.  Bank 
V.  Lawler,  46  Conn.  218. 

Some  special  equities  must  be  shown.  Oreene  v. 
Mumford.  Simmons  v.  Mumford,  6  B.  1. 472, 73  Am. 
Dec.  79;  Sherman  v.  Leonard,  10  R.  1. 470;  St.  Mary*8 
Church  v.  Tripp,  14  R.  L  810. 

Clear  legal  or  equitable  rights  and  well  grounded 
apprehension  of  immediate  Injury  thereto  must  be 
shown.    Crawford  v.  Bradford,  28  Fla.  404. 

Fradtical  operatimi  ofprindplat, 

a.  Reeognized  heads. 

Bvery  case  must  be  brought  within  some  of  the 
recognized  heads  of  eq ultable  interference.  Mont- 
gomery V.  Sayre.  65  Ala.  604;  Alabama  Gold  Life 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Lett,  64  Ala.  489;  State  Railroad  Tax 
Cases,  92  U.  8.  67S,  28  L.  ed.  668;  Hannewinkle  v. 
Qeorgetown,  82  U.  S.  16  Wall.  647, 21 L.  ed.  281;  Shel- 
82L.R.A, 


ton  V.  Piatt,  189  U.  S.  6(0,  86  L.  ed.  274;  nnioo  Pac. 
R.  Co.  V.  Cheyenne,  118  U.  8.  516, 28  L.  ed.  108B;  Oe- 
Tier  V.  New  York,  12  Abb.  Pr.  N.  8.  340;  Sutqoe- 
hanna  Bank  v.  Broome  County  Suprs.  25  N.  Y.  314: 
Mann  v.  Onondaga  Union  Free  School  Dist  Na  t 
Board  of  Education*  68  How.  Pr.  289;  Heywood  t. 
Buffalo,  14  N.  Y.  684:  Meeeeck  v.  Columbia  Countr 
Suprs.  60  Barb.  19U,— where  it  was  sought  to  restnln 
the  tax  and  prevent  a  multiplicity  of  8uit«  but 
proof  failed;  floboken  Land  k  Imp.  Co.  v.  Hoboken^ 
81  N.  J.  Eq.  461;  Hoagland  v.  Delaware  Twp.  17  K. 
J.  Eq.  106,— where  relief  was  refused,  the  questions 
being  purely  those  of  law  and  within  the  Jurisdic- 
tion of  the  courts  of  law;  Murphy  v.  HarblsoD,  9 
Ark.  840;  Floyd  v.  Gitbreath,  27  Ark.  675.-a  tax 
void  as  contrary  to  the  Act  of  March  T^,  1871;  Cby- 
ton  V.  Lafargue,  23  Ark.  187;  Elyton  Land  Go.  r. 
Ay  res,  62  Ala.  418,— no  matter  whether  it  be  a  state, 
county,  or  municipal  tax;  Phelps  v.  Watertown. 
61  Barb.  121;  Butts  v.  Rochester,  cited  In  61  Barb, 
121. 128;  Wiggin  v.  New  York,  9  Paige,  16,  4  L.  ed. 
691;  Livingston  v.  HoUenbeck,  4  Barb.  10;  Blake  r. 
Brooklyn,  26  Barb.  801;  Pennsylvania  Coal  CO.  r. 
D^aware  k  H.  Canal  Co.  81  N.  Y.  91;  Mutual  Den. 
L.  Ins.  Co.  V.  New  York  County  Suprs.  20  How.  Pr. 
417;  Mooers  v.  Smedley,  6  Johns.  Ch.  28,  2  L.  ed.  IS; 
Van  Doren  v.  New  York,  9  Paige,  888,  4  L.  ed.  7i3: 
Brooklyn  v.  Meserole,  26  Wend.  132;  New  York  L. 
Ins.  Co.  V.  New  York  City  Supra.  4  Duer,  19£;  Gnir- 
ford  V.  Bradford,  28  Fla.  404;  Oreene  v.  Mumford, 
Simmons  v.  Mumford,  6  R.  L  472,  73  Am.' Deo.  19: 
Sherman  v.  Leonard,  10  R.  L  470;  St.  Mary's  Church 
V.  Tripp.  14  B.  1.810;  Dows  v.  Chicago,  78  U.  S.  11 
Wall.  106,20  L.  ed.  66:  WiUiams  v.  Grant  Count  jCt. 
28  W.  Va.  488,  68  Am.  Bep.  94;  Hannewhilcle  t. 
Georgetown,  supra;  Durant  v.  Baton,  98MaSB.4V; 
Loud  V.  Charlestown,  90  Mass.  208;  Whiting  v.  Bos- 
ton, 106  Mass.  89;  Hunnewetl  v.  Charlestown,  Id. 
850;  Rockingham  Ten  Cent  Sav.  Bank  v.  Ports- 
mouth, 62  N.  H.  17:  Deane  v.  TOdd,  22  Mo.  90;  Sajrre 
V.  Tompkins,  23  Mo.  448;  Barrow  v.  Davie,  16  Mo. 
894;  McPike  v.  Pew,  48  Mo.  626;  Baltimore  v.  Balti- 
more ft  O.  R.  Co.  21  Md.  60;  Douglass  v.  HarrisviDe, 
9  W.  Va.  162, 27  Am.  Rep.  648;  Corrothers  r.GUotOD 
Dist.  Board  of  Education  of  Monongalia  Coooty. 
16  W.  y a.  687;  Tome  v.  Merchants  k  M.  Fermanent 
Bldg.  k  Loan  Co.  84  Md.  14;  Byran  v.  Detroit,  50 
Mich.  66;  McDonald  v.  Murphree,  46  Miss.  705;  8w1d- 
ney  v.  Beard.  71  111.  27:  Cook  County  r.  Cblcaao.  B. 
ft  Q.  B.  Co.  8RIU.  460;  MoClung  v.  Lfvesay,7  W.  Va. 
338;  Burnett  v.  Wbiteaides,  18  Cai.  186;  Clarke  v. 
GauK,  21  Minn.  887. 

There  must  be  attending  circumstances  suiBdent 
to  give  the  Qourt  Jurisdiction  of  the  subject  or  of 
the  parties.  The  mere  existence  of  a  trespass  oot 
being  sufficient,  other  facts  must  exist.  McCoy  t. 
Cbilicothe,  80hio,  870, 17  Am.  Deo.  607. 

Mere  oppressive,  onerous,  or  unjust  taxation  Is 
not  enough,  tlie  law  must  infringe  upon  tegttlmate 
authority  of  the  union  or  violate  a  constitutional 
right.  KIrtland  v.  Hotchkiab,  100  U.  S.  tfl,  S  L.  ed. 
668. 

The  remedy  by  way  of  injunction  against  the 
collection  of  an  illegal  tax  Is  not  taken  away  by  the 
provisions  of  the  Kentucky  Code.  Gates  v.  Bi^ 
rett,  79  Ky.  296. 

The  general  rule  that  equity  win  not  interfete  in 
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«iiy  business  or  profeasion  mentioned  Iherein 
nnless  a  state  license  shall  have  been  procured 
from  the  tax  collector,  which  license  shall  be  is- 
rsned  to  each  person  on  receipt  of  the  amount 
therein  provided;  and  further  provides  that 
counties,  incorporated  cities,  and  towns  may 
impose  such  further  taxes  of  the  same  kind 
upon  the  same  subjects  as  they  may  deem 
proper  when  the  business,  profession,  or  occu- 
pation shall  be  engaged  in  withhi  their  bound- 


aries, provided,  that  such  further  tax  so  im- 
posed shall  not  exceed  fifty  per  cent  of  the 
state  tax.  Section  10  of  the  same  chapter  pro- 
vides that  if  any  person,  firm,  or  association 
shall  carry  on  or  conduct  any  business  or  pro- 
fession for  which  a  license  is  required,  without 
first  obtaining  such  license,  he  shall,  except  in 
such  cases  as  are  otherwise  provided  for  in  said 
act,  be  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and,  upon 
conviction,  shall  be  punished  by  a  fine  of  not 


the  case  of  an  iJleiral  tax  untois  some  veooffniasd 
head  of  equity  jurisdiotion  is  shown,  applies  only 
to  taxes  imposed  by  the  sovereiini  alone.  Alex- 
andria Canal,  R.  ft  Bridge  Co.  v.  JDistriot  of  Colum- 
bia, 1  Macicey,  217. 

Wliere  the  claimant  soufht  relief  upon  the 
ground  that  leas  was  demanded  than  the  due  pro- 
portion of  the  pubUc  revenue,  relief  was  refused. 
MUtimore  v.  Rock  County  Suprs.  1ft  Wis.  10. 

The  distinction  between  municipal  and  state 
taxes,  is,  the  former  may  be  enjoined,  but  the  lat- 
ter will  not  except  under  special  oiroumstanoes. 
Farmley  v.  &t  Louis,  I.  M.  ft  8.  R.  Co.  8  BiJL  2S. 

In  MfsBouri  River,  Ft.  S.  ft  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Morris,  7 
Kan.  210,  281,  it  was  held  that  equity  would  not 
Interfere  by  way  of  iajuuction  with  the  collection 
of  a  tax  that  is  merely  voidable,  unless  strong 
frounds  for  ihterferenoe  exist. 

Where  law  and  equity  are  administered  sep- 
arately, and  by  different  modes. of  procedure,  an 
injunction  wiU  not  lie  to  prevent  the  collection  of 
•even  a  void  tax,  unless  the  esse  presents  some 
peculiar  grounds  for  equity  Jurisdiction,  as  the 
prevention  of  a  multiplicity  of  suits,  or  the  re- 
moval of  a  doud  upon  title,  or  when  an  action  at 
law  cannot  afford  an  adequate  remedy.  Delphi  v. 
Bowen,  61  Ind.  29. 

b.  Mere  iaeoaMiy^  itreoiUanty^  etc. 

£qnity  will  not  as  a  general  rule  interfere  with 
the  ooUeotion  of  a  tax  by  way  of  injunotlon 
merely  because  of  its  illegality  or  unoonstitutioB- 
aUty.  Alexander  v.  Dennison,  2  MeArth.  682;  Hark- 
nesB  V.  Board  of  Public  Works,  1  MoArth.  121; 
Heywood  v.  Buffalo,  14  N.  Y.  984:  Mann  v..  Onon- 
daga Union  Free  School  Dist  No.  2  Board  of 
Education.  68  How.  Pr.  280;  Hanlon  v.  Westchester 
Coanty  Suprs.  &7  Barb.  888;  Dom  ▼.  Fox,  61  N.  Y. 
264:  Campbell  v.  Seaman,  68  N.  Y.  682. 20  Am.  Rep. 
fi67;  Susquehanna  Bank  v.  Broome  County  Suprs.  26 
N.  Y.  812:  Selma  Bldg.  ft  X<oan  Asso.  v.  Morgan,  67 
Ala.  88,— the  case  of  a  tax  remitted  by  aot  of  the 
general  aasembly,  with  no  grounds  of  equitable  re- 
lief shown;  Oliver  v.  Memphis  ft  I«ittle  Bock  B.  Co. 
^  Ark.  126;  Montgomery  v.  Bayxe,  66  Ala.  664;  Bly- 
ton  Land  Co.  v.  Ayres,  62  Ala.  418,— no  matter 
whether  the  tax  be  state,  oounty,  or  municipal; 
Gieeoe  v.  Mumf ord,  Simmons  v.  Mumford,  6  R.  I. 
478, 78  Am.  Dec.  79;  Sherman  v.  Leonard,  10  R.  L  470; 
St  Mary's  Church  v.  Tripp,  14  B.  I.  810;  Brodhead 
V.  MUwaukee,  Porter  v.  MUwaukee,  ijB  Wis.  6B6.  88 
Am.  Dec.  711;  Youngblood  t.  Sexton,  82  Mioh.  406, 
20  Am.  Bep.  664;  Dows  v.  Chloago,  78  U.  B.  11  Wall. 
108.  20  L.  ed.  66;  Williams  v.  Grant  County  Ct.  26 
W.  Va.  488. 68  Am.  Bep.  04;  fiannewinkle  v.  George- 
town, 82U.  S.  15  Wall.  648.  21  L.  ed.  282;  Shelton  v. 
Piatt,  188  U.  S.  606, 86  t.  ed.  276;  Union  Pao.  B.  Co. 
V.  Cheyenne,  US  U.  S.  616, 28  L.  ed.  1008;  Durant  v. 
BUon^  96  Mass.  460:  Loud  v.  Charlestown,  09  Mass. 
206:  Whiting  y.  Boston,  106  Mass.  80;  Hunnewell  v. 
Charlestown.  106  Mass.  860;  Bookingham  Ten  Cent 
8aT.  Bank  v.  Portsmouth,  62  N.  H.  17;  Deane  v. 
ToOa,  22  Mo.  00;  Sayre  v.  Tompkins,  28  Mo.  448; 
BBrrowT.Dayis,46Mo.804;  MoPike  v.  Pew,  48  Mo. 
8K;  Baltimore  v.  Baltimore  ft  O.  B.  Co.  21  Md.  60. 
McCoy  V.  Chilioothe.  8  Ohio,  370,  17  Am.  Bep.  607; 
DougLiss  V.  HarrisvlUe,  9  W.  Ya.  168, 27  Am.  Bep. 
52L.R.A. 


%48:  Corrothers  v.  CUntoo  DIst  Board  of  Bdncation 
of  Monongalia  Coanty,  16  W.  Va.  627;  Christie  ▼. 
MaMen,  28  W.  Ya.  667;  Brown  ▼.  Concord,  66  N.  H. 
876;  First  Nat.  Bank  of  Hannibal  Vi  Meredith,  44 
Mo.  600;  MoCluog  v.  Uvesay,  7  W.  Ya.  88B,-apon 
the  ground  of  public  policy;  Sewall  v.  St.  Paul,  20 
Minn.  8U,  626. 

Where  the  tax  is  merely  irregolar  or  erroneous 
equity  will  not,  as  a  general  Hile,  interfere  by  way 
of  injunction  with  the  collection  of  such  tax. 
Montgomery  v.  Sayre,  66  Ala.  664;  Kellogg  v.  Osh- 
kosh,  14  Wis.  623;  West  r.  Ballard,  88  Wis.  168.— a 
case  of  over  aasessment:  Dean  v.  Gtoason.  16  Wis. 
1.— a  case  of  a  tax  Invalid  through  defects;  Mills  v. 
Gieason,  U  Wis.  470,  78  Am.  Dee.  721;  Burlington  ft 
M.  Blver  li.  Co.  r.  Saline  Coanty  Comrs.  12  Neb. 
806:  Ryan  v.  Leavenworth  Oounty  Comrs.  80  Kan. 
186c  Kansas  Pac.  B.  Co.  v.  BnsseU.  8  Kan.  668:  Adams 
V.  Beman,  10  Kan.  87;  Parker  ▼.  Chaltiss,  0  Kan.  166; 
Smith  V.  X^eavenworth  Coanty  Comrs.  Id.  296:  Mis. 
souri  Biver,  Ft.  8.  ft  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Morris.  7  Kan.  210; 
HaUenbeok  v.  Hahn,  2  NOb.  877;  Hanoewinkle  v. 
Georgetown,  82  U.  &  16  WalL  647, 21  L.  ed.  201:  Liv- 
ingston  V.  Hollenbeck^  4  Barb.  10;  Yan  Doren  v. 
New  York,  Striker  v.  New  York.  Pearson  r.  New 
York.  0  Paige,  888.  4  Lw  ed.  748;  Yan  Rensselaer  v. 
Kidd,  4  Barb^  17;  Mooers  v.  Smedley,  6  Johns.  Ch. 
28, 2  L.  ed.  48;  Brooklyn  v.  Meserole,  26  Wend.  182; 
Heywood  ▼.  Buffalo.  14  N.  Y.  684;  Liebstein  v.  New-  . 
ark,  24  N.  J.  Bq.  20O;  Dusenbury  v.  Newark,  25  N.  J. 
Eq.  206;  Sleeper  y.  BuUen,  6  Kan.  800;  Ottawa  v. 
Barney,  10  Kan.  270;  lAwrenoe  v.  KUiam.  11  Kan. 
480;  ChalMss  v.  Atchison  Connty  Comrs.  15  Kan.  49; 
Cedar  Bapids  ft  M.  River  R.  Co.  ft  The  I.  R.  L.  Co.  v. 
Carroll  County,  41  Iowa,  168;  S.  C.  ft  St.  P.  R.  Co.  v. 
Osceola  County.  45  Iowa,  168;  Powers  v.  Bowman.  68 
Iowa,  860;  Iowa  Bailroad  Land  Co.  v.  Sac  County,  80 
Iowa,  124;  Iowa  Railroad  Land  Co. v.  Carroll  County, 
80  Iowa,  161;  Conway  v.  ITounkin.  28  Iowa,  886; 
lilcketts  V.  Spraker,  77  Ind.  871;  Delphi  v.  Brown, 
61»Ind.  20;  Evans  v.  Gage,  1  Dl.  App.  202;  State  Bail- 
road  Tax  Oases,  82  U.  S.  676. 618, 28  L.  ed.  668.  678; 
Huck  V.  Chicago  ft  A.  R.  Go.  86  Dl.  862;  Du  Page 
County  Suprs.  v.  Jenks,  66  IlL  276;  Metz  v.  Ander- 
son, 28  IlL  488;  Jones  v.  Summer,  27  Ind.  610,— upon 
the  ground  of  public  policy  and  want  of  equity 
Jurisdiotion;  McBride  v.  Chicago,  22  ni.  574,— to  the 
same  effect:  Center  ft  W.  Gravel  Boad  Co.  v.  Black, 
88  Ind.  468.— where  the  burden  is  imposed  by  law; 
Traders  Ins.  Co.  v.  Farwell,  102  111.  418,— mere  error 
in  Judgment,  or  in  deduction,  in  the  absence  of 
fraud;  Chtoago,  B.  ft  Q.  R.  Co.  t.  Siders,  88  III.  820; 
Du  Page  County  Suprs.  v.  Jenks,  suf>ra;  Merritt  v. 
Farris,  22  IlL  808:  Munson  v.  Minor,  Id.  804;  McBride 
Y.  Chicago,  Id.  674;  Chicago,  B.  ft  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  Frary, 
Id.  84;  Finneganv.  Pernandlna,  16  Fla.  879,  21 
Am.  Bap.  282;  King  t.  Gwynn,  14  Fla.  82;  Missouri 
River,  Ft.  S.  ft  G.  R.  Co.  v.  Morris,  7  Kan.  210;  Frost 
T.  Flick,  1  Dak.  126.— as  equity  does  not  sit  to  cor- 
rect errors  or  mistakes  of  law;  McClure  ▼.  Owens. 
21  Iowa,  188;  LeBoy  y.  New  York,  4  Johns.  Ch.  86i,  1 
L.  ed.  866:  Clayton  ▼•  lAfargue,  28  Ark.  187;  Chloago, 
B.  ft  Q.  B.  Co.  T.  Sldera,  supra;  Moore  v.  Wayman, 
107 IIL  106;  Harrison  v.  Vines.  46  Tex.  16,-a  case  of 
mere  misdescription  in  theltax  roll;  Dodd  v.  Hart^ 
ford,  26  Conn.  282;  Albany  ft  B.  Min.  Co.  t.  Auditor 
General  16  Alb.  L.  J.  461;  Munsoniv.  Miller,  66  Dl. 
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more  than  double  the  amount  required  for 
such  license.  And  the  latter  section  provides 
further  that  the  payment  of  all  license  taxes 
may  be  enforced  by  the  seizure  and  sale  of 
property  by  the  collector.  The  same  chapter 
provides  also  for  a  fee  of  twenty-five  cents  to 
the  county  judge  for  the  issuance  of  the  li- 


cense. The  appellant,  who  Is  a  lawyer,  bat- 
ing neglected  and  refused  to  pay.  the  Ucoise 
tax  prescribed  by  this  statute  to  be  paid  by  til 
persons  engaging  in  the  practice  of  his  pro- 
fession, had  hifi  personal  property  seized  and 
levied  upon  by  the  appellee,  as  tax  collector 
for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  its  payment    The 


880:  Greene  v.  Mumford,  5  B.  I.  473, 78  Am.  Dec  79; 
Dews  V.  Chloago,  78  U.  8.  11  Wall.  108, 20  L.  ed.  86; 
Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  B.  Go.  v.  Cole,  76  III.  601;  Meaeeok 
T.  Columbia  County  Supra.  60  Barb.  190;  WUUams  ^ 
Grant  County  Court,  96  W.  Va.  488, 63  Am.  Bep.  94; 
Durant  v.  Eaton,  96  Mam.  489;  Loud  v.  Charlestowni 
99  Mass.  206;  WhiUnflr  v.  Boston,  lOdlMaas.  89:  Uun- 
newell  v.  Cfaarlestown,  Id.  890;  aooklDirham  Ten 
CentSav.  Bank  v.  l^ortsmouth,  82  N.  H.  17;  Deane 
T.  Todd,  22  Mo.  90;  Sayre  v.  Tompkins,  28  Mo.  448; 
Barrow  v.  Davis,  46  Mo.  894;  McPlke  v.  Pew.  48  Mo. 
686;  Baltimore  v.  Baltimore  ft  O.  B.  Co.  21  Md.  60; 
K^win  V.  Hamilton  Twp.  Drainafie  Oomrs.  116 
HL  847;  Houston  ft  T.  C.  B.  Co.  v.  Presidio  County, 
58  Tex.  618,— where  proper  steps  to  refer  to  the 
board  had  not  been  taken;  Christie  v.  Maiden,  28 
W.  Va.  607;  Sherman  v.  Leonard,  10  B.  L  469,~a 
case  of  Improper  assessment:  Hacaman  v«  Cloud 
County  Comta.  19  Kan.  894;  Gaffe  v.  Evans,  90  111. 
669;  Vieley  v.  Thompson,  44  IU.ia;  MoBride  v.  Chi- 
cago,  22  HL  674;  Demintr  v.  James,  72  III.  78;  George 
y.  Dean,  47  Tex.  78,— a  ease  of  mlsdesoriptkm;  Burt 
y.  Wadsworth,  89  Mich.  126;  Tniesdell'B  App.  88  Pa. 
148;  Albany  ft  B.  Min.  Oo.  v.  Auditor  Ctoneral,  87 
Mich.  891;  Stoddert  v.  Ward,  81  Md.  602,  100  Am. 
Deo.  88:  Allegany  County  Comrs.  v.  Allegany 
County  Onion  Min.  Co.  61  Md.  646;  O'Neal  v.  Yir. 
ginia  ft  M.  Bridge  Co.  18  Md.  1,  79  Am.  Deo.  e89,-« 
case  of  error  in  the  corporation^  name:  First  Natw 
Bank  of  Hannibal  v.  Meredith,  44  Mo.  600;  Coutoon 
V.  Harris,  48  Miss.  ?2a»~an  ezoesslve  tax;  Pnelflo 
Hotel  Co.  V.  Lleb,  88  HI.  6Q2,->an  ezoeesive  tax  upon 
capital  stock  of  railroad;  Swinney  v.  Beard,  71  III. 
27;  SewaU  v.  St.  Paul,  20  Minn.  611,  626;  CballiSB  v. 
Atohlson  County  Comrs.  16  Kan.  49;  Stebbins  v. 
ChalUss,  16  Kan.  66;  Lawrence  v.  Killan,  11  Kan.  499. 

c.  Adequate  remedu  at  lavo. 

Belief  will  be  refused  where  there  Is  adequate 
remedy  at  law-— Alabama  Gold  Life  Insi  Co.  v.  Lott, 
54  Ala.  490,-«  case  of  taxation  of  credits  secured  by 
mortgage  of  taxable  property,  as  not  coutrary  to 
the  constitution;  Thurston  y.  Elmlra.  10  Abb.  Pr. 
N.  S.  U9;  Bookingham  Ten  Cent  Sav.  Bank  y.  Ports- 
mouth, 62  N.  H.  17;  Brooks  y.  Howland,  68  N.  H.1M; 
Brown  v.  Concord,  66  N.  H.  876;  Wells,  Fargo  ft  Co. 
v.  Dayton,  11  Ney.  161,— money  paid  bona  tide  or 
under  protest:  Chicago  ft  N.  W.  B.  Co.  y.  Fort 
Howard,  21  Wis.  44, 91  Am.  Dec.  468;  Adsit  v.  Lleb, 
76  111.  198,--fm  increased  yaluatlon  by  state  board  of 
equalisation  upon  assessment  of  county  assessors 
already  too  bigh;  Wilson  v.  New  York,  4  E.  D. 
Smith,  676,— where  plaintiff  was  taxed  in  a  state 
whereof  he  was  not  a  resident:  Brewer  v.  Spring- 
field, 97  Mass.  362,--a  drainage  tax  imposed  under 
the  Statute  of  1868,  chap.  107;  Harkness  v.  Board  of 
PublicWorks,  1  McArthur,  121:  CutUng  v.  Gilbert,  6 
Blatohf.  269;  Le  Boy  y.  New  York,  4  Johns.  Ch.  352, 
1 L.  ed.  866:  Pierpont  y.  Fowle,  2  Woodb.  ft  M.  29: 
Horsburg  v.  Baker,  20  {J.  S.  1  Pet.  286. 7  L.  ed.  127; 
McKay  v.  Carrington,  1  McLean,  62:  Bussell  y. 
Clark,  11  U.  S.  7  Cranob,  09, 3  L.  ed.  271:  Shelton  y. 
Piatt,  189  U.  S.  608, 85  L.  ed.  276;  Bonaparte  y.  Cam- 
den ft  A.  B.  Co.  Baldw.  205;  Chemical  Bank  y.  New 
York,  12  How.  Pr.  478,— a  tax  upon  bank  surplus 
funds  and  United  States  stock  wherein  Inyested; 
Messeok  y.  Columbia  County  Suprs.  60  Barb.  190; 
Llyingeton  y.  HoUenbeck,  4  Barb.  9;  Wiggin  y. 
New  York,  9  Paige.  16, 4  L.  ed.  601;  Hoboken  Land 
ft  Imp.  Co.  y.  Hoboben,  81 N.  J.  Eq.  461,— where  the 
question  of  the  taxablUty  of  annexed  territory  was 
23  L.  R.  A. 


Involyed,  the  fact  that  many  taxpayen  were 
alfected  not  affording  jurisdiction;  Hoaglsod  t. 
Delaware  Twp.  17  N.  J.  Bq.  108;  Loud  v.  Gharlci- 
town,  99  Mass.  209;  Whiting  y.  Bogton,  K)6  HasaS; 
Hunnewell  y.  Charlestown,  Id.  360;  HageDhneh  t. 
Howard,  84  Mich.  1;  Selma  Bldg.  ft  Loan  Mao,  v. 
Morgan,  67  Ala.  88.— the  case  of  a  tax  remitted  by 
act  of  the  general  assembly;  Cedar  Baplds  ft  M. 
Biyer  B.  Co.  ft  The  I.  B.  L.  Co.  v.  Carroll,  41  lows, 
168;  Itjwa  Ballroad  Land  Oo.y.  Sac  County,  38  lows. 
124;  Iowa  Ballroad  Land  Co.  y.  GatroU  County.  Id. 
161;  Blcketts  y.  Spraker,  77  lud.  871;  Hume  y.  Little 
Flat  Bock  Drain.  Asso.  72  Tnd.  480;  Honk  v.  Bsrt- 
bold,  78  Ind.  ZL\  Grosenmeyer  y.  Losaosport 
76  Ind.  649:  Union  Trust  Co.  y.  Weber,  98  III.  SI8: 
Peoria  y.  Kidder,  28  lU.  851;  Chicago,  B  ft  Q.  R.  Co. 
y.  Frary,  22  III.  84:  Bumes  v.  Atchison,  2  Kan.  454,- 
a  case  of  a  municipal  tsx  to  pay  Interest  npon 
bonds  issued  for  railroad  stock  and  a  tax  levied  for 
street  Improvements  In  addition  to  one  levied  fn^ 
general  dty  revenue;  Wllkerson  v.  Walters,  1 
Idaho,  664;  Frost  v.FHcfc,  1  Dak.  126,-^rretulsrttr 
or  error  in  assessment;  Waterbury  Sav.  Bink  r. 
Lawler,  40  Conn.  248(  Arnold  y.  MIddletowB,  9 
Conn.  401,— an  alleged  irregular  and  iUegsl  tax  u- 
sessed  without  notice;  Dodd  y.  Hartford,  26  Oonn. 
282,— a  case  of  city  tax  fOrpubUc  expenses  upon 
personal  property;  Bucknall  v.  Story,  86  GiL  67:  De 
Witt  v.  Hays,  2  Oal.  400, 66'Am.  Dec  8e8.~a  whtxf- 
age  tax;  Burr  y.  Hunt,  l8CaL  807t  Boblnson  v.Ssar, 
6Cai.276;BerHv.  Patch,  UObL  909, 8Q0,-where  It 
was  not  shown  that  liie  county  colleotor  could 
not  respond  In  damages;  Weber  v.  San  Ftmneboo,! 
Cal.  466;  Hardenburgh  y.  KMd,  10  CU.  408;  Bitter  r. 
PatOh,  12  CaL  206;  Merrill  y.  Gorham.  6  Csl.  41:  Mur- 
phy V.  Hartiteon,  29  Ark.  840:  Floyd  y.  enhreath. 
27  Ark.  6V6;  Cutting  ▼.  Ollbert,  6  Blatdif.  2B0:  Weet- 
em  B.  Co.  v.  Nolan,  48  N.  T.  6111;  flheldOB  v.  Ontre 
8<dHX>l  DIst.  26  Conn.  224;  Chamblee  v.  Trihble.288. 
a  70;  Exchange  Bank  of  Cohimbos  v.  Hines,  8  Ohio 
St.  1,— case  of  an  tuioonstltutional  tax  for  tbe  re- 
covery of  which  an  adeq[uate  remedy  was  pro- 
ylded  by  statute;  MeohaniCB  ftT.  Branch  of  State 
Bank  v.  Debolt.  1  Ohio  St.  601,— where  reUef  was 
refused  against  a  tax  Imposed  under  Ohio  fitat 
1861,  taxing  banks  and  bank  stock  as  other  prop- 
erty: Kelgwin  y.  Hamilton  Twp.  Drainage  Conx& 
116  111.  847:  Benwick  v.  Hall,  84  111.  108;  Osbora  v. 
People,  108  111.  224;  Alderman  v.  fkshool  IKreefion, 
91  111.  179:  DuPage  County  Suprs-v.  Jenks,66  III  278; 
IlUnois  Cent.  B.  Co.  v.  McLean  fOounty,  17  IlL  91; 
Oage  v.  Bvans.  90  lU.  609;  Swinney  y.  Beard,  71  111. 
27:  Nunda  y.  Chrystal  Lake,  79  III.  814;  Cook  Oomrty 
v.  Chicago,  B.  ft  Q.  B.  Co.  86  HI.  480;  JobDSOQ  ▼. 
Roberts,  102111.  6BS;  Feleenthal  v.  Johnson.  104  IlL 
21;  Peoria  v.  Kidder.  26 1U.  861;  McBride  v.  Cbkwc 
22  Dl.  674;  areene  v.  Mumford,  6  K.  1. 472. 78  An.Dec 
79,— a  case  of  improper  assessment;  Sherman  r. 
Leonard,  10  R.  1. 409,— a  similar  case:  Bnam  v.  De- 
troit, 60  Mich.  66,— a  case  of  yoid  state  Improve- 
meot  assessments  with  remedy  by  means  of  reas- 
sessment. Miller  y.  Gorman,  88  Pa.  809;  Koffke  t. 
Pew,  48  Mo.  525,— the  offlcer  seising  beinfr  a  mere 
trespasser:  Steines  y.  Franklin  County,  48  Mo.  IC,  8 
Am.  Rep.  87,— a  county  court  tax  for  construction 
of  a  county  road;  Scribner  y.  Alien,  12  Mhm.  Mft 
Dunham  v.  Miller,  75  IlL  879,— where  the  tax  was 
paid;  Archer  v.  Terre  Haute  ft  L  R.  Co.  108  lU.  488, 
—a  tax  due  upon  capital  stock  against  rifffat  of  waj 
of  railroad,  as  successor  to  another  road;  Conway 
y.  Waverly  Twp.  Board,  16  Mich.  267. 
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appellant  thereupon  filed  his  bill  in  equity  in 
the  circuit  court  of  Orange  county  against  the 
appellee,  as  tax  collector  of  said  county,  alleg- 
ing therein  that  he  was  a  member  of  the  bar 
of  said  circuit  court,  and  had  been  such  mem- 
ber since  the  Slst  day  of  December,  1885,  on 
which  day  he  was  granted  a  license  to  prac- 


tice the  profession  of  law  by  said  circuit  courts 
and  that  ever  since  then  he  has  continued  in 
the  practice  of  said  profession  in  the  various 
courts  of  this  state,  and  has  an  office  for  such 
practice  in  the  city  of  Orlanda 

The  bill  assails  the  foregoing  statute  as  be- 
ing unconstitutional  in  so  far  as  it  affects  the 


If  the  tax  has  been  lUefcally  Imposed  or  there  Is  a  I 
valid  objection  upoo  the  taoe  of  the  prooeedisflr, 
there  Is  an  adequate  remedy  at  law  and  equity  will 
not  faiterfere.  De  Witt  v.  Haya,  9  GaL  480,  56  Am. 
Dec  8BSB;  BohlDSon  t.  Gaar,  6  GaL  275;  MerrUl  v. 
GorhanuSCal.  4L 

Under  the  Nebraska  laws  there  is  a  complete 
remedy  at  law  before  the  eouoty  board  of  equalia- 
tioo,  and  relief  in  equity  Is  denied.  0urllnirton  ft 
M.  Biyer  U.  Cow  t.  Seward  County  Comrs.  10  Meb. 

ai. 

A  remedy  presortbed  bylaw  must  be  followed. 
O'Neal  V.  Virsinia  *  M.  BHdgeOo.  18  Md.  1. 79  Am. 
Dec.  asS: Deane  v.  l^Mld^ttMo.  90;  Huffbes r.  Kline, 
80Pa.«7. 

Yet  In  a  proper  ease  It  will  be  granted  independ- 
ent of  statutory  remedy.  Gorvothers  t.  Qinton 
Dist.  Board  of  Bduoatlon  of  Mononsalla  County,  IS 
W.Va.  aw. 

But  equity  will  aMume  jurisdiotlon  when  both 
parties  oonsent  to  leave  the  case  to  its  deolaion,eyen 
thouf  h  there  may  be  a  complete  remedy  at  law. 
IfodiM  <t  eonveMU»  oineuat  Uoem,  Bank  of  Utlca 
V.  Utkm,  4  Paige,  8B8, 8  L.  ed.  487, 87  Am.  Deo.  71. 

d.  ITeeenUy  of  payment^  etc,  of  tax  due. 

Where  the  rettef  Is  sought  by  reason  of  the 
Irregularity  or  eironeousoesB  of  the  aSMSsmeat,  or 
its  excemiyenesB,  the  oourt  will  re/use  to  mterfere 
except  the  amount  actually  due  and  owing  be  ftrst 
paid  or  tendered,  it  being  one  of  the  maxims  of 
equity  that  he  who  seeks  equity  must  do  equity. 
Hunttaigton  v.  Paivier,  7  flawy.  86Sc  German  Nat^ 
Bmk  of  Chicago  T.IKimbaH.  MB  U.  8. 78S.  86  L.  ed. 
408;  Pelton  v.  Oommerdal  Nat.  Bank  of  Clevelaod* 
MU.a  148, »  L.ed.  SOOU-a  caseof  over  vmluaUon 
of  mortgage  capital;  Tallaawe  Mtg.  Co.  v.  Bpigener, 
« Atau  fSB:  Alabama  Gold  Ufe  Ins.  Co.  v.  Lott,  M 
Ala.  Mc-WUttaker  v.  JanesviUe.  88  Wis.  76;  Kaehler 
V.  Dobberpuhl,  66  Wis.  480;  KeUogg  v.  Othkosh,  14 
Wis.  6M;  Myrlofc  v.  LaCrosse,  17  Wis.  4«;  Bond  v. 
Kenosha,  17  Wis.  £84;  Heraey  v.  Mil  waul^ee  County 
Sqpm.  16  Wis.  186;  Warden  v.  Fond  du  Lac  County 
Sapia.  14  Wis.  OS;  Mlltlmore  v.  Book  County  Suprs. 
16  Wli.  lOQ  HaUenbeck  v.  Hahn,  8  Neb.  SH:  BurUng- 
too  ft  IL  Biver  EL  Co.  v.  Tork  County  Comrs.  7 
Neb.  487. 406;  Iler  v.  Colaom,  6  Nebi  88l.-where  re- 
Uef  was  sought  by  purchaser  under  foreolosnre 
ade  against  tax-sale  purchaser;  Wood  v.  Helmer, 
10  Neb.  86;  Hunt  v.  Basterday,  Id.  166:  MQler  v. 
Madden,  86  Kan.  466:  Dudley  v.  GUmore,  Id.  666; 
Frans  v.  Krebs,  41  Kan.  888;  State  Bailroad  Tax 
Cases,  98  U.  8.  076,  88  L.  ed.  868;  Parmley  v.  81. 
Louis,  I.  X.  ft  &  K.  Co.  8  Dill.  86;  Lawrence  v. 
KiUam,  11  Kan.  480;  Ottawa  v.  Barney,  10  Kan.  870; 
Bmitb  V.  Leavenworth  County  Comrs.  0  Kan.  886; 
Leavenworth  V.  Norton,  1  Kan.  488;  Sleeper  v.  Bul- 
ko,  16  Kan.  800,— a  case  of  an  alleged  illegal  special 
tax;  Montgomery  v.  Sayre,  65  Ala.  664;  Hudson  v. 
Marietta,  64  Ga.  886;  FIfleld  v.  Marinette  County, 

Beebe  v.  Marinette  County,  88  Wig.  687;  Blanc  v. 
Meyer,  fiO  Tex.  80;  Harrison  v.  Vines,  46  Tex.  22; 
Rio  Grande  B.  Co. v.  Soanlan,  44  Tex.  648;  Overall  v. 
Ruenai,  67  Mo.  20a,— a  case  of  an  excessive  tax, 
where  injunction  held  to  be  the  remedy;  Palmer  v. 
Napoleon  Twp.  16  Miob.  176;  Smith  v.  Humphrey, 
80  Mich.  aOB;  Morrison  v.  Heishire,  88  Iowa,  871; 
Hagamao  v.  Cloud  County  Comrs.  10  Kan.  804; 
George V.  Dean,  47  Tex.  78;  Labadie  v.  Dean,  Id.  00; 
Piltebury  v.  Humphrey,  86  Mich.  245;  Kinard  v. 
Nordyke,  76  lad.  130;  Johnson  v.  Boberts,  108  lU. 
22LR.A. 


666;  Ewing  v.  Batzner,  24  Ind.  400;  Boseberry  v. 
Huflr,  27  Ind.  18;  Farls  v.  Beynolds,  70  Ind.  860;  Mul- 
llkin  V.  Beeves,  71  Ind.  281;  Ottawa  GhwsCo.  v.  Mc- 
Csleb,  81  lU.  666;  Wilson  v.  Weber,  8  HI.  App.  126;  Mo- 
bile  >  V.  Waring,  41  Ala.  180,— a  municipal  tax: 
Worthen  v.  Badgett,  Worthen  v.  Faust,  82  Ark.  486, 
—a  school  tax  case;  Lewis  v.  Spencer,  7  W.  Va.  680. 
28  Am.  Bep.  610;  Union  Pac  B.  Co.  v.  Byan,  8  Wyo» 
408;  Stuart  v.  Meyer,  64  Md.  464. 

And  this  Is  so  no  matter  whether  tbe  tax  be  gen- 
eral  or  speciaL  Lawrence  v.  Killam.  11  Kan.  480; 
CbalUss  V.  Atchison  County  Conus.  16  Kan.  48. 

Irregularity  must  be  shown  and  payment  or  tend- 
er nude.  PiUftbury  v.  Humidurey,  26  Mich.  246; 
Cheney  v.  Jones,  14  Fhu  687. 

And  there  must  be  no  demand  of  a  receipt  in  full. 
State  BaUroad  Tax  Cases,  88  D.  8. 676, 23  L.  ed.  868. 

A  mere  offer  to  pay  or  payment  mto  court  is  not 
enough.  Parmley  v.  St.  Louis,  I.  M.  ft  8.  B.  Co.  8 
DilL  26. 

But  in  Connors  v.  Detroit,  41  Mtoh.  188,  thef  aUure 
to  tender  amount  due  was  held  not  to  be  a  ground 
for  tbe  refusal  of  relief  if  the  claimant  concede 
an  amount  due  and  offer  to  pay  It,  but  he  wiU  sub- 
ject himself  to  costs  by  reason  of  such  non-tender 
before  action. 

And  the  averment  of  an  offer  to  pay  tbe  amount 
due  was  held  unnecessary  when  the  bill  stated  the 
amount  lllegaL    dement  v.  Bverest,  88  Mloh„  ISi 

The  use  of  every  other  means  of  vaNef  moat  be 
shown,  and  willingness  to  pay  alleged.  Bio  Grande 
B.  Co.  V.  Soanlan,  44  Tex.  648. 

No  tender  Is  necessary,  however;  in  the  case  of  a 
void  assessment,  as  distinguished  from  an  excessive 
one.  Albany  City  Nat.  Bank  v.  Maker,  20  Blatchf . 
84L 

ReUef  granted, 

a.  JftilCtplieftv  of  buUb. 
Whenever  the  relief  sought  is  such  that  it  wiU 
prevent  multiplicity  of  suits,  equity  will  Interfere 
by  way  of  injunction  to  restrain  the  collection  of 
an  illegal  tax.  Dundee  Mortgage  Trust  In  vestment 
Co,  V.  School  DIsL  No.  1,  Multnomah  County,  18 
Fed.  Bep.  808,— where  taxes  were  levied  upon  mort- 
gages and  notes  under  a  void  law,  as  contrary  to 
the  Fourteenth  Amendment  as  against  due  process 
of  law;  Couison  v.  Portland,  Deady,  481,— where  a 
tax  levied  in  payment  of  Illegal  interest  coupons 
was  enjoined;  Louisville  ft  N.  B.  Co.  v.  Gaines,  2 
Fllpp.  62ii— a  case  of  a  tax  upon  property  exempt 
from  taxation;  City  Nat.  Bank  of  Paduoah  v.  Pa- 
duoah,  8  Flipp.  61,— where  an  illegal  tax  upon  per- 
sonal property  was  restrained,  the  law  imposing  a 
tax  upon  bank  shares  against  stockholders  being 
void;  Wells  Fargo  ft  Co.  v.  Dasrton,  It  Nev.  161; 
Union  Pac.  B.  Co.  v.  Ryan,  118  U.  8.  516, 28  L.  ed. 
1086;  Uannewinkle  v.  Georgetown,  82  U.  S.  16  WalL 
547, 21  U  ed.  281;  New  York  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  New  York 
City  Suprs.  4  Duer,  102;  Alexander  v.  Dennison,  2 
McArth.  562;  Harkness  v.  Board  of  Public  Works, 
1  McArth.  121;  Bouton  v.  Brooklyn,  15  Barb.  875; 
Padllc  Mall  8.  8.  Co.  v.  Mayor,  67  How.  Pr.  511; 
Morris  Canal  ft  Bkg.  Co.  v.  Jersey  City,  12  N.  J.  Bq. 
227,— where  the  tax  was  upon  property  declared 
exempt  by  tbe  supreme  court;  Brooklyn  v.  Mes- 
erole,  26  Wend.  182;  Crevier  v.  New  York,  12  Abb. 
Pr.  N.  8.  840;  Heywood  v.  Buffalo,  14  N.  Y.  684; 
Mann  v.  Union  Free  School  Dist.  No.  2  Board  of 
Education,  53  How.  Pr.  280;  Hanlon  v.  Westchester 
County  Suprs.  57  Barb.  888;  Dorn  v.  Fox.  61  N.  Y. 
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-complainant,  and  urges  that  it  conflicts  with 
that  provision  of  the  constitution  of  the  United 
Btates  that  prohibits  the  states  from  paasing 
any  law  impairing  the  obligation  of  contracts. 
That  the  license  to  the  complainant  to  practice 
iaw,  granted  December  81, 18B5,  was  a  grant 
from  the  state  of  Florida,  by  the  implied  terms 


of  which  he  acquired  the  vested  right  to  ptac- 
tice  law  in  this  state,  subject  only  to  be  de- 
prived of  that  right  by  reason  of  miacooduet, 
etc. 

The  bni  pravs  that  the  said  license  tax  may 
be  declared  niul  and  void  as  to  the  oomplaiB- 
ant,  and  that  the  defendant,  as  tax  collector, 


J2H;  Oampbeil  t.  Seaman,  68  N.  T.  682, 90  Am.  Rep. 
687;  Messeok  v.  Columbia  County  Soprs.  60  Barb. 
190,>-wbere,  however,  the  facts  failed  to  show 
ffrounde  for  relief  upon  this  head;  Suaquehanna 
Bank  v.  Broome  County  Supn.  {6  N.  T.  8U;  Lieb- 
steln  V.  Newark.  S4  N.  J.  Bq.  800;  Ousenbury  v. 
Newark,  25  N.  J.  Bq.  896;  Pacerson  ft  H.  R.  R.  Co. 
V.  Jersey  City,  9  N.  J.  Bq.  48&,~where  relief  was 
.fl^ranted  after  tbe  supreme  court  had  passed  upon 
the  liability  of  phdntilTs  property  to  taxation,  the 
legal  rijrbta  havlnff-been  determined;  Morris  Canal 
ft  Bkar.  Co.  V.  Jersey  City,  18  N.  J.  Bq.  287,-- a  sim- 
ilar case;  Dows  v.  Chicago,  78  U.  B.  11  WalL  108,  80 
'  I..ed.6&;  Savings  ft  Loan  Soc  v.  Austin,  4ACal.  415, 
—a  tax  imposed  by  the  state  board  of  equalisation 
but  relief  refused  the  board  being  oonstltuUonal; 
Vanover  v.  Darls,  87  Qa.  864;  Clayton  v.  Lafargue, 
28  Ark.  187;  Mobile  v.  Baldwin,  Stone  v.  MobUe,  67 
Ala.  01, 8D  Am.  Rep.  718,— a  case  of  a  personal  tax 
where  relief  was  refused;  Howell  v.  Buffalo,  8  Abb. 
App.  Dec.  418;  Blake  v.  Brookiyn,  80  BarU  801; 
Cutting  V.  Gilbert,  6  Blatchf.  880,— where  tbe  right 
is  established  at  law  and  is  plain;  Harkaess  v.  Dis- 
trict of  Columbia.  1  MoArth.  181;  Alexander  v> 
Dennison,  8  MoArth.  688;  Holland  v.  Baltimore,  11 
Md.  180, 00  Am.  Dec.  198,— a  levy  made  without  the 
conseDt  of  the  necessary  majority  of  property 
payers;  Willtams  v.  Grant  County  Court,  80  W.  Va. 
488, 58  Am.  Rep.  04,— an  unconstitutional  dog  tax 
imposed  under  Act  of  1881,  chap.  83;  South  Platte 
Land  Co.  v.  Buffalo  County  Comra.  7  Neb.  868: 
Douglass  v.  Harrisville,  9  W.  Va.  108. 87  Am.  Rep. 
548;  Corrothcrs  v.  Clinton  Dist  Board  of  Education 
of  Monongalia  County,  16  W.  Va.  687;  Polk  v.  Rose, 
85  Md.  108;  George  v.  Dean,  47  Tex.  73,— provided 
the  question  could  be  dealt  with  as  well  before  as 
after  payment;  McDonald  v.  Murphree,  46  Mies. 
1^05;  Scrlbner  v.  Allen.  12  Minn.  148:  Cook  County 
v.  Chicago,  B.  ft  Q.  R.  Co.  86  lU.  460:  Blessing  v. 
Galveston,  48  Tex.  041,— either  upon  constitutional 
or  other  grouiids;  Sowall  v.  St.  PauU  80  Minn.  611, 
j&85;  Scrlbner  v.  Allen,  tupra:  Minnesota  Linseed 
Oil  Co.  V.  Palmen  80  Miun.  408;  Clarke  v.  Qans,  21 
Minn.  887;  Greed^p  v.  Franklin  County,  80  Ark.  101: 
Steuart  v.  Meyer,  54  Md.  454,  408;  Polk  v.  Rose,  86 
Md.  168. 161, 188. 

Wheru  tbe  question  involved  the  validity  of  tbe 
whole  tax  and  assessment  upon  every  person,  relief 
was  granted.    Sherman  v.  Benf  ord,  10  R.  I.  559. 

Relief  was  granted  upon  tfciis  ground  where  the 
necessary  consent  of  tbe  majority  of  property 
owners  was  not  obtained,  in}Holland  v.  Baltlmorei 
supra. 

A  tax  levied  by  a  municipal  corporation  in  pay- 
ment of  Illegal  interest  coupons,  upon  property, 
was  enjoined  to  prevent  a  multiplicity  of  suits,  in 
Coulson  V.  Portland,  Deady,  48L 

b.  Irreparable  injury. 

So  where  refusal  to  grant  relief  would  work  ir- 
reparable  injury.  Louisville  ft  N.  R.  Co.  v.  Gaines, 
2  Fiipp.  681,— a  case  of  an  unconstitutional  tax,  by 
reason  of  its  assessment  upon  exempt  paopwty; 
Wells,  Fargo  ft  Co.  v.  Dayton,  11  Nev.  101;  Porter 
V.  Rockford,  R.  L  ft  St.  L.  R.  Co.  70  111.  661,-a  case 
of  wrongful  assessment;  Alexander  v.  Dennison,  8 
McArth.  608;  Harkness  v.  Board  o£  Public  Works,  1 
MoArth.  181;  Bouton  v.  Brooklyn,  15  Barb.  376;  Pa- 
cific Mail  S.  S.  Co.  V.  Mayor,  67  How.  Pr.  411;  Brook- 
lyn V.  Meserole,  80  Wend.  188;  Heywood  v.  Buffalo,  I 
14  N.  T.  684;  Mann  v.  Union  Free  School  Dist.  No.  8 1 

.:a2  L.  a  A. 


Board  of  Bduoatton,  68  How.  Pr.  880:  HaaloB  r. 
Westchester  County  OomEs.  57  Barix  OBI;  Dora  t. 
Fox,  <a  N.  Y.  864;  OampbeU  v.  8eafliaa«<l  N.  T.W; 
Liebstein  v.  Newark,  84  N.  J.  Xq.  800e  DusnlNuy 
V.  Newark,  85  N.  J.  Bq.  886:  Dows  v.  Gbtatn.  n  T. 
8.  U  Wall.  108, 80  L.  ed.  06;  Shelton  V.  Piatt,  19  U.  8. 
601,85L.ed.874:  Bonaparte  v.  GaaBdeB  ft  A.  K.  Ca 
Baldw.  806;  Union  Trust  Co.  v.  Weber,  10  III.  Ml; 
McBrtde  v.  Chicago,  88  HI.  674;  Frost  v.  Flick.  1 
Dak.  180;  Berri  v.  Patch,  18  Oal.  888,  and  Sitter  v. 
Patch,  18  CaL  SB8,-~where  relief  denied  becsoie 
suoh  injury  was  not  shown  in  tiie  oolleotkia  of  t 
county  tax,  the  coUeetor  not  being  irrespooAle: 
Oliver  v.  Memphis  ft  little  Rock  B.  Co.  SO  Aik-ia. 
—where  the  enforcement  of  an  unooostltatlooil 
tax  worked  an  iireparable  injury  upon  a  rsitroad. 
Clayton  v.  Lafargifte,  88  Ark.  187;  Mobile  r.  Bsldwis. 
Stone  V.  Mobile,  67  Ala.  61,— acaae  of  a  posoosl  tox 
where  relief  was  refused;  Howell  v.  Bnttaio,  I  Aih. 
App.  Dec  418;  Blake  v.  Brooklyn,  80  Bsiik  8(H; 
Parmley  v.  St.  Louis,  LM.ft&R.Oo.  SDUlU: 
Toungblood  V.  Sexton,  88  Mich.  400,— an  nnlawf  al 
tax  upon  a  franchise;  Osbom  v.  Bank  of  United 
States,  8SU.&e  Wheat.  738,0  L.  ed.  8M,-uiioo  the 
ground  that  the  trespass  if:  permitted  would  oper- 
ate to  destroy  the  bank,  tbe  object  of  the  sUtute 
being  the  destruction  .of  tbe  franchise;  Yieter  v. 
Thompson,  44  111.  9;  Mechanica  ft  T.  BnnA  of 
State  Bank  v.  Debott.  1  Ohio  St.  »1;  South  PIstte 
Land  Co.  v.  Buffalo  County  Oomrs.  7  Net.  S>: 
Douglass  V.  HarrisvUle,  9  W.  Ya.  108. 87  Aa.  fiep. 
548;  George  v.  Dean,  47  Tex.  78,— providBd  tbe  qo6i- 
tion  could  be  dealt  with  as  easily  tieCors  ss  after 
payment;  First  Nat.  Bank  of  Hannibal  v.  If eradiib, 
44  Ma  SOh  State  v.  ParkvUle  ft  G.  River  B.  Go.  £ 
Mo.  400,— a  case  of  a  county  tax,  the  court  actin; 
without  Jurisdiction  and  relief  refused;  McDonald 
V.  Murphx«e,  45  Mtes.  T06;  Coulson  v.  Hanrfti.  lOlfiB. 
788;  S<nribner  v.  Allen,  U  Minn.  148;  Goc*  Omuitr  r. 
Chicago.  B.  ft  Q.  R.  Co.  85  lU.  KBO;  BlesBlBg  v.  Gal- 
veston, 48  Tex.  641,— in  case  of  a  state  or  mnaicipal 
tax  on  either  oonstiiuticmal  or  other  groaadK  Xo- 
Clung  V.  Ltvesay,  7  W.  Va.  888:  Burnett  v.  Wkiic^ 
sides,  18  CaL  158;  Sewall  V.  St  Paul,  80  Mbm.6U.  SB; 
Scrlbner  v.  Allen,  tiQTra;  Minnesota  Linseed  Oil  Co. 
V.  Pabner,  80  Minn.  468. 

c  Ituidequatc  legal  remedy. 
And  where  the  remedy  imposed  by  law  iaioade- 
quate  or  incomplete,  egufty  will  graot  relief 
against  tbe  colleotion  of  an  illegal  tax.  DeWittr. 
Hays.  8  Cai.  408, 50  Am.  Dea  868;  LouiavUle  ft  N.  B. 
Co.  V.  Gaines,  8Pllpp.  68L,— a  case  of  as  unoouti- 
tutional  tax  by  reason  of  Its  assosment  upoo 
property  exempt;  Union  Paa  B.  Go.  v.  Ltaiooln 
County,  8  DHL  879;  Dowa  v.  Cliicaco,  78  D.  8.  U 
WalL  106,  80  L.  ed.  85;  New  tinrk  L.  Ids.  Go.  v. 
New  York  City  Bnpfa.  4  Dner,  198;  MQwaokfe  r. 
Koeffler,116n.&  218,  88  L.  ed. 018;  Alton ▼. Bilti- 
raoreftCR.  Co.  lUU.  8.811,86  L. ed. 800;  LonftB- 
ana  Board  of  Liquidation  v.  MoOomb,  98  U.  &  fiO< 
88  L.  ed.  088;  Gates  ▼.  Barrett,  79  Ky.  8B5.-tax  opoo 
a  nonresident  where  relief  granted:  WfflBanMi  r. 
Walters,  1  Idaho,  004;  Gates  v.  Barrett,  ntm,-* 
case  of  relief  granted  against  doulile  tustion*  the 
code  not  including  suoh  remedy;  Parmley  r.  St 
Louis,  L  M.  ft  &  Co.  8  DOL  18;  Cutting  V.  Oifteft, 
5  Blatchf.859,— where  the  right  is  Plata  andeatalh 
lishedbylaw;  Ffanst  Nat,  Bank  of  Gmaha  v.  Doof - 
las  County,  6  Dili  896,— where  the  lllc«al  tax  ooiiki 
not  be  recovered  from  the  slate;  Meoiianioi  ft  T. 


1898. 


Odljn  v.  Woodruff. 


705 


may  be  perpetaally  enjoined  from  enforcing 
the  collection  thereof.  The  bill  was  demurred 
to  for  want  of  equity.  This  demurrer  was 
sustained  and  the  bill  dismissed,  and  from  this 
order  the  appellant  appeals  here. 
That  the  court  of  equity  has  no  Jurisdiction 


to  interfere  by  injunction  to  restrain  trespass 
upon  personal  property,  except  in  rare  cases 
where  the  propertjr  trespassed  upon  or  taken 
has  some  peculiar  mtrinsic  value  to  the  owner 
that  could  not  be  compensated  in  money;  and 
that  the  remedy  is  at  kw,  is  well  settled  In  this 


Branch  of  State  Bank  t.  Debolt,  1  Ohio  St.  Ml;  Mc- 
CAung  ▼.  liivesay,  T  W.  Ya.  8W;  Richardson  v. 
Scott,  47  Hiss,  aft.— an  illegal  tax  and  no  remedy 
against  tax  eollecton  State  v.  Parkville  ft  G. 
River  R.  CO.  3S  Mo.  tfft-Hi  county  taz«  the  oouit 
acting  without  jurisdiction;  McDonald  y.  Mur- 
pfaree.  45  Wm.  TOO;  Ooulson  v.  Harris,  48  Miss.  T88; 
Clarke  t.  Gaax,  21  Minn.  8ST;  Miller  v.  Grandy,  18 
Mi€h.6ia 

d.  Cloud  upon  title. 

Bquity  has  entertained  jurlsdiotion  to  restrain  the 
ooUeetlon  of  an  illegal  tax  the  groundwork  of  which 
18  wanting, where  It  has  t)een  shown  that  the  refusal 
of  relief  would  oast  a  cloud  upon  the  title  to  real 
estate  which  the  court  of  diancery  could  alone  re- 
move.   Alexander  y.  Dennison,  t  MoArtb.  fUOi 
fiarknesB  v.  Board  of  Public  Works,  1  McArth.  1»1, 
—when  the  illegality  is  shown  by  etidence  aUumde; 
J>ows  V.  Chicago*  78  D.  &  11  Wall.  106.20L.  ed.  66,- 
hefore  the  aid  of  equity  could  be  invoked;  Hanne- 
wlnkle  V.  Georgetown,  8IK  U.  8. 16  Wall.  647, 21 L.  ed. 
281;  Union  Pac  R.  Co.  t.  Ryan,  118  U.  8.  516, 28  L. 
ed.  1006;  Greedup  v.  Franklin  County,  80  Ark.  101; 
Hareir.  Camall,  89  Ark.  196;  Burr  ▼.  rfunt,  18  Cal. 
806;  Holllster  v.  Sherman,  68  CaU  88;  Houghton  v. 
Austin,  47GaL  646,— where  the  state  board's  action 
was  held  unoonsUtutlonal  under  section  8866,  hut 
relief  was  denied  there  being  no  cloud  shown  after 
sale:  Ritter  v.  Patch,  12  Gal.  296;  Key  City  Gas-Ught 
Co.  T.MunseU,  19  Iowa,  806;  Beni  y.  Patch,  UBOal. 
289;  Steuart  y.  Meyer,  54  Md.  454,468,-a  tax  sale  with- 
ont  requisite  noUoe;  Polk  y.  Rose,  26  Md.  Itti,  89  Am. 
Dec.  778;  Palmer  v.  Rich,  12  Mich.  414,— where  the 
tax  was  illegal  and  the  tax  deed  evidenoe,  by  stat- 
ute, of  regularity  relief  being  granted;  Soofleld  y. 
Lansing,  17  Mich.  487,— to  the  same  effect;  Minne- 
sota Ltoseed  OU  Co.  y.  Palmer,  80  Minn.  468;  SewaU 
y.  St.  Paul,  Id.  511,— where  no  notice  of  assessment 
for  local  improyements  as  required  by  Act  of  1871, 
bad  been  giyen;  Mayall  y.  St  Paul,  80  Minn.  294,— 
where  the  record  showed  a  yaiid  lien,  a  caseofspe- 
«ial  assessment,  illegal  asuoontrary  to  Special  Iaws 
of  1874,  relating  to  street  improyements;  Arm- 
strong y.  8L  Paul,  80  Minn.  209,— to  the  same  effect; 
Soriboer  y.  Allen,  12  Minn.  148;  South  Platte  Land 
Co.  V,  Buffalo  County  Comis.  7  Neb.  258;  Burling- 
ton ft  M.  Riyer  R.  Co.  y.  Clay  County,  18  Neb.  867, 
—a  sinking  fund  tax  case,  the  tax  being  prima 
fSde  a  lien;  Folkerts  y.  Power,  42  Mich.  288;  Earl 
V.  Ouras.  18  Neb.  284,— tbe  tax  creating  an  incum- 
bmoce;  WeUs  Eargo  ft  Co.  y.  Dayton,  11  Ney.  161; 
3rooks  y.  Howland,  68  N.  M.  96,— wherein  the  exe- 
cution of  a  deed  was  restrained;  Brown  y.  Con- 
cord, 66  N.  H.  876:  Morris  Canal  ft  Bkg.  Co.  y.  Jersey 
City,  12  N.  J.  Rq.  207,— where  the  property  was  de- 
clared exempt  by  the  supreme  court;  Susquehanna 
Bank  y.  Broome  County  Buprs.  26  N.  T.  812;  New 
York  L.  las.  Go.  y.  New  York  City  Suprs.  4  Duer, 
Itt;  Heywood  y.  Buffalo,  14  N.  Y.  684;  Creyier  y. 
New  York,  12  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  840;  Hatch  y.  Buffalo, 
88  K.  Y.  876;  Scott  y.  Ondeidonk,  14  N.  Y.  9, 67  Am. 
Bee.  106,— where  a  claim  could  be  established  by 
ttaereoord;  Magee  y.  Cutler,  48  Barb.  289;  Douglass 
V.  HarrlsylUe.  9  W.  Va.  162, 2fl  Am.  Rep.  548;  Dean 
y.  Madison,  9  Wis.  402,— iHiere    yillage   trustees 
acted  without  auth<9rity;  Delaplaine  y.  Madison, 
9  Wis.  409;  Knowlton  y.  Rock  County  Suprs.  9  Wis. 
410,— where  tax  imposed  under  city  charter  con- 
trary to  state  constitution  requiring  uniform  tax- 
ation; Jenkins  y.  Rock  County  Supri.  16  Wis.  11,— 
where  lots  were  taxed  coUectlyely  Instead  of  sepa- 
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rately  tor  street  improyements,  the  deed  being 
prima  fade  eyidence  of  yalidity;  Mitchell  y.  Mil- 
waukee, 18  Wis.  93,— a  yoid  tax  for  street  improye- 
ments; Judd  y.  Fox  Lake,  28  Wis.  588,— at  anytime 
after  assessment,  inyalidlty  not  appearing  upon  the 
face;  Itarsh  y.  Clark  County  Suprs.  42  Wis.  602,— 
where  the  ground-work  of  the  tax  is  wanting; 
Weeks  y.  Milwaukee,  10  Wis.  2i2;  Soens  y.  Ra- 
cine, Id.  Sn:  Mills  y.  Gleason,  11  Wis.  470, 78  Am. 
Deo.  721;  Foster  y.  Kenosha,  12  Wis.  616;  Rogers  y. 
Milwaukee,  13  Wis.  610;  Warden  y.  Fbnd  du  Lac 
County  Suprs.  14  Wis.  618;  Horsey  y.  Milwaukee 
County  Suprs.  16  Wis.  186, 82  Am.  Dec.  718;  Bond  y. 
Kenosha,  17  Wia.  284:  Myriok  y.  La  Crosse,  Id.  442; 
MUls  y.  Johnson,  Id.  898;  Smith  y.  Milwaukee,  18 
Wis.  68;  Kneeland  y.  Milwaukee,  Id.  411;  Khnball  y. 
Ballard,  19  Wis.  601, 88  Am.  Dec.  705;  Wells  y.  Bum- 
ham,  20  Wis.  112;  Crane  y.  Janesyilie,  Id.  805;  Pierce 
y.  Schutt,  Id.  428;  Howes  y.  Radne,  21  Wis.  S14; 
Leflerts  y.  Calumet  County  Suprs.  Id.  688;  May  y. 
Holdridge,  28  Wis.  98;  Hamilton  y.  Fond  du  Lac,  25 
Wis.  490;  Siegel  y.  Outagamie  County  Suprs.  26  Wis. 
70;  Dean  y.  Charlton,  27  Wis.  622;  Dean  y.  Borch- 
semus,  80  Wis.  286;  Whittaker  y.  JanesyiUe,  88 
Wis.  76;  Quinny  y.  Stockbridge,  Id.  605;  Dayton  y. 
Relf .  84  Wis.  86;  Morgan  y.  Hammett,  Id.  612;  Horsey 
y.  Barron  County  Suprs.  87  Wis.  75;  Massing  y. 
Ames,  Id.  646;  Pier  y.  Fond  du  Lac,  88  Wis.  479; 
Johnson  y.  Milwaukee,  40  Wis.  816. 

In  such  cases  tbe  proceedings  appear  yalid  upon 
their  face,  and  extrinsic  eyidence  is  required  to 
proye  tbe  contrary.  Greedup  y.  Franklin  County, 
80  Ark.  101;  Hare  y.  Camall,  89  Ark.  196;  Burr  y. 
Hunt,  18  Gal.  800;  Sewail  y.  SL  Paul,  20  Minn.  611, 
625;  Scribner  y.  Allen,  18  Minn.  148;  Minnesota  Lln- 
seeaOil  Co.  y.  Palmer,  20  Mhin.  468;  South  Platte 
Land  Co.  y.  Buffalo  County  Comrs.  7  Neb.  268; 
Liebstein  y.  Newark,  24  N.  J.  Bq.  20O;  Dusenbury 
y.  Newark.  26  N.  J.  Bq.  295;  HeywoodlT.  Buffalo, 
14  N.  Y.  884;  Mann  y.  Cnlon  Free  School  Dist.  No. 
2  Board  of  Bducation,  68  How.  ;Pr.  289;  Hanlon  y. 
Westchester  County  Suprs.  67  Barb.  dSO;  Marsh  y. 
Brooklyn,  60  N.  Y.  280;  Dom  y.  Fox,  61  N.  Y.  264; 
Campbell  y.  Seaman,  68  N.  Y.  682, 20f  Am.  Rep.  667; 
Jenkins  y.  Rook  County  Suprs.  16  Wis.  11;  Judd  y. 
Fox  Lake,  28  Wis.  688. 

But  where  the  aasessmentlls  yoid  upon  its  yery 
face,  the  record  casts  no  cloud  upon  title  and  no  re- 
lief will  be  granted.  Hannewinkle  y.  Georgetown, 
82  U.  S.  15  Wall.  547, 21  L.  ed.  28;  Harknees  y.  Board 
of  Public  Works,  1  MoArth.  181;  Floyd  y.  Gil- 
breath,  27  Ark.  675,— where  itiwas  sought  to  enjoin 
a  tax  as  contrary  to  the  proyislons^of  the  Act  of 
March  27,  1871;  Holllster  y.  Sherman,  63  Cal.  88,— a 
tax  imposed  upon  property  administered  by  the 
regents  of  the  uniyersity;  Bucknall  y.  Story,  86 
Cal  67;  De  Witt  y.  Hays,  2  Cal.  469, 66|Am.  Dec.  852; 
Burr  y.  Hunt,  18  Gal.  807;  Roblnsonly.  Gear,  6  Cal. 
276;  Berri  y.  Patch,  18  Cal.  299;  Weber  y.  San  Fran- 
cisco, 1  Cal.  456;  Hardenburgh  y.  Kidd,  10  Cal.  408; 
Hatch  y.  Buffalo,  88  N.  Y.  276. 

In  such  a  case  the  complainant  would  haye  a 
yalid  defense  in  an  action  of  ejectment  by  the 
purchaser.  Llylngston  y.  HoUenbeck,  4  Barb.  9; 
Van  Doren  y.  New  York,  9  Paige,  888,  4  L.  ed.  748; 
Mooers  y.  Smedley,  6  Johns.  Ch.  28,  2  L.  ed.  48; 
Brooklyn  y.  Meserole,  28  Wend.  182;  Adkins  y. 
Brewer,  8  Cow.  206,  15  Am.  Dec.  264;  Horton  y. 
Auchmoody,  7  Wend.  200;  Parker  y.  Walrod,  16 
Wend.  614, 80  Am.  Dec.  124:  Wlggin  y.  New  York, 
9  Paige,  16,  4L.  ed.  fiOl;  Magee  y.  Cutler,  43  Barb. 
289. 
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BtAte   as  elsewhere.     Baldwin  v.   Tucker,  16  [  his  exercise  of  his  profession  as  a  lawyer  is  qd- 

Fla.  258,  and  authorities  there  cited.  constitutional,  then  the  levy  of  the  tax  colkct- 

If  the  contention  of  the  appellant  in  his  hill   or  upon  his  goods  for  the  enforcement  of  such 

is  true,  that  the  statute  imposing  this  tax  upon  I  tax  would  amount  to  a  trespass,  for  the  redreas 


Id  Mitcheil  V.  Milwaukee,  18  Wis.  gg,  relief  was 
granted  against  the  sale,  the  plaintifF^s  Bubstantlal 
rights  beinff  affected. 

Where  the  uniform  rule  of  taxation  is  defeated, 
the  whole  assessment  Is  vitiated  as  the  foundation 
of  a  valid  tax,  and  equity  interferes  a^ost  the  is- 
,  suing  of  a  deed  without  proof  of  other  injury  from 
the  pretended  tax.  Marsh  v.  Clark  County  Suprs. 
42  Wis.  5(B;  Dean  v.  Madison,  9  Wis.  40S;  Deiaplalne 
V.  Madison,  Id.  408;  Knowlton  v.  Hock  County 
Suprs.  9  Wis.  410. 

And  the  mere  prevention  o;f  multiplicity  of  suits 
is  not  sufficient  in  the  absence-  of  litigation  or 
threats  thereof.    Magee  v.  Cutler,  supra. 

It  must  be  shown  Je/iors  the  record  that  the  de- 
fect exists,  and  that  the  proceedings  are  irregular 
and  invalid,  and  that  such  could  not  be  detected 
upon  enforcement  of  the  lien.  Marsh  v.  Brook- 
lyn, 59  N.  Y.  280;  Paoiflc  Mail  S.  S.  Co.  v.  Mayor,  67 
How.  Pr.  6U. 

In  Red  v.  Johnson,  08  Tex.  284,  equity  refused  to 
enjoin  the  collection  of  a  state  school  tax«  no  in- 
dividual damage  being  shown  except  a  cloud  upon 
tiUe. 

The  bill  must  aver  unlawful  sale,  causing  irrep- 
arable injury.    Coulson  v.  Harris,  43  Miss.  72». 

Where,  however,  the  deed  is  made  prima  fade 
evidence  by  the  act  of  the  legislature,  relief  will  be 
granted.    Palmer  v.  Boling,  8  CaL  388. 

By  the  Wisconsin  laws  a  tax  is  a  lien  both  before 
and  after  a  tax  sale,  and  an  injunction  will  be 
granted  restraining  its  collection  and  setting  aside 
the  proceedings  and  to  cancel  the  sale  certificate 
where  such  tax  is  void  and  illegal.  Milwaukee  Iron 
Co.  V.  Hubbard,  29  Wis.  51,  following  Hamilton  v. 
Fond  da  Lac  26  Wis.  490.  and  distinguishing  and 
approving  Chicago  &  N.  W.  K.  Co.  v.  Fort  Howard, 
21  Wis.  44, 91  Am.  Bee.  468. 

Such  jurisdiction  exists  even  though  no  sale  has 
taken  place,  or  even  been  advertised.  Roe  v.  Lin- 
coln County,  56  Wis.  86. 

The  tax  being  a  lien  and  a  cloud  as  soon  as  levied. 
JWd. 

Where  the  certificate  for  special  improvement 
taxes  issued  without  authority  of  law  and  the  tax 
had  been  anticipated  by  a  sale  of  the  evidence,  and 
the  cost  ot  improvements  collected  from  the  United 
States,  equity  relieved  against  a  sale  of  the  prop- 
erty upon  a  certificate  for  special  improvement 
taxes  as  casting  a  cloud  upon  title.  Alexander  v. 
Dennison,  2  McArth.  502. 

Relief  was  erranted  against  the  taking  of  property 
under  void  and  null  proceedings,  in  Baltimore  v. 
Grand  Lodge  of  I.  O.  O.  F.  44  Md.  445. 

SpedoU  state  doctrines. 

In  some  states  the  courts  have  granted  relief 
where  the  tax  is  illegally  imposed  without  the 
authority  of  law;  levied  by  unauthorised  per- 
sons; assessed  upon  property  exempt  from  taxa- 
tion; when  fraud  has  been  practiced;  and  in  other 
cases  working  irreparable  injury.  Moore  v.  Way- 
man,  107  UL  195;  Du  Page  County  Suprs.  v.  Jenks,  65 
111.  276:  Munson  v.  Miller,  66  lU.  880;  Chicago,  B.  & 
Q.  R.  Co.  V.  Cole.  76  111.  691;  Ottawa  v.  Walker,  a 
III.  606,  74  Am.  Dec.  121;  CowgiU  v.  Long,  16  lU.  201^ 
Beverly  v.  Sabin,  20  HI.  867;  Merritt  v.  Farri8,22 
IlL  808;  Munson  v.  Minor,  Id.  594;  Cook  County  v. 
Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  85  111.  466;  Mount  Carbon 
Coal  &  R.  Co.  V.  Blanchard,  64  HI.  244:  Swinney  V' 
Beard,  71  IlL  29;  Poner  v.  Rockford,  R.  L  &  St.  L. 
R.  Co.  76  111.  696;  Nunda  v.  Chrystal  Lake,  79  111.  811; 
Ottawa  Glass  Co.  v.  MoCaleb,  81  HI.  656:  McBride  v. 
Chicago,  22  111.  674;  Chicago,  fi.  &  Q.  R.  Co.  v.  Frary, 
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22  111.  86;  Vieley  v.  Thompson,  44  HL  9;  Deminff  r. 
James^  72  HI.  78:  McConkey  v.  Smith,  78  UL  313,- 
wh<>re  indebtedness  not  belonging  to,  was  added  to 
the  capital:  KimbaU  v.  Merchants  8a v.  Loan  &  T.Ooi 
89  111.  6U;  Lemont  v.  Singer  ft  Taloott  Stooe  Co.  SB 
111.  94;  Keigwin  v.  Hamilton  Twp.  Drainage'Gomxs. 
116  III.  M7;  Phoenix  Grain  &  Stock  Bxciiange  v. 
Gleason,  121  111.  524:  Evans  v.  Gage,  1  UL  ApptaQS; 
Illinois  Cent.  R.  Co.  v.  McLean  County,  17  HI.  ai; 
Drake  v.  Phillips,  40  111.  p88;  Jeffersonvtile  v.  Pat- 
terson, a2  Ind.  140:  Indianapolis,  P.  ft  C  B.  Ox  v. 
Tipton  County  Comrs.  70  Ind.  886;  Columbia.  C  k 
I.  Cent.  R.  Co.  v.  Grant  County  Comrs.  65  Id<L  Ci; 
Riley  v.  Western  U.  Teieg.  Co.*  47  Ind.  611,-a  tu 
upon  capital  stock  of  a  foreign  company:  Shoe- 
maker V.  Grant  County  Comrs.  86  Ind.  176;  Toledo, 
W.  ft  W.  B.  Co.  v.  Lafayette,  22  Ind.  262;  OreeDcaade 
Twp.  V.  Black,  5  Ind.  567;  Lafayette  v.  JeoDeis,  10 
Ind.  70;  Delphi  v.  Bowen.  61  Ind.  29, 37;  Oonway  t. 
Younkin,  28  Iowa,  296;  Cattell  v.  lowiy,  45  lova, 
478;  Rood  v.  Mitchell  Cbunty  Supra.  89  Iowa.  M: 
Zorger  v.  R^pids  Twp.  86  Iowa.  176;  Willlanis  v. 
Pelnny,  25  Iowa,  436;  Hubbard  v.  Jobuaoo  Oounty 
Suprs.  23  Iowa,  180;  Powers  v.  Bownuin,  58  lova, 
369;  Macklot  v.  Davenport.  17  Iowa,  879;  Litchfield 
V.  Polk  County,  18  Iowa,  70;  Smith  v.  Osbun,  S3 
Iowa,  474;  ^iarber  v.  Farr,  64  lowa«  69;  Beme^  t. 
Burlington  Bqualization  Board,  80  Iowa,  474;  Mor- 
f ord  V.  Unger,  8  Iowa,  82;  Langworthy  v.  Dubuque^ 
18  Iowa,  86;  Fulton  v.  Davenport,  17  Iowa,  lOi; 
Gates  V.  Barrett,  79  Ky.  295;  CovhigUm  v.Boutth 
gate,  15  B.  Mon.  491;  Arbegust  v.  LouisvUle,  S  Bo^ 
271;  Bradshaw  v.  Omaha,  1  Neb.  16. 

The  Id  Jury  must  be  real  and  likely  to  occar. 
Cook  V.  Miller,  26  DL  App.  421. 

The  assessment  must  work  an  injury  such  as  a 
court  of  equity  alone  will  take  cognizance  of.  Ciii- 
cago,  B.  ft  Q.  R.  Co.  V.  Sidors,  88  HI.  890. 

It  was  granted  in  the  case  of  an  asBesemest 
against  one  not  the  owner,  as  being  witboot  war 
rant  of  law.  Seariog  v.  Heavyeides,  106  111.  8S: 
Seeley  v.  Westport,  47  Conn.  294,  86  Am.  Bep.  T(k 
Doming  v.  James,  72  IlL  78,— where  the  collector 
was  insolvent. 

And  as  against  an  arbitrary  assessment.  Q^- 
horn  V.  PosUewaite,  43  lU.  428. 

Where  the  vote  was  upon  the  appropriatioo  of 
two  railroads  jointly  and  not  upon  each  fleparatelf 
the  tax  levied  thereon  was  enjoined  as  a  nuUtty. 
Finney  v.  Lamb,  64  Ind:  1;  Garrigus  v.  Parke  Coun- 
ty Comrs.  89  Ind.  66;  Bronenberg  v.  Madia(»  County 
Comrs.  41  Ind.  602. 

Where  the  distinctions  between  actions  at  lav 
and  suits  .in  equity  and  tihe  forms  of  aotioDS  are 
abolished  the  remedy  by  injunction,  to  restrain 
the  collection  of  an  illegal  and  void  tax,  mar  he 
sought  at  once.    Delphi  v.  Bowen,  61  Ind.  29. 

In  Darling  v.  Gunn«  50  DL  424,  equity  enjoined  Uie 
collection  of  an  increased  tax  levied  without  ootiee 
to  the  plaintiff,  upon  the  ground  that  it  was  in- 
authorized  and  the  party  was  entitled  to  an  oppor- 
tunity to  be  heard. 

In  Indianapolis,  P.  ft  C.  B.  Co.  v.  Tipton  OooDty 
Comrs.,  70  Ind.  886,  the  court  restrained  the  oolleo- 
tion  of  a  tax  imposed  for  the  purpose,  and  in  aid 
of,  a  railroad,  under  Reg.  Sess.  Acts  1875,  p,  Ifl,  more 
than  three  years  prior  to  the  Act,  which  project 
has  failed,  the  appropriation  being  void  and  Uleeal. 

Where  the  illegal  tax  has  been  paid  the  only 
remedy  Is  by  appeal  to  the  justice  of  the  law- 
making power.  Shoemaker  v.  Grant  Goootr 
Conurs.  86  Ind.  176. 

The  asseasment  must  be  shown  to  be  void  and. 
illegal.   Delphi  v.  Bowen,  61  Ind.  tt. 
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of  which  there  is  ample  remedy  at  law;  and  he 
has  DO  standing  in  a  court  of  equity.  The  de- 
murrer to  his  bill  was,  therefore,  properly  sus- 
tained, and  the  dismissal  of  the  bill  properly 
followed. 


This  disposes  of  the  case,  but  we  deem  it 
proper  to  add  that  we  have  thought,  and  arer 
still  of  the  opinion,  that  the  case  of  Young  v^ 
ThomaSy  disposed  of  by  this  court  at  its  Jan- 
uary term,  1879  (17  Fla.  169,  85  Am.  Rep.  98), 


Where  the  defect  to  In  the  law  itself  the  court 
can  interfere  by  tojunctlon.  Ceoter  k  W.  Gravel 
RcAd  Go.  T.  Blaok,  88  Ind.  466. 

So  where  there  was  no  proper  aaseiflment  and 
levy,  equity  enjoined  its  collection.  BrandJrff  v. 
Harrison  County,  50  Towa,  164,  there  being  an  entire 
absence  of  taxing'  power. 

Where  It  was  alleged  that  the  petition  was  not 
signed  by  the  requisite  number  of  tarpayers  as  re- 
quired by  the  Laws  of  1B70.  chap.  102. 1 2.  relating  to 
taxation  in  aid  of  raihroads  which  authorized 
the  township  trustees  to  order  an  election  upon 
the  petition  of  a  given  number  of  tiie  resident  tax* 
payers,  the  court  refused  the  injunction.  Zorger 
T.  Rapids  Twp.  86  Iowa,  176. 

Where  the  assessment  was  wholly  unauthorised, 
and  not  merely  erroneous,  the  court  held  that  it  was 
not  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  appeal  to  the 
board  of  superyisors  prior  to  fUlng  a  bill  to  enjoin 
the  collection  of  a  tax.  Hubbard  v.  Johnson 
County  Suprs.  23  Iowa,  180. 

Where  a  tax  legal  in  itself  was  not  certified  as 
required  by  law,  nor  properly  listed,  the  court  re- 
fused relief  by  way  of  injunction.  Iowa  Railroad 
Land  Go.  v.  Carroll  County,  89 Iowa,  161. 

If  the  tax  were  absolutely  void,  if  the  property 
was  not  subject  to  taxation;  if  it  was  exempted  by 
law  from  taxation;  or  if  the  taxing  officers  had 
no  jurisdiction  over  it,  nor  power  to  tax  It,— then 
there  oould  hardly  be  any  doubt  of  the  right  of  the 
taxpayer  to  maintain  a  suit  by  way  of  injunction. 
Kan.  Oen.  Stat.  p.  677.  fl  258;  Missouri  Biver,  Ft  8. 
&  G.  R.  Go.  V.  Morris,  7  Kan.  210, 289. 

Where  plalntilTs  tract  was  liable  to  taxation  as 
one  lot,  and  portions  thereof  were  assessed  and 
taxed  as  lots  surrounded  by  streets  and  alleys,  the 
asBeasmeot  including  elements  of  value  not  exist- 
intr  in  the  case  of  unplatted  land,  having  no  pecu- 
niary measurement,  the  court  granted  an  injunc- 
tion upon  such  assessment  as  being  irregular  and 
unjust  Stebbins  V.  ChaHis,  15  Kan.  56. 

^me courts  have  held,  that  where  the  legislature, 
unjostly,  and  with  the  improper  motive  of  increas- 
ing the  revenues  of  a  city,  have  brought  within  its 
limits  and  subject  to  its'taxation,  property  purely 
acrlcuitural  in  its  nature,  and  so  situated  as  not  to 
receive  the  benefits  of  city  government,  conven- 
iences and  regulations,  taxation  upon  such  prop- 
erty will  be  restrained.  Covington  v.  Southgate,  15 
B.  Mon.  491;  Arbegust  v.  Louisville,  2  Bush.  271; 
MoTford  V.  Unger,  8  Iowa,  82;  Langworthy  v.  Du- 
buque, 18  Iowa,  86;  Fulton  v.  Davenport,  17  Iowa, 
404:  Bradshaw  v.  Omaha,  1  Neb.  16. 

Where  the  requirements  of  the  law  as  laid  down 
in  the  Maryland  Act  of  I860,  chap.  164,  were  disre- 
garded, the  court  held  the  prooeBdings  of  the  city 
comndsitonerB  coram  mm  judie^  and  void  and 
granted  an  injunction  restraining  the  collection  of 
a  tax  upon  property  for  street  grading.  Baltimore 
V.Porter,  18  Md.  801. 

Cnder  the  Massachuaetis  General  Statutes,  chap. 
18, 1 79,  equity  can  restrain  and  prevent  by  way  of 
Injunction  any  violation  or  abuse  of  the  legal  right 
snd  power  of  raising  taxes  and  assessments.  Free- 
^od  V.  Hastings,  10  Allen,  570,— where  relief  was 
retunA  against  a  tax  levied  for  contingent  ex- 
penses, the  refunding  of  money  contributed  for 
iMQnties. 

In  Kinyon  v.  Ihioliene,21  Mich.  486,  the  court  en- 
Joined  a  tax  imposed  by  commissioners  whose  ap- 
polntcnent  was  void,  being  contrary  to  the  statute. 

In  Anderson  v.  State,  28  Miss.  450,  the  court 
granted  an  injunction  in  a  suit  between  the  tax 
22L.B.A, 


collector  and  the  assignee  of  a  bank  enjoining  thff. 
selling  of  bank  securities  for  taxes,  the  question 
being  whether  the  state  had,  under  the  statutes  of 
the  state,  a  lien  for  taxes  over  the  assignee. 

So  in  the  case  of  a  statutory  exemption  from  tax- 
ation. Mechanics  Bank  v.  City  of  Kansas,  78  Mo.  566. 

It  was  held  to  be  enjoinable  in  case  of  an  excess 
of  authority,  in  South  Platte  Land  Ck>.  v.  Buffalo 
County  Comrs.  7  Neb.  268;  Lemont  v.  Singer  ft  Tal- 
cott  Stone  Co.  98  111.  94. 

Assessments  raised  or  increased  without  notice 
have  been  held  restralnable.  South  Platte  Land 
Co.  V.  Buffalo,  supra;  Cleghom  v.  Postiewaite,  48 
I1L428. 

In  Burnet  v.  Cincinnati,  8  Ohio,  78, 17  Am.  Dec. 
582,  equity  enjoined  the  sale  of  city  lots  for  Illegal 
taxes. 

To  the  same  effect.  Dyer  v.  Branch  Bank  at  Mo- 
bile, 14  Ala.  625,  Collier,  Ch,  J, 

In  Culbertson  v.  Cincinnati,  16  Ohio,  574,  equity 
enjoined  a  special  tax  levied  by  a  city  council  as 
Illegally  Imposed,  the  ordinance  being  irregular,  in 
not  providing  for  a  review. 

So  where  no  opportunity  was  given  a  nonresident 
to  work  out  his  tax.    Miller  v.  Gorman,  88  Pa.  809. 

The  mere  allegation  of  irreparable  injury  Is  not 
sufficient,  some  impediment  to  the  legal  remedy 
must  be  shown.    McClung  v.  Livesay,  7  W.  Va.  829* 

And  if  the  act  creating  the  tax  Is  uUravire8  equity 
will  interfere.  Christie  v.  Maiden,  28  W.  Va.  687.— 
a  wharftige  tax  for  use  of  ferry  landing  within  coi^ 
porate  limits. 

The  Intentional  omission  of  property  subject  to 
taxation  renders  all  taxes  levied  thereon  void  and 
illegal,  and  relievable  against  In  eq  uity.  Hersey  v. 
MUwaukee,  16  Wis.  186,  82  Am.  Dec.  71& 

Aliter,  an  unintentional  omission.    ib<<2. 

Bqulty  will  enjoin  a  tax  sale  where  the  tax  is 
levied  on  a  wrong  basis.  Schettier  v.  Fort  How- 
ard, 48  Wis.  48. 

Where  a  statute  required  assessors  to  make  an 
actual  view,  and  exercise  their  Judgment  upon  each 
tract  its  advantages  and  disadvantages,  quality, 
etc.,  it  was  held  that  a  classification  which  was  ar- 
bitrary as  disregarding  these  principles  was  illegal, 
and  restralnable  by  injunction^  Hersey  v.  Barron 
County  Suprs.  87  Wis.  75. 

And  any  tax  levied  without  a  lawful  assessment 
may  be  restrained  without  proof  of  other  injury 
to  the  plaintiff.  Marsh  v.  Clark  County  Supn.  42 
Wis.  502. 

Fraud. 

In  some  jurisdictions  the  courts  have  granted  re- 
lief upon  the  ground  of  fraud. 

The  power  of  the  chancellor  to  restrain  the  col- 
lection of  the  revenue  is  one  that  will  never  be 
exercised  except,  inter  cdia^  where  a  clear  case  of 
fraud  is  shown.  Union  Trust  Co.  v.  Weber,  96  111. 
346;  McBrlde  v.  Chicago,  22  Dl.  574;  DuPage  County 
Suprs.  V.  Jenks,  66  Dl.  275. 2W;  Vleley  v.  Thompson, 
44  111.  9;  McDonough  County  Suprs.  v.  Campbell,  42 
HI.  480;  Cleghom  v.  Postiewaite,  43  III.  428;  DarUng 
V.  Gunn,  60  Dl.  424;  Albany  &  B.  Mln.  Co.  v.  Auditor 
General,  86  Mich.  801;  Pacific  Hotel  Co.  v.  Lieb,  sa 
HI.  602,— an  overvaluation  tax  upon  capital  stock 
of  railroad:  Swlnney  v.  Beard,  71  HI.  27;  Leltch  v. 
Wentworth,  Id.  146;  Ottawa  v.  Walker,  21  HI.  606,  74 
Am.  Dec.  121,~where  the  tax  was  imposed  to  pay 
a  fraudulent  judgment;  Drake  v.  Phillips,  40  I1L 
388;  McConkey  v.  Smith,  78  HI.  815;  Chicago,  B.  ic 
Q.  R.  Co.  V.  Cole,  76  HL  601;  Gage  v.  Evans,  90  HL 
569;  Lemont  V.  Singer  ft  T.  Stone  Co.  96  111.  94;  Keig- 
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is  fully  decisive  of  the  question  of  the  consti- 
lutionality  of  legislation  imposinf(  license  taxes 
upon  the  exerc&e  of  their  profession  bjr  law- 
yers. Though  they  are  not  referred  to  in  the 
t)pinion  in  Uuit  case,  yet  the  cases  of  Eat  parte 


Garland,  71  U.  8.  4  Wall.  383. 18  L.  ed.  866, 
and  **The  Latoyer^  Tax  Cams/' S  Helak.  565. 
relied  upon  by  the  appeHant  to  overturn  that 
case,  were  brought  to  theattcDtion  of  the  court 
in  the  briefs  of  counsel  in  the  consideratioo  of 


>rlD  V.  Hamilton  Twp.  Drainage  Gomrs.  115  111.  847: 
l>hoen1z  Grain  A  8.  £zch.  y.  Gleason,  121  lU.  524: 
tneflrhorn  v.  Postlewaite.  43  lU.  428;  Hannewinkle 
V.  Georflretown.  82  tT.  S.  15  WaU.  547,  21  L.  ed.  281; 
Porter  v.  Rookf  otd,  R.  I.  A  St.  L.  R.  Go.  78  OL  681; 
Lefferts  v.  Calumet  County  Buprs.  21  Wis.  688,~a 
oase  of  fraudulent  discrimination  in  the  aaeessment 
for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  more  than  justly  due; 
Milwaukee  Iron  Co.  t.  Huhhard,  29  Wis.  51,  a  simi- 
lar case. 

If  fraud  is  alleged  it  must  be  proved  by  clear  and 
irresistible  evidence,  and  the  injury  must  be  likely 
to  be  considerable.  Union  Trust  Co.  v.  Weber,  98 
111.840. 

Where  the  townshlpsupervisor  fraudulently  and 
with  a  view  to  imposition,  assessed  property  above 
its  value  and  relatively  above  the  value  of  other 
asseesments  upon  his  roll,  the  court  granted  atf  in- 
junction restraining  such  excessive  tax.  Merrill 
V.  Humphrey,  24  Mich.  170. 

An  allegation  of  fraud  in  the  assessment  of  the 
supervison,  will  not  confer  jurisdiction,  where 
there  is  adequate  remedy  at  law.  Hagenbuch  v. 
Howard,  84  Mich.  1. 

Where  a  larger  tax  was  imposed  than  was  due 
with  a  fraudulent  intent  to  apply  the  cxoess  to 
unlawful  purposes,  the  court  refused  to  interfere 
except  the  money  was  being  used  for  such  purpose 
and  the  remedy  at  law  was  Inadequate.  West  v. 
Ballard,  82  Wis.  188. 

Penonal  tax. 

In  the  case  of  a  tax  levied  upon  personal  proper- 
ty, equity  will  not  in  general  Interfere  with  its  col- 
lection upon  the  ground  of  illegality  as  it  is  a  mere 
trespass  for  which  the  remedy  at  law  is  adequate. 
Union  Pac  R.  Co.  v.  Lincoln  County,  2  Dill.  279; 
Judd  v.Fox  Lake,  28  Wis.  588;  Van  Cott  V.Milwaukee 
County  Suprs.  18  Wis.  247,— a  case  of  a  municipal 
tax;  McCoy  v.  ChlUcothe,  8  Ohio,  870,  17.  Am.  Dec. 
607,— a  case  of  an  unoonsHtutlonal  tax  with  no  pe- 
culiar injury;  Brooks  v.  Howland.  68  N.  H.  88:  Rock- 
ingham Ten  Cent  8av.  Bank  v.  Portsmouth,  52  N. 
H.  17;  Peck  v.  School  Dist.  No.  4,  21  Wis.-516,--a  tax 
Imposed  to  pay  an  illegal  town  contract;  Folkerts 
V.  Power,  42  Mich.  288;  Quinney  v.  Stockbridge,  88 
Wi8.  505:  Conley  v.  Chedic,  6  Nev.  222,— unless  judg- 
ment at  law  is  not  collectible;  Chicago  ft  N.  W.  R. 
Co.  V.  Fort  Howard,  21  Wis.  44.  91  Am.  Dec.  458,— a 
case  of  threatened  levy  upon  rolling  stock;  Mutual 
Ben.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  New  York  City  and  County 
Suprs,  8  Bosw.  888;  Wilson  v.  New  York,  4  B.  D. 
Smith,  675,— plalntiflr  a  resident  in  another  etato: 
Youngblood  v.  Sexton,  82  Mich.  406,  20  Am.  Rep. 
654;  WlUiamB  v.  Detroit,  2 Mich.  560;  Henry  v.  Greg- 
ory, 29  Mich.  68;  Brewer  v.  Springfield,  97  Mass.  152; 
Durant  v.  Eaton,  96  Mass.  460;  Loud  v.  Charlestown, 
99  Mass.  208;  Whiting  v.  Boston.  100  Mass.  89;  Hun- 
newell  v.  Charlestown,  Id.  850;  Dodd  v.  Hartford,  25 
Conn.  232;  Rltter  v.  Patch,  12Cal.  208;  BerrI  v.  Patch, 
12  Cal.  299;  Worth  v.  FayetteviUe  Town  Comrt. 
Wlnst.  Eq.  70;  Greene  v.  Mumford,  5  R.  L  472, 
78  Am.  Dec.  79;  Deane  v.  Todd,  22  Mo.  90:  Sayre  v. 
Tompkins,  28  Mo.  448;  Barrow  v.  Davta,  46  Mo.  894; 
McPike  V.  Pew,  48  Mo.  625;  Brooklyn  v.  Meserole, 
26  Wend.  182;  Livingston  v.  Pippin,  81  Ala.  542;  Bal- 
timore V.  Baltimore  &  Ohio  R.  Co.  21  Md.  60;  Mooets 
V.  Smedley,  6  Johns.  Cb.  28,2  L.  ed.  48;  Susquehanna 
Bank  v.  Broome  County  Suprs.  25  N.  Y.  812;  Mo- 
hawk &  H.  R.  Co.  V.  Clute,  4  Paige.  884, 8  L.  ed.  480; 
Pacific  Mail  S.  S.  Co.  v.  Mayor,  67  How.  Pr.  611; 
Hannewinkle  v.  Georgetown,  82  U.  S.  15  Wall.  647, 

L.  ed.  281;  Dows  v.  Chicago,  78  U.  8.  U  Wall.  108, 
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20  L.  ed.  66,— a  tax  upon  shares  of  stock  in  a  na- 
tional bank  assessed  too  high,  and  piahitiS  a  ooq. 
resident,  no  special  ciroumstances  being  ahovo  to 
bring  the  case  within  equicv  jurisdietioa:  Mil- 
waukee V.  KoefBer,  116  U.  8.  3991,  29  L.  ed.  IIS,-a 
case  of  a  tax  upon  a  non  resident:  Baldwin  v.  Tuck- 
er, 16  Fla.  258;  Bryan  v.  Long.  14  Fla.  aiB;  MoCoUom 
V.  Morrtoon,  Id.  414:  Bowes  v.  Hoeg,  16  Fls.  408; 
Davidson  v.  Floyd,  Id.  607;  Dodd  v.  Hartftwd,  S 
Conn.  282,— a  dty  tax  for  public  expenaec;  Mobile 
V.  Baldwin,  Stone  v.  Mobile.  57  Ala.  61:  Coaler  v. 
Chedic  6  Nev.  222;  Crawford  v.  Bradford,  S3  Fk, 
404;  Mechanics  &T.  Branch  of  State  Bank  t.  De- 
bolt,  1  Ohio  St.  501;  Chicago  ftN.W.R.Go.T.F(irt 
Howard,  21  Wis.  44, 01  Am.  Dea  466;  Exchange 
Bank  of  Columbus  v.  Hines,  8  Ohio  St.  2. 88;  Lock- 
wood  V.  St.  Louis,  24  Mo.  20;  Feck  v.  School  Bht. 
No.  4  of  Beloit,  21  Wis.  521;  Lens  v.  Chuiton.  3 
Wis.  480:  Milwaukee  Iron  Co.  v.  Hubbard,  »Wh. 
68;  Quinney  v.  Stock  bridge,  83  Wis.  808;  Bound  r. 
Wisconsin  Cent.  K.  Co.  45  Wis.  668;  Hemy  v.  Gref- 
ory,  28  Mich.  68,— except  there  is  some  peculiar 
value  which  damages  would  not  compensate;  WUte 
V.  Stender,  24  W.  Va.  615, 4B  Am.  Bep.  288.-00101 
special  value  be  shown  and  no  remedy  for  s<^e- 
quate  damages;  Churke  v.  Gana,  21  Minn.  S87,-to 
the  same  effect;  City  Nat.  Bank  of  Faducab  r.  Pi- 
ducah,  5  Cent.  L.  J.  847;  1  Thomp.  Nat.  Bank  Ou. 
800. 

Although  the  jibove  is  the  general  rule  with  re- 
gard to  the  restraining,  by  Injunction,  the  ooUeo- 
tion  of  taxes  against  personal  property,  yet  it 
seems  that  no  difference  between  taxes  upon  per- 
sonal and  real  property  is  made  by  the  conrts  of 
Illinois,  Indiana,  Iowa,  and  Kentucky,  relief  beiof 
granted  by  the  courts  in  these  states  in  both  cta«es 
of  cases. 

Equity  will  not  enjoin  the  collection  of  apencmal 
tax  or  fee  by  an  officer  where  there  is  no  gromid  of 
apprehension  of  an  attempt  to  enforce  it  contrary 
to  the  plaintiff's  wilL  Crawford  v.  Bradford,  3 
Fla.  404. 

Still  relief  has  been  granted  even  hi  the  caaeofa 
personal  tax  where  a  peculiar  value  in  the  property 
has  been  shown,  such  as  damages  at  law  would  not 
compensate.  Henry  v.  Gregory.  29  Mich.  66;  Clarke 
V.  Ganz,  21  Minn.  887;  Baldwin  v.  Tucker,  16  Fla. 
258;  Bryan  v.  Long,  14  Fla.  806;  McCnllom  r.  Slor- 
rison.  Id.  414;  Bowes  v.  Boeg,  15  Fla. «»;  Bavidaoa 
V.  Floyd,  Id.  667. 

HMoppeL 

Where  the  owner  of  property  has  reqneated  Im- 
provements or  acquleeoed  theteiii.  or  had  oocioe 
thereof  and  raised  no  objection,  relief  has  been  re- 
fused. Kellogg  V.  Ely,  15  Ohio  St.  61,— wbore  an 
aaKSsment  was  made  for  She  oonstniottoa  of  a 
ditch,  under  Statute  Maroh  24, 1868,  tbeplainiUt  be- 
ing guilty  of  laches;  Weber  v.  San  Frandaco,  1  CaL 
465;  Byram  v.  Detroit,  6U  Mich.  66;  Mote  v.  DeUolt. 
18  Mich.  485:  Lafayette  v.  Fowler.  8ft  Ind.  110;  Sleep- 
er V.  Bullen,6  Kan.  800;  Dusenbury  v.  Newark,  » 
N.  J.  Eq.  28& 

When  plaintiff's  lot  was  assessed  wtth  another  not 
belonging  to  him,  even  after  the  required  notice  ^'f 
the  completion  of  the  tax  lists  and  neglect  to  in- 
spect same  relief  wasgranted.  Crane  v.  Janea^'lUe. 
20WI&80K. 

Yet  it  has  been  held  that  presumptive  or  actual 
knowledge  of  the  progress  of  dty  improTeneota 
will  not  work  an  estoppel  where  the  proceedings 
authorising  the  work  are  lUegaL  Steckert  v.  East 
Saginaw,  22  Mich,  104. 

So  the  mere  submission  to  an  illegal  tax  wlU  not 
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thai  esse.  With  the  oonclusions  reached  ia 
th&t  case  we  are  in  full  accord,  and  ba^e  been 
uDftble  to  find  anything  to  shake  our  'faith  in 
i  is  correctness.  In  addition  to  the  authorities 
there  cit^,  the  following  will  be  found  to  sus- 
tain also  the  conclusions  therein  reached,  and 
iD  them  will  be  found  a  discussion  of  every 


phase  of  the  propositions  contended  tor  by  the 
appellant:  Si.  JjOuU  v.  Sternberg,  4  Mo.  App. 
458;  StaU  y.  Qazlay,  5  Ohio,  15;  LanguiOe  y. 
State^  Tex.  App.  812;  Coolcy,  Taxn.  pp.  576, 
577;  Weeks,  Attorneys,  2d  ed .  §  41. 
The  decree  appealed  from  is  aprmed. 


work  an  estoppel  of  a  subseqaent  denial*  except 
the  case  be  extreme.   Langworthy  v.  Dubuque,  18 

Iowa,  66. 

Set-of. 

The  mere  fact  that  a  debt  ia  due  from  the  munici- 
pality or  county  ia  no  irround  for  a  set-off.   Flnne- 


jFan  T.  Femandina,  15  Fla.  aT9.  21  Am.  Kep.  2W; 
Scotwy  y.  Decatur  County,  72  Ind.  561. 

And  the  fact  of  payment  of  illegal  taxes  upon 
former  occaaions  makes  no  ground  for  relief,  by 
way  of  set-off.  Fremont  y.  Mariposa  &  Barly 
Countiea,  11  Cal.  851;  Wayne  y.  Sayannab,  66  Ga« 
448.  E.W. 
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>  Joseph  L..  SHELDON  ei  al„  Plfft.  in  Err,, 

V, 

Simon  PRUESSNER  et  ai. 
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*1.  The  eourts*  In  thm  due  adinlalsir»- 
tioB  of  liwtiee»  will  not  enforoo  a  eon- 
tract  in  yiolatJon  of  law,  or  permit  a  plaintiff  to 
recover  upon  a  transaction  agidnst  public  policy, 
even  If  the  InvaHdity  of  the  cootract  or  transac- 
tion be  not  specially  pleaded. 

2.  Where  n  mortipicee,  residing^  In  this 
stftte,  owns  and  hne  In  hie  poeeeesion  a 
note  ftir  $  1  ^TOOt  secured  by  a  mortgaire  upon 
real  estate  in  this  state,  and  pretends  to  transfer, 
by  merely  indoraing  his  name  thereon,  but  with- 
out actually  deliyerinfr  the  same,  such  note  and 
mortffa«e  to  his  father  in  another  state,  wi^out 
aoy  denuind  being  made  upon  him  to  do  so,  to 
«ecure  |4fiO  and  interest  for  prior  iKirrowed  mon- 
ey, but  really  for  the  purpose  of  eyading  the 
payment  of  taxea  Justly  due  the  state,— Held  that, 
in  an  action  brouirht  in  tbe  name  of  the  father  to 
recover  upon  the  note  and  mortgage,  the  mort- 
gagee, on  account  of  his  acta  in  evading  tbe  pay- 
ment of  taxes,  and  thereby  defrauding  the  rey- 
enues  of  the  state,  cannot  haye  any  recovery  in 
the  name  of  hia  father  or  otherwise  on  any  part 
of  tbe  note  or  mortgage  belonging  to  him.  HOd, 
also,  that  if  the  father  did  not  haye  any  knowl- 
edge  of  such  alleged  transfer,  and  his  name  is 
uied  to  collect  such  note  and  mortgage  without 
hia  ooosent,  or  if  he  merely  accepted  the  note  and 
mortgage  aa  a  partieepa  eriminis^  to  defraud  the 
Kvenoelawa,  no  reooyery  of  any  amount  thereon 
can  be  had  in  hia  name. 

8.  Where  a  hneband  and  wife  Jointly 
Maveir  a  hoaeeetead  In  exehaage  fbr 
other  real  eetate  to  be  occupied  t^  them  aa 
a  new  homestead,  upon  which  there  is  a  prior 
niortgage,  and  the  husband,  with  the  consent  of 
the  wife,  takes  the  conyeyanoe  of  such  real  estate 
in  bis  own  name,  and  expressly  aseumea  the  pay- 
ment of  the  mortgage  thereon,  the  wife  cannot, 
In  an  action  to  forecloee  the  mortgage,  defend 
sfaiostftupon  tbe  ground  that  tbe  real  estate  so 

•  Headnotes  by  Hobtok,  CTi.  J.  * 


purchased  is  a  homestead,  and  therefore  that  the 
prior  mortgage  thereon  at  the  date  of  the  ex- 
cJtiange  is  null  and  void. 

4.  Where  a  hlirlMiPnkte  of  interest  ie  ex- 
prnegly  legeifed  to  be  paid  after  maturity, 
such  amount  is  recoverable,  if  not  prohibited  by 
statute. 

6.  Where  a  Jndf^ent  Is  rendered  upon 
two  dllDarent  nc»tee«  and  for  the  foreclosure 
of  two  different  mortgages  giyen  to  secure  the 
same,— one  in  fayor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  one  in 
fayor  of  a  co-defendant,~-and  the  judgment  on 
the  note  and  the  foreclosure  of  the  mortgage  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff  are  erroneous  for  want  of 
sufficient  eyidence,  it  is  error  for  the  trial  court 
to  provide  in  the  decree  that  upon  the  sale  of  the 
real  estate  all  of  the  costs  involved  in  the  case, 
including  the  costs  taxed  upon  the  erroneous 
Judgment,  shall  be  Hist  paid  from  the  proceeda  of 
such  sale. 

(January  6, 1894.) 

ERROR  to  the  District  Court  for  Shawnee 
County  to  reyiew  a  judgment  in  fayor  of 
plaintiffs  in  an  action  brought  to  forecloee  a 
mortgage.    Retersed. 

Statement  by  Horton*  (Jh,  J. : 

This  action  was  brought  in  the  district 
court  of  Shawnee  county  by  Simon  Pruessner 
against  Joseph  L.  Sheldon  et  al, ,  May  5,  1891, 
to  foreclose  a  mortgage  given  by  Joseph  L. 
Sheldon  and  wife  to  Henry  S.  Pruessner  to 
secure  the  sum  of  $1, 700  and  interest.  After- 
wards Lewis  M.  Motter  filed  his  answer,  set* 
ting  up  and  claiming  a  mortgage  of  $1,000, 
given  by  Henry  S.  Fruessner  and  wife  as  a 
prior  lien  upon  the  lands  and  tenements  de- 
scribed in  plaintiff's  mortgage,  being  the  N. 
W.  i  of  the  S.  W.  i  of  section  16,  township 
12,  range  16,  in  Shawnee  county.  Joseph 
L.  Sheldon  and  his  wife,  Lizzie  S.  Sheldon, 
filed  separate  answers  to  the  plaintiff's  peti- 
tion, and  also  filed  separate  replies  to  the 
answer  of  their  codefendant.  Lewis  M.  Mot- 
ter. The  case  was  tried  on  the  5th  of  Decem- 
ber, 1891,  and  Judgment  rendered  for  Simon 


Noi!x.--The  decision  that  a  transfer  of  a  mort- 
fBve  to  evade  taxation  is  so  far  contrary  to  public 
policy  that  the  transferee  cannot  enforce  it  for  the 
beoeat  of  the  transferrer  seems  to  be  a  novel  one. 
Tfaeexact  effect  of  aueh  a  tranafer  on  the  rights  of 
the  partSea  ia  left  aomewhat  indefinite.  Whether 
22L.R.A, 


the  transferee  could  enforce  the  mortgage  if  he 
chose  actively  to  assert  his  rights  for  himself,  and 
whether  on  the  other  hand  the  tranaf  error  could  in 
his  own  name  enforce  the  mortgage  are  important 
questions  left  open  in  this  case. 
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Pniessner  for  $1,700,  and  interest  at  7  per 
cent  per  annum,  and  his  mortgage  forecl(»ed 
and  adjudged  to  be  a  second  lien  upon  the 

Premises  described.  Judgment  was  also  ren- 
ered  in  favor  of  Lewis  jM.  Motter  against 
Henry  S.  Pruessner  and  wife  for  the  sum  of 
$1,0(X)  and  interest  at  12  per  cent  per  annum 
from  date  of  default,  which  sum  was  ad- 
judged to  be  a  first  lien  upon  the  same  prem- 
ises. Joseph  L.  Sheldon  and  his  wife,'  Liz- 
zie S.  Sheldon,  bring  the  case  to  this  court. 

Mr.  H«  C.  Boot,  for  plaintiffs  in  error: 

The  mortgage  made  by  Joseph  L.  Sheldon, 
and  wife,  Lizzie  S.  Sheldon,  was  executed  to 
Henry  8.  Pruessner  on  the  6th  day  of  June, 
1888:  at  that  time  the  title  to  the  land  was  in 
Henry  8.  Pruessner;  he  did  not  convey  the 
land  to  Joseph  L.  Sheldon  until  about  the  14th 
of  June,  1888. 

The  mortgage  of  the  Sheldons  could  not  con- 
vey any  interest  in  the  land,  because  at  this 
time  they  had  no  title  or  interest  to  mortgage. 

Papin  V.  Qoodrieh,  108  III.  90:  RandaU  y. 
Lower,  98  Ind.  257 ;  Pianten  Loan  cfc  8av, 
Bank  v.  ZHckinwm,  83  Ga.  711;  Brewster  v. 
Madden,  15  Kan.  249. 

Simon  Pruessner,  the  plaintiff,  did  not  own 
the  Sheldon  mortgage  for  $1,700  when  this 
suit  was  commenc^  and  therefore  was  not  the 
real  party  in  interest. 

There  is  simply  a  blank  indorsement  upon 
the  note  and  the  assignment  on  the  mortgage 
is  not  acknowledged. 

An  indorsement  requires  a  delivery  of  the 
note  by  the  indorsee  himself  with  the  intention 
of  passing  the  property  in  the  note. 

Story,  Promissory  Notes,  p.  125;  Sain^ury 
V.  Parkinson,  20  Eng.  L.  &  Eq.  851;  Bliss, 
Code  PI.  p.  807;  Kn%n  v.  Bare,  4  Ind.  App. 
440;  Dan.  Neg.  Inst.  p.  766;  Willey  v.  Galling, 
70  N.  C.  420;  De  Witt  v.  Van  Sickle,  29 
N.  J.  Eq.  209. 

Henry  S.  Pruessner's  motive  for  the  alleged 
assignment  to  his  father  Simon  Pruessner 
is  very  bad,  and  shows  on  his  part  an  utter 
disregard  for  all  law. 

Courts  cannot  lend  their  aid  to  any  such 
purpose,  it  being  abhorrent  to  justice. 

He  who  saves  a  sum  of  money  by  evading 
the  payment  of  a  tax  does  exactly  the  same  in- 
jury to  society  as  he  who  steals  so  much  from 
the  treasury,  and  is  therefor  guilty  of  as  great 
immorality,  or  as  great  an  act  of  dishonesty. 

1  Sharswood's  Bl.  Com.  p.  58,  note. 

This  court  will  follow  the  unbroken  line  of 
authority,  and  will  maintain  the  tax  laws  of 
this  state  and  the  dignity  and  integrity  of  the 
courts  of  justice  by  dismissing  this  cause  at 
expense  of  the  plaintiff  and  thereby  say  to  him, 
and  Henry  S.  Pruessner,  the  real  party  in  in- 
terest, you  have  undertaken  to  defraud  the 
state  out  of  its  revenues  and  the  court  will  let 
you  fight  your  battles  single  handed. 

Gen.  Stat,  g  6849;  Washbvm  CoUege  v. 
Sfiawnee  County  Comrs.  8  Kan.  844;  Mitchell 
V.  Leavenworth  County  Comre.  9  Kan.  349,  91 
U.  S.  206,  28  L.  ed.  302;  HaU  v.  Coppell,  74 
U.  S.  7  Wall.  558, 19  L.  ed.  248:  Blythe  v.  Lon- 
inggood,  24  N.  C.  20,  87  Am.  Dec.  402;  HUt 
V.  Oreev,  78  Pa.  198.  18  Am.  Rep.  787;  Huev's 
App.  1  Grant,  Cas.  51;  Craft  v.  McConoughy, 
79  111.  846,  22  Am.  Rep.  171;  Drexler  v.  1^- 
22  L.  R.  A. 


reU,  15  Nev.  114;  Cambioeov.  Maffeit,  2Wu\i. 
C.  C.  108;  AdarM  v.  Bowan,  8  sSmedes  &  M. 
624;  Valentine  v.  Stewart,  15  CaL  388;  Bank 
of  United  States  v.  Otoens,  27  U.  B.  2  Pet.  527, 
7L.  ed.  508;  Perkins  ▼.  Dibble,  10  Ohio,  437. 
36  Am.  Dec.  97;  ThaUmer  v.  Brinkerhof,  30 
Johns.  396;  Greenhood,  Pub.  Pol.  p.  63;  Bobg 
V.  West,  4  N.  H.  285, 17  Am.  Dec.  428;  Bump. 
Fraud.  Conv.  p.  246;  Stalker  v.  McDonald,  6 
HUl,  98,  40  Am.  Dec.  889. 

The  91,000  mortgage  was  acknowledged  b^ 
fore  L.  H.  Pounds:  said  attempted  acknowl- 
edgment was  a  nullity  and  although  stid 
Motter  mortgage  was  recorded,  it,  not  being 
acknowledged,  did  not  impart  notice  to  any 
one. 

Gen.  Stat.  §  1180;  Sanfordv.  Weeks,9^Km. 
824;  Perkins  v.  Matteson,  40  Kan.  195:  Bam- 
mere  v.  Dole,  61  111.  806;  Brown  v.  Moore,  33 
Tex.  645;  Wilson  v.  Traer,  20  Iowa,  231: 
Beaman  v.  Whitney,  20  Me.  418;  iCtii^  t. 
Weeks,  70  N.  C.  872;  Snyder  v.  Sumahk,  1 
Hill,  567. 

Any  stipulation  for  a  greater  rate  of  interest 
after  maturity  is  null  and  void,  and  to  enforce 
the  same  in  a  cOurt  of  equity  is  ineqaitable 
and  unjust,  and  contrary  to  precedent  and  an- 
thority. 

2  Cooky's  Bl.  Com.  bk.  8,  p.  482;  HolUs  v. 
Wyse,  2  Vem.  289;  NichoUs  v.  Ma^nard,  S 
Atk.  520;  Seton  v.  Slade,  7  Yes.  Jr.  278. 

An  agreement  in  advance  that  interest  shall 
draw  interest  is  not  enforcible  in  an  equitable 
action. 

Hotoard  v.  Farley,  19  Abb.  Pr.  128;  ToU  v. 
ffiller,  11  Paige  281,  5  L.  ed.  118;  16  Alh.  L 
J.  p.  254;  Van  Bensehooten  v.  Lawson,  6  Johns. 
Ch.  818,  2  L.  ed.  186;  Leonard  v.  ViOars,  38 
111.  880;  Levens  v.  Briggs,  14  L.  R.  A  188,  81 
Or.  888. 

Mr,  BUhop  Cmmrine*  for  defendants  in 
error: 

A  man  is  not  bound  to  keep  his  property  in 
this  state  merely  to  pay  the  tax  upoif  it. 

OilfTKn^  V.  Boberts,  79  Wis.  460;  7  Wail.  Act 
&Def. 

Mr.  A.  Bergen  also  for  defendants  in 
error. 

Horton*  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court : 

In  the  answer  of  Joseph  L.  Sheldon  to  the 
petition  of  Simon  Pruessner  upon  the  note 
and  mortgage  executed  by  Sheldon  and  his 
wife  to  Henry  S.  Pruessner  on  June  6,  18^. 
for  $1,700,  with  interest,  it  was  denied, 
among  other  things,  that  Simon  PmesBner 
was  the  holder  or  owner  of  the  note  and  mort- 
gage ;  and  it  was  also  denied  that  he  had  any 
interest  therein,  the  allegation  being  that  the 
alleged  transfer  to  him  was  colorable  only, 
and  without  consideration.  It  appears  from 
the  evidence  of  Henry  S.  Pruessner  that  his 
indebtedness  to  his  father  before  the  transfer 
of  the  note  and  mortgage  was  $450.  If  he 
had  given  the  note  secured  by  the  mortgage 
to  his  father,  or  if  he  had  sold  the  note  in 
good  faith  to  his  father  for  $450  onlv,  or  for 
any  other  sum,  Simon  Pruessner  might  be  en- 
titled, as  the  holder  and  owner  thereof,  to 
recover  the  amount  with  interest,  and  alio  to 
have  a  foreclosure  of  the  mortgage.  If  it 
were  not  for  the  general  finding  of  the  trial 
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court  in  favor  of  Simon  Pruessner,  there 
would  be  no  trouble  whatever  in  this  case. 
8imon  Praessner,  the  father,  lives  in  Mis- 
souri. Henry  Ftuessner.  the  son,  lives  in 
Shawnee  coun^,  in  this  state. 

Henry  testified,  amonfc  other  things,  as 
follows :  **  In  order  to  get  rid  of  paying  taxes 
on  the  note  and  interest  I  owed,  I  sold  the 
note  to  my  father.  In  fact,  I  have  not  got 
anything  of  the  money.  Therefore  I  sold  to 
father,  being  I  owed  a  part  to  him ;  and  in 
case  I  want  any  more  I  will  set  it  of  him, 
because  I  am  a  poor  man,  and  I  cannot  afford 
to  pay  taxes  on  an  amount  I  have  not  i?ot, 
and  pay  interest  on  the  same  amount  at  the 
same  time.  Q,  How  did  you  sell  it  (the 
note)  to  him  (your  father)  ?  -4.  I  wrote 
him.  Q,  What  did  you  write  him?  A.  A 
letter.  0.  What  were  the  contents  of  the 
letter?  A.  It  was  being  I  owed  him  Bi>me 
money.  Q,  For  what?  A.  I  borrowed  it. 
Q.  When?  A,  Just  before  I  made  that  trans- 
fer.  Q,  How  much  did  you  borrow?  A, 
Four  hundred  and  fifty  dollars.  Q.  Four 
hundred  and  fifty  dollars?  A,  Yes,  sir.  Q. 
How  was  that  four  hundred  and  fifty  dollars 
given  to  you?  A.  By  note.  Q.  What  was 
the  date  of  the  note?    A.  1  could  not  say. 

>.  Was  the  note  ever  paid?  A.  No,  sir. 
What  cash  did  you  ever  eet  from  your 
father?  A,  That  much  casE.  Q,  When? 
A.  I  could  not  state  the  exact  time.  Q. 
How  did  you  get  it?  Did  he  pay  you  cash 
in  hand?  A.  He  sent  a  part  and  paid  a  part 
in  cash.  Sent  by  money  order  and  registered 
letter.  Q.  Can  you  locate  the  year  in  which 
the  four  hundred  and  fifty  dollars  was  paid? 
A.  No,  sir.  Q.  Was  it  1890?  A.  No,  sir. 
Q.  Was  it  1888?  A.  It  was  before  we  had 
any  transaction, — before  I  disposed  of  the 
property.  Q.  That  would  make  it  before 
1888?  A,  Yes.  sir.  Q.  Before  Sheldon 
bought?  A.  Yes,  sir.  Q.  What  about  the 
balance  of  this  mortgage?  How  much  do 
Tou  claim  the  Sheldons  are  owinff  you?  A, 
Seventeen  hundred  dollars.  Q,  What  was  to 
become  of  the  balance  of  the  seventeen  hun- 
dred dollars,  when  collected,  after  the  pay- 
ing of  the  four  hundred  and  fifty  dollars? 
A.  Father  holds  it.  Q,  For  you?  A,  Yes. 
sir." 

The  note  and  mortgage  were  not  transferred 
at  the  time  that  any  or  the  money  was  bor- 
rowed. No  demand  was  made  upon  Henry 
for  security  by  his  father,  or  for  any  transfer 
of  the  note  or  mortgage.  They  bear  the  blank 
indorsement  of  Henry,  but  it  does  not  appear 
that  they  were  delivered  personally  to  Simon 
Pniessner,  or  that  he  employed  the  attorney 
to  commence  this  action.  It  does  appear  that 
one  of  his  brothers  supports  him ;  that  Henr)' 
employed  the  attorney ;  and  that  the  note 
and  mortgage  have  been  either  in  his  posses- 
sion or  the  possession  of  the  attorney  all  the 
time.  Henry  was  present  at  the  trial,  and 
«eera8  to  have  been  very  much  interested. 
Simon  Pniessner  was  not  present  at  the  trial ; 
neither  was  his  deposition  read.  Construing 
All  of  the  evidence  as  favorably  as  possible 
for  Simon  Pniessner,  it  appears  that  the  note 
^as  merely  transferred  by  Henry  to  evade 
the  payment  of  taxes  justly  due  in  this  state, 
and  thereby  to  defraud  the  revenues  of  the 


state.  His  claim  that  he  wanted  to  secure 
$450  of  borrowed  money  due  his  father  seems 
rather  a  mere  incident  of  the  transfer, — the 
excuse,  but  not  the  controlling  motive.  The 
uncontradicted  evidence  is  that  the  transfer 
of  the  note  and  mortgage  was  made  *^  to  gefi 
rid  of  payinff  taxes. ''^ 

We  could  fairly  sustain  the  general  finding 
of  the  trial  court  upon  the  Pniessner  mort- 
gage if  Henry  had  not  testified  that  the  trans- 
fer was  made  **  to  get  rid  of  paying  taxes, " 
and  because  **he  was  a  poor  man,  and  could 
not  afford  to  pay  taxes. "  This  evidence  does 
not  seem  to  us  to  have  been  fully  considered 
by  the  trial  court.  Perhaps  it  was  not  con- 
sidered because  the  illeffalitv  of  the  transfer 
was  not  specially  pleaded  in  either  of  the 
answers;  but  this  was  not  necessary.  The 
courts,  in  the  due  administration  of  justice, 
will  not  enforce  a  contract  in  violation  of 
law,  or  |5ermit  a  plaintiff  to  recover  upon  a 
transaction  against  public  policy,  even  if  the 
invalidity  of  the  contract  or  transaction  be 
not  specially  pleaded.  Oseanyan  v.  Win- 
ehMt&r  Sepeating  Arms  Go.  108  U.  S.  261,  26 
L.  ed.  589,  and  cases  cited. 

Henry  had  no  hesitation  in  stating  the  il- 
legal purpose  for  which  he,  in  part,  trans- 
feired  the  note  and  mortgage,  and  cannot 
complain  if  this  court  gives  it  full  effect. 
Notes  and  mortgages  are  subject  to  taxation 
in  this  state.  Gen.  Stat.  1889,  pars. .  6846, 
6847,  6849;  Kansas  MuU  L,  Asso.  v.  Hill,  61 
Kan.  686. 

Cooley,  in  his  work  on  Taxation,  says: 
"There  is  not  only  a  necessity  for  taxation, 
but  it  is  eminently  just  and  equitable  that 
it  should  be  as  nearly  equal  as  possible. 
Hence  it  is  the  policy  of  the  law  to  re(]uire 
all  property,  except  such  as  is  specially 
exempted,  to  bear  its  proportion  of  the  pub- 
1  ic  burdens.  ^  "He  who  saves  a  sum  of  money 
by  evading  the  payment  of  a  tax  does  exactly 
the  same  injury  to  society  as  he  who  steals 
so  much  from  the  treasury,  and  is  therefore 
guilty  of  as  great  immorality,  or  as  great  an 
act  of  dishonesty."  1  Sharawood,  Bl.  Com. 
p.  58,  note;  Missouri,  R.  Ft.  8.  dt  O,  B.  Co. 
V.  Morris,  7  Kan.  210. 

Whatever  tends  to  interfere  with  the  bene- 
ficial operation  of  the  statute  is  unlawful,  as 
against  the  policy  of  the  law.  Whatever 
tends  to  obstruct  duty  by  defeating  the  letter 
or  spirit  of  the  law  is  also  unlawful ;  and 
the  courts  will  not  enforce  any  agreement  or 
contract  for  the  benefit  of  one  through  whose 
direction  or  assistance  the  law  is  violated,  or 
public  policy  contravened.  The  law  at- 
tempts to  close  the  doors  to  temptations  by 
refusing  such  parties  recognition  in  the 
courts.     87  Cent.  L.  J.  313. 

"No  court  will  lend  its  aid  to  a  man  who 
founds  his  cause  of  action  upon  an  immoral 
or  illegal  act.  If,  from  the  plaintiff's  own 
stating  or  otherwise,  the  cause  of  action  ap- 
pears to  rise  et  turpi  causa,  or  the  transgres- 
sion of  a  positive  law  of  this  country,  there 
the  court  says  he  has  no  right  to  be  assisted. 
It  ig  upon  that  ground  the  court  goes;  not 
for  the  sake  of  the  defendant,  but  because  it 
will  not  lend  its  aid  to  such  a  plaintiff.'' 
VaUmtine  v.  Stewart,  15  Cal.  389 ;  Wilcox  v. 
Ellis,  14  Kan.  588,  19  Am.  Rep.  107 ;  Oaston 
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V.  Drake,   14  Nev.  175,  38  Am.  Rep.  548; 
Drexler  v.  Tyrrdl,  15  Nev.  114. 

If  Simon  Pruessner  is  a  bona  fide  owner 
and  holder  of  the  note  for  $450  and  Interest, 
we  think  he  may  be  permitted  to  recover  that 
amount,  and  have  his  foreclosure;  bat,  if 
Henry  transferred  the  note  and  mortgage  to 
evade  the  paying  of  taxes  on  his  Tnte^st 
therein,  he  cannot  be  permitted,  through 
Simon  Pruessner,  to  recover  any  part  of  the 
note  and  mortgage  for  his  own  benefit.  As 
before  stated,  If  the  note  and  mortgage  had 
been  transferred  in  good  faith  as  a  gift,  sale, 
or  as  collateral  security,  without  any  wrong- 
ful intent  or  purpose  on  the  part  of  Henry  to 
defraud  the  revenue  laws  of  the  state,  the 
whole  amount  thereof  might  be  recovered  by 
anv  owner  or  holder  of  the  same.  But  the 
evidence  of  Henry,  as  appearing  in  the  rec- 
ord, unexplained,  prevents,  in  this  case,  the 
rendition  of  the  iudgment  upon  the  note  and 
mortgage  taken  bv  him  from  the  Sheldons, 
and  now  attempted  to  be  enforced  in  the  name 
of  his  father. 

The  claim  that  Joseph  L.  Sheldon  did  not 
own  the  mortgaged  property  on  the  6th  day 
of  June,  1888,  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of 
the  note  and  mortgage,  and  therefore  that 
there  was  no  consideration  ^iven  for  the 
$1,700  note,  is  not  tenable.  Henry  S.  Pru- 
essner,  and  Joseph  and  Lizzie  S.  Sheldon 
exchanged  places;  the  Sheldons  conveying 
bv  joint  deed  their  homestead  in  the  city  of 
Topeka  to  Henry  S.  Pruessner  for  the  40  acres 
of  land  described  in  the  petition,  and  giving 
the  $1,700  note,  secured  by  the  mortgage. 
Henry  S.  Pruessner  may  not  have  actually 
delivered  the  deed  to  the  land  to  Joseph 
Sheldon  until  a  day  or  two  after  the  ntort- 
gage  to  him,  but  at  the  time  of  the  execution 
of  the  note  and  mortgage  the  negotiations 
for  the  exchange  were  completed.  The  deed 
to  Joseph  L.  Sheldon  is  dated  the  5th  day  of 
June,  1888,  and  was  acknowledged  on  the  8th 
day  of  June,  1888.  The  mortgage  is  dated 
the  6th  of  June,  1888.  It  was  ac£aowledged 
on  the  11th  day  of  June,  1888,  and  recorded 
on  the  14th  day  of  June,  1888.  Therefore 
we  suppose  all  of  the  papers  were  exchanged 
about  the  same  time ;  that  all  the  conveyances 
were  a  part  of  the  same  transaction.  The 
note  and  mortgage  were  really  a  part  of  the 
purchase  money,  and  the  mortgage  operates 
at  least  upon  the  estate  acquiredfrom  Henry, 
the  mortgagee.  The  only  estate  attempted 
to  be  foreclosed' is  that  obtained  from  Henry 
S.  Pruessner,  and  it  is  not  contended  that  the 
Sheldons  succeeded  to  any  after-acquired  tftle 
from  any  one  except  from  Pruessner. 

Another  contention  in  the  case  is  that  the 
Motter  mortgage  of  $1,000  was  not  entitled 
to  be  recorded,  because  it  was  acknowledged 
before  an  interested  party,  and  therefore  tnat 
Mrs.  Sheldon  had  no  constructive  or  valid 
notice  thereof.  The  note  held  by  Motter  was 
originally  given  to  J.  N.  Strickler,  cashier, 
by  Henry  S.  Pruessner  and  wife,  and  the 
22  L.  R.  A. 


mortgage  was  taken  to  J.  N.  Strickler,  as 
cashier.  The  acknowledgment  was  taken  be- 
fore L.  H.  Pounds,  notary  public.  There  is 
nothing  upon  the  face  of  the  mortgage  tend- 
ing to  show  that  Pounds  was  an  interested 
party.  It  appears  from  the  evidence,  out- 
side of  the  mortgage,  that  J.  N.  Strickler 
was  the  cashier  oi  tne  Investment  Banking 
Company  at  Topeka,  and  that  T.  L.  Poaods 
was  the  vice-president  of  that  company ;  not 
L.  H.  Pounds,  the  person  taking  the  acknowl- 
edgment. There  is  no  evidence  in  the  record 
that  L.  H.  Pounds,  the  notary  public,  is  or 
was  interested  in  the  Investment  Bankine 
Company.  When  the  deed  of  the  mortgsigea 
premises  was  executed  by  Henry  S.  Pruessner 
and  wife  to  Joseph  L.  Sheldon,  the  latter  ac- 
cepted the  same  upon  the  expressed  condition 
that  he  assumed  the  payment  of  the  Motter 
mortgage ;  therefore  he  not  only  had  personal 
knowledge  of  the  mortgage,  out  agreed  to 
pay  the  same  to  obtain  the  conveyance  of  the 
property.  The  amount  of  the  prior  mortgage 
was  in  the  nature  of  purchase  money,  ^o 
property  is  exempt  from  the  payment  of  ob- 
ligations contracted  for  the  purchase  thereof. 
Further  than  this,  it  appears  from  the  tn 
dence  that  Joseph  L.  Sheldon  was  absent  on 
business  during  a  part  of  tlie-  negotiations 
for  the  exchange  of  properties,  and  that  his 
wife,  Mrs.  Sheldon,  baa  very  much  to  do 
with  the  exchange.  It  is  probable  that  she 
had  actual  notice  of  the  Motter  mortgage,  or 
rather  of  the  prior  incumbrance  on  the  prem- 
ises received  in  exchange  for  her  homestead. 
The  note  held  by  Motter  was  dated  February 
1,  1888,  and  matured  in  three  years  there- 
after. The  rate  of  interest  per  annum  speci- 
fied in  the  note  was  8  per  cent  until  maturity 
and  12  per  cent  after  maturity.  Where  there 
is  an  express  stipulation  that  a  certain  rate 
of  interest  shall  run  after  maturity,  interest 
at  that  rate  is  recoverable.  11  Am.  &  £ng. 
Encyclop.  Law,  pp.  416,  417,  and  cases  cited 
in  note;  8  Randolph,  Com.  Paper,  p.  823, 
^  1713,  and  cases  cited ;  Amd  v.  Obm.  8» 
Kan.  767. 

The  Judgment  of  the  trial  court  as  rendered 
and  entered  of  record  is  erroneous  as  a  whole, 
because  the  judgment  includes  not  only  the 
amount  of  the  note  and  mortgage  given  by 
the  Sheldons  to  Henry  S.  Pruessner,  but  also 
provides  that  all  of  the  costa,  including  the 
costs  in  the  litigation  over  the  Pruessner 
note  and  mortgage,  as  well  as  the  Motter 
mortgage,  are  to  be  first  paid  from  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  sale  of  the  mortgaged  premises. 
The  order  of  sale  also  contains  this  erroneous 
feature.  As  the  costs  were  improperly  ad- 
judged against  the  Sheldons  upon  the  Pru- 
essner note  and  mortgage,  those  costs  ought 
not  to  have  been  included  in  the  judgment 
or  the  order  of  sale.  Under  these  circum- 
stances, thejudament  tnU  be  mi  aside,  and  the 
cause  remanded  for  further  proceedings. 

All  the  Justices  concur. 


1894. 
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OREGON  &  CALIFORNIA  R.  CO.  et  ai., 

V, 

City  of  PORTLAND,  SubBtituted,  etc.,  Appt. 

( Or. ) 

L  The  courts  magr  enjotn  the  coUeetlon 
of  an  aeeeennent  of  almttinf  owners 

for  the  construction  of  elevated  roadways  which 
will  not  at  all  benefit  the  property  aaseand  as 
there  is  no  foundation  for  the  exercise  of  disore> 
tloo  of  the  aesessittff  ofBoerB. 
8.  The  enlbroement  of  an  aeseeemeat 
for  local  improwemente  upon  pr6pert7 
not  at  all  benefited  thereby  is  the  taking  of  prop- 
erty without  due  process  of  law. 

(January  15, 18M.) 

APPEAL  b^  defendants  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Multnomah  County 
in  favor  of  plaintiffs  in  a  suit  brought  to  en- 
joiii  defendants  from  collecting  an  assessment 
upon  complainants'  property  to  pay  for  the 
coDstruction  of  certain  elevated  roadways. 
Afirmed. 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Mestn.  J.  V.  Beach  and  McGinn* 
Sean  *  Simon,  for  appellants : 

The  referee  having  found  all  the  issues  in 
favor  of  defendants,  except  upon  the  question 
of  benefits  and  upon  the  sufficiency  of  the 
notice  of  intention  to  improve,  and  plaintiffs 
having  moved  to  confirm  said  report  vrithout 
objecime  to  any  of  said  findings,  they  are  pre- 
cluded mm  raising  any  points  in  this  court, 
except  upon  the  question  of  benefits  and  the 
sufficiency  of  the  notice. 

fitaU  V.  Grover,  10  Or.  66. 

The  legislature  has  prescribed  what  is  known 
as  the  fronta^  rule  in  making  assessments  to 
pay  for  the  iminovement  of  streets,  ^ranting 
to  the  council  however  the  right  to  reduce  the 
assessment  if  it  determines  that  the  abutting 
property  would  not  be  benefited  in  the  f  uU 
cost  of  makinff  such  improyement;  the  coun- 
cil not  only  did  not  determine  that  the  abutting 
property  would  not  be  benefited  in  an  amount 
equal  to  the  cost  of  the  improvement  in  front 
of  it,  but  expressly  determined  and  enacted  in 
the  ordinances  providing  for  the^e  improve- 
ments, which  are  in  evidence  in  this  case,  that 
said  property  would  be  benefited  in  the  full 
cost  of  makinff  the  improvement  in  front  of  it, 
so  that  both  the  legislature  and  the  common 
council  have  passed  upou  the  auesUon,  and 
their  decision  in  the  matter  is  conclusive,  unless 
the  physiod  condition  of  the  property  is  such 
as  to  render  it  impossible  for  it  to  derive  benefit 
from  the  improvement. 

Pt>ul9en  V.  Portland,  1  L.  R  A.  678.  16  Or. 
458;  Cooley,  Taxn.  661  et  seq,;  Am.  &  Eng. 
Eocyclop.  Law,  p.  801,  and  cases  there  cited. 

The  fliiding  of  the  referee  on  this  point  is  to 
the  effect  that  the  improvement  is  of  no  benefit 
to  the  property  as  long  as  it  is  used  for  the 
purpose  for  which  it  was  purchased,  viz.:  mak- 


ing up  trains,  switchinff  and  the  like;  but  can 
an  abutting  owner  relieve  himself  from  an 
assessment  of  this  kind  by  testifying  that  he 
purchased  the  property  for  a  particular  use, 
and  that  the  improvement  is  no  advantage  to 
him  or  to  the  property  so  long  as  he  makes 
such  use  of  the  property?  A  statement  of 
such  a  proposition  of  law  is  enough  to  refute 

See  Cooley,  Taxn.  pp.  668,  664;  Elliott, 
Roads  and  Streets,  pp.  408-441. 

The  referee  has  found  that  these  streets  do 
not  extend  any  farther  west  than  Water  street, 
the  land  west  of  these  points  being  tide  or 
overflowed  lands. 

If  there  are  no  streets  there,  no  property  can 
be  assessed  for  the  improvement;  but  what 
right  have  plaintiffs  to  complain? 

If  complainants  owned  the  adjoining  prop- 
erty they  could  not  prevail  in  this  suit  upon 
the  ground  that  there  was  no  street  laid  out 
there,  without  tendering  the  amount  of  the 
assessment  upon  the  remaining  portion  of  their 
property. 

Mills  V.  CharUAn,  29  Wis.  418,  9  Am.  Rep. 
678;  Evans  v.  Sharp,  29  Wis.  564;  EwnsviUe 
V.  Pfisterer,  84  Ind.  86,  7  Am.  Rep.  214; 
Megffftt  V.  Eav  Claire,  81  Wis.  826;  Barker  v. 
Omaha,  16  Neb.  269;  Cook  V.  Bacine,  49  Wis. 
244. 

Mr.  A.  H*  Tanner*  for  respondents; 

The  power  conferred  upon  municipal  cor- 
porations to  improve  streets  and  assess  the  cost 
thereof  upon  adjacent  property  is  a  special  and 
limited  power,  and  can  only  be  exercised  by  a 
strict  observance  of  every  requirement  of  the 
act  conferring  it. 

Hawthorne  v.  Eaet  Portland,  18  Or.  271; 
Northern  Pacifie  Terminal  Co.  v.  Portland,  14 
Or.  27;  Strode  v.  Waeh&r,  17  Or.  68;  Van  Sant 
V.  Portland,  6  Or.  895. 

The  notices  of  the  intention  of  the  common 
council  of  the  city  of  East  Portland  to  make 
these  improvements  are  void,  for  the  reason 
that  they  do  not  describe  with  the  requisite 
certainty  the  streets  or  part  thereof  to  be  im- 
proved. 

Hawthorne  v.  Bast  Portland,  supra;  Welty, 
Assessments,  §  288;  Foss  v.  Chicago,  56  111. 
854. 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  charter  of  the 
city  of  East  Portland,  property  is  only  liable 
for  the  cost  of  the  improvement,  or  any  part 
thereof,  when  it  is  benefited  by  such  improve- 
ment, to  the  extent  of  such  assessment. 

Sess.  Laws  1885,  art.  6,  §§  5,  18,  pp.  816, 
820. 

The  benefits  to  be  conferred  must  be  special 
benefits  and  advantages  to  the  property  in  ad- 
dition to  those  received  by  the  community  at 
large. 

Chamberlain  v.  Cleveland,  84  Ohio  St.  651; 
State  V.  Elizabeth.  87  N.  J.  L.  880;  Hammett  v. 
Philadelphia,  65  Pa.  146,  8  Am.  Rep.  615; 
P&ulsen  V.  Portland,  1  L.  R.  A.  678,  16  Or. 
450;  Nichols  v.  Bridgeport,  28  Conn.  189,  60 
Am.  Dec.  686;  StaU  v.  Jersey  City,  86  N.  J.  L. 


NoTS.^The  above  deoMon  Is  in  aooord  with  the  I  aaseeements  for  public  improvements.    8ee  noU  to 
very  great  weight  of  authority  in  holdinflr  that   Re  Bonds  of  the  Madera  Irrigation  DIst.  (Cal.)  14 
special  benefits  are  necessary  to  sustain  special '  JL  R.  A.  708. 
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56;  New  York  d  N.  K  B.  Co.  v.  New  Haven, 
42  Conn.  279,  19  Am.  Rep.  534;  Pniladelpkia 
V.  Philadelphia,  W.  &  B.  B,  Co.  88  Pa.  41; 
Bridgeport  v.  Neio  T<yrk  dh  N  ff.  B.  Co.  96 
Conn.  255,  4  Am.  Rep.  68;  Dill.  Mun.  Corp. 
§  761;  St.  Louis  v.  AlUn,  58  Mo.  44. 

Where  property  is  shown  to  be  so  situated 
with  reference  to  the  improvement  that  there 
cannot  possibly  be  any  actual  or  present  bene- 
fit thereto,  the  finding  and  declaration  of  the 
council  that  the  property  is  benefited  is  a  legal 
fraud  upon  the  property  owner,  which  courts 
of  equity  will  set  aside  as  oppre8si?e  and  in 
violation  of  the  constitutionaJ  rights  of  such 
owner. 

P&ulsen  V.  Portland  apd  Chamberlain  v. 
Cleveland,  supra;  Tide  Water  Co.  v.  Coster,  18 
N.  J.  Eq.  518,  90  Am.  Dec.  684;  Be  Canal 
Street,  11  Wend.  154;  State  v.  Jersey  City,  su- 
pra; Cooley,  Taxn.  pp.  619,  641.  661,662; 
Soadv  V.  Wilson,  8  Ad.  &  El.  248;  Hanseom  v. 
Omaha,  11  Neb.  Bl\  Brown  v.  Denver,  8  Colo. 
169;  Johnson  v.  Milwaukee,  40  Wis.  815;  Craw- 
ford V.  People,  82  111.  557;  Oreighton  v.  Man- 
son,  27  Cal.  614-625;  ZoeUer  v.  Kellogg,  4  Mo. 
App.  108;  People  y.  Brooklyn,  23  Barb,  166;  Be 
New  York  Prot,  Episcopal  fub.  School,  75  N. 
Y.  324;  AOen  v.  Drew,  44  Vt.  174;  Louisville 
V.  Louisville  Boll.  Mill  Co.  8  Bush,  416,  96 
Am.  Dec.  248;  Elliott.  Roads  &  Streets,  p.  410; 
Mulligan  v.  Smith,  59  Cal.  206;  Junction  B. 
Co.  V.  Pftiladelphia,  88  Pa.  424;  New  Tork  db 
K  B.  Co.  V.  Morrisania  Trustees,  7  Hun,  652. 

Property  acquired  under  legislative  author- 
ity and  held  for  railroad  purposes  exclusively, 
including  roadbed,  right  of  way,  depots  and 
station  grounds,  are  held  for  public  use,  and 
are  treated  by  the  law  on  grounds  of  public 
policy  as  an  entire  thing,  not  legally  subject 
to  coercive  severance  or  dislocation,  except  by 
some  act  of  the  legislature  expressly  authoriz- 
ing it.  Hence,  such  property  is  not  subject  to 
assessment  for  local  improvements  resulting  in 
a  specific  lien  upon  specific  parts  or  portions 
of  such  property,  and  the  consequent  sale 
thereof  in  the  same  manner  as  upon  execution, 
as  provided  by  the  city  charter  of  East  Port- 
land, unless  expressly  authorized  by  legislative 
enactment. 

Applegate  v.  Ernst,  8  Bush,  648,  96  Am. 
Dec.  272;  Qretiiam  v.  Mount  Sterling  Coal  Boad 
Co.  14  Bush,  425.  29  Am.  Rep.  412;  Knapp  v. 
St.  Lfmis,  K.  C.  db  N  B.  Co.  74  Mo.  374; 
Junction  B.  Co.  v.  Philadelphia  and  New  York 
dt  N.  H.  B.  Co.  V.  New  Haven,  and  New 
York  db  H.  B.  Go,  v.  Morrisania  Trustees,  su- 
pra; Philadelphia  v.  Philadelphia,  W.  db  B.  B. 
Co.  88  Pa.  41;  Abercrombie  v.  Ely,  60  Mo.  28; 
Dunn  V.  North  MissouH  B.  Co.  24  Mo.  498; 
Portland  Lumbering  db  Mfg.  Co.  v.  School  Dist. 
No.  1, 18  Or.  288;  Leonard  v.  Brooklyn,  71  N. 
Y.  498,  27  Am.  Rep.  80;  Phillips,  Mechanics' 
Liens,  §  180;  Parke  County  Comrs.  v.  0^ Conner, 
86  Ind.  536;  State  v.  Jersey  City,  86  N.  J.  L. 
56;  Foster  v.  Fowler,  60  Pa.  27;  WiUHnson  v. 
Hoffman,  61  Wis.  687;  Girard  Point  Storage 
Co.  V.  Souihwark  Foundry  Co.  105  Pa.  248; 
Tylee  Tap.  B.  Co.  v.  Driscol,  52  Tex.  18;  Mc- 
Pheeters  v.  Merrimac  Bridge  Co.  28  Mo.  465; 
Sehulenhurq  v.  Memphis,  C.  dt  N.  W.  B.  Co.  67 
Mo.  442;  Skrainka  v.  Bohan,  18  Mo.  App.  840; 
DaTio  V.  Mississippi,  0.  db  B.  B.  B.  Co.  27  Ark. 
564;  Cox  V.  Western  Pac.  B.  Co.  44  Cal.  18; 
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Buncombe  County  Comrs.  v.  Tomrney,  115  U. 
8.  122,  29  L.  ed.  805;  2  Jones,  Liens,  §g  1618. 
1619. 

Assessments  made  upon  the  property  of  tbe 
plaintiffs  as  to  the  benefits  received,  without 
notice  and  an  opportunity  to  be  heard  upon 
that  question,  if  deemed  final  and  concIasiTe, 
would  be  unconstitutional  as  depriving  them 
of  property  ''without  due  process  of  law." 

State  V.  Paterson,  41  N.  J.  L.  88:  MvUigan 
V.  Smith,  59  Cal.  206;  Weimer  v.  Bunbvry,  ao 
Mich.  201;  Thomas  r.  Gain,  85  Mich.  154.  S4 
Am.  Rep.  585:  Stuart  v.  Palmer,  74  N.  Y.  183, 
80  Am.  Rep.  289;  Cooley,  Taxn.  p.  266;  San 
Mateo  County  v.  Southern  Pac.  B.  Go.  13  Fed. 
Rep.  145;  Seifert  v.  Brooks,  84  Wis.  443;  Latf 
ford  V.  Bamsey  Ccuniy  Comrs.  16  Minn.  875. 

But  if  the  matter  of  assessments  of  beoefits 
is  left  subject  to  review  bv  the  courts,  and  the 
decision  of  the  council  is  not  deemed  to  be 
final  and  conclusive,  th»i  it  is  submitted  that 
tbe  property  owner  is  not  denied  the  right  to 
be  heard  in  reference  to  the  assessment  of  &ueh 
benefits,  and  the  constitutional  gnarantee  in- 
ferred to  is  not  violated. 

Davidson  v.  New  Orleans,  96  U.  S.  104.  U 
L.  ed.  619;  Hagar  v.  BeclamcOion  District  2io. 
108,  111  U.  S.  701,  28  L.  ed.  569;  Scott  t. 
Toledo,  1  L.  R.  A.  688.  86  Fed.  Rep.  885;  GU- 
more  v.  Hentig,  88  Kan.  156;  Cooley,  Taxn. 
2d  ed.  p.  686;  Wilson  v.  Salem  (Or.)  Sept.  12. 
1898;  Paulsen  v.  Portland,  149  U.  S.  80,37  L 
ed.  687. 

The  elevated  roadways  in  question  were  ex- 
tended from  one  hundred  and  fifty  to  two  hun- 
dred feet  west  of  the  west  end  of  the  streets, 
and  jutting  out  for  a  considerable  dSstanoe  into 
the  Willamette  river,  which  was  unauthorized, 
and  renders  the  whole  proceeding  void. 

Dyer  v.  Chase,  52  Cal.  441;  Welty,  Assess- 
ments,  ^  286;  Western  Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v. 
Allegheny,  92  Pa.  100. 

Moore*  </.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

This  is  a  suit  original  1^  brought  against 
the  city  of  £ast  Portland,  its  offioen  and  em- 
ployes, to  restrain  it  and  them  from  building 
elevated  roadways  on  G  and  H  streets, adjoin- 
ing plaintiffs*  property,  and  to  enjoin  the 
collection  of  the  assessment  th^efor.  A 
temporary  injunction  was  granted,  restrain- 
ing the  construction  of  the  roadways  and  the 
collection  of  the  assessment,  which  was  sub- 
sequently modified  by  permitting  the  defend- 
ants to  build  the  roadways  upon  giving  a 
sufficient  bond  conditioned  that  said  struct- 
ures would  be  removed  if  it  should  be  de- 
creed that  they  were  improperly  built,  or 
that  the  proceedings  of  the  city  council  were 
insufficient  to  autfiorize  their  construction. 
After  the  consolidation  of  East  Portland  and 
Portland,  the  latter  city  was,  by  order  of  the 
court,  substituted  for  the  other  defendants. 
The  plaintiffs  protested  against  the  improve- 
ments when  they  were  contemplated  by  the 
council,  and,  as  soon  as  they  were  com- 
menced, began  this  suit ;  but  the  defendant* 
gave  the  required  bond,  and  proceeded  vith 
the  work.  The  complai  up  sets  out  the  alleged 
errors  of  the  city  council  which  it  is  claimed 
rendered  its  proceedings  void,  and,  the  de- 
fendants having  deemed  all  its  material  alle- 
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nations,  the  cause  was  referred  to  H.  H. 
Northup,  Esq.*  to  take  the  testimony,  and 
report  his  finainflrs  of  fact  and  conclusions  of 
law  thereon.  The  referee,  after  taking  the 
testimony,  made,  amone  others,  the  follow- 
ing finding  of  fact :  **  (S)  The  said  ImproTe- 
ments  of  G  and  H  streets  are  of  no  benefit  to 
the  property  of  the  plaintiffs,  described  in 
flnding  of  fact  No.  6,  in  its  present  condi- 
tion, nor  are  said  improvements  of  any  bene- 
fit to  said  property  when  used  for  the  pur- 
poses for  which  it  was  purchased  and 
intended,  to  wit,  yard  and  depot  purposes.** 
The  court,  at  the  trial,  approved  said  find- 
ing, and  rendered  a  decree  perpetually  en- 
joining the  collection  of  the  assessment, 
from  which  the  defendants  appeal,  and  now 
contend  that  the  assessment  of  benefits  was  a 
matter  within  the  discretion  of  the  city  coun- 
cil, which  the  courts  cannot  review. 

The  streets  of  a  city  having  been  dedicated 
by  the  proprietor  to  the  public,  the  state,  by 
its  legislative  assembly,  may  determine  the 
necessity  for,  and  character  of,  any  improve- 
ment thereto,  and  what  property  will  be 
benefited  thereby;  and  whatever  power  the 
legislature  possesses  over  the  streets  of  a  city 
it  may  delegate  to  its  corporate  authorities, 
to  be 'exercised  in  the  mode,  and  to  the  ex- 
tent, prescribed  in  the  act  conferring  such 
power.  This  delegation  of  power  invests  the 
municipal  corporation  with  all  the  discretion 
the  legislature  possessed,  and  hence  it  follows 
that  the  common  council,  as  agent  of  the  cor- 
poration, is  clothed  with  exclusive  discretion 
in  determining  the  necessity  for  and  char- 
acter of  all  street  improvements,  what  prop- 
erty will  be  benefited  thereby,  and  the  amount 
of  benefits  conferred.  These  are  questions  of 
policy  with  which  the  legislature  and  its 
creature,  the  municipal  corporation,  deal, 
and  the  courts  have  no  right  to  interfere  ex- 
cept in  case  of  fraud  or  oppression,  or  some 
wrong  constitiltlng  a  plain  abuse  of  such 
discretion.  Elliott,  Roads  &  Streets,  875; 
Cooley,  Taxn.  661. 

It  is  impossible  for  a  council  to  fix  with 
mathematical  accuracy  the  amount  of  benefits 
that  will  inure  to  property  in  consequence  of 
a  local  improvement,  but  if  it  appear  that  it 
has  exercised  an  honest  discretion  in  deter- 
mining this  question  of  policy,  however 
much  it  may  have  erred*  in  juagment,  the 
remedy  is  at  the  polls  in  choosing  a  new 
council,  and  not  by  reviewing  its  proceedings 
in  the  courts.  Ii  the  courts  were  invest^ 
with  authority  to  review  these  questions  of 
policy,  but  lew  assessments  could  ever  be 
collected  without  an  action,  and  the  adjudica- 
tion of  purely  legislative  questions  would  be 
Bubstituted  tor  the  discretion  of  a  city  coun- 
cil. The  only  recognized  exceptions  to  this 
role  are  to  be  found  in  those  cases  in  which, 
under  pretense  of  apportionment,  a  work  of 
general  benefit  has  been  treated  as  one  of 
merely  local  consequence,  and  the  cost  im- 
posed on  some  local  community  in  disregard 
of  the  eeneral  rules  which  control  legislation 
in  matters  of  taxation.    Cooley,  Taxn.  405. 

The  presumption  is  that  the  council  has 
done  its  duty ;  but  this  presumption  may  be 
overcome  by  facts  showing  that  the  rule  pre- 
scribed for  the  apportionment  or  the  assess- 
23  L.  R.  A. 


mcnt  made  under  it  is  so  grossly  and  pal- 
pably unjust  and  oppressive  as  to  give 
demonstration  that  the  proper  authority  had 
never  determined  the  case  on  the  principle  of 
taxation.  Cooley,  Taxn.  662 ;  Elliott,  Roads 
ifc  Streets.  410. 

Section  5,  article  6,  of  the  charter  of  East 
Portland  (Sess.  Laws  1885,  p.  816),  under 
which  the  assessment  was  made,  provides 
that  **the  council  may  proceed  to  ascertain 
and  determine  the  probable  cost  of  making 
such  improvement,  and  assess  upon  each  lot 
or  part  thereof  liable  therefor  its  proportion- 
ate share  of  such  cost,  and  if  the  council 
shall  adjudge  that  any  such  lot  or  part  of  lot 
would  not  be  benefited  by  the  improvement 
in  the  full  sum  of  the  cost  of  making  the 
same  upon  the  half  of  the  street  abuttine 
upon  such  lot  or  part  of  lot,  the  council 
shall  assess  upon  such  lot  or  part  of  lot,  as 
its  proportionate  share  thereof,  such  sum  only 
as  It  shall  find  the  lot  to  be  benefited. by  such 
improvement. "  And  section  18  of  the  same 
article  provides  that  "each  lot  or  part  there- 
of, within  the  limits  of  a  proposed  street  im- 
provement, shall  be  liable  for  the  full  cost 
of  making  the  same  upon  the  half  of  the 
street  in  m>nt  of  and  abutting  upon  it,  and 
also  a  proportionate  share  of  the  cost  of  im- 
proving the  intersection  of  two  of  the  streets 
bounding  the  block  in  which  said  lot  or  part 
thereof  is  situated,  unless  the  council  shall 
have  determined  that  such  lot  or  part  thereof 
will  not  be  benefited  by  such  improvement 
in  the  full  sum  of  such  cost,  in  which  case 
such  lot  or  part  thereof  shall  be  liable  for  so 
much  of  said  cost  only  as  the  council  shall 
have  found  the  same  to  be  benefited  thereby  ; 
and  the  further  cost  of  making  said  improve- 
ment in  excess  of  the  benefits  so  found  shall 
be  paid  from  the  general  fund  of  the  city.  '* 

These  sections  of  the  charter  clearly  pro- 
vide that  the  measure  of  the  assessment  is 
limited  to  the  amount  of  benefits  derived, 
and  invest  the  council  with  a  discretion  in 
determining  that  amount ;  and,  so  long  as 
this  discretion  is  not  abused,  the  courts  are 
powerless  to  review  its  action  in  a  collateral 
proceeding.  Thayer,  J. ,  in  speaking  of  the 
discretion  of  a  common  council  in  assessing 
benefits,  said  :  "It  eicercises  such  authority 
as  agent  of  the  state,  and  for  the  public 
good ;  and,  so  long  as  it  keeps  within  the 
scope  of  its  power,  the  courts  have  no  con- 
trol over  it,  nor  jurisdiction  in  a  collateral 
proceeding  to  question  its  acts.  If  it  were 
to  assess  property  for  the  cost  of  constructing 
a  sewer,  so  laid  as  to  render  it  physically  im- 
possible to  benefit  the  property,  as  in  the  case 
of  Hanscom  v.  Omaha,  11  Neb.  37,  it  would 
exceed  its  authority,  and  it  would  be  the 
duty  of  the  courts  to  interfere,  and  prevent 
the  wrong  from  working  Injury:  but  where 
the  property  is  directly  benefited  by  the  prose- 
cution of  such  an  enterprise,  and  the  common 
council  has  assessed  what  it  deems  a  propor- 
tionate share  of  the  cost  upon  the  owner  there- 
of, the  courts  are  not  authorized  to  institute 
an  inquiry  in  order  to  ascertain  whether  or 
not  the  assessment  exceeds  the  benefits." 
Paulson  V.  Ptyrtland.  16  Or.  450,  1  L.  R.  A. 
673.  This  is  practically  holding  that,  if 
property  had  received  any  benefit  from  a 
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local  improvement,  courts  would  not  measure 
the  amount,  but,  if  it  were  so  situated  that 
it  could  not  possibly  receive  any  benefit 
therefrom,  they  would  interfere  to  prevent 
the  wrong. 

The  referee  who  took  the  testimony  found 
that  the  property  was  so  situated  that  it  had 
received  no  benefit  from  the  improvement, 
and  the  court  gave  this  finding  its  unquali- 
fied approval  in  the  following  expressive 
language:  "The  evidence  shows  that  these 
elevated  roadways  led  from  Second  street  to 
the  river,  where  there  is  no  wharf,  ware- 
house, ferry,  or  landing,  or  other  improve- 
ments ;  that  it  has  not  been  traveled  or  used 
as  a  thoroughfare,  or  in  fact  for  any  purpose 
except  for  the  storage  of  iron  and  materials ; 
that  there  is  no  likelihood  that  it  will  ever 
be  used  as  a  traveled  street ;  that  it  has  not 
served  any  other  cognate  purpose ;  that  it  is 
an  actual  detriment  to  the  property  of  the 
plaintifFs  for  the  purpose  for  which  it  was 

{purchased,  to  wit,  yard  and  depot  purposes, 
t  appears,  also,  in  the  ninth  and  tenth  find- 
ings of  fact  of  the  referee  *s  report,  that  the 
city  built  these  elevated  roadways  beyond 
the  west  end  of  the  streets  over  private  prop- 
erty,—ninety-five  feet  from  the  west  end  of 
Q  street,  and  one  hundred  and  thirty-nine 
feet  from  the  west  end  of  H  street, — and  at- 
tempted to  assess  the  costs  upon  the  plaintiffs' 
property.  The  alleged  improvements  would 
appear  to  be  a  foolish  and  wholly  uncalled 
for  undertaking,  which  served  neither  the 
public  nor  the  property  holders  in  this  in- 
stance ;  and  the  attempt  to  charge  the  property 
of  the  plaintiffs  with  the  costs  thereof  is.  to 
use  the  words  of  a  famous  jurist  in  a  similar 
instance,  'so  plainly,  palpably,  rankly,  and 
ruinously  i4njust  that  it  must  be  pronounced 
no  proper  or  lawful  mode  of  taxation,  but  an 
injustice  so  gross  as  to  be  void  against  the 
rights  of  property,  as  protected  by  a  bill  of 
rights.  •  ^ 

The  court  and  referee,  from  their  knowl- 
edge of  the  premises  and  of  the  character 
of  the  improvement,  were  well  qualified  to 
make  these  findings,  which  a  careful  exam- 
ination of  the  record  shows  were  fully  war- 
ranted by  the  evidence. 

"The  courts,"  says  Judge  Elliott,  "will 
interfere  with  reluctance,  and  only  in  clear 
cases,  but  they  will  not  abdicate  all  power 
of  review  ana  supervision.  They  will  not 
substitute  their  judgment  for  that  of  the  local 
officers,  but  they  will  not  permit  those  oflSicere 
to  so  abuse  their  discretion  as  to  do  great 
injustice  to  the  citizen.  **  Elliott,  Roads  & 
Streets,  411. 


"  We  have  no  doubt, "  said  t^e  court  in  AUm 
V.  Drew,  44  Vt.  174,  "that  a  local  assessment 
may  so  far  transcend  the  limits  of  equality 
ana  reason  that  its  exaction  would  cease  to  be 
a  tax,  or  contribution  to  a  common  burden, 
and  become  extortion  and  conflscatfon.  In 
that  case  it  would  be  the  duty  of  the  court 
to  protect  the  citizen  from  robbery  under 
color  of  a  better  name." 

The  court  having  found  that  there  was  no 
necessity  for  the  improvement,  that  the  ele- 
vated roadway,  as  built,  had  not  been,  sod 
probably  never  would  be,  used,  and  that  the 
improvements  were  of  no  benefit,  but  an  act- 
ual damage,  to  plaintiffs'  pipperty ,  and  these 
conclusions  being  amply  supported  by  the 
evidence,  we  feel  bouna  thereby.  The  record 
shows  that  these  roadways  are  from  15  to  80 
feet  above  the  surface  of  plaintiffs'  property, 
extending  from  Second  street,  on  G  and  H 
streets,  into  the  Willamette  river,  a  distance 
of  about  three  blocks,  and  can  only  be  ap- 
proached from  Second  street ;  that  they  do  not 
connect  with  any  wharf,  bridge,  fexr^,  or 
landing,  and,  as  the  court  substantially  linds, 
stand  out  in  the  river  as  monuments  of  folly ; 
that,  though  they  have  been  built  about  two 
years  in  a  populous  city,  teeming  with  life 
and  business  energy,  they  have  only  been 
used  in  a  few  instances  by  teamsters  haulinr 
away  some  iron  pipes  which  had  been  landed 
thereon  from  the  ri  ver.  Thei;e  could  not  have 
been  much,  if  any,  public  necessity  for  these 
structures,  if  their  actual  use  is  to  be  taken 
as  an  indication  of  their  utility.  They  hare 
not  been  used  by  the  public  nor  by  the  plain- 
tiffs, and,  as  the  court  finds,  probably  never 
will  be;  and  yet  it  is  sought  to  collect  the 
cost  of  their  construction  from  the  plaimtffs 
upon  the  theory  of  benefits  conferred.  Courts 
rightfully  hesitate  to  review  the  discretion  of 
a  city  council,  and  consider  it  a  delicate 
question ;  and  yet  there  are  cases  in  which 
the  exercise  of  the  power  of 'assessment  be- 
comes such  a  flagrant  abuse  that  they  must 
interfere  to  prevent  the  confiscation  of  prop- 
erty. In  this  case  it  clearly  aopears  that  the 
property  of  the  plaintiffs  was  In  no  way  ben- 
efited by  the  alleged  improvement,  and  hence 
there  was  no  foundation  for  the  exercise  of 
discretion  on  the  part  of  the  council  in  the 
assessment  of  such  property  for  its  cost,  or 
any  part  thereof.  Under  such  circumstances, 
the  enforcement  of  the  assessment  woald  be 
"taking  property  without  due  process  of 
law, "  and  the  decree  must  therefore  oe  affirmed. 


RHODE  ISLAND 
Be  LEGISLATIVE  ADJOURNMENT. 

(18  R.  I.  — ,) 

1«   A  resolution  pvrportiim^  to  be  passed 
by  tbe  house  of  representsfcttves  after  the 


SUPREME  COURT. 

general  assembly  had  been  proroirued  by  the  goT- 
emor  is  of  no  effect. 
8«  The  provision  in  C^onst..  Art.  4»  i  9f 
that  neither  honse«  without  eonssnt  of 
the  other,  shaJl  suUonm  for  more  than 
two  days  is  subiect  to  impUed  exoepttons,  such 


Note.— Potcer  as  to  adjournment  of  leorfsZoture. 

The  power  of  the  eroverDer  to  declare  the  leffis- 
lature  adjourned  in  case  of  a  disaffreement  involyes 
^  L.  R.  A. 


I  several  interesting  questionfl,  which  are  decided  in 
the  above  case  for  the  first  time. 
The  case  which  comes  nearest  to  eonstifcnting  a 
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as  tbat  where  one  houae  has  unlawfully  unseated 
membera,  thereby  depriving  towns  of  their  onn- 
stttutlonal  representation.  In  suoh  case  the 
other  house  may  adjourn  until  the  vaoancies  can 
be  filled. 
8.  Tliequ0«tftonwlMtlierarB<»t»**di«»- 
gieement  **  exists  which  authorizes  the  gov- 
ernor to  adjourn  the  general  asMmbly,  under 
Const.,  art.  7,  1 6,  is  one  on  which  the  decision  of 
the  governor  is  conclusive,  and  not  reviewable  by 
the  courts. 

4.  The  ikettlukt  the  two  liOQses  have  not 
jret  Joined  In  grand  committee  for  count- 
ing and  declaring  votes  does  not  prevent  the 
governor;  under  Const.,  art.  7, 9  6,  from  adjourn- 
ing the  general  assembly  in  case  of  disagreement 
between  the  two  houses.    ' 

(August  12, 1^06.) 

ON  REQUEST  by  tbe  House  of  Represen- 
tatives for  tbe  opinion  of  the  supreme 
court  as  to  the  Talidity  of  an  adjournment  by 
tbe  senate.     Adjournment  sustained. 

The  assembly  met  pursuant  to  the  constita- 
tion  on  May  80, 1898.  After  organization  the 
bouse  of  representatives  sent  an  invitation  to 
tbe  senate  to  Join  in  grand  committee  to  can- 
vass the  votes  for  general  officers,  and  to  elect 
such  officers  as  had  not  been  elected  by  the 
people.  Tbe  senate  declined  this  invitation 
because  '*  since  the  organization  of  the  house, 
that  body,  to  the  knowledge  of  the  members  of 
the  senate,  had  unseated  certain  of  its  mem- 


bers and  seated  persons  not  elected,  in  viola- 
tion of  law  and  in  detiance  of  the  constitution 
of  the  state,  thereby  changing  the  cbaracter  of 
the  grand  committee  and  that  therefore  the 
house,  as  at  present  constituted,  is  not  the  body 
with  which  the  constitution  contemplates 
that  the  senate  should  meet  for  tbe  purpose 
named  in  the  resolution;"  thereupon  the  sen- 
ate voted  to  adjourn  to  meet  again  on  tbe  last 
Tuesday  in  January,  1894,  and  transmitted  the 
vote  to  the  house  for  concurrence.  The  house 
refused  to  concur,  and  the  senate  then  passed 
a  resolution  to  adjourn  to  the  time  named, 
claiming  the  right  to  do  so  because  of  irrecon- 
cilable di£Ferences  between  it  and  the  house  as 
to  the  time  and  place  of  adjournment.  It  also 
certified  to  the  governor  a  disagreement,  and 
the  governor  thereby  adjourned  tbe  general 
assembly  to  meet  at  the  time  and  place  stated 
In  tbe  senate  resolution. 

The  house  of  representatives  then  adopted 
the  following  resolution : 

**  Resolved,  that  the  honorable  judges  of 
the  supreme  court  be,  and  are  hereby,  re- 

Suestea  to  give  to  the  house  of  representa- 
ves  their  opinion  upon  the  following  ques- 
tions of  law : 

"*  First.  Has  the  senate  the  constitutional 
power  at  the  Mav  session  to  pass  a  resolution 
of  adjournment  lor  a  longer  period  than  two 
days,  until  after  it  has  joined  with  the  house 
of  representatives  in  grand  committee,  re- 
quest having  been  made  to  the  senate  by  the 


precedent  is  that  of  People  v.  Hatch,  88  111.  9,  in 
which  the  court  regretted  its  inability  to  find  any 
similar  case,  and  held  that  a  valid  adjournment 
mubt  be  heid  to  have  been  made  when  tbe  govern- 
or's proclamation  of  an  adjournment  had  been 
acquiesced  in  by  both  houses  of  the  legislature  by 
dispersing.  It  also  held  that  a  Joint  rule  for  ad- 
Joarament  tine  die  by  resolution,  not  t)elng  a  con- 
stitutional requirement,  was  not  indispensable  to 
such  adjournment;  and  that  where  the  legislature 
disperses  without  meeting  again  on  the  following 
day.  and  the  Journals  show  no  adjournment  to  any 
particular  day,  it  must  be  presumed  that  the  ad- 
journment was  tine  die.  This  decision  was  ren- 
dered under  a  constitutional  provision  substan- 
tially identical  with  that  of  Rhode  IsUnd  in  re- 
spect to  the  power  of  the  governor  to  adjourn  the 
legislature. 

Tbe  Illinois  case  is  the  only  one  we  have  been 
able  to  find  which  really  touches  the  question  of 
power  to  adjourn  the  legislature,  except  that  of 
Trammell  v.  Bradley,  87  Ark.  874,  which  only  de- 
cides that  a  concurrent  resolution  to  continue  a 
session  of  the  legislature  for  ten  days  after  the 
time  wben  the  session  would  otherwise  expire  is 
ooe  of  the  ''questions  of  adjournment,"  which, 
UDder  Ark.  Const.,  art.  6,  •  IS,  are  excepted  from 
those  orders  or  resolutions  which  must  be  present- 
ed to  tbe  governor. 

Iq  8tory  on  the  Ck>n8titution,  •  844,  it  is  said  in 
lespeot  to  tbe  adjournment  of  legislative  bodies  by 
tbe  executive  "  under  the  colonial  governments, 
the  undue  exercise  of  the  same  power  by  the  royal 
governors  constituted  a  great  public  grievance 
and  was  one  of  the  numerous  oases  of  misrule  upon 
which  the  Dedaratlon  of  Independence  strenu- 
ously relied.*' 

It  is  not  strange  therefore  that  the  constitutions 
Of  nearly  all  the  states  have  incorporated  pro- 
visions to  govern  legislative  adjournments.  In 
« large  number  of  states  it  is  provided,  in  substan- 
tially the  same  language,  that  neither  house  can 
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adjourn  for  more  than  three  days  without  the  con- 
sent of  the  other.  Ala.  Const.  |1876^  art.  4,  I  16; 
Ariz.  Rev.  Stat.  •  a»07;  Ark.  Const  a874)  art.  S,  9  28; 
Oal.  Const  (1848)  art.  4.  9 1ft:  Colo.  Const  a876)  art 
ft.  •  1ft;  DeL  Const.  (1881)  art  2.  •  10;  Fla.  Const 
(1886)  art  8,  •  18;  Oa.  Const  (1877)  art  8,  •  7.  subd.  24; 
Ind.  Const,  asftl)  art  4,  9 10;  Iowa  Const  (18ft7)  art 
8,  •  14:  Ky.  Const.  (I860)  art.  2,  9  28;  La.  Const  (1880) 
art  Si);  Md.  Const  (1867)  art  8,  •  26;  Mich.  Const 
(1850)  art.  4,  •  12;  Minn.  Const.  (18S7)  art  4. 9  6;  Miss. 
Const  (1869)  art.  4,  •  18;  Neb.  Const  (1876)  ai-t  3,  •  8; 
Nev.  Const  (1864)  art  4,  •  16;  N.  J.  Const.  (1844)  art 
4,  9  4,  subd.  6:  Or.  Const  (1868)  art  4,  •  11;  Pa.  Const 
(1790)  art  1,  •  16:  8.  C.  Const  (1882)  art.  2.  •  26;  Tenn. 
Const  (1870)  art.  2,  •  16;  Tex.  Const  (1846)  art.  8, 9 19; 
Vt  Amend.  8  (1886)  to  Const,  of  1788;  Va.  Const  (1869) 
art  ft,  •  6:  W.  Va.  Const  (1872)  art.  6, 9  28;  Wis.  Const. 
(1848)  art.  4,  9 10. 

In  a  few  states  it  is  provided  that  such  adjourn- 
ment by  either  house  without  the  consent  of  the 
other  shall  be  for  not  more  than  two  days.  Ill.Const 
(1870)  art.  4, 9 10;  Kan.  Const  ad60)  art.  2,  9  10;  Me. 
Const  art  4,  pt  3,  9  12;  Mo.  Const.  a876)  art.  4.  9  28< 
N.  T.  Const  (1876)  art.  8,  9 11;  Ohio  Const.  (1861)  art. 
2,  9 14:  R.  I.  Const.  (1842)  art  4, 9  9. 

But  in  Kansas,  Minnesota,  and  Ohio  Sundays  are 
expressly  excepted  from  the  days  limited. 

In  Massachusetts  and  New  Hampshire  the  pro- 
visions are  separately  made  in  respect  to  the  senate 
and  house  of  represen  tatives.  They  declare  afflrm- 
atively  that  the  senate  may  adjourn  themselves 
provided  the  adjournment  shall  not  exceed  two 
days  at  a  time.  Mass.  Const  (1780)  pt.  2.  art.  6.  9  2; 
N.  H.  Const  a796)  pt.  2,  art.  86.  And  the  same  pro. 
viaion  is  made  as  to  adjournment  of  the  house  of 
repreaentatl  vea.  Mass.  Const  pt  2,  chap.  I,  •  a  art. 
8;  N.  H.  Const  pt  2,  art  18.  But  nothing  is  said  ex- 
pressly in  either  case  about  the  consent  of  the  other 
house;  or  of  a  longer  adjournment  with  such  con- 
sent 

In  respect  to  the  senate  it  is  also  provided  by  N. 
H.  Const  (1798)  pt.  2,  art  86,  that  on  an  impeach- 
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house  of  representatives  to  join  in  such  grand 
committee  for  the  purpose  of  counting  and 
declaring  the  votes  cast  for  general  officers 
at  the  preceding  April  election? 

^  Second.  In  case  a  resolution  of  adjourn- 
ment to  the  city  of  Providence  to  the  fourth 
Tuesdav  in  January  following  should  have 
been  adopted  by  the  senate  before  joining 
the  house  of  representatives  in  grand  com- 
mittee at  the  annual  May  session,  for  the 
purpose  of  counting  and  declaring  the  votes 
cast  for  general  officers  at  the  preceding  gen- 
eral election,  should  not  have  been  acted 
upon  by  the  house  of  representatives,  does 
such  a  state  of  things  constitute  a  'disagree- 
ment' on  the  subject  of  adjournment,  which 
confers  upon  the  governor  the  power  to  ad- 
journ the  general  assembly,  under  section  6, 
article  7,  of  the  Constitution? 

^^  Third.  Can  the  general  assembly  at  the 
May  session  be  adjourned  by  the  governor 
under  the  power  conferred  upon  him  by  sec- 
tion 6,  article  7,  of  the  Constitution,  until 
after  the  two  houses  have  joined  in  grand 
committee  for  the  purpose  of  counting  and 
declaring  the  votes  cast  for  general  officers 
at  the  preceding  April  election?" 

This  resolution  was  indorsed :  "  In  House 
of  Representatives,  June  2,  1898.  Read  and 
passed.  John  E.  Conley,  Clerk,"— and  was 
transmitted  by  the  speaker  of  the  house  to 
the  court. 

The  court  returned  the  following  opinion : 


To  the  Honorable  Franklin  P.  Owen,  Speaker 
of  the  House  of  Representatives : 
We  have  received  from  you  a  resolution, 
purporting  to  have  been  passed  by  the  house 
of  representatives,  propounding  certain  qoes- 
tions  of  law  upon  which  we  are  requested  to 
give  our  opinion. 

Before  proceeding  to  specifically  consider 
said  questions,  we  feel  called  upon  to  say 
that,  from  the  character  aud  tenor  thereoi 
we  must  infer  that,  prior  to  the  passage  of 
the  resolution  submitting  said  question  to 
us,  the  general  assembly  bad  been  prorogned 
by  his  excellency,  the  governor. 

This  being  so,  and  assuming,  as  we  are 
bound  to  do,  that  the  said  act  of  the  governor 
was  legal,  said  resolution  was  not  passed  by 
the  house  of  representatives,  and  we  are  not, 
therefore,  called  upon  to  take  notice  of  the 
same.  See  article  10,  §  8,  of  the  Constitu- 
tion. The  gravity  of  the  situation,  however, 
in  which  both  the  legislative  and  executive 
branches  of  our  state  government  are  at  pres- 
ent placed,  of  which  we  cannot  fail  to  take 
notice,  and  the  importance  of  the  priociples 
and  rights  involved,  are  a  sufficient  warrant 
we  think,  for  us  to  assume  the  right  and 
duty  of  replying  to  said  questions. 
In  doing  so  we  have  the  honor  to  say : 
First.  That  under  the  provisions  of  anicle 
4,  §  9,  of  the  Constitution,  neither  house  has 
the  power,  without  the  consent  of  the  other, 
to  adjourn  for  more  than  two  days,  nor  to 


ment  trial  it  may  adjourn  as  it  thinks  proper,  al- 
though the  lerielature  be  not  assembled  on  such 
day  uor  at  such  place. 

In  nearly  but  not  quite  all  the  above-named 
states  the  provision  Umiting  the  number  of  days  for 
which  either  house  to  adjourn  without  consent  pt 
the  other  is  connected  with  a  provision  that  It  shall 
notadjoum  to  any  other  place  without  such  con- 
sent. Ala.  Const.  (1876)  art.  4. 8 16;  Ariz.  Rev.  Stat. 
6  2897;  Ark.  (1874)  art.  5. 1 28;  Cal.  Const.  (1849)  art.  4, 
8 16;  Colo.  Const.  (1876)  art.  6,  9 15;  Del.  Const.  (1831) 
art.  2«  8 10;  Fla.  Const.  (1886)  art  8,  8  18;  Ga.  iConst. 
(1877)  art  a,  8  7,  subd.  24;  111.  Const.  (1870)  art.  4, 8110; 
Ind.  Const  (1861)  art.  4,  8 10:  Iowa  Const.  (1857)  art. 
8.  8 14;  Ky.  Const.  (1860)  art.  2,  828;  La.  Const  (1880) 
artaS;  Me.  Const  (1810)  art  4.  pt  3,  6  12;  Mich. 
Const.  (1850)  art  4,  8  12;  Minn.  Const  (1857)  art  4, 86; 
Miss.  Const.  (1860)  art.  4,  6  13;  N.  J.  Const.  (1844)  art. 
4,  6  4,  subd.  6 ;  Ohio  Const  (1861)  art.  3,  6  9;  Or. 
Const  (1850)  art.  4,  6 11;  E.  I.  Const  a842)  art.  4,  8  9; 
8.  C.  Const.  (1882)  art.  2.  8  26;  Tenn.  Const.  (1870)  art 
2,  6 16;  Vt  Amend.  3  (1836)  to  Const.  1708;  Va.  (1860) 
art.  5,  8  6;  W.  Va.  (1872)  art  6,  6  23. 

In  Maryland  it  is  provided  that  such  adjourn- 
ment shall  not  be  made  to  another  place  without  a 
concurrent  vote  of  two  thirds  present  Md.  Const 
^867)  art  8, 8  25. 

In  Missouri  it  is  provided  that  if  the  general 
assembly  take  an  adjournment  or  recess  for  more 
than  three  days,  it  shall  have  the  effect  of  and  be 
an  adjournment  sine  die  (Mo.  Const.  (1875)  art  4, 
8  21);  but  an  adjournment  of  three  days  or  less  shall 
not  interrupt  the  session.    Section  22. 

A  large  number  of  states,  though  not  quite  so 
many  as  are  above  mentioned,  also  provide  in  their 
constitution  that  the  governor  may  adjourn  the 
legislature  in  case  of  disagreement  Such  is  the 
provision  In  Ga.  Const  (1877)  art.  3,  8  7,  subd.  24. 
The  erreater  number  of  these,  Uke  Rhode  Island, 
provide  that  in  such  case  the  adjournment  shall  be 
for  such  time  as  the  governor  shall  think  proper, 
provided  it  shall  not  be  for  a  time  which  shall  ez- 


tend  beyond  the  time  for  the  beginning  of  the  next 
reguUir  session.  Ark.  Const  a874)  art.  6, 8  90;  Oal. 
Const  a84g)  art  5. 8  11;  Colo.  Const.  (1876)  art  4,1 10; 
Conn.  Const  (1818)  art  4,  8  7;  IlL  Const  0910) urL  'x 
80;  Miss. Const  (lOW)  art  5.  87:  Fla. Const (18iS) an. 
4,  8  10;  Iowa  Const  (1867)  art  4,  8  18;  Kan.  Coml 
(1859)  art  1,  8  6;  Me.  Const  (1819)  art  5,  pt  1.  6 13; 
Neb.  Const  a875)  art.  6,  89;  Nev.  Const  (1864)art  5. 
8  U;  R.  I.  Const  (1842)  art  7,  8  6;  8.  a  Const  d8S\ 
art  a.  6 16;  Tex.  Const  a845i  art  5.  8  8. 

In  Colorado  the  governor's  authority  can  be  ex- 
ercised only  when  the  fact  of  dJaagreement  is  cer- 
tified by  the  house  which  has  last  moved  for  an  ad- 
journment   Colo.  Const  (1876)  art  4,  { 10. 

In  two  states  such  adjournment  by  the  goveroor 
cannot  be  for  more  than  ninety  days,  and  his  au- 
thority must  be  exercised  under  the  advice  of  bis 
counsel.  Mass.  Const  (1780)  pt  2,  chap.  2, 8 1,  art 
6;  N.  H.  Const  (1798  and  Amends.)  pt  2,  art  12. 

In  New  Hampohlre  it  is  further  provided  that  tbe 
governor  shall  dissolve  the  same  seven  days  before 
the  first  Wednesday  in  January. 

In  Delaware  the  limit  of  adjournment  by  the 
governor  in  case  of  such  disagreement  is  three 
months.    Del.  ConsL  (1881)  art  8. 8 12. 

In  Kentucky  and  |  Pennsylvania  the  governor 
may  makesuoh  adjournment  In  case  of  disagree- 
ment for  not  more  than  four  months.  Ky.  CooBt- 
(18S0)  art.  8.  8  18;  Pa.  Const  (1700)  art  2, 8 1& 

While  in  Vermont  the  provision  is  that  in  such 
case,  he  may  adjourn  the  legislature  to  sucb  time 
as  be  thmks  proper.  Vt  Const  Amoid.  3  (18S8)  to 
Const  of  1796. 

And  this  would  seem  to  be  the  effect  of  Ga.  Const. 
(1877)  art  8,  8  7,  subd.  24,  which  does  not  ex- 
pressly limit  the  time  for  adjournment 

Many  states  also  have  constitutloDal  provisions 
for  adjournment  of  a  legislative  house  from  <3ay 
to  day  for  lack  of  a  quorum  but  this  is  matter  quite 
different  ftt>m  permanent  adjournment 
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any  other  place  than  that  in  which  they  may 
be  sitting.  A  condition  of  thin^a  can  be 
imagined,  however,  which  would  warrant 
an  ^journmcnt  in  the  circumstances  stated 
in  the  questions.  For  example,  suppose  the 
hoase  of  representatives  should  unseat  or  ex- 
pel thirty-five  members,  leaving  only  a  bare 
quorum,  and  several  towns  unrepresented ; 
the  constitution  clearly  implies  that  the  rep- 
resentation of  all  the  towns  shall  be  com- 
plete, even  though  all  the  members- elect 
may  not  attend  the  session.  This  implication 
is  found  in  the  fact  that  members  of  the  pre- 
ceding body  may  hold  their  seats  until  their 
successors  are  qualified  to  act;  and  in  the 
further  provision  of  article  8,  §  7,  that  where 
a  failure  to  elect  a  governor  is  produced  by 
rejecting  the  entire  vote  of  anv  town,  city, 
or  ward,  a  new  election  shall  be  ordered. 
The  idea  is  plain  that  each  town  shall  be  en- 
titled to  its  full  representation  and  vote,  both 
in  an  election  by  the  people,  or,  in  ctfse  of 
failure,  by  the  assembly*  I^  therefore,  ei- 
ther house  should,  by  its  own  action,  deprive 
towns  of  representation  to  the  extent  sup- 
posed, we  do  not  think  it  could  be  claimed 
that  the  other  house  is  bound  to  go  into  grand 
committee  with  a  house  so  constituted.  The 
supposed  case  is  an  extreme  one,  but  it  il- 
lustrates the  principle  that  each  town  is  en- 
titled to  the  full  representation  which  the 
constitution  contemplates,  and  this  principle 
is  equal  Iv  violated,  though  not  to  the  same 
extent,  if  one  town  is  illegallv  deprived  of 
its  full  representation.  In  such  cases  the  as- 
sembly may  properlv  adjourn  until  the  va- 
cancies can  be  filled. 

Other  emergent  causes,  suflicient  to  justify 
an  adjournment,  may  arise,  such  as  an  epi- 
demic, after  the  assembly  has  convened ;  a 
riot,  or  ereat  public  disturbance ;  the  destruc- 
tion of  the  statehouse ;  a  palpable  violation  of 
the  constitution  by  the  expulsion  of  members 
coDtrarv  to  its  provisions,  whereby  the  char- 
acter oi  the  grand  committee  is  changed,  and 
the  like.  In  the  latter  case,  notwithstanding 
the  fact  that  each  house  is  to  be  the  judge  of 
the  qualifications  of  its  own  members,  a  de- 
cent self-respect  would  entitle  the  other 
branch  to  refuse  to  be  a  party  to  such  illegal 
constitution  of  the  grand  committee,  and  to 
base  its  action  thereon.  The  question  then 
resolves  itself  into  this :  Whether  the  as- 
sembly, by  joint  resolution,  may  adjourn  for 
more  than  two  days  after  both  houses  are  or- 
ganized, and  before  counting  the  votes ;  for 
what  both  bodies  may  pass  by  concurrent 
vote,  one  may  first  pass  and  transmit  to  the 
other  for  concurrence.  We  regard  the  pro- 
vision of  the  constitution  requiring  the  as- 
sembly to  count  the  votes  at  the  May  session 
as  in  the  highest  degree  imperative.  Yet, 
as  we  have  said,  there  may  be  circumstances 
which  would  justify,  and,  indeed,  require, 
the  postponement  of  this  duty  for  more  than 
two  days.  Hence,  as  an  abstract  proposition, 
we  must  answer  the  question  in  the  afiSrma- 
tive.  Whether  any  given  state  of  affairs  is 
one  to  justify  or  demand  such  adjournment, 
and  how  long  such  adjournment  should  be, 
&re  legislative  questions,  n^oesscirily  left  to 
the  decision  of  tne  body  whose  action  is  pro- 
posed, and  when  deciaed  by  such  body  can 
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only  be  reviewed  by  the  approval  or  rebuke 
of  the  electors. 

Second.  In  reply  to  the  second  question, 
we  have  to  saythat  whether  or  not  the  cir- 
cumstances stated  therein  constitute  such  a 
''disagreement"  as  is  contemplated  under  the 
provision  of  article  7,  §  6,*  of  the  Constitu- 
tion, is  a  question  which  it  is  not  within  ei- 
ther the  province  or  power  of  the  judiciary 
to  determine,  but  wliich,  under  the  constitu- 
tion, rests  solely  in  the  sound  judgment  and 
discretion  of  the  chief  executive  of  the  state. 
Whatever  our  personal  opinions  might  be  as 
to  the  propriety  of  certifying  a  disagreement 
under  the  circumstances  stated,  an  expression 
of  such  opinion,  after  the  act  is  done,  with  , 
no  power  to  correct  it,  would  amount  only 
to  a  criticism  upon  the  action  of  a  co-ordinate 
branch  of  the  government,  which  it  would 
be  improper  to  make;  for  it  must  be  con- 
stantly borne  in  mind  that  the  powers  of  our 
government  are  distributed  into  three  depart- 
ments,— the  legislative,  the  executive,  and 
the  judicial, — all  co-ordinate  and  of  equal 
authority  in  their  proper  spheres,  though 
mutually  interwoven,  and,  in  some  measure, 
dependent  upon  each  other.  As  said  by  the 
great  expounder  of  constitutional  law :  *^  A 
separation  of  departments,  so  far  as  prac- 
ticable, and  the  preservation  of  clear  lines 
of  division  between  them,  is  the  fundamental 
idea  in  the  creation  of  all  our  constitutions ; 
and,  doubtless,  the  continuance  of  regulated 
liberty  depends  on  maintaining  these  bound- 
aries." 4  Webster,  Works,  p.  122.  See 
also  Works  of  Bufus  Choate,  by  Samuel 
Oilman  Brown,  p.  364. 

The  powers  vested  in  the  executive  depart- 
ment are  to  be  exercised  by  the  governor  under 
his  oath  of  office,  and  under  the  express  con- 
stitutional injunction  that  he  **  shall  take 
care  that  the  laws  be  faithfully  executed ;" 
and  he  is  responsible  to  the  people  alone  for 
the  manner  in  which  he  discharges  the  duties 
of  his  high  office.  If  he  violates  the  consti- 
tution or^the  laws  which  he  is  sworn  to  sup- 
port, he  may  be  impeached,  and  removed 
from  office,  and  may  also  be  indicted  and 
punished  like  any  other  person.  See  article 
2,  Const.  But  for  the  exercise  of  his  powers 
and  prerogatives  as  governor,  neither  the  leg- 
islative nor  the  judicial  department  of  the 
government  has  any  po\fer  to  call  him  to  ac- 
count, nor  can  they,  or  either  of  them,  re- 
view his  action  in  connection  therewith.  In 
short,  it  cannot  be  Questioned  that  the  gov- 
ernor is  supreme  ana  indenendent  in  the  ex- 
ecutive department,  as  is  the  legislature  in 
the  legislative,  and  the  court  in  t^e  judicial, 
department  of  the  government.  People  v. 
Mahaney,  13  Mich.  481 ;  People  v.  The  Oooer- 
nor,  29  Mich.  820,  18  Am.  Rep.  89;  Hovey^ 
V.  State,  127  Ind.  58&-«00,  11  L.  R.  A.  763. 

Moreover,  this  is  a  case  in  which  the  ex- 
ecutive department  of  the  state  government 
has  the  power  and  duty  to  finally  pass  upon 
a  ouestion  of  constitutional  construction.     It 


•"Sec.  6.  In  case  of  dlsajpreement  between  tne  two 
houees  of  the  mneral  assembly,  respectinor  the  time 
or  place  of  adjournment,  certlfled  to  him  by  either, 
he  (the  governor)  may  adJourn  them  to  such  time 
and  place  as  he  shall  think  proper:  provided  that 
the  nme  of  adjournment  shall  not  be  extended  be- 
yond the  day  of  the  next  stated  session." 
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beloufirs  to  that  class  of  cases,  as  well  stated 
\)y  Judge  Cooley  in  his  excellent  work  on 
Constitutional  Limitations  ip.  54),  **  where, 
by  the  constitution,  a  particalar  question  is 
pli^inly  addressed  to  the  discretion  or  judg- 
ment of  some  one  department  or  officer :  so 
that  the  interference  of  any  other  department 
or  officer,  with  a  view  to  the  substitution  of 
its  own  discretion  or  judgment  in  the  place 
of  that  to  Which  the  constitution  has  confided 
the  decision,  would  be  impertinent  and  in- 
trusive." "Under  every  constitution,"  says 
the  same  learned  author,  "cases  of  this  de- 
scription are  to  be  met  with,  and,  though  it 
will  sometimes  be  found  difficult  to  classify 
them,  there  can  be  no  doubt,  when  the  case 
is  properly  determined  to  be  one  of  this 
character,  that  the  rule  must  prevail  Which 
makes  the  decision  final." 

The  power  of  the  executive  which  we  are 
considering  is  a  political  power,  "in  the  ex- 
ercise of  which,"  in  the  language  of  Chief 
Justice  Marshall  in  Marlmry  v.  Madiean,  5 
U.  S.  1  Cranch,  187.  2  L.  ed.  60,  "he  is  to 
use  his  own  discretion,  and  is  accountable 
only  to  his  country  in  his  political  character, 
and  to  his  own  conscience;  and,  whatever 
opinion  may  be  entertained  of  the  manner  in 
which  the  executive  discretion  may  be  used, 
still  there  exists  no  power  to  control  that 
discretion."  "The  subject  is  political."  "It 
respects  the  state,  not  individual  rights ;  and, 
being  intrusted  to  the  executive,  the  decision 
of  the  executive  is  conclusive."  See  also, 
P«>pfe  V.  Brooks,  16  Cal.  11,  54  et  tea,;  United 
States  V.  Arredondo,  81  U.  S.  6  Pet.  691, 
729,  780,  8  L.  ed.  547,  561,  and  cases  cited ; 
Hawkins  v!  The  Governor,  1  Ark.  570,  586- 
596,  38  Am.  Dec.  846. 

In  Mauran  v.  Smith,  8  R  I.  192-223,  5 
Am.  Rep.  564,  which  was  a  petition  for  a 
writ  of  mandamus  to  compel  tne  governor  to 
prefer  charges  against,  and  convene  a  court- 
martial  for  the  "trial  of,  the  petitioner,  the 
general  question  here  involved  was  very  fully 
and  ably  discussed  by  eminent  counsel,  and 
it  was  held  by  this  court,  Durfee,  </.,  giving 
the  opinion,  that  the  court  had  no  authority 
to  grant  the  writ,  for  the  reason  that  the  gov- 
ernor, while  acting  within  the  sphere  of  his 
Huthoritv,  constituted  an  independent  co-or- 
dinate aepartment  of  the  government.  See 
also,  Taylor  v.  Place,  4  R.  I.  824,  830-864. 

We  can  no  better  define  and  illustrate  the 
power  and  duty  of  the  judiciary  in  the  prem- 
ises, than  by  quoting  from  the  able  opinion 
of  Caton,  C%.  J.,  in  People  v.  BisseU,  19  111. 
^29,  281,  68  Am.  Dec.  591.  He  says:  "To 
the  judiciary  is  confided  the  power  and  the 
duty  of  interpreting  the  laws  and  the  consti- 
tution whenever  they  are  judicially  presented 
for  consideration.  Hence  it  becomes  our 
duty  to  determine  what  is  the  meaning  of  the 
laws  passed  bv  the  legislature,  and  also 
whether  those  laws  are  such  as  the  legisla- 
ture was  authorized  by  the  constitution  to 
pass.  So  also,  of  the  acts  of  the  executive, 
we  are  bound  to  determine  whether  such  acts 
are  authorized  by  the  1aw9  and  the  constitu- 
tion, whenever  they  are  brought  before  us 
judicially,  but  not  otherwise ;  and  hence  the 
judicial  department  of  the  government  exer- 
cises a  certain  controlling,  or  rather  restrain- 
ing, power,  over  both  the  other  departments 
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of  the  government.  Notwithstandioe  all 
this,  when  carefully  considered,  it  will  be 
seen  that  each  department,  within  its  proper 
constitutional  s{mere,  acts  independentlT  of 
both  the  others,  and  restraint  is' only  placed 
upon  it  when  such  sphere  is  actually  tnn- 
scended,  or  express  authority  is  given  bj  the 
constitution,  for  restraint  or  control,  by  an- 
other department.  As  from  necessity  aDid  the 
very  nature  o£  all  government  there  must  be 
an  ultimatum  somewhere,  whose  duty  it  is 
to  determine  whether  such  sphere  has  been 
passed  or  not,  that  duty  in  most  cases  falli 
on  the  judicial  department,  from  the  fact 
that  in  this  department  is  reposed  tberespon- 
sibiliMr  of  enforcing  or  giving  eifect  to  the 
acts  of  the  other  departments ;  but  it  is  only 
when  thus  called  upon,  in  some  form  kiiovii 
to  the  law,  to  give  effect  to  such  acts  of  the 
other  departments,  that  the  judiciary  can  de- 
termine whether  such  acts  were  done  in  the 
exercise  of  a  constitutional  power.  In  no 
other  way,  nor  in  any  other  cases,  can  this 
department  construe  the  constitution  for.  or 
exercise  any  control  over,  any  other  depart- 
ment Where  final  action  upon  any  subject 
is  confided  to  either  of  the  other  departnoents, 
there  the  respcmsibility  must  rest  of  oonform- 
in^  such  action  to  the  law  and  the  constitu- 
tion. **  It  is  because  such  final  action  is  gen- 
erally devolved  upon  the  judiciary  that  the 
judiciary  is  most  frequently  called  ui)on  to 
give  a  final  and  conclusive  construction  to 
the  constitution  and  laws.  It  results,  there- 
fore, from  this  philosophical  arrangement  of 
our  ffovemmental  system,  that  the  control 
which  the  judicial  department  exercises  over 
the  others  is  of  a  restraining,  and  not  of  a 
compulsory,  power.  But  this  is  only  prac- 
tically, and  not  literallv,  so.  We  may  not 
enjoin  the  others  from  doing  an  unconstitu- 
tional act,  but  by  refusing  to  give  effect  to 
such  act,  or  relieving  against  it,  when  prop- 
erly and  judicially  applied  to  for  that  pur- 
pose, we  may  restrain  them.  We  cannot  re- 
strain the  governor  from  issuing  the  bonds 
of  the  state,  contrary  to  law ;  but  when  the 
question  is  properly  presented  before  us  we 
can  declare  such  bonds  void ;  and  so  of  a 
patent  foi*  the  public  land  which  he  miebt 
issue.  And  so,  if  he  should  step  beyond  bis 
constitutional  sphere,  and  unlawfully  im- 
prison a  party,  we  could  discharge  such  party 
on  habeas  corpus.  But  we  have  no  power  to 
compel  either  of  the  other  departments  of  the 
government  to  perform  any  duty  which  the 
constitution  or  the  law  may  impose  udod 
them,  no  matter  how  paloable  such  duty  may 
be,  any  more  than  either  of  those  departments 
may  compel  us  to  perform  our  duties.  The 
governor  is,  and  must  be,  as  independent  of 
us.  as  is  the  legislature,  or  as  we  are  of  ei- 
ther of  them." 

Third.  As  to  the  third  and  last  qoeitioa 
submitted  to  us,  we  have  to  say  that,  imder 
article  7,  g  6,  of  the  Constitution,  above  re- 
ferred to,  the  power  of  the  governor  to  ad- 
journ the  general  assembly  upon  the  happen- 
ing of  the  event  tbecoin  mentioned  is  general 
and  not  dependent  upon  the  fact  as  to  whether 
the  two  houses  have  Joined  in  grand  com- 
mittee or  not.  The  exigency  provided  for 
by  the  constitution  had  arisen.  The  neces 
sary  and  only  warrant  required  for  aiotion  on 
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his  part  was  the  certificate  of  disagreement. 
It  is  true,  he  was  not  bound  to  act  on  that 
certificate.  The  records  of  both  houses  are 
public,  and  the  executive  is  as  fully  entitled 
to  take  notice  of  them  as  the  judiciary.  He 
may  go  behind  the  certificate,  and  determine 
by  "an  inspection  of  the  records  of  the  two 
houses  whether,  in  fact,  the  disagreement 
•exists  as  certified ;  and  even  If  the  record  of 
•one  boose  should  not  disclose  that  it  had 
acted,  nonaction  is  sometimes  equivalent  to 
adyerse  action^  and  may  be  so  treated  by  the 
executive  in  determining  whether  a  disagree- 
ment exists,  which  calls  for  the  exercise  of 
his  constitutional  prerogative. 

The  argument  as  to  jurisdiction  implies  a 
power  of  review  by  the  judiciary ;  but  this 
<]uestion  being  left  by  the  constitution  en- 
tirely in  tlie  hands  of  the  legislature  and  the 
executive,  we  think  we  are  lx>und  to  consider 
action  taken  as  an  accomplished  fact  It  is 
like  the  judgment  of  a  court  of'  general  ju- 
risdiction, which  is  final  and  conclusive. 
Whenever,  therefore,  there  shall  be  a  dis- 
agreement between  the  two  houses  as  to  the 
time  or  place  of  adjournment  certified  to  the 
governor  by  either,— and,  as  before  stated, 
he  is  the  sole  judge  as  to  the  fact  of  the  ex- 
istence of  such  disagreement  upon  such  cer- 
tification to  him, — we  think  he  has  the  con- 


stitutional power  to  adjourn  them  under  said 
section  6  of  the  Constitution.  The  state  of 
the  business  pending  before  the  assembly 
would  doubtless  be  taken  into  account  both 
by  the  house  taking  the  initiative  in  the 
matter  of  the  adjournment,  and  also  by  the 
governor  in  declaring  that  the  exigency  pro- 
vided for  in  said  section  had  arisen ;  but  we 
do  not  think  the  power  granted  therein  would 
be  affected  thereby.  Nor,  it  appearing  of 
record  that  by  reason  of  the  certification 
aforesaid  he  had  jurisdiction  in  the  premises, 
have  we  any  authority  to  inquire  into  the 
facts  upon  which  the  governor  based  his  said 
action ;  for,  as  said  by  Judge  Story  in  Martin 
V.  Mott,  25  U.  S.  12  Wheat.  19,  81,  6  L.  ed. 
587,  541 :  "*  Whenever  a  statute  gives  a  dis- 
cretionary power  to  any  person,  to  be  exer- 
cised by  him  upon  his  own  opinion  of  certain 
facts,  it  is  a  sound  rule  of  construction  ttfat 
the  statute  constitutes  him  the  sole  and  ex- 
clusive judge  of  the  existence  of  those  facts. " 
We  therefore  answer  said  third  and  last  ques- 
tion in  the  affirmative. 

Charles  Matteson. 

John  H.  Stiness. 

P.  E.  Tillinglmst. 

George  A.   Wilbur. 

Horatio  Rogers. 

Wm.  W.  Douglas. 
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1*  No  writ  of  error  lias  to  the  court  of  ap- 
palls of  Maryland  from  a  decision  of  the  circuit 


court  oo  an  appeal  from  the  Judirment  of  a  Jus- 
tloe  of  the  peace. 
8.   A  statute  prohlbltiii^  labor  on  Sun- 
day Is  not  Id  conflict  with  the  Conatitution  of 
tbe  United  States  or  of  Maryland. 

8«  A  eonetttutlonal  ffiuu*antjr  of  relig- 
ions  liberty  is  not  violated  by  a  statute  pro- 
hibiting Sunday  labor. 


NOTB.— The  eomtUutionalityof  Sundav  fair«. 

The  case  of  Juddind  v.  Statk,  above  reponed. 
and  the  case  of  Pboplb  v.  BEiiUeT,  ante,  086,  revive 
the  question  of  the  constitutionality  of  Sunday 
laws,  which  has  been  settled  so  far  as  decision  can 
settle  It  by  overwhelming  authority. 

The  decision  of  a  recorder  at  nisi  priiw  in  an 
early  South  GaroUoa  case  held  a  Sunday  dos- 
ing ozdlnance  unconstitutional  as  to  a  Jew,  but 
this  decision  was  reversed  on  appeal,  deciding  that 
it  was  a  mere  poUoe  regulation  which  did  not  in- 
terfere with  the  exercise  of  religious  privileges. 
Charleston  v.  Benjamin,  2  Strobh.  L.  608, 40  Am. 
DecOOB. 

In  Ez  parte  Newman.  9  CaL  502.  a  Sunday  law  pro- 
hibiting the  sale  of  goods  was  held  by  two  of  the 
three  judges  to  be  unconstitutional  as  an  unneces- 
sary denial  of  the  right  to  acquire  property,  and  as 
violating  tbe  constitutional  prohibition  against  dis- 
crimination or  preferences  as  to  religious  profes- 
aion  or  worship;  but  Judge  Field,  who  has  since 
been  for  many  years  a  Juatioe  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States,  made  a  vigorous  dissent 
from  tbe  decision,  and  in  Ex  wjurte  Andrew,  18  €2aL 
078,  the  decision  was  expressly- overruled,  adopting 
the  former  dissent  of  Judge  Field. 

This  later  decision  upholding  tbe  constitution- 
ality of  such  a  statute  was  followed  and  fully  ap- 
proved in  Rx  parte  Burke.  59  Cal.  6,  which  was  a 
^aae  as  to  the  keeping  open  of  a  saloon  on  Sunday. 

In  Ex  parte  Koeer.  60  Cal.  177,  the  same  doctrine 
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was  followed,  upholding  a  law  requiring  stores, 
workshops,  and  similar  places  of  business  to  be 
closed  on  Sunday,  and  deciding  that  it  did  not  vio- 
late tbe  constitutional  guaranty  of  freedom  of  re- 
ligious profession  and  worship  without  discrimina- 
tion or  preference.  Three  Judges,  however,  dissent- 
ed from  this'decision,  of  whom  two  attempted  to 
distinguish  the  case  from  Andrew^s  Case  on  the 
ground  that  in  the  present  case  the  statute  at- 
tempted to  make  the  observance  of  Sunday  a  relig- 
ious observance  as  it  was  in  a  portion  of  the  stat- 
utes headed'^crlmes  against  religion  and  conscience, 
and  other  offenses  against  good  morals.** 

The  other  cases  in  which  the  constitutionality 
of  a  statute  requiring  cessation  from  business  on 
Sunday  has  been  questioned  and  disoussed  have  in 
every  instance  decided  that  such  statutes  are  not 
unconstitutional. 

The  constitutional  provisions  as  to  due  process 
of  law,  equal  privileges  and  Immunities  of  citizens, 
right  to  acquire  property,  as  well  as  those  prohibit- 
ing the  establishment  of  religion  and  guaranteeing 
freedom  of  worship,  have  been  among  those  under 
which  such  statutes  have  been  attacked. 

While  in  some  cases  courts  have  based  their  de- 
cision In  support  of  Sunday  laws  on  religious 
grounds,  the  decisions  generally,  especially  in 
recent  cases,  are  based  on  the  proposition  that  a 
Sunday  law  is  a  civil  or  police  regulation. 

This  is  the  doctrine  held  in  Bloom  v.  Richards,  2 
Ohio  St.  387:  McOatrick  v.  Wason,  4  Ohio  St.  566 
46 
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ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Kent  County 
to  review  a  judgment  eonvicting  defend- 
ant of  working  on  Sunday,  contrary  to  the 
provisions  of  the  statute.    Affirmed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr,  James  T.  Rin^^old  for  plaintiff  in 
error. 

Mr,  John  P.  Poe.  Atiy-Oen,,  for  defend- 
ant in  error : 

No  writ  of  error  lies  to  this  court  from  the 
final  decision  of  a  circuit  court,  on  an  ap- 
peal to  it  from  the  judgment  of  a  justice  of 
the  peace. 

Bayner  v.  State,  62  Md.  368;  Clark  v. 
Vannort  (Md.)  Nov.  16,  1898. 

Mr.  William  M.  Slay  also  for  defendant 
i|^  error. 


Beyd*  J,,  delivered  the  opinion  of  ihe 
court: 

The  plaintiff  in  error  was  arrested.  UDder 
a  warrant  issued  by  a  justice  of  the  peace  for 
Kent  county,  for  husking  corn  on  Simday. 
He  was  tried,  convicted,  and  fined  five  dol- 
lars and  costs,  in  accordance  with  the  pro- 
visions of  article  27,  §  247,  of  the  Code  of 
Public  General  Laws.  He  appealed  to  ibe 
circuit  court,  where  he  elected  to  be  tried 
before  the  court,  and  was  convicted  and  fined 
five  dollars  and  costs  by  that  court.  He  has 
brought  the  case  to  this  court  bv  petition  in 
the  naturQ  of  a  writ  of  error,  in  which  he 
designates  the  following  as  the  points  of  law 
to  be  reviewed :  (1)  That  section  247  of 
article  27  of  the  Code  is  void  because  it  is 
in  violation  of  the  first  paragraph  of  the  Uth 
article  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United 


State  V.  Bott,81  La.  Ann.  fl63,  83  Am.  Rep.  224;  State 
V.  Judire  of  Criminal  Dist.  Ct.  of  Orleans,  39  La. 
Ann.  182;  Charleston  v.  Benjamin,  2  Strobh.  L.  608, 
48  Am.  Dec.  606;  Specht  v.  Com.  8  Pa.  312,  48  Am. 
Dec.  518. 

In  Fiolicksteln  v.  Moblie,  40  Ala.  725.  It  is  said 
that  **the  iefflsiature  is  not  prohibited  from  makinir 
municipal  regulationa  because  they  have  the  sanc- 
tion also  of  a  religious  society."  and  adds  that  the 
desiimation  of  a  day  of  rest  would  not  InfriDge  the 
constitution,  whether  that  day  should  be  the  Chris- 
tian or  Jewish  Sabbath. 

In  St.  Joseph  v.  EUiott  47  Mo.  App.  418,  it  is  said: 
**Tbe  truth  is  that  some  courts  have  concluded 
(perhaps  without  sufficient  justification)  that  laws 
enacted  for  the  observance  of  Sunday  as  a  relig- 
ious duty  were  repugrnant  to  constitutionB  eruaran- 
teeinir  religious  freedom,  and  yet  determined  to 
uphold  them  and  set  about  to  find  other  reasons 
than  those  based  on  Christianity.  Tbese  reasons 
Ringirold  in  his  work  on  the  Ijiw  of  Sunday,  p.  101, 
declares  to  bean  '^aftertfaougbt  of  the  courts;  that 
is  to  say,  that  it  is  an  attempt  to  find  a  sanction  for 
those  statutes  in  Ck)nstitutions  which  have  never 
been  the  moving  cause  of  their  enactment."  But 
the  court  says  further,  **  Whatever  may  be  the 
reason  for  such  statutes,  they  are  valid  enact- 
ments." 

Tn  considering  the  constitutionality  of  Sunday 
laws,  it  is  well  to  remember  that,  as  mentioned  in 
LindenmuUer  v.  People,  88  Barb.  548,  'the  Sabbath 
is  older  than  our  state  government:  was  a  part  of 
the  laws  of  the  colony:  and  its  observance  ret^- 
lated  by  colonial  laws;"  therefore,  in  considering 
whether  constitutional  provisions  were  meant  to 
preclude  laws  for  Sunday  observance,  the  fact  that 
such  laws  existed  at  the  time  of.  and  before  the 
adoption  of  the  Constitution  is  very  significant. 

In  Shover  v.  State,  10  Ark.  268,  it  is  held  that  a 
statute  prohibiting  the  sale  of  goods  on  Sunday 
does  not  violate  constitutional  provisions  for  ffee- 
dom  of  worship,  and  that  no  peraon  shall  be  com- 
pelled to  attend,  erect,  or  support  any  place  of 
worship,  or  maintain  any  minister,  against  his^n- 
sent. 

In  State  v.  Ambs,  20  Mo.  214.  a  statute  prohibiting 
Sunday  labor  is  held  not  to  violate  constitutional 
provisions  for  freedom  of  worship  and  conscience, 
and  that  no  person  shall  be  hurt  or  molested  in  his 
religious  profession  or  sentiments,  if  he  does  not 
disturb  others,  and  that  no  preference  shall  be 
given  to  any  sect  or  mode  of  worship. 

So  in  felolickstein  v.  Mobile,  40  Ala.  726,  such  a  stat- 
ute is  held  valid  as  to  a  Jew,  under  constitutional 
provisions  that  no  person  shall  be  hurt,  molested, 
or  restrained  in  his  religious  sentiments  or  pro- 
fession, provided  he  does  not  disturb  others  in 
their  religious  worship. 
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In  Yoglesong  v.  State,  0  Ind.  U2,  such  a  sutute 
is  upheld  without  discussion  of  its  constitution- 
ality, with  the  mere  statement  that  this  question  is 
hardly  open. 

So  in  Ex  parte  Sundstrom,'  £5  Tex.  App.  138.  t 
Sunday  law  is  upheld  and  declared  not  to  Tioltte 
the  constitutional  right  of  Jews,  under  proriBiooB 
as  to  equal  rights  and  freedom  of  worehip. 

To  the  same  effect  Is  Specht  v.  Com.  8  Pl  31^  tf 
Am.  Dec.  518,  holding  that  even  as  to  penons  vno 
observe  the  seventh  day  as  the  Sabbath,  a  Sanday 
law  does  not  violate  constitutional  provisioiu  f^ 
freedom  of  worship  and  conscience.  TbiB  cue 
foUowB  Com.  V.  Wolf,  8  Serg.  &  R.  48.  in  which  ft 
was  held  that  Jews  were  subject  to  the  Sunday  la««. 

A  Sunday  closing  law  is  also  held  valid  at  to  a 
Jew  in  State  v.  Judge  of  Criminal  Dist  CLot  Or- 
leans, 89  La.  Ann.  132,  deciding  that  It  does  not 
deny  equal  privileitee  or  immunities,  nor  the  right 
to  life,  liberty,  and  property  nor  to  due  process  of 
law. 

It  is  held  in  Com.  v.  Hyneman,  101  Mass.  80,  that 
the  law,  as  a  law  prohibiting  sales  of  liquor  on 
Sunday,  applied  to  Jews,  although  they  might  he 
exempted  from  the  Sunday  law  as  to  labor  by 
their  observance  of  the  Jewish  Sabbath. 

But  in  Com.  v.  Has,  122  Mass.  40,  a  statute  prohib- 
iting the  opening  of 'shops  on  Sunday  la  held 
good,  even  as  to  seventh  day  believers,  and  not  a 
violation  of  the  constitutional  provisloo  that  '*no 
subordination  of  anyone  sect  or  denomination 
shall  ever  be  established  by  law.** 

The  equal  privileges  and  immunities  of  citizens 
are  held  in  Johns  v.  State,  78  Ind.  382. 41  Am.  Uep. 
577,  not  to  be  violated  by  a  statute  against  Sunday 
labor  which  excepts  from  its  operation  those  who 
worship  on  the  seventh  day  of  the  week. 

While,  on  the  other  band,  an  ordinance  which 
makes  an  exception  from  the  Sunday  law  of  those 
who  keep  Saturday  and  close  their  place  of  bun- 
ness  on  that  day,  was  held  an  unooostltutlonal  dis- 
crimination between  dtlsens.  Sbreveport  v.  Levy. 
26  La.  Ann.  671,  21  Am.  Bep.  668. 

Following  this  case  it  was  held  in  Anonymous. 
12  Abb.  N.  C.  465,  that  an  injunction  affalost  the 
prosecution  of  a  Jew  for  violation  of  the  Sunday 
law  would  not  be  granted,  notwithstanding  an  ex- 
ception in  the  statute  as  to  those  who  observed  an- 
other day  of  the  week,  because  the  court  retranied 
this  exception  as  an  unoonadtutlonal  dlaciimina- 
tlon  between  dtisens.  ' 

Exactly  opposite  to  this  decision  is  the  decMon 
m  Ohio  that  an  ordinance  prohibiting  buanesB  on 
Sunday  is  void.  If  it  does  not  make  an  exception  of 
those  who  observe  the  seventh  day.  Oiaton  v. 
Nist,  9  Ohio  St.  488. 

See  on  this  point  the  case  of  Pbopli  v.  BKXitw 
ant«,  606. 
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States.  (2)  That  said  statute  is  void  because 
it  is  in  violation  of  article  86  of  the  Bill  of 
Rights  of  the  Constitution  of  Maryland.  (8) 
That  the  circuit  court  for  Kent  county  had 
DO  jurisdiction  to  try  and  convict  the  traver- 
ser, since  the  iustice  of  the  peace  had  no  ju- 
risdiction: First.  Because  (a)  the  warrant 
charged  no  offense  under  the  statute,  as  it 
failed  to  set  forth  that  the  husking  of  com 
on  Sunday  was  not  a  work  of  necessity  or 
charity,  (b)  The  warrant  shows  upon  its 
face  that  it  was  issued  on  Sunday,  and  its 
mandate  is  to  apprehend  the  traverser  im- 
mediately. It  is  admitted  that  it  was  act- 
ually served  on  Sunday.  For  these  reasons 
it  is  void,  and  no  Jurisdiction  could  be  ac- 
quired under  it.  I^cond.  That  the  bond  for 
appearance  of  the  traverser  in  the  circuit 
court  is  void  because  it  held  him  to  answer 
a  charge  of  Sabbath  breaking,  and  no  such 
offense  is  known  to  the  laws  of  this  state ; 
and  it  is  also  iu  fatal  variance  with  the  war- 
rant, which  says  nothing  of  Sabbath  break- 
ing by  the  traverser,  but  charges  him  with 
husking  com  on  Sunday. 


The  attorney 'general,  on  behalf  of  the  state, 
moved  to  quash  the  writ  of  error  on  the 
ffround  that  no  writ  of  error  lies  to  this  court 
from  the  decision  of  the  circuit  court,  on  an 
appeal  to  it  from  the  judgment  of  a  justice 
of  the  peace.  That  motion  must  prevail. 
It  is  well  settled  in  this  state  that,  when  the 
circuit  court  has  jurisdiction  to  hear  and 
decide  an  appeal  from  a  justice  of  the  peace, 
its  decision  is  final,  and  an  appeal  or  writ 
of  error  to  this  court  will  not  lie,  unless,  of 
course,  the  statute  authorizes  such  appeal  or 
writ  of  error  to  this  court.  If  the  traverser 
desired  to  contest  the  constitutionality  of  the 
law  under  which  he  was  arrested,  and  have 
that  question  properly  presented  for  the  con- 
sideration of  this  court,  he  could  have  ap- 
plied for  the  writ  of  certiorari  upon  the 
specific  ground  of  the  unconstitutionality  of 
the  law,  and  the  consequent  want  of  power 
and  jurisdiction  of  the  justice  of  the  peace 
to  proceed  under  it.  This  court  could  then 
have  reviewed  the  judgment  of  the  circuit 
court  on  an  appeal  or  writ  of  error.  Nor  can 
we  review  the  decision  of  the  circuit  court 


A  statute  prohibiting  dramatic  performances  on 
Sunday  is  held  constitutional  in  LlndenmuUer  v. 
People,  88  Barb.  648;  NeuendorflT  v.  Duryea,  69  N. 
Y.  SOT,  26  Am.  Rep.  289;  People  v.  Hoym,  20  How. 
Pr.  76. 

These  cases  hold  that  such  (a  law  does  not  in- 
fringe liberty  of  oonscience  or  the  free  exercise  or 
enjoyiDent  of  relierious  privilecre  and  worship  with- 
out discrlmiDatlon  or  preference. 

A  territorial  statute  prohibiting  saloons  to  be 
open  on  Sunday  has  been  held  not  contrary  to  pub- 
lic policy,  in  People  v.  Griffin,  1  Idaho,  476. 

A  statute  prohibitinsr  saloons  to  be  opened  on 
Sunday  is  not  against  the  constitutional  provision 
for  the  *^niform  operation^^  of  laws  of  a  ireneral 
nature.   Mix  parte  Burke,  69  Cai.  6. 

A  statute  prohibiting  stores,  workshops,  saloons 
and  other  places  of  business  from  being  open  on 
Sunday  is  not  a  special  law,  within  the  meaning  of 
acooitltutlonal  provision  as  to  special  laws.  Ex 
P<Tr(«Ko6er,60Cal.l77. 

But  a  penal  statute  applicable  to  bakers  only, 
prohibiting  them  from  baking  on  Sunday,  was 
held  io  Ex  parU  Weeterfleld,  66  CaL  660, 86  Am.Kep. 
47,  to  be  a  special  law  within  the  meaning  of  a  con- 
stitutloDal  provision  against  special  (laws  for 
crimes  and  misdemeanors. 

The  validity  of  municipal  ordinances  prohibiting 
tbenale  of  intoxicating  liquors,  or  other  business 
on  Sunday,  except  so  far  as  it  involves  the  ques- 
tion of  legislative  power  to  make  Sunday  laws,  is 
not  here'oonsldered.  It  is  expressly  held  in  Nash- 
ville V.  Ltnck,  12  Lea,  490,  that  the  legislature  may 
authorise  such  ordinance. 

In  addition  to  the  cases  contained  in  this  note, 
there  are  a  very  large  number  of  cases  in  which  the 
constitutionality  of  Sunday  laws  has  been  assumed 
snd  acted  upon.  Among  these  are  all  the  cases 
found  tai  the  note  on  '^Sunday  Labor**  with  the  case 
of  Quarles  v.  State,  14  L.  K.  A.  IK,  also  in  the 
naU  on  '^Prohibition  of  Sunday  Sports  or  Games,** 
Sute  V.  0*Bourk,  17  L.  R.  A.  880,  as  well  as  the 
cases  io  the  note  on  ^'Remedy  of  Party  as  to  Rescis- 
sion of  Sunday  Contract,**  with  the  case  of  Kelly 
V.  Cosgrove,  17  L.  R.  A.  719, 

'These  cases  are  only  a  small  portion  in  which 
Sunday  laws  have  been  enforced.  It  is  veryevi- 
<ient  therefore,  that  the  Judicial  sanction  of  Sun- 
^y  laws,  though  they  have  been  attacked  on 
nsny  pointB,  has  been  very  nearly  unanimous. 
Oonddering  the  fact  mentioned  above,  that  Sun- 
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day  laws  were  in  existence  in  the  colonies  before 
the  adoption  of  any  state  constitutions,  and  that 
Sunday  is  incidentally  recognised  in  many  of  Uie 
state  constitutions,  as  in  its  exception  from  the 
computation  of  days  within  which  a  bill  must  be 
returned  by  the  governor,  it  is  plain  that  the  peo- 
ple in  adopting  the  constitution  of  such  a  state  did 
not  intend  by  any  implication  to  deny  the  validity 
of  such  laws.  Therefore,  If  they  were  to  be  held 
unconstitutional,  it  could  only  be  on  the  ground 
of  inevitable  repugnance  to  some  fundamental  pro- 
vision of  the  constitution.  That  such  laws  are  not 
repugnant  to  fundamental  constitutional  princi- 
ples is  now  so  universally  established  in  every  Ju- 
risdiction in  which  such  laws  have  been  attacked 
that  it  would  seem  to  be  settled  as  fully  as  Judicial 
decisions  can  settle  anything. 

And  a  statute  prohibiting  barbers  only  from 
keeping  open  a  bathroom  on  Sunday  is  held  uncon- 
stitutional class  legislation.  Ragio  y.  State,  86 
Tenn.  872. 

In  these  two  cases  last  cited,  it  will  be  seen  that 
the  same  act  which  other  persons  could  do  law- 
fully was  made  an  ofTense  when  done  by  a  particu- 
lar class  of  persons. 

But  a  Sunday  statute  excepting  druggists  from 
its  provisions  is  not  unconstitutional  as  a  denial  of 
equal  rights,  or  as  a  special  law.  Bohl  v.  State,  8 
Tex.  App.  688. 

And  a  Sunday  law  is  not  void  for  discrimination 
between  classes  of  persons  and  as  a  denial  of  equal 
rights,  privileges,  and  immunities,  because  it  does 
not  apply  to  certain  classes  of  business,  but  ex- 
cepts from  its  operations  drug-stores,  offices  of 
physicians,  photograph  galleries,  railroad  offices^ 
hotels,  restaurants,  and  various  other  kinds  of 
business.    Llberman  v.  State,  26  Neb.  464. 

The  exemption  from  a  Sunday  law  of  those  who 
observe  the  seventh  day  does  not  make  the  statute 
void.    IbUL 

The  title  '*An  Act  to  preserve  the  public  peace 
and  order**  on  Sunday  is  sufficient  for  a  statute 
prohibiting  dramatic  entertainments  in  New  York, 
city  on  that  day.  Neuendorff  v.  Duryea,  69  N.  Y. 
667,26Am.Rep.286. 

80  the  title  of  an  act  which  states  that  it  is  to  pre- 
vent the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors  to  minors, 
drunken  persons,  etc.,  is  sufficient  to  cover  the  pro- 
hibition of  such  sales  on  Sunday.  Kurts  v.  People* 
88  Mich.  279.  B.  A.  R. 
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on  the  question  of  the  alleged  defects  on  the 
face  of  the  warrant  and  bond.  That  court 
had  the  power  and  authority  to  entertain  the 
appeal  from  the  judgment  of  the  justice  on 
the  question  of  jurisdiction,  as  well  as  on 
other  grounds,  and,  the  plaintiff  in  error 
havine  invoked  and  submitted  himself  to  its 
jurisdiction,  its  judgment  is  tinal  and  con- 
clusive. The  case  of  Eayntr  v.  State,  62  >Id. 
808,  is  directly  in  point,  and  it  is  unneces- 
sary to  refer  to  the  other  decisions  of  this 
court. 

The  attorney  for  the  plaintiff  in  error  ar- 
gued at  considerable  length  the  constitution- 
ality of  the  Sunday  law  Involved  in  this 
case,  and  urgently  requested  this  court  to 
pass  upon  that  question,  regardless  of  our 
views  on  the  motion  to  quash  the  writ  of 
error.  Having  determined  that  the  case  is 
not  properly  iSfore  us,  we  do  not  feel  called 
upon  to'  discuss  at  length  the  cases  cited  or 
reasons  assigned  by  the  learned  counsel,  but, 
as  a  refusal  to  state  our  conclusions  might 
be  deemed  by  some  an  indication  of  doubt 
on  our  part,  we  will  briefly  state  our  views 
on  this  subject.  We  have-not  the  slightest 
hesitation  in  announcing  that  the  law  com- 
plained of  is  not  in  conflict  with  the  consti- 
tution of  the  United  States  or  of  Maryland. 
Although  the  arjB:ument  of  the  attorney  for 
the  plaintiflP  in  error  gave  evidence  of  thor- 
ough research  and  great  labor,  as  well  as 
ingenuity  and  ability,  he  was  compelled  to 
admit  that,  if  we  were  to  be  governed  by 
precedent,  he  had  no  standing  m  court,  as 
the  coses  were  opposed  to  his  contention. 

There  have  been  numerous  decisions  in 
this  country,  as  well  as  elsewhere,  sustain- 
ing such  law,  and  we  have  no  desire  to  be 
the  exception  to  the  general  rule.  Nature, 
experience,  and  observation  suggest  the  pro- 
priety and  necessity  of  one  day  of  rest,  and 
the  day  generally  adopted  is  Sunday.  There 
are,  and  always"  will  be,  honest  differences 
of  opinion  as  to  how  Sunday  shall  be  spent, 
but  the  advantages  of  having  a  weekly  day 
of  rest«  ^from  a  mere  physical  and  political 
standpoint,"  are  too  apparent  to  permit  us 
to  doubt  the  propriety  of  having  reasonable 
laws  to  regulate  work  on  that  day.  In  in- 
terpreting them,  courts  must  not  place  un- 
reasonable constructions  upon  them.  There 
may  be  some  circumstances  under  which  it 
would  be  deemed  harsh  and  severe  to  punish 
a  man  for  husking  corn  on  Sunday ;  but  if 
he  defies  the  laws  of  the  st^te,  or  makes  him- 
self obnoxious  to  those  desiring  the  quiet  and 
peace  of  this  day  of  rest,  he  should  expect 
the  machinery  of  the  law  to  be  put  in  motion. 

If  the  position  taken  by  the  plaintiff  in 
error  in  reference  to  the  law  in  question  is 
correct,  then  the  law  prohibiting  the  sale  of 
liquor,  etc.,  on  Sunday,  is  unconstitutional, 
as  would  be  most,  if  not  all,  of  our  laws  con- 
cernintr  Sunday.  If  the  legislature  cannot 
prohibit  work,  etc.,  on  Sunday,  as  forbidden 
by  section  247  of  article  27  of  the  Code,  why 
should  it  be  permitted  to  prohibit  the  sale 
of  liquor,  goods,  wares,  or  merchandise,  or 
prohibit  dancing  saloons,  opera  houses,  bar- 
ber shops,  etc.,  from  being  kept  open  on  that 
day?  The  laws  and  courts  of  this  state  have 
recognized  Sunday  as  a  day  of  rest  from  the 
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time  tlie  state  was  formed,  and  statutes  on 
the  subject  that  were  in  force  in  colonial 
days  are  still  in  our  Code.  This  court  has. 
from  time  to  time,  given  expression  to  irs 
views  on  the  question  in  very  clear  and  on 
equivocal  terms. 

In  Ktlgour  v.  Miles,  6  Gill  i&  J.  274,  Judfjf 
Chambers,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  tiie 
court,  said:  ^The  Sabbath  is  emphatically 
the  day  of  rest,  and  the  day  of  rest  here  i's 
the  'Lord's  day'  or  Christian's  Sunday. 
Ours  is  a  Christian  community,  and  a  day 
set  apart  as  the  day  of  rest  is 'the  day  con- 
secrated by  the  resurrection  of  our  Savior, 
and  embraces  the  24  hours  next  ensuing  the 
midnight  of  Saturday. "  In  State  v.  Fear- 
»on,  2  Md.  813,  Judge  Mason,  in  passing 
upon  the  charge  of  permitting  petaons  to  bet 
on  cards  on  Sunday,  contrary  to  the  statute 
then  in  force,  sustained  the  law,  and  added 
that,  "  independent  of  any  statutory  prohibi- 
tion, this  is  a  gross  offense  against  dcoeocy 
and  public  morals,  and  therefore  richly  mer- 
its punishment." 

-In  P?iiladelphia,  W,  dB  B.  R.  O?.  v.  Uh 
man,  56  Md.  227,  40  Am.  Rep.  415,  Judv 
Alvey,  in  speaking?  of  Sunday  laws  in  the 
different  states,  said:  ""They  are  substanti- 
ally the  same  in  their  general  scope  and  pre 
vision,  all  looking  to  keeping  tJie  day  sacred, 
and  as  one  of  rest  4'om  secular  employment  f 
and  in  other  cases  our  Sunday  laws  have  been 
enforced.  Some  of  the  statutes  in  {(xtx  in 
this  state  were  passed  as  early  as  1733;  the 
one  complained  of  in  this  case  bearing  that 
date  orifirinally,  and  being  continued  in  the 
Code  of"l888.  The  tendency  of  leeislaiion 
in  this  country  is  to  provide  for  further  rest, 
rather  than  to  take  away  "the  day  of  rest' 
that  is  welcomed  by  the  industrious  and  hard- 
working people  of  our  land.  As  late  as  1^2 
the  leffislature  of  Maryland  passed  a  law  au- 
thorizing banks  in  the  city  of  Baltimore  to 
close  their  doors  for  business  at  12  o'clock 
noon  on  every  Saturday  in  the  year,  and  pro- 
vided for  the  payment  of  notes,  etc,  falling 
due  on  Saturday,  "on  the  next  succeeding 
secular  or  business  day." 

Article  38  of  our  Declaration  of  Rights 
guarantees  religious  liberty  ;  but  Uie members 
of  the  distinguished  body  that  adopted  thai 
constitution  never  supposed  they  were  giving 
a  deathblow  to  Sunday  laws  by  inserting  thai 
article.  Those  laws  do  not  prohibit  or  inter- 
fere with  the  worship  of  God  on  any  day 
other  than  Sunday,  nor  do  they  compel  any 
one  to  worship  him  on  Sunday.  It  is  un 
doubtedly  true  that  rest  from  secular  employ- 
ment on  Sunday  does  have  a  tendency  to 
foster  and  encourage  the  Christian  religion>. 
of  all  sects  and  denominations,  that  observe 
that  day,  as  rest  from  work  and  ordinary  oc 
cupations  enables  many  to  engage  in  public 
worship  who  probably  would  not  otherwise 
do  so.  But  it  would  scarcely  he  asked  of  a 
court,  in  what  professes  to  be  a  Christian 
land,  to  declare  a  law  unconstitutional  be- 
cause it  requires  rest  from  bodily  labor  on 
Sunday,  except  works  of  necessity  and  char 
ity,  and  thereby  promotes  the  cause  of  Chris- 
tianity. If  the  Christian  religion  is,  inci 
dentally  or  otherwise,  benefited  or  fostered 
by  having  this  day  of  rest  (as  it  undoubtedly 
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is),  there  is  all  the  more  reason  for  the  en- 
forcement of  la^s  that  help  to  preserve  it. 
While  courts  have  generally  sustained  Sun- 
day laws  as  "civil  regulation,"  their  decis- 
ions will  have  no  less  weight  if  they  are 
shown  to  be  in  accordance  with  divine  law 
as  well  as  human.  There  are  many  most  ex- 
cellent citizens  of  this  state  who  worship 
God  on  a  day  other  than  Sunday,  and  onr 
constitution  guarantees  to  them  the  right  to 
do  80,— a  right  which  no  one  can  interfere 
with.  The  legislature  of  this  8tat«  has  not 
undertaken  to  prohibit  work  on  the  day  ob- 
served by  them,  and  hence  they  do  not  have. 
in  their  religious  work,  the  advantage  of 
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having  their  Sabbath  made  a  day  of  rest  by 
human  law :  but  the  legislature  has  not  in 
any  way  interfered  with  their  religious  lib- 
erty, or  with  their  worship  of  God  in  such 
manner  as  they  think  most  acceptable  lo  Him, 
as  they  have  a  right  to  do  under  the  above 
provision  in  the  declaration  of  rights.  If, 
then,  the  question  was  properly  before  us, 
we  would  decide  that  section  247  of  article 
27  of  the  Code  was  not  in  violation  of  the 
Constitution  of  the  United  States  or  of  the 
constitution  of  this  state,  but,  as  stated  above, 
we  must  quash  the  writ  of  error  for  the  rea- 
sons given. 

Writ  of  error  quashed,  with  costs. 


IDAHO  SUPREME  COURT. 


Victor  RUMPEL,  liespt,, 

V. 

OREGON  SHORT  LINE  &  UTAH 
NORTHERN  R.  CO.,  Appt 


(.. 


.Idaho. 


M.  EzcepticiiM  taken  dnrinfl^  the  trial  to 
the  rulings  of  the  trial  e«»iirt  may  be 
settled  and  saved  m  aooordance  with  the  pro- 
▼isioDs  of  section  44S6,  Rev.  Htat..  or  they  may  be 
settled  after  the  trial,  in  accordance  with  section 
4430,  or  in  statement  on  motion  for  new  trial,  and 
when  go  settled  and  saved  will  be  reviewed  by  su- 
preme court  on  appeal. 

8.  Where  the  i^aintun  In  paeaingalonflr 
astreet  which  was  blocked  by  araU- 
rosd  train  with  an  engine  thereto  attached, 
beloDglDflr  to  and  then  bein^  operated  by  the  de- 
fendant, passed  under  one  of  the  cars  of  said 
train  five  times  within  an  hour  and  a  half,  and 
wag  cauftbt.  and  his  le^r  crushed,  by  the  movinir 
of  the  train  in  an  attempt  to  pass  under  the  sixth 
time,  be  is  guilty  of  such  contributory  negligence 
as  bars  a  recovery,  and  this,  even  though  the 
servants  of  the  company  tailed  to  rin«r  the  bell  or 
Mund  the  whistle  before  starting. 

3.  Every  person  in  the  possession  of  his 
sensss  is  bound  to  nse  ordinary  care 
and  prudence  to  protect  bis  own  person  In  cross- 
Inir  railroad  tracks,  and  be  is  not  relieved  of  such 
necessity  although  the  company  is  guilty  of  neg- 
ligence, or  a  violation  of  tbe  statute,  in  failing  to 
TiDir  the  bell  or  sound  tbe  whistle  before  starting. 

4.  Eridenoe  of  a  railroad  company 
bloekadinK  streets  at  any  other  time 
than  that  at  which  the  accident  is  alleged  to  have 
occurred,  or  of  custom  of  people  to  crawl  under 
cars  so  blockading  streets  at  other  times  than 
that  at  which  tbe  accident  occurred,  is  not 
proper,  and  should  be  excluded  from  tbe  jury. 

(January  81, 16M.) 

APPEAL  bv  defendant  from  a  judgpent  of 
the  District  Court  for  Ada  County  in  favor 
of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  recover 
damages  for  personal  injuries  alleged  to  have 
resulted  from  defendant's  negligence.  Re- 
rersed. 

*HeadDotes  by  Morgan,  J. 


NoTB.— For  oasee  as  to  negliirence  in  passiog  be- 
tween or  under  cars,  see  Central  R.  &  Bkg.  Co.  v. 
Bylee  (Ga.)  18  L.  K.  A.  <»i,  and  note. 
22L.aA. 


Statement  by  VLovgSLn,  J. : 

Plaintiff  brought  suit  against  defendant 
corporation  to  recover  damages  alleged  to 
have  been  sustained  by  plaintiff  by  reason 
and  on  account  of  negligence  of  defendant. 
The  complaint  alleges  the  corporate  char- 
acter of  defendant,  and  "that  on  the  30th 
day  of  June,  1890,  while  defendant  owned, 
controlled,  and  operated  a  railroad  in  Ada 
county,  in  the  state  of  Idaho,  and  in  the  town 
of  Nampa,  in  said  Ada  county,  Idaho,  said 
defendant  negllgentlv,  carelessly,  etc.,  al- 
lowed, permitted,  and  caused  freight  cars  and 
locomotive  steam  eucine  to  stand,  to  be,  and 
to  remain  on  their  railroad  track  in  said  town 
of  Nampa,  county  and  state  as  aforesaid,  in 
such  manner  as  to  block  a  public  highway, 
commonly  known  as  the  'Boise  City,  Nampa 
and  River  Wagon  Road,'  designated  on  plat 
of  Nampa  as  'Street  F, '  at  a  place  or  j)oint 
where  the  Oregon  Short  Line  and  Utah  North- 
ern Railway  and  its  switches  cross  said  street, 
about  175  yards  west  of  the  passenger  depot 
of  defendant,  in  said  town  of  Nampa,  for  the 
period  of  about  one  and  one  half  hours,— 
from  about  7 :30  A.  M.  to  about  the  hour  of 
nine  o'clock  A.  M.  on  the  20th  day  of  June, 
1890.  That  on  the  20th  day  of  June,  1890, 
this  plaintiff  was  a  resident  of  the  territory 
(now  state)  of  Idaho,  and  of  said  town  of 


day , 

discharge  of  his  duties,  plaintiff  was  required 
and  compelled  to  cross  the  railroad  at  the 
said  street  and  wagon -road  crossing,  while 
said  street,  highway,  ancl  wagon  road  were 
so  stopped  up  and  blockaded  as  aforesaid  by 
defendant.  That,  in  order  to  cross  the  de- 
fendant's railroad  at  the  time  and  place  men- 
tioned herein,  this  plaintiff  was  compelled 
to  cross  under  one  of  the  defendant's  freight 
cars  so  blockading  and  stopping  up  said 
street,  highway,  and  wagon  road  as  and  in 
the  manner  aforesaid.  That  while  the  plain- 
tiff was  so  endeavoring  and  attempting  to 
cross  the  said  railroad  track  at  the  time  and 
place  aforesaid,  and  by  passing  under  one  of 
the  cars  blockading  said  crossing,  defend- 
ant careleasly,  negligently,  and  unlawfully, 
and  without  warning  this  plaintiff,  without 
I  blowing  any  whistle,  without  ringing  any 
I  bell,    and  without  any  warning  or  alarm 


726 


Idaho  Supreme  Coubt. 


JlK.. 


whatever,  suddenly,  carelesaly,  and  unlaw- 
fully started  in  quick  motion,  and  to  moving 
the  said  locomotive  steam  engine  and  freight 
cars  which  were  so  blockading  said  street, 
wagon  roadt  and  public  hiehway  as  afore- 
said, in  such  a  manner  as  to  knock  this  plain- 
tiff down,  and  to  pass  the  wheels  of  one  of 
said  freight  cars  over  the  left  leg  of  this 

glaintiff,  crushing,  mangling,  breaking,  and 
ruising  said  left  leg  in  such  a  way  and 
manner  as  to  render  Uie  amputation  of  said 
leg  so  man ff led,  broken,  and  bruised,  just 
below  the  Knee  joint,  necessary.  .  .  . 
That  said  injury  was  not  caused  or  brought 
about  by  any  careless,  negligent,  or  unlaw- 
ful act  or  acts  or  by  contributory  negligence 
of  this  plaintiff , '^—-etc. ,  and  claims  damages 
in  the  sum  of  $20,000.  To  this  complaint 
defendant  interposed  a  general  demurrer  that 
complaint  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to 
constitute  a  cause  of  action.  This  demurrer 
was  overruled,  to  which  ruling  defendant 
excepted.  Defendant  then  filed  its  answer, 
wherein  it  denied  "each  and  every  allega- 
tion'' of  the  complaint  ^^  except  what  is  here- 
in specifically  admitted ;  denies  that  it  per- 
mitted its  freight  cars  and  locomotive  steam 
engine  to  stand  and  be  upon  its  track,  in  the 
town  of  Nam  pa  in  such  manner  as  to  block- 
ade a  public  highway,  wagon  road,  and 
street,  commonly  Known  a&the  'Boise  City, 
Nampa  and  River  Wagon  Road, '  and  desig- 
nated on  the  plat  of  Isampa  as  '  Street  F, '  or 
any  other  public  highway,  wagon  road,  or 
street ;  denies  that  there  is  a  public  highway, 
wagon  road,  or  street  at  a  point  175  yards 
west  of  the  defendant's  depot,  in  the  town 
of  Nampa ;  denies  that  it  did  carelessly,  neg- 
ligently, wickedly,  criminally,  and  unlaw- 
fully start  its  locomotive  steam  engine  and 
freight  cars  in  motion  without  warning  this 
plaintiff  by  ringing  its  bell  and  blowing  its 
whistle  f  and  as  a  further  cause  of  defense, 
*'that  at  the  time  and  place  this  plaintiff  al- 
leges he  was  injured  he  was  a  trespasser  upon 
defendant's  railway  tracks;"  "that  the  in- 
juries complained  of  by  the  plaintiff  were 
occasioned  by  his  own  carelessness  and  neg- 
ligence." Upon  the  issues  thus  made  up  the 
case  went  to  trial  before  the  court  with  a 
jury.  The  plaintiff  having  rested  his  case 
upon  the  proofs  made  in  support  thereof, 
defendant  moved  the  court  for  a  nonsuit,  upon 
the  ground  that  "the  plaintiff  has  failed  to 
prove  the  allegation  of  his  complaint,  and 
failed  to  make  out  a  cause  of  action  against 
the  defendant;  and  for  the  further  reason 
that  the  evidence  in  this  cause  produced  on 
behalf  of  the  plaintiff  shows  that  he  was 
guilty  of  contributory  neglicrence,  and  there- 
fore not  entitled  to  recover?*  which  motion 
was  overruled  by  the  court.  The  defendant 
declining  to  offer  any  evidence,  the  case  was 
submitted  to  the  jurv  under  instructions  from 
the  court,  and  a  verdict  was  returned  in  favor 
of  the  plaintiff  for  the  sum  of  $10,275.  A 
motion  for  a  new  trial  was  made,  which  was 
overruled  by  the  district  judge,  and  from  the 
order  overruling  said  motion,  as  well  as  from 
the  judgment,  this  appeal  is  taken. 

Mr.  HdgWLr  Wilson*  for  appellant: 

As  a  matter  of  law,  the  plaintiff  was  guilty 

Tj.  r.  a. 


of  contributory  negligence  in  passing  under 
defendant's  car  as  set  forth  in  detail  in  pUinli£rs 
complaint. 

Mr.  Beach  defines  oontributory  negligence 
to  be  '*8uch  an  act  or  omission  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiff,  amounting  to  a  want  of  ordinair 
care,  as  concurring  or  co-operating  with  tbe 
negligent  act  of  the  defendant,  is  a  prozimaie 
cause  or  occasion  of  the  injury  oomplaioed 
of." 

1  Harris,  Damages  by  Corp.  p.  406;  Beacb. 
Contrib.  Neg.  p.  7. 

The  doctrine  of  contributory  negligence  is 
to  be  taken  with  this  qualification:  that  if,  in 
addition  to  the  negligence  of  the  defendant, 
there  enters  the  element  of  malice  or  pare  will- 
fulness, the  contributory  negligence  of  plaintiff 
is  a  false  quality,  and  defendant  is  liable. 
Although  one  may  have  placed  himself  in  a 
position  of  danger,  yet  if  the  defendant  need- 
lessly, or  wantonly,  or  recklessly  injures  him. 
the  plaintiff  can  still  recover. 

1  Harris,  Damages  by  Corp.  p.  883,  dting 
Weeks,  Damnum  Absque  Injuria,  242,  citing 
Litchfield  Coal  Co,  v.  Taylw,  81  111.  S»0:  Indian- 
apolis db  a  /?.  Co.  V.  McCinre,  aOInd.  870.  ^ 
Am.  Dec.  467;  Mulherrin  v.  Iklawirt,  L  d  W. 
R.  Co.  81  Pa.  866;  Chieaffo  d  N,  W,  R  Co.  t. 
Donahve,  79  HI.  106;  HaHfiM  v.  Bofer,  21 
Wend.  615,  84  Am.  Dec.  273;  Nmri$  v.  Uick- 
field,  35  N.  H.  271,  69  Am.  Dec.  646;  Baksy. 
Norwich  dk  W.  IL  Co.  2»  Conn.  591,  68  Am. 
Dec.  418;  Cooper  v.  Central  R  Go.  oflom,  44 
Iowa.  184;  Macon  dk  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Dam.  18 
Ga.  679;  Brown  v.  Hannibal  A  8i.  J.  B.  Go.  50 
Mo.  461,  11  Am.  Rep.  420;  State  v.  Mandutter 
db  L,  R.  Co.  52  N.  H.  528. 

In  the  absence  of  such  willfulness  or  wan- 
tonness the  general  rule  is  that  if  the  injured 
party  might  by  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care 
have  avoided  the  consequences  of  the  defend- 
ant's negligence,  and  did  not,  the  defendant 
will  neither  be  held  liable,  nor  will  the  dam 
ages  be  apportioned  between  them. 

1  Harris,  Damages  by  Corp.  p.  888,  citing 
Weeks,  Damnum  Absque  Injuria,  2^3.  citing 
Orav  V.  Second  Ave.  R.  Co.  65  N.  Y.  561;  ^k 
V.  Mancheeter  <&  L.  R.  Co. eupra;  Central B.Co. 
ofN.  J.  V.  Van  Bom,  88  N.  J.  L.  188;  Qarvm 
V.  Bangor,  88  Me.  443;  BiU  v.  New  Bawn,  87 
Vt.  501,  88  Am.  Dec.  613;  Baltimore  dO.K 
Co.  V.  Mulligan,  45  Md.  486;  F^ki  Tup.  t. 
King,  84  Pa.  280;  BalHmore  dk  P.  R.  Co.  ▼. 
Jonee,  95  U.  S.  489,  24  L.  ed.  506;  Indianapoiu 
dt  St.  L.  R.  Co.  V.  Borst,  98  U.  8.  291,  88  L 
ed.  898;  Michigan  Cent.  R.  Co.  v.  Campan,  85 
Mich.  468;  Murf^ff  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  i  R  R- 
Co.  45  Iowa,  661;  Mobile  <t  M.  R.  Co.  v.  AA- 
craft,  48  Ala.  15;  Weetem  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v. 
Quinn,  56  HI.  819;  Park  v.  aBrien,  28  Conn. 
889;  Jackson  v.  Greene  County  Covnrt.  76  N.  C. 
282;  Laicher  v.  New  Orleans,  J.  db  Q.  N.  R.  Co- 
28  La.  Ann.  820;  Barlan  v.  St.  Louis,  K.  C.  d 
N.  R.  Co.  65  Mo.  22;  Memphis  dt  C.  R  Co.  r. 
Thomas,  51  Miss.  687. 

A  person  who,  by  his  own  fault  or  negli* 
sence,  has  brought  upon  himself  a  loss  or  an 
injury,  can  claim  no  compensation  for  it  from 
another. 

Hutchinson,  Carr.  §  635,  p.  502. 

It  is  contributory  negligence,  if,  in  the  at- 
tempt to  avoid  that  which  is  merely  incon- 
venient and  in  no  sense  dangerous,  the  person 
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injured  enoounters  a  danger  obyioosly  appar- 
ent to  the  minds  of  reasonable  men. 

Patterson,  Railway  Accident  Law.  p.  68, 
citing  Adams  ▼.  Lancashire  db  Y.  B.  Co,  L.  R. 
4  C.  P.  789;  diner  v.  Qr&at  Western  B.  Co.  L. 
K.  8  Ezch.  160,  L.  R  4  Excb.  117;  Galtestan, 
H.  tit  8.  A.  B.  Go.  V.  Le  Gierse,  51  Tex.  189; 
Damont  v.  New  Orleans  dt  C,  B.  Co,  9  La.  Ann. 
441,  61  Am.  Dec.  214;  lUinois  Cent.  B,  Co.  v. 
AbU,  59  111.  181;  Oavett  v.  Manchester  db  L.  B, 
Co.  16  Gray.  601,  77  Am.  Dec.  422;  Jefferson- 
tiUe  R.  Co.  ▼.  Hendricks,  26  Ind.  228;  Bram- 
well,  L.  /.,  in  Lax  ▼.  DaHinffton,  L.  R.  5 
£xch.  Div.  28;  Fenmylvania  B.  Co.  v.  AspeU, 
28  Pa.  147. 

Where  the  contributoir  negligence  of  the 
person  injured  is  dependent  upon  his  knowl- 
edge of  the  existence  of  a  fact,  be,  if  not  phys- 
ically or  mentally  incapacitated,  must  be  as* 
samed  to  have  had  that  knowledge,  if  he  had 
such  opportunity  of  knowing  the  fact  as  would 
have  made  it  known  to  a  person  of  average  ca- 
pacity exercising  ordinary  care  for  his  own 
safety. 

Patterson,  Railway  Accident  Law,  p.  60; 
Ptnneylvania  B,  Co,  v.  Henderson,  supra. 

Plaintiff  cannot  act  upon  his  suppositions, 
and  then,  when  he  is  injured  by  reason  of  their 
being  unfounded,  make  it  the  predicate  of  a 
charge  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ant. 

Snydtr  v.  Viola  Min.  A  Smelting  Co,  2  Idaho, 
777. 

Contributory  negligence  may.  therefore,  be 
defined  to  be  that  want  of  reasonable  care  upon 
the  part  of  the  person  injured  which  concurred 
with  the  negligence  of  the  railway  in  causing 
the  injury. 

Pattenon,  Railway  Accident  Law.p.  48; 
Butterfield  v.  Forrester,  11  East,  60;  Tuff  v. 
Warman,  6  C.  B.  N.  8.  578;  Bridge  v.  Grand 
Junction  B,  Co,  8  Mees.  &  W.  244;  Holden  v. 
Lirtrpool  New  Gas  dt  C.  Co.  S  C.  B.  1;  Ilott  v. 
H>7A^,  8  Bam.  &  Aid.  804;  Ellis  v,  London  db 
S.  W.  B,  Co.  2  Hurlst.  &  N,  424;  Baltimore  A 
P.  n.  Qo,  V.  Jmes,  95  U.  8.  489,  24  L.  ed.  506; 
Pennsyltania  B,  Go,  v.  AspeU,  supra;  Hice  v. 
KugUr,  6  Whart.  836;  Simpson  v.  Hand,  Id. 
811.  86  Am.  Dec.  281;  Wynn  v.  Allard,  5 
Watts d; 8.  524;  Gouldv.  McKenna,  86 Pa.  808. 
27  Am.  Rep.  705;  Thirteenth  db  F.  Streets  Pass. 
B.  Co.  V.  Bovdrou,  92  Pa.  480,  87  Am.  Rep. 
707;  HHlY.  Glanding,  42  Pa.  498,82  Am.  Dec. 
537;  aiOs  V.  Bnmn,  9  Car.  &  P.  601;  Creed  v. 
Penntylmnia  B.  Co.  86  Pa.  189,  27  Am.  Rep. 
»8;  Vremer  v.  Portland,  86  Wis.  92;  Houston 
AT.C.B,  Co.  V.  Gorbett,  49  Tex.  578;  Mackoi/ 
V.  Missouri  Pae,  B,  Co,  18  Fed.  Rep.  236; 
Kentucky  Gent.  B.  Co,  v.  Thomas,  79  Kv.  160, 
42  Am.  Rep.  208,  1  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  R.  Cas.  79; 
Barper  v.  Erie  B.  Co,  92  IX.  f.  L.  88;  Deyo  v. 
Neie  York  Cent.  B.  Co.  84  N.  Y.  9,  88  Am. 
Dec.  418;  JfffersonviUe  B.  Co.  v.  Hendricks,  26 
Ind.  228;  Higgins  v.  Hannibal  db  St.  J.  B.  Co. 
86  Mo.  418;  Sullivan  v.  Louisville  Bridge  Co.  9 
Bush,  81. 

The  reason  of  the  rule  is  that  the  defendant 
cannot  Justly  be  called  upon  to  indemnifv  the 
plaintiff  for  a  wrong  which  the  plaintid  has 
done  himself. 

Beil  V.  Glanding,  supra;  Patterson,  Railway 
Accident  Law.  pp.  47.  48. 

Where  a  person  of  mature  years  knows  a 
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freight  train  is  standing  ready  to  move  be- 
tween himself  and  the  passenger  train,  in  the 
night  time,  and  he  attempts  to  pass  and  is  in- 

iured,  it  will  amount  to  such  negligence  on 
lis  part  as  to  defeat  a  recovery. 

Chicago,  B.  db  Q,  B.  Co,  v.  Deu}ey,  26  111. 
255.  79  Am.  Dec.  874. 

When,  by  the  negligence  of  a  carrier,  a  per- 
son is  injured,  white  unnecessarily  standing  in 
a  place  which  he  knows  to  be  dangerous,  he  is 
guilty  of  contributory  negligence,  and  cannot 
recover. 

Schoenfltld  v.  Milwaukee  City  R  Co.  74 
Wis.  483,  6  Rv.  &  Corp.  L.  J.  898;  Beach's 
Digest  of  Railway  Decisions  (1189),  ^  65,  p. 

Passing  through   or    underneath    railway 
trains  is  negligence. 
Lewis  V.  Baltimore  db  0.  B.  Co,  88  Md.  588, 

17  Am.  Rep.  521;  1  Lacey,  Digest  of  Railwav 
Decisions,  p.  459;  Gahagan  v.  Boston  dh  L.  B, 
Co,  1  Alien,  187,  79  Am.  Dec  724;  Central  B, 
dk  Wcg,  Co.  V.  Dix(m,  42  Oa.  327;  1  Thomp.  Neg. 
p.  429;  2  Rorer,  Railroads,  pp.  1018, 1019, 
citing  Baueh  v.  Lloyd,  81  Pa.  358.  72  Am. 
Dec.  747;  a  Mara  v.  Delaware  db  H,  Canal 
Co,  18  Hun,  192;  Memphis  A  C,  B,  Co. 
V.  Copeland,  61  Ala.  876;  Stillson  v.  Hannibal 
dk  St.  J.  B,  Co.  67  Mo.  671;  Bird  v.  Flint  db 
P.  M.  B,  Co.  86  Mich.  79;  Hudson  v.  WaJbash 
Western  B.  Co.  101  Mo.  18;  Lake  Shore  dt  M. 
S,  B.  Co,  V.  Pinchin,  112  Ind.  592;  Flynn  v. 
Eastern  B.  Co.  88  Wis.  288. 

Statutes  exacting  special  precaution  on  the 
part  of  the  owners  of  dangerous  machinery 
are  generally  construed  as  not  abrogating  the 
ordinary  rules  of  contributory  negligence. 

2  Thomp.  Neff.  p.  1175;  Reynolds  v.  Hind- 
man,  82  Iowa.  1&;  16  Am.  &  Eng.  Encyclop. 
Law,  p.  421,  citing  Briggs  v.  New  York 
Cent.  dbHR  B.  Co.  72  N.  Y.  26;  Knupfle  v. 
Knickerbocker  Ice  Co.""  84  N.  Y.  488;  Augusta 
&  S.  B.  Co,  V.  McElmurry,  24  Ga.  75;  PhUa- 
delphia,  W.  db  B.  B,  Co.  v.  Kerr,  25  Md.  521; 
Hanlon  v.  South  Boston  Horse  B.  Co.  129  Mass. 
810:  Billings  v.  Breinig,  45  Mich.  65;  Hayes 
V.  Michigan  Cent,  B,  Co,  111  U.  8.  228,  28  L. 
ed.  410. 15  Am.  &  Eng.  R  R.  Cas.  394;  8hearm. 
&  Redf.  Neg.  %  13;  Wabash,  St.  L.  db  P,  B. 
Co.  V.  Wallace,  110  111.  114,  19  Am.  &  Enj. 
R.  R.  Cas.  359;  Steves  v.  Ostoego  db  S.  B.  Co. 

18  N.  Y.  422;  Wilcox  v.  Bome.  W.  &  O.  B.  Co, 
89  N.  Y.  858,  100  Am.  Dec.  440;  Dascomb  v. 
Buffalo  dbS.  L  B.  Co.21  "QBxh.  221, Brooks v, 
Buffalo  db  N.  F.  B.  Co.  25  Barb.  600;  Telfer  v. 
Ntyrlhem  B.  Go.  80  N.  J.  L.  18S;  Galena  db  C. 
U.  B.  Co,  v.  Lo(mis,  18  111.  548,  56  Am.  Dec. 
471;  Ohio  db  M.  B.  Co.  v.  Eaves,  42  111.  288; 
Dodge  v.  Burlington,  C.  B.  dt  M.  B.  Co.  84 
Iowa,  276;  Artz  v.  Chicago,  B.  L  db  P.  B.  Co. 
84  Iowa,  158,  88  Iowa.  298,  44  Iowa,  284; 
Payne  v.  Chicago,  B,  L  db  P.  B.  Co,  89  Iowa, 
523,  44  Iowa,  236, 9  Am.  Ry.  Rep.  176;  Lang 
V.  Holiday  Creek  B,  db  Coal  Min.  Co.  49  Iowa, 
469;  Brmon  v.  Buffalo  db  S  L.  B.  Co.  22  N. 
Y.  191;  Havens  v.  Erie  B.  Co.  41  N.  Y.  296; 
Cosgrove  v.  New  York  Cent,  db  H.  B.  B,  Go,  18 
Hun,  829;  Barringer  v.  New  York  Cent,  dt  H. 
B.  B.  Co.  18  Hun,  898;  Pnkaiinsky  v.  New 
York  Cent,  dk  H.  B.  B.  Co.  82  N.  Y.  424;  Mem- 
phis db  C.  B.  Co.  V.  Bibb,  37  Ala.  699;  Chicago 
dk  A.  B.  Co,  V.  McDaniets,  68  III.  122;  Chica- 
go, B.  db  Q.  B,  Co.  V.  Van  Patten,  64  111.  510; 
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Chicago  cfe  A.  E.  Co.  v.  Henderson,  66  111.  494; 
Toledo,  W.  &  W,  R.  Co.  v.  Jones,  76  111.  311; 
Toledo,  W.  <fe  W.  R.  Go.  v.  Zhirkin,  Id.  896; 
Illinois  Cent.  R.  Co.  v.  Hetherington,  88  Dl. 
510:  Horn  v.  Baltimore  cfe  a  /?.  Co.  54  Fed. 
Rep.  801;  Cleveland,  G.  C.  it  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v. 
i?w/i€y,  48  111.  App.  247;  Krauss  v.  H^attMi 
Fa«<y  R.  Co.  69  Hun.  482;  Chicago  A  K  W. 
R.  Co.  V.  Hatch,  79  111.  137;  Chicago  db  R.  1.  R. 
Co.  V.  McKean,  40  III.  218;  Chicago,  B.  <fc  0. 
R.  Co,  V.  Lee,  60  III.  501;  2  Rorer,  Rail- 
roads, pp.  1009,  1010.  citing  Chicago,  B.  A  Q. 
R.  Go.  V.  Harwood,  80  111.  88;  Lake  Shore  A 
M.  S.  R.  Co.  V.  Sunderland,  2  111.  App.  307; 
Fletcher  v.  Atlantic  <fc  P.  R.  Co.  64  Mo.  484; 
Leduke  v.  St.  Louis  A  L  M.  R.  Co.  4  Mo.  App. 
485;  Langan  v.  St.  Louis,  L  M.  db  S.  R.  Co. 

5  Mo.  App.  811;  Chicago,  R.  1.  d  P.  R.  Go. 
V.  Houston,  95  U.  8.  697.  24  L.  ed.  542. 

The  omission  to  make  such  signals,  if  re- 
quired by  statute,  would  not  render  the  com- 
pany absolutely  liable  for  injuries  to  persons 
crossing  the  track,  unless  such  injury  results 
from  the  omission  alone,  without  the  negli- 
gence of  the  party  injured. 

Spencer  v.  Illinois  Cent.  R.  Co.  -29  Iowa,  55; 
ArtzY.  Chicago,  R.  I.  dtP.  R.  Co.  supra. 

Nor  would  the  absence  of  such  statute  ex- 
cuse the  company  from  making  such  sig^nals 
under  all  circumstances. 

Ibid. 

The  failure  of  a  railway  company  to  com- 
ply with  the  statute  by  ringing  the  bell,  etc.,  at 

6  crossing  will  not  render  it  hable  to  damages 
for  an  injury  sustained  by  a  person  crossing 
the  truck  at  such  crossing,  who  has  gone  up- 
on the  track  without  looking  for  an  approach- 
ing train. 

MJrnst  V.  Hudson  River  R.  Co.  82  Barb. 
159.  89  N.  Y.  61.  100  Am.  Dec.  405; 
Wilcox  V.  Rome,  W.  d  0.  R.  Co.  Id.  858, 
100  Am.  Dec.  440;  Harty  v.  Central  R.  Co. 
of  N.  J.  42  N.  Y.  468;  Havens  v.  Erie  R. 
Co.  41  N.  Y.  296;  Baxter  v.  Troy  d  B.  R 
Go.  Id.  502;  Oorton  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  45  N.  Y. 
660;  Danscomb  v.  Buffalo  d  S.  L.  R.  Co.  27 
Barb.  221;  Havens  v.  Erie  R.  Co.  58  Barb.  828; 
Ernst  V.  Hudson  River  R.  Co.  19  How.  Pr. 
205.  24  How.  Pr.  97,  81  How.  Pr.  637,  note,  85 
How.  Pr.  641,  note,  82  How.  Pr.  61,  262, 
36  How.  Pr.  84,  8  Abb.  Pr.  N.  S.  82;  Steves 
V.  Oswego  d  S.  R.  Co.  supra;  Central  R.  d 
Bkg.  Go.  V.  Letcher,  69  Ala.  106,  44  Am.  Rep. 
505.  12  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  R  Gas.  115;  Atchison, 
T.  d  S.  K  R.  Go.  V.  Morgan,  31  Kan.  77.  13 
Am.  &  Eng.  R.  R.  Gas.  499;  Schofitld  v.  Chica- 
go, M.  d  St.  P.  R,  Co.  114  U.  8.  615,  29  L.  ed. 
224.  19  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  R.  Gas.  853;  Wabash, 
St.  L.  d  P.  R.  Co.  V.  WaUace,  110  111.  114,  19 
Am.  &  Eng.  R.  R.  Gas.  359;  Eaton  v.  Erie  R. 
Co.  51  N.  Y.  544;  Toledo,  P.  d  W.  R.  Go.  v. 
RiUy,  47  lU.  514;  Hinckley  v.  Gape  Cod  R.  Co. 
120  Mass.  257. 

When  contributory  negligence  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiff  is  shown,  the  defendant  is 
only  liable  for  willful  negligence,  which  im- 
plies that  he  has  actual  knowledge  of  the 
plaintiff's  danger. 

Zimmerman  Y.  Hannibal  d  St.  J.' R.  Go.  71 
Mo.  476,  2  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  R.  Gas.  191;  St. 
Louis,  I.  M.  d  8.  R.  Go.  v.  b'reeman,  36  Ark. 
41.  4  Am.  «fc  Eog.  R.  R.  Gas.  608;  Rains  y. 
St.  Louis,  L  M.  dS.  R.  Co.  71  Mo.  164,  86  Am.  I 
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Rep.  459,  6  Am.  <&  Eng.  R.  R.  Gas.  610:  Marr 
land  Gent.  R.  Go.  ▼.  Ifeubeur.  62  Md.  891.  \% 
Am.  &  Eng.  R.  R.  Gas.  261;  Little  Rock  A  Ft. 
S.  R.  Co.  V.  Pank/iurst,  86  Ark.  871,  5  Am.& 
Eng.  R.  R.  Gas.  685;  Chicago,  B.  d  q.  R.  Co. 
V.  Johnson,  108  HI.  512,  8  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  R. 
Gas.  225;  Swigertv.  Hannibal  d  S^.  J.  R.  CV 
75  Mo.  475,  9  Am.  &  Eng.  R  R.  Cas.  S22: 
7a/rnaU  v.  St.  Louis,  IL  (L  d  N.  B.  O.  lb 
Mo.  575,  10  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  R  Gas.  726. 

The  court  erred  in  allowing  any  evidence  to 
be  introduced  in  regard  to  me  railway  com- 
pany blockading  streets  or  wagon  roads  in  the 
town  of  Nam  pa  at  any  time  or  place  other  than 
when  and  where  plaintiff  was  injured. 

Gahagany.  Boston  d  L.  R.  Go.  1  Allen.  187, 
79  Am.  Dec.  724;  Peoria  dP.U.R  Co.  v.Clas- 
berg,  107  HI.  644;  2  Rice,  Ev.  p.  1108;  United 
States  V.  Buchanan,  49  U.  8.  8  How.  88. 103. 
12  L.  ed.  997, 1004;  Mintyy.  Union  Pae.  R.  Co. 
4  L.  R.  A.  409,  2  Idaho,  442. 

The  court  erred  in  allowing  plaintiff  to  show 
the  habit  or  custom  that  prevailed  among  the 
people  of  the  town  of  Nampaatand  before  and 
after  the  time  of  the  injury  of  Rumpel  regard- 
ing the  climbing  over,  passing  through  or  un- 
der cars  of  defendant,  when  they  were  block- 
ading streets  of  said  town. 

Hill  V.  PoHland  d  R  R.  Co.  55  Me. m,^ 
Am.  Dec.  601. 606,  noU;  HibUry.MeCartney.ZX 
Ala.  501;  Hinckley  v.  Barnstable,  109  Mass.  1^; 
Laiorenee  v.  Hudson,  12  Heiak.  671;  Deerin?. 
Neg.  §  9,  and  cases  cited;  Cleveland  v.  NevJ^- 
seyS.  B.  Co.  5  Hun,  528;  SewalTs  Falls  BridQt 
Co.  V.  Fisk,2S  N.  H.  171;  16  Am.  &  Eng. 
Encyclop.  Law,  p.  462,  citing  MazioeU  v.  Eas- 
on,  1  Stew.  (Ala.)  514;  Stimson  v.  Jackson,^ 
N.  H.  188;  2  Am.  &  Eng.  Encyclop.  Law,  891, 
title.  Carriers  of  Passengers;  Glarke's  Browne, 
Usages  <te  Gustoms,  §  107  et  seg.;  Owxmor  v. 
Withers,  5  Gratt.  24.  60  Am.  Dec.  99,  nnt^: 
Boon  V.  ne  Belfast,  40  Ala.  184.  88  Am.  Dec. 
1(91;  Denver,  S.  P.  dP.  R.  Go.y.  Pickard,% Colo. 
168,  18  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  R.  Gas.  284;  2  Rice,  Ev. 
p.  1108. 

Mr.  T*  D.  Cahalan*  for  respondent: 

Defendant's  negligence—contributory  negli- 
gence— ^approximate  cause  of  the  injuTy—are 
all  questions  of  fact  for  the  jury  and  not  for 
the  court. 

Shearm.  &Redf.  Neg.  §  8. 

When  the  negligence  of  the  defendant  is 
proximate,  and  that  of  the  plaintiff  remote,  the 
action  can  then  well  be  sustained,  although 
the  plaintiff  is  not  entirely  without  fault. 

Needfiam  v.  San  Francisco  d  8.J.R.  Co.  87 
Gal.  419;  Kerwhacker  v.  Cleveland,  C.dC.  K 
Go.  8  Ohio  St.  172.62  Am.  Dec.  246;  Cleveland, 
C.  d  G.  R.  Co.  V.  EUion,  4  Ohio  St.  474:  Grtind 
Trunk  B.  Co.  v.  Ives,  144  U.  8.  419,  422,  88  L 
ed.  490,  491:  Central  Pass.  R.  Go.  v.  Kuhn,  ^ 
Ky.  578;  Inland  d  S.  Coasting  Go.  v.  Tdson, 
139  U.  8.  651-558,  85  L.  ed.  270-272.  and  cases 
cited. 

Persons  are  not  debarred  from  using  a  street 
because  a  train  of  cars  is  on  the  street— train- 
men must  look  out;  ringing  the  bell  and  blow- 
ing the  whistle  is  not  sufficient. 

Robinson  v.  WesUrn  Pat.  R.  Co.  48  Cal.  409; 
KcKefver  v.  Market  Street  R.  Go.  S»  Cal.  295. 

Where  the  statute  is  not  complied  with  the 
contributory  negligjence  of  the  plaintiff  outs  no 
figure,  except  in  mitigation  of  damages. 


1894, 


Rumpel  v.  Oregon  Short  Line  &  U.  N.  R.  Co. 


72fir 


Chempeake,  0.  d  8.  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Foster,  88 
Tenn.  «71;  Nashville  d  C.  R.  Co,  v.  Smith,  6 
Heisk.  176;  Railroad  Co,  v.  Walker,  U  Heisk. 
385;  Sa^mlle  dh  C.  JB.  Co.  v.  JSowlin,  1  Lea, 
523;  BiU  v.  Louisville  db  K  R.  Co.  9  Heisk. 
827,  45  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  R.  Cas.  61,  note;  To- 
ledo, W.  <fe  W.  R.  Co.  V.  Jones,  76  Dl.  811;  Hartp 
V.  tfenrroZ  i?.  Go.  ofN.  J.  42  N.  Y.  468;  Ran- 
daU  V.  Baltimore  d  0.  R.  Co.  109  U.  S.  478,  27 
L.  ed.  1008.  45  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  R.  Cas.  p.  86, 
note. 

A  compaDj  is  responsible  under  statute  if  it 
neglects  to  comply  with  the  statute. 

Western  d  A.  R.  Co.  v.  Jonfs,  65  Ga.  631,  8 
Am.  &  Eng.  R.  R.  Cas.  267;  Georgia  R.  Co,  v. 
WUUafM,  74  Ga.  728;  Central  R.  dBkg.  Co.  v. 
Raif<yrd,  82  Ga.  400,  87  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  R.  Cas. 
481:  Saidana  v.  Galveston,  H.  d  8.  A.  R.  Co. 
43  Fed.  Rep.  862;  Spicer  v.  Chesapeake  d  0.  R. 
Co.  11  L.  R.  A.  385,  34  W.  Va.  514,  45  Am. 
&  Eng  R.  R  Cas.  28;  Central  Branch  Union 
Pac.  H.  Co.  y.  Hehigh,  28  Kan.  852. 

A  person  guilty  of  negligence  should  be  held 
responsible  for  all  the  consequences  which  a 
prudent  and  experienced  man,  fully  acquainted 
with  all  the  circumstances  which  in  fact  existed, 
whether  they  could  have  been  ascertained  by 
reasonable  diligence  or  not,  would  have  thought 
at  the  time  of  the  negligent  act  reasonably  pos- 
sible to  follow,  if  they  had  been  suggested  to 
bis  mind. 

Shearm.  &Redf.  Neg.  §§  26,  29,  and  cases; 
Lmery  v.  Manhattan  R.  Co.  99  N.  Y.  158,  52 
Am.  Rep.  12;  Cooley,  Torts,  p.  71,  and  cita- 
tions. 

No  statute  is  necessary  to  make  a  railroad 
company  liable  for  failure  to  run  trains  with 
care  and  caution  at  a  highway  crossing;  and 
the  duty  of  the  company  may  require  due 
warning  of  the  approach  of  the  train  by  whis- 
tle or  bell,  or  in  some  other  way. 

VandewaUr  v.  New  York  dN.  E.  B.  Co,  18 
L.  R.  A.  771,  185  N.'  Y.  588. 

It  is  the  duty  of  a  railroad  company,  before 
starting  a  train  which  has  been  standing  across 
a  street,  in  a  city  or  town,  and  through  which 
persons  are  climbing  orer  couplings,  to  give 
some  warning  of  the  starting  to  those  persons 
^ho  are  in  a  place  of  danger. 

Burger  v.  Missouri  Pac.  R,  Co.  112  Mo.  288. 

Failure  to  ring  the  bell  upon  a  railroad  train 
in  compliance  with  a  city  ordinance,  is  negli- 
gence jiw-jc. 
.     Meek%y,  Southern  Pae.  B.  Co.  56  Cal.  518. 

Where  it  appears  from  the  evidence  thatthfe 
plaintiff  exercised  such  care,  and  could  have 
avoided  the  injury  had  the  signals  availed  to 
warn  him  of  danger,  a  recovery  may  be  sus- 
tained. 

Chicago  d  E.  I.  R.  Co.  v.  Boggs,  101  Ind.  522, 
51  Am.  Rep.  761;  Casey  y.  New  York  Cent,  d  H. 
Jt.  n.  Co.  78  N.  Y.  518;  Shaher  v.  St.  Paul,  M. 
A  M.  H.  Go.  28  Minn.  108;  Pennsylvania  R.  Co. 
V.  Weber,  76  Pa.  157. 18  Am.  Rep.  407. 

Mr.  J.  W.  Badf^r  also  for  respondent. 

Korifan,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

The  record  presents  to  ub  a  ''  statement  on 
motion  for  new  trial,"  which  contains  what 
purports  to  be  a  statement  of  all  the  evi- 
dence in  the  case,  together  with  the  objec- 
tions to  the  admission  of  evidence,  the  rul- 
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ings  of  the  district  court  thereon,  and  the 
exceptions  thereto.  Appended  to  the  state- 
ment is  the  following  certificate:  "* State  of 
Idaho,  County  of  Ada — ss.  At  chambers, 
this  statement  settled  and  allowed  in  the 
presence  of  Bdgar  Wilson,  attorney  for  de- 
fendant, and  T.  D.  Cabal  an,  attorney  for 
plaintiff,  to  which  ruling  and  action  of  the 
undersigned  the  plaintiff,  bv  his  said  coun- 
sel, then  and  there  excepted,  for  the  reason 
that  the  alleged  exception  to  errors  of  law 
as  alleged  occurring  during  the  trial  of  said 
action  were  not  taken  in  accordance  with  sec- 
tion 4426,  Revised  Statutes  of  Idaho.  Sep- 
tember 21,  1893.  E.  Nugent,  Judge."  It 
would  seem  that  upon  the  trial  of  said  cause 
a  stipulation  was  entered  into  by  the  counsel 
for  the  several  parties  "that  any  exception 
taken  during  the  trial  of  said  cause  may  be 
settled  at  any  time  within  twenty  davs  sub- 
sequent to  the  termination  of  said  trial, 
without  reducing  the  same  to  writing,  and 
settling  the  same  at  the  time  they  are  made 
in  said  trial.  **  It  is  claimed  by  respondent 
that,  as  no  bill  of  exceptions  was  ever  served 
or  settled  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  such 
exceptions  cannot  now  be  considered  or  re- 
viewed by  this  court,  although  they  appear 
in  the  statement  on  motion  for  a  new  trial, 
and  settled  by  the  district  judge,  and  were 
heard,  considered,  and  passed  upon  by  said 
judge  upon  said  motion.  Section  4426,  Rev. 
Stat.  Idaho,  contains  the  following  provis- 
ion :  "  Except  as  provided  in  the  next  sec- 
tion, the  exception  must  be  taken  and  settled 
at  the  time  the  decision  is  made,  and  no  or- 
der of  court  shall  be  made  for  the  settlement 
of  such  exception  at  any  other  time,  except 
by  the  agreement  of  both  parties.  When  an 
exception  is  taken,  the  court,  judge,  tribu- 
nal, or  judicial  officer  shall  allow  sufficient 
time  for  the  deduction  to  writing,  and  settle- 
ment of  the  same,  and  in  case  such  time  shall 
not  be  allowed,  or  such  exception  shall  not 
be  fairly  settled,  the  facts  may  be  shown  by 
affidavit  and  the  party  taking  such  exception 
may  apply  to  the  court,  or  tribunal,  to  which 
an  appeal  lies,  in  the  action  or  proceeding, 
to  settle  the  same  fairlv,  accoraing  to  the 
facts,  and  when  so  settled,  the  same  shall 
become  a  part  of  the  record  in  such  action  or 
proceeding. "  The  paragraphs  above  quoted 
were  interpolated  into  section  4426  by  an  act 
of  the  territorial  legislature  of  January  81, 
1887.  The  statutes,  as  they  stood  prior  to 
this  amendment,  were  amply  sufficient  to 
preserve  all  the  rights  of  litigants.  But 
nevertheless  it  is  the  statute,  and  so  long  as 
it  remains,  and  counsel  see  fit  to  avail  them- 
selves of  its  provisions,  the  court  must  rec- 
ognize and  enforce  it.  By  the  provisions  of 
section  4426,  as  above  cited,  where  all  excep- 
tions are  settled  at  the  time  they  are  made, 
it  would  seem  that  nothing  further  is  required 
at  the  hands  of  the  trial  court,  as  to  the  set- 
tlements of  exceptions.  Each  exception, 
when  so  settled,  is  a  "bill  of  exceptions,'*^ 
and  as  such  may  be  embodied  in  the  state- 
ment on  motion  for  a  new  trial,  or  may  be 
the  sole  basis  of  a  motion.  The  view  that 
the  amendment  of  January  31,  1887,  was  a 
mere  act  of  expediency  is  apparent  when  we 
consider  that  section  4480,  which  provides  for 
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the  aettlemeiit  of  bills  of  exceptions  was  al> 
lowed  to  remain  undisturbed.  We  cannot 
M&y  tiiat  there  is  necessarily  any  conflict  be- 
tween sections  4426  and  4480.  The  conten- 
tion of  counsel  for  the  respondent  would  seem 
to  be  that,  as  no  exceptions  were  settled  as 
provided  in  sections  4426  or  4480,  therefore 
•none  can  be  reviewed  by  this  court.  We 
think  counsel  are  wrong  in  this  contention. 
Section  4820,  Kev.  Stat.  Idaho,  provides 
what  papers  it  is  requisite  for  the  party  ap- 
pealing to  furnish  the  court  upon  an  appeal 
from  an  order  granting  or  overruling  a  mo- 
tion for  a  new  trial,  to  wit,  "  the  papers  des- 
ignated in  section  4448  of  this  Code."  Re- 
ferring to  section  4448,  we  find  that  the 
papers  designated  therein  are:  "The  iudg- 
ment  roll  and  the  affidavits,  or  the  records 
and  files  in  the  action,  or  bill  of  exceptions, 
or  statement,  as  the  case  may  be,  used  on  the 
hearing,  with  a  copy  of  the  order  made,  shall 
•constitute  the  record  to  be  used  on  appeal 
from  the  order  granting  or  refusing  a  new 
trial,**  etc.,  and  the  provisions  of  this  sec- 
tion seem  to  have  been  substantially  com- 
plied with  in  the  case  under  consideration. 
The  error  into  which  counsel  seem  to  have 
fallen  is  in  assuming  that  it  is  only  hj  a 
compliance  with  the  provisions  of  section 
4426  that  exceptions  taken  in  the  district 
court  can  be  brought  before  the  appellate 
oourt.  The  incorporation  of  the  exceptions 
in  a  statement  used  on  motion  for  a  new  trial 
has  always  been  considered  under  the  Code 
a  proper  and  legitimate  method  of  bringing 
the  same  before  this  court  for  review.  The 
method  of  bringing  cases  here  upon  bills  of 
exception  is  only  an  additional,  and  fre- 
quently more  convenient  and  expeditious, 
one  than  that  by  statement ;  but  either  method 
is  effectual. 

The  next  question  which  the  court  is  called 
upon  to  consider  is  the  sufilciency  of  the 
complaint.  It  would  appear  at  first  sight 
that  the  plaintiff  has  pleaded  himself  out  of 
court,  inasmuch  as  he  has  stated  that  he  was 
compelled  to  and  did  pass  under  the  freight 
cars  of  the  defendant  while  thev  were'' so 
blockading  the  street  as  above  alleged.  It 
is  difficult  to  conceive  how  the  plaintiff 
could,  in  the  prosecution  of  his  ordinary  oc- 
cupation, be  compelled  to  pass  under  the 
freight  cars  of  the  defendant,  as  there  could 
hardly  be  such  a  condition  of  things  that  it 
would  not  be  possible  for  the  plaintiff  to  go 
around  the  train  instead  of  under  it.  It 
would  also  seem  that  there  could  hardly  be 
s  condition  of  things  existing  where  in  pass- 
ing under  one  of  the  cars  of  a  freight  train 
it  would  not  necessarily  be  contributory  neg- 
ligence, and  bar  a  recovery.  We  are  not  pre- 
pared to  say,  however,  that  under  this  com- 
plaint a  state  of  facts  could  not  be  proven 
which  would  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  recover, 
and  therefore  sustain  the  court  below  in  over- 
ruling the  demurrer.  Should  the  motion  for 
nonsuit  have  been  irranted.  the  evidence  on 
the  part  of  the  plafntiff  having  been  fully 
taken,  and  appearing  on  the  record  in  the 
transcript  herein,  ana  no  evidence  being  of- 
fered on  the  part  of  defendant?  The  defend- 
ant interposed  its  motion  for  nonsuit  on  the 
ground  that  the  facts  as  proven  do  not  entitle 
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the  plaintiff  to  recover;  that  plaintiil  was 
guilty  of  such  contributory  negligenoe  as 
wouid  bar  a  recovery.  The  testimony  ahovs 
beyond  controversy. the  following  facts  sob- 
stantially :  That  on  the  20th  day  of  June, 
1890,  the  defendant  permitted  and  caused  & 
train  of  freight  cars,  with  an  engine  thereto 
attached,  to  stand  upon  its  track  in  such  war 
as  to  blockade  F  street  in  the  town  of  l^ampai 
in  this  state ;  that  the  train  was  permitted  to 
so  remain  half  an  hour  to  an  hour  and  a 
half, — precise  time  not  proven.  Plaintiff 
was  a  laborer,  and  was  working  in  a  livery 
and  feed  stable.  On  that  morning  he  was 
called  to  breakfast  about  half  past  7.  When 
he  was  called  to  breakfast  he  passed  under 
the  cars,  going  and  again  coming  back  to  tJie 
stable.  ^After  going  back  to  the  barn/  be 
savs,  ^  I  was  told  to  go  and  fix  a  wind  pump. 
I  had  to  cross  on  F  street  again,  and  passed 
under  the  car.  I  then  had  to  go  back  for  a 
bolt,  passed  under  again. "  In  short,  defend- 
ant states  that  he  went  under  the  cars  that 
morning  three  times  &nd  back  three  times, 
in  all  he  passed  under  the  cars  six  times. 
There  was  nothing  to  hinder  plaintiff  pass- 
ing around  the  train  at  either  end  at  any 
time,  except  that  it  was  incoovenient,  and 
took  too  much  time.  He  could  have  posaed 
around  the  train  by  walking  100  to  185  yards 
and  back.  Plaintiff  was  an  adult,  and  in 
possession  of  all  his  faculties.  When  plain- 
tiff attempted  to  pass  under  the  cars  the  sixth 
time,  the  engineer  started  the  train  up,  with- 
out ringing  the  bell  or  blowing  the  whistle: 
at  least  the  witnesses  state  that  they  did  not 
hear  either  whistle  or  bell.  Plaintiff  was 
caught  by  the  wheels,  and  his  leg  crushed. 
The  law  in  regard  to  cases  of  a  similar  char- 
acter is  well  settled.  We  quote  a  few  of  the 
manv  cases  at  hand.  When  by  law  ringing 
the  Dcll  and  sounding  the  whistle  are  re- 
quired in  approaching  and  passing  over  pab- 
lic  crossings,  the  omission  thereof  amounts 
to  actual  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  com- 
pany. But  such  omission  and  negligence 
do  not  render  the  company  liable  for  in- 
juries received  at  such  crossings,  unless  the 
omission  be  the  cause  thereof  or  contribute 
thereto,  without  contributory  negligence  of 
the  injured  party,  if  in  those  states  where 
the  doctrine  of  contributory  negligence  pre- 
vails. 2  Rorer,  Railroads,  1006.  It  is  such 
gross  negligence  and  want  of  care,  and  so 
reckless  an  act,  for  a  person  to  pass  under 
the  cars,  though  standing  still  at  the  in- 
ception of  the  effort,  that  if  an  injury  is  re- 
ceived in  the  attempt  a  recovery  cannot  be 
had  against  the  company  for  the  same,  e^en 
if  the  cars  be  suddenly  started  without  giv- 
ing the  usual  signal  for  starting  and  thereby 
cause  the  injury.  2  Rorer,  Railroads.  1130; 
MemphU  &  C.  R.  Go.  v.  Oopeland,  61  Alft. 
380.  Negligence  in  the  railroad  company  io 
giving  the  signals  or  in  omitting  signals  of 
any  kind  will  not  excuse  plaintiff's  omission 
to  be  diligent  in  such  use  of  his  own  means 
of  avoiding  danger ;  and  where,  by  such  use 
of  his  senses,  the  traveler  might  avoid  dan 
ger,  notwithstanding  the  neglect  to^iw 
signals  or  warning,  his  omission  is  contribu- 
tory negligence,  and  should  be  so  peremp- 
torily declared  by  the  court;  and,  where 
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proof  of  this  is  clear,  the  plaintiff  thus  neg- 
ligent should  be  nonsuitea.  Ernst  v.  Hud- 
^n  Biter  R.  Co.  89  N.  Y.  68,  fOO  Am.  Dec. 
405.  The  doctrine  of  contributory  negl i gence 
has  been  recognized  as  the  true  doctrine  by 
this  court  in  the  case  of  Snyder  v.  Viola 
Min.  A  Stmlting  Co.,  2  Idaho,  777.  The  rule 
may  therefore  be  formulated  in  these  terms : 
Where  the  person  injured,  or  the  plaintiff, 
or  any  person  whose  negligence  is  attribu- 
table to  the  plaintiff,  has  so  far  contributed 
to  the  injury  by  his  want  of  ordinary  care 
that,  but  for  such  want  of  ordinary  care  on 
his  part,  the  injury  would  not  have  been 
doDe,  the  railway  is  not  liable  to  the  plain- 
tiff in  damages  for  such  in j  ury.  Thus  stated, 
the  rule  is  supported  by  innumerable  au- 
thorities. Patterson,  Rai  i  way  Accident  Law, 
pp.  46,  47,  and  a  large  number  of  cases 
there  cited.  The  reason  for  the  rule  seems 
clearly  to  be  as  follows:  The  reason  why, 
in  cases  of  mutual  concurring  negligence, 
neither  party  can  maintain  an  action  against 
the  other,  is  not  that  the  wrong  of  the  one  is 
set  off  against  the  wrong  of  the  other ;  it  is 
that  the  law  cannot  measure  how  much  of 
the  damage  suffered  is  attributable  to  the 
plaintiff's  own  fault.  If  he  were  allowed  to 
recover,  it  might  be  that  he  would  obtain 
from  the  other  party  compensation  for  his 
own  misconduct.  Patterson,  Railway  Acci- 
dent Law,  47 ;  Heil  v.  Qlanding,  42  Pa. 
493,  498,  82  Am.  Dec.  587.  Contributory 
negligence  is  therefore  defined  to  be  that 
want  of  reasonable  care  upon  the  part  of  the 
person  injured  which  concurred  in  the  negli- 

fence  of  the  railway  in  causing  the  injiTiy. 
atterson.  Railway  Accident  Law,  48.  The 
number  of  authorities  that  might  be  quoted 
in  support  of  this  doctrine  leayes  no  doubt 
that  It  is  founded  upon  correct  principles. 
In  Bauek  y.  Uoyd,  81  Pa.  870.  72  Am. 
Dec.  747,  the  court  says  that,  if  the  plaintiff 
is  an  adult  of  ordinary  prudence  ana  discre- 
tion, he  would  haye  no  right  of  action ;  for, 
however  blameworthy  the  defendants  may 
have  been  in  leaying  their  cars  on  the  cross- 
ing, conunon  prudence  would  haye  restrained 
him  from  attempting  to  pass  under  them, 
And  an  adult  would  be  bound  to  use  common 
prudence.    2  Rorer,  Railroads,  1018. 

The  fact  that  it  was  attempted  to  be  proven, 
over  the  repeated  objection  of  defendant,  that 
it  was  the  custom  of  the  people  of  the  town 
of  Nampa  to  crawl  under  the  cars  when  they 
blockaded  the  streets,  if  fully  proven,  could 
not  have  the  slightest  effect  upon  the  plain- 
tiff's ri^ht  to  recoyer,  as  a  custom  of  the 
people  m  putting  themselyes  daily  in  im- 
minent danger  of  their  lives  in  passing  un- 
der cars  blockading  the  streets  with  an  en- 
gine attached  thereto  could  not  excuse  the 
plaintiff  in  his  indulgence  in  conduct  so 
reckless  and  so  wanting  in  ordinary  prudence 
and  care.  While  it  is  improper  and  unlaw- 
ful for  a  railroad  company  t^  unnecessarily 
blockade  a  street  of  a  town  or  city  with  its 
cars,  yet  eyery  man  is  bound  at  his  peril  to 
use  ordinary  care  to  preserve  his  own  life 
and  limbs,  however  unlawful  the  conduct 
of  the  a^nts  and  seryants  of  the  company 
may  be ;  therefore  all  eyidence  of  the  custom 
of  the  people  in  passing  under  the  cars  so 
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blockading  the  streets  was  irrelevant  and 
incomi)etent,  and  should  haye  been  excluded. 
The  failure  of  the  plaintiff — an  adult  in  the 
full  possession  of  his  faculties  of  seeing, 
hearing,  and  reasoning— to  exercise  ordinary 
care  to  protect  himself  from  danger  so  im- 
minent will  bar  his  recovery.  The  plaintiff 
cannot  be  relieved  from  the  effects  of  his  own 
negligence  by  the  fact  that  there  is  a  statute 
prohibiting  the  railroad  company  frop  ob- 
structing tJie  streets  with  their  cars,  or 
requiring  the  bell  to  be  rung,  or  whistle 
sounded.  HudMm  y.  Wabasfi  W.  R.  Co.  101 
Mo.  18.  See  also  decisions  cited  aboye: 
Lake  SJuyre  A  M.  8.  R.  Co.  v.  Pinehin,  112 
Ind.  592;  2  Thomp.  Neg.  1175;  Reynolds 
V.  Hindman,  82  Iowa,  146.  When,  by  law, 
bell  ringing  and  sounding  the  whistle  are 
requirea  in  approaching  and  passing  over 
public  road  crossings,  the  omission  Qiereof 
amounts  to  actual  negligence;  but  such 
omission  and  negligence  do  not  render  the 
company  liable  n>r  injuries  received  at  such 
crossings  unless  the  omission  be  the  cause 
thereof  or  contribute  thereto  without  con- 
tributory negligence  of  the  injured  party. 
2  Rorer,  Railroads,  1006 ;  Reynolds  y.  Bind- 
man^  supra;  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Rathgeb,  82 
Ohio  8t.  66 ;  Krauss  v.  WaVeill  Valley  R.  Co. 
^9  Hun,  482 ;  Wabash,  8t  L.  db  P.  B  Co.  y. 
Wallace,  110  111.  114,  19  Am.  &  Eng.  R.  R. 
Cas.  359 ;  Schofield  y.  (fhicago,  M.  &  St.  P.  R. 
Co.  114  U.  a.  615,  29  L.  ed.  224.  The  omis- 
sion  of  the  railway  company  to  giye  statutory 
or  other  signals  does  not  render  it  liable  for 
injuries  to  ope  who,  in  crossing  its  track, 
fails  to  obserye  care  on  his  own  part.  Krauss 
y.  WalHll  Valley  R.  Co.  69  Hun,  488 ;  Atchi^ 
son,  T.  d  8.  F.  R.  Co.  y.  Morgan,  31  Kan. 
77.  A  railroad  company  and  a  traveler  on 
the  highway  haye  correiatiye  rights.  Nei- 
ther has  a  superior  right,  except  as  it  results 
from  the  difficulties  and  necessities  of  the 
case.  Galena  d  C.  U.  R.  Co.  y.  Dia,2Z  111. 
264.  But,  a  trayeler  approaching  a  crossing 
at  the  same  time  as  a  train,  the  traveler  must 
give  way  as  a*  matter  of  prudence,  and  be- 
cause the  necessities  of  the  public  are  greater 
than  those  of  any  one  person.  Proof  that  the 
railroad  company  had  blockaded  the  streets 
of  Nampa  at  any  other  time  than  the  time 
when  the  accident  occurred  does  not  proye 
nor  tend  to  prove  that  the  street  was  block- 
aded at  the  time  the  accident  occurred,  nor 
does  it  excuse  the  plaintiff  for  not  exercising 
ordinary  care  and  prudence  in  protecting  his 
own  person,  and  such  proof  should  haye  oeen 
excluded.  Gahagan  y.  Boston  d  L.  R.  Co. 
I  Allen,  187,  79  Am.  Dec.  724.  As  to  cus- 
tom. Neither  habit  of  railroad  company  in 
blockading  the  streets  of  Nampa  nor  habit 
of  people  m  creeping  under  cars  so  blockad- 
ing  streets,  can  have  anything  to  do  with  the 
case  at  bar.  These  are  not  such  customs  as 
the  law  recognizes  and  enforces.  Customs 
such  as  are  contemplated  in  the  law  must  be 
certain,  reasonable,  and  ancient,  and  then  in 
some  cases  have  the  force  of  law.  It  is  true 
that  a  railway  company  running  through  the 
streets  of  a  crowded  city,  where  many  people 
are  passing  and  repassing  across  railroad 
tracks  intersecting  the  streets,  are  held  to 
greater  care   in  running   their  trains,    and 
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guarding  the  crossings;  and  it  is  held  that 
railway  companies  must  take  notice  of  the 
fact  that  such  streets  are  frequently  crowded, 
and  therefore  exercise  greater  care.  So,  if 
F  street,  in  the  town  of  Nampa,  was  much 
frequented  by  the  people,  and  many  were 
accustomed  to  cross  ana  recross  the  railroad 
tracks  on  said  streets,  and  such  facts  were 
known  to  the  company,  greater  care  and 
prudence  would  be  required  of  the  company 
in  running  its  trains  across  said  street,  as 
human  life  is  more  valuable  than  the  busi- 
ness or  time  of  any  individual ;  but,  because 
greater  care  would  be  required  of  the  rail- 
way company,  this  would  not  authorize  the 
individual  to  relax  one  jot  or  tittle  of  the  care 
and  prudence  necessary  to  protect  his  own 
life  or  limb.  Therefore  any  negligence  of 
the  company  in  failing  to  comply  with  stat- 
utory requirements  or  in  failing  to  exercise 
reasonable  care  and  pi-udence,  does  not  ab- 
solve the  plaintiff  from  the  necessity  of  ex- 


ercising; necessary  care  and  prudence,  ^e 
are  of  the  opinion,  therefore,  that  plaintiff, 
in  passing  under  the  cars  of  defendant  fire 
times  on  the  momine  of  the  accident,  and 
attempting  to  pass  under  them  the  sixth  time, 
was  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  of  :in 
extraordinary  character,  and  that  such  negli- 
gence bars  recovery.  The  motion  for  nonsuit 
should  have  been  allowed. 

This  opinion  sufficiently  indicates  the  er- 
rors in  the  instructions,  and.  as  this  decision 
holds  that  the  nonsuit  should  have  been 
granted,  which  practically  ends  the  case,  we 
do  not  deem  it  necessary  to  further  notice  the 
instructions. 

The  judgment  of  the  lower  court  is  rer^ned, 
and  the  cause  remanded,  with  directions  to^ 
the  lower  court  to  enter  a  jud^ent  of  non- 
suit.    Costs  awiuded  to  defendant. 

Huston,  Ch.  «/.,  and  SnlliTan,  /.,  con- 
cur.* 
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A  ipamishee  payingr  into  court  the 
amount  due  the  principal  defendant  in 
advance  of  an  abjudication,  as  allowed 
by  How.  Anno.  Stat.,  8  8037,  which  expressly  ex- 
cepts the  sum  of  $126  due  to  a  householder  for 
personal  labor,  does  so  at  bis  peril,  unless  the 
principal  defendant  is  estopped  by  circumstaaces 
from  asserting  his  claim  for  this  exemption,  since 
the  garnishee  may  always  protect  himself  by  his 
disclosure  by  stating  at  least  that  be  does  not 
know  whether  the  principal  defendant  is  or  Is 
not  a  householder. 

(Long  and  Grant,  J  J.,  di&sen^) 
(February  12, 1804.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Wayne 
County  to  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of 
plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  recover  wages 
for  whicl]^  defendant  had  been  garnished  at 
the  suit  of  a  third  person,  and  wnich  in  that 
procecdizig  it  had  paid  into  court  for  distribu- 
tion.    Affirmed.  • 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Edwin  F.  Conely  and  Orla  B. 
Taylor,  for  plaintiff  in  error: 

The  principal  defendant  has  the  right  to  ap- 
pear and  defend. 

Wilson  V.  Bartholomew,  45  Mich.  41;  Chil- 
cote  V.  Conley,  36  Ohio  St.  545;  Ourran  v. 
Fleming,  76  Ga.  98. 

Mr.  Lodge  acted  with  entire  propriety  in 
attempting  to  be  heard  in  the  first  garnish- 
ment case  in  justice  court,  and,  if  the  justice 


refused  to  hear  him,  he  had  an  ample  remedy 
by  certiorari.  That  he  did  not  invoke  its  aid 
is  not  the  fault  of  the  defendant;  if  the  prin- 
cipal defendant  did  not  take  enough  interest 
in  the  matter  to  protect  his  rights,  certainly 
the  garnishee  defendant,  who  £u  no  interest 
whatever,  cannot  be  blamed  for  not  proceed- 
ing. He  bad  ample  notice  of  all  of  the  g&r- 
nishments,  and  this  is  all  that  could  in  justice 
be  required  of  the  garnishee  defendant 

Pierce  v.  Chicago  4b  N.  W.  R  Co.  96  Wis. 
283. 

The  garnishee  defendant  exonerated  iuelf 
from  liability  by  payment  into  court. 

Melton  V.  Kansas  City,  Ft.  8.  S  M.  B.  Co. 
39  Mo.  App.  194. 

And  if  Crisp  has  failed  to  assert  his  rights 
promptly  and  vigilantly  when  notified,  be  has 
no  redress. 

ItiffY.  Amott,  81  Kan.  672. 

There  is  no  duty  imposed  on  the  garnishee 
defendant  to  investigate  the  domestic  lelatioos 
of  the  principal  defendant. 

Barber  v.  Hovd,  85  Mich.  221;  Ear^  v.  Oiii- 
zens  Nat.  Bank  of  Saginaw,  76  Mich.  679; 
Moore  v.  Chicago,  R.  1.  dt  P.  R.  Go.  43  Iowa, 
385;  LaicUaw  v.  Morrow,  44  Mich.  547;  Hebd 
V.  Amazon  Ins.  Co.  of  Cincinnati,  33  Mich. 
400. 

An  exemption  is  a  purely  personal  right 
which  cannot  t)e  negotiated  or  transferred,  and 
such  defense  must  be  set  up  by  the  principal 
defendant. 

Osborne  v.  Schutt,  67  Mo.  712;  Moore  v.  CU- 
eago,  R  1.  &  P.  R  Co.  supra;  ConUy  v.  Chil- 
eote,  25  Ohio  St.  820;  Jones  v.  Tracy,  75  Pa. 
417. 

The  question  as  to  whether  a  defendant  is  a 
householder  should  be  determined  by  the  coart 
and  not  by  the  garnishee  defendant. 

Moore  v.  Chicago,  R.  1.  A  P.  R.  Co.  supra: 


NOTB.— The  duty  of  a  garnishee  to  set  up  the  ex- 
emption of  the  principal  debtor  or  to  protect  him- 
self by  dlsclosinff  at  least  his  lack  of  knowledgre 

--"cemlnflT  it  is  decided  in  the  above  case  in  ac- 
R.  A. 


cord  with  the  weight  of  authority  as  shown  by  that 
part  of  the  noU  to  Illinois  Cent.  R.  Co.  v.  Smtih 
(Miss.)  19  L.  R.  A.  680.  . 
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Sutherland  ▼.  Burrill,  82  Mich.  18;  Maf^nards 
V.  Corntrell,  8  Mich.  809;  Newell  v.  Blair,  7 
iiicb.  lOS;  8exton  v.  Amos,  89  Mich.  095. 

Mr.  Frank  T*  Lod^e,  for  defendant  in 
error: 

Garnishment  proceeding  depend  solely  upon 
.statute.  The  construction  of  the  statute  is 
strict,  and  no  liability  whatever  is  cast  uptn 
the  garnishee  defendant  except  by  virtue  of 
express  statutory  provisions. 

Piople  V.  Cass  County  Circuit  Judge ^  89  Mich. 
407.  Sietiers  v.  Woodbum  Harcen  Wheel  Co.  48 
31ich.275;  Blake  y.  Hubbard.  46  Mich.  1;  F<yrd 
V.  Ditroit  Dry  Dock  Co.  50  Mich.  858;  FolkerU 
Y.  Standish,  55  Mich.  468;  Milwaukee  Bridge 
<fe  Iron  Works  y,  Bretoort,  78  Mich.  155. 
The  law  favors  exemption. 
Marathon  School  Disl.   No.  4  v.   Cage,  89 
Mich.  484:  Wilson  v.  Bartholom^,  45  Mich. 
41;  Anderson  v.  Odell,  51  Mich.  492;  Drake  v. 
bike  Shore  d  M,  6.  B.  Go.  69  Mich.  168;  Cur- 
ran  y.  Fleming,  76  Ga.  98. 
The  statute  makes  this  money  exempt. 
How.  Anno.  Stat.  §  8082. 
Defendant  had  notice  that  plaintiff  was  a 
householder  and  claimed  this  money  as  ex- 
empt. 

Defendant's  disclosures  as  garnishee  of 
plaintiff  do  not  even  hint  at  the  fact  of  the  dis* 
•closed  indebtedness  bein^  exempt  or  claimed 
£8  exempt. 

Defendant  might  have  (disclosed  all  the  facts 
«Dd  thus  have  been  relieved  from  all  further 
annoyance  from  plaintiff  Fluff. 

Cnrran  v.  Fleming,  supra;  Hodey  v.  Stoti 
59  Mich.  420;  Emmons  y.  Southern  BeU  Teleph. 
<fe  Teleg.  Co.  80  Ga.  760. 

It  was  defendant's  duty  to  disclose  all  the 
facts,  including  plaintiff's  claim  of  exemption 
rights,  or  it  cannot  seek  to  screen  itself  here 
\)y  relying  on  the  garnishment  proceedings. 

Sexton  V.  Amos,  89  Mich.  695;  Bo£y  v. 
Ser4t  and  Drake  Lake  Shore  db  M.  S.  B.  Co, 
^upra;  Mace  v.  Heath,  84  Neb.  54.  790; 
Turner  v.  Sioux  City  dt  P.  B.  Co.  19  Neb. 
247;  Coleman  V.  Seott,  27  Neb.  77;  Parker  v. 
WtVwn,  61  Vt.  116. 

The  law  regards  garnishment  proceedings 
with  disfavor  and  construes  strictly  defenses 
founded  upon  them. 

Maynards  v.  ComweU,  8  Mich.  809;  Wei- 
mcister  v.  Manville,  44  Mich.  408;  Iron  Cliffs 
Co.  V.  Lahais,  52  Mich.  894;  FolkerU  v.  Stand- 
it'',  supra;  Banselman  v.  Kegel,  60  Mich.  540; 
Fartcell  v.  Chambers,  62  Mich.  816;  Sexton  v. 
Aum  and  Drake  v.  Lake  Shore  dtM.S.B  Co, 
tuyra. ' 

Garnishee  defendants  cannot  avail  them- 
selves of  payment  of  money  into  court  in  any 
case  except  by  virtue  of  express  statutory  pro- 
viHJons,  and  the  only  provision  in  the  Michigan 
staiQtes  expressly  excepts  cases  of  this  kind. 
How.  Anno.  Stat.  §  8087. 
The  garnishee  defendant  cannot  admit  away 
or  prejudice  his  creditor's  rights  or  the  rights 
of  others. 

Bebel  V.  Amazon  Ins.  Co.  of  Cincinnati,  88 
Mich.  400;  Birth  v.  Pfeifle.  42  Mich.  81;  Tabor 
V.  Van  Vranken,  89  Mich.  795;  Marathon 
Mod  DUt.  No.  4  V.  Gage,  supra. 

As  to  this  plaintiff,  the  garnishment  Judg- 
ments are  not  res  adjudicata,  and  the  money 
n»sy  be  recovered,  notwithstanding  the  justice's 
22L.aA, 


release,  although  it  does  not  appear  that  there 
was  any  release  in  this  case. 

Curran  v.  Flefning,  76  Ga.  98. 

The  defendant  can  claim  no  consideration 
because  it  paid  this  money  into  court 

Tabor  v.  Van  Vranken  and  Emmons  v. 
Southern  Bell  Teleph.  db  Teleg.  Co.  supra. 

It  was  not  authorized  to  do  so. 

Marathon  School  Diet,  No.  4  v.  Gage,  Wilson 
V.  Bartholomew,  Anderson  v.  Odell,  Drake  v. 
Lake  Shore  dt  M.  S.  B.  Co.  and  Emmons  v. 
Southern  Bell  Tdeph.  db  Teleg.  Co,  trupra. 

Such  a  course,  if  sanctioned,  would  work 
great  hardship  to  this  plaintiff  and  others 
similarly  situated,  and  would  nullify  a  bene- 
ficial and  protective  provision  of  the  law. 

Curran  v.  Fleming  and  Emmons  v.  Southern 
Bell  Teleph.  dk  Teleg.  Co,  supra. 

It  disposes  of  the  plaintiff's  money,  to  which 
he  has  a  statutory  right,  without  notice  to  him 
and  without  giving  him  the  "day  in  court"  to 
which  even  the  meanest  and  least  deserving 
are  entitled. 

Ibid. 

It  was  not  the  intention  of  the  framers  of 
the  statute  to  exempt  this  money  from  being 
withheld  from  plaintiff  by  means  of  garnish- 
ment proceedings  until  he  should  prove  his 
right  to  it  by  certiorari  or  other  proceedings  in 
court,  but  to  exempt  it  from  garnishment 
process.  The  provision  of  the 'statute  is, 
"Nothing  herein  contained  shall  be  applica- 
ble "  etc. 

l'  How.  Anno.  Stat.  §  8082;  Wilson  v.  Bar- 
tholomew, Curran  v.  Fleming,  and  Emmons  v. 
Southern  BeU  Teleph,  db  Teleg.  Co,  supra. 

Hooker,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

The  defendant,  being  garnished  in  a  pro- 
ceeding in  justice's  court  wherein  the  plain- 
tiff was  principal  defendant,  disclosed  that 
it  was  indebted  to  the  principal  defendant 
for  his  personal  labor,  but  was  silent  as  to 
whether  he  was  a  householder.  It  does  not 
appear  that  the  fact  was  within  the  knowl- 
edge of  the  garnishee  defendant,  though  there 
was  testimony  tending  to  show  that  it  had 
been  so  informed  by  him.  At  the  close  of  the 
examination  the  garnishee  paid  to  the  justice 
all  money  that  was  due  to  the  principal  de- 
fendant, and  it  was  applied  to  the  juagment 
against  him.  This  action  was  thereupon 
brought  against  the  garnishee  defendant  by 
the  principal  debtor  to  recover  his  exemp- 
tions, which  he  claims  that  the  garnishee 
defendant  could  not  lawfully  pay  over  to  the 
justice. 

A  garnishee  proceeding  is  purel v  statutory. 
If  the  garnishee  would  protect  himself  from 
an  action  by  his  creditor,  he  must  see  that  he 
takes  each  step  in  conformity  to  law.  In 
other  words,  he  cannot  waive  any  rights  of 
the  principal  debtor  without  incurring  a  per- 
sonal liability.    Hirth  v.  Pfeifle,  42  Mich.  31. 

The  proceeding  is  statutory,  and  in  dero- 
gation of  the  common  law.  and  the  statute 
must  be  strictly  followed,  to  bind  the  prin- 
cipal defendant.  Maynards  v.  Cornwell,  3 
Mich.  809;  People  v.  Cass  County  Circuit 
Judge,  89  Mich.  407  ;  Sierers  v.  Woodburn  Stir- 
ren  Wheel  Co.  43  Mich.  275 ;  Ford  v.  Detrrnt 
Dry  Dock  Co.  50  Mich.  858. 
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In  Hanselman  v.  Kegel,  60  Mich.  540,  this 
court  said :  "  The  proceedings  under  the  gar- 
nishee statutes  are  in  derogation  of  the  com- 
mon law.  Not  only  must  the  statutes  be 
strictly  construed,  but  there  is  no  authority 
for  any  action  or  prohibition  of  action  out- 
side of  them. " 

Section  8082,  How.  Anno.  Stat. ,  says  that 
the  act  shall  not  apply  to  $25  of  the  amount 
due  the  principal  defendant,  where  he  is  a 
householder,  and  the  demand  was  for  his  per- 
sonal labor ;  and  section  8037,  which  permits 
payment  of  any  sum  to  the  justice  in  advance 
of  the  adjudication,  expressly  excepts  this 
labor  claim. 

As  the  right  did  not  exi^t  independent  of 
the  statute,  and  as  the  statute  does  not  compel 
it,  but  on  the  contrary  expressly  denies  it,  I 
think  the  payment  of  such  sum  is  at  the  peril 
of  the  garnishee,  unless  circumstances  create 
an  estoppel  which  should  preclude  the  prin- 
cipal defendant  from  asserting  such  claim 
against  the  garnishee.  It  may  be  said  that 
this  is  a  hardship  upon  the  garnishee  ;  that  he 
must  determine  at  his  peril  whether  the  prin- 
cipal defendant  is  or  is  not  the  householder, 
when  he  may  have  no  means  of  ascertaining 
the  fact.  *It  may  be  admitted  that  the  law 
might  be  improved,  but  the  hardship  is  not  a 
necessary  one.  There  is  no  law  that  compels 
a  garnishee  to  determine  the  question,  and  to 
testify  accordingly.  He  raav  state  any  fact 
that  has  come  to  his  knowleage,  by  hearsay 
or  otherwise;  and  it  is  his  duty  to  do  so, 
under  the  repeated  decisions  of  this  court. 
Drake  v.  Lake  Shore  <fe  M.  S.  R.  Co.  69  Mich. 
168 ;  Sextofi  v.  Amos,  89  Mich.  695. 

He  may  always  safely  state  that  he  does 
not  know  whether  the  principal  defendant  is 
the  householder,  and,  until  it  appears  that  he 
is  not,  the  labor  claim  is  secure ;  for,  unless 
the  disclosure  shows  a  clear  liability  of  the 
fund  to  the  process,  it  cannot  be  reached. 
Pe/>ple  V.  Cass  County  Ciradt  Judge,  89  Mich. 
407 ;  Sexton  -7,  Amos,  stipra;  Lyon  v.  Kneeland, 
58  Mich.  670 ;  NeweU  v.  Blair,  7  Mich.  108 ; 
TJmnas  v.  Sprague,  12  Mich.  120 ;  WeOover  v. 
Soule,  80  Mich.  481 ;  Hemtt  v.  Wngar  Lumber 
Co,  88Micb.  701 ;  Eackleyy,  Kanitz,  89  Mich. 
d»8;  Spears  Y.  Chaprnan,  48  Mich.  641 ;  WeirieJi 
V.  Seribner,  AA  Mich.  73 ;  Lorman  v.  Phtenix 
Ins.  Co.  88  Mich.  65. 

Thus  it  is  seen  that  the  garnishee  may  al- 
ways protect  himself  by  his  disclosure,  and 
he  may  perhaps  do  the  same  by  giving  the 
principal  defendant  an  opportunity  to  appear 
and  defend  the  suit  a^irainst  the  garnishee, 
without  which  the  fund  cannot  be  reached 
unless  he  chooses  to  pay  it  to  the  justice. 
But  there  is  no  room  for  an  estoppel  here, 
because  the  illegal  payment  was  not  made  in 
reliance  on  any  representation  of  the  princi- 
pal defendant,  but  of  defendant's  own  voli- 
tion. 

The  judgment  wiU  be  affirm^. 

McGrath,  Ch.  J. ,  and  Montgomery^  J. , 
concurred  with  Hooker,  J. 

Lonffy  J. ,  dissenting : 

On  January  2,  1892,  Morris  Pluif  com- 
menced suit  in  justice's  court  by  summons 
against  the  plaintiff,  and  on  January  21,  a 
22  L.  R.  A. 


judgment  was  entered  by  consent  against  the 
plaintiff  for  $47  damages  and  $1.50  costs. 
On  commencement  of  suit  the  defendant  com- 
pany was  garnished, — the  plaintiff  being  & 
street- car  driver  in  its  employ,— and  on  July 
14,  the  company  paid  the  amount  due  Crisp, 
$11.90,  into  court,  and  filed  a  disclosure, 
sftiting  that  that  amount  was  due  plaintiff  at 
the  time  of  the  service  of  the  writ  of  garnish- 
ment. Subsequently,  the  defendant  oompaDj 
was  garnished  four  times  upon  that  judg- 
ment, and  made  disclosures  each  time,  and 
paid  the  money  due  him  into  court.  The 
disclosures  contained  no  statement  that  Crisp 
was  a  householder.  On  each  occasion,  CYisp 
was  notified  bv  the  paymaster  of  the  defend- 
ant conopany  that  his  pay  had  been  garnished 
by  Fluff  in  the  suit  before  the  justice,  within 
three  or  four  days  after  the  service  of  the  writ, 
and  in  time  for  him  to  appear  before  the  jus- 
tice and  protect  his  interest.  On  March  8, 
1892,  when  the  third  writ  of  garnishment  waj 
served,  Crisp  gave  written  notice  to  the  de- 
fendant company  that  he  was  a  householder. 
On  one  occasion,  Crisp  claims  that  the  pay- 
master asked  him  if  he  was  a  householder, 
when  he  told  him  that  he  was;  and  the 
paymaster  then  instructed  him  that  all  he  had 
to  Ho  was  to  go  to  the  justice  court,  and  make 
a  demand  for  his  money,  and  he  would  get  it. 
The  paymaster,  however,  denies  that  such 
conversation  occurred.  Crisp  claims  that  he 
called  at  the  justice  court,  and,  it  bein^  near 
the  hour  of  closing,  the  iustice  told  him  to 
call  the  next  morning,  and  he  would  let  him 
know,  which,  however,  he  did  not  do,  as  he 
was  out  of  town  the  following  morning.  At 
another  time,  Mr.  Crisp's  attorney  attempted 
to  appear  for  him,  but  this  was  refused  by 
the  justice.  Further  than  this,  it  is  oot 
claimed  that  Crisp  attempted  to  protect  his 
interests.  He  now  attempts  to  recover  hi* 
wages  frctn  the  defendant  company.  He  had 
judgment  before  the  justice  for  $60  damages 
and  $2  costs.  Defendant  appealed  to  tlie 
circuit  court,  and  on  trial  there  verdict  was 
directed  for  plaintiff  for  the  same  amount. 
Defendant  brings  error. 

The  statute  relating  to  proceedings  against 
garnishees  in  justice's  court  (section  80Sfe,  \^ 
ing  section  2,  chap.  276,  How.  Anno.  Stat.), 
provides:  ^'The  person  summoned  as  gar- 
nishee, from  the  time  of  the  service  of  such 
summons,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  liable  to  the 
plaintiff  in  such  suit  to  the  amount  of  the 
propertv,  money,  and  effects  in  his  hands  or 
possession  or  under  his  control  or  due  from 
him  to  the  defendant  in  such  suit :  provided, 
that  when  the  defendant  is  a  householder  hav- 
ing a  family,  nothing  herein  contained  shall 
be  applicable  to  any  indebtedness  of  such 
garnishee  to  the  defendant  for  the  personal 
labor  of  such  defendant  or  his  family  for  any 
amount  not  exceeding  the  sum  of  twenty-five 
dollars." 

Section  8087  provides  that  "the  garnishee 
may,  after  the  expiration  of  the  time  limited 
by  law  for  an  appeal  or  stay  of  execution  on 
said  ludirment,  if  no  appeal  has  been  taken 
or  stay  of  proceedings  put  in,  pay  to  the  Ius- 
tice before  whom  the  examination  was  had 
all  money  then  due  and  owinff  by  him  to  the 
defendant  or  sufi^clent  to  satisfy  said  judg* 
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ment  (except  sucU  is  provided  by  section  3  of 
this  Act),  and  thereupon  such  justice  shall 
execute  and  deliver  to  the  garnishee  a  release 
and  discharge  for  the  amount  laid.  ^  The  ex- 
emption referred  to  in  this  section  is  recited 
above  as  a  part  of  section  2. 

It  is  contended  by  counsel  for  plaintiff  that 
the  defendant  might  have  disclosed  all  the 
facts,  as  such  facts  had  been  disclosed  by  the 
plaintifiE,  and  that,  if  it  had  disclosed  the  fact 
of  plaintiffs'  being  a  householder,  no  judg- 
ment could  have  been  rendered  against  the 
garni^ee  by  the  justice ;  that,  the  defendant 
having  failed  to  disclose  the  fact  that  the 
plaintiff  was  a  householder,  it  cannot  now 
screen  itself  by  the  payment  of  the  money 
into  the  court,  and  a  release  from  the  justice, 
if  such  release  had  been  given. 

On  the  other  hand,  counsel  for  defendant 
contends :  (1)  That  under  the  law  the  prin- 
cipal defendant  had  a  perfect  right  to  appear 
in  a  garnishment  case  and  protect  his  own 
interest.  (2)  That  there  is  no  duty  imposed 
upon  a  garnishee  defendant  to  investigate  the 
domestic  relations  of  the  principal  defendant, 
and  determine  whether  he  is  a  householder 
having  a  family.  (3)  That  the  question 
whether  the  principal  defendant  in  a  garnish- 
ment case  is  a  householder  is  a  judicial  ques- 
tion, and  should  be  determined  by  the  court 
and  not  by  the  garnishee  defendant,  and  that 
by'  payment  into  the  court  the  question  is 
properly  placed  there  for  decision. 

In  these  contentions,  we  think  defendant's 
counsel  is  correct.  In  Wilson  y.  Bart/iolomeWt 
45  Mich.  41,  it  was  contended  that  the  prin- 
cipal defendant  could  not,  in  his  own  behalf, 
by  writ  of  certiorari,  prosecute  an  action  to 
review  the  judgment  given  affainst  the  gar- 
nishee defendant.  It  was  said :  **  It  cannot 
be  maintained  that  the  legal  rights  of  Loomis 
[the  principal  defendant  were  liable  to  be 
cut  off  by  the  decision  oi  a  justice  in  a  case 
between  others,  and  without  his  having  an 
opportunity  to  be  heard." 

The  principal  defendant  had  the  right  to 
be  beard  before  the  justice,  and  show  why 
the  fund  deposited  by  the  garnishee  should 
not  be  paid  over  on  a  judgment  rendered 
against  him.  The  attorney  for  the  principal 
defendant  attempted  to  appear,  and  the  jus- 
tice held  that  he  could  not  do  so.  In  this  the 
justice  was  in  error,  but  the  remedy  of  the 
principal  defendant  in  such  case,  was  by 
appeal  or  certiorari.  Chikoie  v.  Conley^  86 
Ohio  St.  546 ;  Ourran  v.  Fleming,  76  Ga.  98. 
In  the  above  cases  the  rule  is  stated  that 
the  principal  defendant  may  appear  and  de- 
fend in  the  matter  of  the  garnishment.  It  is 
claimed  here,  however,  that  it  was  the  duty 
of  the  garnishee  to  have  disclosed  that  the 
principal  defendant  was  a  householder,  and 
that,  not  having  done  so,  he  is  liable  in  the 
present  action.  The  garnishee  compl  ied  with 
the  plain  intent  of  the  statute.  It  made  dis- 
closure of  the  amount  of  its  indebtedness  to 
the  principal  defendant,  and  paid  the  money 
into  court.  The  object  of  the  statute's  per- 
mitting the  payment  of  money  into  court  is 
to  terminate  controversies  as  to  the  amount 
due  and  owing  by  the  garnishee  defendant  to 
the  principal  defendant,  and  to  release  the 
garnishee  from  further  trouble  or  annoyance 
▼1th  the  matter,  harder  v.  JJowd,  85  Mich.  221. 
^  L  a  A. 


Having  made  the  disclosure,  and  paid  the 
monev  to  the  justice,  its  further  duty  in  the 

C remises  ende<l ;  and  the  matter  then  rested 
etween  the  plaintiff  in  that  suit  and  the 
principal  defendant,  as  to  how  the  money  waa 
to  be  applied,  and  the  decision  of  that  ques- 
tion was  for  the  court. 

As  was  said  in  Karp  v.  Oitizens  Nat.  Bank 
of  Saginaw,  76  Mich.  679:  "The  object  of 
the  garnishee  law  is  to  furnish  reasonable 
facilities  for  reaching  property  of  the  debtor, 
due  him  or  held  for  him  by  third  persons; 
but  it  was  never  intended  to  deprive  a  gar- 
nishee of  any  of  his  own  rights,  or  to  subject 
him  to  double  action.  ^ 

In  Mo(yre  v.  Chicago,  R.  L  dt  R  B.  Cfo,,  4H 
Iowa,  886,  the  court  said :  "  The  whole  pro- 
ceeding being  based  on  the  statute,  we  would 
hesitate  long  before  holding  that  there  are 
other  and  greater  obligations  or  duties  resting 
upon  a  garnishee  than  those  imposed  by  stat^ 
ute.  The  law,  as  it  is.  imposes  inconvenience 
enough  on  a  garnishee,  without  enlarging  ita 
provisions  by  judicial  construction.  An- 
other cogent  reason  why  it  was  not  the  duty 
of  the  garnishee  to  make  defense  is  that  the 
exemption  of  property  and  wages  from  ex- 
ecution or  attachment  is  in  the  nature  of  & 
personal  right,  to  be  exercised  or  claimed  by 
the  debtor,  and  not  by  another.  If  he  fail  to 
claim  the  exemption,  no  one  indebted  to  him 
would  have  the  right  to  make  it  for  him. 
.  .  .  It  certainly  would  be  far  from  rea- 
sonable to  require  a  corporation  employing 
hundreds  of  men  to  be  familiar  with  the  do- 
mestic relations  of  its  employes,  as  that  all 
its  officers  upon  whom  legal  service  of  gar- 
nishment might  be  made  should  have  knowl> 
edge  that  a  particular  employ^  was  a  married 
man."  We  think  that  the  true  rule  is  that, 
an  exemption  being  a  purely  personal  right, 
the  defense  must  be  set  up  by  the  principal 
defendant.  The  garnishee  has  no  interest  in 
the  controversy.  He  is  a  neutral  party.  He 
makes  his  disclosure,  and  pays  his  money 
into  court.  When  this  is  done,  the  principal 
defendant  then  has  an  opportunity  to  show  to 
the  court  that  the  moneys  are  exempt  and 
^ould  not  be  paid  over  to  the  plaintiff.  That 
the  defense  must  be  set  up  by  the  principal 
defendant  is  held  in  Moore  v.  Chicago,  B.  I. 
d  P.  B.  Co.  43  Iowa,  885 ;  Gonley  v.  Chileote, 
25  Ohio  St.  820 ;  Jones  v.  Tracy,  75  Pa.  417. 
The  question  whether  the  principal  defend- 
ant is  a  married  man  and  a  householder  is  for 
the  justice  to  determine,  under  the  facts  of 
the  case.  While  it  may  be  proper  for  the 
garnishee  to  disclose  the  fact,  if  within  his 
knowledge,  yet  the  claim  of  exemption  must 
be  made  by  the  principal  defendant,  if  he 
have  notice,  if  he  desires  to  save  the  right 
which  the  statute  gives  him.  In  the  present 
case,  he  knew  of  the  issue  of  the  trial,  and 
had  ample  opportunity  to  do  so,  but  neglected 
it.  He  cannot  now  claim  that  the  moneys 
were  improperly  paid  into  court  by  the  gar- 
nishee, or  insist  that  the  garnishee  should 
have  made  the  defense  for  him.  The  gar- 
nishee apparently  acted  in  good  faith,  and 
should  not  be  compelled  to  pay  the  debt 
twice.  Judgment  oi  the  court  below  should 
be  reversed,  with  costs  of  both  courts,  as  we  see 
no  reason  why  a  new  trial  should  be  awarded. 
Ghrant»  </. ,  concurred  with  Lob^*  </. 
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Oregok  Supreme  Court. 
OREGON  SUPREME  COURT. 


Dec., 


C.  H.  LEWIS  et  al.,  Eespts., 

V. 

City  of  PORTLAND  et  aL,  Appts, 
( Or ) 

1*  A  reHdrence  in  deeds  to  a  map  of  an 
addition  to  a  city  cannot  be  taken 
as  constituting^  a  dedication  of  a  street 
marked  on  a  map  of  the  city  which  is  mot  shown 
to  have  been  known  to  the  grantor  where  the 
latter  had  made  maps  of  the  addition  without 
showing  such  streets. 

H,  A  street  shown  on  that  portion  of  a 
map  representing^  the  old  part  of  the 
city*  leaving  lots  and  blocks  blank  is  not  dedi' 
cated  by  the  map,  which  is  intended  merely  to 
show  a  new  portion  or  addition  not  touched  by 
such  street  in  which  the  lots  and  blocks  are 
marked  especially  where  the  maker  has  prior 
maps  of  the  portion  including  such  street  which 
do  not  show  any  street  at  that  place. 

:d*  The  use  ofthe  private  wagr  to  a  wharf 
and  warehouse  by  the  pubUc  cannot  give 
a  prescriptive  right  of  user  to  the  public  as  it  is 
not  inconsistent  with  private  ownership. 

4*  It  is  held  by  the  courts  of  Orof^n  to 
be  common  knowledge  that  before  and 
after  the  admission  of  the  state  into  the  Union 
the  right  to  wharfage  was  regarded  as  incident  to 
riparian  ownership  on  a  navigable  fresh-water 
stream. 

i(.  The  policy  to  allow  riparian*owners 
on  navigable  rivers  where  the  tide 
does  not  flow^  to  build  wharves  in  aid  of 
navigation  is  shown  in  Oregon  by  the  absence  of 
legislation  on  that  subject  in  connection  with 
legislation  providing  for  the  disposal  of  tide  lands. 

<6.  Wharves  built  by  riparian  owners 
under  the  permission  and  license  of  the 
state  are  property  which  cannot  be  taken  on  a 
repeal  of  such  permission  without  due  process  of 
la  w  and  due  compensation  therefor. 

(December  26, 1893.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Multnomah  County 
in  favor  of  complainants  in  a  proceeding 
brought  to  enjoin  defendants  from  appropri- 
ating for  bridge  abutments  and  approaches, 
without  makinjc  compensation  to  plaintiffs, 
certain  land  which  plaintiffs  claimed  to  own. 
Affirmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  J.  V.  Beach*  City  Atty.,  and 
Whailey,  Strahan  ft  Pipes*  for  appel- 
lants : 

The  legislature  merely  provided  for  the 
doing  of  future  acts  by  riparian  owners, 
under  the  regulation  of  the  corporate  author- 
ities. It  did  not  in  any  manner  legalize  or 
attempt  to  legalize  wharves  theretofore  con- 
structed. 

Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  g§  89-91. 


Bowlby  V.  Shitely,  22  Or.  410,  annouD(¥S 
that  the  stat€  is  the  absolute  owner  of  the  tide 
lands  free  from  any  easement  of  the  upland 
owner  therein  and  subject  only  to  the  pan- 
mount  right  of  navigation. 

See^lso/^W/i^Cfen/.  R.  Co.  v.  imnoii,m 
U.  S.  387,  36  L.  ed.  1018. 

The  right  to  build  bridges  across  navigable 
streams  wholly  in  one  state,  under  the  au- 
thor itv  granted  by  the  state,  can  be  qoes- 
tioned  only  bv  the  United  Stales.  Aod  it  is 
clear  that  such  bridges  are  regarded  as  icreat 
aids  to  commerce. 

Oilman  v.  Philadelphia,  70  U.  8.  8  Wall. 
713,  18  L.  ed.  96 ;  Escanaba  d  L.  M.  Trantp. 
Co.  V.  Chicago,  107  U.  S.  678,  27  L.  ed.  442; 
Willamette  Iron  Bridge  Co.  v.  JSatch,  135  U. 
8.  1,  31  L.  ed.  629. 

•  No  right  can  be  acquired  by  private  parties 
'which  can  prevent  the  state  from  changing 
the  use  to  which  the  soil  under  water  mil 
in  the  public  interest,  be  devoted,  so  long  as 
sudi  change  is  made  to  subserve  either  nan- 
gation,  commerce,  or  fishery. 

The  license,  if  one  exists,  is  revocable. 

Bundle  v.  Delatoare  db  R,  Canal  Co.  55  U. 
8.  14  How.  80,  14  L.  ed.  835;  Shrank  ?. 
SchuylkiU  Nae.  Co.  14  Serg.  «fe  R.  71 ;  Monoh- 
gafiela  Nat.  Co.  v.  Coom,  6  Watts  &  S.  101 : 
Svsquehanna  Canal  Co.  v.  Wright,  9  WatU 
&  8.  9,  42  Am.  Dec.  313. 

This  state  owns  the  bed  of  all  navigable 
rivers,  and  of  all  bays,  inlets,  and  estuaries 
within  her  borders,  by  virtue  of  her  sov- 
erei»:nty. 

Eisenba^h  v.  Hatfidd,  12  L.  R.  A.  682.  e< 
$eq.,  2  Wash.  236;  Weber  v.  State  Harbor 
Comrs.  85  U.  8.  18  Wall.  65,  21  L.  ed.  802; 
Hardin  v.  Jordan,  140  U.  8.  876,  85  L.  ed. 
431,  32  Cent,  L.  J.  297;  Melianus  v.  Car- 
miehael,  3  Iowa,  1 ;  Barney  v.  Keokuk,  94  C 
8.  338,  24  L.  ed.  228. 

The  title  to  the  very  spot  upon  which  the 
wharf  stands,  being  in  the  state,  the  erection 
is  wrongful,  unless  a  grant  from  the  state  be 
shown. 

Gould,  Waters,  §  27. 

The  remedy  for  a  purpresture  is  either  b? 
information  for  intrusion  at  common  law  vt 
by  information  in  equity,  at  the  suit  of  the 
attorney- genera!. 

2  Story,  Ea.  §  922. 

If  the  legislature  made  a  grant  directly  to 
tlie  plaintiffs  of  every  right  that  was  vestal 
in  the  state,  so  far  as  it  could  do  so,  still  it 
would  not  be  an  irrepealable  grant. 

Illinois  Cent.  R.  Co,  v.  Illinois,  supra. 

The  validity  of  the  Meussdorffer  Act,  Acts 
1891,  p.  633,  has  been  sustained. 

Winters  v.  (?«?rp<?,  21  Or.  251 ;  State  v. 
George,  22  Or.  142. 

The  public  cannot  lose  its  property  by  the 
neglect  or  inaction  of^  the  affairs  of  the  mu- 
nicipality. 


XOTK.— The  right  of  riparian  owners  to  build   8  L.  R.  A.  89:  Hastings  v.  Qrimahaw  (Mas.)  IS  L  R 


wharves  in  the  absence  of  constitutional  or  statu- 
tory prohibition  is  involved  in  the  above  decision 
from  which  Eisenbach  v.  Hatfield  (Wash.)  12  L.  R. 
A.  682,  may  be  distloflrulshed  by  virtue  of  the  Wash- 
inRCon  (Constitution,  article  15.  As  to  such  riirht 
generally,  see  notes  to  Miller  v.  Mendenhall  (Minn.) 
22  L.  R.  A. 


A.  617,  and  Eisenbach  v.  Hatfield,  supra. 

That  riparian  rights  are  property  which  omnot 
be  taken  away  without  oompenntfon,  see  siso 
Rumsey  v.  New  York  &  N.  B.  R.  Go.  (N.  T.)  15  L.  B. 
A.  018,  and  note. 


1893. 


LiLwiB  T.  Portland. 
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2  Dill.  MuQ.  Corp.  §  669,  and  notes. 

A  municipal  corporation,  authorized  by 
law  to  improve  a  street  by  building  on  the 
line  thereof  a  bridge  over,  or  a  tunnel  under, 
^  navigable  river,  where  it  crosses  the  street, 
incurs  no  liability  for  damages  unavoidably 
<»used  to  adjoining  property  by  obstructing 
the  street  or  the  river,  unless  such  liability 
be  imposed  by  statute. 

Northern  Transp.  Co.  of  Ohio  v.  Chicago,  99 
U.  S.  685,  25  L.  ed.  886 ;  »mith  v.  Washing- 
ion,  61  U.  8.  20  How.  185,  15  L.  ed.  858. 

By  their  own  act  the  plaintiffs  made  this 
parcel  of  ground  a  part  of  their  public  busi- 
ness, and  unpressed  upon  it  the  stamp  of  pub- 
licity, just  as  completely  as  thev  could  have 
done*  by  an  express  statutory  deaication.  Is 
not  forty  years  of  continuous  use  by  the  pub- 
lic sufficient? 

Mxinn  V.  Illinois,  94  U.  S.  118,  24  L.  ed. 
77;  EllioU,  Roads  &  Streets,  125;  2  Dill. 
Mun.  Corp.  681 :  2  Greenl.  Kv.  §§  587-546. 

One  who  without  authority  lays  out  a  road 
and  permits  the  public  to  use  it  on  payment 
of  tolls,  thereby  dedicates  it  as  a  public  road, 
and  the  portion  used  by  those  who,  not  going 
so  far  as  the  toll  house,  do  not  pay  tolls,  be- 
comes a  free  public  road  the  use  of  which  is 
Dot  subject  to  the  payment  of  tolls. 

Blood  V.  Woods,  96  Cal.  78. 

A  dedication  to  whoever  had  business 
with  the  wharf  is  a  dedication  to  the  entire 
public,  because  everybody  might  have  busi- 
ness there.  Those  who  travel  ed  this  hi  ehway 
for  so  many  years  accepted  the  same  for  the 
public. 

Meier  v.  Portland  Cable  B.  Co.  1  L.  R.  A. 
m  16  Or.  509. 

A  conveyance  by  the  owner  with  reference 
tn  a  plat  or  map  dedicates  all  the  streets 
shown  thereon  irrevocably. 

Lomsdale  v.  Portland,  1  Or.  897 ;  5  Am.  & 
Eng.  Encyclop.  Law,  405,  and  notes;  Floren- 
tine V.  Rirton,  69  U.  S.  2  Wall.  57,  17 
L.  ed.  788 ;  Portland  v.  Whittle,  8  Or.  126 ; 
Carter  v.  Portland,  4  Or.  889. 

No  particular  time  is  necessary  to  establish 
dedication. 

PanisJi  V.  Stephens,  1  Or.  60. 

User  with  uwner's  consent  establisl^es  ded- 
ication. 

5  Am.  «&  Eng.  Encyclop.  Law,  402, 
note  2. 

Formal  acceptance  by  the  city   is  unnec- 


Carter  v.  Portland,  supra. 

If  the  owner  open  the  street  and  the  public 
use  it,  it  is  enough  to  dedicate. 

Woodyer  v.  Hodden,  5  Taunt.  125 ;  Chapin 
V-  StaU,  24  Conn.  286 ;  Oreen  v.  Oakes,  17 
111.  «49;  Connehan  v.  Ford,  9  Wis.  240. 

FVom  the  use  by  the  public  with  the  assent 
4f  tbe  owner,  the  law  presumes  a  dedication. 

M<wm  w.  Franklin,  12  Qa.  289 ;  Eastman 
V.  Umpren,  1*  MUn.  89 ;  Cady  v.  Cong^,  19 
K.  T.  2«6. 

Mems.  WUHaoMt  Wood  ft  Linthienm, 
for  Tespendeats : 

Tlteve  is  no  evidenoe  in  this  case  that  on 
the  ^laiteL1850  the  locus  in  quo  was  dedicated 
as  a  publie  street ;  bat  if  there  was  any  such 
dedication,  then  the  persons  who  subse* 
queatly  aoq«lred  the  title  from  the  United 
22LRA, 


States  or  their  grantees  had  a  right  to  revoke 
such  dedication  and  claim  and  use  the  prop- 
erty as  private  property. 

Lovnsdale  v.  Parris/i,  62  U.  8.  21  How. 
290,  16  L.  ed.  80. 

The  McCormick  map  is  not  entitled  to  any 
consideration.  It  does  not  purport  to  be  a 
map  of  Couch's  addition  to  the  city  of  Port- 
land. 

Leland  v.  Portland,  2  Or.  46. 
•  Estoppel,  to  be  binding,  must  be  mutual, 
and  if  the  public  authorities  are  not  bound, 
Mrs.  Couch,  is  not  bound.  These  deeds  are 
collateral  matters  between  individuals,  with 
which  the  public  authorities  have  nothing  to 
do. 

Bingham  v.  WaUa  Walla,  8  Wash.  Terr. 
68;  Bank  of  America  v.  Banks,  101  U.  8.  240, 
25  L.  ed.  850. 

The  use  of  the  locus  in  quo  by  the  public  in 
the  manner  in  which  it  was  used  is  entirely 
consistent  with  the  claim  of  ownership  by 
the  plaintiffs. 

Ktrk  V.  Smith,  22  U.  8.  9  Wheat.  288,  6 
L.  ed.  92. 

Dedication  is  absolutely  a  question  of  in- 
tention. The  evidence  must  be  clear,  and 
show  a  positive  and  unmistakable  intention 
to  abandon  the  property  to  the  public. 

Hogue  V,  Albina,  10  L.  R.  A.  678,  20  Or. 
182 ;  Holdane  v.  Cold  Spring  Trustees,  21  N. 
Y.  474 ;  Smith  v.  Portland,  80  Fed.  Rep.  784 ; 
Dovaston  v.  Payne,  2  Smith,  Lead.  Cas.  Hare 
&  W's  notes,  p.  155;  Buswell,  Limitations 
&  Adverse  Possession,  g  251 ;  Anffell,  Limita- 
tions, 6th  ed.  ^  398;  IiangvoorViy  v.  Myers, 
4  Iowa.  42 ;  Ellicott  v.  Pearl,  85  U.  8.  10  Pet. 
441,  9  L.  ed.  487 ;  Swing  v.  Burnet,  86  U.  8. 
11  Pet.  50,  9  L.  ed.  628 ;  Connecticut  Mut.  L. 
Ins,  Co.  V.  St.  Louis,  98  Mo.  422;  Wheeler 
V.  Stone,  55  Mass.  818 ;  Irwin  v.  Dixion,  50 
U.  8.  9  How.  11,  18  L.  ed.  25. 

If  the  land  upon  which  the  plaintiffs'  wharf 
stands  between  high  and  low  water  mark  is 
tide  land,  then  it  is  expressly  mnted  and 
confirmed  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  becomes  ab- 
solutely their  property ;  but  if  it  is  not  tide 
land,  tnen  the  authorities  upon  which  de- 
fendants rely,  as  to  structures  on  tide  lands, 
do  not  apply. 

Andrus  v.  Knott.  12  Or.  501,  decides  that 
the  shores  of  the  Willamette  river  at  Portland 
are  not  tide  lands. 

Minto  V.  Delaney,  7  Or.  885,  holds  that  the 
riparian  proprietors  upon  the  Willamette 
river  are  entitled  to  the  accretions  which  arise 
in  the  river  adjacent  to  their  lands. 

The  riparian  proprietor  has  a  right  to 
build  a  wharf  extending  into  the  river  for  his 
own  use  or  for  the  use  of  the  public,  and  as 
far  as  the  necessities  of  navigation  may  re- 
quire. 

Yates  V.  Milwaukee,  77  U.  8.  10  Wall.  497, 
19  L.  ed.  984 ;  lUinais  Cent.  R.  Co.  v.  lUinois, 
146  U.  8.  387,  36  L.  od.  1018 ;  Parker  v.  West 
Coast  Packing  Co.  5  L.  R.  A.  61,  17  Or.  515; 
Gould,  Waters,  §  179 ;  Button  v.  Strong,  66  U. 
8.  1  Black,  23,  17  L.  ed.  29 ;  St.  Paul  cfc  P.  R. 
Co.  V.  Sc?iurmeier,  74  U.  8.  7  Wall.  272.  19  L. 
ed.  74 ;  Northwestern  U.  Packet  Co.  v.  Atlee,  10 
Minn.  82 ;  Atlee  v.  Northwestern  U.  Packet  Co. 
88  U.  8.  21  Wall.  889,  22  L.  ed.  619,  2  Dill. 
479 ;  Leigh  v.  Holt,  5  Diss.  888 ;  Wisconsin  River 
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Imp.  Co,  V.  Lyons,  30  Wis.  61 ;  Delaplaine  v. 
Chicago  dN.  W.  K  Co.  42  Wis.  214,  24  Am. 
Rep.  886 ;  Boortnan  v.  Sunnnchs,  42  Wis.  233 ; 
Diedrieh  v.  Northwestern  U,  R,  Go,  42  Wis. 
248,  24  Am.  Rep.  899 ;  Stevens  Point  Boom  Co, 
V.  BUUy,  46  Wis.  287,  44  Wis.  295 ;  Cohn  v. 
Wausau  Boom  Co.  47  Wis.  814,  822 ;  Walker 
y.  Sh^pardson,  4  Wis.  486,  65  Am.  Dec.  824 ; 
Grant  v.  Davenport,  18  Iowa,  179 ;  Haight  y. 
Keokuk,  4  Iowa,  199 ;  Musser  y.  Hershey,  42 
Iowa,  856 ;  Ryan  v.  Brown,  18  Mich.  196« 
100  Am.  Dec.  154 ;  Austin  v.  Rutland  R.  Co. 
45  Vt.  215 ;  Sloan  v.  BiemiOer,  84  Ohio  St. 
492 ;  Blanehard  v.  Porter,  11  Ohio,  188 :  Rippe 
V.  Chicago,  D.  cfe  M,  R,  Co.  28  Minn.  18; 
Brisbine  v.  St,  Paul  d  8.  C.  R,  Co.  Id.  114 ; 
MorriU  v.  St.  Anthony  Falls  Water- Povoer  Co. 
26  Minn.  222,  87  Am.  Rep.  899 ;  Ensminger 
V.  People,  47  111.  884,  95  Am.  Dec.  495; 
Chicago  v.  Lc^in,  49  111.  172 ;  Meyers  v.  St. 
Louis,  8  Mo.  App.  266 ;  Bainbridge  v.  Sher- 
lock, 29  Ind.  864,  95  Am.  Dec,  644 ;  Sherlock 
V.  Bainbridge,  41  Ind.  85.  18  Am.  Rep.  302 ; 
Laughiin  v.  Lamasco,  6  Ind.  228 ;  Thurman 
V.  Morrison,  14  B.  Mon.  867;  Morrison  v. 
Thurman,  17  B.  Mon.  257.  66  Am.  Dec.  158 ; 
Norfolk  City  v.  Cooke,  27  Gratt.  480;  Al- 
exandria d  F.  R.  Co,  V.  Faunce,  81  Gratt.  761, 
764 ;  Parker  v.  Rogers,  8  Or.  187 ;  Bouolby  v. 
Shivdy,  22  Or.  421 ;  Washb.  Easem.  8d  ed. 
p.  680. 

Assuming  that  the  land  in  question  has  been 
dedicated  For  a  street,  defendants  have  no 
right  to  appropriate  and  obstruct  it  with  tho 
approach  to  a  bridge.  The  land  in  question 
belongs  to  the  plaintiffs,  subject  to  the  pub- 
lic easement,  if  the  land  was  dedicated,  as 
claimed  by  defendants ;  and  therefore  it  can- 
not be  subjected  to  a  new  servitude,  and  one 
not  contemplated  by  the  dedication,  without 
the  consent  of  plaintiffs. 

Church  V.  Portland,  6  L.  R.  A.  259,  18  Or. 
78 ;  Warren  v.  Lyons  City,  22  Iowa,  351 ;  Mor- 
rison V.  Hinckson,  87  111.  587,  29  Am.  Rep. 
77 ;  Price  v.  Thmnpson,  48  Mo.  861. 

liordt  Ch,  J,,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

This  is  a  suit  in  equity  to  enjoin  the  de- 
fendants from  appropriating  to  public  use  a 
certain  strip  of  land  for  a  oridge  abutment 
and  approach  thereto  without  compensation 
to  its  owners.  The  complaint,  inter  alia, 
alleges  thftt  the  plaintiffs  are  the  owners  in 
fee  simple  and  in  possession  of  the  lots  there- 
in described,  having  adjacent  thereto  several 
warehouses ;  and  also  of  a  strip  of  land  at  the 
foot  of  Bumside  street,  60  feet  wide,  between 
Front  street  and  the  Willamette  river,  and  of 
the  wharf  located  thereon,  extending  to  the 
navigable  water  of  such  river;  that  the  de- 
fendants, the  bridge  commission,  appointed 
and  acting  under  the  ^^ Meussdorffer  Act," 
propose  to  construct  a  bridge  across  the  Wil- 
lamette river  from  the  intersection  of  Bum- 
side  and  North  Front  streets,  in  the  city  of 
Portland,  to  a  point  opposite  thereto  on  the 
east  bank  of  said  river,  and  have  let  the  con- 
tract therefor  to  the  defendant  the  Bullen 
Bridge  Cmnpany,  which  company  is  about  to 
commence  the  work  of  its  construction ;  that 
the  defendants  propose  to  place  the  approach 
to  and  abutment  for  the  west  end  of  such 
22  K  R.  A. 


bridge  upon  said  'Strip  of  land,  and  to  ap- 
propriate the  same  to  public  use,  without 
any  compensation  to  its  owners,  and  withoat 
taking  any  steps  to  acquire  the  title,  or  any 
right  to  occupy  or  use  said  land ;  aiid  that, 
unless  restrained,  they  will  proceed  with  the 
construction  of  said  bridge,  and  wholly  de- 
prive the  plaintiffs  of  their  property  without 
compensation  therefor,  and  also  permaDenily 
obstruct  the  use  of  said  wharf,  and  tiie  ex- 
tensions thereof  •  north  and  south  of  the  pro- 
posed site  of  said  bridffe,  to  their  great  and 
irreparable  injury.  The  answer  denies,  on 
informf^^on  and  belief,  that  the  plaintiffs  are 
the  owners  of  said  property,  and  affirmatively 
alleges  as  a  defense  (1)  that  the  strip  of  land 
in  controversy  is  a  part  of  Bumside  street  by 
virtue  of  a  dedication  under  certain  maps  and 
plats  made  and  filed  by  John  H.  Coudi  be- 
tween the  years  1859  and  1869,  showing  the 
extension  of  said  street  to  the  Willamette 
river ;  that  the  said  John  H.  Couch,  bis  wife, 
Caroline,  and  these  plaintiffs,  exhibited  the 
same  to  intending  purchasers,  and  sold  Iot» 
and  blocks  with  special  reference  to  such 
maps  and  plats ;  that  the  locus  in  quo  is  a  pan 
of  the  wife's  half  of  the  John  H.  Couch 
donation  land  claim,  and  that  his  wife. 
Caroline  Couch,  after  his  death,  and  the 
plaintiffs,  after  her  death,  sold  and  conveyed 
to  divers  persons  sundry  lots  and  blocks  anil 
parts  thereof  with  particular  reference  to  said 
plats  and  maps,  and.  thereby  approved  and 
ratified  the  act  of  John  U.  Couch  in  making 
and  filing  the  same.  And  alleges  (2)  as  a 
further  defense  that  the  locus  in  quo  has  been 
constantly  used  by  the  public  as  a  street  for 
more  than  twenty  years  last  past,  with  the 
knowledge  and  consent  of  the  plaintiffs,  their 
ancestors,  predecessors,  and  grantors;  and 
that  the  public  thereby  acquirer)  a  prescrip' 
tive  right  to  use  and  occupy  the  same  as  a 
street.  The  reply  denies  the  allegations  ivt 
the  answer,  except  that  the  locus  in  qfie  is  ia 
that  half  of  the  aonation  land  claim  set  apart 
to  Caroline  Couch,  etc. 

From  this  statement  it  will  be  seen  that  the 
main  questions  involved  and  to  be  determined 
are : .  (1)  Has  there  been  a  dedication  of  the 
locus  in  quo  as  a  public  street?  (3)  Ha?e  the 
plaintiffs  a  right  to  erect  and  maintain,  at 
the  locus  in  quo,  a  wharf  extending  to  the 
navijcable  water  of  the  Willamette  river? 

To  establish  the  first  proposition  the  de- 
fendants introduced  two  plats  and  maps  of 
Couch's  addition  to  the  city  of  Portland.  The 
first  one  is  a  lithographic  map  of  Portland, 
dated  1859,  made  by  S.  J.  McCormick.  It 
shows  that  Burnside  street  extends  to  the 
river,  and  thus  includes  Uie  strip  of  land  in 
dispute.  The  second  map  was  made  by  John 
H.  Couch  on  the  22d  day  of  June,  im.  and 
purports  to  be  an  addition  to  Couch's  addi- 
tion, already  laid  out.  It  also  shows  thai 
Burnside  street  extends  to  the  river.  On  the 
other  hand,  plaintiffs  have  introduced  two 
maps  of  Couch's  addition  to  the  city  of  Port- 
land, one  made  by  John  H.  Couch  in  1865, 
and  the  other  made  by  Caroline,  his  widow. 
Caroline  £.  Wilson,  Clementine  £.  Lewis. 
Elizabeth  B.  Glisan,  May  H.  CouAi,  George 
Flanders,  and  Maria  L.  Flanders,  on  the  15th 
day  of  November,  1872.    Both  of  these  maps- 
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show  that  Bumside  street  terminates  'at  the 
west  side  of  Front  street,  and  that  the  strip 
of  land  in  controversy  is  private  property. 
It  thus  appears,  so  far  as  the  nxaps  and  plats 
are  concerned,  that  the  two  introauced  by  the 
defendants  show  Bumside  street  extends  to 
the  river,  while  the  two  introduced  by  the 
plaintiffs  show  that  it  terminates  at  the  west 
side  of  Front  street.  As  to  the  lithographic 
map  of  1859,  there  is  no  evidence  to  show, 
nor  is  it  claimed,  tltal  John  H.  Couch  or  his 
wife  signed  or  acknowledged  or  had  anything 
to  do  with  making  it. 

The  point  upon  which  the  defendants 
mainly  rely  in  respect  to  such  map  as  show- 
ing a  dedication  is  that  it  was  in  general  use 
In  the  city,  and  the  only  public  map  refer- 
ring to  Couch's  addition  from  1859  to  1865, 
during  which  time  John  H.  Couch  and  his 
wife  made  certain  deeds  in  which  the  lots 
were  described  by  reference  to  Couch's  addi- 
tion to  the  city  of  Portland.  It  is  argued 
that  the  reference  in  these  deeds  to  Couch's 
addition,  under  the  circumstances,  was  in- 
tended to  refer  to  such  addition  as  platted 
on  said  map,  and  was  therefore  a  recognition 
of  it,  and,  in  legal  effect,  a  dedication  of 
the  streets  as  platted  thereon.  We  are  unable 
to  assent  to  this  inference.  The  admitted 
facts  show  that  the  strip  of  land  in  dispute 
belonged  to  Caroline  Couch  as  donee  of  the 
Unit^  States,  and  that  it  was  conveyed  to 
the  plaintiffs  Allen  &  Lewis  and  Flanders, 
together  with  certain  lots,  some  time  in  1854. 
and  that  they  are  now  the  owners  and  entitled 
to  the  possession  of  it,  unless  the  public  has 
acquired  an  easement  therein  as  a  street. 
There  is  some  evidence  that  there  was  a  plat 
mAde  of  an  addition  to  the  city  of  Portland 
by  John  H.  Couch  in  April,  1850,  but  there 
is  nothing  to  show  that  the  lociis  in  quo  was 
dedicated  as  a  public  street  therein;  and, 
even  if  there  was,  such  plat  having  been 
made  before  the  donation  law  was  passed,  it 
would  not  have  the  effect  to  constitute  a  dedi- 
cation. Any  person  who  should  subsequently 
acquire  the  title  from  the  government  or  its 
grantees  had  a  right  to  revoke  such  dedica- 
tion, and  subject  the  property  te  his  private 
use.  Nor  is  there  any  evidence  that  Couch 
or  his  wife,  prior  to  1859,— the  date  of  the 
McGormick  map,— ever  made  any  map  on 
which  the  locfis  tn  quo  was  platted  as  a  street. 
It  is  probable  that  after  they  acquired  the 
title  from  the  United  States  they  may  have 
continued  to  use  such  prior  map,  exhibiting 
it  to  intending  purchasers,  and  selling  their 
lots  with  reference  to  it ;  but  there  is  nothing 
to  show  atokt  Couch  or  his  wife  ever  recog- 
nized the  McCormick  map,  or  that  they  ever 
saw  it,  or  knew  of  its  existence.  In  fact,  it 
does  not  purport  to  be  a  map  of  Couch's  ad- 
dition to  the  city  of  Portland. 

In  vierw  of  theiae  considerations,  we  do  not 
think  that  the  reference  in  their  deeds  to 
Couch's  addition  was  intended  to  refer  to 
their  property  as  platted  on  the  McCormick 
map.  It  is  not  this,  however,  but  the  map 
of  18<M^,  upon  which  the  defendante  mainly 
rely  as  establishing  a  dedication  of  the  loous 
inquotBA  public  street.  It  is  claimed  that 
all  of  the  plaintiffs  except  Mr.  Allen  made 
deeds  conveying  loto  with  reference  to  this 
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map.  All  that  can  be  said  in  support  of  this 
claim  is  that  these  parties  made  certain  deeds, 
referring  therein  for  description  to  the  map 
of  Couch's  addition  to  the  city  of  Portland 
But,  inasmuch  as  Couch  had  made  a  map  in 
1865,  upon  which  the  locus  in  quo  was  not 
platted  as  a  part  of  Bumside  street,  even  if 
we  assume  that  the  map  made  by  him  in  1869 
platted  it  as  a  part  of  such  street,  there  is 
nothing  to  show  whether  the  general  refer- 
ence in  those  deeds  was  to  the  map  of  1866 
or  1869.  Mrs.  Couch,  during  the  time  that 
she  was  the  owner  of  the  laud  in  dispute, 
never  made  any  maps  or  plate  dedicating  it 
as  a  public  street,  nor  had  any  of  the  plain- 
tiffs. The  maps  and  plats  made  by  John  H. 
Couch,  after  he  and  his  wife  had  conveyed 
this  land,  as  already  stated,  to  the  plaintiffs 
Allen  &  Lewis  and  Capt.  Panders,  would 
not  bind  them,  unless  they  accepted  and  acted 
upon  such  maps,  and  there  is  no  evidence 
that  thev  accepted  and  acted  upon  the  map  of 
1869,  other  than  the  mere  fact  that  they  made 
certein  deeds  in  which  they  described  the 
property  by  reference  to  the  map  of  Couch's 
addition  to  the  city  of  Portland,  which  ref- 
erence was  as  likely  to  be  to  the  map  of  1865, 
or  to  some  prior  map,  of  which  there  was 
some  evidence,  as  to  that  of  1869. 

It  is  sought,  however,  to  obviate  this  ob- 
jection by  showing  that  some  of  the  deeds 
conveyed  loto  and  blocks  that  were  for  the 
first  time  platted  on  the  map  of  1869,  or,  in 
other  words,  that  such  deeas  conveyed  loto 
and  blocks  that  appear  on  no  other  map ;  and 
hence  it  is  arguea  that  the  reference  in  them 
was  necessarily  to  the  map  of  1869  which,  it 
is  claimed,  shows  that  the  property  in  dis- 
pute was  a  part  of  Bumside  street.  It  is  true 
that  such  lots  and  blocks  did  not  appear  on 
any  other  map,  for  the  reason  that  the  map 
of  1869  was  intended  as  an  addition  or  ex- 
tension of  prior  maps ;  but  this  affords  no 
justification  for  the  assumption  or  argument 
that  such  map,  made  by  John  H.  Couch, 
shows  a  dedication  of  the  locus  in  quo  as  a 
public  street.  Before,  however,  it  can  be 
assumed  that  his  wife  recognized  the  map  of 
1869  by  joining  with  her  husband  in  such 
deeds,  as  showing  a  dedication  of  her  prop- 
erty, so  as  to  bind  or  estop  her,  such  map 
itself  ought  to  show  the  dedication  so  dis- 
tinctly and  positively  as  to  make  the  evidence 
of  her  intention  to  divest  herself  of  the  title 
entirely  clear.  The  map  itself  does  not  pur- 
port to'  be  anything  more  than  a  map  of  the 
extension  of  Couch's  addition  to  the  city  of 
Portland.  The  loto  and  blocks  laid  out  on 
it,  which  constitute  the  new  addition,  are 
designated  and  marked  by  a  coloring  of  yel- 
low, and  all  the  other  propertv  except  a  tier 
of  blocks  adjoininp^  such  yellow  portion,  is 
left  blank.  This  indicates  that  the  map  of 
1869  was  not  intended  to  affect  the  prior 
maps.  Ite  object  was  to  plat  a  second  addi* 
tion,  and  to  show  ite  relative  position  to  the 
first  one.  The  numbering  of  the  loto  and 
blocks  and  the  dedication  of  the  streets  out- 
side of  the. extension  were  to  remain  as 
platted  on  the  prior  maps.  This  must  be  so, 
as  it  is  impossible  to  convey  any  Into  or 
blocks  by  reference  to  such  map,  outside  of 
the  extension,  because  they  are  left  in  blank . 
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and  hence  deeds  referring  to  lots  and  blocks 
us  numbered  by  the  map  of  1869  necessarily 
referred  to  it,  and  did  not  appear  on  any 
other  map.  because  such  lots  and  blocks  com- 
posed the  new  addition  or  extension  of  prior 
plats ;  but,  as  we  have  shown,  the  other  por> 
tion  of  such  map  negatives  the  idea  that  it 
was  intended  to  change  the  map  of  1865,  or 
prior  maps,  or  that  it  undertook  to  represent 
the  locus  in  quo  as  a  part  of  Burnside  street. 

This  view  is  confirmed  by  the  form  of  ac- 
knowledgment to  this  map,  which  reads,  in 
its  material  parts,  as  follows :  ^  That  he  rec- 
ognized tlie  accompanving  diagram  or  plat 
as  a  true  and  correct  description  of  lots  and 
blocks  laid  out  by  him  as  an  addition  to  the 
city  of  Portland."  This,  of  course,  means 
the  lots  and  blocks  laid  out  on  this  map  as  a 
new  addition,  indicating  that  the  added 
blocks  copied  from  prior  maps  were  only  in- 
tended to  show  their  relative  position  to  such 
new  addition,  and  not  to  alter  or  affect  the 
prior  maps.  We  do  not  think,  therefore, 
that  any  representations  as*  to  Burnside  street 
upon  that  portion  of  the  map  left  in  blank — 
such  portion  constituting  no  part  of  the  ad- 
dition—can be  construed  as  intending  to  make 
a  dedication  of  the  Iocub  in  quo  to  affect  the 
prior  maps. 

The  map  of  1872  is  the  only  one  that  Caro- 
line Couch  or  the  plaintiffs  ever  signed,  and 
it  shows  that  the  property  in  question  is  not 
a  part  of  Burnside  street.  This  map  cor- 
responds with  that  of  1865,  and,  as  we  con- 
strue it,  is  not  in  conflict  with  the  map  of 
1869.  We  do  not  think,  therefore,  that  such 
deeds  as  were  made  of  lots  and  blocks  which 
appear  only  in  the  map  of  1869  were  a  dedi- 
cation of  the  locus  in  quo,  or  that  they  can  be 
reasonably  construed  to  be  a  recojirnition  of 
any  dedication  thereof.  In  thus  holding  we 
do  not  controvert  the  principle  that  where  a 
proprietor  recognizes  a  plat  in  making  a  sale 
of  lots  he  will  be  estopped  to  deny  a  dedica- 
tion of  the  streets  designated  upon  the  plat 
embracing  his  property ;  but  we  do  not  think, 
in  view  of  the  facts,  that  such  principle  can 
be  applied  to  the  case  at  bar. 

The  second  defense  is  dedication  by  user. 
It  is  claimed  by  the  defendants  that  the  locus 
in  quo  has  been  used  by  the  public,  with  the 
ccmsent  of  the  plaintiffs,  the  same  as  other 
streets  similarly  situated  have  been  used,  for 
more  than  twenty  years,  and  that  therefore, 
the  public  have  a  prescriptive  right  to  the 
same.  A  dedication  of  land  to  the  public 
use  rests  on  the  intention  or  assent  of  the 
owner.  As  it  is  purely  a  question  of  inten- 
tion, the  evidence  of  It,  when  resting  in 
parol,  must  be  clear  and  satisfactory,  and  in- 
dicate a  positive  and  unmistakable  intention 
to  devot€  the  property  to  public  use.  All  the 
authorities  aeree  that  the  acts  and  conduct  of 
the  owner,  wLen  relied  upon  to  show  the  ded- 
ication of  his  property,  must  be  deliberate 
and  unequivocal,  manifesting  a  clear  inten- 
tion to  abandon  such  property  to  the  public 
use.  The  burden  of  showing  it  rests  on  the 
defendant.  The  security  or  titles  requires 
that  the  evidence  of  dedication,  when  depend- 
ing on  parol  proof,  should  be  of  such  a  de- 
liberate and  decisive  character  as  to  leave  no 
doubt  of  the  owners'  intention.  Hence  the 
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rule  is  well  settled  by  numerous  authontiH 
that  before  there  can  be  a  valid  dedication 
there  must  have  been  an  actual  intention, 
clearly  indicated,  by  deliberate  and  un- 
equivocal words  or  acts,  to  dedicate  the  prop 
erty  to  the  public.  Hogite  v.  Albina,  90  Or. 
185,  10  L.  R.  A.  673. 

It  appears  from  the  testimony  that  some 
time  in  1854,  and  soon  after  the  plamtiffs 
Capt.  Flanders  and  Allen  <&  Lewis  bougiit 
the  property,  they  built  a  wharf  in  front 
thereof  for  ocean  vessels  and  river  craft :  that 
it  was  one  of  the  first  wharves  built  in  the 
city,  and  for  many  years  was  the  principal 
landing  for  such  vessels;  that  it  has  been 
maintained  there  continuously  ever  since,  al- 
though it  has  been  rebuilt  several  timts,  lod 
extensions  added.  The  wharf  extends  ficr(«s 
the  locus  in  quo,  and  out  from  the  iMUik  of  the 
river  about  100  feet  to  the  navigable  water  of 
such  river,  and  is  700  feet  in  length.  A  road- 
way or  street  was  left  open  from  the  east  side 
of  Front  street  to  the  wharf,  for  the  parpos^e 
of  ingress  and  egress.  The  wharf  opposite 
the  street  is  two-story,  and  at  the  time  it  was 
built  the  plaintiffs  last  mentioned  coDstmcted 
an  elevated  passageway  20  feet  wide  on  the 
north  side  of  this  roadway,  from  Front  stia*! 
to  the  upper  story,  and  inclosed  Uie  space 
underneath,  and  used  it  for  a  stable  and  store- 
house. This  roadway  or  street  has  been  used 
by  the  public  and  plaintiffs  as  a  means  of 
conducting  and  carrvin^  on  the  business  ap- 
pertaining to  this  wharf  and  warehouse,  and 
the  facts  Indicate  that  It  has  not  beeD  used 
for  BXij  other  purpose.  The  plaintiffs  have 
at  all  times  maintained  their  right  to  the  ^rtt« 
in  quo,  consistent  with  its  use  as  a  passage  or 
roadway  to  and  from  their  wharf,  and  the 
use  of  It  by  the  public  for  such  purpose  mi 
not  under  "a  claim  of  right,  but  by  their 
permission.  The  city  authorities  have  not 
exercised  any  acts  of  ownership  over  or  as- 
sumed any  right  to  control  it ;  nor  has  the 
city  made  any  improvements  or  performed 
any  work  upon  the  same  by  way  of  repairs 
or  otherwise,  but  the  evidence  shows  that  the 
plaintiffs  have  used  and  occupied  such  prop- 
erty to  the  exclusion  of  the  public,  except  so 
far  as  was  necesaarv  for  the  public  to  use  u  in 
doing  business  at  their  wharf.  The  evidence 
also  shows  that  the  plaintiffs  have  asserte<i 
their  ownership  of  the  land  in  controversy  by 
acts  and  declarations  which  are  entirely  lu- 
consistent  with  any  intention  to  abandon  or 
dedicate  it  to  the  public  use.  They  ban? 
used  it  for  the  storage  of  iron,  brick,  and  other 
heavy  freight ;  they  have  improved  and  re- 
paired it ;  they  have  kept  a  gate  across  it  for 
ten  or  twelve  years;  exercised  the  right  lo 
exclude  persons  or  teams  firom  it  whenever 
they  chose  to  do  so ;  they  have  publicly  and 
repeatedly,  in  connection  with  the  use  of  the 
property,  declared  that  it  was  not  a  public 
street,  but  a  private  way  to  their  wharf  and 
warehouse. 

In  Inoin  v.  Dizum,  50  U.  8.  9  How.  10. 
18  L.  ed.  25,  in  which  the  facts  are  simihr 
to  the  case  at  bar,  the  court  says :  *"  From  th<> 
very  nature  of  wharf  property,  likewise,  the 
access  must  be  kept  open  for  convenience  of 
the  owner  and  his  customers :  but  no  one  ever 
supposed  that  the  property  thereby  became 
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public,  instead  of  private.  .  .  .  No  length 
of  time  during  which  property  is  so  used  can 
deprive  an  owner  of  his  title.  .  .  .  While 
Hoy  one  might  be  allowed  to  travel  over  this 
space  from  the  warehouse  to  the  wharf  and 
river,  when  convenient,  and  not  interfering 
with  the  owner,  it  would  not  be  because  it 
had  been  intended  to  give  to  the  public  a 
right  of  way  over  these  premises,  but  because 
be  himself  intended  to  travel  over  it,  and 
while  80  doing  and  so  leaving  it  open,  would 
not  be  captious  in  preventing  others  from 
traveling  there." 

The  same  principle  is  laid  down  in  the  note 
to  Dotaston  v.  Payne,  2  Smith,  Lead.  Cas. 
Hare  &  Ws  note,  p.  155,  wherein  it  is  said : 
"  If,  therefore,  a  person  opens  and  uses  a  space 
upon  his  own  land  as  a  road  for  his  own  con- 
venience and  purposes,  the  mere  fact  that  the 
community  are  allowed  to  make  use  of  it  in 
common  with  him  for  even  twenty  or  thirty 
years  will  not  constitute  a  dedication  of  it 
to  the  public  use,  especially  in  the  face  of 
declarations  on  his  part  inconsistent  with  an 
assent  to  such  dedication.''  So  that  the  use 
of  the  locus  in  ^%u>  by  the  public  in  the  man- 
ner referred  to  is  entirely  consistent  with  the 
ownership  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  therefore  the 
public  have  not  acquired  a  prescriptive  right 
by  user  to  the  land  in  controversy. 

The  next  question  to  be  determined  is  as  to 
the  right  of  the  plaintiffs  to  erect  and  main- 
tain a  wharf  at  the  locus  in  quo  extending  to 
the  navigable  water  of  the  Willamette  river. 
The  coptention  for  the  defendants  is  that  the 
title  to  the  soil  under  the  Willamette  river 
is  in  the  state  by  virtue  of  its  sovereignty, 
and  that  riparian  owners,  without  a  license 
or  grant  from  the  state,  have  no  authority  or 
right  to  maintain  a  wharf  bevond  the  ordinarv 
high- water  mark.  Hence  they  claim  that  if 
the  plaintiffs  have  erected  their  wharf  and 
extended  it  over  the  submerged  soil  of  such 
river  to  its  navigable  waters  without  any  li- 
cense from  the  state,  they  have  erected  a  pur- 
presture,  which  may  be  abated  or  removcKi  as 
a  common  nuisance.  The  theory  of  their 
argument  is  that  in  this  country  the  law  as 
to  navigable  fresh  waters  is  the  same  as  to 
waters  moved  by  the  tide ;  that,  in  either 
case,  the  state,  by  virtue  of  its  sovereignty, 
is  the  owner  of  the  subjacent  soil  of  its  navi- 
gable rivers,  including  tide  lands  or  sub- 
merged lands  contiguous  to  deep  water ;  that, 
as  such  owner,  it  has  the  rij?ht  to  regulate  the 
use  of  such  lands,  or  to  dispose  of  them,  in 
an^  way  that  will  not  impair  or  inluriously 
affect  the  public  interests  in  such  rivers,  es- 
pecially for  purposes  of  navigation  and  com- 
merce, free  from  any  easement  of  the  upland 
owners,  who  can  only  acquire  the  right  to 
extend  a  wharf  over  them  by  its  consent,  ob- 
tained by  legislation,  or  acquired  by  ac- 
quiescence through  local  usa^e ;  and  that,  as 
a  consequence,  unless  the  plaintiffs,  as  ri- 
parian owners,  have  obtained  the  consent  of 
the  state  to  extend  their  wharf  over  the  sub- 
merged soil  of  the  Willamette  river  to  the 
point  of  its  navigability,  they  cannot  be  con- 
sidered as  having  any  right  in  the  premises 
^hich  the  state  is  bound  to  respect ;  nor  can 
their  wharf  be  recognized  as  a  legal  structure, 
the  taking  or  condemnation  of  which  for  a 
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public  use  would  entitle  tliem  to  compensa- 
tion as  for  private  property. 

Bj  the  common  law,  in  England,  the  title 
to  the  shore  of  the  sea,  and  the  arms  of  the 
sea,  and  the  soil  under  tide  water,  is  vested 
in  the  king,  who  has  a  proprietanr  interest 
therein,  which  he  may  grant  or  dispose  of 
subject  to  the  public  use  for  navigation  and 
commerce.  **  The  jw«  »n>a^«m, "  says  Lord 
Hall,  "  that  is  acquired  by  the  subject,  either 
by  patent  or  prescription,  must  not  prejudice 
the  jus  pvMicum,  wherewith  public  rivers 
and  the  arms  of  the  sea  are  affected  to  the 
public  use."  De  Jure  Maris,  22.  The  soil 
so  vested  in  the  king  can  only  be  transferred 
subject  to  the  public  trust. 

In  this  country  the  state  has  succeeded  to 
the  ownership  and  sovereignty  over  such 
lands,  charged  with  a  like  public  trust ;  and 
the  law  is  now  regarded  as  settled  that  the 
state,  by  virtue  of  its  sovereiffnty,  is  regarded 
as  the  owner  of  lands  covered  by  tide  waters, 
and,  as  an  incident  of  such  ownership,  has 
the  right  to  use  or  dispose  of  them  in  such 
way  as  will  not  impair  or  prejudice  the  pub- 
lic interests  or  privileges  such  as  fishing, 
navigation,  and  commerce.  As  touching  this 
subject,  Mr.  Justice  Field  said  :  **  Upon  the 
admission  of  California  into  the  Union  upon 
equal  footing  with  the  original  states,  ab- 
solute property  in  and  dominion  and  sover- 
eignty over  all  soils  under  the  tide  waters 
within  her  limits  passed  to  the  state,  with  the 
consequent  right  to  dispose  of  the  title  to  any 
part  of  said  soils  in  such  manner  as  she  might 
deem  proper,  subject  only  to  the  paramount 
right  of  navigation  over  the  waters,  so  far  as 
such  navigation  might  be  required  by  the 
necessities  of  commerce  with  foreign  nations 
or  among  the  several  states,  the  regulation 
of  which  was  vested  in  the  general  govern- 
ment." Weber  v.  State  Harbor  Comrs.  85  U. 
8.  18  Wall.  65.  21  L.  ed.  801. 

And  in  Bo^tlhy  v.  Shively,  22  Or.  410,  in 
conformity  with  our  previous  adjudications, 
it  was  held  that  when  the  state  of  Oregon  was 
admitted  into  the  Union  the  tide  lands  became 
its  property,  and  subject  to  its  jurisdiction 
and  disposal ;  that,  in  the  absence  of  legisla- 
tion or  usage,  the  common- law  rule  would 
fovem  the  rights  of  upland  proprietors,  and 
y  that  law  the  title  to  such  lands  is  in 
the  state ;  that  the  state  has  the  right  to  use 
or  dispose  of  its  title  in  such  manner  as  it 
might  deem  best,  free  from  any  easement  of 
such  upland  owners  therein  other  than  such  as 
the  state  might  choose  to  resicrn  to  them,  sub- 
ject only  to  the  paramount  rijzlit  of  navigation 
and  the  uses  of  commerce.  The  same  rule  has 
been  extended  to  our  great  fresh-water  lakes, 
which,  owing  to  the  extended  commerce  con- 
ducted upon  them,  are  treated  as  inland  seas ; 
and  also,  in  some  of  the  states,  to  the  great 
fresh- water  rivers,  which  are  navigable  in 
fact,  as  the  Mississippi,  the  Missouri,  the 
Ohio,  and,  in  the  state  of  Pennsylvania,  to 
all  its  permanent  rivers :  such  rule  depend- 
ing on  the  law  ot  each  state  as  to  what 
waters,  and  to  what  extent,  the  prerogative 
of  the  state  over  the  lands  under  water  shall 
be  exercised.  The  question,  as  Mr.  Justice 
Bradley  said,  is  one  for  the  several  states 
themselves  to  determine.     "  If  they  choose  to 
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resign  to  the  riparian  proprietor  rights  which 
properly  belonged  to  them  in  their  sovereign 
capacity,  it  is  not  for  others  to  raise  objec- 
tions." Barney  v.  Keokuk,  94  U.  S.  324,  24 
L.  ed.  224. 

So  it  appears  that  the  same  rule  as  to  the 
ownership  of  and  the  sovereignty  over  lands 
under  the  navigable,  waters  of  the  great  lakes 
and  fresh- water  rivers  applies  which  obtains 
at  common  law  as  to  the  ownership  of  and 
sovereignty  over  lands  under  tide  waters, 
and  that  such  lands  are  held  by  the  same 
right  in  the  one  case  as  the  other,  and  sub- 
ject to  the  same  trusts  and  limitations.  11- 
linois  Cent.  R.  Co,  v.  lUinois,  146  U.  S.  436, 
36  L.  ed.  1037. 

In  respect  to  the  tide  lands,  the  state,  as 
owner,  has  provided  by  legislation  for  their 
sale  and  disposal  free  from  any  right  of  the 
upland  owners  therein,  except  such  as  it  saw 
fit  to  recognize  in  them  or  their  grantees,  in 
consideration  of  the  fact  that  prior  to  such 
legislation  the  tide  lands  had  often  been 
dealt  with  by  the  adjacent  owners  as  private 
property,  subject,  however,  to  the  para- 
mount right  of  navigation  and  the  uses  of 
commerce.     Bawlby  v.  Shiwly,  supra. 

But  in  respect  to  navigable  fresh -water 
rivers  in  this  state  there  has  been  no  legisla- 
tion for  the  sale  or  disposal  of  any  portion 
of  the  submerged  lands  lying  between  the 
upland  and  navigable  waters.  Such  lands, 
so  far  as  any  legislative  action  is  concerned, 
have  not  been  treated  by  the  state  in  the  pro- 
prietary way  which  it  has  asserted  and  ap- 
plied to  the  tide  lands;  and  some  of  the  de- 
cisions of  its  courts  recotrnize  certain  rights 
in  the  riparian  owners,  arising  from  adja- 
cency, which  do  not  belong  to  them  in  com- 
mon with  the  public. 

In  Minto  v.  Delaney,  7  Or.  387,  it  was  held 
that  the  river  is  the  boundary  of  lands  lying 
alonp:  the  Willamette,  and  that  accretions 
formed  on  the  shore  by  the  gradual  receding 
of  the  water  belong  to  the  riparian  owner; 
and  in  Moore  v.  Willamette  Transp,  cfe  Locks 
Co,,  Id.  857,  that  rocks  and  shoals  along  the 
margin  of  the  same  river  belong  to  the  ri- 
parian owner.  While,  therefore,  the  state, 
as  the  owner  of  the  submerged  lands  of  nav- 
igable fresh -water  rivers,  has  not  treated  its 
proprietary  interest  in  any  portion  of  them 
as  subject  to  sale  or  disposal,  it  has  recog- 
nized certain  rijirhts  in  the  riparian  owners, 
not  common  to  the  public,  in  the  shoal  water 
in  front  of  their  land.  It  is  common  knowl- 
edge that  before  and  after  the  state  was  ad- 
milted  into  the  Union  the  riparian  owners 
alon^  the  navigable  fresh- water  streams 
within  its  limits  acted  on  the  assumption 
that  the  right  of  wharfage  was  incident  to 
their  land,  and  built  wharves  in  front  there- 
of. Some  of  these  wharves,  like  the  plain- 
tiff's are  expensive  structures,  and  of  great 
advantage  and  benefit  to  commerce.  Nor  is 
this  all.  Upon  the  tidal  waters,  such  own- 
ers, believing  that  the  tide  lands  adjacent  to 
their  uplands  belonged  to  them,  built 
wharves  over  the  same,  and  dealt  with  them 
as  private  property.  This  condition  of  things 
was  recognized  in  the  legislation  referred  to ; 
and  in  consideration  thereof,  and  as  an  act  of 
justice,  a  preference  was  given  to  the  riparian 
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owners  in  the  provisions  for  the  sale  of  such 
lands.  "Though  the  state  was  under  do 
legal  obligation  to  recognize  the  rights  of 
eit&er  the  riparian  owner  or  those  )rho  had 
occupied  these  tide  lands, "  as  Boise,  /..  said, 
''still  the  legislature,  considering  the  fart 
that  these  lands  had  been  dealt  with  as  pri- 
vate property,  and  improved  sometimes  br 
the  erection  of  expensive  structures,  which 
were  a  great  advantage  to  commerce,  mado 
what  we  think  wise  and  just  provisions  for 
the  protection  of  those  who  had  spent  their 
money  in  purchasing  and  improving  thes^ 
lands,  which  improvements  were  in  many 
cases  absolutely  necessary  as  aids  to  com 
merce."    Parker  v.  B^gers,  8  Or.^  190. 

All  this  goes  to  show  that  the  custom  which 
obtained  of  building  wharves  along  the  nav. 
igable  rivers  of  the  state  by  riparian  owners 
was  fully  understood,  and  that  there  was  no 
intention  to  interfere  or  obstruct  the  right  to 
wharf  across  the  submerged  lands  of  nontidal 
or  fresh-water  rivers  but  that  the  act  was 
only  designed  to  provide  for  the  sale  of  tide 
lands  on  tidal  waters,  the  effect  of  which 
was  inconsistent  with  any  easement  or  right 
of  the  upland  owner  therein  not  granted  to 
him  in  such  act.  This  becomes  all  the  more 
apparent  by  the  proviso  in  the  tide-land  act. 
which  provides  "that  the  Willamette,  Co- 
qui  He  and  Coos  rivers  shall  not  be  deemed 
rivers  in  which  the  tide  ebbs  and* flow?, 
within  the  meaning  of  this  act,  .  .  .  an-i 
that  the  title  of  this  state  to  any  tide  or  orer 
flowed  lands  upon  said  rivers  is  hereby 
granted  and  confirmed  to  such  owner  of  the 
adiacent  lands."  This  grant  conveyed  the 
title  to  all  of  such  lands  along  these  rivers, 
whether  tide  or  overflowed,  to  the  riparian 
owners,  subject  to  the  public  trust.  As  the 
Willamette  is  a  fresh -water  river,  and  only 
slightly  a£fected  by  the  tides  a  short  disUnce 
from  its  mouth,  there  is  no  tide  land  at  Port- 
land, as  held  in  Andrus  v.  Knott,  12  Or.  501 : 
and  therefore  it  results  that  if  the  submereed 
or  overflowed  lands  described  in  the  act  in- 
clude such  as  are  not  affected  bv  the  tides. 
and  lie  between  the  upland  and  navigable 
water,  they  belong  to  such  ownera,  subject 
to  the  paramount  right  of  navigation  and 
commerce. 

There  is  a  marked  distinction  made  by  such 
legislation  between  the  submerged  lands  of 
fresh  navigable  waters,  and  those  covered  by 
the  flux  and  reflux  of  the  tide,  and  known  ^ 
tide  lands.  In  view  of  these  considerations, 
and  the  tendency  of  our  adjudications  to  rec- 
ognize rights  in  the  riparian  owners  on  the 
Willamette  river  that  do  not  belong  to  the 
public,  and  the  custom  which  has  prevailed 
from  the  early  settlement  of  the  countrv  in 
respect  to  the  building  of  wharves,  it  is  at 
least  reasonable  to  infer  that  the  state  ha> 
acquiesced  in  the  right  of  the  riparian  own- 
ers to  build  wharves  in  aid  of  navigation. 
In  fact,  the  absence  of  legislation  in  respet^t 
to  the  state's  proprietary  interest  in  the  shoal 
water  of  submerged  lands  of  the  Willamette 
river,  taken  in  connection  with  tlie  legisla- 
tion providing  lor  the  sale  and  disposal  of 
tide  lands,  and  adjudications  to  the  ciiect 
that  the  grant  of  its  proprietary  interest 
therein  is  free  from  any  easement  of  the  n- 
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pariaa  owner,  and  subject  only  to  the  public 
right  ot  navigation  and  commerce,  leads  to 
the  conclusion  that  it  is  the  policy  of  the 
state,  as  in  other  states,  to  allow  riparian 
owners  on  such  rivers  to  build  wharves  in  aid 
of  navigation. 

Mr.  dould  says:  '^ Riparian  owners  upon 
navigable  fresh  rivers  and  lakes  may  con- 
struct, in  shoal  water  in  front  of  their  land, 
wluirves,  piers,  landings,  and  booms  in  aid 
of  and  not  obstructing  navigation.  This  is 
a  riparian  right,  being  dependent  upon  title 
to  the  bank,  and  not  upon  title  to  Uie  river 
bed.  Its  exercise  mav  be  regulated  or  pro- 
hibited by  the  state  ;  but  so  long  as  it  is' not 
prohibited  it  is  a  private  right  derived  from 
the  passive  or  implied  license  by  the  public. 
As  it  does  not  depend  upon  title  to  tne  soil 
under  water,  it  is  equally  valid  in  the  states 
in  which  the  river  beds  are  held  to  be  public 
property  and  in  thoso  in  which  they  are  held 
to  belong  to  the  riparian  proprietors,  uMue 
ad  JUum  aqum.^  Again,  he  says:  "The 
legislature  may  auAorize  the  extension  of 
such  structures  be vond  low- water  mark,  but, 
if  not  sanctioned  by  the  legislature,  thev  are 
illegaU  so  far  as  to  interfere  with  or  limit 
the  right  of  navigation. "  Gould,  Waters, 
§  176.  In  view  of  these  considerations,  the 
wharf  of  plaintiffs,  being  in  aid  of  naviga- 
tion, is  a  legal  structure,  and  private  prop- 
erty, which  can  only  be  taken  lor  public  use 
according  to  established  law,  and  with  due 
compensation  therefor. 

Passing  these  considerations  for  the  present^ 
there  is  another  phase  of  the  case,  which 
seems  to  be  decisive  of  the  assent  of  the  state 
to  the  building  of  plaintiffs'  wharf.  The 
legislative  assembly,  at  its  session  held  in 
186:2,  passed  the  following  act  relating  to 
wharves  in  cities :  **  Sec.  4227.  The  owners 
of  any  land  in  this  state  lying  upon  any  navi- 
gable, stream  or  other  like  water,  and  within 
the  corporate  limits  of  any  incorporate  town 
therein,  are  hereby  authorized  to  construct  a 
wharf  or  wharves  upon  the  same,  and  extend 
such  wharf  or  wharves  into  such  stream  or 
other  like  water  beyond  low-water,  mark  so 
far  as  may  be  necessary  and  convenient  for 
the  use  and  accommodation  of  any  ships  or 
other  boats  or  vessels  that  may  or  can  navigate 
such  stream  or  other  like  water.  Sec.  4228. 
The  corporate  authorities  of  the  town  wherein 
such  wharf  or  wharves  Is  proposed  to  be  con- 
structed shall  have  power  to  regulat.e  the  exer- 
cise of  the  privilege  of  franchise  herein 
granted;  and  upon  the  application  of  the 
person  entitled  to  and  desiring  to  construct 
such  wharf  or  wharves,  such  corporate  au- 
thority shall,  by  ordinance  or  other  like 
wode,  prescribe  the  mode  and  extent  to  which 
the  same  may  be  exercised  beyond  the  line 
of  low-water  mark,  so  that  such  wharf  or 
wharves  shall  not  be  constructed  any  further 
into  such  stream  or  other  water  beyond  such 
low- water  line  than  may  be  necessary  and 
convenient  for  the  purpose  expressed  in  sec- 
tion 4327,  and  so  that  the  same  will  not  un- 
necessarily interfere  with  the  navigation  of 
sych  stream  or  other  like  water.^'  Hill's 
Code. 

In  1869,  the  city  of  Portland,  under  the 
authority  of  this  statute,  passed  an  ordinance 
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defining  the  wharf  limits  and  regulating  the 
building  of  the  same.  Section  S  of  this  or- 
dinance provides  that  ''all  wharves  and  piles 
now  erected  or  driven  beyond  the  lines  de- 
scribed in  section  1  of  this  ordinance  shall  be 
removed  to  conform  to  the  above-described 
line,  within  ten  years  from  the  date  of  the 
approval  of  this  ordinance.  Provided,  that 
if  anv  such  wharf  or  structure  shall  be  at 
any  time  destroyed  by  the  elements,  or  so 
damaged  as  to  necessitate  the  rebuilding 
thereof,  it  shall  be  rebuilt  to  conform  to  said 
above-described  lines." 

The  contention  for  the  defendants  is  that 
the  plaintiffs*  wharf,  having  been  built  when 
the  statute  was  passed,  did  not  come  within 
its  purview ;  that  the  statute  provides  for  the 
doing  of  future  acts  under  the  regulation  of 
the  corporate  authorities;  that  it  does  not 
legalize  or  attempt  to  legalize  wharves  there- 
tofore constructed  ;  that  the  words  **  proposed 
to  be  constructed,"  and  ''desiring  to  con- 
struct, "  and  **  hereby  authorized  to  construct, " 
show  beyond  cavil  that  future,  and  not  past, 
erections  were  what  the  law -makers  had  in 
mind. 

The  rule  undoubtedly  is  that  a  statute  is 
to  be  construed  to  operate  prospectively,  and 
not  retrospectively,  unless  the  language  is  so 
plain  and  direct  as  to  preclude  all  question 
as  to  the  intention  of  the  legislature.  The 
rule  is  founded  on  the  principle  that  a  con- 
struction should  not  be  ^iven  to  a  statute  that 
will  take  away  or  restrict  rights,  unless  the 
intention  of  the  legislature  cannot  be  other- 
wise satisfied.  A  retrospective  law  is  alwavs 
subject  to  the  limitation  that  it  shall  not  be 
such  as  is  termed  **ea?  po^t  facto, "  or  as  impair 
the  obligations  of  contracts. 

But  we  do  not  think  there  is  any  occasion 
to  apply  the  principle  suggested  to  the  statute 
in  question.  There  is  no  claim  that  it  affects 
past  transactions,  or  relates  back,  and  gives 
them  validity.  It  is  not  pretended  that  the 
statute  has  a  retroactive  effect,  and  made 
wharves  legal  structures  which  were  erected 
prior  to  its  enactment.  The  statute  neither 
commands  certain  acts  or  things  to  be  done, 
nor  prohibits  them  from  being  done.  It  is  a 
permissive  statute,  which  allows  certain 
things  to  i>e  done  without  commanding  them. 
"Under  the  provision  ©f  the  statute,"  said 
Boise,  J.,  "any  person  within  an  incorporated 
town  within  this  state  may  build  and  main- 
tain a  wharf  from  his  land  at  high  water  into 
navigable  water,  so  far  as  is  necessary  or  con- 
venient to  accommodate  shipping,  if  he  con- 
forms to  the  legal  restrictions  imposed  on 
him  by  the  authorities  of  the  town,  and  does 
not  impede  navigation.  Such  structures  are 
erected  in  all  commercial  towns,  and  have 
been  recognized  as  legal  structures  in  all  the 
states."     Farker  v.  Taylor,  7  Or.  446. 

The  statute  simply  grants  permission  or  li- 
cense to  any  upland  owner  in  an  incorporated 
town  whose  land  fronts  upon  a  navigable 
stream  to  construct  a  wharf  in  front  of  his 
land,  which  permission,  when  acted  upon, 
renders  his  wharf  a  legal  structure.  Its  ob- 
ject is  to  encourasre  the  build  ins:  of  wharves 
to  aid  navigation,  and  for  the  benefit  of  com- 
merce. Within  its  purport,  then,  what  dif- 
ference would  it  make  whether  the  wharf  was 
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built  before  or  after  the  statute  was  enacted. 
In  either  case,  the  wharf  wuuld  serve  the 
object  it  sought  to  accomplish,  and  hence  be 
a  legal  structure  within  its  spirit  and  intent. 
But  it  is  argued  that  the  leave  granted  under 
the  statute,  being  merely  a  permission  or  li- 
cense, is  revocable  at  the  pleasure  of  the 
state  ;  and  that,  as  a  consequence,  the  wharf 
of  the  plaintiff  ceases  to  be  a  legal  structure, 
or  to  have  a  legal  existence,  when  the  leave 
is  ^^ithdrawn,  or  the  license  revoked.  The 
statute  has  not  been  repealed,  either  directly 
or  by  implication,  and,  so  far  as  it  is  con- 
cerned, there  is  no  revocation  of  the  license 
granted.  The  most  that  has  been  claimed  for 
the  MeussdorfiFer  act  in  that  connection  is  that 
it — being  for  a  public  purpose— operates  to 
revoke  the  license  of  the  plaintiffs,  and 
thereby  to  deprive  their  whan  of  its  legal 
foundation  and  existence.  It  will  be  ob- 
served, then,  that  the  argument  is  based  on 
the  theory  that  the  permission  granted  by  the 
statute  to  build  wharves  is  merely  a  license, 
and,  as  such,  may  be  revoked  at  the  pleasure 
of  the  state,  after  it  has  been  acted  upon,  and 
the  wharf  erected.    But  this  is  not  so. 

As  was  said  in  Bowlby  v.  Shively,  supra, 
the  statute  does  not  vest  anv  right  until  exer- 
cised. It  is  a  license  revocable  at  the  pleasure 
of  the  legislature  until  acted  upon  and 
availed  of.  It  is  doubtless  true  that,  if  the 
statute  should  be  repealed,  or  the  adjacent 
tide  lands  disposed  of,  the  privilege  given 
the  upland  owner  to  build  a  wharf  across  the 
tide  lands  into  deep  water,  unless  acted  upon 
or  availed  of,  would  be  revoked.  But  the 
riparian  owners  who  have  taken  advantage 
of  the  permission  or  privilege  to  build 
wharves— especially  those  on  fresh  navigable 
waters,  for  the  reasons  suggested — have  ac- 

auired  rights  that  would  not  be  affected  by 
le  repeal  of  the  statute.  These  wharves  are 
legal  structures,  and  as  such  are  private  prop- 
etry,  which  cannot  be  taken  without  due  pro- 
cess of  law,  and  due  compensation  therefor. 
Hence  the  contention  of  the  defendants  that 
the  Mcussdorffer  act— which  authorizes  the 
location  and  construction  of  the  Bumside 
street  bridge,  and  under  which  they  are  pro- 
ceeding to  build  it— is  a  revocation  of  the 
leave  or  license,  cannot  be  maintained. 

Nor  do  we  find  anything  in  the  case  of 
Illinois  Gent.  R,  Go.  v.  Illinois,  supra,  in  con- 
flict with  this  result.  There  the  grant  of  the 
submerged  soil  of  the  lake  was  in  such 
quantity  as,  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  im- 


paired the  public  interest  in  its  waters,  sod 
operated,  if  irrepealable,  as  an  abdication  b? 
the  state  of  its  trust  over  the  property.  The 
right  of  a  riparian  owner  to  build  a  wharf 
over  the  submerged  soil  of  a  river  to  navi- 
gable water  is  not  inconsistent  with  the  pub- 
lic interest,  nor  in  prejudice  of  the  public 
riffhts.  Nor  does  the  grant  of  such  sabjaceot 
soil  or  tide  lands  subject  to  the  panuocunt 
right  of  navigation  and  commerce  authorize 
its  use  for  any  purpose  inconsistent  witli  the 
public  interest.  The  land  in  front  of  the 
riparian  owner,  when  used  for  a  wfaaif.  and 
under  proper  regulation,  is  in  aid  of  naviga- 
tion, and  for  the  benefit  of  commerce.  Of 
course,  the  state  has  the  right  to  regulate  the 
building  of  wharves,  or  to  determine  how  far 
rights  in  submerged  soil  can  be  exercised  cod- 
sistently  with  the  easement  of  navigation. 
Our  state  has  made  such  regulations,  and.  as 
there  is  no  claim  that  the  wharf  of  the  plain- 
tiffs impedes  navigation,  or  is  not  erected 
in  conformity  with  its  requirements,  it  must 
be  regarded  as  a  legal  stMicture,  and  entitled 
to  be  protected  as  private  property.  Although 
the  evidence  shows  that  the  ori*ginaI  wharf 
was  torn  down  and  rebuilt  in  the  year  1876, 
in  conformity  with  the  ordinance,  we  have 
not  deemed  it  necessary  to  refer  to  that  fact 
as  strengthening  the  right  of  the  plaintiffs 
in  the  piremises.  Within  the  principle  and 
for  the  reasons  suggested,  it  is  apparent  thai 
the  cases  of  Runwe  v.  Delawc^re  <l  K  Canal 
Go.  55  U.  8.  14  How.  80,  14  L.  ed.  335; 
Monongahela  Nafi^  Go.  v.  Goons^  6  Watts  & 
S.  101 :  Susquehanna  Ganal  Go.  v.  Wright,  ^ 
Watts  &  8.  9,  43  Am.  Dec.  312,— do  not  de- 
termine the  questions  involved  in  the  case  at 
bar.  The  right  to  build  and  maintain  a 
wharf,  being  in  aid  of  navigation,  and  for 
the  benefits  of  conuncrce,  rests  on  a  different 
footing  and  principle  than  a  license  to  erect 
mills  with  dams  which  may  impede  or  ob- 
struct navigation,  or  canals  diverting  the 
waters  of  a  navijrable  river. 

Without  further  reference,  it  is  sufficient 
to  say  that  we  think  the  plaintiffs  have  a 
right  of  property  in  their  wharf  of  which 
they  cannot  be  deprived  except  in  accordance 
with  established  law,  and,  if  it  should  be 
necessary  that  it  should  be  taken  or  destrored 
for  the  use  of  the  bridge,  that  it  cannot  be 
done  without  due  compensation  therefor. 
Mononga/iela  NaT,  Go.  v.  UnUed  Staist,  148 
U.  S.  812,  87  L.  ed.  468. 

The  dedree  must  be  affirmed. 
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The  constitutioniU  r%ht  of  trial  by  Jury 
is  not  violated  by  a  statute  which  providee 


Note.— The  opinion  and  briefa  in  the  above  case 
seem  to  exhaust  the  authorities  on  the  subject  and 
leave  no  opportunity  to  add  anything:  of  value  to 
the  question. 
*>?  L.  R.  A. 


for  the  determination  by  the  court  of  the  decree 
of  crime  on  a  plea  of!  g-ullty  of  murder. 

(July  S«,  YSUL) 

nASE  RESERVED  by  the  trial  term  for 
\J  Grafton  County  for  the  opinion  of  the  full 
court  of  a  motion* for  a  new  trial  after  judg- 
ment of  the  court  fixing  the  degree  of  the 
crime  without  granting  a  Jury  trial  after 
plea  of  guilty  to  an  indictment  for  murder. 
Ihnied. 
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Tbe  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opin- 
ion. 

Meiwi.  AlTin  Burleigh  and  Joseph  C. 
Story,  for  defendant,  in  support  of  the  mo- 
tion: 

The  defendant  has  a  constitutional  riffht 
to  a  trial  by  jury  on  the  plea  of  guilty.  The 
plea  raises  the  issue  of  aegree  of  guilt  upon 
which  the  life  of  the  accused  depends. 

The  plea  of  guilty  under  the  statutes  of 
this  state,  since  murder  was  divided  into  two 
degrees  in  1886,  is  a  confession  of  intentional, 
unlawful  killing  and  nothing  more.  It  is 
not  a  plea  of  guilty  to  a  capital  offense. 

No  judgment  can  be  rendered  upon  such  a 
plea.  The  plea  raises  as  sharp  an  issue  as 
any  nlea  could  possibly  raise. 

The  Statute  of  28  Hen.  VIII.,  created  the 
distinction  between  killing  with  malice  pre- 
pense, which  was  still  called  murder,  and 
without  malice  prepense  which  was  called 
manslaughter.  To  the  first-named  offense 
tbe  death  penalty  still  attached,  but  man- 
slaughter entailed  imprisonment  only. 

SUiU  V.  Pike,  49  N.  H.  399,  6  Am.  Rep. 
538;  4  Bl.  Com.  190;  Hale,  P.  C.  466;  1 
East,  P.  C.  218 ;  Cam.  v.  Webiter,  5  Gush. 
304,  52  Am.  Dec.  711. 

The  state  seeks  to  attach  the  same  meaning 
to  a  plea  of  guilty  under  an  indictment  for 
murder  in  New  Hampshire  that  obtained  at 
common  law,  when  no  degrees,  with  differ- 
ent penalties  attached,  were  recognized,  and 
there  seems  to  be  a  similar  confusion  of  mind 
in  some  of  the  Judicial  opinions  of  courts  in 
different  states. 

After  the  Statute  of  28  ^Hen.  VIII.,  in- 
tentional killing  in  hot  blood  or  from  sud- 
den and  uncontrollable  passion  was  man- 
slauffhter.  The  accused  could  truthfully 
pleaa  guilty  to  that  offense  and  be  sentenced 
to  imprisonment.  Under  our  statute  inten- 
tional killing  without  deliberation  and  pre- 
meditation is  not  manslaughter. 

Gen.  Laws.  chap.  282,  ^  7. 

3faDslaughter  by  the  Statute  of  28  Hen. 
VIII.,  was  the  same  as  murder  in  the  second 
degree  now  is  under  our  law. 

Gen.  Laws,  chap.  282,  §  1. 

As  the  forms  of  indictment  for  murder  do 
not  in  terms  set  up  the  particular  degree  of 
that  crime  the  accused  cannot  as  a  matter  of 
right  plead  guilty  of  the  lower  degree  and 
be  sentenced  accordingly. 

He  cannot  plead  guilty  of  the  actual  offense 
committed  and  receive  the  known  penalty  of 
imprisonment,  but  must  subject  himself  to 
the  chances  of  a  trial  by  the  court  on  the 
question  as  to  whether  or  not  his  neck  shall 
be  stretched  unless  he  pleads  not  guiltv,  and 
yet,  in  view  of  this  critical  situation  in 
which  the  law  places  the  accused,  the  state 
contends  that  his  plea  of  guilty  leaves  no  is- 
sue to  be  tried.  Such  a  position  is  contra- 
dictory. It  is  the  right  of  a  prisoner,  com- 
petent in  understanding  and  acting  in  good 
laith,  to  plead  guilty  instead  of  denying  the 
charge. 

Bishop,  Crim.  Proc.  §  795. 

The  legislature  cannot  by  indirection  nor 
by  tailing  several  steps  deprive  tbe  accused 
of  a  constitutional  right  which  cannot  di- 
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recti y  and  by  a  single  step  be  taken  from 
him. 

A  general  plea  of  guilty  to  an  indictment 
for  murder  which  does  not  designate  in  terms 
or  apt  language  the  degree,  is  either  held 
equivalent  to  a  plea  of  not  guilty  to  the- 
higher  degree  or  to  a  confession  of  guilt  to- 
the  lower  degree  only. 

Whart.  Hom.  2d  ed.  §  194. 

A  general  verdict  of  guilty  is  not  a  finding 
of  guilt  in  the  first  degree. 

State  V.  Cleveland,  58  Me.  564 ;  Johnson  v. 
Com.  24  Pa.  886;  State  v.  Dawd,  19  Conn.. 
888;  McOee  v.  State,  8  Mo.  495;  TuUy  v. 
People,  6  Mich.  278 :  State  v.  Maran,  7  Iowa, 
286. 

In  order  to  make  the  killing  murder  in  the- 
flrst  degree,  deliberation  and  premeditatiorv 
must  be  proved,  they  will  not  be  inferred 
from  the  killing,  whether  it  be  proved  or 
confessed . 

PeopU  V.  Potter,  5  Mich.  1,  71  Am.  Dec. 
763 ;  State  v.  Mitchell,  64  Mo.  191 ;  State  v. 
Lane,  Id.  819;  State  v.  Testerman,  68  Mo. 
408;  Sehleneker  v.  StaU,  9  Neb.  800;  State 
V.  MilUUn,  8  Kev.  410;  O'Mara  v.  Com,  7& 
Pa.  424 ;  Ake  v.  StaU,  80  Tex.  466 ;  Hambff 
V.  State,  36  Tex.  528;  Caldwell  v.  State,  41 
Tex.  86 ;  Murray  v.  State,  1  Tex.  App.  417 ; 
HiU  V.  Com.  2  Gratt.  594. 

The  verdict  must  specify  the  degree. 

Whart.  Hom.  2d  ed.  §§  190.  900;  White- 
Jord  V.  Com.  6  Rand.  (Va.)  721,  18  Am. 
Dec.  774 ;  State  v.  Pike,  49  N.  H.  899,  6  Am. 
Rep.  533. 

That  the  common-law  form  of  indictment 
for  murder  is  sufficient  to  support  a  verdict 
of  guilty  in  the  first  degree,  under  laws  di- 
viding murder  into  degrees,  is  combated  in 
an  argument  of  great  force  and  learning  by 
Mr.  BishoD  in  his  work  on  Criminal  Proced- 
ure, §§  667,  588. 

Almy  was  found  guilty  of  murder  in  the 
first  degree,  not  on  his  own  confession,  by 
"the  judgment  of  his  peers,"  by  "due  pro- 
cess of  law,  **  or  "  the  law  of  the  land,  *'  but 
by  the  judgment  of  two  men  sitting  as  a 
court.  This  was  in  derogation  of  both  fed- 
eral and  state  constitutions. 

"Due  process  of  law"  and  "the  law  of  the 
land"  mean  one  and  the  same  thing. 

Mayo  V.  WiUon,  1  N.  H.  55. 

The  judgment  of  his  peers  means  trial  by 
a  jury  of  twelve  men  according  to  the  course 
of  the  common  law. 

2  Kent,  Com.  p.  18,  and  note. 

The  law  of  the  land  means  due  process  of 
law  in  which  is  included  the  right  to  con- 
test the  change. 

Oreene  v.  Briggs,  1  Curt.  C.  C.  811 ;  Taylor 
V.  Byrter,  4  Hill,  140,  40  Am.  Dec.  274; 
Parsons  v.  Russell,  11  Mich.  113,  83  Am. 
Dec.  728 ;  Jones  v.  Bobbins,  8  Gray,  842. 

These  terms  do  not  mean  all  statutory 
enactments  of  the  legislature,  the  law-mak- 
ing branch  of  the  government  cannot  make 
"  due  process  of  law"  by  violating  the  ancient 
and  fiindamental  principles  of  justice,  lib- 
erty, and  protection,  which  are  embodied  in 
the  old  common  law  of  our  ancestors. 

East  KingBton  v.  TowU,  48  N.  H.  61. 

In  discussing  the  term  "the  law  of  the 
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land"  the  court  says  in  8aco  v.  Wentworih^ 
87  Me.  171,  68  Am.  Dec.  786:  "It  does  not 
mean  an  act  of  the  legislature ;  if  such  was 
the  true  construction,  this  branch  of  the  gov- 
€rment  could  at  any  time  take  away  life,  lib- 
erty, property,  ana  privilege  without  a  trial 
by  Jury.* 

See  also  2  Coke.  Inst.  46;  1  Bl.  Com.  44; 
2  Kent,  Com.  9 ;  8  Story,  Const.  ^  1788. 

A  constitutional  jury  cannot  consist  of  leas 
than  twelve  men. 

It  is  the  right  of  a  trial  by  jury  which 
•exists  and  is  preserved. 

Opinion  of  the  Justices,  41  N.  H.  561 ;  Chpp 
V.  Henniker,  65  N.  H.  193,  20  Am.  Dec.  194 : 
Sedgw.  Stat.  &  Const.  L.  2d  ed.  487,  note; 
State  v.  itoy,  68  N.  H.  407,  66  Am.  Rep. 
^29. 

Speaking  of  the  danger  of  legislative  en- 
croachments upon  constitutional  rights  in 
connection  with  the  term  **the  law  of  the 
land"  {Jones  v.  Bobbins,  8  Gray,  842),  the 
court  says,  in  objection  to  the  claim,  that 
this  language  meant  statutory  enactments  of 
the  broadest  kind. 

See  also  State  v.  McClear,  11  Nev.  46 ;  State 
V.  O'Ftaherty,  7  Nev.  167 ;  State  v.  Cohn,  9 
Nev.  189;  Bank  oj  the  State  v.  Cooper,  2 
Yerg.  599,  24  Am.  Dec.  687. 

Article  16  of  the  Bill  of  Rights  provides 
that  "no  subiect  shall  be  liable,"  etc.  ;  "nor 
shall  the  legislature  make  any  law  that  shall 
subject  any  person  to  a  capital  punishment 
(excepting  f^r  the  government  of  the  army 
and  navy  and  the  militia  in  actual  service) 
without  trial  by  jury." 

A  trial  is  "the  examination  before  a  com- 
petent tribunal,  according  to  the  laws  of  the 
land,  of  the  facts  put  in  issue  in  a  cause  for 
the  purpose  of  determining  such  issue. " 

Bouvier,  Law  Diet. 

Trial  by  jury  in  a  capital  case  is  safely 
within  the  domain  of  rights  that  cannot  hie 
waived 

State  \.  Carman,  68  Iowa,  130,  60  Am. 
Rep.  741;  EiU  v.  People,  16  Mich.  361; 
Caneemi  v.  PeapU,  18  N.  Y.  128;  Allen  v. 
State,  64  Ind.  461 ;  Work  v.  State,  2  Ohio  St. 
296,  69  Am.  Dec.  671 ;  Maurer  v.  People,  43 
N.  Y.  1 ;  Stokes  v.  PeojOe,  53  N.  Y.  164.  18 
Am.  Rep.  492 ;  Wilson  v.  StaU,  16  Ark.  601 ; 
Bell  V.  StaU,  44  Ala.  898 ;  WiUiams  v.  StaXe, 
12  Ohio  St.  622 ;  PeopU  v.  Smith,  9  Mich. 
193 ;  Neales  v.  State,  10  Mo.  498 ;  State  v. 
Mansfield,  41  Mo.  470;  Cooley,  Const.  Lim. 
182,  899;  Bishop,  Crim.  Proc.  g§  96,  112, 
123 :  Sedgw.  Stat.  &  Const.  L.  87,  88. 

Messrs,  Edwin  G.  Eastnuui,  Atty-Oen., 
and  William  H.  Uitchell*  solicitor  for 
Orafton  county,  for  the  state : 

The  defendant  has  no  constitutional  right 
to  a  jury  trial  on  his  plea  of  guilty. 

The  statute  in  regard  to  degree  of  murder 
creates  no  new  ofiFense,  and  makes  no  change 
in  the  common- law  definition  of  murder.  It 
merely  mitigates  the  punishment  in  certain 
cases,  and  the  mitigation  of  punishment  on 
a  plea  of  guilty  is  not  made  a  question  for 
the  jury  by  the  common  law,  or  the  statute 
of  the  constitution. 

Opinion  of  the  Justices,  9  Allen,.  686 ;  Green 
V.  Com,  12  Allen,  165. 

It  is  constitutional  and  legal  for  a  guilty 
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man  to  tell  the  truth  and  confess  his  guilt. 
and  it  is  constitutional  and  legal  for  this 
court  to  believe  him,  and  render  jndffment 
on  his  confession. 

Com.  V.  Bailey,  12  Cush.  80. 

A  defendant  in  a  criminal  action,  with  the 
consent  of  the  state  and  the  court,  may  waire 
a  statute  enacted  for  his  benefit. 

State  V.  Kaufman,  61  Iowa,  678,  83  Am. 
Rep.  148 ;  State  v.  Warden,  46  Conn.  849.  33 
Am.  Rep.  27. 

It  is  difficult  to  see  why  a  defendant  maj 
not  with  the  consent  of  the  (X)urt  and  state 
elect  to  be  tried  by  the  court. 

Com,  V.  Bailey,  supra;  Murphy  v.  Com,  1 
Met.  (Ky.)  866;  I^fra  v.  Com,  2  Met  (Ky.) 

In  cases  not  capital  it  has  been  held  that 
the  disqualification  of  a  juror  may  be  waived 
and  that  by  consent  a  verdict  may  be  rendered 
by  eleven  jurors. 

Com,  V.  Bailey,  supra. 

In  Ohio,  a  statute  defining  the  jurisdiction 
and  regulating  the  practice  of  probate  courts. 
which  provides  that  upon  a  plea  other  than 
a  plea  of  ffuilty,  if  the  defendant  do  not  de- 
mand a  trial  by  jury  the  probate  judge  shall 
proceed  to  try  the  issue,  was  held  to  be  no 
infringement  of  the  constitution. 

Bailey  v.  State,  4  Ohio  St.  67 ;  BiUingham 
V.  Stats,  6  Ohio  St.  280 ;  Ward  v.  PicpU,  30 
Mich.  116. 

Upon  the  question  as  to  the  riffht  of  one 
charged  with  crime  to  waive  a  trial  by  jury, 
and  elect  to  be  tried  by  the  court  when  there 
is  positive  legislative  enactment  giving  the 
right  so  to  do  and  conferring  power  upon  the 
court  to  try  the  accused  in  such  a  case,  then 
are  but  few  decisions.  But  fortunately  some 
of  the  stAtes  have  passed  laws  permitting  this 
to  be  done,  and  we  are  therefore  not  entirely 
without  authorities.  And  so  far  as  we  can 
iearn  in  every  case  where  a  question  has  been 
raised  the  statute  empowering  the  court  to 
try,  and  the  accused  to  waive  a  jury  trial 
and  elect  to  be  tried  by  the  court,  baa  been 
decided  constitutional. 

Bailey  v.  State  and  BiUingham  v.  Stait, 
supra;  State  v.  Maine,  27  Conn.  281 ;  Citrtit 
V.  OiU,  84  Conn.  64;  State  v.  TuUer.  34 
Conn.  296;  People  v.  Smith,  9  Mich.  199; 
Tabor  v.  Cook,  16  Mich.  322 ;  Ward  v.  Peo- 
pie,  80  Mich.  116;  Com.  v.  Bailey,  12  Cush. 
80 ;  Bank  of  Columbia  v.  Okely,  17  U.  S.  4 
Wheat.  285,  4  L.  ed.  669 ;  JPiopU  v.  Geod- 
win,  6  Wend.  261 ;  Neales  v.  StaU,  10  Mo. 
498;  State  v.  Mansfield,  41  Mo.  470;  Bishop. 
Crim.  Proc.  §  898 ;  Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  181 : 
Sedgw.  Stat  &  Const.  L.  88 ;  Baker  v.  Bra- 
man,  6  Hill,  47 ;  Z«j  V.  Tillotson,  24  Wend. 
889,  35  Am.  Dec.  624 ;  Betmold  v.  Brake,  46 
N.  Y.  818. 

The  prisoner  may  even  waive  his  right  to 
a  trial  at  the  hands  of  a  jury  on  the  merits, 
by  pleading  guilty. 

People  V.  Bathbun,  21  Wend.  509. 

There  are  two  answers  to  the  claim  that 
the  state  had  an  interest  in  the  defendant's 
life  and  a  right  to  have  him  tried  by  jury, 
and  that  he  could  not  waive  the  state's 
right.  ,    . 

The  right  of  jury  trial  was  his  exclusirc 
right. 
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StaU  T.  Atbee,  61  N.  H.  428,  60  Am.  Rep. 
325 :  Woosier  v.  Plymouth,  62  N.  H.  196. 

If  the  defendant's  right  to  a  jury  trial  was 
:also  the  right  of  the  state,  the  Act  of  1886 
was  a  waiver  of  it. 

State  V.  Warden,  46  Conn.  859,  88  Am.  Rep. 
m ;  Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  892. 

A  statute  can  be  worded  so  as  to  exclude 
the  jurisdiction  of  a  court  without  a  Jury. 

State  V.  Cartnan,  68  Iowa,  180,  50  Am. 
Rep.  741. 

iliaiy  of  the  incidents  of  a  common- law 
trial  by  Jury  are  essential  elements  of  the 
right.  'The  jury  must  be  indifferent,  and 
must  be  summoned  from  the  vicinage. 

Cooley,  Const.  Llm.  892. 

If  the  constitution  deprived  defendants  of 
their  right  of  waiver,  they  could  waive  none 
■of  the  elements  of  a  jury  trial.  They  could 
waive  no  privilege  secured  to  them  by  the 
constitution.  As  a  result  the  bill  of  rights 
would  be  a  bill  of  disabilities,  inflicted  upon 
accused  persons  presumed  to  be  innocent,  and 
-their  liberties  and  lives  might  be  sacrificed 
bv  what  was  intended  for  their  protection, 
f'br  example,  this  defendant  could  not  waive 
the  right  to  be  tried  in  Grafton  county. 

State  Y.  Albee,  supra. 

He  could  not  waive  his  ri^ht  to  refuse  to 
furnish  evidence  against  himself,  and  the 
hearing  would  be  illegal  and  the  judgment 
invalid  because  he  testified  that  he  was  guilty 
•of  murder,  though  without  premeditation. 

State  V.  ,Ober,  62  N.  H.  459,  18  Am.  Rep. 
^ ;  OoHTiars  V.  Peopie,  50  N.  Y.  240 ;  People 
V.  Ouwy,  72  N.  Y.  898;  Com,  v.  Mullen,  97 
Mass.  545 ;  State  v.   Witham,  72  Me.  581. 

The  statute  in  question  creates  no  new  of- 
fense 

StaU  V.  Pike,  49  N.  H.  406,  6  Am.  Rep. 
583. 

The  determination  of  the  degree  of  murder 
by  the  court  is  not  a  trial. 

Ptopk  V.  Noll  20  Cal.  164 :  Oraia  v.  StaU, 
16  L.  R.  A.  868,  49  Ohio  St.  415. ' 

Defendant  by  pleading  guilty  waived  his 
Tight  to  trial  by  jury. 

Peojpk  V.  Lennox,  67  Cal.  113. 

Where  a  statute  authorizes  the  court  to  try 
without  jury  with  defendant's  consent,  de- 
fendant thereby  waives  his  right  to  trial  by 
jury. 

Bishop,  Crim.  Proc.  8d  ed.  §  898;  Jones 
V.  Bobbins,  8  Gray,  829 ;  Ward  v.  People,  30 
Mich.  116:  Darst  v.  P^U,  51  111.  286,  2 
Am.  Rep.  801 ;  Leoffue  v.  State,  86  Md.  267 ; 
State  V.  Moody,  24  Mo.  560 ;  Dailey  v.  StaU, 
4  Ohio  St.  57 ;  Dillingham  v.  State,  5  Ohio 
•St.  280 ;  Com.  v.  Whitney,  108  Mass.  6 ;  Sarah 
V.  State,  28  Ga.  576 ;  Langbein  v.  State,  37 
Tex.  162;  United  States  Y.  Bathbone,  2  Paine, 
•C.  C.  578;  PeopU  v.  Ooodmn,  5  Wend.  251 : 
Lake  Erie,  W,  &  St.  L,  R.  Go.  v.  Heath,  9 
Ind.  558 ;  Bank  of  Columbia  v.  Okely,  17  U.  S. 
4  Wheat.  235,  4  L.  ed.  559 ;  Neales  v.  State, 
10  Mo.  498;  Harris  v.  PeopU,  128  111.  585; 
Morgan  v.  Peopk,  136  111.  161. 
,  If  a  prisoner  consents  to  be  tried  by  eleven 
instead  of  twelve  jurors  verdict  will  be  per- 
mitted to  stand,  no  statute  oroviding  for 
twelve. 

Com.  V.  Dailey,  12  Cush.  80;  State  v. 
^mfmn,  51  Iowa,  578.  83  Am.  Rep.  148 ; 
^L.R.A 


State  V.  Saekett,  89  Minn.  69;  State  v.  Gros- 
sheim,  79  Iowa,  75;  StaU  v.  Borowsky,  11 
Nev.  119;  Murphy  v.  Com.  1  Met.  (Ky.) 
865 ;  Tyra  v.  Com.  2  Met.  (Ky.)  1 ;  Edwards 
V.  StaU,  45  N.  J.  L.  419 ;  State  v.  Potter,  16 
Kan.  80;  StaU  v.  Mansfield,  41  Mo.  470; 
Murphy  V.  State,  97  Ind.  579;  Connelly  v. 
StaU,  60  Ala.  89 ;  Ward  v.  PeopU,  80  Mich. 
116;  StaU  v.  Bobinson,  48  La.  Ann.  888; 
Lavery  v.  Com.  101  Pa.  560 ;  StaU  v.  WhiU, 
88  La.  Ann.  1218;  StaU  v.  Origgs,  84  W. 
Va.  78. 
As  to  right  to  waiver  in  general,  see  — 
BattU  V.  Knapp,  60  N.  H.  862 ;  Crou>eU  v. 
Londonderry,  68  N.  H.  49;  Alexander  v. 
United  StaUs,  188  U.  S.  858,  84  L.  ed.  954 ; 
Lynch  v.  Com.  88  Pa.  189,  82  Am.  Rep.  445 ; 
Com.  V.  Hardy,  2  Mass.  807 ;  StaU  v.  Preseott, 
7  N.  H.  288 ;  Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  357 ;  StaU 
V.  Bwizell,  59  N.  H.  65 ;  StaU  v.  Ol>er,  52  N. 
H.  459,  18  Am.  Rep.  88 ;  Com.  v.  Mullen,  97 
Mass.  645 ;  Lord  v.  StaU,  18  N.  H.  178. 

Blodgettf  «/.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court : 

In  criminal  proceedings  a  confession  of  the 
offense  by  the  party  charged  by  a  plea  of 
guilty  is  the  highest  kind  of  conviction  of 
which  the  case  aamits  (2  Hawk.  P.  C.  chap. 
81,  §  1 ;  2  Hale,  P.  C.  226 ;  4  Bl.  Com.  862)  ; 
and  subjects  him  precisely  to  the  same  pun- 
ishment as  if  he  were  tried  and  found  guilty 
by  verdict  (1  Archbold,  Crim.  Pr.  &  PI. 
*110)  ;  and  the  effect  of  a  confession  being  to 
supply  the  want  of  evidence  {King  v.  Hall, 
1  T.  R.  820),  it  is  an  admission  of  every 
material  fact  well  pleaded  in  the  indictment, 
and  authorizes  the  court  having  jurisdiction 
of  the  offense  to  proceed  to  judgment  (4  Bl. 
Com.  829 ;  1  Chitty,  Crim.  L.  429 ;  1  Bish, 
Crim.  Proc.  795).  "Of  judgments  .  .  . 
in  criminal  cases  there  are  two  kinds— First, 
such  as  are  fixed  and  stated,  and  always  the 
same  for  the  same  species  of  crime ;  secondly, 
such  as  are  discretionary  and  variable,  ac- 
cording to  the  different  circumstances  of  each 
case.  .  .  .  The  judgment  against  a  man 
or  woman  for  felony  of  death  hath  alwavs 
been  the  same  since  the  reign  of  Hen.  I., 
viz.,  that  he  or  she  be  hanged  by  the  neck 
till  dead.  .  ,  .  As  to  judgments  .  .  . 
which  are  discretionary  and  variable,  accord- 
ing to  different  circumstances,  I  shall  ob- 
serve, in  general,  that  for  crimes  of  an  in- 
famous nature  ...  it  seems  to  be  in 
great  measure  left  to  the  prudence  of  the 
court  to  inflict  such  corporal  punishment,  and 
also  such  fine  and  lien  to  the  good  behavior 
for  a  certain  time,  etc.,  as  shall  seem  most 
proper  and  adequate  to  the  offense,  from  the 
consideration  of  the  baseness,  enormity,  and 
dangerous  tendency  of  it,  the  malice,  delib- 
eration, and  willfulness,  or  the  inconsidera- 
tion,  suddenness,  and  surprise  with  which  it 
was  committed,  the  age  ...  of  the  of- 
fender, and  all  other  circumstances  which 
may  any  way  aggravate  or  extenuate  the 
guilt."  2  Hawk.  P.  C.  chap.  48,  §S  1,  7, 
14. 

Prior  to  1887  degrees  of  murder  were  un- 
known in  this  state,  and,  upon  conviction, 
the  invariable  judgment  was  death.  In  that 
year,  by  the  legislative  act  of  January  13, 
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which  has  since  been  in  force,  the  crime  of 
murder  was  divided  into  two  degrees,  and 
transferred  from  the  first  class  of  crimes,  in 
which  the  Judgment  is  invariable,  to  the 
second  class,  in  which  the  judgment  is  vari- 
able. It  was  recognized  as  a  crime  of  differ- 
ent grades  of  enormity,  deserving  different 
penalties,  and  so  the  punishment  was  made 
more  or  less  severe,  accordinii:  to  certain  ag- 
gravating or  extenuating  circumstances.  See 
note.  State  v.  Bowd,  19  Conn.  391.  But  the 
act  did  not  create  any  new  offense,  or  change 
the  definition  of  murder  as  it  was  understood 
at  common  law.  It  merely  mitigated  the 
punishment  in  certain  cases  not  of  the  most 
aggravated  nature ;  and  hence  an  indictment 
alleging  murder  in  the  same  form  as  at  com- 
mon law  will  support  a  verdict  of  guilty  of 
murder  in  the  first  degree  under  the  act. 
Com.  V.  Desmarteau,  16  Gray,  1 :  State  v. 
Pike,  49  N.  H.  899,  406.  6  Am.  Rep.  533, 
and  authorities  cited  ;  Oraig  v.  State^  49  Ohio 
St.  415,  16  L.  R.  A.  358.  Such  an  indict- 
ment **  sets  foi^th  .  .  .  the  highest  grade 
of  homicide,  murder  in  the  first  degree,  and 
thereby  includes  the  inferior  grade  of  murder 
in  the  second  de/o'ee,  in  like  manner  as  an  in- 
dictment for  murder  at  common  law  embraces 
a  charge  of  manslaughter,  which  is  compre- 
hended in  the  allegations  necessary  to  charge 
the  higher  offense.  The  only  difference  m 
the  two  cases  is  that  in  the  latter  the  indict- 
ment charges  two  distinct  offenses,  but  in  the 
former,  as  applied  to  degrees  of  murder, 
only  one  offense  is  charged,  but  in  such  form 
that  it  includes  the  higher  as  well  as  the 
lower  grade,  to  which  different  punishments 
are  attached."  Green  v.  Com.  12  Allen,  165, 
178.  Neither  did  the  act  make  any  change 
in  the  effect  of  a  plea  of  guilty.  It  still  con- 
fesses everything  that  is  duly  set  forth,  as  a 
plea  of  not  guilty  puts  in  issue  every  fact 
which  is  comprehended  within  the  averments 
of  the  indictment.  When,  therefore,  this 
defendant  pleaded  guilty  to  the  indictment 
charging  upon  him,  in  common-law  form, 
killing  with  deliberate  and  premeditated 
malice,  his  plea  was  a  confession  that  he 
was  guilty  of  the  common- law  crime  of 
murder,  which  the  statute  has  not  altered, 
and  but  fot  which  a  judgment  of  death  would 
have  been  imperatively  required  ;  for,  while 
the  statute  in  no  way  detracts  from  the  force 
or  effect  of  the  plea,  it  makes  it  the  duty  of  the 
court  to  ascertain  before  iudgment  whether 
the  extreme  sentence  whicm  would  otherwise 
follow  the  plea  is  warranted  by  the  facts. 
**If  any  person  shall  plead  guilty  to  an  in- 
dictment for  murder  hereafter  committed,  the 
justices  of  the  court  having  cognizance  of 
the  indictment  shall  determine  the  degree. " 
For  this  purpose  an  inquiry  was  necessary 
into  the  circumstances  of  the  defendant's 
crime,  tending  to  show  the  higher  or  lower 
de^e  of  enormity  which  the  law  recognizes, 
as  it  is  necessar^^,  when  a  defendant  pleads 
eullty  to  an  indictment  for  burglary,  under 
fub.  Stat.  chap.  276,  §  1.  He  is  to  be  im- 
prisoned "not  exceeding  twenty-five  years, ** 
but  the  court  has  no  means  of  knowing 
whether  the  penalty  should  be  twenty- five  or 
ten  years,  or  the  lowest  possible  limit  of  a 
year  and  a  day,  unless  some  information  is 
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given  on  the  subject  at  a  hearing  on  the  de- 
gree of  enormity.  But  nobodv,  it  is  believed, 
ever  supposed  that  such  a  defendant  has  & 
constitutional  right  to  a  jury  trial  of  tbis- 
question.  It  is  not  an  issue  in  any  legal 
sense,  and  nobody,  it  is  believed,  ever  sup- 
posed that  the  accused  has  a  constitutioDal 
right  to  a  jury  trial  to  determine  whether  he 
shall  be  fined  or  imprisoned,  or  ordered  to- 
recognize  to  keep  the  peace  (chap.  278.  g  20), 
in  a  case  of  assault,  or  be  fined  and  impris- 
oned in  the  county  jail,  or  sent  to  the  state 
prison  (chap.  272,  ^  1),  for  adultery.  And 
certainly  the  generation  which  made  and 
adopted  the  constitution  did  not  understand 
that  the  kinds  or  amounts  of  punishment  to 
be  imposed  by  variable  judgments  are  issues 
triable  by  jury,  for  the  Act  of  Fehniary  8, 
1791,  **for  the  punishment  of  certain  crim'es,' 
provided  that  a  x>erson  convicted  of  one  crime 
should  be  fined  or  set  on  the  gallows,  and 
might  be  imprisoned ;  that  for  another  offense 
the  convict  should  be  set  on  the  gallows  one 
hour,  with  a  rope  about  his  neck,  and  one 
end  thereof  cast  over  the  gallows,  and  im- 
prisoned, bound  to  good  behavior,  and  fined, 
and  the  court  should  order  the  person  con- 
victed to  suffer  all  or  part  of  the  forejroiny 
punishments,  according  to  the  circumstances 
and  aggravations  of  the  offense ;  for  anodier 
offense  the  convict  was  to  be  set  in  the  pillorr, 
whipped,  imprisoned,  bound  to  good  behav- 
ior, or  fined,  or  suffer  any  or  all  the  fore/joini? 
punishments,  according  to  the  nature  and 
aggravation  of  the  offense ;  for  another  the 
penalty  was  fine,  imprisonment,  or  whip- 
ping, as  the  court,  considering  the. nature 
and  aggravation  of  the  offense,  may  order; 
for  another,  sitting  in  the  pillory,  imprison- 
ment, and  fine,  or  any  or  all  of  these  punish- 
ments, according  to  the  nature  and  agRrava- 
tion  of  the  offense.  See  also  Prov.  Laws, 
ed.  1761,  pp.  11-14.  "We  regard  it  as  a 
well -settled  and  unquestioned  rule  of  con- 
struction that  the  language  used  by  the  leg- 
islature in  the  statutes  enacted  by  them,  and 
that  used  by  the  people  in  the  great  para- 
mount law,  which  controls  the  legislature. 
as  well  as  the  people,  is  to  be  always  under- 
stood and  explained  in  that  sense  in  which 
it  was  used  at  the  time  the  constitution  and 
laws  were  adopted. "  Opinion  of  the  Jv^ices, 
41  N.  H.  551.  If  a  recorded  confession  of 
every  njaterial  averment  of  an  indictment 
puts  the  confessor  upon  the  country,  the  in- 
stitution of  jurv  trial  and  the  legal  nature 
and  effect  of  a  plea  of  guilty  have  been  very 
imperfectly  understood,  not  only  by  the  au- 
thors of  the  constitution  and  their  successors 
down  to  the  present  time,  but  also  by  all  the 
generations  of  men  who  hare  lived  under  the 
common  law. 

The  necessary  statutory  inquiry  into  the 
circumstances  of  the  deiendant^s  crime  has 
been  made.  His  plea  has  been  found  to  be 
warranted  by  the  facta,  and  judgment  has 
followed  accordingly.  In  ascertainin|  the 
degree  of  his  crime,  he  has  been  fully  heaid 
by  himself,  his  witnesses,  and  counsel.  Ev- 
ery facility  has  been  provided  him  at  tlie 
public  expense  to  present  before  an  impartial 
tribunal  all  the  facts  or  circumstances  tend- 
ing in  any  way  to  mitigate  or  extenuate  his 
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guilt.    No  want  of  competent  intelligence 
to  make  the  plea  is  averred,  and  no  mistake 
or  misapprebension  as  to  its  effect  is  alleged. 
No  evidence  against  him  is  claimed  to  nave 
been  improperly  admitted,  and  no  evidence 
in  his  favor  is  claimed  to  have  been  improp- 
erly rejected.     His  sole  complaint  Is  that 
he  has  had  no  trial,   in  the  constitutional 
aense  of  the  word.     But  his  plea  precluded 
such  a  trial.     ** The  proceeding    ...     to 
determtne  the  degree  of  the  crime  of  murder 
after  a  plea  of  guilty  Is  not  a  trial,  nor  has 
the  defendant  any  right  to  have  that  question 
determined  by  a  jury.**    People  v.   Aoll,  20 
Cal.  164.    The  only  questionremaining  was 
whether  there  were  extenuating  circumstances 
atfecting  his  punishment,  and  mitigation  of 
puDishment  on  a  plea  of  guilty  is  not  made 
a  question  for  the  jury  by  the  common  law 
•or  the  statute  or  the  constitution.     Oninion 
of  the  Juttices,  9  Allen,  686.     "  When  a  pris- 
oner on  his  arraij^nment  hath  pleaded  not 
guilty,  and  for  his  trial  hath  put  himself 
upon  the  country,  which  country  the  jury 
are,  a  jury  is  impaneled."    3  Bl.  Com.  880, 
^'l:  4  Bl.  Com.  850;  1  Archbold.  Crim.  Pr. 
&  PI.  110.     And  while  in  some  states  the 
•common  law  has  been  so  altered  as  to  confer 
on  the  jur%  who  try  the  general  Issue  of 
guilt  the  power  of  deciding  what  punish- 
ment shall  be  imposed  by  a  variable  judg- 
ment, as  well  as  the  power  of  decidinir  the 
issue,  and  while  an  innovation  of  this^ind 
was  introduced  in  this  state  by  the  provision 
of  the  Act  of  1837,  that  •* every  jury,  who 
shall  find  any  person  guilty  of  murder  here- 
after committed  shall  also  find  by  their  ver- 
dict whether  it  is  of  the  first  or  second  de- 
gree, "  it  has  not  been  enacted  that  there  shall 
be  a  trial  by  jury  to  determine  the  punish- 
ment, when  there  is  no  issue,  and  no  denial 
of  any  allegation  of  the  indictment,  but  a 
general,  unqualified  confession  of  guilt  by  a 
plea  of  guilty.     People  v.  I9oll,  9upra.    Isor 
•does  the  constitution  confer  any  such  right. 
'*Trial  by  jury,"  in  article  16  of  the  Bill  of 
Rights,   is  common-law  language,  used  in 
its  common -law  sense.     It  means  trial  by 
twelve  men,  who  return  their  unanimous  ver- 
dict •*  upn  the  issue  submitted  to  them. " 
But  while  the  right  of  every  one  to  have  his 
cause  tried,  or  to  be  tried  himself,  if  accused 
of  crime,  by  a  iury,  is  guaranteed  and  es- 
tablished beyond  the  power  of  the  legislature 
to  abridge  it,  the  constitution  does  not  com- 
pel any  one  to  exercise  the  right  thus  secured, 
and  there  is  no  reason  whatever  to  suppose 
that  its  makers  designed  to  repeal  or  alter 
the  moss-grown  rule  of  the  common  law  "by 
which  a  party  indicted  for  an  offense,  how- 
ever grave  its  nature,  may  enter  a  plea  of 
guilty  thereto,  if  he  sees  fit  so  to  do,  "*  or  the 
other  no  less  well-established  rule  that  ^'in 
such  a  case  there  is  no  issue  to  be  submitted 
to  a  jury  on  which  a  verdict  can  be  founded. " 
"The  trial  by  jury,  secured  to  the  subject  by 
the  constitution,  is  a  trial  according  to  the 
course  of  the  common  law,  and  the  same,  in 
substance,  as  that  which  was  in  use  when  the 
oonatltution  was  formed. "    EatK  Kingeton  v. 
Twk,  48  N.  H.  64. 

The  constitutional  rights  of  the  defend- 
ant have  not  been  hampered  or  in  any  way 
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abridged.  The  right  of  trial  by  jury  re- 
mained to  him  after  the  Act  of  1887,  the  same 
as  before..  The  act  is  not  only  in  perfect 
harmony  with 'the  constitution  in  this  re- 
spect, but,  by  mitigating  the  punishment 
for  murder  in  cases  not  of  the  most  aggravated 
nature,  and  by  giving  an  additional  tribunal 
for  the  ascertainment  of  the  degree,  it  mani- 
festly conferred  a  benefit  upon  uie  defendant, 
instead  of  depriving  him  of  a  right.  By 
pleading  guilty,  he  voluntarily  relinquished 
his  constitutional  right  of  trial  by  jury,  as 
he  would  by  pleading  guilty  to  an  indict- 
ment for  larceny,  arson,  or  any  other  crime. 
It  was  entirely  for  him  to  say  whether  there 
should  be  an  issue  and  a  trial  or  not.  He 
knew  there  would  be  a  trial  if  he  pleaded  the 
general  issue,  and  he  also  knew  that  the 
prosecution  would  not  accept  a  plea  of  guilty 
of  murder  in  the  second  degree.  He  pre- 
ferred to  have  no  issue  and  no  trial,  but  to 
have  a  hearing,  under  the  statute,  in  regard 
to  the  circumstances  of  the  admitted  murder, 
which  he  claimed  would  affect  the  penalty 
for  the  single  and  undivid^  crime  of  which 
he  chose  to  be  convicted  on  his  confession. 
This  he  might  lawfully  do.  **The  legisla- 
ture have  the  general  power  to  constitute  new 
tribunals,  ana  to  provide  new  modes  of  trial 
for  future  cases,  provided  the  right  to  a  trial 
by  jury,  such  as  the  constitution  intends,  is 
securea  to  every  one  in  the  last  resort,  in 
every  case  where  it  is  guaranteed  by  the  con- 
stitution. "  Opinion  of  the  Juitices,  41  N.  H. 
552.  "^The  supreme  legislative  power  with- 
in this  state  shall  be  vested  in  the  senate  and 
house  of  representatives,  .  .  .  and  shall 
be  styled  the  *  General  Court.  *  "  Const,  arts. 
2,  8."  **The  general  court  shall  forever  have 
full  power  and  authority  to  erect  and  con- 
stitute judicatories  and  courts  of  record  or 
other  courts,  to  be  holden  in  the  name  of  the 
state,  for  the  hearing,  trying,  and  determin- 
ing all  manner  of  crimes,  offenses,  pleas, 
processes,  plaints,  actions,  causes,  matters 
and  things  whatsoever,  arising  or  happening 
within  this  state,  or  between  or  concerning 
persons  inhabiting  or  residing  or  brought 
within  the  same,  whether  the  same  be  crim- 
inal or  civil,  or  whether  the  crimes  be  capi- 
tal or  not  capital,  and  the  said  pleas  be  real, 
personal,  or  mixed,  and  for  the  awarding 
and  issuing  execution  thereon. "  Id.  art.  4. 
And,  by  article  5,  **full  power  and  authority 
are  hereby  given  and  granted  to  said  general 
court,  from  time  to  time  to  make,  ordain, 
and  establish  all  manner  of  wholesome  and 
reasonable  orders,  laws,  statutes,  .  . 
so  as  the  same  be  not  repugnant  to  this  con- 
stitution, as  they  may  judge  for  the  benefit 
and  welfare  of  this  state  and  for  the  govern- 
ing and  ordering  thereof  and  of  the  subjects 
!  of  the  same. "  These  broad  provisions  are, 
for  the  purposes  of  this  inquiry,  restricted 
only  by  the  declarations  of  the  bill  of  rights, 
intended  for  the  better  security  of  persons 
accused  of  crimes  against  arbitrary  and  hasty 
public  prosecutions,  that  **no  subject  shall 
be  arrested,  imprisoned,  despoiled  or  de- 
prived of  his  property,  immunities,  or  priv- 
ileges, put  out  of  the  protection  of  the  law, 
exiled,  or  deprived  of  his  life,  lilierty,  or  es- 
tate, but  by  the  judgment  of  his  peers  or  the 
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law  of  the  land ;  .  .  .*'  and  that  the  leg- 
islature shall  not  ''make  any  law  that  shall 
subject  any  person  to  a  capital  punishment 
.  .  .  without  trial  by  jury."  Articles 
15,  16. 

It  is  only  necessary,  therefore,  in  order  to 
determine  whether  the  legislature  trans- 
cended its  power  In  the  Act  of  1837,  to  in- 
quire whether  it  is  prohibited  by  the  con- 
stitution. As  we  have  already  seen,  the  right 
of  the  accused  to  a  j  urv  trial  was  not  affected, 
and  we  can  therefore  nave  no  doubt  that  the 
proceeding,  whether  it  possesses  the  essentia} 
attributes  of  a  trial  in  the  common  sense  of 
the  word  or  not,  reauired  by  the  act  to  ascer- 
tain the  degree  of  the  crime  where  in  an  in- 
dictment for  murder  the  defendant  enters  a 
plea  of  guilty,  is  constitutional  and  valid. 
Statutes  of  like  or  similar  import  have  been 
enacted  in  many  of  the  states,  and  have  never 
been  held  to  be  unconstitutional ;  on  the  other 
hand,  they  have  been  repeatedly  and  uni- 
formly held  to  be  constitutional.  Craig  v. 
State,  supra;  State  v.  White,  88  La.  Ann. 
1218 ;  State  v.  ABkintt,  Id.  1268 ;  People  v. 
NoU,  supra;  People  v.  Lennox,  67  Cal.  118 ; 
State  V.  Worden,  46  Conn.  849,  88  Am.  Rep. 
27 ;  Be  Staff,  68  Wis.  285,  58  Am.  Hep.  285 : 
Dailey  v.  State,  4  Ohio  St.  67 ;  Jones  v.  Com, 
75  Pa.  408.  And  see  StaU  v.  Kavfman,  51 
Iowa,  578,  88  Am.  Rep.  148 ;  State  v.  Saekett, 
89  Minn.  69;  Darst  v.  Peovle,  51  111.  286,  2 
Am.  Rep.  801 ;  League  v.  StcUe,  86  Md.  257 ; 
State  V.  Aloody,  24  Mo.  560 ;  Ward  v.  People, 
30  Mich.  116 ;  Sarah  v.  StaU,  28  Ga.  576 ; 
HarrU  v.  People,  128  111.  585. 

Irrespective  of  the  statute,  however,  the 
defendant's  condition  must  be  held  to  have 
been  according  to  **the  law  of  the  land." 
The  right  of  the  accused  to  plead  guilty  upon 
his  arrai/snixnent  has  been  universally  recog- 
nized from  the  earliest  period  in  the  history 
of  criminal  procedure,  and  from  the  same 
period  the  universally  recognized  effect  of 
the  plea  has  been  to  authorize  the  court  hav- 
ing cognizance  of  the  offense  to  proceed  to 
judgment ;  and  if,  contrary  alike  to  the  ex- 
press and  unambiguous  language  of  the  stat- 
ute and  every  known  rule  of  construction, 
it  was  held  that  the  defendant  had  a  consti- 
tutional right  of  trial  by  jury  on  his  plea  of 
guilty,  he  waived  the  right  by  voluntarily 
submitting  to  the  tribunal  having  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  offense  the  determination  of  the 
degree  of  his  guilt,  and  must  abide  the  con- 
sequences. *' A  party  may  waive  a  constitu- 
tional, as  well  as  a  statute,  provision  made 
for  his  benefit."  Lee  v.  Tilloteon,  24  Wend. 
887,  85  Am.  Dec.  624,  626,  and  note.  "In 
our  bill  of  rights  jury  trial  is  a  liberty  re- 
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served  by  the  people,  and  excepted  out  of 
their  grant  of  governmental  powers.  .  .  . 
It  is  a  private  right  of  the  subject,  and  not 
a  public  riffht  of  the  state"  {Wooeter  v.  Ply- 
mouth, 62  N.  H.  193,  196)  ;  and  it  hu  &)- 
ways  been  so  understood  here  {DaHmauth 
OoUege  Trustees  v.  Woodward.  1  N.  H.  129: 
State  V.  Albee,  61  N.  H.  428,  427,  429,  6i> 
Am.  Rep.  325) .  It  is  one  of  the  rights  not 
surrendered  by  the  people  when  they  formed 
themselves  into  a  state,  and  by  its  reservation 
they  exempted  themselves  from  the  authority 
of  the  government  they  created  to  abridge  it. 
The  purpose  was  to  secure  to  suitors  and  per- 
sons accused  of  crime,  as  individuals,  the 
right  and  privilege  of  having  their  causes 
heard  and  determined  by  a  jury,  ''as  a  pro- 
tection of  the  subject  against  the  gOTern- 
ment,  and  of  the  weak  subject  against  tbe 
powerful  subject.  .  .  .  It  is  a  security, 
not  for  the  sovereignty,  the  independence,  or 
the  public  property  of  the  state,  but  for  pri- 
vate life,  private  liberty,  and  private  prop- 
erty, against  all  power,  public  and  private.' 
Wooster  v.  Plymouth,  ^upra.  The  prohibi- 
tion, in  article  16  of  the  Bill  of  Rights,  of 
**anv  law  tJiat  shall  subject  any  person  to 
capital  punishment  .  .  .  without  a  trial 
by  jury,"  must  therefore  be  interpreted  aa 
a'protection  of  the  accused,  and  a  secarity 
for  his  exclusive  benefit,  and,  as  sacb.  be 
may  avail  himself  of  it,  or  waive  it,  at  bia 
own  election.  Jones  v.  Bobbins,  8  Gray,  S29. 
839,  841.  And  we  fail  to  find  in  that  article, 
or  any  other  provision  of  the  constitution, 
any  language  which  precludes  or  denies  to 
the  accuted  the  power  or  option  to  waive  a 
jury  without  authority  of  statute.  But  this 
question  is  not  presented  by  the  case,  and 
consequently  will  not  be  discussed.  It  is 
enougn  that  the  legislature,  in  the  exercise 
of  the  power  with  which  it  is  invested  by 
the  constitution,  has  provided,  at  the  option 
of  the  accused,  a  mode  of  trial  in  capital 
cases  without  the  intervention  of  the  jury, 
and  that  the  defendant  has  availed  himself 
of  the  option. 

While  the  defendant's  objection  was  too 
late,  and  gives  him  no  rightful  standing 
here  (SawtSle  v.  State,  66  NT  H.  — ;  Alex- 
ander V.  United  States,  188  U.  S.  858,  84  L 
ed.  954) ,  his  case  has  nevertheless  been  con- 
sidered as  if  the  objection  had  been  season- 
ably  made,  and  we  are  constrained  to  hold, 
without  doubt  or  difference  of  opinion,  that 
the  judgment  against  the  defendant  was  and 
is  in  all  respects  legal  and  valid. 

Motion  for  a  new  trial  denied. 

Doet  Ch.  J,  and  AUea,  J,  did  not  sii. 


18B4. 
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PEOPLE  of  the  State  of  Wyoming,  ex  rrf. 
Warren  RICHARDSON,  Sr., 

V. 

Harry  B.  HENDERSON. 


.Wye. 


1.  Appodntive  mm  well  mm  eleeUve  oflt^ 
evn  are  within  Const.,  art.  10,  providing  that 
officen  shall  hold  until  their  sucoessors  are  quali- 
fied. 

S.  The.  power  of  the  executive  and  Ju- 
dicial depajrtmente  in  a  state  government  is 
a  grant  under  a  limitation,  while  the  powers  of 
the  legislative  department  are  absolute  except  as 
restricted  and  limited  by  the  oonstitution. 

8.  The  ezecutiwe  doee  not  hawe  maj  in- 
hcrent  power  of  appointment  of  ofllcers. 

4.  Upon  tbe  appointment  of  an  ollleer 
to  All  a  vacancy  ^^nttl  the  next  meeting  of 
the  legislature,**  under  a  statute  making  no  fur- 
ther  provision  as  to  the  incumbency,  the  meeting 
of  the  legislature  does  not  create  another  vacancy 
in  the  ofBce  within  the  meaning  of  Const.,  art.  4, 
I  7,  authorizing  the  governor  to  fill  a  vacancy 
when  there  Is  no  other  provision  made  therefor, 
ihMe  art.  a.  I  la,  provides  that  every  oflloer  shall 
hold  ^'unta  his  successor  Is  qualtHed.** 

(January  16, 18M.) 

PETITION  for  a  writ  of  quo  warranto  to 
dete^ine  by  what  right  respondent  was 
eiercieing  the  office  of  state  examiner.  Jv4g' 
mentfar  defendant. 

The  facta  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

ifr.  W.  R.  Stoll,  for  relator : 

Laws  of  1890-91,  chap.  84,  §  6,  is  as  fQl- 
lows:  **In  case  of  vacancy  in  the  office  of 
state  examiner  by  death,  removal,  or  other- 
wise, the  governor  shall  fill  the  same  by  ap- 
pointment until  tha  next  meeting  of  the  leg- 
islature." 

Whenever  a  vacancy  exiats,  for  an^  reason 
whatever,  under  the  terms  of  this  section,  the 
governor  shall  fill  the  Tacancy  by  appoint- 
ment, until  the  next  meeting  of  the  legisla- 
ture. 

There  was  no  coomion-law  rule  upon  the 
subject. 

Throop  on  Public  Officers,  g  325.  stating 
the  compon-law  rule  under  the  American 
caaes  to  be  that  public  officers  hold  over  until 
the  choice  and  qualification  of  their  success- 
ors is  not  supported  by  the  authorities  cited. 

With  the 'single  exception  of  People  v. 
OuUon,  28  Cal.  44,  all  of  the  cases  cited  by 
Throop,  in  so  far  as  they  have  any  applica- 
tion whatever  to  this  question,  were  decided 
on  the  terms  of  constitutions  or  statutes  pro- 
viding that  officers  shall  hold  over  until  their 
successors  are  elected  and  qualified. 

People  V.  OuUon,  eupra,  was  examined  and 
declared  unsound  in  People  v.  Bull,  46  N. 
Y.  65.  7  Am.  Rep.  802. 

In  Philip$  V.  Wickham,  1  Paige,  694,  2  L. 


ed.  765,  the  chancellor  says:  "There  arer 
undoubtedly,  some  common- law  officers  who 
are  to  be  elected  or  appointed  periodically, 
but  who,  from  the  necessity  of  the  case,  con- 
tinue to  exercise  their  functions  until  others 
are  elected  or  appointed  to  fill  their  places. 

1  am  not  aware,**  he  continues,  **of  any  gen- 
eral principle  of  the  common-law  which  au- 
thorizes all  civil  or  corporate  officers  to  hold 
over  after  the  expiration  of  the  time  for 
which  they  were  elected  until  their  placea 
are  supplied  by  others.** 

In  People  v.  Tieman,  80  Barb.  197,  the 
court  says :  **  I  know  of  no  common*  law  rule 
by  which  a  public  officer  appointed  or  chosen 
for  a  specific  term,  can  hola  office  beyond  that 
term,  upon  the  failure  of  the  proper  body  to 
appoint  or  elect  a  successor.    * 

S^  also  Chrutian  v.  Gibbee,  53  Miss.  314. 

If  the  official  term  of  a  public  officer  is 
limited  by  law  or  constitutional  provision  to 
a  given  term  of  years  without  the  right  ex- 
pressly or  impliedly  given,  of  holding  until 
his  successor  is  chosen  and  qualified,  then  In 
case  of  the  failure  to  choose  a  successor,  a 
vacancy  must  occur,  which  may  result  in 
serious  public  inconvenience  and  injury. 
McCrary,  Elections,  g  814 ;  People  v,  luman^ 
supra. 

McCrary  declares  that  in  the  United  States 
an  officer  has  an  implied  right  to  hold  over 
until  his  successor  is  elect^  and  qualified 
unless  the  contrary  appears  to  be  the  plain 
requirement  of  the  statute,  citing  — 

State  V.  Wells,  8  Nev.  109 ;  Cordiell  v.  Friz- 
eU,  1  Nev.  180 ;  Walker  v.  FerrUl,  58  Ga. 
512. 

State  V.  Wells,  supra,  explicitly  folio ws» 
without  elaboration  or  argument,  People  v. 
OuUon,  28  Cal.  44. 

Cordiell  v.  FruseU,  supra^  does  not  sustain 
the  proposition  in  support  of  which  it  ia 
cited  by  McCrary. 

Neither  does  Walker  v.  Ferrill,  supra,  sus- 
tain the  proposition  in  support  of  which  it 
is  cited  oy  McCrary. 

It  is  said  in  State  v.  Harrison,  118  Ind. 
484 :  ^  Whether  or  not,  as  a  general  principle 
of  the  common  law,  officers  are  entitled  to 
hold  over  beyond  their  prescribed  terms  with- 
out some  express  provision,  is  not  settled 
upon  authority.** 

People  v.  Oulton,  supra,  is  the  only  Cali- 
fornia case  which  decides  that  in  the  absence 
of  constitutional  or  statutory  provisions  an 
officer  has  an  implied  right  to  hold  over  until 
his  successor  is  elected  and  qualified.  All 
other  California  cases  were  decided  on  the 
terms  of  constitutional  or  statutory  provis- 
ions authorizing  the  officer  in  question  to 
hold  over  until  his  successor  was  elected  or 
qualified. 

Peopls  V.  Fitch,  1  Cal.  519 ;  People  v.   WelU, 

2  Cal.  204 :  Pe^  v.  Mott,  8  Cal.  502 ;  People 
V.  Reid,  6  Cal.  289 ;  People   v.    Baine,    Id. 


JiOn.—Tbe  above  case  re-enforces  the  line  of 
dedsiODSwhlob:  deoies/C^t  the  power  of  appoint- 
loent  of  offloera  ia  inherent  in  the  executive.  It 
igrees  with  State  v.  Boucher  (N.  Bak.)  21  L.  R.  A. 
OB;  F<a  V.  XoDonaid  (Ala.) »  L.  R.  A.  589;  and  Btate 
22  L.  R.  A, 


V.  George  (Or.)  16  L.  R.  A.  787,  in  opposition  to  State 
V.  Denny  (Ind.)  4  L.  R.  A.  66;  State  v.  Denny  (Ind.) 
4  L.  R.  A.  79;  and«  Evans viile  v.  State  (Ind.)  4  L.  R. 
A.  IBB. 


752 


WiTftMnsra  Suprbics  Court. 


Jas.. 


509 ;  P^U  V.  Migner,  7  Cal.  619 :  People  v. 
Langdon,  8  Cal.  1 ;  People  v.  AddUon,  10  Cal. 
1  V  People  V.  Whitman,  10  Cal.  46;  P«>pte  v. 
Cazfieau,  20  Cal.  504;  P«(?pi<j  v.  Tilton,  87 
Cal.  614 ;  People  y.  PiMt;/;,  49  Cal.  407 ;  PeopU 
V.   ryw«,  87  Cal.  475. 

The  only  rule  sustained  by  authorities  is 
that  stated  in  PeopU  v.  Bull,  46  N.  Y.  65,  7 
Am.  Hep.  802,  as  follows:  ''One  holding 
an  office,  the  incumbent  of  which  is,  by  its 
tenure,  to  be  annually  or  periodically  ap- 
pointed or  elected,  and  with  no  restrictive 
provision  as  to  the  term,  may  hold  over 
until  his  successor  is  elected  and  qualified.*' 

In  HenderBon*e  Case  there  is  ^'a  restrictive 
provision  as  to  the  term**  for  which  he  was 
appointed. 

It  may  be  true  that  Henderson  has  since  the 
10th  of  January,  1898,  been  a  de  facto  officer, 
and  his  acts  are  valid  as  against  himself  and 
for  the  protection  of  thira  parties  and  the 
public.  But  he  has  not  been  a  ''legal  in- 
cumbent'' of  the  office.  His  occupancy  of  the 
office  has  not  been  such  as  to  preclude  a 
^vacancy"  such  as  the  governor  is  authorized 
to  fill. 

State  V.  ffotoe,  25  Ohio  St.  598,  18  Am.  Rep. 
321. 

The  following  cases.  State  v.  Murphy,  82 
Fla.  188,  and  State  v.  Boucher  (N.  Dak.)  21 
L.  R.  A.  589,  have  reviewed,  in  extent  the 
principles  involved  in  the  cases  which  arise 
under  statutes  containing  various  provisions 
AS  to  the  subject  of  vacancies  in  public  of- 
fices, and  are  instructive  in  that  there  has 
been  an  exhaustive  examination  and  dlscus- 
;Sion  of  authorities. 

State  V.  Boucher,  aupra,  is  an  authority 
which  directly  sustains  the  contention  of  the 
relator. 

Meeers,  Lacey  &  Van  Devaater  and  R. 
W.  Breekons  for  respondent. 

Groesbeekt  Ch,  J.,  delivered  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court: 

This  proceeding  is  instituted  in  this  court 
to  determine  the  title  to  the  office  of  state 
examiner,  and  the  cause  is  submitted  on  an 
agreed  statement  of  facts ;  the  original  juris- 
.diction  of  this  court,  under  the  constitution, 
in  quo  warranto  as  to  state  officers,  being  in- 
voked. The  relator  and  respondent  have  each 
;all  the  legal  qualifications  required  of  an 
incumbent  of  the  office.  Shortly  previous  to 
the  20th  day  of  December,  1892,  Joel  Ware 
Foster  was  the  duly  appointed,  constitute, 
qualified,  and  acting  state  examiner,  and  had 
resigned  the  office,  and  ceased  to  exercise  its 
■duties.  On  that  day,  Amos  W.  Barber,  then 
the  actinff  governor  of  the  state,  executed  and 
delivered  to  Harry  B.  Henderson  a  commis- 
sion to  fill  the  vacancy  in  said  office  oc- 
casioned  by  the  resignation  of  said  Foster, 
to  hold  the  office  until  the  next  meeting  of 
the  legislature  of  the  state  and  under  such 
appointment  and  commission  said  Henderson 
duly  and  regularly  qualified  as  such  officer, 
and  has  discharged  tbe  duties  of  said  office 
ever  since,  and  has  received  and  used  the 
emoluments  pertaining  thereto.  The  next 
session  of  the  Jegislature  occurring  after  the 
appointment  of  the  defendant  convened  Jan- 
uary 10,  189?,  .^nd  adjourned  nns  die,  Febru- 
•28L.H.A. 


ary  18,  1898,  and  during  the  session  of  the 
legislature  the  senate  thereof,  while  in  ses- 
sion, on  the  10th  day  of  January,  1893. 
adopted  the  following  resolution :  *  Where- 
as, Harry  B.  Henderson,  was  duly  appointed 
and  commissioned  on  December  90,  189^  by 
Amos  W.  Barber,  the  then  acting  governor 
of  the  state  of  Wyoming,  as  state  examiner, 
to  fill  the  vacancy  occasioned  by  the  resig- 
nation of  Joel  Ware  Foster :  Now,  therefore, 
be  it  resolved  by  the  senate  that  the  said  ap- 
pointment of  the  said  Harry  B.  Henderson  to 
the  office  of  state  examiner  be  and  the  same 
is  hereby  advised,  consented  to,  and  con- 
firmed." On  February  1,  1893,  during  the 
session  of  the  legislature,  John  E.  Osbonie. 
the  governor  of  the  state,  transmitted  to  tJie 
senate,  which  was  then  in  session,  bis  nom- 
ination of  John  Stone  for  the  office  of  state 
examiner;  and  on  February  18,  1893,  tbe 
senate  adjourned  sine  die,  without  liaving 
taken  any  final  action  on  said  nomination, 
without  confirming  the  same,  and  witliout 
either  giving  or  reftwtog  to  give  its  advice 
and  consent  to  the  appointment  of  said  Stone 
to  the  office.  On  March  8,  1898,  after  the 
adjournment  of  the  legislature,  and  during 
the  interval  between  the  regular  sessions 
thereof  (the  next  ensuing  regular  session  be- 
ing in  1895),  €k>v.  Osborne  executed  and  de- 
livered a  commission  to  said  John  Stone,  at- 
tempting to  appoint  him  to  the  office  of  state 
examiner  *^mce  Harry  B.  Heoderson,  term 
expired,"  to  hold  the  office  until  the  next 
meetinff  of  the  legislature.  This  commisuon 
was  not  attested  by  the  secretary  of  state,  nor 
was  the  great  seal  of  the  state  affixed  thereto. 
Stone  never  qualified  or  attempted  to  qualify 
as  state  examiner,  and  never  entered  upon  or 
attempted  to  discharge  the  duties  of  the  of- 
fice, but  thereafter,  and  on  March  23,  1893. 
he  resigned  said  office,  or  attempted  to  roBign 
the  same.  On  August  22,  18(K3,«  and  during 
the  time  intervening  between  the  regular  ses- 
sions of  the  legislature,  Gov.  Osborne  ex- 
ecuted and  delivered  to  the  relator,  Warren 
L^chardson,  Sr.,  a  commission  purporting  to 
appoint  the  relator  to  the  office  of  state  ex- 
aminer **  for  tbe  unexpired  term  of  Harry  B. 
Henderson,  whose  sala  office  of  state  examiner 
became  vacant  on  the  10th  day  of  January.  A. 
D.  1898."  The  words  quoted  are  recited  in 
the  commission,  which  contains  the  further 
recital  that  said  Richardson,  the  relator,  was 
appointed  from  the  date  of  the  commiwioa ; 
that  is,  ^  from  the  22d  day  of  August  A.  D. 
1898,  until  the  next  meeting  of  the  legislature 
of  the  state  of  Wyoming.  "^  This  oommiasion 
was  not  attested  by  the  secretary  of  state  un- 
der the  great  seal  of  the  state.  Tbe  senate 
never  gave  it^  advice  and  consent  to  the  ap- 
pointment of  the  relator  as  state  examiner, 
and  no  nomination  of  relator  for  said  office 
was  ever  made  by  the  governor  to  the  sen- 
ate, and  no  nomination  or  appointment  of  the 
relator  to  said  office  was  ever  confirmed  by 
the  senate.  Upon  receipt  of  ^e  ocnuBission. 
the  relatov  accepted  the  same,  uid  has  em 
since  been  willing  anddesires  to  enter  npon 
the  duties  of  the  office  of  state  examiner,  but 
has  never  qualified  and  has  never  given  any 
bond  as  such  officer.  The  defendant  Hen- 
derson, has  at  all  times  refused,  and  still 
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refuses,  to  recognize  any  right  of  the  relator 
to  the  office  of  state  exanoiiiier,  and  claims  the 
right  to  hold  said  office,  and  excludes  the 
relator  from  the  rights,  privileges,  and  emol- 
uments thereof.  There  has  been  no  session 
of  the  legislature  of  the  state  since  the  ad- 
journment on  February  18,  1898.  The  term 
of  office  of  Amos  W.  Barber  as  acting  gov- 
ernor expired  on  the  2d  dav  of  January,  1893, 
and  the  term  of  John  £.  Osborne  as  governor 
commenced  on  said  2d  day  of  January,  1898, 
at  which  time  he  entered  upon  the  discharge 
of  his  duties  as  such  governor,  and  has  ever 
since  that  date  been  the  legally  elected, 
qualiHed,  and  acting  governor  of  the  state. 

The  foregoinff  statement  is  a  sufficient  re- 
view of  the  Buomitted  facts  for  the  deter- 
mination of  the  questions  involved.  Counsel 
for  defendant  insist  that,  as  Uie  relator  has 
never  qualified,  he  is  not  entitled  to  the  office, 
and  has  no  standing  in  this  court,  and  is  not 
entitled  to  any  relief,  and  that,  as  no  reason 
or  excuse  is  shown  for  the  absence  of  the 
attestation  of  the  secretary  of  state  and  the 
great  seal  of  the  state  from  the  commission  of 
the  governor  to  relator,  the  commission  is  not 
fully  executed,  and  would  not  be  a  sufficient 
warrant  or  authority  for  the  assumption  of  the 
office  by  the  relator,  even  if  he  were  other- 
wise legally  entitled  to  the  same.  These 
questions  we  do  not  care  to  pass  upon  at  this 
time,  as  it  is  manifest  that,  if  we  should  hold 
that  these  positions  were  well  taken  by  the 
respondent,  the  greater  questions  of  public 
interest  involved  In  the  case  would  be  post- 
poned. We  prefer  to  decide  the  main  ques- 
tions involved, — the  right  of  Henderson,  tJie 
respondent,  to  hold  over  beyond  the  next 
meeting  of  the  legislature  ensuine  after  his 
appointment,  and  the  authority  of  the  gov- 
ernor to  appoint  his  successor  during  the 
recess  of  the  senate. 

Provision  is  made  for  the  office  of  state 
examiner  in  section  14  of  article  4  of  the 
Constitution  of  (his  state :  "  The  legislature 
fihall  provide  for  a  state  examiner,  who  shall 
ihe  appointed  by  the  governor  and  confirmed 
by  the  senate.  His  duty  shall'  be  to  examine 
the  accounts  of  state  treasurer,  supreme  court 
clerks,  district  court  clerks,  and  all  county 
treasurers,  and  treasurers  of  such  other  public 
institutions  as  the  law  may  require  and  (he) 
«hall  perform  such  other  duties  as  the  legis- 
lature may  prescri be.  He  shal  1  report  at  least 
•once  a  year,  and  oftcner,  if  required,  to  such 
•officers  as  are  designated  by  the  legislature. 
His  compensation  shall  be  fixed  by  law." 
This  mandate  to  the  legislature  was  promptlv 
•obeyed  by  the  enactment  of  a  statute  by  the 
first  state  legislature  entitled  ''An  Act  Pro- 
viding for  the  Office  of  State  Examiner,  De- 
tinine  His  Powers  and  Duties,  Prescribing 
His  Bond  and  Fixing  His  Compensation, '^ 
approved  Januany  10.  1891.  Sess.  Laws  1890- 
91,  chap.  84.  The  following  sections  of  the 
Act  are  quoted  as  applicable  to  the  case  at 
bar:  **  Section  1.  The  office  of  state  examiner 
is  hereby  created.  Sec.  2.  Such  examiner 
^hall  be  appointed  by  the  governor  by  and 
with  the  consent  of  the  senate.  He  shal  1  hold 
his  office  for  four  years  and  until  his  succes- 
sor in  office  is  appointed  and  shall  have 
qualified."  "See.  6.  Incase  of  vacancy  in 
^L.R,A.  48 


the  office  of  state  examiner,  by  death,  removal, 
or  otherwise,  the  governor  shall  fill  the  same 
by  appointment  until  the  next  meeting  of  the 
legislature.  The  appointee  to  fill  sach  va- 
cancy shall  execute  the  same  bond  and  take 
the  same  oath  as  herein  described,  and  shall 
have  the  same  powers  and  duties  as  a  state 
examiner  appointed  by  the  governor  by  and 
with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  senate.  ^ 
Much  space  in  the  brief  of  counsel  for  the 
relator  is  devoted  to  the  discussion  of  the  rule 
of  the  common  law  as  to  the  right  of  an  in- 
cumbent of  an  office  to  hold  over  beyond  his 
term,  and  until  the  qualification  of  his  suc- 
cessor. It  attacks  the  position,  evidently 
taken  in  Throop  on  Public  Officers  (at  section 
825),  that  the  common -law  rule,  or  the  rule 
in  the  absence  of  any  constitutional  or  stat- 
utory provision,  according  to  the  weight  of 
American  cases,  is  that  public  officers  hold 
over  until  the  choice  and  qualification  of 
their  succe8S(»s.  The  authorities  cited  in 
support  of  the  proposition  are  discussed  at 
length,  particularly  the  position  taken  in 
Pe^  V.  (htiUm,  28  Oal.  44,  which  is  con- 
demned in  the  brief  of  counsel  for  relator  as 
against  the  current  of  authority.  At  page 
562,  19  Am.  &  Eng.  Encyclop.  Law,  the 
matter  is  treated  of  in  the  following  lan- 
guage :  "•  Although  there  is  authority  for  the 
proposition  that  an  officer's  functions  cease  . 
immediately  upon  the  expiration  of  his  term 
of  office,  the  doctrine  supported  by  the  pre- 
ponderance of  opinion  is  that,  in  the  absence 
of  any  express  or  implied  prohibition  an 
officer  holds  over  after  the  expiration  of  his 
term,  until  a  successor  is  duly  chosen  and 
qualified.  To  this  general  rule  some  of  the 
authorities  make  an  exception  in  the  case  of 
ludicial  officers,  and  possibly,  also,  of  mem- 
bers of  the  legislature,  and  the  executive.  In 
most  of  the  states,  all  doubt  is  removed  by 
constitutional  or  statutory  provisions  that 
when  an  officer  is  elected  or  appointed  for  a 
fixed  term  the  office  shall  not,  on  the  expira- 
tion of  the  term,  become  vacant,  but  the  in- 
cumbent shall  continue  to  hold  until  his  suc- 
cessor is  elected  and  oualified.  In  these  juris- 
dictions, consequently,  the  eovemor  cannot, 
on  the  expiration  of  a  term  of  office,  appoint  a 
new  officer,  but  the  former  incumbent  is  en- 
titled to  hold  over  until  a  duly  qualified 
successor  presents  himself.''  Tlie  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  seems  to  be  of  a 
contrary  opinion,  as  it  says  in  the  case  of 
Badaer  v.  United  Siatee,  98  U.  S.  601.  28  L. 
ed.  992 :  **By  the  common  law,  as  well  as  by 
the  statutes  of  the  United  States  and  the  laws 
of  most  of  the  states,  when  the  term  of  office  to 
which  one  is  elected  or  appointed  expires  his 

Eower  to  perform  its  duties  cease."  It  was 
eld  in  that  case  that  the  constitution  and 
laws  of  Illinois  prescribed  a  different  rule, 
or,  as  is  said  in  the  opinion,  "The  system  of 
the  state  of  Illinois  seems  to  be  organized 
upon  a  different  principle ;"  and  the  court  ac- 
cordingly held  that  a  certain  township  officer 
in  Illinois  continued  in  office,  and  was  not  re- 
lieved from  his  duties  and  responsibilities  as 
a  member  of  the  board  of  auditors  of  the  town- 
ship by  his  resignation,  which  had  been  tend- 
ered to  and  accepted  by  the  proper  authority, 
until  his  successor  was  chosen  and  qualified. 
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Counsel  for  relator  sums  up  bis  position  in 
the  case  in  his  brief  as  follows:  "^ There  is 
nothing  in  the  Wyoming  constitution  or  stat- 
utes aathorizing  Henderson  [the  respondent] 
to  hold  over  after  the  expiration  of  his  term, 
and  until  his  successor  Is  nominated  by  the 
governor  and  confirmed  by  the  senate.  On 
the  authorities,  there  is  no  common-law  rule 
authorizing  him  to  do  so. " 

It  is  unnecessary  to  ascertain  or  app^ly  the 
common-law  rule  in  the  case  at  bar,  as  our 
constitution  regulates  the  matter  generally  in 
a  sweeping  provision  embodied  in  article  6, 
•which  counsel  for  relator  seems  to  overlook. 
Section  16  of  the  article  reads  as  follows: 
**  Every  person  holdins  any  civil  office  under 
the  state,  or  any  municipality  therein  shall, 
unless  removed  according  to  law.  exercise  the 
duties  of  such  office  until  his  successor  is 
qualified,  but  this  shall  not  apply  to  members 
of  the  legislature,  nor  to  members  of  any 
board  of  (or)  assembly,  two  or  more  of  whom 
are  elected  at  the  same  time.  The  legislature 
may  by  law  provide  for  suspending  any  offi- 
cer in  his  functions,  pending  impeachment  or 
prosecution  for  misconduct  in  office.  **  This 
provision  of  the  fundamental  law  is  appli- 
cable to  appointive  as  well  as  elective  officers. 
It  applies  to  the  respondent,  Henderson,  as 
he  undoubtedly  held  a  *" civil  office  under  the 
state,"  aiid  was  not  one  of  the  excepted  offi- 
cers mentioned, — a  member  of  the  legislature 
or  a  member  of  any  board  or  assembly,  —un- 
less some  other  provision  of  equal  dignity 
can  be  foimd,  that  will  modify  the  section 
quoted,  or  make  it  inapplicable  to  him. 

It  may  be  contended  that  upon  the  expira- 
tion of  his  term  to  fill  the  vacancy  resulting 
from  the  resignation  of  Foster,  his  prede- 
cessor in  the  office, — tliat  is,  upon  the  meet- 
ing of  the  legislature  which  occurred  some 
twenty  days  after  his  appointment, — right  to 
hold  the  office  or  fill  the  vacancy  expired  by 
limitation  of  the  statute,  and  then  the  gov- 
ernor had  the  ri^ht  to  appoint  for  the  remain- 
der of  the  unexpired  term  of  Foster,  the  orig- 
inal incumbent,  under  the  provision  of  sec- 
tion 7  of  article  4  of  the  State  Constitution : 
^'When  any  office  from  any  cause  becomes 
vacant,  and  no  mode  is  provided  by  the  con- 
stitution or  law  for  filling  such  vacancy,  the 
governor  shall  have  power  to  fill  the  vacancy 
y  appointment.  *'  The  statute  creating  the 
oince  of  state  examiner,  supra^  makes  no  ex- 
press provision  as  to  how  the  vacancy,  if  it 
can  be  termed  a  vacancy,  shall  be  filled  after 
the  legislature  meets,  either  by  the  governor 
or  by  the  governor  and  the  senate  acting  con- 
currently oy  appointment  and  confirmation. 
It  is  also  silent  as  to  the  term  of  the  successor 
of  the  appointee  of  the  governor  to  fill  the 
vacancy  in  the  recess  of  the  legislature.  Is 
this  one  of  the  cases  where  the  governor  may 
appoint  to  fill  a  vaciincy  in  the  office?  Did 
the  temporary  and  provisional  appointment 
of  Henderson,  the  respondent,  continue  only 
until  the  legislature  met?  And  did  his  right 
to  the  office  terminate  then,  or  was  he  con- 
tinued in  office  by  virtue  of  the  constitutional 
'  provision  providing  that  any  person  holding 
a  civil  office  under  the  state,  not  being  a 
member  of  the  legislature  or  a  member  of  a 
board  or  assembly,  two  or  more  of  whom  are 
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elected  at  the  same  time,  shall  exercise  the 
duties  of  such  office  until  his  sacceasor  has 
qualified?  If  the  office  of  state  examiaer 
became  vacant  upon  the  expiration  of  the 
limited  period  or  term  of  Henderson,  the  ap- 
pointee to  fill  the  vacancy  temporarily,  then 
he  had  no  right  to  exercise  the' duties  of  the 
office,  and,  in  the  absence  of  any  oonstita- 
tional  or  statutory  provision  for  filling  the 
vacancy  thus  occurring,  the  governor  could 
appoint  under  the  authority  conferred  upon 
him  by  section  7  of  article  4  of  the  CoDStitu- 
tion.  '  The  legislature  has  the  right  to  de- 
termine what  shall  constitute  a  vacancy, 
whether  the  office  be  filled  by  an  incumbeot 
or  not.  This  is  frequently  done  by  statutes, 
providing  for  special  elections  where  an  offi- 
cer elect  dies  or  refuses  to  qualify  or  resigns 
before  the  commencement  of  his  official  teno, 
and  some  statutes  may  be  found  empower ing 
some  officer  or  board  to  fill  the  vacancy  thus 
created  by  law.  Johnson  v.  Mann,  77  Va. 
265.  Without  some  statutory  regulation  of 
the  matter  a  vacancy  can  only  exist  in  an 
office  where  there  is  no  lawful  incumhent 
occupying  it.  An  office  cannot  be  said  to  be 
vacant  while  any  person  is  authorised  to  act 
in  it,  and  does  so  act.  Poople  v.  Van  Eanu^ 
18  Wend.  618 ;  Tappan  v.  Gray,  9  Paige,  507, 
4  L.  ed.  794. 

In  the  recent  case  of  State  v.  Murpky,  ^ 
Fla.  188,  it  was  held  that  where  county  com- 
missioners are  appointed  by  the  governs  by 
and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of  the  sen- 
ate, and  their  term  of  office  fixed  a^  two  years, 
and  the  governor  recommended  to  the  senate 
certain  persons  as  county  oommissioners,  but 
the  senate  adjourned  iine  die  without  takinr 
action  on  these  nominations,  the  governor  had 
the  power  to  fill  the  offices  by  appointment, 
as  vacancies  existed  then,  notwithatandiag 
a  constitutional  provision  similar  to  onis. 
which  was  considered  only  to  prevent  an 
hiatus  in  the  office  until  the  appointing  power 
acted.  The  opinion  seems  to  be  based  upon 
certain  constitutional  and  statutory  proris- 
ions,  modifying  or  neutralizing  a  eeneral 
provision  of  the  constitution  of  Florida  that 
**  all  state,  county  and  municipal  officers  shall 
continue  in  office  after  the  expiration  of  their 
official  terms  until  their  successors  are  dah 
qualified.''  This  decision  is  certainly  the 
most  favorable  one  that  can  be  cited  on  behalf 
of  the  relator,  but  we  are  not  satisfied  vith 
the  reasoning  of  the  majority  opinion.  Upon 
principle  and  reasoning,  the  dissenting  opin- 
ion of  Mr,  Justice  Mabry  seems  to  be  ue  bet- 
ter view,  and  the  one  in  consonance  with  the 
greater  number  of  authorities.  Under  our 
constitution,  the  governor  is  not  clothed  with 
an  absolute  power  of  appointment  ol  state 
officers.  Nearly  all  of  such  officers  are  to 
be  elected  by  the  people,  but  some  of  them 
the  constitution  expressly  requires  to  be  ap- 
pointed by  the  governor  with  the  consent  of 
the  senate,  such  as  geologist,  engineer,  trus- 
tees of  the  university,  and  the  state  examiuer. 
The  legislature  may  provide  for  such  other 
state  offlcen  not  enumerated  in  the  oonatUo- 
tion  as  are  deemed  neoenaiy  (art  4,  S  11). 
and  it  seems  thatJn  the  crea$ion  of  suc^  offi- 
cers the  governor  may  be  vested  by  law  with 
the  sole  power  of  appointing  them,  dispeu- 
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ing  with  the  consent  of  the  senate.  Such, 
howeTer,  has  not  been  the  habit  of  the  state  or 
territorial  legislatures  in  creating  new  offi- 
cers, as  such  officials  are  generally  required 
by  the  statutes  to  be  appointed  by  the  gov- 
ernor by  and  with  the  advice  and  consent  of 
the  senate,  except  only  in  cases  of  vacancies. 
The  power  lodged  with  the  governor  to  fill 
vacancies  in  any  office  is  restricted  to  cases 
where  the  constitution  and  statutes  are  si- 
lent as  to  the  mode  of  filling  them,  and.  is 
not  a  plenary  power.  The  executive  is  not 
vested  with  the  sole  appointing  power,  ex- 
cept as  to  a  few  offices,  and  certainly  he  does 
not  have  any  inherent  power  of  appointment, 
as  8u<^  power,  in  the  states  of  the  Union, 
is  not  essentially  executive.  The  sovereign 
power  is  in  the  people,  and  not  in  their 
rulers.  The  power  of  the  executive  and  ju- 
dicial departments  is  a  grant,  not  a  limita- 
tion, while  the  powers  of  the  legislative  de- 
partment are  absolute,  except  as  restricted 
and  limited  bv  the  Constitution  which  the 
people  have  adopted.  StaU  v.  Boucher  (N. 
Dak.)  21  L.  R.  A.  589.  This  is  elementary, 
and  too  familiar  to  need  elaboration,  that, 
while  the  judiciary  and  the  executive  have 
only  enumerated  powers,  the  sway  of  the 
legislative  department  is  supreme,  except  as 
controlled  by  the  limitations  imposed  by  the 
organic  law.  The  power  of  the  governor  to 
appoint  to  office  must  sprine  from  some  con- 
stitutional grant,  or  some  legislative  grant 
not  forbidden  by  the  constitution,  and  the 
power  bestowed  by  the  constitution  upon  the 
executive  to  fill  vacancies  in  public  offices 
is  one  only  to  be  exercised  where  there  is  no 
constitutional  or  statutory  provision  for  fill- 
ing the  vacancy.  Although  the  act  before 
us  is  silent  as  to  filling  the  office  after  the 
expiration  of  the  time  allotted  to  the  ap- 
pointee to  fill  a  vacancy  in  the  office  of  state 
examiner,  the  constituUon  is  not.  He  holds 
a  civil  office  under  the  state,  and  continues 
to  exercise  its  duties  until  his  successor  is 
qualified.  This  successor  must  be  one  ap- 
pointed by  warrant  or  authority  of  law,  and 
not  in  the  absence  of  it.  There  would  be  no 
sense  in  the  position  that  a  vacancy  could  be 
created  by  an  attempt  to  fill  a  vacancy,  nor  in 
the  view' that  one  appointee  to  fill  a  vacancy 
could  be  succeeded  by  another  to  fill  the  same 
vacancy,  where  the  provisional  appointment 
is  made  from  the  same  source.  The  vacancy 
is  already  filled  by  the  governor's  appoint- 
ment and  there  is  no  reason  why  the  appointee 
should  be  displaced  by  one  appointed  by  a 
succeeding  governor.  Such  a  succession  in 
office  is  not  contemplated  by  the  constitution 
or  by  the  statute.  In  tlie  statute  under  con- 
sideration, it  is  plainly  to  be  seen  that  the 
object  in  limiting  the  power  of  appointment 
to  fill  a  vacancy  in  the  office  until  the  next 
meeting  of  the  legislature  was  not  intended 
to  ocmfer  the  power  to  fill  it  beyond  that  time 
upon  the  executive,  but  it  was  evidently  in- 
tended tiiat  the  successor  to  the  provisional 
appointment  should  be  selected  by  the  orig- 
inal source  of  appointing  power,  the  governor 
and  the  senate  acting  concurrently  and  in 
harmony  with  each  other.  Construing  the  act 
reasonably,  the  purpose  in  limiting  the  ten- 
ure of  office  of  the  appointee  to  fill  the  vacancy 
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until  the  assembling  of  the  legislature  was  to 
have  the  office,  not  the  vacancy,  filled  by  the 
j^ovemor  and  the  senate.  There  is  no  provis- 
ion for  filling  the  office  for  the  unexpired  term 
of  the  original  and  regularly  appointed  in- 
cumbent, and  in  the  absence  of  such  a  pro- 
vision the  new  appointment  by  the  governor, 
with  the  assent  of  the  senate,  it  seems,  would 
hold  his  office  for  the  full  term,  and  not  for 
the  unexpired  term.  Throop,  Pub.  Oft. 
g$  330,  821,  and  cases  there  cited. 

The  appointment  of  the  relator  by  the 
governor,  as  disclosed  by  his  commission,  was 
**  for  the  unexpired  term  of  Harry  B.  Hender- 
son, whose  said  office  became  vacant  on  the 
lOth  day  of  January,  1898.''  This  recital  in 
the  commission  is  of  no  weight  in  determin- 
ing the  question  before  us,  but  it  illustrates 
the  difficulties  in  the  way  of  determining  a 
vacancy  in  an  office  filled  by  an  incumbent. 
If  the  office  became  vacant  on  the  lOth  day  of 
January,  1898,  the  first  day  of  the  session  of 
the  second  state  legislature,  and  the  first  day 
of  the  next  meeting  of  the  legislature  ensuing 
after  the  appointment  of  Henderson  by  Acting 
Governor  Barber,  the  vacancy  occurred  for  no 
other  reason  than  the  expiration  of  Hender- 
son's term,  and  if  his  term  expired  on  that 
day  there  was  no  portion  of  his  unexpired 
term  to  fill.  There  is  no  provision  of  our 
constitution  and  no  provision  of  statute  de- 
claring when  a  vacancy  occurs  in  any  office, 
except  in  the  general  election  law  of  the 
state,  chap.  80,  Sees.  Laws  1890,  which  de- 
clares at  section  45,  when  elective  offices  be- 
come vacant,  ''on  the  happening  of  either  of 
the  following  events  to  the  incumbent  before 
the  end  of  his  term  of  office,  namely  :  his 
death,  his  resignation,  his  becoming  insane 
or  nor*,  compos  mentis,  his  ceasing  to  be  an 
inhabitant  of  the  territory  [state],  or,  if  the 
office  is  local,  his  ceasing  to  be  an  Inhabitant 
of  the  district,  town,  ward  or  precinct  for 
which  he  was  elected ;  his  conviction  of  an 
infamous  crime  or  of  any  olfense  involving 
a  violation  of  official  oath,  his  removal  from 
office,  his  refusal  or  neglect  to  take  his  oath 
of  office,  or  to  give  or  renew  his  official  bond, 
or  to  deposit  or  file  such  oath  or  bond  within 
the  time  prescribed  by  law,  and  the  decision 
of  a  competent  tribunal  declaring  his  election 
void. "  These  provisions  are  confined  to  va- 
cancies in  elective  offices,  but  even  if  we 
could  enlarge  their  scope,  and  include  ap- 
pointive oflaces,  which  is  doubtful,  there  is 
nothing  in  them  which  would  aid  the  relator 
here.  It  seems  that  no  provision  is  made  for 
special  elections  to  fill  vacancies  in  elective 
offices,  except  where  there  has  been  no  choice 
at  a  general  election  of  any  officer,  not  a  pre- 
cinct officer,  or  when  the  rights  of  a  person 
elected  to  the  office  of  member  of  the  council 
(senate)  or  member  of  the  house  of  repre- 
sentatives shall  cease,  by  death  or  otherwise, 
before  the  commencement  of  or  during  the 
term  for  which  he  shall  have  been  elected. 
Sess.  Laws  1890,  chap.  80,  §8.  As  to  va- 
cancies occurring  in  other  elective  offices,  by 
statute,  the  board  of  county  commissioners 
have  power  to  appoint,  as  to  county  and  pre- 
cinct offices,  and  the  governor,  as  to  state 
offices,  either  by  force  of  some  statute,  or 
under  the  provisions  of  section  7  of  article  4 
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of  the  Constitution.  Our  statutes  are  not  only 
barren  of  anv  provision  determining  that  a 
vacancy  shall  exist  tti  a  public  office  when 
the  term  of  office  ends,  but  we  have  an  ex- 
press constitutional  provision,  applying  to 
all  civil  offices  under  the  state,  and  of  any 
municipality  therein,  except  members  of  the 
legislature  and  certain  boards  or  assemblies, 
continuing  the  incumbent  of  an  office  in  the 
discharge  of  his  duties  until  the  qualification 
of  his  successor,  and  this  provision  must  con- 
trol any  statutory  provision.  The  official 
may  not  evade  the  responsibilities  thrust 
upon  him  by  this  constitutional  provision, 
even  bv  resignation.  His  successor  must  pre- 
sent himself,  duly  qualified,  before  the  in- 
cumbent can  release  himself  from  the  inexo- 
rable requirements  of  the  constitution  that  he 
has  sworn  to  support.  Such  cases  may  indeed 
be  rare,  but  they  may  occur.  The  mandate 
of  the  constitution  precludes  an  interregnum 
in  the  office,  and  was  doubtless  intended  to 

grevent' inconvenience  in  the  public  service, 
V  keeping  filled  all  the  public  offices  for  the 
dispatch  of  the  public  business.  The  suc- 
cessor who  is  competent  to  relieve  the.  in- 
cumbent must  have  the  right  to  the  office*  and 
be  the  proper  and  legal  successor  of  the  in- 
cumbent. He  must  be  elected  or  appointed 
at  the  proper  time  by  the  proper  authority, 
either  by  the  people  themselves,  or  by  some 
one  or  more  of  their  duly  appointed  and  ac- 
credited agents ;  otherwise,  he  cannot  oust  the 
incumbent.  Under  the  Utah  st-atutos,  where 
an  election  was  not  held  at  the  time  prescribed 
by  law  for  county  collector,  an  election  at 
another  time  was  held  invalid,  and  the  in- 
cumbent was  held  entitled  to  hold  over  until 
the  election  or  appointment  and  qualification 
of  his  successor ;  and  Paine  on  Elections  (sec. 
227)  was  quoted  with  approval  in  the  opin- 
ion :  "That  if  there  was  a  vacancy,  in  any 
just  sense,  after  the  expiration  of  the  term, 
and  before  the  election  and  Qualification  of  a 
successor,  the  statute  itself  fills  the  vacancv, 
by  providing  that  the  incumbent  shall  hold 
until  the  election  and  qualification  of  a  suc- 
cessor, and  that  a  failure  to  elect  a  successor 
to  an  office  at  the  expiration  of  its  term  does 
not  create  a  vacancy  to  be  filled  by  appoint- 
ment. .  .  .  The  incumbent  holds  over  for 
an  indefinite  period,  if  no  successor  {selected 
and  qualified."  People  v.  Hardy,  8  Utah,  jSS. 
In  People  v.  Lord,  9  Mich.  227,  the  incumbent 
of  the  office  of  probate  judge  died  after  his 
re-election,  and^before  his  qualification.  Un- 
der the  provisions  of  the  constitution  of  Mich- 
igan, the  governor  is  to  appoint  a  person  to 
fill  the  vacancy  in  that  office  to  continue  until 
a  successor  is  elected  and  qualified,  who  is 
to  hold  his  office  for  the  unexpired  term.  The 
governor  appointed  one  to  fill  the  vacancy  for 
the  old  term,  and  at  the  expiration  of  such 
term  appointed  another  to  fill  the  vacancy  for 
the  new  term.  The  court  held  the  first  ap- 
pointment valid,  and  that  it  continued  until 
the  vacancy  was  filled  by  a  special  election 
called  pursuant  to  law,  and  that  the  second 
appointment  for  the  vacancy  occurring  in  the 
new  term  was  invalid,  as  prohibited  by  the 
constitution,  the  first  appointee  evidently 
holding  until  a  successor  was  elected  and 
qualified.  The  rule  in  this  case  was  followed 
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in  a  later  Michigan  case  {Latcrenee  v.  HanUy. 
64  Mich.  399) ,  where  a  county  auditor  elect 
died  before  he  had  qualified  and  entered  upon 
the  duties  of  his  office,  and  the  governor  ap- 
pointed one  to  fill  the  vacancy.  It  was  held, 
as  to  this  office,   that  the  governor  had  no 

Sower  to  appoint,  and  that  the  incumbent 
eld  over  until  his  successor  was  elected  at 
a  special  election  provided  by  law.  In  In- 
diana, one  elected  a  township  trustee  at  tbp 
regular  election  for  township  officers  died  be- 
fore the  vote  was  announced.  An  attempt  was 
made  to  elect  his  successor  at  a  sucoeedio^ 

general  election,  without  authority  of  law  lo 
o  so,  and  also  to  appoint  a  successor  by  tlie 
county  board.  The  election  and  appointmenr 
were  held  void,  as  there  was  no  authoritj  of 
law  for  either,  and  the  incumbent  of  the  office 
was  continued  in  office ;  there  being  no  va- 
cancy until  the  qualification  of  a  suooessor 
elected  by  the  same  electoral  body  or  constit- 
uency which  elected  the  incumbent,  at  a  time 
authorized  by  law.  Kimberlin  ▼.  State,  130 
Ind.  120,  14  L.  R.  A.  858.  In  aUxU  v.  Ear- 
rUon,  113  Ind.  434,  a  president  of  the  several 
boards  of  trustees  of  the  benevolent  institu- 
tions of  the  state  was  elected  by  the  legisla- 
ture for  a  term  of  four  years.  The  act  pro- 
vided that,  if  a  vacancy  should  occur  in  tbe 
office  when  the  legislature  was  not  in  session, 
the  governor  should  appoint,  the  appoint- 
ment to  hold  good  until  the  next  session. 
The  term  of  the  officer  first  elected  expired 
during  the  session  of  a  legislature  held  four 
years  after  his  election,  but  that  body  ad- 
lourned  without  electing  a  successor  to  the 
incumbent.  The  governor,  being  of  the  opin- 
ion that  the  failure  of  the  legislature  to  elect 
a  successor  "  produced  a  vacancy"  in  the  of- 
fice, appointed  another  to  fill  the  offloe.  lu 
a  contest  for  the  position  by  the  incumbent 
and  the  governor's  appointee,  the  court  held 
that  the  Incumbent  held  over,  under  the  pro 
visions  of  the  Indiana  constitution,  and  that 
there  was  no  vacancy,  as  the  incumbent  held 
his  office  by  virtue  of  the  constitutional  pm- 
vision  continuing  him  in  office  until  his 
successor  should  l^  elected  and  qualified.  In 
this  case  it  was  held  that  the  constitutional 

E revision  applied  as  well  to  officers  elected 
y  the  legislature  as  to  those  chosen  br  the 
people.  It  was  further  said  in  the  ooinion 
that  ''the  word  'vacancy,*  as  applied  to  an 
office  has  no  technical  meaning.  An  ofilce  is 
not  vacant  so  long  as  it  is  supplied  in  tlie 
manner  provided  by  the  constitution  or  law 
with  an  incumbent  who  is  legally  qualitieii 
to  exercise  the  powers  and  perform  the  duties 
which  pertain  to  it;  and," conversely,  it  i> 
vacant,  in  the  eye  of  the  law,  whenever  it 
is  unoccupied  by  a  legally  qualified  Incum- 
bent, who  has  a  lawiul  right  to  Gontinue 
therein  until  the  happening  of  some  future 
event."  The  cases  cited  are:  St^fiting  v 
State,  7  Ind-  826 ;  OoUin$  v.  State,  8  Ind.  a44 : 
Aken  v.  State,  Id.  484;  State  v.  Bemenderfrr. 
96  Ind.  874 ;  Oo9man  v.  SUite,  106  Ind.  203: 
Butl^  V.  St^te,  20  Ind.  169 ;  Petrple  v,  m^h. 
87  Cal.  614 ;  Com.  v.  Hantey,  9  Pa.  618 ;  Mf- 
ston  V.  WiUon,  2  N.  H.  202,  9  Am.  Dec.  5<». 
The  court  further  says :  **  Of  course,  it  ia 
not  to  be  understood  that  an  office  cannot 
become  vacant,  as  respects  the  appointing 
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power,  so  long  as  it  remains  in  the  actual 
pbysical  occupancy  of  some  one  who  asserts 
a  claim  thereto.  An  office  is  legally  vacant 
unless  the  occupant  has  an  unexpired  right 
{»!  title,  founded  in  the  constitution  or  law, 
precisely  as  a  house  is  vacant  Of  a  lawful 
tenant  in  case  the  lessee,  without  any  pro- 
vision authorizing  him  to  hold  over,  refuses 
to  surrender  at  the  expiration  of  his  term.  ^ 

The  California  cases  are  much  in  point. 
Although  the  earlier  decisions  held  to  the 
contrary,  the  law  of  that  state  is  now  settled, 
by  repeated  decisions,  that  the  incumbent 
holds  over  until  his  successor  is  appointed 
and  qualified  in  the  mode  provided  by  law, 
and  that  the  expiration  of  his  term  does  not 
in  itself  create  a  vacancy.  PeopU  v.  TurrelU 
87  Cal.  475,  approving  People  v.  TUttm, 
:^Cal.  614;  People  v.  Bis$eU,  49  Cal.  407. 
Some  of  the  rases  in  that  state  are  based 
upon  a  provision  of  the  Political  Code  which 
declares  that  ^^ every  officer  must  continue  to 
discharge  the  duties  of  his  office,  although 
his  term  has  expired,  until  his  successor  has 
qualified." 

In  the  case  of  People  v.  Biseell,  supra,  the 
court  held  that  an  incumbent  of  the  office 
held  until  his  successor  in  the  office,  inspector 
of  gas  meters,  was  appointed  by  the  governor 
and  confirmed  by  the  senate,  and  that  Paris- 
inson,  appointed  bv  the  governor  alone, 
without  the  assent  of  the  senate,  was  not  his 
successor.  Wallace,  Ch,  J. ,  says  in  his  opin- 
ion: "'So  long  as  Bissell,  therefore,  contin- 
ues to  discharge  the  duties  of  his  office  pur- 
suant to  the  requirements  of  section  870  of 
the  Code,  even  though  his  term  of  office  has 
expired,  there  is  no  vacancy  in  the  office,  in 
the  absolute  sense,  nor  in  any  sense  which 
would  authorize  the  governor  to  fill  it  with- 
out consent  of  the  senate  first  had.  Such  a 
vacancy  would  only  be  caused  by  the  resig- 
nation or  death  of  the  incumbent,  or  some 
other  event  by  which  the  duties  of  the  office 
were  no  longer  discharged  at  all,  in  which 
rase,  and  in  order  to  prevent  a  failure  of 
public  service,  the  governor  might  appoint 
during  a  recess  of  the  senate."  Khodes,  J., 
concurring,  said  that  by  virtue  of  the  section 
of  the  Code  the  incumbent  would  continue  to 
discharge  the  duties  of  his  office  until  his 
supcessor  was  Qualified,  and  that  **  it  results 
from  this  that  there  was  no  vacancy  in  the 
office,  which  the  governor  was  authorized  to 
(ill  by  appointment."  In  the  case  of  People 
V.  Tilton,  87  Cal.  at  page  624,  the  court 
says,  after  reviewing  at  length  the  California 
cases:  "The  law,  therefore  provides  in  ex- 
press terms  for  QUinfr  the  office  by  the  old 
incumbent  from  the  date  of  the  expiration  of 
the  term  until  a  successor  is  elected  and 
qualified  in  the  mode  provided  by  law." 
And  affain  •  ^But  till  a  successor  is  elected 
the  office  is  temporarily  filled  by  the  party 
designated  by  the  law,  and  there  is  no  va- 
cancy, within  the  meaning  of  the  constitu- 
tion, and  no  occasion  for  calling  into  exer- 
cise the  extraordinary  power  of  the  Kovernor, 
which  was  only  given  by  the  constitution  in 
order  that  the  public  interest  might  not  suffer 
for  want  of  a  party  authorized  to  discharge 
the  duties  pertaining  to  a  public  office.  If  a 
vacancy  occurs,  then,  by  the  lapse  of  the  term, 
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the  law  provides  how  it  shall  be  filled  till  a 
successor  is  electa  and  qualified  ;  and  that 
is  by  the  old  incumbent,  and  not  by  an  ap- 
pointment by  the  sjovemor. "  Other  cases  lay . 
down  the  same  doctrine.  They  have  gone 
over  the  same  ground,  and  it  is  not  necessary 
to  review  them.  Among  thenl  are  Snioot  v. 
Somerville,  59  Md.  84 ;  StaU  v.  Bareshide,  82 
La.  Ann.  984 ;  Brady  v.  Howe,  50  Miss.  607 ; 
State  V.  Fagan,  42  Conn.  32 ;  StiUe  v.  Davis, 
45  N.  J.  L.  890 ;  State  v.  Bryson,  44  Ohio  St. 
457 ;  State  v.  Hotoe,  26  Ohio  St.  688,  18  Am. 
Rep.  321 ;  Borton  v.  Buck,  8  Kan.  807 ;  PeojOe 
V.  Osborne,  7  Colo.  605 ;  and  the  recent  and 
well -considered  case  of  State  v.  Boucher  (N. 
Dak.)  21  L.  R.  A.  589. 

The  case  of  State  v.  Lusk,  18  Mo.  888,  has 
been  much  cited,  even  since  it  was  overruled 
by  the  more  recent  cases  of  State  v.  Seay,  64 
Mo.  89,  27  Am.  Rep.  206,  and  State  v. 
Thomas,  102  Mo.  85.  In  State  v.  Seay  the 
statute  regulated  the  matter  of  the  vacancy 
by  providing  for  the  qualification  of  an  offi- 
cer elect  before  the  commencement  of  his 
term.  The  officer  elect  died  two  days  before 
his  term  began,  but  after  he  had  qualified, 
and  it  was  decided  that  this  createda  vacancy 
which  the  governor  might  fill  by  appoint- 
ment. The  decision  was  based  upon  the 
peculiar  provision  of  the  Missouri  statute, 
and  upon  the  fact  that  upon  the  expiration  of 
the  Incumbent's  term  his  successor  had  been 
elected  and  qualified.  In  State  v.  Thomas 
it  is  said.  In  the  course  of  the  opinion: 
**  The  fact  that  the  incumbent  remains  clothed 
with  official  authority,  in  furtherance  of  a 
wise  provision  of  public  policy  and  of  public 
law,  cannot  enlarge  the  boundaries  of  his 
official  term,  or  arrest  the  operation  of  the 
power  of  appointment  or  of  election.  Of 
course,  these  remarks  are  subject  to  the  con- 
ditions that  the  law  has  provided  for  fill inf 
the  office  in  one  of  the  modes  mentioned,  and 
that,  therefore,  the  election  or  appointment 
cannot  be  classed  as  voluntary." 

A  careful  reading  of  the  numerous  decisions 
of  the  American  courts  on  the  question  is 
convinciniF  that  the  doctrine  is  too  well  in- 
trenched "to  be  dislodged  at  this  time,  that 
where  a  constitutional  or  statutory  provision 
exists,  permitting  or  commanding  an  incum- 
bent of  an  office  to  continue  in  the  discharge 
of  his  duties  until  his  successor  is  qualifiea, 
it  must  be  construed  as  controlling  and  the 
expiration  of  the  official  term  cannot  be 
deemed  a  vacancy,  unless  there  is  some  legal 
successor  appointed  or  elected  by  some  com- 
petent authority  to  take  the  place  of  the  in- 
cumbent.    His  holding  over  may  be  a  mere 

olongation  of  the  term  {Carr  v.  Wilson,  82 

.  Va.  419,  8  L.  R.  A.  64),  or  be  considered 
a  contingent  extcntion  {People  v.  Whitman^ 
10  Cal.  88) ,  or  as  adding  an  additional,  con- 
tinirent.  and  defeasible  term  to  the  original 
fixed  term  {State  v.  Harrison,  118  Ind.  441). 
It  excludes  the  possibility  of  a  vacancy,  and 
consequently  the  power  of  appointment,  ex- 
cept in  case  of  death,  resignation,  ineligi- 
bility, or  the  like.  Gasman  v.  State,  106  Ind. 
208,  and  cases  cited. 

Frequent  reference  Is  had  to  the  case  of 
Johnston  V.  Wilson,  2  N.  H.  202,  9  Am.  Dec. 
50,  by  courts  entertaining  opposite  views. 
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Wyoming  Supbemb  Court, 
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The  usual  quotation  from  the  opinion  is  the 
following  language:  "It  must  be  obvious, 
also,  that,  when  once  accepted,  no  vacancy 
can  be  said  to  exist  in  the  office  till  the  term 
of  service  expire,  or  till  the  death,  removal, 
or  resignation  of  the  person  appointed. "  No 
one  can  seriously  question  the  correctness  of 
this  statement,  but  it  seems  it  has  been 
warped,  in  many  instances,  from  its  true 
meaning.  Of  course,  no  vacancy  can  occur  in 
an  office  filled  by  an  incumbent  **  till  the  term 
of  service  expire, "  but  the  question  that  has 
been  a  prolific  source  of  inquiry  is  whether 
or  not  a  vacancy  exists  after  the  term  of  serv- 
ice expiree.  It  may  not  be  amiss  to  see  what 
the  decision  was  in  this  leading  case :  John- 
ston was  appointed  collector  at  the  annual 
March  meeting  of  the  town  of  Hillsborough 
and  signified  his  acceptance  of  the  office,  but 
did  not  take  the  oath  of  office.  Nothing  fur- 
ther was  done  upon  the  subject  until  the  en- 
suing month  of  May,  when  the  tax  list  of  the 
town  was  presented  to  Johnston  for  collec- 
tion. He  declined  receiving  it  unless  the 
selectmen  would  furnish  him  an  indemnity 
bond  for  the  nonresident  taxes,  it  then  being 
8o  late  as  to  endanger  the  legal  recovery  of 
them.  This  indemnity  was  refused,  and  the 
selectmen,  under  the  impression  that  the  con- 
duct of  Johnston  amounted  either  to  a  resig- 
nation or  nonacceptance  of  the  office,  pro- 
ceeded to  appoint  another  collector,  who  was 
Wilson,  one  of  their  own  number.  The  oath 
was  administered  to  him,  and  he  commenced 
the  collection  of  taxes.  As  some  doubts  arose 
concerning  the  legality  of  Wilson's  appoint- 
ment, the  town,  at  a  meeting  in  November 
of  the  same  year,  called  for  other  purposes 
passed  a  vote  to  ratify  the  doings  of  the  se- 
lectmen in  respect  to  Wilson's  appointment. 
No  new  warrant  was  given  to  him,  and  no 
new  oath  was  administered.  He  seized  and 
sold  thereafter  certain  property  of  Johnston 
as  a  distress  for  the  payment  of  his  taxes  for 
the  year.  The  court  held  that  under  the  stat- 
ute the  selectmen  could  only  fill  a  vacancy 
where  the  town  had  neglected  or  refused  to 
choose  a  collector,  and  such  collector  could 
only  collect  tlie  county  and  state  taxes,  not 
the  town  taxes.  The  town  had  not  neglected 
to  fill  the  office.  ^It  was  also  held  that  the 
appointment  of  the  selectmen,  as  it  was  void, 
could  not  be  ratified  by  the  town  at  the  No- 
vember meeting,  because  the  meeting  was 
called  for  a  different  purpose,  and  the  town 
was  not  legally  "  warned,"  in  the  quaint  lan- 

fuage  of  the  law,  and,  further,  that  Wilson 
ad  never  taken  the  oath  after  this  November 
meeting.  At  the  close  of  the  opinion,  how- 
ever, it  seems  to  be  clearly  intimated  that 
the  old  incumbent  of  the  office  of  collector 
would  hold  over  as  Johnston  had  not  been 
sworn,  and  as  Wilson  had  not  been  legally 
appointed  and  sworn.  The  court  says:  "It 
is  therefore  manifest  that  those  town  officers, 
once  chosen  and  sworn,  are  the  only  ones 
qualified  to  perform  official  duties  until  new 
ones  are  sworn,  as  well  as  'chosen  in  their 
room. '  The  town  is  thus  never  destitute  of 
officers  duly  qualified ;  and  it  cannot  be  rea- 
sonable or  necessary  that,  while  the  offices 
are  already  filled  by  persons  duly  qualified, 
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others,  not  duly  qualified,  should  be  enabled 
to  perform  the  duties  of  them." 

In  the  case  of  Ee  Johnson  County  Comrt>. 
(Wyo.)  32  Pac.  Rep.  854,  this  court  held 
that  "an  old  office  is  vacated  by  death,  res- 
ignation, or  removal.  An  office  newly  ere 
ated  becomes  ipso^acto  vacant  in  itscreaticHi.' 
In  that  case  the  statute  creating  the  office  of 
judge  of  the  fourth  judicial  district  prorideti 
for  a  temporary  appointment  by  the  governor 
to  fill  the  office..  The  syllabus  to  th^  case, 
which  was  not  prepared  by  the  court,  is  mis 
leading.  The  statute  conferred,  in  express 
terms,  the  authority  upon  the  governor  to  fill 
the  office  provisionally  by  appointment;  and 
as  the  legislature  is  untrammeled  as  to  that 
office,  in  this  respect,  by  any  constitutional 
provision,  the  power  conferred  upon  the  gov- 
ernor was  by  the  act  itself,  which  was  held 
constitutional,  and  not  by  the  terms  of  the 
constitutional  provision  requiring  the  £ov- 
ernor  to  fill  a  vacancy  in  a  public  office  wlbere 
no  mode  is  provided  by  the  constitution  or 
the  law  for  filling  the  same.  The  vacaocj 
in  an  office,  which  may  be  filled  by  the  gov- 
ernor, under  the  oonstitution«  arises  in  cases 
of  emergency,  where  there  is  no  person  in  an 
office,  of  lawful  capacity  to  act  therein,— such 
an  occasion  as  resignation,  disqualification, 
death,  or  the  like,  and  where  there  is  no  pro- 
vision either  in  the  constitution  or  in  any 
statute  for  filling  the  same.  It  would  seem  to 
apply  where  there  was  no  officer  in  the  posi- 
tion, or,  it  may  be,  where  he  is  disqualified  tn 
act,  and  does  not  act,  and  there  is  no  method 
pointed  out  by  law  to  fil  1  the  place.  It  has  no 
reference  to  the  case  of  an  incumbent  in  an  of- 
fice, whose  term,  however  limited,  has  ex- 
pired, and  who  is  awaiting  his  successor,  for 
his  right  to  the  office  has  not  terminated  and 
cannot  terminate  under  the  constitution  until 
his  successor  appears,  endowed  with  the  nec- 
essary qualifications  that  shall  entitle  him 
to  it,  chief  among  which  must  be  his  ap- 
pointment by  competent  authority  at  the 
proper  time.  Until  that  event  happens,  the 
office  is  filled  bv  an  incumbent  who  exercises 
the  duties  of  the  office  under  constitutional 
authority,  and  there  is  no  vacancy. 

It  appears  that  the  senate  did  not  act  upon 
the  nomination  of  Stone  by  Grov.  Osborne, 
possibly  because  it  desired  to  have  Henderson 
continue  in  the  office.  This  is  shown  by  tlie 
action  of  the  senate  confirming  him.  Thi^ 
was  ineffectual,  as  the  appointment  of  Acting 
Governor  Barber  was  not  made  to  the  senate, 
but  until  the  legislature  met  At  that  time. 
a  new  appointment  was  necessary  and  proper, 
as  is  conceded,  but  such  appointment  could 
then  have  been  made  only  by  Gov.  Osborne, 
by  and  with  the  advice  of  the  senate.  Our 
conclusions  are^  that  the  respondent  is  law- 
fully and  constitutionally  authorized  to  dis 
charge  the  duties  of  the  office  of  the  state 
examiner,  and  that  there  has  been  no  vacaiKV 
in  the  office,  which  the  governor  could  fill  by 
his  appointment  without  tlie  consent  of  the 
senate. 

The  finding  and  judgment  mil  be  fir  the  de- 
fendant, 

Conawaj  and  Clark,  JJ.,  concur. 
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1.  An  elaetrle  railroad  eompanjr  uaiiiy 
atron^  enrrents  of  electridtgr  on  wAi^es 
which  are  not  insulated*  which  dlreoUy 
cross  telephone  vires  which  are  Insulated,  may 
be  compelled  to  place  miard  wires  where  they 
will  prevent  the  contact  of  the  telephone  and 
railway  wires  in  case  of  the  breaking  of  poles  or 
the  falllner  of  wires  on  account  of  storms  or  other- 
wise,—espyially  where  there  is  an  ordinance  r»- 
qairlmr  suAi  flruard  wires,  which  the  telephone 
company  has  complied  with. 

8.  An  ordinancie  reqniriny  gumrd  wifes 
finr  eleetrie  wires  *'  whenever  it  shall  be 
necessary  to  cross"  other  electric  wires  applies 
to  wires  already  erected,  since  it  provides  a  rem- 
edy for  an  exlsdnflr  evil. 

3.  BCaadamus  is  the  proper  remedy  to 
compel  an  eteotric  railway  company  to  place 
guard  wires  where  they  will  prevent  damrerons 
contact  of  its  nninsulated  wires  with  the  insulat- 
ed wires  of  a  telephone  company  as  required  by 
ordinance. 

(January  80, 18M.) 

APPEAL  by  relator  from  an  order  of  the 
Circuit  Court  for  Rock  County  denying  a 
writ  of  mandamus  to  compel  defendant  to 
place  guards  over  its  electric  wires.    Seversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mesgre.  Fethers,  JeHHes  A  Fifleld,  with 
2Hes8r$.  Millert  Noyes  A  Miller,  for  ap- 
pellant: 

The  ordinance  passed  October  10,  1892.  to 
regulate  the  stringing  of  wires,  is  valid,  and  is 
a  reasonable  exercise  of  the  police  power  of  the 
city  of  Janes ville. 

The  presumption  is  always  in  favor  of  the 
leaionableness  of  the  ordinance,  and  unless  it 
is  unreasonable  on  its  face,  or  is  proved  to  be 
so  by  proper  evidence,  the  ordinance  will  be 
upheld. 

1  Beach,  Pub.  Corp.  512;  1  Dill.  Mun.  Corp. 
§§  819  et  seq. ;  Com.  v.  Patch,  97  Mass.  221. 

It  seeks  only  to  compel  the  defendant  to  so 
Qse  and  maintain  its  property  as  not  to  inter- 
fere with  the  proper  enjoyment  by  others  of  the 
Tights  which  they  and  the  public  generally 
have  in  the  streets  of  Janesville  and  in  the 
property  which  Ihev  may  possess.  This  is 
•clearly  an  exercise  of  the  police  power. 

CocSey,  Const.  Lim.  572. 

The  reasonableness  of  regulations,  such  as 
those  contained  in  the  ordinances  in  question, 
has  been  established  by  numberless  precedents. 

I7t<nT>e  v.  Rutland  dt  B.  R.  Co.  27  Vt.  140, 62 


Am.  Dec.  625;  Tiedeman.Pol.  Powers,  pp.  597- 
599;  Pe(ypU  v.  Squire,  107  N.  Y.  698;  Western  U. 
Teleg.  Co.  v.  New  Fork,  8  L.  R.  A.  449.  88  Fed. 
Rep.  552;  American  Rapid  Teleg,  Co.  v.  He$s,  18 
L.  R.  A.  454, 125  N.  tT  641;  Wisconsin  Telcph. 
Co.  V.  Oshkosh,  62  Wis.  82;  iMaU  v.  Madison 
Street  R.  Co.  IL.  R.  A.  771,  72  Wis.  612. 

The  municipality  may  add  to  or  alter  its  reg- 
ulations of  street  railways  in  the  exercise  of  its 
police  powers  at  any  time. 

State  V.  Hilbert,  TO  Wis.  184;  ntts  v.  Cream 
City  R.  Co.  59  Wis.  828;  Keasbey.  Electric 
Wires,  p.  88;  Van  Hook  v.  Selma,  70  Ala.  861, 45 
Am.  Rep.  85;  Mutual  U.  Teleg.  Co.x.  Chicago,  16 
Fed.  Rep.  809;  State  v.  East  Orange,  41  N.  J. 
L.  127;  Western  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Philadel- 
phia (Pa.)  Jan.  28,  1888;  American  U.  Tel^. 
Co.  T.  Harrison,  81  N.  J.  Eq.  627;  Toledo,  W. 
it;  W.  R.  Co.  V.  Jacksonville,  ei  111.  87,  16  Am. 
Rep.  611;  Sioux  City  Street  R.  Co.  v.  Sioux 
City,  188  U.  S.  98,  54  L.  ed.  898. 

The  petition  states  a  cause  of  action  in  the 
relator. 

Marbury  v.  Madison,  5  U.  8.  1  Cranch,  187, 
2  L.  ed.  60;  People  v.  Chicago  db  A.  R,  Co.  180 
III.  175;  Union  Pae.  R.  Co.  v.  Hall,  91  U.  S. 
848,  28  L.  ed.  428. 

Mandamus  is  the  proper  remedy. 

Marbury  v.  Madison,  supra;  Rex  v.  Barker, 
8  Burr.  1266;  Scott  &  Jarnagin.  Telegraphs, 
§  78;  High,  Extr.  Legal  Rem.  §  820;  People  v. 
Boston  d  A.R.  Co.  70  N.  Y.  569;  Haines  v. 
People.  19  ni.  App.  854;  People  v.  Chicago  db 
A.  R.  Co.  67  111.  118;  Ohi<^  db  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Peo- 
ple, 121  111.  483;  Indianapolis  db  C.  R.  Co.  v. 
State,  87  Ind.  489;  State  v.  Demaree,  80  Ind. 
519;  Clawson  v.  Chicago  dt  Q.  S.  R.  Co.  96  Ind. 
152;  Cummins  Y.  Evanstille  dt  T  H.  R.  Co.  115 
Ind.  417;  Uniontoum  v.  Com.  84  Pa.  298;  Howe 
Y.Crawford  County  Comrs.  47  Pa.  361;  Reg.  v. 
Luton  Roads  Trustees,  1  Q.  B.  860;  Cambridge 
V.  Charlestoicn  Branch  R.  Co.  7  Met.  70;  Rail- 
road Comrs.  V.  Portland  dt  0.  Cent.  R.  Cfl^68 
Me.  269;  State  v.  Northeastern  R.  Co.  9  Rich. 
L.  247,  67  Am.  Dec.  551;  State  v.  Wilson,  17 
Wis.  688;  State  v.  Richier,  87  Wis.  275;  State 
V.  Wood  County  Suprs.  41  Wis.  28;  State  v. 
Chicago,  M.  dk  N.  R.  Co.  12  L.  R.  A.  180, 
79  Wis.  259;  Pe&pleY.  Rochester  db  S.  L.  R.  Co. 
14  Hun,  ZlUPeople  v.  Rochester  db  S.  L.  R.  Co. 
76  N.  Y.  294. 

*  It  cannot  be  said  that  the  relator  in  this  case 
has  another  adequate  remedy  at  law.  To  be 
adequate,  the  remedy  must  practically  compel 
the  performance  of  the  act  in  question. 

High,  Extr.  Legal  Rem.  g  17;  Porter  Twp. 
Overseers  v.  Jersey  Shore  Overseers,  82  Pa.  275. 

It  is  no  bar  to  the  allowance  of  the  writ  that 
the  relator  might  have  an  action  for  damages 
or  for  penalties. 

State  V.  Chicago,  M.  dt  N.  R.  Co.  supra;  Pot- 
win  Place  v.  Topeka  R.  Co.  51  Kan.  609;  State 
V.  Jacksonville  Street  R.  Co.  29  Pla.  590. 


Note.— The  great  laptdity  with  which  electric 
-wrires  are  multiplying  in  the  streets  and  elsewhere 
makes  decisloos  like  that  above  very  Important. 
The  above  case  clearly  shows  the  law  as  to  precau- 
tlone  against  the  danger  of  crossing  wires,  some  of 
which  are  charged  with  dangerous  currents. 

For  other  deciftions  as  to  the  regulation  of  such 
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wires  and  the  prevention  of  danger  th<|refrom,  see 
Electric  Imp.  Co.  v.  San  Francisco  (C.  C.  N.  D.  Cal.) 
18  L.  R.  A.  131;  Clements  v.  Louisiana  Electric 
Light  Co.  (La.)  10  L.  R.  A.  48;  Rutland  Electric 
Light  Co.  V.  Marble  City  Electric  Light  Co.  {YU  20 
L.R.A.8S1. 
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Messrs,  Jackson  A  Ja45kson»  for  respond- 
ent: 

The  ordinance  autliorizing  the  street  railway 
company  to  ]&j  and  operate  its  tracks  in  the 
streets  of  the  city  of  Janesville  was  a  grant  in 
the  nature  of  a  contract. 

And  when  accepted  bv  the  railway  company 
and  the  terms  imposed  fully  complied  with 
and  performed  they  become  a  contract  between 
the  city  and  the  rdflway  company. 

Dartmouth  CoUsge  Trustees  v.  Woodward,  17 
U.  S.  4  Wheat  715,  4  L.  ed.  678;  The  Birw^ 
hamton  Bridf/e  Case,  70  U.  S.  3  WaU.  51, 18  L. 
ed.  137;  A'eie  Jersey  v.  Yard,  95  V.  S.  104,  24 
L.  ed.  352;  Brooklyn  Cent.  R,  Co.  v;  Brooklyn 
City  R,  Co.  82  Barb.  868;  People  v.  Sturtevanf, 
9  N.Y.  268, 59  Am.  Dec.536;  JftMaw  v.  Sharp, 
27  N.  Y.  611.  84  Am.  Dec.  814:  People  v. 
O'Brien,  2  L.  R.  A.  256,  111  N.  Y.  1;  Bur- 
lington V.  Burlington  Street  R.  Co.  49  Iowa, 
144,  81  Am.  Rep.  145;  StaU  ▼.  Jersey  City,  49 
N.  J.  L.  808;  Houston  v.  Houston  City  Street 
R.,  Co.  88  Tex.  548;  Booth,  Street  Railway 
Law,  ^  40;  People  v.  Chicago  W.  D.  R.  Co.  18 
Ill..App.  125:  StaU  v.  Noyes,  47  Me.  189;  StaU 
V.  Corrigan  Gonsol.  Street  R.  Co.  85  Mo.  268, 
55  Am.  Rep.  361;  City  of  Kansas  y.  Corrigan, 
86  Mo.  67. 

After  the  street  railway  had  accepted  the 
grant  and  constructed  and  put  in  operation  its 
road,  the  terms  and  the  conditions  of  the  grant 
could  not  be  changed  by  the  common  council 
without  thc^  consent  of  the  street  railway  com- 
pany. 

Milhau  V.  Sharp,  supra;  New  Orleans,  S.  F, 
d  L.  R.  Co.  V.  Deiamore,  114  U.  8.  501,  29  L. 
ed.  244;  PeopU  v.  Chicago  W.  D,  R.  Co.  118 
111.  118;  Brooklyn  Cent.  R,  Co.  v.  Brooklyn  City 
R.  Co.  82  Barb.  858;  StaUy,  Jersey  City,  supra; 
Nea  Orleans  v.  Great  Southern  Teleph.  db  Teleg. 
Co.  40  La.  Ann.  41;  Booth,  Street  Railway 
Law,  §  40;  Houston  v.  Houston  City  Street  R, 
Co.  and  Burlington  v.  Burlington  Street  R.  Co. 
supra;  Coast  Line  R,  Co,  v.  Savannah,  80  Fed. 
Rep.  646;  Horr  &  Bemis,  Mun.  Pol.  Ord.  §  241. 

The  rights  granted  to  and  vested  in  the  rail- 
way by  the  Ordinances  of  1885  and  1891  were 
and  are  property  righto,  and  cannot  be  injuri- 
ously affected  by  any  amendment  or  a  repeal  of 
the  ordinances  granting  them  nor  by  an  inde- 
pendent ordinance,  without  the  consent  of  the 
railway  company. 

Des  Moines  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  dt  P.  R,  Co.  41 
Iowa,  569;  Horr  &  Bemis,  Mun.  Pol.  Ordi 
1^241. 

Neither  statutes  nor  ordinances  are  to  be 
given  a  retroactive  effect,  unless  such  is  the  in- 
tention of  the  legislature  or  council  clearly  ex- 
pressed  in  the  statute  or  ordinance. 

Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  62,  68;  StaU  v.  Atwood, 
11  Wis.  422;  Seamans  v.  CarUr,  15  Wis.  548, 
82  Am.  Dec.  696;  Austin  v.  Burgess,  86  Wis. 
186;  Finney  v.  Aekerman,  21  Wis.  268;  Dash 
V.  Van  Kleeck,  7  Johns.  477,  5  Am.  Dec.  291; 
Watkins  v.  Haight,  18  Johns.  138;  Butler  v. 
Palvner,  1  Hill,  824;  Johnson  v.  BurreU,  2  Hill, 
288;  McMannis  v.  Butltr,  49  Barb.  176;  Fan- 
dtrpool  V.  La  Crosse  <j6  M.  R.  Co.  44  Wis.  652; 
HaU  V.  Banks,  79  Wis.  229;  Sutherland,  Stat. 
Constr.  ^463;  Cooley,  Const.  Law,  870;  Smith, 
Const.  Law,  g  583. 

The  proceeding  by  mandamus  is  an  "extra- 
ordinary remedy.  * 
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SiaU  V.  Manitowoc,  52  Wis.  423;  State  t. 
New  OrUans  db  N.  E,  R,  Co.  42  La.  Ann.  11. 

It  is  an  arbitrary  and  harsh  remedy. 

State  V.  New  Orleans  dt  O.  R.  Co.  ^  1a. 
Ann.  589;  State y.  New  Orleans  AN.  E.  R.  Co. 
9^P^;  Merrill,  Mandamus,  $  12. 

The  writ  will  only  be  issued  where  there  is 
a  specific  legal  right,  to  be  enforced,  or  a  posi- 
tive duty  to  be  performed. 

^U  V.  Washington  County  Suprs.  2  Pin- 
ney,  552;  StaU  v.  Larrabee,  8  Pinney,  166: 
StaU  V.  Manitowoc,  52  Wis.  428:  Demeut  v. 
Rokker,  126  111.  174;  BumsviUe  Turp.  Co.  v. 
StaU,  8  L.  R.  A.  265,  119  Ind.  882. 

The  relator  must  be  entitled  to  the  precise 
specific  legal  right  that  he  claims. 

StaU  V.  Ehcood,  11  Wis.  18;  EUmh^  v.  £<• 
sex  County  Comtnon  Pleas  Ct.  49  K  J.  L.  6^; 
PeopU  V.  Hawkins,  46  N.  Y.  9.      • 

The  writ  will  not  be  issued  where  the  right 
claimed  by  the  relator  is  doubtful 

Wood,  Mandamus,  17;  ^aU  v.  WaAingtoi^ 
County  Suprs.  2  Pinney,  552;  StaU  v.  Bastingt, 
10  Wis.  618;  Life  dt  F.  Ins.  Co.  ofN.  F.  t. 
Wilson,  83  U.  S.  8  Pet.  291.  8  L.  ed.  949;  /fef- 
side  V.  Walker,  62  U.  8. 11  How.  872, 18  L.  ed. 
698;  Kr40X  County  Comrs,  v.  AspinwaU,  65  U. 
8.  24  How.  876,  16  L.  ed.  785;  Bayard  v. 
United  States,  127  U.  S.  246,  32  L.  ed.  116; 
PeopU  V.  ContraeUng  Board,  27  N.  Y.  379; 
PeopU  V.  Booth,  49  Barb.  81,  82  How.  Pr.  17; 
State  V.  Jacobus,  26  N.  J.  L.  185;  StaU  v.  War- 
ren Foundry  dSt  Maeh,  Co.  82  N.  J.  L.  4J»; 
BumsvilU  Tump.  Co.  v.  StaU,  and  &itabetk 
V.  Essex  County  Common  PUas  Ct.  supra;  Peo- 
pU V.  Chenango  County  Suprs.  11  N.  Y.  568; 
StaU  V.  Hawkins,  supra;  PeopU  ▼.  Qr«M 
County  Suprs,  64  N.  Y.  600;  PeopU  v.  Wanw 
County  Circuit  Judge,  19  Mich.  296;  People  7. 
Presque  IsU  County  Suprs.  86  Mich.  377;  Pto- 
pU  V.  Campbell,  72  N.  Y.  496. 

It  was  not  intended  by  the  ordinance  to  re- 
quire the  railway  company  to  oonslruct  aod 
maintain  a  guard  wire  /our  feet  above  the 
trolley  wire. 

At  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  the  QnUnsDce 
there  were  electric  light  wires,  telegraph  wires, 
telephone  wires,  and  wires  transmitting  electric 
energy  from  generators  to  motors  in  varioos 
factories  and  shops  in  the  city  of  Janesville, 
and  the  street  railway  wires.  AH  of  the  wires 
are  mentioned  in  the  section  except  the  street 
railway  wires.  The  section  refers  by  name  to 
all  of  these  wires  except  the  street  railway 
wires,  which  were  then  in  use  aod  bad  bees 
for  more  than  three  months.  The  omission  of 
the  street  railway  wires  t9a|prniflcant. 

The  maxim,  expressio  unius  est  exdvm  aU 
terius,  applies. 

Hare  v.  Horton,  5  Bam.  &  Ad.  715;  Broom, 
Legal  Maxims,  505;  StaU  v.  J7asb>y«,  10  ^Tis. 
525;  Farrall  v,  8hea,  66  Wis.  561;  Morey  v. 
Farmers  Loan  db  T.  O.  14  N.  Y.  802. 

Where  a  statute  is  so  vague  as  to  convey  no 
definite  meaning  to  those  who  are  to  execute 
it,  it  is  inoperative. 

Drake  v.  Drake,  15  N.  C.  110;  State  v.  Pari- 
low,  91  N.  C.  650,  49  Am.  Rep.  652. 

Any  safeguard  that  protects  will  be  suffl* 
cient.  The  exercise  of  the  discretion  of  tbe 
company  in  deternuniog  what  the  aafeguani 
shall  be,  will  not  be  controUed.by  the  coortby 
mandamus. 
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PeopU  ▼.  Highway  Comrn.  118  III.  289;  State 
T.  Washington  County  Suprs.  2  Pfnney,  552. 

Tbe  ordinance  is  penal  m  iu  character,  and 
is  to  be  strictly  construed. 

^ne  V.  Lannon,  6  Wis.  497;  Aikinvm  v. 
Goodrich  Trantp.  Co.  00  Wis.  141.  50  Am. 
Rep.  852;  CrufMyv.  Bardon,  70  Wis.  885;  1 
Beach,  Pub.  Corp.  517;  8t,  Louis  v,  Go^td, 
32  Mo.  295;  Pacific  Y.  Seifert,  79  Mo.  210. 

The  writ  will  not  be  issued  where  there  is  a 
remedy  at  law. 

StaU  V.  Sheboygan  County  Svpn,  29  Wis. 
79;  Shipley  v.  Mechanics  Bank,  10  Johns.  484; 
Et  parte  Nelson,  1  Cow.  417;  PtopU  v.  Brook- 
lyn, 1  Wend.  818,  19  Am.  Dec.  502;  People  t. 
J^ew  York,  10  Wend.  895;  People  v.  TheJvdges 
cf  Duchess  C,  P,  20  Wend.  658;  Ex  parte  Os- 
trander,  1  Denio,  679;  Wood,  Mandamus,  18: 
LouisnUe  db  N.  A.  R,  Co,  v.  State,  26  Ind.177. 

If  tbe  ordinance  can  be  so  construed  as  to 
require  the  street  railway  company  to  erect 
and  maintain  a  guard  wire  four  feet  above  its 
trolley,  the  ordinance  is  unreasonable,  and  for 
that  reason  is  invalid,  and  should  not  be  en- 
forced. 

Eldred  ▼.  Leahy,  81  Wis.  546;  Dunham  v. 
Bochestsr  Trustees,  5  Cow.  462;  St.  Paul  v. 
Traeger,  25  Minn.  248,  38  Am.  Rep.  462;  Hud- 
son V.  Thorns,  7  Paige,  261,  4  L.  ed.  148. 

A  city  may,  when  granting  the  right  of  way, 
attach  any  condition  not  in  conflict  with  its 
delegated  powers;  but  it  cannot  thereafter  im- 
pose new  obligations  or  duties  which  are  not 
necessary  for  the  public  safety  and  conven- 
ience. 

Booth,  Street  Railway  Law,  §  281;  Elee- 
trie  R,  Go.  of  Grand  Rapids  v.  Grand  Rapids, 
84  Mich.  257. 

Regulations  that  unnecessarilv  destroy  rested 
rights  and  impose  unnecessary  burdens,  cannot 
be  impoeed,  under  the  guise  of  the  exercise  of 
police  power,  where  there  is  no  real  demand 
for  such  regulations. 

Au§tin  V.  Murray,  16  Pick.  121. 

Tbe  object  of  a  writ  of  mandamus  is  to  pre- 
vent a  failure  of  Justice. 

PiBcpleY.  Greene  Suprs.  12  Barb.  217. 

The  writ  will  not  be  issued  where  compli- 
ance with  it  will  be  attended  with  hardship. 

Moses,  Mandamus,  16. 

It  must  not  be  oppressive  or  burdensome. 

Toledo,  W.  db  Vf.  R.  Co.  v.  JacksonmlU,  67 
111.  87,  16  Am.  Rep.  611;  Northern  Liberties 
Comrs.  V.  Northern  Liberties  Gas  Co.  12  Pa. 
818,  cited  in  noU,  11  Am.  Rep.  54;  Ex  parte 
Frank,  52  Cal.  606,  28  Am.  Rep.  642. 

It  must  be  nuQoable. 

Hayes  ▼.  Appleton,  24  Wis.  542;  Barling  v. 
West,  29  Wis.  807,  9  Am.  Rep.  576:  Dunham 
V.  Rochester  Trustees,  Austin  v.  Murray,  Tole- 
do, W.  db  W.  R,  Co.  V.  JacksonvUle,  Hudson  v. 
Thome  i^ud  Ex  parte  Frank,  supra;  Dill.  Mun, 
Corp.  8d  ed.  ^  819. 

The  writ  of  mandamus  is  simply  a  discretion- 
ary writ,  and  may  be  granted  or  refused,  in 
tbe  discretion  of  the  court  or  judge  to  whom 
the  application  for  it  is  made. 

Moses,  Mandamus,  18;  Wood,  Mandamus, 
17;  Ex  parte  FUjning,  4  Hill,  581 ;  High, 
Extr.  Legal  Rem.  $  9;  People  v.  Contracting 
Board,  27  N.  Y.  878;  PeopU  v.  Booth,  49  Barb. 
82,  82  How.  Pr.  17. 

The  discretion  of  the  circuit  court  in  grant- 
22  L.  It  A. 


ing  or  refusing  the  writ  will  not  be  reviewed 
on  appeal  unless  there  is  an  abuse  in  the  exer- 
cise of  this  discretion. 

Piomeroy  v.  I^te  Bank  of  Indiana,  68  U.  8. 
1  Wall.  592,  17  L.  ed.  688;  MiUs  y.  McLeod,  94 
Mich.  627;  Dawson  v.  Parson,  51  N.  Y.  8.  R. 
980. 

OrtoBy  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court : 

This  is  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  the  cir- 
cuit court  sustaining  the  demurrer  of  the  re- 
spondent to  the  relation  of  the  appellant,  and 
quashing  the  alternative  writ  of  mandamus. 
The  material  facts  set  out  in  the  relation  are 
briefly  as  follows:  The  relator,  the  tele- 
phone companjp^,  obtained  its  right  from  the 
state  to  do  business  in  the  city  of  Janesville, 
and  to  erect  and  maintain  poles,  cross  arms, 
and  wires  over  and  through  the  streets,  ways, 
and  alleys  of  said  city,  and  operated  tele- 
phone wires  and  erected  poles  in  the  streets, 
ways,  and  alleys,  with  the  i>ermis8iou,  con- 
sent, and  approval  of  said  city,  from  1879 
until  the  present  time,  at  a  great  expense, 
and  has  now  151  telephones  in  said  city  and 
suburbs.  The  main  trunk  lines  of  the  polea 
and  wires  have  been  and  are  now  maintained 
upon  East,  Main,  and  Milwaukee  streets. 
All  the  rights,  right  of  way,  and  easemeuta 
that  it  had  previously  enjoyed  as  a  telephone 
company  were  confirmed  by  an  ordinance  'of 
said  city,  dated  October  10,  1892,  a  copy  of 
which  is  attached  hereto,  and  marked  "*  Ex- 
hibit 1,  ^  and  the  company  has  since  exercised 
and  enjoyed  the  same,  and  all  the  said  lines 
and  poles  have  been  where  they  are  now  for 
years,  with  a  few  exceptions,  and  where  they 
should  be.  The  relator  has  complied  with 
the  statutes  of  the  state,  and  paid  its  license 
fee,  and  has  a  license  to  do  business  as  a  tele- 
phone company.  The  defendant  is  a  corpora- 
tion by  the  laws  of  the  state,  and  obtained 
its  rights  to  operate  a  street  railway  in  said 
city  by  horse  power  by  ordinances  of  said 
city,  dated  October  8  and  November  25,  1885, 
and  operated  the  same  on  the  same  streets 
upon  which  the  relator  had  its  poles  and 
wires,  among  others  East,  Main,  and  Mil- 
waukee streets.  By  an  ordinance  of  the  city, 
dated  December  15,  1891,  the  former  onli- 
nances  were  so  amended  as  to  give  the  de- 
fendant the  right  to  use  **  electrical  power'' 
in  operating  its  street  railway,  and  on  a 
single  or  double  track,  with  all  necessary 
curves,  turnouts,  switches,  poles,  brackets, 
and  wires.  The  defendant  has  erected  its 
poles,  wires,  and  overhead  wires  over  and 
above  the  streets  already  occupied  by  the  re- 
lator in  tbe  manner  aforesaid,  and,  among 
others.  East,  Main,  and  Milwaukee  streets, 
in  said  city.  The  defendant  company  is  com- 
pelled to  use  very  strong  conductors  of  elec- 
tricity to  run  its  cars,  and  it  uses  main  and 
trolley  wires,  which  are  not  insulated,  while 
the  wires  of  the  relator  are  insulated,  and 
though  good  and  sufficient,  can  only  use  fee- 
ble and  delicate  currents  of  electricity  in 
telephoning.  The  currents  used  by  the  de- 
fendant are  exceedingly  dangerous  to  prop- 
erty and  persons,  by  settinsr  fires  to  build- 
ings, and  by  injuring  persons  cominjy:  in 
contact  therewith.    The  poles  of  the  relator 
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are  liable  to  break,  and  the  wires  to  break, 
and  fall,  by  the  force  of  storms,  and  cannot 
be  prevented ;  and,  when  the  wires  do  fall, 
they  make  direct  crosses  with  the  wires  of 
the  defendant,  and  the  high-tension  currents 
of  electricity  used  by  the  defendant  pass  in 
the  wires  of  the  relator,  and  destroy  its  in- 
struments and  other  property,  and  endanger 
the  health  of  its  employes  and  others,  and 
are  liable  to  set  fires  in  the  city.  If  the  de- 
fendant had  constructed  its  railway  system 
properly,  it  would  have  placed  **  guard  wires" 
at  not  less  than  four  feet  above  its  trolley 
wires,  and  in  that  manner  prevented  such 
serions  consequences  by  restraining  and  car- 
rying oil  the  hiffh-tension  currents  safely. 
Such  guard  wires,  so  placed  and  maintained, 
are  the  approved  method  of  avoiding  or  pre- 
venting the  threatened  mischief.  The  de- 
fendant is  required  to  apply  such  safeguards 
by  an  ordinance  of  the  city,  dated  October 
10,  1892.  The  relator  has  complied  with 
said  ordinance,  and  the  defendant  has  failed 
to  do  so.  This  is  the  substance  of  the  re- 
lation. 

We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  facts  set  out 
in  the  relation  are  sufficient  to  entitle  the  re- 
lator company  to  the  remedy  asked  for :  (1) 
The  telephone  company  occupied  the  streets 
of  the  city  with  its  poles  and  wires,  and  was 
in  the  safe  and  successful  prosecution  of  its 
business,  under  the  authority  of  law,  and 
**by  the  permission,  consent,  and  approval" 
of  the  city  of  Janesville.  (2)  The  defend- 
ant company  afterwards  sets  its  poles  and 
extends  its  wires  alone  the  same  streets,  so 
that  its  lines  frequently  cross  the  lines  of 
the  relator,  and  in  such  near  contact  as  to 
endanger  the  persons  in  its  employment,  and 
its  property,  and  threaten  the  destruction  of 
its  business.  Has  the  defendant  the  right  to 
do  this,  if  it  is  in  its  power  to  prevent  the 
threatened  mischief?  By  the  common  maxim 
that  one  person  has  no  right  to  use  his  own 
to  the  injury  of  another,  and  by  the  common 
principles  of  elementary  law,  it  would  seem 
that  it  had  not.  The  defendant  has  intruded 
upon  the  established  business  of  the  relator 
in  such  way  as  to  endanger  it  and  the  persons 
engaged  in  it,  when,  by  the  adoption  of  such 
a  simple  safeguard,  and  the  only  practicable 
one,  such  danger  can  be  avoided,  and  the 
business  of  both  subsist  together.  Ought 
not  the  defendant  to  be  compelled  to  adopt 
such  safeguard?  These  facts  are  admitted  by 
the  demurrer.  The  learned  counsel  of  the 
respondent  insists  that  the  relator  had  not 
such  priority  of  its  business,  by  any  right. 
It  is  averred  in  the  relation  that  it  was  es- 
tablished according  to  law,  and  prosecuted 
"by  the  permission,  consent,  and  approval" 
of  the  city.  That  would  clearly  give  the  re- 
lator a  right,  and  that  right  and  its  enjoy- 
ment were  prior  to  any  right  of  the  defend- 
ant. The  relator's  wires  are  up  in  the  streets, 
bearing  sufficient  electrical  power  to  make 
telephonic  communications,  and  the  defend- 
ant crosses  them  in  many  places  with  its 
wires,  bearing  electrical  power  sufficient  to 
propel  the  cars  upon  its  street  railway,  and 
the  first  storm  that  comes  may  blow  down 
the  poles  and  wires  of  the  relator,  and  its 
wires  come  in  contact  with  the  wires  of  the 
22  L.  R,  A. 


defendant,  where  they  cross  each  other,  and 
become  charged  wth  its  dani^erous  cmreots  of 
electricity,  set  fire  to  the  buildings  in  which 
the  telephone  instruments  are  UMd,  and  in- 
jure other  property,  and  the  persons  employed 
in  the  ''Exchange"  and  other  places,  so  as 
to  endanger  or  destroy  the  business  of  the  re- 
lator. Ought  not  the  defendant  to  be  com- 
pelled to  adopt  the  above  safeguards  to  pre- 
vent this  threatened  mischief,  or  to  withtow 
its  lines  from  the  vicinity  of  the  relator's 
wires?  The  company  that  caused  the  mis- 
chief ought  to  repair  it. 

Section  7  of  the  Ordinance  of  the  city  dated 
October  10,  1892,  imposes  this  duty  a[K)n  the 
company  using  this  "electrical  power  sys- 
tem" in  all  cases,  and  requires  it  to  applr 
such  safeguards  under  a  penalty.  Bat  mach 
more  is  it  the  duty  of  such  company  when  it 
is  an  intruder  upon  the  already  established 
business  of  another  company.  The  electric 
force  is  the  most  powerful  and  dangerous 
agency  of  nature,  and,  even  when  restrained 
or  controlled  by  the  most  perfect  madiinery 
and  appliances,  its  high-tension  currents  are 
extremely  dangerous  in  many  directions.  If 
a  municipal  corporation  has  not  the  inherent 
provisional  or  police  power  to  pass  ordi- 
nances to  regulate  or  restrain  the  use  of  such 
a  dangerous  agency  within  the  corporate  lim* 
its,  it  certainly  cannot  have  such'  power  for 
any  purpose.  It  is  claimed  that  said  ordi- 
nance has  only  future  operation  or  effect. 
In  application  to  the  case,  section  7  of  said 
Ordinance  provided  :  **  Wlienever  it  shall  be 
necessary  to  cross  .  .  .  telephone  line  or 
lines  or  any  wires  used,**  etc.  Has  it  not 
been  necessary  for  the  defendant  company  to 
cross  these  telephone  lines  or  wires  ox  the  re- 
lator since  the  passage  of  the  ordinance,  and 
is  it  not  now  necessary  to  do  so?  Then  the 
ordinance,  by  its  terms,  is  applicable  to  this 
case.  The  ordinance  is  made  to  regulate  ex- 
isting things,  SQd  things  which  continue  lo 
exist,  as  the  wires  of  the  defendant  croes  the 
wires  of  the  relator.  Whenever,  at  any  time, 
wires  so  cross,  this  safeguard  must  be  ap- 
plied. The  ordinance  nas  a  present  and 
future  effect.  It  is  said  these  wires  croased 
before  the  ordinance  was  passed.  That  is 
true,  and  they  have  continued  to  cross  erer 
since,  in  violation  of  the  ordinance.  •  The 
ordinance  does  not  prohibit  the  crossing  of 
such  wires.  It  provides  the  remedy  for  it 
as  an  existing  evil,  and  requires  safeguards 
to  be  so  placed  as  to  avoid  the  danger  to  p^- 
sons  and  property.  It  is  not  retroactive  in 
any  sense.  First.  The  ordinance  is  reason- 
able, because  it  requires  that  to  be  done 
which  in  law  and  good  conscience  the  de- 
fendant ought  to  do  for  the  protection  of  the 
relator,  whose  established  business  it  has 
endangered  and  disturbed.  Second.  It  is 
clearly  sustained  under  the  police  power  of 
the  city.  "*  The  test  is  whether  it  is  designed 
and  tends  to  protect  some  public  or  private 
right  from  the  injurious  act  of  the  company: 
as  when  it  prohibits  the  running  of  the  cars 
of  one  company  on  any  street  so  near  the 
depot  of  another  railroad  as  to  interfere  with 
safe  and  convenient  access  to  the  latter  road." 
Tiedeman,  Pol.  Powers,  597-599.  The  stat- 
ute  of  New  York,  requiring  telegraph,  tele- 
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phone,  and  electric  wires  to  be  placed  under- 
ground  in  streets  in  certain  cities  (Laws  1885, 
chap.  499),  was  upheld  in  People  v.  Squire, 
107  N.  Y.  598 ;  Western  U.  TeUg.  Go.  v.  IHew 
York,  88  Fed.  Rep.  652,  8  L.  R.  A.  449.. 
The  right  and  authority  in  a  city  "to  regu-' 
late,  control,  and  prohibit  the  location,  lay- 
ing, use,  and  management  of  telegraph,  tele- 
phone, and  electric  light  and  power  'wires 
and  poles*  ...  in  order  to  guard  and  se- 
cure the  public  safety  and  convenience,"  is 
upheld  in  Wuoonsin  Telepk,  Co.  v.  Oshkosh, 
62  Wis.  82.  Ordinance  to  regulate  street 
railways  is  upheld  in  State  v.  Maduon  Street 
R.  Co.  72  Wis.  612,  1  L.  R.  A.  771 ;  and  in 
State  V.  BiUmt,  72  Wis.  184. 

Cities  can  regulate  the  placing  of  elec- 
tric wires  in  the  streets.  Eeasbey,  Electric 
Wires,  38;  Van  Rook  y.  Selma,  70  Ala.  861, 
45  Am.  Rep.  85;  Mutual  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v. 
Chicago,  16  Fed.  Rep.  809;  State  v.  Eaet 
Orange,  41  N.  J.  L.  127 ;  Western  U.  Teleg. 
Co.  Y.  PAito(2^£Aia(Pa.)  12  Atl.  Rep.  144; 
Atneriean  U.  Teleg.  Co.  v.  Harrison,  81  N. 
J.  Eq.  627 ;  Toledo,  W.  &  W.  B.  Co.  v.  Jaek- 
mnville,  67  111.  87,  16  Am.  Rep.  611 ;  Sioux 
City  Street  B.  Go.  v.  Sioua  Ciiy,  188  U.  8. 
-98,  84  L.  ed.  898. 

There  can  be  no  question,  at  this  late  day, 
but  that  our  municipal  corporations  may 
make  all  reasonable  regulations  for  the  loca- 
tion and  use  of  electric  wires  in  Uie  street, 
and  require  all  reasonable  safeguards  for  the 
same.  The  question  Is  virtually  so  settled 
in  this  state  by  our  own  decisions.  The  re- 
lator is  entitled  to  sue  out  the  writ  of  man- 
-damus  to  compel  the  defendant  to  properly 
place  such  guard  wires  as  the  proper  safe- 
guard in  such  a  case  to  protect  its  rights  and 
safety.  The  relator  is  especiallv  interested 
in  the  defendant's  performance  of  this  public 
duty.  It  is  admitted  to  be  true  that  such 
guard  wires  so  placed  are  the  very  best  and 
most  approved  method  of  safeguard  in  such 
<»se.  This,  then,  is  a  clear  legal  right  to 
be  enforced  by  mandamus.  Marbury  v.  Madi- 
son,  5  U.  S.  1  Cranch,  187,  2  L.  ed.  60 ; 
Union  Pae.  B.  Go.  v.  HdU,  91  U.  8.  348.  28 
L.  ed.  428:  PeopU  v.  Chicago  <fc-  A.  B.  Co. 
130  111.  175. 

There  is  no  adequate  remedy  in  such  a 


case,  except  by  the  writ  of  mandamus,  to 
compel  the  respondent  company  to  do  what 
it  is  clearly  right  for  it  to  do,  and  that  the 
relator  has  the  right  to  compel  it  to  do.  The 
penalty  enforced  would  not  cure  the  mis- 
chief. Bex  V.  Barker.  8  Burr.  1266;  Scott 
&  Jarnagin,  Telegniphs,  §  78 ;  High,  Extr. 
Legal  Rem.  g  820 ;  Pe4)pU  v.  Boston  <fi  A.  B. 
Go.  70  N.  Y.  569 ;  Haines  v.  People,  19  111. 
App.  854 ;  People  v.  Chicago  A  A.  B.  Co.  67 
111,  118;  Ohio  A  M.  B.  Co.  v.  People,  121 
111.  488 ;  Indianapolis  d  C.  B.  Go.  v.  State, 
87  Ind.  489 ;  State  v.  Demaree,  80  Ind.  519 ; 
Uniontoum  v.  dnn.  84  Pa.  293;  Houte  v. 
Crawford  County  Comrs.  47  Pa.  861 ;  Beg.  v. 
Luton  Boads  Trustees^  1  Q.  B.  860 ;  Cambridge 
V.  CharlesUncn  Branch  B.  Co.  7  Met.  70 ;  Bail- 
road  Comrs.  V.  Portland  <fc  0.  C.  B.  Co.  63 
Me.  269,  18  Am.  Rep.  208 ;  State  v.  ^^orth- 
eastem  B.  Co.  9  Rich.  L.  247,  67  Am.  Dec. 
561 ;  State  v.  Hartford  d  iV.  H.  B.  Co.  29 
Conn.  588;  State  v.  Wilson,  17  Wis.  687; 
State  V.  Bichter,  87  Wis.  275 ;  StaU  v.  Wood 
County  Suprs.  41  Wis.  28 ;  State  v.  Chicago; 
M.  dt  N.  B.  Co.  79  Wis.  259.  12  L.  R.  A. 
180;  Portei'  Twp.  Overseers  v.  Jersey  Shore 
Overseers,  82  Pa.  275. 

It  is  said  that  no  such  damages  have  yet 
aocrued.  The  relation  very  clearly  shows 
that  such  damage  is  imminent  and  threaten- 
ing, and  the  danger  is  all  the  time  present. 
This  might  be  sufficient  ground  for  an  in- 
junction to  restrain  the  defendant  from  cross- 
ing the  wires  of  the  relator  with  its  wires, — 
a  much  more  violent  remedy.  The  relator 
does  not  seek  to  prohibit  such  crosses,  but 
only  to  make  them  safe.  The  relator  is  con- 
ducting its  telephone  business  under  constant 
fear  and  apprehension.  Must  it  wait  until 
the  full  extent  of  the  apprehended  conse- 
quences have  been  realized?  The  remedy 
sought  is  clearly  the  proper  one.  The  de- 
murrer of  the  respondent  to  the  relation,  and 
the  motion  to  quash  the  writ,  should  have 
been  overruled. 

Tfie  order  of  the  Circuit  Court  is  reversed, 
and  the  cause  remanded  with  direction  to 
overrule  the  demurrer  and  the  motion  to 
quash  the  writ,  and  for  further  proceedings 
according  to  law. 
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1.  Whether  or  not  the  payment  by  de- 
ftndant  of  the  daim  of  a  third  person 
•wmM  an  admission  of  liablJity  so  as  to  be 
provable  In  tbe  case,  or  was  a  mere  purchase  of 
peace  wblch  cannot  be  proved,  is  a  prellmiDary 
question  of  fact  for  the  presiding  Justice. 

XoTB.— The  above  not  only  decides  an  Interestlnfir 
question  of  evidence  but  contains  in  tbe  opinion  a 
valuable  discussion  of  the  authorities  on  the  sub- 
ject. 
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8.  The  exclusion  of  evidence  of  pay- 
ment of  a  third  person's  claim  as  an 
admission  of  liability  is  not  grround  for 
reversal  where  it  does  not  appear  that  it  was 
afiralnst  the  evidence  to  hold  that  It  was  a  mere 
purchase  of  peace. 

8.  Evidence  that  travelers  were  accus- 
tomed to  warn  each  other  to  avoid  meetin«r 
others  at  a  spot  In  a  hiflrhwaj  where  an  accident 
occurred  is  not  admissible  in  an  action  against 
the  town  to  recover  for  injuries  caused  by  the 
accident. 

flVCarch  15, 1890.) 

EXCEPTIONS  by  plaintiff  to  rulings  of  the 
Grafton  County  Court  made  during  the  trial 
of  an  action  brought  to  recover  damages  for 
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persoDsl  io juries  alleged  to  have  resulted  from 
defendant's  neglect  to  keep  a  highway  in  re- 
pair, which  resulted  in  a  verdict  in  favor  of 
defendant.    Judgment  on  the  verdict. 

At  the  time  of  the  accident  Mrs.  Estes  was 
ridinff  in  the  vehicle  with  plaintiff  and  received 
injuiies,  and  plaintiff  offered  to  show  that  the 
town  had  settled  her  claim  for  damages.  This 
evidence  was  excluded.  Plaintiff  offered  to 
show  that  there  was  a  custom  among  travelers 
to  give  warning  to  others  to  avoid  meeting  at 
the  place  where  the  accident  occurred.  This 
evidence  was  excluded. 

Further  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Mr,  S.  B.  Page  for  plaintiff. 

Meeere,  /FUng^  9b  Chase*  for  defendant: 

Selectmen  have  no  authority,  ex  officio,  to 
make  any  settlement  with  the  traveler.  If  this 
be  sound,  how  could  the  tact  of  their  doing  so 
be  any  admission  against  the  town  of  its  lia- 
bility? The  doctrine  of  Coffin  v.  Plymouth,  49 
N.  H.  178,  makes  it  hazardous  for  towns  to 
attempt  to  negotiate  or  make  any  settlement  or 
buv  their  peace. 

The  law  encourages  settlements.  Why 
should  it  not  make  it  safe  to  settle  cases  of  the 
kind  under  discussion  and  without  prejudice. 

Onmee  v.  Keene,  52  N.  H.  830. 

Doe*  Ch.  J,y  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

In  a  criminal  case,  when  tho  defendant's 
confession  is  offered  as  evidence,  it  is  neces- 
sary to  inquire  whether  it  was  made  under 
the  influence  of  hope  or  fear,  and  for  the 
purpose  of  gaining  some  benefit  or  avoiding 
some  harm  connected  with  the  criminal 
charge.  If  not  made  for  that  purpose,  it  is 
held  to  be  voluntary,  and  is  evidence.  The 
purpose  of  the  confession  is  a  question  of 
fact.  This  distinctly  appears  in  State  v. 
WenttMyrth,  87  N.  H.  106,  318-220,  and  other 
cases  in  which  the  reported  decisions  contain 
a  full  examination  of  the  evidence  bearing 
on  the  question.  In  State  v.  Hotcard,  17  N. 
H.  171,  181-185,  the  court  says:  "We  are 
by  no  means  satisfied  that  judges,  in  their 
anxiety  to  preserve  all  the  rights  of  the  ac- 
cused, have  not  srone  further  in  excluding 
confessions  than  the  principle  required  them 
to  do.  .  .  .  The  principle  of  admission 
and  exclusion  is  well  settled,  and  founded 
upon  a  most  satisfactory  basis.  Confessions 
obtained  by  the  hope  or  favor,  or  by  fear  of 
punishment  are  inadmissible.  It  is  the  hope 
of  escape  from  temporal  punishment  which 
excludes,  and  the  hope  must  be  derived  from 
the  inducements.  .  .  ,  The  evidence  is 
rejected  because  the  inducements  may  have 
led  to  a  false  statement,  and  the  confession 
is  therefore  not  entitled  to  credit,  and  not 
because  the  public  faith  is  pledged  by  means 
of  the  promise.  .  .  .  It  is  in  the  appli- 
cation of  this  principle  that  the  difficulty 
lies;  that  is  to  say,  in  determining  whether 
hopes  have  been  held  out,  or  fears  excited, 
in  the  particular  case.  In  the  present  in- 
stance the  defendant  was  told  that  he  had 
better  tell  the  truth.  It  has  been  supposed 
that  a  party  accused  might,  from  such  a  dec- 
laration, understand  that  it  would  be  better 
for  him  to  confess  himself  guilty.  .  .  . 
But  why  should  any  one  so  unders'tand,  iif  he 


was  in  fact  innocent?  .  .  .  We  do  nut 
intend  to  pass  upon  this  question  at  this  time. 
Our  object  is  to  show  how  slight,  to  say  the 
most,  is  the  probability  that  a  declaration  of 
this  kind  excites  any  hopes  that  should  ca&t 
a  suspicion  upon  the  truth  of  the  ooofession 
which  follows  it.  .  .  .  The  hope  here— 
assuming  that  hope  was  excited  by  the  dec- 
laration of  the  magistrate  that  he  had  better 
tell  the  truth — must  have  been  of  the  slight- 
est possible  character,  and  the  circumstances 
which  intervened  between  that  time  and  the 
period  when  he  made  the  ocHifession  which 
was  admitted  can  leave  no  shadow  of  doubt 
whether  the  last  confession  was  made  through 
some  lingering  belief,  arising  from  the  dec- 
laration of  the  magistmte,  that  if  he  still 
continued  to  confess  he  might  find  favor. 
The  evidence  is  very  strong  upon  this  point. 
.  .  .  We  have  no  hesitation  in  sustaining 
the  ruling.  If  anything  could  have  extin- 
guished the  faint  glimmer  of  hope  which 
might  possibly  have  existed  in  the  first  in- 
stance, these  circumstances  must  have  been 
effectual  for  that  purpose.  In  considering  the 
probable  reason  for  this  last  confession,  we 
must  not  lay  out  of  the  case  the  other  circum- 
stances which  intervened  between  that  ind 
the  first.**  "The  probable  reason  for"  a  con- 
fession cannot  be  a  question  of  law.  **  In  the 
earlier  cases  there  has  been  much  conflict  upon 
this  subject,  resulting  in  some  degree  from 
failing  to  recognize  the  question  to  be  largely 
one  of  fact  alone,  to  be  determined  upon  a 
consideration  of  all  the  circumstances  of  the 
case,  instead  of  which,  some  of  the  cases  seem 
to  have  .given  to  particular  expressions  a 
technical  character,  and  to  have  excluded  the 
confessions  where,  upon  a  consideration  of  all 
the  circumstances,  it  would  not  have  been 
found,  as  matter  of  fact,  that  the  confessions 
were  made  under  the  influe&oe  of  hope  or  fesr 
held  out  by  another.  .  .  .  Whether  the 
confession  .  .  .  was  voluntary  or  not  is 
purely  a  question  of  fact, — as  much  so  as 
the  question  whether  a  witness  offered  to 
testify  was  interested  or  not,  or  whether  a 
witness  was  qualified  to  testify  as  an  expert, 
or  whether  the  loss  of  a  paper  has  been 
shown,  so  as  to  allow  the  introauctioa  of  sec- 
ondary evidence  of  its  contents.  In  this  and 
the  like  cases,  the  judge  who  tries  the  cause 
must  decide,  although  in  some  instances  he 
may  submit  the  question  of  fact  to  the  jury. 
In  either  case,  whether  the  decision  be  by 
the  judge  alone,  or  it  be  also  passed  upon  by 
the  jury,  no  exception  lies,  so  far  as  the 
question  is  one  of  fact.  If,  however,  upon 
tne  evidence  reported  by  the  judge,  it  clearly 
appears  that  there  was  error  in  his  finding 
upon  the  matter  of  fact,  it  noay  be  corrected, 
as  in  other  cases  where  a  verdict  is  against 
evidence."  State  v.  Squiree,  48  N.  H.  364, 
369,  870. 

When  it  is  said  that  the  admissibillly  of  a 
confession  is  a  "* matter  resting  wholly  in  the 
discretion  of  the  judge,  upon  all  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case"  (1  Oreenl.  £v.  ^  319). 
the  meaning  is  not  that  he  has  arbitrair 
power  but  that  the  question  is  <nk  of  fact. 
**  'Judicial  discretion. '  in  its  technical  legal 
sense,  is  the  name  of  the  decisio»  of  certain 
questions  of  fact  by  the  oouit.'^    Datiine  «• 
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Wegtmoreland,  52  N.  H.  401,  408,  18  Am. 
Rep.  55.  '*  Whether  the  confession  made  to 
JjeavUt  was  made  in  consequence  of  induce- 
ment held  out  by  Leavitt  was  a  question  of 
fact  to  be  decided  by  the  judges  who  pre- 
sided at  the  trial ;  and  their  finding  upon  this 
question  is  a  finality,  as  much  as  the  verdict 
of  a  jury  upon  a  question  of  fact.**  State  t. 
Pike,  49  N.  H.  899,  407,  6  Am.  Rep.  588. 
^'The  law  is  too  well  settled  in  this  state  to 
be  considered  an  open  question.  We  do  not 
interfere  with  the  verdict  of  a  jury,  to  set  it 
aside  as  against  evidence,  unless  we  are  well 
satisfied  tnat  it  has  been  procured  through 
corruption,  or  manifest  mistalce  in  the  con- 
sideratidn  and  application  of  the  evidence, 
and  that  substantial  justice  has  not  been 
done."     LMxm  v.  Bath,  81  N.  H.  819,  885; 

Wendea  v.  Saijlard,  13  N.  H.  171,  178;  Oauld 
V.  White,  m  N.  H.  178,  188;  Clark  v.  First 
Cmg.  8oc.  in  Keene,  45  N.  H.  881,  884; 
Houston  v.  Clark,  50  N.  H.  479,  488 ;  JeweU 
V.  Grand  Trunk  Railway,  55  N.  H.  84,  95 ; 
FuUer  v.  Bailey,  58  N.  H.  71 ;  Smith  v.  Rich- 
ards, 29  Conn.  282,  244 ;  Hamaker  v.  Eber- 
lev.   2    Binn.   506,    510,   4   Am.    Dec.    477; 

Wilkiruun  v.  Greely,  1  Curt.  C.  C.  63 ;  M'Lan- 
ahan  v.  Universal  Ins,  Oo.  26  U.  S.  1  Pet. 
170,  188,  7  L.  ed.  98,  104 ;  N&u)  York  Cent. 
d  H.  B,  R.  Co,  V.  Fraloff;  100  U-  8.  24,  81, 
25  L.  ed.  581,  584;  Shasfnaker  v.  United 
States,  147  U.  8.  282,  805,  806,  87  L.  ed.  170, 
187. 

When  a  case  is  tried  by  the  court,  a  motion 
to  set  aside  the  finding  on  the  ground  that  it 
is  against  the  evidence  ^  stands  upon  the  same 
footing  as  if  there  had  been  a  verdict  of  the 
Jury."  Bumham  v.  MeQuesten,  48  N.  H. 
446,  454.  Whether  the  fact  found  by  the 
court  at  the  trial  term  is  that  the  defendant 
is  guilty,  as  in  Burnham  v.  MeQuesten,  or 
that  the  defendant's  confession  was  volun- 
tary, as  in  8tm$$-  v.  Squires,  a  motion  for  a 
new  trial  on  tHe  ground  that  the  flndins  was 
against  the  evidence  raises  a  question  or  fact 
to  be  decided  by  a  court  upon  due  consider- 
ation of  the  proof. 
**The  term  "admission'  is  usually  applied 


fact  in  criminal  cases  which  do  not  involve 
criminal  intent ;  the  term  'confession'  being 
generally  restricted  to  acknowledgments  of 
guilt.  .  .  .  The  rules  of  evidence  are  in 
both  cases  the  same.  ...  A  distinction 
is  taken  between  the  admission  of  particular 
facts  and  an  offer  of  a  sum  of  money  to  buy 
peace,  for,  as  Lord  Mansfield  observed,  it 
must  be  permitted  to  men  to  buy  their  peace 
without  prejudice  to  them  if  the  offer  should 
not  succeed  ;  and  such  offers  are  made  to  stop 
litigation,  without  regard  to  the  question 
whether  anvthing  is  due  or  not.  If,  there- 
fore, the  defendant  being  sued  for  £100, 
should  offer  the  plaintiff  £20,  this  is  not 
admissible  in  evidence,  for  it  is  irrelevant  to 
tlie  issue.  It  neither  admits  nor  ascertains 
any  debt,  and  is  no  more  than  saying  he 
would  give  £20  to  be  rid  of  the  action.  But, 
in  order  to  exclude  distinct  admissions  of 
facts,  it  must  appear  either  that  they  were 
expressly  made  without  prejudice,  or  at  least 
that  they  were  made  under  the  faith  of  a 
pending  treaty,  and  into  which  the  party 
22LILA. 


might  have  been  led  by  a  confidence  of  a 
compromise  taking  place.  .  .  .  It  is  the 
condition,  tacit  or  express,  that  no  advantage 
shall  be  taken  of  the  admission,  it  being  made 
with  a  view  to,  and  in  furtherance  of,  an 
amicable  adjustment,  that  operates  to  exclude 
it.  But  if  It  is  an  independent  admission  of 
a  fact,  merely  because  it  is  a  fact,  it  will  be 
received."    1  Greenl.  Ev.  §g  170,  192. 

"  An  offer  by  a  party  to  pay  a  sum  of  money 
by  way  of  compromise  of  an  existing  con- 
troversy is  not  to  be  used  as  evidence  against 
him.  But  an  admission  of  particular  facts, 
made  during  a  treaty  for  a  compromise,  may 
be  given  in  evidence  as  a  confession.  .  .  . 
The  reason  why  a  mere  offer  of  money  or 
other  thing  by  way  of  compromise  is  not  to 
be  evidence  against  him  who  makes  it,  is 
very  plain,  ancl  easily  understood.  Such  an 
offer  neither  admits  nor  ascertains  any  debt, 
and  is  no  more  than  saying  that  so  much  will 
be  given  to  be  rid  of  the  controversy."  San- 
bom  V.  ^eilson,  4  N.  H.  501,  508,  509.  **A 
distinct  admission  of  a  fact  during  an  at- 
tempt at  compromise  may  be  given  in  evi- 
dence, though  an  offer  made  for  the  purpose 
of  effecting  a  settlement  cannot  be,  and  the 
reason  for  the  distinction  is  very  satisfac- 
tory." Hamblett  v.  HaiMe.tt,  6  N.  H.  888, 
848.  **•  The  reason  is  that  such  admissions  are 
in  no  way  necessary  to  a  treaty  for  a  com- 
promise, which  is  a  mere  attempt  to  buy  a 
peace,  and  are  supposed  to  be  made  like  other 
admissions,  and  fot*  some  one  of  the  various 
causes  which  induce  them.  But  the  law  pro- 
tects a  party  seeking  to  purchase  his  pea<^  by 
denying  to  his  adversary  the  benefit  of  any 
inferences,  that  might  be  derived  from  an 
attempt  to  do  so,  that  the  cause  of  action 
which  he  seeks  to  compromise  has  some 
foundation  in  truth."  Hideout  v.  Newton,  17 
N.  H.  71.  78.  That  case  was  assumpsit  on  a 
note  for  $50  purporting  to  be  signed  by  the 
defendant  and  one  L.  The  question  was 
whether  the  note  was  signed  by  the  defendant. 
Subject  to  exception,  tlie  plaintiff  was  al- 
lowed to  prove  the  following  facts :  The  de- 
fendant and  L.  had  been  connected  in  busi- 


to  civil  transactions,  and  to  those  matteri^o^>ness  to  some  extent.     When  the  writ  was 


served  on  the  defendant,  L.  not  being  present, 
the  plaintiff  demanded  payment  of  other 
claims  which  he  had  against  L.,  amounting 
to  some  one  or  two  hundred  dollars.  The 
defendant  *^  asked  a  person  present  to  advise 
him  as  to  the  propriety  of  compounding  with 
the  plaintiff  for  the  whole,  and  was  advised, 
if  this  note  was  a  genuine  one,  to  offer  the 
plaintiff  a  sum  to  settle  the  whole,  but,  if 
the  note  was  a  forgery,  not  to  pay  a  cent. " 
The  defendant  offered  $25.  and,  on  beinff  told 
that  was  not  enough,  he  offered  $50,  and  then 
$75.  The  plaintiff's  contention  was,  not  that 
the  mere  offer  of  a  sum  in  settlement  was 
evidence  of  an  admission  that  the  defendant 
signed  the  note,  but  that,  in  view  of  the  ad- 
vice he  asked  and  received,  it  was  highly 
probable  he  made  the  offer  because  the  note 
was  genuine.  ""The  defendant,"  says  the 
court,  **  upon  being  advised  to  make  an  offer 
provided  his  signature  to  the  note  was  gen- 
uine, but  not  otherwise,  proceeds  to  make  the 
offer.  1 1  i  s  sa  i  d  that  th  i  s  offer  may  be  shown , 
because  it  is  highly  probable,  from  the  advice  ■ 
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he  reoeived,  that  he  would  not  hare  made  it 
unless  the  signature  was  so.  But  .  .  . 
such  a  reason  would  extend  to  the  admission 
of  any  other  offer  of  compromise,  because 
such  offers  are  more  apt  to  be  made  in  cases 
in  which  the  party  making  them  is  conscious 
that  the  cause  of  his  adversary  is  well  founded 
than  in  the  opposite  cases.  The  fact  that  he 
acted  upon  advice  which  he  had  sought  may 
add  a  very  little  to  the  force  of  such  an  in- 
ference as  is  contended  for,  but  too  little, 
•  altogether,  to  make  the  case  an  exception  to 
the  highly  salutary,  well-defined,  and  estab- 
lished rule. "  For  this  reason  the  verdict  was 
set  aside. 

When  a  defendant  offers  to  pay  a  certain 
sum  in  settlement,  his  statement  that  he  is  too 
poor  to  pay  more  is  not  sufilcient  evidence  of 
an  intention  to  admit  his  liability.  Downer 
V.  Button,  26  N.  H.  888,  844.  Perkins  v. 
Concord  Railroad,  44  N.  H.  228,  was  an  action 
for  injuries  received  by  a  passenger  in  a  col- 
lision on  the  defendants*  road.  The  testi- 
monv  of  another  passenger,  who  was  injured 
in  the  same  collision,  that  the  defendants 
admitted  their  liability  for  injuries  caused 
by  the  collision,  was  held  competent  on  the 
cround  (page  225)  that  **  the  liability  to  pay 
damages  in  consequence  of  the  accident  ap- 
pears to  have  been  the  matter  distinctly  ad- 
mitted to  the  witnejss,  as  stated  by  him  in 
evidence.  ^  The  decision  is  an  application  of 
the  rule  that  a  distinct  admission  of  a  fact  is 
not  rendered  inadmissible  by  being  made 
during  a  settlement.  The  preliminary  ques- 
tion alwavs  is,  not  merely  whether  an  ad- 
mission of  a  fact  was  made  during  a  settle- 
ment or  negotiation,  bat  whether  a  statement 
or  act  was  intended  to  be  an  admission.  It 
is  a  question,  not  of  time  or  circumstances, 
but  of  intention.  On  that  question  the  time 
and  circumstances  may  hfi  material  evidence. 
"^The  rule  is  strictly  held  in  this  state  that 
an  offer  to  compromise  is  not  to  b^  shown,  on 
account  of  the  tendency  such  a  practice  would 
have  to  discourage  the  settlement  of  disputes. 
But  it  is  at  the  same  time  held,  with  eaual 
clearness,  that  any  independent  admission, 
though  made  in  the  course  of  negotiations  for 
a  compromise,  may  be  shown. "  Piummer  v. 
Currier,  52  N.  H.  287,  296;  J^arrington  v. 
Lincoln,  4  Gray,  568,  567 ;  Durgin  v.  Somers, 
117  Mass.  55,  61;  Draper  v.  HatfiM,  124 
Mass.  58,  56 ;  Ehane  v.  Bmiih,  5  T.  B.  Mon. 
863,  17  Am.  Dec.  74.  In  8anbom  v.  NeHaon, 
4  N.  H.  501,  before  cited,  the  defendant's  re- 
jected offer,  made  during  a  negotiation  for 
an  adjustment  of  the  plaintiff's  claim,  was 
held  to  be  evidence,  because  it  followed  and 
was  based  upon  the  defendant's  express  ad- 
mission of  the  alleged  tort.  Upon  the  testi- 
mony, the  fact  could  be  found  that  the  offer 
was  intended  to  include  a  repetition  of  tiie 
admission  in  an  indirect  form.     This  view  is 

f^resented  in  the  case  put  (page  509)  as  an  il- 
ustration :  '*If  A.  sue  B.  for  $100,  and  B. 
offer  to  pay  $20,  this  offer  shall  not  be  re- 
ceived as  evidence,  because  it  may  have  been 
made  merely  for  the  sake  of  peace,  where 
nothing  was  due.  But  in  such  a  case,  if  B. 
admit  expressly  that  $20  are  due,  and  offer  to 
pay  tiiat  sum,  .  .  .  both  the  admission 
and  the  offer  are  evidence. '^  See  8nou)  v. 
L.RA« 


Batchelder.  8  Cush.  518,  516,  517.  His  offer 
is  evidence  when  made  for  one  purpose,  and 
is  not  evidence  when  made  for  a  different 
purpose.  In  both  cases,  his  decisive  intent  is 
a  fact  to  be  found  by  weighing  competent 
proof.  "*  Before  the  statute  makin^r  parties 
competent  witnesses,  the  ordinary  way  to 
prove  their  intent  or  understanding  was  b? 
circumstantial  evidence.  But,  now  that  the 
party  himself  is  admitted  to  testify,  there  i& 
no  reason  for  confining  his  testimony  to  a 
variety  of  circumstances  tending  to  show  hi& 
purpose  or  understanding,  when  be  knows, 
and  can  testify  directly,  what  that  purpoceor 
understanding  was. "  Detano  v.  Ooodmn,  4S 
N.  H.  208,  205,  97  Am.  Dec.  601 ;  A^orris  r. 
MorriU,  40  N.  H.  895,  401,  402;  Orave$  v. 
Graves,  45  N.  H.  828 ;  Bale  v.  Taylor,  Id.  405. 

The  questions  of  law  and  fact  are  the  same, 
whether  an  admission  is  claimed  to  have  been 
made  by  a  payment  or  by  a  rejected  offer.  If 
a  plaintiff  and  his  horse  and  wagon  were 
injured  in  a  collision  with  a  cart  driven  by 
the  defendant,  and  the  expense  of  repairing- 
the  wagon  was  paid  by  the  defendant,  whoee 
subsequent  offer  to  pay  a  certain  sum  for  the 
injury  of  the  horse  was  rejected,  the  question 
might  arise  whether  the  accepted  pajrment 
and  the  rejected  offer  were  evidence  in  an 
action  for  the  plaintiff's  personal  iDJiur. 
Payment,  or  an  offer  of  payment,  may  be 
made  to  a  plaintiff,  or  to  another  person  hav- 
inff  a  claim  so  far  like  the  plaintiff's  that  the 
defendant's  admission  of  liability  would  be 
applicable  to  both.  The  payment  or  offer  is 
evidence  of  his  liability,  when  it  is  an  ad- 
mission of  liability.  When  a  pauper  has 
been  supported  by  a  town,  or  the  town  h.as 
paid  for  his  support,  and  the  act  wa3  an  ad- 
mission of  liability,  and  not  a  purdiase  of 
peace,  it  is  evidence  of  the  fact  which  the 
town  intended  to  admit.  The  legal  principle 
applicable  to  a  great  variety  of  cases  is  that 
intent  is  tiie  test.  An  offer  of  payment, 
whether  accepted  or  rejected,  is  evidence, 
when  the  party  making  it  understood  it  to 
be,  and  made  it  as,  an  admission  of  bis  Ha* 
bility.  It  is  not  evidence  when  he  made  it 
for  the  purpose  of  averting  litigation,  not 
intending  to  admit  his  liability.  **If  the 
object  be  to  buy  peace,  it  is  plain  snch  an 
offer  carries  with  it  no  evidence  of  the  justice 
of  the  demand ;  and  it  would  have  a  tendencr 
to  prevent  amicable  adjustments,  if  such 
offers  were  to  be  used  against  the  psjty  mak- 
ing them. "    Marsh  v.  Gold,  2  Pick.  285.  290. 

As  his  object  could  not  be  a  matter  of  law, 
and  he  knows  what  it  was,  he  may  testify 
directly  on  that  point  Confusion  has  arisen 
from  reported  cases  in  which  the  line  between 
law  ana  fact  has  not  been  clearly  drawn.  In 
Abbott  V.  Andrews,  130  Mass.  145,  the  ques- 
tion whether  an  offer  of  the  plaintiff  was  an 
admission  of  a  fact,  or  a  mere  eflbrt  to  avoid 
controversy,  was  dealt  with  as  a  queetioD  of 
fact  depending  upon  his  purpose  in  making 
the  offer,  and  the  sense  in  which  it  was  un- 
derstood by  both  partiea.  But  the  result 
reached  upon  the  examination  of  the  evidence 
of  purpose  and  understanding  was  not  ex- 
pressly stated  to  be  a  oonclosion  of  fact 

In  Jdanbom  v.  NeUson,  before  cited,  the 
alleged  cause  of  action  which  the  defendant 
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had  confessed  was  a  criminal  offense.  The 
plea  of  ""Not  guilty''  presented  for  trial  the 
question  that  would  be  presented  by  the  same 
plea  to  an  indictment  for  the  same  act.  If  a 
retracted  or  executed  offer  of  compensation 
was  induced  by  a  fear  of  a  criminal  prosecu- 
tion and  a  hope  of  escaping  or  lessening  the 
consequences,  it  would  not  he  evidence  in  the 
criminal  case.  If  induced  by  a  fear  of  liti- 
gation and  a  hope  of  buying  peace,  without 
an  intent  to  admit  guilt,  ft  would  not  be 
evidence  in  the  civil  case.  There  is  no  dif- 
ference in  the  nature  of  the  cases  on  which 
it  could  be  held  that  the  motive  was  a  ques- 
tion of  fact  in  one  of  them,  and  that  the  mo- 
tive and  intent  were  questions  of  law  in  the 
other. 

When  the  evidence  of  intent  is  **  conflict- 
ing, and  the  result  doubtful,"  the  question 
whether  an  offer  of  payment  was  an  admission 
of  liability  may  be  submitted  to  the  jury, 
with  instructions  that  they  are  ^^  to  ascertain 
the  meaning  of  the  party  making  it,  and 
.  •  .  inquire  and  consider  what  were  the 
views  and  intention  of  the  defendant  in  mak- 
ing it ;  that  if,  viewing  it  in  this  way,  they 
should  And  that"  it  "^  was  intended  bv  him 
as  an  admission  of  a  fact,  then  it"  is  ^'to 
be  considered  by  them  as  evidence:  other- 
wise, they"  will  **lay  it  out  of  the  case." 
Bartleii  v.  Boyt,  88  K  H.  151,  154,  165,  166 ; 
mod  V.  Tennev,  47  N.  H.  518,  515,  521 ;  ffaU 
V.  Broutn,  68  N.  H.  98,  94,  98;  Carr  v.  Ash- 
land^ 62  N.  H.  665,  668.  The  same  course 
may  be  taken  with  his  payment  of  a  claim 
like  tbe  plaintiff's  presented  bv  a  third  per- 
son. Bcuiman  v.  Amoskeag  Mfg,  Go,  44  N. 
H.  148»  145,  154,  82  Am.  Dec.  201.  The 
question  that  may  be  submitted  to  the  jury  is 
not  a  question  of  law,  when  it  is  decided 
by  the  court.  If  it  is  submitted  to  the  juir, 
and  they  return  a  special  verdict,  flndinff  the 
payment  was  or  was  not  an  admission  of  lia- 
bility, the  verdict  on  this  point  is  set  aside, 
when  it  is  against  the  evidence.  A  finding 
of  the  same  iSact  by  the  court  is  set  aside  for 
the  same  cause. 

In  Ckijpfn  V.  PiytnofUh,  49  N.  H.  178,  the 
plaintin,  Mrs.  (Jbffln,  claimed  damages  of 
the  town  for  a  personal  injury  caused  bv  the 
overturn  of  Mr.  Clark's  wagon,  in  which  she 
was  riding  in  a  highway.  Clark  claimed 
damages  of  the  town  for  the  breakage  of  his 
wagon  on  the  same  occasion,  spoke  to  the 
selectmen,  or  some  of  them,  several  times 
about  it,  and  finally  notified  the  chairman  of 
the  board  that  he  should  sue  the  town  unless 
his  claim  was  adjusted  on  or  before  a  specified 
day.  Thereupon,  he  was  asked  what  was  the 
least  sum  he  would  take  to  settle  the  matter, 
and  he  offered  to  take  what  he  was  oblisred 
to  pay  for  repairing  the  wagon,  $25,  which 
the  first  selectmen  paid,  protesting,  at  the 
time,  that  the  town  was  not  liable.  Subject 
to  exception,  the  payment  of  Clark's  claim 
was  received  as  an  admission  of  liability. 
The  whole  of  the  reported  decision  on  this 
subject  is:  ^A  majority  of  the  court  are  of 
opinion  that  the  evidmioe  excepted  to  was 
properly  admitted."  No  reason  is  given, 
and tlie only autkoritycited is Perkitu v.  Cbn* 
cord  BaOroad,  44  N.  H.  228,  which  is  not  in 
point.  In  that  case  the  ground  of  the  decision 
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was  that  liability  was  ''distinctly  admitted 
to  the  witness,  as  stated  by  him  in  evidence. " 
In  Cofflny.  Plymouth,  liability  was  distinctly 
denied.  The  validitv  of  Clark's  claim  was 
a  matter  of  opinion.  However  confident  the 
defendants'  belief  that  they  were  not  liable, 
they  mi^ht  well  act  upon  the  assumption  that 
the  result  of  a  trial  was  doubtful.  Under  the 
circumstances,  the  payment  of  a  sum  less  than 
the  irrecoverable  expense  of  defending  the 
threatened  suit  was  conclusive  evidence  that 
the  object  of  the  payment  was  to  buy  a  peace 
that  would  cost  less  than  litigation.  In  the 
trial  of  Coffin' $  Case,  there  was  no  error  of 
law,  and  the  defendant's  exception  raised  no 
question  of  law.  The  verdict  could  not  be 
set  aside  without  a  motion  based  on  an  allega- 
tion that  the  finding  of  the  court  at  the  trial 
was  in  fact  against  the  evidence.  No  such 
motion  was  mSde,  and  it  does  not  appear  tibat 
attention  was  called,  at  the  law  term,  to  the 
question  of  fact,  which  was  the  onlv  question 
on  which  cause  could  be  shown  for  a  new 
trial.  Whether  the  preliminary  question  of 
fact  is  decided  by  the  judge,  or  submitted  by 
him  to  the  jury,  **no  exception  lies,  so  far 
as  the  question  is  one  of  fact.  If  however, 
upon  the  evidence  reported  by  the  judge,  it 
clearly  appears  that  there  was  error  in  his 
finding,  or  in  the  finding  of  the  jury,  upon 
the  matter  of  fact,  it  may  be  corrected,  as  in 
other  cases  where  a  verdict  is  against  the  evi- 
dence." State  V.  Squires,  48  N.  H.  864,  869, 
370. 

In  Grimes  v.  Keene,  52  N.  H.  880,  884,  it 
is  said  that  payment  of  a  claim  foi^damages 
caused  bv  the  same  accident  is  an  admission, 
more  or  less  strong,  that  the  highway,  at  the 
point  in  question,  was  defective,  and  the 
town  in  fault  for  its  being  so ;  that  such  an 
admission  is  necessarily  to  be  implied  from 
the  acknowledgment  and  payment  of  the 
claim,  for  without  the  defect  there  could 
have  been  no  claim.  *^If  payment  of  a  claim 
ag[ainst  the  town  hj  the  selectmen  is  an  ad- 
mission of  the  liability  of  the  town,  an  un- 
qualified offer  to  pay  must  be  equally  so.*^ 
Oray  v.  BoUinwford,  58  N.  H.  268,  254.  "  The 
town  have  offered  to  pay  him  $25.  .  .  . 
But  this  is  no  proof  that  they  owe  him  any- 
thing." Sikee  v.  Batfleid,  18  Gray,  847,  858. 
The  amount  paid  or  oJEfered  mav  be  one  of  the 
circumstances  to  be  weighed  on  the  pre- 
liminary question,  but  the  law  does  not  make 
it  the  test.  An  entire  claim  may  be  paid  to 
avoid  a  lawsuit,  the  payer  intending  to  admit 
nothing  but  his  desire  for  peace,  the  claim- 
ant understanding  that  nothing  else  is  ad- 
mitted, and  both  parties  believing  that  the 
payer  is  not  liable,  or  having  no  opinion  on 
the  subject.  In  such  a  case  as  Chffin  v.  Ply- 
mouth, a  finding  that  the  payment  of  an  en- 
tire claim  of  t25  was  anything  more  than  a 
Surchase  of  peace  would  be  against  the  cvi- 
ence.  The  proposition  that  an  admission  of 
liability  is  necessarily  to  be  implied  from  the 
payment  of  a  claim,  or  an  offer  to  pay  it,  is 
contrary  to  the  fact.  **  Comprom  ise"  general  1  y 
signifies  a  settlement  in  which  there  is  con- 
cession on  both  sides.  Used  in  that  sense, 
the  word  does  not  describe  all  cases  in  which 
peace  is  bousht  without  an  admission  of  li- 
ability, and  Is  not  an  adequate  statement  of 
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the  law.  In  the  present  case  the  preliminary 
question  of  fact  for  the  presiding  justice  at 
the  trial  was  whether  the  defendants'  pay- 
ment of  Mrs.  £stes'  claim  in  settlement  of 
her  suit  was  an  admission  of  liability,  or  a 
mere  purchase  of  peace.  As  it  docs  not  ap- 
pear that  a  decision  of  that  question  of  intent 
in  favor  of  the  defendant  would  be  against 
the  evidence,  the  exclusion  of  the  payment 
is  not  a  cause  for  a  new  trial. 

In  Aldnch  v.  Monroe,  60  N.   H.   118.   the 
plaintiff's  omission  of  a  usual  precaution,  of 


which  he  mi«rht  be  found  to  have  had  kDowl- 
edge,  was  held  to  be  evidence  on  the  question 
whether  he  used  reasonable  care.  In  this  case 
the  warnings  given  by  travelers,   which  the 

Slaintiflf  offered  to  prove,  were  bearaay  evi- 
enoe  of  opinions  concerning  the  sufficieocT 
of  the  road  at  the  place  of  the  accident,  and 
were  rightly  excluded. 
Judgment  on  the  terdict. 

Clark,  J. ,  did  not  sit ;  Biwgh»Mi  </..  dis- 
sented ;  the  others  concurred. 


OHIO  SUPREME  COURT. 


NEWARK  MACHINE  CO.,  Plff,  in  Err,, 

V. 

KENTON  INSURANCE  CO.  of  Kentucky. 
(60  Ohio  St  — .) 

1.  A  Talid  contract  of  inmirAnce  may  be 
made  by  parol*  when  not  forbidden  by  atat. 
ute,  or  a  proviston  of  the  oompany^a  charter 
which  has  been  brought  to  the  knowledire  of  the 
4>ther  contracting  party;  and,  as  in  other  cases  of 
parol  contracts,  the  assent  of  (he  parties  to  the 
terms  of  tbe  agreement  may  be  shown  by  their 
acts  and  tbe  attending  circumatancea,  aa  well  as 
by  the  words  they  have  employed. 

2.  When  nothing  is  said  in  the  neflrotla- 
tions  about  special  rates  of  insurance,  or 
special  conditions  of  the  policy,  it  will  be  pre- 

*  Headaotea  by  the  Coubt. 


aumed  that  those  which  were  uatial  and  custom- 
ary were  intended. 
8.  In  determinini^  whether  tiiere  hss 
been  a  deliTery  of  a  pdUey*  efllset  win 
be  siven  to  the  intention  of  the  parties: 
and  when  the  terms  of  an  executed  potior  have 
been  unconditionally  accepted  by  the  insured, 
and  it  baa  thereafter  been  treated  aa  In  force  by 
the  partiea,  Ita  delivery  will  be  regarded  aa  com- 
plete, though  it  remain  in  the  hands  of  tbe  in- 
8urer*a  agent. 

4.  An  agent  authorised  to  oMike  eon- 
tracts  of  fire  insnrance  aadiissoe  poli- 
cies may  waive  payment  in  caab  of  tbe 
premluma,  and  give  time  for  their  paymmt,  un- 
less there  are  reatrlctlona  upon  his  authority  of 
which  the  ineured  has  notice;  and  aucb  waiver 
may  be  express  or  implied. 

6*  Where*  under  an  arrangeaMot  with 


Note.— FoMdity  of  oral  insurance  contract. 

There  aeema  to  have  been  aome  doubt  and  con- 
trariety of  opinion  aa  to  tbe  validity  of  a  parol  con- 
tract of  inauranoe.  The  laat  deoiaion  on  the  subject 
in  aome  of  the  atatea  even  now  indioatee  that  auch 
a  contract  would  not  be  upheld,  but  the  great 
weight  of  authority  ia  that  auch  contraotaare  valid. 

In  Bell  V.  Weatem  M.  &  F.  Ina.  Co.,  6  Bob.  (La.) 
428, 39  Am.  Dec.  542,  the  court  assumes  that  the 
xiOD tract  of  insurance  muat  alwayabe  in  writing. 

And  in  Courtnay  v.  Miaalasippi  M.  &  F.  Ins.  Go.,  U! 
La.  288,  it  decides  that  a  parol  contract  of  inaurance 
is  invalid. 

In  considering  tbe  question  of  reforming  a  policy 
to  make  it  correapond  to  tbe  alleged  contract,  tbe 
court  said:  ''  It  ia  doubtless  true  that  an  inauranoe 
company  cannot  ordlnariiy  insure  by  parol.** 
Bishop  V.  Clay  F.  &  M.  Ins.  Co.  49  Conn.  107. 

In  an  early  Missouri  case  it  was  stated  that  it 
would  aeem  to  be  tbe  settled  opinion  that  a  policy 
•of  inauranoe  muat  be  in  writing.  Plahto  v.  Mer- 
obants  &  Mfrs.  Ins.  Co.  of  8t.  Louis,  88  Mo.  848. 

In  LiDdauer  v^  Delaware  Mut.  Safety  Ins.  Co.,  18 
Ark.  461,  the  court  seems  to  be  opposed  to  the  valid- 
ity of  parol  insurance. 

By  the  Georgia  code,tbe  insurance  and  all  changes 
in  it  muRt  be  in  writing,  and  in  order  to  permit  the 
court  tolrelieve  one  who  has  acted  on  a  parol  agree- 
ment it  must  appear  that  the  act  was  in  pursuance 
of  the  contract,  on  the  faith  of  it,  and  induced  by 
it.  Simon  too  v.  Liverpool,  L.  ft  G.  Ins.  Co.  61  Ga. 
76. 

In  CockerUl  v.  Cincinnati  Mut.  Ins.  Co.,  16  Ohio, 
148,  it  is  stated  that  all  inauranoe  must  be  In  writ- 
ing. 

But  in  Amazon  Ins.  Co.  v.  Wall,  31  Ohio  St.  688. 
27  Am.  Kep.  688,  it  ia  stated  that  that  decision  was 
virtually  overruled  in  Dayton  Ina.  Co.  v.  Kelly,  24 
Ohio  St  346, 16  Amu  Bap.  612. 
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In  Smith  v.  Odlin,  4  Yeatea,  468,  the  Judges  re- 
fused to  decide  whether  a  parol  insurance  was  valid 
or  not. 

In  Raines  v.  Knightly,  Skinner.  56,  it  aeems  to  be 
admitted  that  tbe  inaurance  miirht  be  made  bj 
parol,  but  it  la  decided  that  If  it  le  put  in  writing. 
evidence  Is  not  admissible  to  vary  its  terms  by 
showing  a  different  parol  agreement. 

In  Perkins  v.  Washington  Ins.  Co.,  4  Gbw.616,  tbe 
company  was  held  liable  on  a  contract  made  by  as 
agent  for  a  fire  occurring  before  theiaauanoeof  tbe 
policy,  although  there  does  not  appear  to  hare 
been  more  than  a  parol  contract,  accompanied  by 
a  receipt  for  the  premium. 

For  the  purpose  of  demonstrating  that  a  waiver 
of  a  condition  in  a  policy  may  be  by  parol,  tbe 
court  in  Vlele  r.  Germania  Ina.  Co.,  28  Iowa.  9, 96 
Am.  Dec.  88,  stated  that  tbe  better  opinion  seeois 
to  be  that  tbe  contract  itaelf  may  be  oral  only. 

In  Rhodes  v.  Railway  Paas.  Ins.  Co.  of  Hartforl 
6  Lans.  71,  it  is  held  that  a  valid  contract  of  lorar- 
a  nee  oouid  be  made  by  parol,  but«  if  not  under  the 
droumstancea  of  that  caae,  there  was  a  valid  agree- 
ment to  inaure  whiofa  would  be  enforced  with  tbe 
same  effect  in  favor  of  the  Inaured  aa  though  in- 
aurance had  been  actually  effected. 

In  discusslDg  the  validity  of  a  iparol  promise  to 
renew  a  policy,  the  court,  in  Home  Ina.  Co.  v.  Adler. 
71  Ala.  616,  said  that  a  parol  insurance  is  valid. 

In  Bllla  v.  Albany  City  F.  Ins.  Co„  50  N.  T.  4QS,I0 
Am.  Rep.  486,  where  the  question  was  aato  whether 
or  not  a  contract  bad  been  made,  tbe  court  states 
that  whatever  doubta  may  formerly  have  been  en- 
tertained as  to  tbe  validity  of  parol  contracts  of 
insurance  made  by  inaurance  corporations^  author- 
ized by  their  charten  to  make  inauranoe  by  inolog 
policiea,  it  is  now  settled  that  they  are  valid. 

A  contract  of  Insurance  can  be  made  by  parol  un* 
less  prohibited  by  atatute  or  other  positive  refuia- 
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the  inmrad  by  which  his  liuniraAoe  was 
to  be  Icept  ap  to  a  specifled  amount  by 

renewals  or  new  policies,  it  was  tbe  custom  of  the 
a^ntto  charge  the  pre^ums  as  policies  were 
Issued,  or  renewed,  and  have  periodical  settle- 
ments with  the  insured,  when  the  premiums 
would  he  paid,  a  credit  for  a  premium  so  charged, 
■to  the  next  period  of  settlement,  may  be  implied. 

(October  81, 1803.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Licking 
County  to  review  a  judgment  reyersing 
a  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in 
favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover the  amount  alleged  to  be  due  on  a  policy 
of  fire  insurance.    Reversed, 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  tbe  opinion. 

Mewn.  Kibler  96  Kibier,  for  plaintiff  in 
error: 

The  principal  questions  in  this  case  are 
covered  I7  the  decision  by  this  court  in  the 
case  of  "" 

Germania  F.  1m,  Go,  of  N.  7,  v.  Shoemakeft, 
22  Ohio  L.  J.  815. 

In  view  of  that  case  the  court  below  erred  in 
saying  that  tbe  verdict  was  against  the  evi- 
dence. 

Dibble  v.  Ntnikem  Aseur,  Co.  of  London,  70 
Mich.  1. 

Prepayment  of  the  premium  can  be  waived. 

Krumm  v.  Jefferson  F,  Ins,  Co.  40  Ohio  St. 
225;  Dayton  Ins.  Co,  v.  KeUy,  24  Ohio  St.  345, 
15  Am.  Rep.  612;  Little  y.  Charter  Oak  L. 
Ins.  Go,  88  Ohio  St.  110,  11  Am.  &  Eng.  En- 
cyclop.  Law.  pp.  808,  809. 

The  policy  could  be  accepted  or  ratified  by 


the  insured  after  the  date  of  its  issue,  and 
it  would  be  good  when  ratified  and  accepted, 
as  the  proof  showed  it  was  on  July  8.  1884, 
and  before  the  fire. 

The  proof  was  not  only  that  the  Norwich 
$5,000  was  canceled,  and  that  the  agent  of  tbe 

C  lain  tiff  in  error  consented  to  the  cancellation, 
ut  that  plaintiff  in  error  made  no  claim  and 
was  paid  nothing  upon  the  Norwich  $5,000 
policy. 

Von  Wien  v.  Scottish  Union  A  Nat.  Ins.  Co, 
118  N.  Y.  94. 

It  was  a  question  for  the  jury  whether  there 
was  a  delivery  of  the  policy. 

It  is  sometimes  a  question  whether  or  not 
delivery  of  the  policv  has  been  made.  But,  of 
this,  the  manual  delivery  of  the  policy  is  not 
decisive.  It  depends  rather  upon  the  Intention 
of  the  parties  as  manifested  by  their  acts  or 
agreements,  for  whatever  the  parties  have 
agreed  to  as  regards  delivery,  or  whatever  their 
conduct  shows  to  have  been  considered  as  a 
delivery,  controls. 

11  Am.  &  Eng.  Encyclop.  Law,  p.  285,  and 
cases  cited;  and  see  the  rule  as  laid  down  in 
Union  Mut,  L.  Ins.  Co,  of  Maine  v.  Wilkinson, 
78  U.  S.  18  Wall.  222,  20  L.  ed.  617;  and  in 
Hardwiek  v.  State  Ins,  Co,  20  Or.  547. 

The  question  was,  What  was  the  intent  of 
Murphy  as  to  the  delivery  of  the  policy?  And 
he  may  testify  to  It. 

StewaH  v.  StaU,  19  Ohio,  302,  58  Am.  Dec. 
426;  WhiUv.  Tucker,  16  Ohio  St.  468;  Bidin- 
ger  v.  Bishop,  76  Ind.  245;  Seymur  v.  Wilson, 
14  N.  Y.  567;  DanfoHh  v.  CaHer,  4  Iowa,  280; 
State  V.  TempU,  88  Vt.  88;  Delano  Y.Ooodwin, 


tion.    Belief  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Shaw,  94  U.  B.  674, 24  L. 
cd.  291;  Humphrey  v.  Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co.  9  Bep.  106. 

A  parol  contract  of  fire  insuranoe  is  valid. 
Strohn  v.  Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co.  38  Wis.  6Sa 

A  parol  contract  of  'marine  insurance  is  valid. 
Northwestern  Iron  Co.  v.  ^tna  Ins.  Co.  28  Wis.  100, 
90  Am.  Dec  145;  Northwestern  Iron  Co.  v.  ^tna 
Ids.  Co.  25  Wis.  78. 

It  is  not  necessary  that  any  writing  whatever 
should  have  been  executed.  Palm  v.  Medina 
County  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  20  Ohio,  629. 

And  that  is  the  rule  ^reoerally  recoffnlzed. 

First  Baptist  Church  Trustees  v.  Brooklyn  Fire 
Ins.  Co.  19  N.  T.  306:  Sanborn  v.  Flreman*8  Ins.  Co. 
16  Gray,  448,  77  Am.  Dec.  419;  Stlckley  v.  Mobile 
Ins.  Co.  87  S.  C.  66;  Alabama  Gold  L.  Ins.  Co.  v. 
Mayes,  61  Ala.  168, 9  Bep.  76;  Hamilton  v.  Lycoming 
Mut.  Ins.  Co.  6  Pa.  889;  Llngenfelter  v.  Phcenix  Ins. 
Co.  of  Hartford,  Conn.  19  Mo.  App.  282;  ^isbury 
V.  Hekla  F.  Ins.  Co.  of  Madison,  32  Minn.  460:  West- 
chester F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Earle,  38  Mich.  143;  Walker  v. 
Metropolitan  Ins.  Co.  66  Me.  871;  New  England  F. 
k  M.  Ins.  Co.  V.  Bobinson,  25  Ind.  636;  American 
Horse  Ins.  Co.  v.  Patterson,  28  Ind.  17;  McKay  v. 
0'NeU,22N.8.846. 

There  may  be  parol  insurance  to  protect  the  ap- 
plicant between  the  date  of  tbe  application  and  the 
Issuance  of  the  policy.  Patterson  v.  Benjamin 
Franklin  Ins.  Co.  81  Pa.  464;  Kelly  v.  Common 
wealth  Ins.  Co.  10  Bosw.  82. 

A  osa^e  that  a  parol  contract  if  made  is  consid- 
ered invalid  wUl  be  repugnant  to  law  and  void. 
Emery  v.  Boston  Marine  Ins.  Co.  188  Mass.  398. 

Insurance  is  not  within  tbe  statute  of  frauds- 
Howard  Ins.  Co.  V.  Owens,  14  Ky.  L.  Bep.  881; 
Walker  v.  Metropolitan  Ins.  Co.  supra, 

A  contract  of  insurance  for  one  year,  including 
its  date,  is  not  made  void  by  the  provision  of  the 
statute  of  frauds  in  reference  to  contracts  not  to  be 
22L.R.A. 


performed  within  one  year.  Sanborn  v.  Fireman^s 
Ins.  Co.  supra, 

A  contract  of  insurance  is  not  withhi  the  statute 
of  frauds  so  as  to  prevent  Its  being  changed  by 
parol.    Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  v.  Spiers,  87  Ky.  286. 

Tbe  statute  of  frauds  does  not  avoid  an  under- 
taking to  insure  against  a  loss  by  fire  of  goods  in 
possession  of  a  carrier  for  transportation,  as  being 
an  undertaking  to  answer  for  tbe  default  or  mis- 
carriage of  another.  Mobile  Marine  Dock  k  Mut 
Ins.  Co.  V.  MoAfillan,  81  Ala.  711. 

Validity  of  parol  contract  assumed. 

In  many  cases  it  is  assumed  that  a  valid  parol 
contract  might  be  made  for  tbe  purpose  of  decid- 
ing some  further  question  without  directly  express- 
ing any  opinion  upon  it  Audubon  v.  Excelsior 
Ins.  Co.  27  N.  Y.  216;  Hallock  v.  Commercial  Ins. 
Co.  26  N.  J.  L.  268;  Markey  v.  Mutual  Ben.  L.  Ins. 
Co.  118  Mass.  196;  Fitton  v.  Fire  Ins.  Aaso.  20  Fed. 
Bep.  786:  Const,  v.  Allegheny  Ins.  Co.  of  Pittsburg, 
3  Wall.  Jr.  813, 1  Am.  L.  Beg.  N.  S.  116;  Kobne  v.  In- 
surance  Co.  of  N.  A.  1  Wash.  C.  C.  99;  Eames  v. 
Home  Ins.  Co.  of  N.  Y.  94  U.  S.  621,  24  L.  ed.  298; 
Piedmont  k  A.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Ewing,  92  U.  8.  877, 23  L. 
ed.  610;  Wainer  v.  Milf ord  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  U  L.  B,  A. 
598, 168  Mass.  336;  Fleming  v.  Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co.  42 
Wis.  616;  Taylor  v.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  of  Hartford,  47 
Wis.  893:  Strohn  v.  Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co.  37  Wis.  625. 
19  Am.  Bep.  777;  McCully  v.  Phoenix  Mut.  L.  Ins. 
Co.  18  W.  Va.  782;  Flint  v.  Ohio  Ins.  Co.  8  Ohio,  501: 
Tyler  v.  New  Amsterdam  F.  Ins.  Co.  4  Bobt.  151;  Mc- 
Cann  v.  i£tna  Ins.  Co.  of  Hartford,  3  Neb.  196; 
Browntteld  v.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  36  Mo.  App.  54;  John- 
son V.  Connecticut  F.  Ins.  Co.  84  Ky.  470;  Bennett 
V.  Connecticut  F.  Ins.  Co.  27  Ohio  L.  J.  16. 

The  validity  of  a  parol  contract  was  assumed  in 
a  case  where  the  question  was  as  to  the  authority 
49 
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48  K.  H.  203,  and  see,  generally  on  this  sub- 
iect.  22  Cent.  L.  J.  271;  Larimore  v.  -Wells, 
29  Ohio  St.  13;  Kinney  v.  FolkerU,  78  Mich. 
687. 

Mr.  R«  D.  Marshal^  for  defendant  in 
error: 

An  offer  by  one  party  imposes  no  obligation 
upon  another  until  accepted  by  him,  accord- 
ing to  the  terms  in  which  the  offer  is  made. 

May,  Ins.  g  50. 

If  there  has  been  no  payment  of  the  premi- 
um and  no  delivery  of  policy,  the  contract  is 
prima  facie  incomplete,  and  he  who  claims 
under  it  must  show  that  it  was  the  intention  of 
the  parties  that  it  should  be  operative,  not- 
withstanding these  facts. 

May,  Ins.  g  56. 

To  constitute  a  valid  contract  of  insurance, 
the  minds  of  the  parties  must  meet  as  to  the 
premises  and  the  risk;  as  to  the  amount  in- 
sured; as  to  the  time  risk  shall  continue;  and 
as  to  the  premium. 

First  Baptist  Church  Trustees  v.  Brooklyn 
F,  Ins,  (7<?.  28N.  Y.  153. 

There  was  no  cancellation  of  the  policy  of 
the  Norwich  Union. 

May,  Ins.  g§  67,  69. 

WilUamst  J.y  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  facts  of  the  case,  as  shown  by  the  rec- 
ord, and  about  which  there  is  no  contro- 
versy, are  substantially  as  follows:  On  the 
30th  day  of  June,  1884,  the  plaintiff,  a  cor- 
poration, owned  and  was  operating  a  large 
manufacturing  plant  in  the  city  of  Newark, 


and  had  been  the  owner  and  operator  of  it  for 
several  years.  The  defendant,  a  fire  iDsoraDOfr 
company,  then  had  an  established  i^ency  lo 
Newark,  in  the  charge  of  H.  D.  Murphv. 
who  was  also  the  agent  of  a  number  of  other 
fire  insurance  companies,  among  them  the 
Norwich  Union  Company.  He  wasa  regularly 
commissioned  agent  of  these  companies,  and 
was  provided  bv  them  with  blank  applica- 
tions, and  policies  duly  signed  by  the  proper 
officers,  to  be  filled  up  and  countersigned  bj 
him  as  agent,  and  delivered  in  the  coarse  of 
the  business  of  his  agency,  and  also  with 
registers  in  which  to  keep  a  reoord  of  the 
business,  and  blanks  for  making  reports  of 
the  same  to  the  respective  companies.  He 
had,  during  the  existence  of  his  agency,  is- 
sued a  large  number  of  policies  of  different 
companies  represented  by  him,  to  the  plain- 
tiff, insuring  its  buildings,  machinery,  and 
stock  against  loss  or  damage  by  fire,  one  of 
which  was  a  policy  on  the  stock  for  five 
thousand  dollars  in  the  Norwich  Union,  is- 
sued a  short  time  prior  to  June  30,  18$i 
There  was  an  understanding  between  the 
managing  offloer  of  the  plaintiff  and  Murphy, 
that  the  latter  should  keep  the  insurance  of 
the  plaintiff  up  to  a  certain  amount,  either 
by  renewals,  or  new  policies  in  good  com- 
panies represented  by  him,  and  his  course  of 
dealing  with  the  plaintiff  under  that  uoder- 
standing  was  to  charge  up  the  amount  of  the 
premiums  to  the  plaintiff  when  policies  were 
issued,  or  renewed,  and  have  periodical  set- 
tlements, usually  onoe  a  month,  when  the 
premiums  would  be  paid.      The  Norwich 


of  the  aireDt  to  make  the  cootraot.    Angull  v. 
Hartford  F.  Ins.  Co.  59  N.  Y.  171, 17  Am.  Rep.  822. 

It  seems  to  have  been  assumed  that  a  parol  con- 
tract migrht  be  made  in  Suydam  v.  Columbus  Ins. 
Co.  18  Ohio,  469. 

Charter  or  statutoru  provisions. 

Of  course  the  provisions  of  the  charter  or  statute 
may  preolude  the  right  to  make  parol  losuranoe, 
and  such  oontraots  would  then  be  uninforoeable. 
Statutes  similar  in  laoguage,  but  which  are  somO' 
what  iodefloite  in  terms  have  been  differently  con- 
strued by  different  courts, 
^f  the  charter  of  a  mutual  company  provides  that 
no  one  shall  become  a  member  until  he  has  depos- 
ited his  premium  note,  no  parol  contract,  without 
thedepcMBitof  such  note,  can  render  the  company 
liable.  Belleville  Hut.  Ins.  Go.  v.  Van  Winkle,  12 
N.  J.  Bq.  889. 

Under  rules  of  the  company  that  no  policy 
shall  be  binding  until  the  premium  is  paid,  a  prom- 
ise by  the  treasurer  to  an  applicant  for  Insurance 
that  he  will  see  that  the  premium  is  paid,  if  any- 
thing should  happen,  will  not  render  the  company 
liable.    Buffum  v.  Fayette  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  8  Allen, 

8eo. 

And  a  similar  ruling  was  made  in  Mulrey  v.  Sbaw- 
mut  Mut.  F.  Ins.  Co.  i  Allen,  116,  81  Am.  Deo.  689. 

In  Somerset  County  Mut.  F.  Ins.Co.v.  May.  2  W.  N. 
C.48,  an  equally  divided  court  affirmed  a  Judgment 
in  favor  of  the  applicant,  where  the  one  taking  the 
application  failed  to  notify  the  applicant  of  the  re- 
JecttoD  of  the  application,  although  a  by-law  of  the 
company  required  the  approval  of  two  directors  to 
every  application  in  order  to  bind  the  company. 

There  can  be  no  original  and  binding  contract  by 

parol,  if  the  charter  provides  that  all  conditions 

shall  be  printed  or  written  on  the  face  of  the  policy, 

and  the  by-laws  require  that  the  president  shall 

L.  R.  A. 


sign  all  contracts,  and  that  ail  appUcationsBhall  be 
in  writing.  Henning  v.  United  States  IolGo.47 
Mo.  425, 4  Am.  Bap.  382. 

But  this  decision  has  been  modified  if  not  wholly 
departed  from  by  subsequent  deoiatons  from  the 
same  state.  See  Baile  v.  St.  Joseph  F.  k  H.  Ins.  Co. 
78  Mo.  371;  Lingenfelter  v.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  of  Hart- 
ford, Conn.  19  Mo.  App.  2B2L 

It  has  been  held  that— 

A  provision  in  the  charter  of  a  oorporati<Hi  thtt 
the  contract  shall  be  In  writing  or  print  and  under 
the  seal  of  the  corporation  does  not  prevent  the 
making  of  a  binding  oral  contract  to  issue  a  policy. 
Franklin  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Colt,  87  U.  8. 20  WalL  5a.  28 
L.ed.42a. 

A  statute  that  insurance  oompanleB  caa  oiake 
valid  policies  of  insurance  only  by  having  them 
signed  by  the  president  and  oountexsigned  br  the 
secretary  does  not  prohibit  the  making  of  a  vilkl 
oral  agreement  to  Insure.  Oommeroial  Mut.  U. 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Union  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  of  N.  Y.  00  U.  &  19 
How.  818,15  L.  ed.  686,  affirming  Unloo  Mut  Iii& 
Co.  V.  Commercial  Mut.  M.  Ins.  Co.  2  Curt  C.  C. 
624. 

A  provision  of  a  charter  that  all  conditions  of  the 
policies  issued  by  the  company  shall  be  printed  or 
written  on  the  face  of  the  policy  and  that  certain 
named  officers  shall  sign  the  polidos  or  oootracts 
made  by  order  of  the  directors,  will  not  prevent  the 
company  from  making  a  valid  oral  contrsou  Hen- 
mg  V.  United  States  Ins.  Co.  2  DfU.  28. 

A  provision  that  in  the  absence  of  the  presIdeDt 
policies  shall  be  signed  by  two  direotoxs  does  not 
prevent  the  making  of  parol  contracts.  Emery  r. 
Boeton  Marine  Ins.  Co.  188  Mass.  886w 

A  statute  requiring  all  polideB  to  be  signed  does 
not  prevent  parol  Insurance.  Walker  v.  Metro- 
politan Ins.  Go.  56  Me.  371. 

A  provision  of  the  charter  that  poUdes  ihail  be 
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UnioQ  not  desiring  to  carry  so  large  an  in- 
surance on  the  plaintiff's  stock,  a  few  days 
prior  to  the  80th  of  June,  1884,  directed 
Murphy  to  reduce  its  risk  to  $2,500.  He, 
thereupon,  on  the  30th  day  of  June,  1884, 
filled  up,  for  that  amount,  one  of  the  blank 
policies  which  that  company  had  furnished 
him,  duly  signed  by  its  proper  oflftcers,  and 
countersigned  it  as  agent,  and  at  the  same 
time  filled  up,  for  the  same  amount,  one  of 
the  blank  forms  of  policy  with  which  the 
defendant  company  had  supplied  him,  duly 
signed  by  its  officers,  and  countersigned  the 
same  a«  its  agent,  ready  for  delivery.  He 
made  the  customary  entries  of  the  issuing  of 
the  policies,  in  the  registers  of  the  respective 
companies,  and  in  that  of  the  Norwich  Union 
an  entry  also  of  the  cancellation  of  the  five 
thousand  dollar  policy,  in  place  of  which 
the  two  policies  he  had  so  filled  up  were  in- 
tended to  be  substituted.  On  the  2d  day  of 
July,  1884,  he  forwarded  to  the  defendant,  at 
its  home  office,  in  Covington,  Kentucky, 
what  is  called  a  daily  report,  in  which  he 
gave  the  number  of  the  policy  he  had  written 
for  the  plaintiff,  its  date,  amount,  and  dura- 
tion, the  rate  and  amount  of  the  premium,  a 
description  of  the  property  insured,  and  other 
particulars  of  the  risk.  This  report  was  re- 
ceived at  the  home  office  July  8,  1884.  The 
premium  on  the  five  thousand  dollar  policy 
had  been  fully  paid  by  the  plaintiff,  and 
when  the  entry  oi  its  cancellation  was  made 
the  policy  had  run  but  a  short  time.  The 
unearned  or  return  premium  was  carried  to 
the  credit  of  the  plaintiff  on  the  books  of  the 


agent,  and  the  amount  of  the  premiums  due 
on  the  two  new  policies  was  charged  to  the 
plaintiff,  by  the  agent,  in  accordance  with 
his  previous  custom.  At  the  next  regular  set- 
tlement between  the  plaintiff  and  the  agents 
which  was  made  July  7,  1884,  there  was  due 
him  from  t^e  plaintiff,  on  account  of  premi- 
ums on  various  policies,  the  sum  of  |438.55, 
which  amount  included  the  balance  due  on 
the  policy  of  the  defendant.  The  amount 
due  on  the  account  was  then  paid  by  the 
plaintiff.  When  the  policy  of  the  defendant 
was  written,  and  the  cancellation  entered  of 
the  Norwich  Union  policy,  the  latter  was  in 
the  possession  of  F.  S.  Wright,  cashier  of 
the  First  National  Bank  of  Newark,  as  col- 
lateral. Wright  was  also  vice-president  of 
the  plaintiff,  and  looked  after  its  insurance. 
On  the  80th  day  of  June,  1884,  after  writing 
and  executing  the  two  new  policies,  and  en- 
tering the  cancellation  of  the  one  for  which 
they  were  intended  to  be  substituted,  the 
agent  called  at  the  bank  to  see  Mr.  Wright, 
take  up  the  policy  so  held  by  him,  and  de- 
liver the  new  ones  in  Its  place.  Wright  was 
absent,  and  the  agent  failed  to  see  him.  He 
called  several  times  within  the  next  day  or 
two  with  like  results,  and  did  not  see  Wright 
until  the  evening  of  July  8,  1884,  after  the 
bank  had  closisd.  The  agent  then  informed 
Wright  that,  at  the  request  of  the  Norwich 
Union  Co.  he  had  canceled  its  policy  for 
$5,000  which  Wright  then  held,  and  issued 
to  the  plaintiff  in  its  place,  two  other  poli- 
cies for  $2,500  each,  which  he  proposed  to 
deliver,  and  take  up  the  canceled  policy. 


signed  by  tbe  president  and  countersi^ed  by  the 
eecretary  does  not  prevent  the  making  of  parol  in- 
surance. New  Engiaod  F.  A  M.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Kobin- 
80D,  85  Ind.  586. 

A  charter  requhrement  that  all  pollciee  of  insur- 
ance must  be  signed,  countersigned,  and  sealed 
does  not  prevent  a  parol  agreement  to  insure. 
Davenport  v.  Peoria  Marine  &  F.  Ins.  Co.  17  Iowa, 
276. 

A  legulrement  that  tbe  policies  and  contracts  of 
Insuranoe  shall  be  in  writing  does  not  prevent 
a  parol  contract  of  insurance.  Security  F.  Ins.  Co. 
of  N.  Y.  V.  Kentucky  Marine  &  F.  Ins.  Co.  7  Bush« 
6L  3  Am.  Rep.  801. 

Permission  to  contract  in  writing,  signed  and 
countersigned,  does  not  prohibit  a  parol  contract. 
Cooke  V.  jfitna  Ins.  Co.  of  N.  T.  7  Daly,  566. 

But  on  the  other  side  it  has  been  held  that  under 
a  charter  providing  that  the  policies  must  be 
signed  and  countersigned  no  parol  insuranoe  was 
valid.  Spitzer  v.  St.  Marks  Ins.  Co.  6  Buer,  0:  San- 
ford  V.  Trust  F.  Ins.  Co.  1  N.  Y.  Legal  Obe.  3J14. 

Contract  to  iruurt. 

Notwithstanding, tbe  slight  conflict  of  opinion 
ihereis  general  agreement  that  an  agreement  to 
insure  property  need  not  be  in  writing  to  bind  the 
insurer.  Buggies  v.  American  Cent.  Ins.  Co.  114  N. 
Y.  415;  Fish  v.  Cottenet,  44  N.  Y.  638;  Campbell  v. 
American  F.  Ins.  Co.  of  Philadelphia.  78  Wis.  100; 
Beile  V.  St.  Joseph  F.  &  M.  Ins.C0.7B  Mo.  871 :  Western 
Massachusetts  Ins.  Co. v.  Dulfey.  2  Kan.  847;  People*s 
Ins.  Co.  V.  Paddon,  6  Dl.  App.  447;  Hartford  F.  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Wilooz,  97  ID.  180;  Mobile  Marine  Dook  & 
Mut.  Ins.  Co.  V.  MoMlUan,  81  Ala.  711:  Home  Cns. 
Co.  V.  Adler,  77  Ala.  848. 

In  Sandford  v.  Trust  F.  Ins.  Co..  11  Paige.  547, 2  L. 
ed.  28],  the  chancellor  said  he  was  not  prepared  to 
22  L.  R.  A. 


say  that  there  could  not  be  a  parol  agreement  for 
insurance,  capable  of  enforcement  in  equity. 

At  common  law  a  promise  to  make  a  policy  of  in- 
suranoe Is  not  required  to  be  in  writing.  Commer- 
cial Mut.  M.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Union  M.  Ins.  Co.  of  N.  Y.  00 
n.  S.  19  How.  818, 15  L.  ed.  836,  aflBrming  Union  Mut. 
Ins.  Co.  of  N.  Y.  V.  Commercial  Mut.  M.  Ins.  Co.  2 
Curt.  U.C.  624. 

A  parol  agreement  to  execute  an  open  policy 
to  cover  certain  described  property  Is  valid.  Hon- 
ing V.  United  States  Ins.  Co.  2  Dill.  26. 

A  mutual  company  may  make  a  valid  parol  con- 
tract to  insure.  Van  Loan  v.  Farmers  Mut.  F.  Ins. 
ASBO.  90  N.  Y.  280. 

A  contract  for  insurance  is  not  within  the  stat- 
ute of  frauds  of  Indiana.  Peoria  Marine  &  F.  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Walser,  22  Ind.  7a 

A  contract  to  insure  for  three  years,  the  insur- 
anoe to  begin  within  one  year,  is  not  within  the 
statute  of  frauds.  Wiebeler  v.  Milwa ukee  Mechan- 
ics Mut.  Ins.  Co.  80  Minn.  464. 

In  Commercial  Ins.  Co.  v.  Hallook,  27  N.  J.  L. 
645,72  Am.  Dec.  879,  the  court  said:  "The  bargain  for 
insurance  is  treated  as  binding  prior  to  tbe  Issu- 
ance of  the  policy,  when  there  is  a  completed 
contract,"  without  lasring  stress  on  whether  the 
contract  was  in  writing  or  not. 

In  considering  the  question  of  power  to  reform, 
a  policy,  tbe  court  sajrs  a  contract  to  insure  may 
be  by  parol.  Phoenix  Ins.  Co.  of  N.  Y.  v.  Ryland^ 
1  L.  R.A.548.69Md.487. 

AareementB  to  insure  enforced. 

In  some  cases  agreements  to  insure  have  been 
enforced,  without  anything  in  the  case  to  show 
whether  the  contract  was  in  writing  or  not.  Car- 
penter V.  Mutual  Safety  Ins.  Co.  4  Sandf .  Ch.  408,  T 
L.  ed.  1152;  Hebert  v.  Mutual  L.  Ins.  Co.  12  Fed. 
Hep.  807. 
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Wriglit  replied,  that  was  all  right,  all  he 
wanted  was  to  have  it  so  that  the  amount  was 
the  same,  and  he  (the  agent)  could  call  at 
the  bank  any  time  when  ll  was  open,  and 
make  the  exchange,  and  if  he  (Wright)  was 
not  in,  the  person  in  charge  would  make  the 
exchange  for  him.  There  appears  to  have 
been  no  reason  why  the  exchange  was  not 
made  at  the  time  of  the  interview  on  the 
evening  of  July  3,  except  that  the  bank  was 
then  closed.  !No  claim  was  thereafter  made 
by  the  plaintiff  to  the  canceled  policy ;  nor 
was  there  any  question,  at  the  trial,  of 
Wrlght*s  authority  to  act  for  the  plaintiff, 
or  of  that  of  the  agent,  Murphy,  to  act  for 
the  defendant.  The  property  was  totally  de- 
stroyed by  fire  on  the  5th  day  of  July,  1880. 
At  that  time  the  new  policies  had  not  been 
actually  delivered,  or  the  old  one  taken  up. 
Immediately  after  the  fire,  the  defendant  was 
notified  of  it  by  telegram  from  the  agent, 
who  received  from  the  defendant  the  follow- 
ing response :  "Yours  received.  Have  tele- 
graphed you  for  list  of  companies  on  stock 
with  us.  The  list  sent  to  Cincinnati  made 
no  mention  of  Kenton,  and  we  were  willing 
to  be  ignored.  George  C.  Coker,  Secretary." 
It  was  admitted  on  the  trial,  that  proof'  of 
the  loss  was  duly  made  and  filed  with  the 
defendant;  that  Wright  then  had  no  interest 
in  the  claim,  and,  if  the  plaintiff  was  en- 
titled to  recover,  the  amount  of  the  recovery 
should  be  |2,500  with  interest  from  Septem- 
ber 30,  1884. 

It  does  not  appear  that  the  names  of  the 
companies  in  which  the  new  policies  had 


been  written,  were  mentioned  in  the  inter- 
view between  Wright  and  the  defendant's 
agent,  nor  the  rate  or  amount  of  the  premium, 
nor  the  duration  or  conditions  of  the  policies : 
and  it  is  claimed  by  the  defendant  that  tliere 
was,  therefore,  no  mutual  assent  of  the  par 
ties  to  either  of  those  terms,  and  so,  no  com- 

f dieted  contract  of  insurance  between  them, 
t  is  undoubtedly  true  that  those  are  essential 
elements  of  a  contract  of  insurance,  and  if 
there  was  not  a  meeting  of  the  minds  of  the 
parties  upon  them,  the  contract  was  not  con- 
summated, and  no  risk  attached.  But  it  is 
equally  true  that  the  agreement  need  not  be 
expressed  in  words ;  it  may  be  implied  from 
the  circumstances,  and  conduct  of  the  par 
ties. 

If  the  case  of  CoekeriU  ▼.  Cincinnati  Mut. 
Ins.  Co,,  16  Ohio,  148,  in  which  it  was  held 
that  a  policy  of  Insurance,  to  be  valid,  most 
be  in  writing,  was  not  virtuall}'  ovemiloi 
by  the  case  of  Dayton  Ins.  Co,  v.  KeUy,  24 
Ohio  St.  345,  as  it  was  said  to  have  b^en  by 
Okey,  </.,  in  the  case  of  Amason  Ins,  Co.  ▼. 
Wall,  31  Ohio  St.  638,  it  hasbeensoqaalified 
by  these  subsequent  cases  as  to  limit  the  rule 
it  announced  to  policies  in  their  Btri<^  tech- 
nical sense,  and  leave  unaffected  by  it  parol 
contracts  of  insurance. 

It  is  now  well  settled  that  a  policy  is  onl^r 
evidence  of  the  contract,  and  the  latter  mar 
be  shown  by  parol,  when  the  policy  has  not 
been  written,  or  is  withheld,  unless  soch 
contract  is  forbidden  by  statute,  or  a  provision 
of  the  companies'  charter  which  is  broughi 
to  the  notice  of  the  other  contracting  party. 


The  issuanoe  of  a  policy  may  be  enforoed. 
Wooddy  V.  Old  Dominion  Ins.  Co.  81  Gratt  882. 

Speciflo  performance  may  be  compelled  of  an 
afrreement  to  insure.  Oerrlsh  v.  Gennan  Ins.  Ck>. 
56  N.  H.  856:  Kentucky  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Jenks,  6 
Ind.96;  Hartford  F.  ins.  Co.  v.  Farrish,  78  111.  166; 
Franklin  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Taylor,  6S  Miss.  441. 

The  assured  need  not  compel  an  execution  of  the 
policy,  but  may  proceed  immediately  for  the 
amount  of  the  injury.  Rockwell  v.  Hartford  F. 
Ins.  Co.  4  Abb.  Pr.  179. 

Affreement  to  renew  or  extend  the  poliev. 

A  parol  agreement  to  renew  an  existing  policy 
is  enforceable.  Springer  v.  Anglo-Nevada  &  Assur. 
Corp.  88  N.  Y.  8.  K.  548;  Post  v.  ^tna  Ins.  Co.  48 
Barb.  861;  Scott  v.  Home  Ins.  Co.  53  Wis.  11288. 

An  agreement  to  renew  from  year  to  year  until 
notice  sball  be  given  of  tbe  termination  of  the 
agreement  is  not  within  the  statute  of  frauds. 
First  Baptist  Church  Trustees  v.  Brooklyn  F.  Ins. 
Co.  19  N.  Y.  805. 

An  agreement  to  renew  a  policy  which  expires 
about  ten  months  after  the  agreement  is  made,  is 
not  void  as  not  to  be  performed  within  a  year,  al- 
though It  provides  for  the  renewal  each  year 
afterwards  so  as  to  constitute  a  permanent  risk. 
First  Baptist  Church  TrnsteeSlv.  Brooklyn  F.  Ins. 
Co.  18  Barb.  69. 

But  it  has  been  held  that— 

A  promise  to  renew  will  not  support  an  action* 
unless  the  premium  was  paid  or  tendered.  Crog- 
ham  V.  Underwrlters'Agenoy  of  N.  Y.  68  G«.  109. 

An  agreement 'to  renew  a  policy  which  is  to  ex- 
pire in  the  future  will  not  support  an  action  for 
the  loss  in  case  tbe  policy  is  not  issued,  and  tbe 
property  is  subseq  uently  burned.  Idaho  Forward- 
ing Co.  V.  Fireman's  Fund  Ins.  Co.  17  L.  K.  A.  586, 8 
Utah,  41. 
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An  agreement  that  an  existing  policy  shall  oorer 
the  interest  of  a  new  owner  may  be  nude  by  parol. 
Pratt  V,  New  York  Cent.  Ins.  Co.  64  Barb^  SBB. 

A  valid  parol  agreement  may  be  made  to  Indone 
an  additional  risk  on  a  policy,  which  provided  that 
no  risk  shall  be  binding  until  indorsed  thereon. 
Bmery  v.  Boston  Marine  Ins.  Co.  188  Mass.  8B6. 

A  written  policy  may,  by  parol,  be  madetocov^r 
additional  property.  Kennebec  Co.  v.  Aufostt 
Ins.  ft  Bkg.  Co.  6  Gray,  3904. 

A  parol  oonllrmatlon  of  the  policy  to  a  new 
owner  of  the  property  is  valid.  Wood  v.  BoUtiNl 
&  A.  Mnt.  F.  Ins.  Co.  81  Vt.  5GB. 

A  parol  agreement  to  an  assignment  of  a  policy  i« 
valid.  Amazon  Ins.  Co.  v.  Wall,  81  Ohio  8L  683,  2? 
Am.  Rep.  683. 

Contract  not  fully  completed. 

A  receipt  for  the  premium  may  be  sulBcleDt  to 
evid«ice  the  contract.  Ughtbody  v.  Xorth 
American  Ins.  Co.  28  Wend.  18. 

If,  after  an  agreement  to  insure,  the  policy  h 
made  out  and  left  in  the  possession  of  tbe  tnot 
for  a  month,  the  question  is  for  the  Jury  irhetber 
or  not  a  reasonable  time  had  expired,  and  if  so 
whether  or  not  reasonable  exertions  had  been  made 
to  give  notice  that  the  policy  was  ready  for  accept- 
ance and  payment  expected:  and  if  snch  is  found 
to  be  the  case  the  contract  may  be  treated  as  at  sd 
end.    Baxter  v.  Massasolt  Ins.  Go.  18  Allen,  880L 

Parol  superseded  hy  written  contract. 
An  oral  contract  cannot  be  relied  on  ss  hsTlof 
been. made  before  the  loss  occurred,  if  a  written 
one  was  executed,  delivered,  and  paid  for  after 
wards.    Merchants  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  of  New  Orleans 
V.  Lyman,  8S  U.  8.  15  Wall.  664.  21  L.  ed.846. 
EnoH^deetsions. 
In  Mead  v.  Davidson,  8  Ad.  ft  BL  808,  4  Sev.i 
M.   701,  1  Harr.  &  W.  150,  in  holding  the  coo* 
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Ostrander,  Ids.  §§  18.  14 ;  Richards,  Ids. 
S5  140 ;  Melief  Fire  Ins.  Co.  of  JV.  Y.  v.  Shaw, 
ft4  U.  S.  574,  24  L.  ed.  291 ;  Dayton  Ins.  Co. 
V.  Kelly,  supra;  Palm  ▼.  Medina  County  MvU 
F.  Ins.  Co.  20  Ohio.  529,  587.  Aod,  as  iD 
other  cases  of  parol  coDtracts,  the  terms  of  the 
agreemeat,  aad  the  asseat  of  the  parties  to 
them,  may  be  showD  by  their  acts,  aod  the 
attending  circumstances,  as  well  as  the  words 
they  have  employed.  There  was,  in  this 
case,  no  express  agreement  in  regard  to  the 
property  to  be  insured. by  the  oew  policies. 
The  property  was  not  mentioned  in  the  in- 
terview between  the  defendant's  ageDt  aad 
Wright. .  But,  as  it  was  agreed  the  new  pol- 
icies were  to  be  ezchan;;ed  for  the  canceled 
policy,  it  must  have  been  as  clearly  uuder- 
stood  as  if  it  had  been  expressly  stated,  that 
they  were  to  cover  the  property  included  in 
the  canceled  policy.  So,  in  regard  to  the  rate 
aod  amount  of  the  premium,  and  form  and 
conditioDS  of  the  policy.  It  is  not  claimed 
that  the  conditions  of  the  defendant's  poli- 
cies, or  its  rate  of  insurance  are  different 
from  those  of  like  companies ;  and,  it  is  gen- 
erally known  that  the  form  aad  conditions 
bf  fire  policies  in  use  by  good  companies  do 
not  differ  substantially,  and  the  rates  of  in- 
surance are  established,  and  uniform  on  the 
same  classes  of  property.  And  where  noth- 
ing is  said,  in  the  negotiation  for  iDsurauce, 
about  special  rates  or  cooditioas,  it  may  be 
presumed  that  those  which  were  usual  aod 
customary,  were  io tended.  In  Richards  on 
Insurance,  2d  ed.  sectioo  42,  it  is  laid  down, 
as  a  general  rule,  that  **  whether  the  con- 


tract of  insuraoce  is  closed  by  parol  or  by  a 
preliminary  bioding  receipt,  the  legal  pre- 
sumptioD  is  that  the  usual  policy  is  to  fol- 
low. ^  Aod  Id  the  preceding  section,  the  same 
author  says,  that  it  is  not  necessary  that  all 
the  particulars  of  a  contract  should  be  made 
the  subject  of  express  stipulation,  **for  it 
may  well  be  understood,  in  the  abseoce  of 
express  declaratioD  to  the  cootrarv,  that  the 
usual  form  of  policv  is  acceptaole  to  both 
parties. "  It  was  hela  by  the  Supreme  Court 
of  MiDDesota,  in  Salisbury  v.  Hekia  Fire  Ins. 
Co.  of  Madison,  82  Mian.  460,  that,  **upon 
an  oral  contract  of  insurauce,  where  nothiog 
is  said  about  conditioDS,  if  a  policy  is  to  be 
issued,  the  parties  are  presumed  to  iuteod 
that  it  shall  contain  the  cooditions  usually 
inserted  in  policies  of  iosurance  in  like 
cases.  ^  Aod  in  Eames  v.  Home  Ins.  Co.  of 
N.  F.,  94  U.  8.  029,  24  L.  ed.  801,  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Bradley,  says:  ""It  is  sufficient  if  ooe 
party  proposes  to  be  iosured.  aod  the  other 
party  agrees  to  iosure,  aud  the  subject,  the 
period,  the  amouut  and  the  rate  of  insuraDce 
IS  ascertaiDed  or  uuderstood,  aod  the  pre- 
mium paid  if  demauded.  It  will  be  pre- 
sumed that  the^  cootemplate  such  form  of 
policy,  coDtaining  such  cooditioDs  aud  lim- 
itatioDS  as  are  usual  Id  such  cases,  or  have 
been  used  before  betweeo  the  parties.  This 
is  the  sense  and  reasoD  of  the  thing,  and  any 
contrary  requirement  should  be  expressly 
notified  to  the  party  to  be  affected  by  it.  ^ 

Upon  the  facts  of  the  prescDt  case,  there 
can  be  but  little  doubt  that  the  contract  of 
insurauce  made  by  the  defeodaot  through  its 


pany  liable  on  a  poUoy  executed  after  the  loss  of 
the  ship  had  been  reported,  the  court  said:  ''Bquity 
would  have  compelled  the  execution  of  the  policy 
in  aooordaaoe  with  the  agreement  which  had  been 
previously  made." 

But  under  80  Vict.,  chap  28«  no  marine  insurance 
is  valid,  unleas  contained  in  a  stamped  policy, 
lonldes  v.  Pacific  F.  ft  M.  Ins.  Co.  L.  R.  6  Q.  a  074 
41L.J.Q.«.8&,25L.T.N.  8.480,  L.  R.7Q.  B.  hit 
41  L.  J.  Q.  B.  190,»6L.  T.  N.  8.  738, 21  Week.  Rep.  22. 

Soanasrveement  to  execute  a  marine  policy  can- 
not be  enforced.  Fisher  v.  Liverpool  Marine  Ins. 
Co.  li.  R.  8  Q.  B.  409,42  L.  J.  Q.  a  224, 28  L.  .T.  N.  8 
867, 22  Week.  Rep.  la 

l%e  above  statute  and  decisions  do  not  seem  to 
apply,  however,  to  fire  polioies. 

In  Morocco  Land  ft  Trading  Co.  v.  Fry,  11  Jur. 
N.  S.  78,  U  L.  T.  N.  8.  SIS,  18  Week.  Rep.  810,  the 
court  refused  to  compel  the  execution  of  a  policy 
in  accordance  with  the  insurer *8  slip. 

But  in  Christie  v.  North  British  Ins.  Co.,  3  Shaw  ft 
D.  860,  it  is  intimated  that  Insurance  mlffht  be  ef- 
fected without  the  delivery  of  a  policy;  but  it  is 
held  that  the  ajcent^s  statement  that  the  applicant 
migrht  bold  himself  insured  would  not  support  an 
action  as  upon  a  policy,  whether  it  would  support 
another  kind  of  action  or  not. 

In  Mackle  v.  European  Ins.  Co.,  21 L.  T.  N.  8. 102, 
17  Week.  Rep.  887,  the  company  was  held  liable  on 
a  bindlnir  receipt  for  the  value  of  property  burned 
before  the  policy  Issued. 

So  it  has  been  held  that  the  blndlngr  slip  on  an  un- 
stamped instrument  may  constitute  a  fire  contract. 
Thompson  v.  Adams,  L.  R.  28  Q.  B.  IMv.  861. 

In  Jones  v.  Provincial  Ins.  Co.,  16  U.  C.  Q.  B.  477, 
an  action  brought  to  recover  the  amount  alleged 
to  be  due  for  a  fire  loss  was  held  not  to  be  main- 
tainable because  no  policy  had  issued.  The  court 
Intimated  that  no  insurance  could  be  effected  by 
22  li.  B.  A. 


parol:  but  that  there  miarht  be  an  action  for  fail- 
ure to  deliver  the  policy,  or  in  equity  to  compel 
specific  performance. 

The  date  of  the  issuance  of  the  slip  and  not  that 
of  the  policy  is  to  be  regarded  in  determining  the 
question  of  concealment.  Lishman  v.  Northern 
M.  Ins.  Co.  L.  R.  lO.C.  P.  179:  Cory  v.  Patton.  L.  R. 
7  Q.  a  804. 

Presumptimn  as  to  poioers  of  agent. 

An  agent  of  an  insurance  company  is  presumed, 
in  favor  of  third  persons,  to  have  power  to  bind 
the  company  by  parol  contracts  for  insurance. 
Bauble  V.  JStna  Ins.  Co.  2  Dill.  156;  Taylor  v.  Ger- 
mania  Ins.  Co.  2  Dill.  282. 

But  the  authority  of  an  agentl  to  make  parol 
contracts  of  insurance  will  not  be  presumed. 
iEtna  Ins.  Co.  v.  North  Western  Iron  Co.  21  Wis. 
468. 

Cases  not  in  point. 

There  are  cases  in  which  the  question  of  the 
validity  of  parol  insurance  has  been  raised  but 
which  have  gone  off  on  other  points  so  as  to  leave 
that  question  undecided. 

In  Putman  v.  Home  Ins.  Co.,  128  Mass.  324, 25  Am. 
Rep.  69,  the  question  was  as  to  the  authority  of 
the  agent  to  make  a  temporary  parol  contract 
which  would  bind  the  company. 

For  the  purpose  of  determining  the  priority  be- 
tween two  policies  the  date  of  the  parol  contract 
must  be  considered.  Hubbard  v.  Hartford  F.  Ins. 
Co.  88  Iowa,  826,  U  Am.  Rep.  12b. 

There  are  many  cases  In  which  suits  have  been 
held  not  maintainable  on  the  ground  that  no  con- 
tract had  been  perfected  between  the  parties.  Of 
this  class  of  cases  the  following  are  examples. 
Myers  v.  Liverpool  ft  L.  ft  6.  Ins.  Co.  121  Mass.  838; 
Sargent  v.  National  F.  Ins.  Co.  86  N.  Y.  626;  0*Reilly 
V.  London  Assur.  Corp.  101 N.  Y.  676.         H.  P.  F. 
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agent,  with  the  plaintiff,  was  complete  in 
all  its  terms.  The  plaintiff  had  previously 
arranged  with  the  agent  to  keep  its  insurance 
up  to  a  certain  amount,  in  ^ood  companies 
for  which  he  was  authorized  to  act.  This 
arrangement  virtually  left  the  selection  of 
the  companies  to  the  discretion  of  the  agent ; 
and,  acting  under  it,  he  had  written  the  pol- 
icv  of  the  defendant  and  the  new  policy 
or  the  Norwich  Union  Company,  each  for 
^2,500,  and  duly  countersigned  both  ready 
for  delivery  to  the  plaintiff,  and  entered  the 
cancellation  of  the  policy  which  Wright  had 
in  his  possession,  before  the  interview  of  July 
8.  The  policy  of  the  defendant  was  then 
complete,   containing  a  description  of  the 

Sroperty,  the  amount,  commencement,  and 
uration  of  the  risk,  the  rate  and  amount  of 
the  premium,  and  all  the  terms  and  condi- 
tions usual  in  such  policies.  This  policy, 
and  the  new  policy  of  the  Norwich  Union, 
the  agent  proposed  to  Wright  to  exchange 
for  the  canceled  policy,  without  condition  or 
qualification.  The  proposition  was  immedi- 
ately assented  to,  and  accepted,  without  any 
qualification  or  condition  whatever.  The 
terms  of  the  contract  of  insurance  thus  pro- 
posed by  the  defendant,  through  its  agent, 
were  definite  and  certain  in  every  particular ; 
they  were  those  set  forth  in  the  policy.  The 
acceptance  was  as  broad  as  the  proposition, 
and  was  therefore  an  acceptance  of  all  the 
terms  and  conditions  of  the  policy  as  it  was 
written.  That  the  plaintiff  chose  to  ac- 
cept the  proposition,  unqualifiedly,  without 
further  inquiry  or  examination,  affords  the 
defendant  no  ground  for  claiming  the  con- 
tract was,  on  that  account,  incomplete.  The 
only  reason  the  exchange  was  not  then  made 
was,  that  the  canceled  policy  was  locked  up 
in  the  bank.  The  parties  evidently  regarded 
the  exchange  as  complete ;  and  thereafter,  the 
agent  was  a  mere  custodian  of  the  policy  in 
question,  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the  actual 
handing  of  it  over  was  not  essential  to  the 
risk.  Effect  will  be  given  to  the  intention 
of  the  parties ;  and  what  their  conduct  shows 
they  considered  a  delivery,  must  control,  in 
determining  whsther  it  was  made.  Biddle, 
Ins.  §  149;  Dibble  v.  Northern  Assur.  Co.  of 
London,  70  Mich.  1 ;  Bodine  v.  Exchange  F. 
Ins.  Co.  ofN.  Y.  51  N.  Y.  117,  10  Am.  Rep. 
566;  11  Am.  &  Eng.  Encyclop.  Law,  p.  285. 
It  is  quite  evident  the  aj^ent  considered  the 
policy  of  the  defendant  in  full  force.  He 
reported  it  as  such  to  the  company ;  and  that 
the  latter  so  treated  it,  even  after  the  fire,  is 
shown  by  its  telegram  to  the  agent,  inquir- 
ing what  companies  were  "on  stock  with  us.*' 
The  policy  was  on  the  stock  of  the  plaintiff 
in  its  manufactory.  The  manual  surrender 
by  Wright,  of  the  policy  in  his  possession, 
was  not,  we  think,  necessary  to  effect  its 
cancellation.  His  assent  to  the  cancellation 
made  by  the  agent  was  sufficient.  It  then 
ceased  to  be  of  any  force,  and  was  so  treated 
by  the  parties. 

The  only  other  around  upon  which  it  is 
claimed  the  defendant  is  not  liable  is,  that 
the  premium  was  not  paid  until  after  the 
loss  occurred.  Murphy  was  the  duly  com- 
missioned agent  of  the  defendant,  authorized 
to  make  contracts  of  insurance,  collect  pre- 
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miums,  and  issue  and  renew  policies ;  and, 
to  that  end,  was  furnished  by  the  defendant 
with  printed  forms  of  policies,  signed  in 
blank  by  the  president  and  secretary  of  the 
company,  to  enable  him.  without  conference 
with  them,  to  countersign  and  issue  the  pol- 
icies in  behalf  of  the  company.  It  is  well 
settled  that  such  an  agent  is  the  general  axent 
of  the  company,  and  may,  in  his  dealings 
with  those  he  insures,  waive  payment  in  cash, 
of  the  premiums,  and,  indeed,  any  of  the 
conditions  of  the  policy,  except  when  a  re- 
striction upon  his  authority  is  in  some  way 
brought  to  the  knowledge  of  the  insured.  In 
a  recent  and  valuable  work  on  insurance,  it 
is  said,  that  a  tire  policy  "does  not  ordinarily 
make  the  payment  of  ttie  premium  a  condi- 
tion precedent  to  the  validity  of  the  oootrart, 
and  a  general  agent  may  of  coarse  extend 
credit  to  the  insured,  or  not,  as  he  chooses. 
The  general  custom  where  credit  is  given,  is 
for  the  agent  to  do  so  on  his  own  responsi- 
bil  ity.  But  in  case  the  agent  should  make  de- 
fault in  accounting  to  the  company  the  pol- 
icy will  nevertheless  be  valid.  And  though 
the  policy  provide  that  it  shall  not  take  ef- 
fect until  the  premium  is  paid  in  cash,  the 
general  agent  has  power  to  waive  Uie  pre- 
mium, anci  will  be  held  to  have  waived  it 
if  he  delivers  the  policy  without  enforcing 
payment."  Richards,  Ins.  2d  ed.  $95.  And 
in  section  08  of  the  same  work,  that  author 
says :  **  An  agent  of  a  life  company  who  is 
intrusted  with  the  business  of  closing  the 
contract  by  delivering  the  policy  is  held  to 
have  an  implied  authority  to  determine  how 
the  premium  then  due  shall  be  paid,  whether 
by  cash,  or,  as  is  sometimes  done,  by  giving 
credit,  in  which  case  the  agent  becomes  the 
creditor  of  the  insured,  and  the  debtor  of 
insurer.  In  that  event,  though  the  agent 
subsequently  defaulted  and  the  rnonev  never 
reached  the  company,  the  policy  won  Id  still 
be  binding.  By  the  weight  of  authority  the 
agent  is  neld  to  have  this  discretionary 
power,  although  the  policy  in  terms  denies 
it ;  but  this  is  based  upon  his  possession  of 
the  document  for  purposes  of  oelivery.  and 
his  instructions  to  deliver  it,  and  conse- 
quently his  power  does  not  extend  to  subse- 
quent premiums  or  premium  notes."  Bodxm 
V.  Exdiange  F.  Ins.  Co.  of  N.  Y.  51  N.  Y. 
117,  10  Am.  Rep.  566.  The  authorities  on 
this  subject  are  extensively  collected  in  that 
very  convenient,  and  almost  indispensable 
work.  The  American  and  English  Ency- 
clopedia of  Law,  vol.  11,  page  888.  The 
waiver  of  the  payment  of  the  premium  in 
cash  is  an  act  within  the  exercise  of  the 
agent's  general  authority  to  issue  policies  and 
collect  the  premiums,  and  such  waiver  may 
be  either  express  or  implied.  And  when,  as 
in  the  case  before  us,  it  has  been  the  custom 
of  the  agent,  under  an  arrangement  with 
the  insured  by  which  the  latter's  insurance 
should  be  kept  up  to  a  certain  amount  by 
renewals  or  new  policies,  to  charge  the  in- 
sured with  the  premiums  as  policies  were 
issued  or  renewea,  and  have  periodical  settle- 
ments, when  the  premiums  would  be  paid. 
a  credit  for  a  premium  so  charged,  to  the 
next  period  of  settlement  may  be  fairly  im- 
plied. 
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We  see  no  reason,  upon  the  facts  of  this 
<;ase»  why  the  plaintiff  should  not  recover, 
as  it  did'in  the  court  of  common  pleas. 


The  judgment  of  tJu  Circuit  Court  is  there- 
fore reversed,  and  that  of  the  Common  Pleas 
affirmed. 


UNITED  STATES  CIRCUIT  COURT,  SOUTHERN  DISTRICT  OP  GEORGIA. 


GEORGIA  PACKING  CO.  et  at. 
Mayor  and  Council  of  MACON. 
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i.  A  lieense  tax  of  $600  per  anniun  Im- 
posed on  mwmrj-  person  selUng  Inaeitj' 
»ny  meat  which  to  not  from  anlmaJs  of  hto  own 
ratohiK,  unleflB  he  rents  a  stall  in  a  public  market, 
while  the  rent  of  such  stall  to  $160  per  year  and 
the  market  re^ulatiODS  are  00  restricted  and  bur- 
densome as  to  preclude  the  reasonable  conduct  of 
a  wholesale  business  there,  to  unconstitutional  in 
Tespect  to  wholesale  dealers  in  meat  brought  from 
other  states,  bjr  reason  of  the  necessarily  result- 
tng  discrimination  against  them,  although  the 
ordinauces  on  the  subject  on  tbeir  face  purport 
to  apply  to  vendors  irrespectiTe  of  the  places  from 
which  it  comes,— especially  where  neither  sales 
nor  inspection  of  meat  are  restricted  to  the  mar- 
ket, and  the  regulations  are  dearly  made  for  the 
purpose  of  revenue  and  not  merely  to  prevent  the 
sale  of  uniDspeoted  meat. 

8.  Tbe*  enibreement  of  eltjr  ordlnanoes 
which  attempt  an  unconstitutional  interference 
with  Interstate  commerce  may  be  restrained  by 
injunction  from  a  federal  court 

(August  2,  lam.) 

SUIT  to  enjoin  defendants  from  enforcing 
againat  complainants  the  provisions  of  a 
city  ordinance  regulating  the  sale  of  dressed 
meats.    Judgment' in  favor  of  complainants. 

Statement  b^  Speer*  J.; 

The  complainants  are  wholesale  and  retail 
butchers  in  the  city  of  Macon,  in  this  dis- 
trict. They  supply  meats  to  the  people  of 
Macon  and  the  surrounding  country,  dealing 
exclusively  in  dressed  meats.  They  do  not 
slaughter.  Five  sixths  of  the  meats  they 
furnish  tbeir  customers  are  cattle  reared  in 
western  states,  killed  and  dressed  there,  and 
shipped  in  refrigerating  cars  to  Macon. 
These  are  of  a  better  quality  than  the  meats 
obtained  in  the  country  contiguous  to  Macon, 
and  the  complainants  state  for  that^  reason 
would  naturally  be  regarded  with  more  favor 
by  the  public,  if  the  complainants  had  the 
equal  protection  of  the  laws:  but  complain- 
ants insist  that  this  is  not  the  case,  for  that 
the  mayor  and  council  of  the  city  of  Macon 
are  depriving  them  of  the  equal  protection 
of  the  laws,,  and  of  due  process  of  law,  and 
of  the  right  they  have  to  conduct  their  busi- 
ness conformably  to  law.  The  gravamen  of 
the  complaint  is  that  on  the  second  day  of 
June,  1888,  certain  market  regulations  were 

NOTB.— The  opinion  in  the  above  case  very  fully 
presents  the  subject  of  license  taxes  as  affecting 
interstate  commerce  in  meat,  and  illustrates  it  by 
a  striking  instance  of  an  unlawful  attempt  to  re- 
strict such  trade. 
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enacted  for  Macon ;  market  hours  were  pre- 
scribed, as  follows :  In  winter  from  daylight 
until  ten  o'clock.  In  summer  from  8  A.  M. 
to  9  A.  M.  By  the  municipal  law,  winter 
begins  October  1,  and  summer,  April  1 ;  but 
on  Saturdays  the  market  house  is  open  from 
8  o'clock  P.  M.  to  8  o'clock  P.  M.  in  winter, 
and  9  o'clock  in  summer.  These  regulations 
further  provide  that  it  is  unlawful  to  sell  or 
offer  for  sale  any  meats  on  the  streets  or  else- 
where in  the  city  of  Macon  during  said 
market  hours,  and  heavy  penalties  are  pre- 
scribed for  a  violation  of  this  rule.  Stalls 
are  rented  in  the  market,  but  none  for  a  sum 
leas  than  $150  per  annum,  but  although  a 
butcher  may  rent  a  stall,  yet  his  business  is 
practically  destroyed  for  the  ordinance  pro- 
vides that  no  person  shall  be  permitted  to 
buy  more  at  the  market  than  is  necessary  for 
the  use  of  his  or  her  family,  except  during 
the  last  hour  of  the  market  hours,  and  further 
that  no  person  shall  sell,  or  contract  to  sell, 
to  any  one,  any  article  of  produce  or  meat 
which  is  to  be  delivered  after  market  hours, 
outside  of  the  market  building.  Not  only, 
therefore,  is  complainants'  business  cut  off 
elsewhere  during  the  market  hours,  but  even 
as  renters  of  stalls  they  claim  they  are  so 
hindered  and  limited  as  to  prevent  them  from 
selling  meats  in  any  considerable  amount  to 
those  who  are  willing  to  buy.  It  is  further 
provided  by  the  market  ordinances  that  all 
persons,  not  renting  a  stall  at  the  market  for 
the  sale  of  meat,  and  who  shall  sell  any  kind 
of  meat  on  the  streets  of  the  city  of  Macon, 
at  any  time  during  the  day  or  night,   shall 

f^ay  a  license  tax  of  $500  per  annum,  said 
icense  to  be  paid  in  advance  ;  provided,  this 
section  shall  not  apply  to  farmers  bringing 
into  the  city  for  the  purpose  of  sale  the  Besn 
of  any  animal  raised  by  themselves  after 
market  houra.  By  this  last  clause  we  may 
safely  presume  it  is  meant  that  it  shall  not 
apply  to  farmers  bringing  into  the  city  for 
the  purpose  of  sale,  after  market  hours,  the 
flesh  of  any  animal  raised  by  themselves. 

It  is  further  provided  that  after  the  expira- 
tion of  market  hours  every  person  having  any 
product  or  article  for  safe  shall  remove  the 
same  from  the  market  place.  On  account  of 
this  last  provision,  the  complainants  com- 
plain that  they  are  forced  to  haul  their  meats 
to  and  from  the  market  at  great  trouble,  ex- 
pense, and  annoyance.  That  on  account  of 
the  restrictions  and  hindrances  above  men- 
tioned, although  the  market  hours  constitute 
the  principal  portion  of  the  day  when  the 
people  have  ordinarily  been  accustomed  to 
make  their  purchases  of  meat,  yet  the  sales 
at  the  market  do  not  constitute  one  half  of 
the  sales  at  retail  made  after  market  hours  at 
the  complainants'  respective  places  of  busi- 
ness elsewhere  in  the  ~  town,  so  that  a  large 
part  of   their  capital  and  time  are  wasted 
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during  market  hours.  That  the  ordinance 
further  provides  ^'that  a  license  shall  be  im- 
posed on  butchers  or  others  who  have  no  stall 
in  the  market  and  who  shall  sell  from  any 
shop  or  wagon  (other  than  nonresidents  sell- 
ing meats  of  their  own  raising)  ;  and  no 
license  shall  be  issued  for  less  than  five  hun- 
dred dollars.''  This,  it  is  alleged,  is  a  dis- 
crimination in  favor  of  the  producers,  of  meat 
raised  in  the  country  tributary  to  Macon, 
and  against  meat  producers  who  make  their 
products  in  the  western  markets,  and  ship 
them  for  sale  to  G^rgia. 

The  license  tax.  exclusive  of  the  market 
ordinance,  for  the  vear  1898  upon  wholesale 
dealers  in  meat,  selling  to  the  trade  only, 
is  $25. 

Complainants  aver  that  the  wholesale  meat 
trade  in  Macon  handles  western  meats  only. 
There  is  not  enough  meat  produced  in  the 
country  around  Macon  to  create  a  wholesale 
business,  and  the  tAX  operates  to  put  a  burden 
upon  interstate  commerce  and  to  give  an  un- 
due advantage  to  dealers  in  meats  raised  near 
Macon.  If  the  complainants  should  not  rent 
a  stall  in  the  market  house  under  these  or- 
dinances, they  must  pay  a  license  of  $500, 
even  though  they  sell  only  after  the  market 
hours  are  over,  while  farmers  from  the  sur- 
rounding country  may  retain  meat«  brought 
into  the  city  without  any  license  whatever. 
The  market  ordinance,  undertaking  to  prevent 
the  sale  of  meat  on  the  streets  of  the  city  of 
Macon  outside  of  market  hours  expressly 
recognizes  such  sales.  It  is  not,  therefore,  an 
ordinance  intended  to  prevent  the  selling  of 
meats  on  an^  particular  street  or  in  any  par- 
ticular locality.  Nor  does  it  provide  for  the 
inspection  of  meats  elsewhere  than  at  the 
market,  and  in  point  of  fact  the  officials  of 
the  city  have  at  no  time  undertaken  to  inspect 
meats  elsewhere  than  in  the  market  house. 
It  is,  then,  not  an  ordinance,  made  for  the 
protection  of  health,  or  for  the  inspection  of 
meats,  or  for  compelling  the  sale  of  meats 
in  a  particular  locality,  which  might  be  done 
under  the  exercise  of  the  police  power;  but 
that  under  the  guise  of  police  regulation,  it 
is  an  ordinance  wholly  for  the  collection  of 
a  revenue.  That  as  such  it  is  in  violation 
of  the  constitution  of  the  state  of  Georgia 
and  of  the  United  States,  in  that  it  pre- 
scribes a  cheaper  license  tax  for  those  who 
sell  in  the  market  and  at  their  regular  place 
of  business,  than  for  those  who  sell  at  their 
regular  place  of  business,  and  no  tax  at  all 
for  farmers  selling  in  the  city  after  market 
hours,  while  handlers  of  western  meats,  not 
stall  holders,  must  pay  a  tax  of  $500  to  sell 
in  the  city  after  market  hours.  The  consti- 
tution of  the  state  of  Georgia  provides  that 
""all  taxation  shall  be  uniform  upon  the  same 
class  of  subjects."  The  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  provides  that  **the  citizens  of 
the  different  states  shall  be  entitled  to  the 
equal  protection  of  the  laws." 

One  of  the  complainants,  W.  L.  Henry, 
has  already  been  arrested  for  oflfering  whole- 
some western  meats  for  sale  at  his  place  of 
business  and  selling  during  market  hours, 
and  was  tried  before  the  recorder  of  the  mayor 
and  council  of  the  city  of  Macon,  on  the 
charge  that  he  had  sold  meat  at  his  said  place 
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of  business  during  the  aforesaid  market 
hours,  and  was  flned  $25  and  costs.  Tfaid  was 
appealed  to  the  supreme  court  of  the  state 
which  court  held  that  the  ordinance  was 
valid.  The  mayor  and  council  of  the  city 
of  Macon  threaten  to  continue  to  arresi  and 
fine  complainants  ev^ry  time  they  undertake 
to  sell,  or  offer  for  sale,  during  market  hours, 
any  meats,  at  their  said  places  of  hnsiness. 

Complainants  further  aver  that  they  will 
each  be  damaged  in  very  large  amounts,  ex- 
ceeding the  sum  or  value  of  $2,000,  exclusive 
of  costs. 

The  bill  prays  that  the  court  will  grant  a 
writ  of  inj  unction  perpetually  enjoining  and 
restraining  the  defendants,  their  clerks,  at- 
torneys, agents,  servants,  and  employes  from 
enforcing  or  endeavoring  to  enforce  agaiost 
complainants  any  penalty  provided  in  said 
ordinances  for  selling  or  offering  for  sale  any 
of  said  meats  at  their  respective  places  of 
business  or  elsewhere  in  the  city  of  Macon, 
otherwise  than  at  said  market  house,  or  from 
selling  their  meats  at  any  time  durine  said 
market  hours ;  and  be  further  enjoined  from 
collecting  or  attempting  to  collect  the  license 
fee  fixed  by  said  ordinances  for  the  sale  of 
meats  elsewhere  than  in  said  market  bouse; 
and  further  from  interfering  with  complain- 
ants for  selling  at  any  time  during  market 
hours  such  meats  as  they  may  have  to  oflfer 
for  sale,  to  all  persons  who  may  there  desire 
to  buy,  and  that  said  market  ordinances  may 
be  decreed  to  be  unconstitutional  and  void. 
They  ask  for  a  provisional  injunction  pen- 
derUe  lite. 

The  mayor  and  council  of  the  city  of  Ma- 
con demur  to  the  bill  for  want  of  jorisdic- 
tion  in  this  court  upon  the  ground  that  all 
the  parties  are  citizens  of  the  state  of  Oeoriria, 
and  further,  because  it  does  not  appear  that 
a  question  is  raised  depending  upon  the  vio- 
lation of  any  part  of  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States:  and  they  answer  that  tbej 
have  the  right  to  regulate  the  selling  of  meat 
in  the  city  of  Macon,  and  to  confine  the  sales 
thereof  to  tlie  market  house  in  said  citj  dur- 
ing market  hours.  The^'  further  answer  that 
they  have  the  right  to  fix  a  license  for  the  sale 
of  meats  and  other  articles  in  said  city 
They  deny  that  the  effect  of  the  licenses  so 
fixed  by  them  in  any  way  violates  the  Con- 
stitution or  the  statutes  of  the  United  States. 

No  preliminary  injunction  was  granteoL 
and  the  facts  not  being  in  dispute,  the  court 
has  taken  under  advisement  the  matters  pre- 
sented by  the  bill,  the  answer,  and  the  de- 
murrer. 

Mr.  Marion  Erwia  for  complainants. 
Mr.  R.  W.  Patterson  for  defendanu. 

Speer«  «/.,  delivered  the  following  opin- 
ion : 

It  will  be  observed  from  the  averments  oi 
the  bill  that  there  is  no  attempt  to  prohibit 
the  sales  of  meats  elsewhere  than  in  the 
market  house  of  the  city.  The  ordinances  in 
question,  therefore,  are  not  directed  towards 
the  avoidance  of  the  green  grocers  and  butcher 
shops.  It  cannot,  we  think,  be  denied  that 
it  is  within  the  power  of  the  city  to  fix  one 
or  more  localities  for  the  sale  of  meat.    This 
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may  be  done  to  facilitate  inspection  but  since 
by  permission  of  the  citv  a  very  large  amount 
of  tbe  meat  is  sold  at  the  butcher  ^ops,  and 
places  of  business,  elsewhere  than  in  the 
market,  it  is  evident  that  the  prohibition  of 
sales  during  market  Hours  at  such  places  is 
not  intended  to  prevent  sales  of  un- inspected 
meat.  It  is  true  it  appears,  in  point  of  fact, 
that  the  city  authorities  do  not  inspect  meats 
except  at  the  market  house,  yet  the  ordi- 
nance authorizes  them  so  to  do.  After  provid- 
ing that  *'no  person  shall  sell  any  article  not 
wholesome  for  food,"  it  provides  that  ''the 
clerk  and  inspector  shall  seize  any  such 
article  he  may  find  in  the  market  and  cause 
it  to  be  destroyed,  and  the  offender  shall  be 
punished,  etc."  The  meaning  of  the  word 
*^  market"  in  this  sense  cannot  be  market 
house,  but  in  its  broadest  sense  relates  to  and 
embraces  all  articles  of  food  offered  for  pur- 
chase or  sale  in  the  city.  The  city  law, 
therefore,  expressly  authorizes  the  mainte- 
nance of  butcher  shops  at  any  place  In  the 
city,  and  further  provides  for  the  inspection 
of  meats  at  such  places.  It  cannot  then  be 
satisfactorily  argued  that  these  regulations 
are  made,  either  to  compel  the  concentration 
of  the  meat  business  at  the  market  house  or. 
to  facilitate  the  inspection  of  meats.  If  in 
order  to  facilitate  inspection,  the  ordinance 
had  expressly  forbidden  the  sales  of  meats  in 
the  city,  elsewhere  than  at  the  market  house, 
it  mi^ht  not  have  been  difficult  to  sustain  its 
constitutionality,  even  though  it  might  have 
gravely  interfered  with  interstate  commerce. 
Such  an  ordinance  would  seem  to  be  within 
the  legitimate  police  powers  of  the  city. 
Slaughter- House  Cases,  88  U.  8.  16  Wall.  86, 

21  L.  ed.  884 :  Butchers  Union,  S.  H.  A  L.  S. 
L.  Co.  V.  Crescent  City  L,  S..  X.  A  8.  H. 
Co.  Ill  U.  S.  746,  28  L.  ed.  585.  But  the 
ordinance  not  being  of  this  character,  the  ar- 
gument in  its  support  based  upon  that  theory 
must  logically  fail.  Vide  opinion  of  Mr. 
Justice  Harlem  in  Minnesota  v.  Barber,  186  U. 
S.  329,  84  L.  ed.  461,  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  185. 
Vide  also  Spellman  v.  2^ew  Orleans,  45  Fed. 
Rep.  8 ;  Ex  parte  Kieff&r,  40  Fed.  Rep.  899. 

It  is  not  disputed  that  the  business  con- 
ducted by  the  complainants  is  almost  entirely 
that  of  selling  meats  raised  in  the  western 
states.  These  meats  are  transported  to  Macon 
and  stored  and  offered  for  sale  by  means  of 
refrigerating  apparatus.  Complainants  thus 
engaged  must  in  obedience  to  the  ordinance 
rent  a  stall  in  the  market  and  pay  $150  there- 
for. They  must,  if  engaged  as  wholesale 
dealers,  also  pay  a  license  tax  of  $25  for  tbe 
privilege  of  carrying  on  their  business. 
From  these  burdens,  one  who  deals  in  meats 
produced  in  the  surrounding  country  is 
wholly  exempt.  Not  only  is  this  true,  but 
in  the  most  important  hours  for  that  purpose, 
during  the  day,  the  complainants  are  denied 
the  right  of  making  sales  of  any  amount,  for 
the  reason  that  their  places  of  business  else- 
where than  in  the  market  house  must  be 
closed,  and  in  the  market  house  they  are  per- 
mitted to  sell  to  any  one  person  no  more  than 
enough  for  consumption  in  one  day,  while 
this  18  true,  the  producers  of  meat  in  this 
state  may  sell  before  and  after  market  hours 
any  amount  they  please,  without  the  imposi- 

22  L.  R.  A. 


tion  of  any  tax  or  license  charge  whatever. 
It  cannot  be  denied  that  the  effect  of  this  dis- 
crimination operates  severely  against  the  sale- 
of  meat  produced  in  other  sta^,  and  what- 
ever may  be  the  power  of  the  city  goveiy- 
ment  to  discriminate  between  the  producers- 
of  meat  in  the  surroundiog  country,  and  those 
who  sell  the  same  meat  in  the  city,  they  have- 
no  power  to  make  a  regulation  which  oper- 
ates in  favor  of  home  products  and  against 
the  production  of  other  states,  and  such  reg- 
ulatiGtis  are  in  contravention  of  the  Consti- 
tution of  the  United  States.  Nor  does  it 
matter  how  such  regulations  are  denominated 
or  how  they  are  expressed.  In  the  case  of 
Welton  V.  Missouri,  91  U.  8.  276,  28  L.  ed. 
847,  it  was  declared  by  the  Supreme  Court 
that  a' license  tax,  required  for  the  sale  of 
goods  is  in  effect  a  tax  upon  the  goods  them- 
selves*, and  further  that  the  statute  of  Mis- 
souri which  required  the  payment  of  a  li- 
cense tax  from  persons  who  deal  in  the  sale- 
of  goods,  wares,  and  merchandise,  which  are- 
not  the  growth,  produce,  or  manufacture  of 
the  state,  by  goin^  from  place  to  place  to  sell 
the  same  in  the  state  and  requires  no  such 
license  tax  from  persons  selling  in  a  similar 
way  goods  which  are  the  growt£,  produce,  or 
manufacture  of  the  state,  is  in  conflict  with 
the  power  vested  in  congress  to  regulate  com- 
merce with  foreign  nations  and  among  the 
several  states.  They  hold  further  that  thla 
power  protects  property,  "which  is  trans- 
ported as  an  article  of  commerce  from  for- 
eign countries,  or  among  the  states,  from 
hostile  or  interfering  state  legislation  until 
it  has  mingled  with  or  become  a  part  of  tho 
general  property  of  the  country,  and  pro- 
tects it  even  after  it  has  entered  a  state  from 
any  burdens  imposed  by  reason  of  its  for- 
eign origin."  The  decision  itself  was  pro- 
nounced by  that  venerable  and  illustrious 
jurist,  Mr.  Justice  Field,  who  for  years  has 
devoted  his  undoubted  genius  to  an  unswerv- 
ing defense  of  what  he  has  deemed  to  be 
the  rights  of  the  states  against  encroach- 
ments of  the  national  authority.  It  will 
not  be  denied  he  declares  that  that  portion 
of  commerce  with  foreign  countries  and  be- 
tween the  states  which  consists  in  the  trans- 
portation and  exchange  of  commodities  is 
of  national  importance,  and  admits  and  re- 
quires uniformity  of  regulation.  The.  very 
object  of  investing  this  power  in  the  general 
government  was  to  insure  this  uniform- 
Itv  against  discriminating  state  legislation. 
The  depressed  condition  of  commerce  and  the 
obstacles  to  its  growth  previous  to  the  adop- 
tion of  the  constitution,  from  the  want  of 
some  single  controlling  authority,  has  been 
frequently  referred  to  by  this  court  in  com- 
menting upon  the  power  in  question.  "It 
was  regulated,"  says  Chief  Justice  Marshall, 
in  delivering  the  opinion  in  Brown  v.  Mary- 
land, "by  foreign  nations,  with  a  single 
view  to  their  own  interests;  and  our  dis- 
united eflforts  to  counteract  their  restrictions 
were  rendered  impotent  by  want  of  com- 
bination. Congress  indeed,  possessed  the 
power  of  making  treaties ;  but  the  inability 
of  the  federal  government  to  enforce  them 
became  so  apparent  as  to  render  that  power 
in  a  great  degree  useless.     Those  who  felt 
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the  injury  arising  from  this  state  of  things, 
and  those  who  were  capable  of  estimating  the 
influence  of  commerce  on  the  prosperity  of 
nations,  perceived  the  necessity  of  giving  the 
control  of  this  important  subject'  to  a  single 
government.  It  may  be  doubted  whether 
any  of  the  evils  proceeding  from  the  feeble- 
ness of  the  federal  government  contributed 
more  to  that  great  revolution  which  intro- 
duced the  present  system  than  the  deep  and 
general  conviction  that  commerce  ought  to 
be  regulated  by  congress.  "•25  U.  S.  12  Wheat. 
446,  6  L.  ed.  688.  He  continues:  "The 
power  of  the  state  to  exact  a  license  tax  of 
any  amount  bein/;  admitted,  no  authority 
would  remain  in  the  United  States  or  in  this 
court  to  control  its  action,  however  unreason- 
able or  oppressive.  Imposts  operating  as  an 
absolute  exclusion  of  the  goods  would  be 
possible,  and  all  the  evils  of  discriminating 
state  legislation,  favorable  to  the  interests  of 
one  stAte  and  injurious  to  the  interests  of 
other  states  and  countries,  which  existed  pre- 
vious to  the  adoption  of  the  constitution, 
might  follow,  and  the  experience  of  the  last 
fifteen  years  shows  would  follow,  from  the 
action  of  some  of  the  states. "  What  a  state 
may  not  do,  it  ma^  not  authorize  a  city  to 
do.  Mr,  Justice  Miller  in  his  luminous  and 
valuable  lectures  on  the  Constitution,  upon 
exhaustive  consideration  of  authority  ex- 
presses the  same  conclusions.  Miller,  Const. 
§§  9,  433-478. 

In  the  case  of  Voight  v.  WHght,  141  U.  8. 
62,  35  L.  ed.  688,  the  Supreme  Court  passed 
on  this  state  of  facts :  The  state  of  Virginia 
had  enacted  a  statute  which  provided  that  all 
flour  brought  into  the  state  and  offered  for  sale 
therein  shall  be  reviewed,  and  have  the  Vir- 
ginia inspection  marked  thereon,  and  im- 
posing a  penalty  for  offering  such  flour  for 
sale  without  such  review  or  inspection.  The 
court  held  this  to  be  repugnant  to  the  com-* 
merce  clause  of  the  constitution,  because  it  is 
a  discriminating  law,  requiring  the  inspec- 
tion of  flour  brought  from  other  states  when  it 
is  not  required  for  flour  manufactured  in 
Virginia. 

In  the  case  of  Brimmer  v.  Rebinan,  188  U.  8. 
78,  34  L.  ed.  862,  3  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  485.  Mr. 
Justice  Harlan  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
court  remarked  :  ^  Undoubtedly  a  state  may 
establish  regulations  for  the  protection  of  its 
people  afcamst  the  sale  of  unwholesome 
meats,  provided  such  re>rulations  do  not  con- 
flict with  the  powers  conferred  by  the  consti- 
tution upon  congress,  or  infringe  on  those 
granted  and  secured  by  that  instrument.  But 
It  may  not  under  the  guise  of  exerting  its 
police  powers  enact  inspection  laws  and  make 
discriminations  against  the  products  and  in- 
dustries of  some  states  in  favor  of  the  pro- 
ducts and  industries  of  its  own  or  other  states. 
The  owner  of  the  meats  here  in  question,  al- 
though they  were  from  animals  slaughtered 
in  Illinois,  had  the  right  under  the  constitu- 
tion to  compete  in  the  markets  of  Virginia 
upon  terms  of  equality  with  the  owners  of 
like  meats  from  animals  slaughtered  in  Vir- 
ginia or  elsewhere  within  one  hundred  miles 
from  the  place  of  sale.  Any  regulation 
which,  in  terms  or  by  its  necessary  operation 
22  L.  R.  A.  . 


denies  this  equality  in  the  markets  of  the 
state  is,  when  applied  to  the  people  and  the 
products  or  industries  of  other  states,  a  direct 
burden  upon  commerce  among  the  states  and 
therefore  void. "  Of  this  case  we  may  say, 
in  the  language  of  Justice  Bradley:  ^'Tbe 
decision  in  the  case  is  so  directly  apposite  to 
the  present  that  it  is  unnecessaiy  to  prolong 
the  discussion  or  to  cite  further  authorities. 
Voight  V.   Wright,  supra. 

It  is  clearly  evident  that  the  local  regula- 
tions of  the  city  of  Macon,  imposing  a  tax 
of  $500,  or  $150  and  other  restrictions  on  the 
selling  of  western  meats  and  nothing  of  the 
kind  on  the  sale  by  producers  of  their  own 
meats  raised  in  this  state,  by  its  necessary 
operation,  denies  to  the  former  equality  in 
the  markets  of  his  state  and  is  a  direct  biuden 
upon  the  commerce  among  the  states  and  is 
therefore  void.  See  also  Hannibal  dSt.J.R 
Go.  V.  Eusen,  95  U.  S.  465,  24  L.  ed.  527. 
The  language  of  the  ordinance  is :  **  All  per- 
sons not  renting  a  stall  at  the  market  for  the 
sale  of  meat,  and  who  shall  sell  any  kind  of 
meat  on  the  streets  of  the  city  of  Jttacon  at 
any  time  during  the  day  or  night,  shall  pay 
a  li(^ense  tax  of  $500  per  annum,  such  license 
to  be  paid  in  advance :  Provided  this  section 
shall  not  supply  to  farmers  bringing  into  the 
city  for  the  purpose  of  sale  the  flesh  of  any 
animal  raised  by  themselves  after  market 
hours, "  and  the  Tax  Ordinance  of  1803,  as 
follows :  '^Be  it  ordained  by  the  mayor  and 
council  of  the  city  of  Macon  and  it  is  hereby 
ordained  by  authority  of  the  same,  that  the 
following  licenses  and  special  taxes  shall 
be  levied  and  collected  in  the  city  of  Macon 
for  the  year  1893 :  Butchers  and  others  who 
have  no  stall  in  the  nuirket  and  who  shall 
sell  from  shop  or  wagon,  other  than  nonresi- 
dents selling  meats  of  their  own  raising,  and 
no  license  shall  issue  for  less  than  five  has- 
dred  dollars."  It  is  true,  the  tax  ordinance 
excepts  from  its  verbal  operation  **  nonresi- 
dents selling  meats  of  their  own  raising, "  bat 
since  it  is  evident  that  only  persons  tnto  can 
avail  themselves  of  this  privilege  are  non- 
residents who  live  in  the  immediate  vicinity 
of  Macon,  it  effectually  excludes  meat  pro- 
ducers from  all  the  other  states. 

Nor  is  this  conclusion  to  lie  avoided  merely 
because  this  enactment  purports  to  apply 
alike  to  the  vendors  of  meat  in  this  state  as 
well  as  to  meats  produced  in  other  states,  for 
**the  burden  imposed  by  a  state  upon  inter- 
state commerce  Is  not  to  be  sustained  simply 
because  the  statute  imposing!:  it  applies  alike 
to  the  people  of  all  the  states,  including  the 
people  of  the  state  enacting  such  statute.'' 
Brimmer  v.  Bebman,  supra. 

The  case  of  Osborne  v.  MobiU,  83  C.  S.  16 
Wall.  479,  21  L.  ed.  470,  which  seems  to 
hold  a  contrary  doctrine,  has  been  overruled 
in  later  decisions.  See  Leloup  v.  MtMe^  127 
U.  S.  640,  32  L.  ed.  311,  2  Inters,  Com.  Rep. 
134 ;  Ash4^  v.  Texas,  128  U.  8.  129,  82  L.  ed. 
368,  2  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  241 ;  Cruicher  v. 
Kentucky,  141  U.  S.  47,  35  L.  ed.  649. 

It  follows  also  that  the  wholesale  tax  for 
the  business  of  meat  selling  within  the  city 
of  Macon  is  void,  the  evidence  showing  that 
this  business  depends  entirely  upon  the  sale 
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of  western  meats,  there  beinK  oo  pretense  of 
imposing  a  tax  on  bome-made  meats  sold  in 
bulk. 

For  the  foregoing  reasons  the  defendants 
must  be  enjoin^  from  collecting  these  taxes. 
Because  their  regulations  are  also  unconsti- 
tutional as  imposing  an  unlawful  restriction 
upon  commerce  between  the  states,  they  must 
be  restrained  from  enforcing  or  endeavoring 
to  enforce  the  penalties  provided  in  the  or- 
dinances for  sellinff  or  offering  for  sale  their 
meats  at  their  regiilar  places  of  business^or 
elsewhere  in  the  city  of  Macon,  otherwise 
than  at  the  market  house,  and  from  selling 
their  meats  at  any  time  during  market  hours, 
as  prohibited  in  said  ordinances,  and  from 


collecting  or  attempting  to  collect  from  com- 
plainants the  license  fee  fixed  by  such  or- 
dinances, for  the  sale  of  meats  elsewhere  than 
in  the  market  house ;  and  must  be  further  en- 
joined from  preventing  the  complainants, 
who  have  rented  stalls  at  the  market  house, 
from  selling  at  the  market  house  as  much  of 
their  meats  as  thev  may  have  the  opportunity 
to  sell  to  any  and  all  persons  who  may  there 
desire  to  buy.  That  in  so  far  as  the  said 
market  ordinances  are  intended  to  support 
these  restrictions  they  are  unconstitutional 
and  void. 

Let  the  demurrer  be  overruled^  and  the  aneteer 
be  declared  insufficient. 


TEXAS  SUPREME  COURT. 


David  M.  WADKINS  et  al.  AppU., 
Carey  WATSON  ei  at. 
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Statutory  Mithoiitj'  to  »  mmrried  wom- 
an to  eonvey  her  separate  property 

by  joioinir'wlth  her  husband  will  not  extend  to 
an  implied  covenant  of  warranty  oo  as  to  maJES 
such  deed,  at  least  in  the  absence  of  an  express 
covenant,  operate  on  an  after-acquired  interest 
ID  the  property,  wlien  she  owned  only  an  undi- 
vided portion  at  the  time  of  the  conveyance. 

(December  4,  ISOB.) 


QUESTIONS  certified  hy  the  court  of  Civil 
VL  Appeals  for  the  Fifth  Supreme  Judicial 
District  for  the  opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court 
in  an  action  brought  to  try  title  to  certain  real 
estate,  in  which  verdict  and  iudement  had 
been  rendered  in  favor  of  defendants.  An- 
swers returned  fawrabte  to  plaintiffs. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs,  R.  R*  Haalewood»  C.  H.  Smith* 
and  Sohluter  ft  Allday.  for  appellants: 

A  deed  which  contains  no  covenants  of 
warrantv,  and  which  contains  no  recital  or 
affirmation,  expressed  or  implied,  that  the 
grantor  is  seised  of  the  entire  estate  in  the 
property  conveyed,  will  not  pass  an  after-ac- 


SorrB.— Effect  of  eovenanU'.of  married  women  and 
their  et/Ujipnel  by  deed  or  martijaot. 

lAabitita  on  covenant. 

A  married  woman  is  not  liable  on  her  covenants 
in  a  deed  or  mortgage  made  Jointly  by  herself  and 
husband  in  the  absence  of  statute  Imposinflr  such 
liability.  Benton  County  v.  Rutherford,  88  Ark. 
4M0;  Wadleiirh  v.  Olioes,  6  N.  H.  17, 88  Am.  Dec.  706: 
Nicholson  v.  Hemsley,  3  Harr.  &  McH.  400;  Aldrid^re 
v.Burlison,  8  filackf .  201;  Whitbeck  v.Cook«lK  Johns. 
480, 8  Am.  Dec  272:  Sawyer  v.  LitUe,  4  Vt.  414: 
Fletcher  v.  Ck>1eman,  2  Head,  384:  Foster  v.  Wilcox, 
10  R.  I.  448,  14  Am.  Rep.  088:  Porter  v.  Bradley.  7 
B.  I.  688;  Dean  v.  Shelly,  67  Pa.  428,  96  Am.  Dec. 
286;  Falmouth  Bridge  Go.  v.  Tibbatts,  16  B.  Mon. 
888;  Lyon  v.  Metcalf,  12  Iowa,  08;  8trawn  v.  btrawn. 
60111.88;  Coloord  v.  Swan,  7  Mass.  201;  Shelton  v. 
Deerinff ,  10  B.  Mon.  406;  Den  v.  Crawford,  8  N.  J.  L. 
100. 

And  the  same  was  stated  in  Nunnally  v.  White,  8 
Met.  (Ky.)  508,  but  was  not  the  question  decided. 

And  the  same  was  stated  in  Barker  v.  Circle,  60 
Mo.  266,  but  the  court  held  in  that  case  that  she  had 
not  acquired  a  paramount  title  but  simply  the  legal 
title  after  she  had  conveyed  the  equitable  title  by 
•deed  of  trust,  and  in  such  a  case  the  trustee  took  all 
her  estate  and  the  subsequent  deed  to  her  inured  to 
the  vendee  under  her  deed  of  trust. 

And  Beal  v.  Beal,  TOIud.  280,  holds  that  while  1 
Ind.  Rev.  Stat.  1876^  p.  868,  provides  that  a  wife  is 
not  bound  by  the  covenant  in  her  deed,  yet  if  she 
and  her  husband  convey  by  warranty  her  land  and 
take  a  note  for  the  purchase  money  when  she  had 
no  title  to  part  of  the  same,  she  1^  estopped  from 
takioir  advantaere  of  her  own  wrong  and  there 
is  a  failure  of  consideration  for  the  note. 

But  in  Wotton  v.  Hele,  8  Saund.  180,  1  Mod.  291, 
which  was  a  transfer  by  fine  and  recovery,  it  was 
held  that  a  warranty  by  husband  and  wife  annexed 
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to  an  estate  for  years  in  the/em^  wilijbind  her,  and 
an  action  of  covenant  will  lie  against  her  after  his 
death,  the  report  saying  the  court  all  thought  an 
action  *Vell  lay  against  the  defendant  on  her  war- 
ranty in  the  fine  although  she  was  a  covert-baron 
and  they  did  not  make  any  scruple  of  It.^*  The 
transfer  by  fine  and  recovery  was  abolished  in 
England  by  Stat.  8&  4  Wm.  IV.,  chap.  74. 

And  in  Amos  v.  Cosby,  74  Ga.  7B8,  it  was  held  that 
a  married  woman  having  a  right  to  make  a  joint 
warranty  deed  with  herbU8band,of  a  homestead  set 
apart  to  him  under  the  Act  of  1868,  is  equally  bound 
on  her  covenant  of  warranty  against  prior  liens,  as 
she  was  a  usee,  and  not  a  surety  of  the  husband. 

This  case  seems  to  be  exceptional  and  it  neither 
cites  any  authorities  nor  discusses  the  question 
further  than  is  stated. 

And  in  Arthur  v.Caverty  (Mich.)  Dec.  8, 1896,  it  was 
held  that  a  married  woman  uniting  with  her  hus. 
band  in  a  warranty  deed  of  his  property  is  liable  on 
the  covenant  where  she  obtains  all  the  oonsidera- 
tion,  which  in  that  case  was  a  conveyance  to  her 
of  other  property.  This  was  on  the  ground  that 
she  was  contracting  with  respect  to  property  to  l)e 
held  by  her  as  separate  property  and  which  may  l)e 
bound  by  her  contract  in  Michigan. 

And  in  Hobbs  v.  King,  2  Met.  (Ky.;  139,  while  it 
was  said  that  a  feme  covert  cannot  bind  herself  by 
warranty,  yet  it  was  held  that  she  has  power  to 
convey  and  pass  over  her  estate,  and  her  grantor 
by  warranty  will  be  bound  to  her  grantee  under 
her  warranty. 

But  under  Iowa  Rev.  Stat.  1870,  *  2606,  providing 
that  contracts  may  be  made  by  the  wife  as  though 
she  was  single,  a  married  woman  is  liable  on  her 
covenants  of  warranty  in  a  deed  of  her  own  land. 
Richmond  v.  Tibbies,  28  Iowa,  474. 

And  she  is  thus  liable  in  Massachusetts  since  the 
Act  of  1845.    Basford  v.  Pearson,  7  Allen,  604. 
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quired  title,  nor  estop  the  ffrantor  nor  those 
claiming  under  him  from  claiming  the  after- 
acquired  title,  although  such  deed  assumes  to 
convey  the  entire  estate  by  metes  and  bounds. 

Sayles,  Civ.  Stat.  arts.  550,  557;  March  v. 
HuyUr,  50  Tex.  248;  Rawle,  Covenants  for 
Title,  411;  Tiedeman,  Real  Prop.  729;  Bige- 
low.  Estoppel,  887-889;  2  Herman,  Estoppel, 
p.  742.  par.  607;  Joek»on  v.  Wright,  14  Johns. 
198;  Jaek9on  v.  HubbUe,  1  Cow.  616;  Smiley  v. 
Friei,  104  111.  420;  Clark  v.  Baker,  14  Cal.  612. 
76  Am.  Dec.  449,  and  authorities  cited;  Van- 
Renmlaer  v.  Kearney,  52  U.  S.  11  How.  297. 
18  L.  ed.  703;  French  v.  J^ncer,  62  U.  S.  21 
How.  228, 16  L.  ed.  97. 

If  Amos  Morrill  knew,  or  under  all  the  cir- 
cumstances ought  to  have  known,  that  Lillias 
Wadkins  only  owned  an  undivided  one-half 
interest  in  the  land  she  assumed  to  convey, 
then  Lillias  Wadkins  and  those  claiming  un- 
der her  would  not  be  estopped  from  claiming 
the  after-acquired  title. 

Bigelow,  Estoppel.  4th  ed.  608;  2  Devlin^ 
Deeds,  1000;  Campbell  v.  Roae^i,  45  Ala.  667. 

Where  an  interest  passes  by  a  deed  no 
estoppel  arises. 

Tiedeman,  Real  Prop.  728,  and  authorities 
cited;  Herman,  Estoppel.  25,  and  authorities 
cited;  Hause  v.  McCarmiek,  57  N.  Y.  310. 

A  valid  deed  of  a  married  woman  estops  her 
only  from  denying  it  to  be  a  conveyance;  she 
is  not,  unless  she  can  contract  independently, 
estopped  by  her  covenants  therein,  and  is  not 
estopped  from  setting  up  an  after-acquired 
title. 

14  Am.  &  Eng.  Encyclop.  Law,  pp.  689,  640, 


under  the  head  of  Estoppels  by  deed;  Preston  t. 
EtaTis,  56  Md.  476;  De/i  v.  Jbemarest,  1  K  J. 
L.  525;  Jackson  v.  Vanderheyden,  17  'Johim. 
167,  8  Am.  Dec.  878;  Wight  v.  8/iaw,  5  Gush. 
66,  67. 

The  deed  of  a  married  woman  to  her  separ- 
ate property  will  not  estop  her  or  those  claim- 
ing under  her  from  claiming  an  after-aoquired 
title  unless  the  deed  contains  covenants  of 
warranty. 

2  Herman,  Estoppel,  p.  715,  par.  583. 

A  married  woman  or  those  claiming  onder  her 
cannot  be  estopped  from  claiming  1^  separate 
property  which  has  not  been  conveyed  in  the 
mode  pointed  out  by  the  statute  except  where 
she  has  been  guilty  of  actual  (intent]onaI> 
fraud. 

Berry  v.  Donley,  26  Tex,  788:  Fitzgerald  v. 
Turner,  48  Tex.  82;  Johnson  y. Bryan,  62  Ttt 
623;  Steed  v.  F^y,  65  Tex.  490;  Bigelow. 
Estoppel,  580. 

Mr,  E.  C.  MeLean,  for  appellee: 

When  a  married  woman  joined  by  her  hus- 
band executes  and  delivers  a  deed  to  her  sepa- 
rate real  estate,  in  which  she  conveys  the  land 
itself  as  distinguished  from  conveyine  her  in- 
terest in  the  land  for  a  valuable  consiaeration, 
and  she  and  her  husband  acknowledge  the 
same  with  all  the  formalities  of  law,  such  a 
deed  will  convey  any  title  afterwards  acquired 
by  inheritance  to  the  same  land,  whether  said 
deed  contains  a  covenant  of  warranty  or  not; 
and  she  and  her  heirs  are  estopped  from  set- 
ting up  such  after- acquired  title  against  Ler 
grantee  and  those  claiming  under  such 
grantee. 


And  she  is  also  thus  liable  in  Illinois  since  the  Act  I 
of  1874,  and  N.  T.  Act  1662.  Laws  62,  p.  848,  chap- 
172,  makes  covenants  in  deeds  obligatory  on  mar- 
ried women. 

Indiana  1  Gavin  St  Hord  Stat.  266.  provided  that 
a  joint  deed  shail  pass  her  lands  but  not  bind  her  to 
any  covenant  therein. 

And  Ind.  Rev.  Stat.  1881.  §  6117,  provides  that  a 
married  woman  may  be  bound  by  an  estoppel  like 
any  other  person. 

Estoppei  by  recital. 

It  seems  that  a  married  woman  is  not  estopped 
as  against  a  fraudulent  purchaser,  by  recitals  in 
her  deed  stating  that  it  was  made  with  full  knowl- 
edge of  her  rights,  and  under  the  advice  of  able 
counsel.    Hickman  v.  Stewart,  69  Tex.  266. 

Or  by  recitals  in  a  mortgage  that  advances  had 
been  made,  where  authority  had  been  conferred  on 
her  to  mortgage  her  estate  for  certain  advances. 
Patterson  v.  Fraser,  5  La.  Ann.  686. 

And  is  not  estopped  by  recitals  in  a  deed  of  trust 
from  showing  that  the  consideration  was  a  debt  of 
her  husband  and  not  her  own.  Bank  of  America 
V.  Banks,  101  U.  S.  240,  26  L.  ed.  850. 

But  in  Jones  v.  Frost,  L.  R.  7  Ch.  App.  778,  42  L. 
J.  Ch.  17, 27  L.  T.  N.  S.  466.  20  Week.  Rep.  1026,  it  was 
stated  that  the  recital  in  a  deed  by  a  married  wom- 
an, that  her  father  was  dead  and  that  she  conveyed 
all  interest  coming  through  him,  would  bmdher  as 
If  she  was  a  feme  sole,  but  this  was  not  the  question 
decided  in  that  case.  , 

Esloppel  by  covenant  from  acquiring  superior  title. 
There  is  some  conflict  of  authority  as  to  the  es- 
toppel of  a  married  woman  in  a  covenant  of  war- 
ranty, some  oases  holding  that  a  wife  uniting 
with  a  husband  in  a  warranty  deed  of  his  land  Is  not 
estopped  from  acquiring  a  superior  outstanding 
title.  O'Neil  v.  Vanderburg,  26  Iowa,  104;  Childs  v. 
23  L.  R.  A. 


MoChesney,  20  Iowa,  431. 89  Am.  I>ec.  646;  SchaffDer 
V.  Grutzmacher.  6  Iowa,  187;  Bdrington  v.  Jefferson, 
68  Ark.  546;  Jackson  v.  Vanderheyden,  17  Johns. 
167. 8  Am.  Deo.  878;  GrifBn  v.  Shelliek],  88  Miss.  390. 
77  Am.  Dec  646;  Sanford  v.  Kane,  8  L.  R.  A  iSt. 
188  lU.  lOB.  alTg  24  111.  App.  604. 

In  this  last  case  she  Joined  in  the  warranty  solely 
to  pass  her  dower. 

And  a  covenant  made  in  New  York  by  a  married 
woman  in  a  deed  of  her  husband^  property  in  New 
Jersey  will  not  estop  her  from  takin*  and  amign- 
ing  a  prior  mortgage.  Wilson  v.  King,  28  N.  J.  Eq. 
160. 

Under  the  New  Jersey  Act  of  1857,  she  may  now 
bind  herself  by  covenants  in  a  deed.  •* 

And  a  purchase-money  mortgage,  made  by  tbe 
husband  and  wife  of  bis  property,  will  not  eetop 
her  from  acquiring  a  sup^or  title,  when  the  par- 
chase-money  mortgage  was  without  oonstdention. 
the  title  having  failed.  Oonsales  v.  HukU,  49  Ala. 
261.  20  Am.  Rep.  282. 

And  a  mortgiage  made  by  the  husband  and  wife 
to  a  third  party,  and  afterwards  assigned  to  ber,  i» 
a  prior  lien  over  a  subsequent  mortgage  made  by 
the  husband  and  wife,  when  such  mortgagee  bad 
notice,  although  the  first  mortgagee  bad  girenan 
agreement  to  allow  any  subsequent  mortgage  pri- 
ority, of  which  agreement  the  wife  had  uo  actual 
knowledge  and  believed  she  was  only  relesainirber 
dower  in  the  second  moH^uge.  GilUg  v.  Maass,  SS 
N.  Y.  191. 

And  is  not  estopped,  by  the  covenants  of  a  mort- 
gage made  by  her  husband  and  herself  on  bis  prop- 
erty  to  secure  ^  separate  debt,  from  aeeertinga 
claim  of  tide  accruing  to  her  from  a  different 
source.  So  In  the  foreclosure  of  a  senior  mortgage 
on  her  lots  including  land  of  her  husband  for  hb 
debt,  she  is  entitled  to  have  tiis  land  sold  fim  not- 
withstanding she  may  have  executed  with  her  hu§- 
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Riehard$on  v.  Lem,  67  Tex.  865;  JRodgers  v. 
Burchard,  84  Tex.  452,  7  Am.  Rep.  288;  Bige- 
low.  Estoppel,  pp.  883.  851,  852;  Van  ReH^se- 
laer  v.  Kearney,  52  U.  S..  11  How.  297, 18  L.  ed. 
703:  French  ▼.  Spencer,  62  U.  8.  21  How.  240, 16 
L.  ed.  100;  Moore  v.  Crawford,  180  U.  S.  122, 
82  L.  ed.  878;  l)oe  t.  0;»e«r,  2  Smith,  Lead. 
Cas.  *775. 

A  covenaDt  of  warranty  is  Dot  necessary  to 
•estop  the  grantor  and  his  heirs  from  setting  up 
an  after-acquired  title  against  the  grantee  and 
his  privies. 

Doe  V.  Oliver,  supra. 

Under  our  statutes  a  married  woman  can  as 
•eff^taally  convey  her  separate  estate,  when 
joined  by  her  husband  and  acknowledging  the 
mstrument  with  all  the  formalities  of  law,  as 
she  could  as  &feme  sole. 

Rev.  Stat.  art.  559. 

The  fact  that  she  was  a  married  woman  at 
the  date  of  the  deed  does  not  therefore  prevent 
her  from  being  estopped. 

Sayles,  Civ.  Stat.  art.  559;  Ryan  v.  Maxey, 
43  Tex.  195;  Fitzgerald  v.  Turner,  48  Tex.  79; 
Dalton  V.  Rvst,  22 Tex.  155;  Kleiny,  Glass,  58 
Tex.  44;  Clayton  v.  Frazier,  88  Tex.  99; 
Equitable  Mortg,  Co.  v.  Norton,  71  Tex.  688; 
Schwartz  v.  Texas  Nat.  Bank,  67  Tex.  217; 
Nas/i  V.  Spoffoi^,  10  Met.  192,48  Am.  Dec. 
425;  Coleord  v.  Swan,  7  Mass.  291;  Russ  v.  Al- 
pavgh,  118  Mass.  869,  19  Am.  Rep.  464; 
Knight  v.  Thayer,  126  Mass.  25. 

St»ytoii»  Ch.  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court : 
Mrs.  Lillias  Wadkins,  joined  by  her  hus- 


band, executed,  with  all  the  formalities  nec- 
essary to  the  conveyance  of  her  separate  es- 
tate, a  deed,  the  material  parts  of  which  are 
as  follows :  *^  Enow  all  men  by  these  presents 
that  we,  Andrew  Jackson  Wadkins  and  Lil- 
lias Wadkins,  wife  of  said  Andrew  Jackson 
Wadkins,  and  also  heir  at  law  and  daughter 
of  William  Stoneham,  deceased,  and  his 
wife,  Eliza  Stoneham,  for  and  in  considera- 
tion of  two  hundred  and  fiftj[  dollars  paid 
us  by  Amos  Morrill,  the  receipt  whereof  Is 
hereby  acknowledged,  have  granted,  bar- 
gained, sold,  and  released,  and  by  these  pres- 
ents do  crant.  bargain,  sell,  and  release  unto 
the  saia  Amos  Morrill  a  certain  tract  or 
parcel  of  land  situated  in  Grayson  county. 
Texas,  patented  to  Robert  Kail  There  follows 
a  complete  and  particular  description  of  the 
entire  tract  of  land,  the  title  to  one  half 
of  which  is  in  controversy,  by  metes  and 
bounds],  containing  eleven  hundred  and 
thirty-six  and  one  half  acres  of  land,  to  have 
and  to  hold  the  said  land,  together  with  all 
and  singular  the  appurtenances,  rights,  in- 
terests, and  hereditaments  to  the  same  belong- 
ing or  in  any  wise  incident  or  appertaining, 
unto  said  Amos  Morrill,  his  heirs  and  as- 
signs, forever."  This  deed  was  signed  by 
Lillias  and  her  husband,  both  making  their 
marks.  On  this  deed  the  court  of  civil  ap- 
peals certifies  the  following  questions :  (1) 
**  Where  a  married  woman  owned  as  her  sep- 
arate estate  an  undivided  one-half  interest  m 
a  tract  of  land  (her  brother  owning  the  other 
half),  and  such  married  woman,  joined  by 
her  husband,  conveyed  the  whole  estate  by 


band  a  Junior  mortimire  on  his  land.  Trentman  v. 
Eldrldge,  96  lod.  625. 

So  a  married  woman  not  petaonally  bound  bj  the 
•covenants  In  a  morigBge  made  by  her  husband  and 
herself  is  not  estopped  from  olalminflr  the  title  to  a 
lot  obtained  in  exchange  for  a  part  of  the  mort- 
gafred  premleed,  and  put  in  her  name  before  the 
mortgage  is  recorded,  although  the  mortgage  is 
prior  in  date.    Beeves  v.  Howes,  104  Xnd.  436. 

It  ts  not  expressly  stated  whether  she  did  or  did 
not  Join  in  the  covenants. 

Bat  it  was  held  in  King  v.  Rea,  66Ind.  1,  thatun- 
<ler  the  statute  enabling  a  wife  to  pass  the  lands 
which  she  holds  in  her  own  right,  by  Joining  with 
her  husband  in  the  conveyance  which  purports  to 
convey  the  entire  estate  therein,  she  is  estopped 
from  afterwards  setting  up  any  title  to  the  land 
whether  it  existed  at  the  time  of  the  conveyance  or 
^as  subsequently  acquired. 

This  decision  is  oritioised  in  the  main  case  and 
claimed  to  have  been  overruled  in  Snoddy  v.  Lea- 
vitt.  105  Ind.  367,  which  holds  that  a  wife  Joining  her 
husband  in  a  warranty  deed  of  his  land,  at  a  time 
when  she  was  not  liable  on  a  covenant  of  warranty, 
only  releases  her  inchoate  right  and  is  not  estopped 
from  acquiring  title  subsequently  in  her  own  right. 

This  case  refers  to  King  v.  Hea,  supra,  and  says 
the  difference  is  here  she  only  conveyed  her  in- 
choate right,  but  questions  Scranton  v.  Stewart,  62 
Ind.  68,  which  intimated  that  she  might  be  es- 
stoppedbydeed. 

And  Tost  V.  Hayes,  90  Ind.  418,  holds  that  where 
a  husband  and  wife  conveyed  with  covenant  of 
warranty  his  land  after  it  had  been  sold  under  ex- 
ecution, their  vendee  took  her  inchoate  Interest  of 
one  third  wbioh  under  Indiana  statutes  accrued  at 
the  expiration  of  the  time  for  redemption  under 
the  sale. 

And  it  was  itated  in  Hassle  v.  Sebastian,  4  Bibb, 
22  L.  R  A. 


488,  that  a  husband  and  wife  after  their  warranty 
deed  of  his  land  would  not  be  permitted  to  claim 
in  opposition  to  their  deed. 

And  it  is  also  held  in  some  oases  that  a  married 
woman,  in  the  absence  of  statutory  provisions,  is 
not  estopped  by  her  covenants  In  a  deed  or  mort- 
gage on  her  property,  from  subsequently  acquir- 
ing a  superior  title  to  the  same  property.  Carpen- 
ter V.  Schermerhom,  2  Barb.  Ch.  814,  6  L.  ed.  666: 
Dominlck  v.  Michael,  4  Sandf.  374:  Teal  v.  Wood- 
worth,  8  Paige,  470, 8L.  ed.  836;  Den  v.  Demarest,  21 
N.  J.  L.  625:  Preston  v.  Evans.  66  Md.  476. 

There  is  some  conflict  on  this  question  and  some 
states  have  taken  a  different  view,  holding  that 
she  is  estopped  in  such  a  case.  Nash  v.  Soofford,  10 
Met.  108.  43  Am.  Dec.  425:  HiU  v.  West,  8  Ohio,  222, 
81  Am.  Dec.  442. 

And  the  same  was  held  in  Nelson  v,  Harwood,  8 
Call  (Va.)  842,  but  in  thai  case  the  husband  was 
seised  of  an  estate  in  fee  tall  in  right  of  his  wife  and 
sold  the  same  giving  bond  to  have  an  act  passed 
docking  the  entail,  and  then  husband  and  wife  con- 
veyed by  warranty,  and  an  act  was  passed  but  failed 
to  become  a  law,  by  dissolution  of  the  assembly, 
and  another  one  failed  because  the  governor  with- 
drew from  the  colony  and  the  decision  was  influ- 
enced largely  by  this. 

In  Fletcher  v.  Coleman,  2  Head.  884,  it  was  stated 
that  a  wife  Joining  her  hustwnd  in  a  covenant  of 
warranty  on  her  land  Is  only  bound  by  estoppel 
from  acquiring  other  title,  but  this  was  not  the 
question  involved. 

She  is  estopped  by  her  covenants  from  procuring 
or  taking  a  superior  title  in  her  husband^s  land  or 
her  own,  where  the  statute  authorizes  her  to  con- 
tract as  a  feme  soU,  Sandwich  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Zellmer, 
48  Minn.  406:  Graham  v.  Meek,  1  Or.  826;  Terkes  v. 
fladley,  2  L.  R.  A.  363,  6  Bak.  824;  Guertin  v.  Mom- 
bleau,  144  IlL  82. 
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a^ent,  with  the  plaintiff,  was  complete  in 
all  its  terms.  The  plaintiff  had  previously 
arranged  with  the  agent  to  keep  its  insurance 
lip  to  a  certain  amount,  in  good  companies 
for  which  he  was  authorized  to  act.  This 
arrangement  virtually  left  the  selection  of 
the  companies  to  the  discretion  of  the  agent ; 
and,  acting  under  it,  he  had  written  the  pol- 
ioy  of  the  defendant  and  the  new  policy 
or  the  Norwich  Union  Company,  each  for 
^2,500,  and  duly  countersigned  both  ready 
for  delivery  to  the  plaintiff,  and  entered  the 
cancellation  of  the  policy  which  Wright  had 
in  his  possession,  before  the  interview  of  July 
8.  The  policy  of  the  defendant  was  then 
complete,   containing  a  description  of  the 

Sroperty,  the  amount,  commencement,  and 
uration  of  the  risk,  the  rate  and  amount  of 
the  premium,  and  all  the  terms  and  condi- 
tions usual  in  such  policies.  This  policy, 
and  the  new  policy  of  the  Norwich  Union, 
the  agent  proposea  to  Wright  to  exchange 
for  the  canceled  policy,  without  condition  or 
qualification.  The  proposition  was  immedi- 
ately assented  to,  and  accepted,  without  any 
qualification  or  condition  whatever.  The 
terms  of  the  contract  of  insurance  thus  pro- 
posed by  the  defendant,  through  its  agent, 
were  definite  and  certain  in  every  particular ; 
they  were  those  set  forth  in  the  policy.  The 
acceptance  was  as  broad  as  the  proposition, 
and  was  therefore  an  acceptance  of  all  the 
terms  and  conditions  of  the  policy  as  it  was 
written.  That  the  plaintiff  chose  to  ac- 
cept the  proposition,  unqualifiedly,  without 
further  inquiry  or  examination,  affords  the 
defendant  no  ground  for  claiming  the  con- 
tract was,  on  tnat  account,  incomplete.  The 
only  reason  the  exchange  was  not  then  made 
was,  that  the  canceled  policy  was  locked  up 
in  the  bank.  The  parties  evidently  regarded 
the  exchange  as  complete ;  and  thereafter,  the 
agent  was  a  mere  cust<xlian  of  the  policy  in 
question,  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the  actual 
handing  of  it  over  was  not  essential  to  the 
risk.  Effect  will  be  given  to  the  intention 
of  the  parties ;  and  what  their  conduct  shows 
they  considered  a  delivery,  must  control,  in 
determining  whether  it  was  made.  Biddle, 
Ins.  §  149;  DibbU  v.  Northern  Assur.  Co.  of 
London,  70  Mich.  1 ;  Bodine  v.  Eaxhange  F. 
Ins.  Co.  ofN.  7.  51  N.  Y.  117,  10  Am.  Rep. 
666 ;  11  Am.  &  Eng.  Encyclop.  Law,  p.  385. 
It  is  quite  evident  the  a^ent  considered  the 
policy  of  the  defendant  in  full  force.  He 
reported  it  as  such  to  the  company ;  and  that 
the  latter  so  treated  it,  even  after  the  fire,  is 
shown  by  its  telegram  to  the  agent,  inquir- 
ing what  companies  were  "on  stock  with  us.''' 
The  policy  was  on  the  stock  of  the  plaintiff 
in  its  manufactory.  The  manual  surrender 
by  Wright,  of  the  policy  in  his  possession, 
was  not,  we  think,  necessary  to  effect  its 
cancellation.  His  assent  to  the  cancellation 
made  by  the  agent  was  sufilcient.  It  then 
ceased  to  be  of  any  force,  and  was  so  treated 
by  the  parties.  • 

The  only  other  ground  upon  which  it  is 
claimed  the  defendant  is  not  liable  is,  that 
the  premium  was  not  paid  until  after  the 
loss  occurred.  Murphy  was  the  duly  com- 
missioned agent  of  the  defendant,  authorized 
to  make  contracts  of  insurance,  collect  pre- 
22L.  R.  A. 


miums,  and  issue  and  renew  policies:  and, 
to  that  end,  was  furnished  by  the  defeodant 
with  printed  forms  of  policies,  signed  in 
blank  by  the  president  and  secretary  of  the 
company,  to  enable  him,  without  conference 
with  them,  to  countersign  and  issue  the  pol- 
icies in  behalf  of  the  ccHnpany.  It  is  well 
settled  that  such  an  agent  is  the  general  a^ent 
of  the  company,  and  may,  in  his  dealings 
with  those  he  insures,  waive  payment  in  cash, 
of  the  premiums,  and,  indeed,  any  of  the 
conditions  of  the  policy,  except  when  a  re- 
striction upon  his  authority  is  in  some  way 
brought  to  the  knowledge  of  the  insured.  In 
a  recent  and  valuable  work  on  insurance,  it 
is  said,  that  a  tire  policy  ''does  not  ordinarily 
make  the  payment  of  the  premium  a  condi- 
tion precedent  to  the  validity  of  the  oontnict. 
and  a  ^neral  agent  may  of  course  extend 
credit  to  the  insured,  or  not,  as  he  chooses. 
The  general  custom  where  credit  is  given,  is 
for  the  agent  to  do  so  on  his  own  responsi- 
bility. But  in  case  the  agent  should  make  de- 
fault in  accounting  to  the  company  the  pol- 
icy will  nevertheless  be  valid.  And  tbongh 
the  policy  provide  that  it  shall  not  take  ef- 
fect until  the  premium  is  paid  in  cash,  the 
general  agent  has  power  to  waive  the  pre- 
mium, an^  will  be  held  to  have  waived  it 
if  he  delivers  the  policy  without  enforcing 
payment. "  Richards,  Ins.  2d  ed.  $  95.  And 
in  section  08  of  the  same  work,  that  author 
says :  **  An  agent  of  a  life  company  who  is 
intrusted  with  the  business  of  closing  the 
contract  by  delivering  the  policy  is  held  to 
have  an  implied  authority  to  determine  bow 
the  premium  then  due  shall  be  paid,  whether 
by  cash,  or,  as  is  sometimes  done,  by  giving 
credit,  in  which  case  the  agent  becomes  the 
creditor  of  the  insured,  and  the  debtor  of 
insurer.  In  that  event,  though  the  agent 
subsequently  defaulted  and  the  money  never 
reached  the  company,  the  policy  would  still 
be  binding.  By  the  weight  of  authority  the 
agent  is  neld  to  have  this  discretionary 
power,  although  the  policy  in  terms  denies 
it ;  but  this  is  based  upon  his  possession  of 
the  document  for  purposes  of  oelivery^  and 
his  instructions  to  deliver  it,  and  conse- 
quently his  power  does  not  extend  to  subse- 
quent premiums  or  premium  notes."  Bodim 
V.  Exchange  F.  Ins.  Co.  of  N.  7.  51  N.  Y. 
117,  10  Am.  Rep.  566.  The  authorities  on 
this  subject  are  extensively  collected  in  that 
very  convenient,  and  almost  indispensable 
work.  The  American  and  English  Encv- 
clopedia  of  Law,  vol.  11,  page  888.  Tie 
waiver  of  the  payment  of  the  premium  in 
cash  is  an  act  within  the  exercise  of  the 
agent's  general  authority  to  issue  policies  and 
collect  the  premiums,  and  such  waiver  may 
be  either  express  or  implied.  And  when,  as 
in  the  case  before  us,  it  has  been  the  custom 
of  the  agent,  under  an  arrangement  with 
the  insured  by  which  the  latter's  insurance 
should  be  kept  up  to  a  certain  amount  by 
renewals  or  new  policies,  to  charge  the  in- 
sured with  the  premiums  as  policies  were 
issued  or  reoewea,  and  have  periodical  settle- 
ments, when  the  premiums  would  he  paid, 
a  credit  for  a  premium  so  charged,  to  the 
next  period  of  settlement  may  be  fairly  im- 
plied. 
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We  see  no  reason,  uoon  the  facts  of  this 
<»se,  why  the  plaintiff  should  not  recover, 
•as  it  did'in  the  court  of  common  pleas. 


ThejudffTnent  of  tlu  Circuit  Court  is  there- 
fore renersed,  and  that  of  the  Common  Pleas 
affirmed. 


UNITED  STATES  CIRCUIT  COURT,  SOUTHERN  DISTRICT  OF  GEORGIA. 


GEORGIA  PACKING  CO.  et  cU. 

V. 

Mayor  and  Council  of  MACON. 


(. 


.Fed.  Kep.. 


•) 


I.  A  lieense  tax  of  $500  per  anniun  Im- 
posed on  mwmrj-  person  selUng  Inaettgr 
anjr  meat  which  to  not  from  anlmaJs  of  hto  own 
ratoins.  unlefls  he  rents  a  stall  in  a  pubUo  market, 
while  the  rent  of  such  stall  to  $160  per  year  and 
the  market  regrulattons  are  so  restrloted  and  bur- 
deriflome  as  to  preclude  the  reasonable  conduct  of 
a  wholesale  business  there,  to  unconstitutional  in 
Tespect  to  wholesale  dealers  in  meat  brought  from 
other  states,  hy  reason  of  the  necessarily  result- 
ing discrimination  against  them,  although  the 
ordinances  on  the  subject  on  their  face  purport 
to  apply  to  vendors  Irrespectiye  of  the  places  from 
which  it  comfis,--e8pecially  where  neither  sales 
nor  inspection  of  meat  are  restricted  to  the  mar- 
ket, and  the  regulations  are  clearly  made  for  the 
purpose  of  revenue  and  not  merely  to  prevent  the 
sale  of  uninspeeted  meat. 

S.  The^enlbreement  of  eltjr  ordinances 
which  attempt  an  unconstitutional  ioterferenoe 
with  interstate  commerce  may  be  restrained  by 
injunction  from  a  federal  court. 

(August  2, 1808.) 

SUIT  to  enjoin  defendants  from  enforcing 
against  complainants  the  provisions  of  a 
«ity  ordinance  regulating  the  sale  of  dressed 
m^ts.    Judgment  in  favor  of  complainants. 

Statement  b^  Speer*  J.: 

The  complainants  are  wholesale  and  retail 
butchers  in  the  city  of  Macon,  in  this  dis- 
trict. They  supply  meats  to  the  people  of 
Macon  and  the  surrounding  country,  dealing 
exclusively  in  dressed  meats.  They  do  not 
slaughter.  Five  sixths  of  the  meats  they 
furnish  their  customers  are  cattle  reared  in 
western  states,  killed  and  dressed  there,  and 
shipped  in  refrigerating  cars  to  Macon. 
These  are  of  a  better  quality  than  the  meats 
obtained  in  the  country  contiguous  to  Macon, 
and  the  complainants  state  for  that^  reason 
would  naturally  be  regarded  with  more  favor 
by  the  public,  if  the  complainants  had  the 
equal  protection  of  the  laws;  but  complain- 
ants insist  that  this  is  not  the  case,  for  that 
the  mayor  and  council  of  the  city  of  Macon 
are  depriving  them  of  the  equal  protection 
of  the  laws,,  and  of  due  process  of  law,  and 
of  the  right  they  have  to  conduct  their  busi- 
ness conformably  to  law.  The  gravamen  of 
the  complaint  is  that  on  the  second  day  of 
June,  1888,  certain  market  regulations  were 

NoT».— The  opinion  in  the  above  case  very  fully 
presents  the  subject  of  license  taxes  as  affecting 
interstate  commerce  in  meet,  and  illustrates  it  by 
a  striking  Instance  of  an  unlawful  attempt  to  re- 
strict such  trade. 
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enacted  for  Macon;  market  hours  were  pre- 
scribed, as  follows :  In  winter  from  daylight 
until  ten  o'clock.  In  summer  from  8  A.  M. 
to  9  A.  M.  By  the  municipal  law,  winter 
begins  October  1,  and  summer,  April  1 ;  but 
on  Saturdays  the  market  house  is  open  from 
3  o'clock  P.  M.  to  8  o'clock  P.  M.  in  winter, 
and  9  o'clock  in  summer.  These  regulations 
further  provide  that  it  is  unlawful  to  sell  or 
offer  for  sale  any  meats  on  the  streets  or  else- 
where in  the  citv  of  Macon  during  said 
market  hours,  and  heavy  penalties  are  pre- 
scribed for  a  violation  of  this  rule.  Stalls 
are  rented  in  the  market,  but  none  for  a  sum 
less  than  $150  per  annum,  but  although  a 
butcher  may  rent  a  stall,  yet  his  business  is 
practically  destroyed  for  the  ordinance  pro- 
vides that  no  person  shall  be  permitted  to 
buy  more  at  the  market  than  is  necessary  for 
the  use  of  his  or  her  family,  except  during 
the  last  hour  of  the  market  hours,  and  further 
that  no  person  shall  sell,  or  contract  to  sell, 
to  any  one,  any  article  of  produce  or  meat 
which  is  to  be  delivered  after  market  hours, 
outside  of  the  market  building.  Not  only, 
therefore,  is  complainants'  business  cut  oil 
elsewhere  during  the  market  hours,  but  even 
as  renters  of  stalls  they  claim  they  are  so 
hindered  and  limited  as  to  prevent  them  from 
selling  meats  in  any  considerable  amount  to 
those  who  are  willing  to  buy.  It  is  further 
provided  by  the  market  ordinances  that  all 
persons,  not  renting  a  stall  at  the  market  for 
the  sale  of  meat,  and  who  shall  sell  any  kind 
of  meat  on  the  streets  of  the  city  of  Macon, 
at  any  time  during  the  day  or  night,   shall 

f^ay  a  license  tax  of  $500  per  annum,  said 
icense  to  be  paid  in  advance ;  provided,  this 
section  shall  not  apply  to  farmers  bringing 
into  the  city  for  the  purpose  of  sale  the  flesh 
of  any  animal  raised  oy  themselves  after 
market  hours.  By  this  last  clause  we  may 
safely  presume  it  is  meant  that  it  shall  not 
apply  to  farmers  bringing  into  the  city  for 
the  purpose  of  sale,  after  market  hours,  the 
flesh  of  any  animal  raised  by  themselves. 

It  is  further  provided  that  after  the  expira- 
tion of  market  hours  every  person  having  any 
product  or  article  for  safe  shall  remove  the 
same  from  the  market  place.  On  account  of 
this  last  provision,  the  complainants  com- 
plain that  they  are  forced  to  haul  their  meats 
to  and  from  the  market  at  great  trouble,  ex- 
pense, and  annoyance.  That  on  account  of 
the  restrictions  and  hindrances  above  men- 
tioned, although  the  market  hours  constitute 
the  principal  portion  of  the  day  when  the 
people  have  ordinarily  been  accustomed  to 
make  their  purchases  of  meat,  yet  the  sales 
at  the  market  do  not  constitute  one  half  of 
the  sales  at  retail  made  after  market  hours  at 
the  complainants'  respective  places  of  busi- 
ness elsewhere  in  the  town,  so  that  a  large 
part  of  their  capital  and  time  are  wasted 
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during  market  hours.  That  the  ordinance 
further  provides  ''that  a  license  shall  be  im- 
posed on  butchers  or  others  who  have  no  stall 
m  the  market  and  who  shall  sell  from  any 
shop  or  wagon  (other  than  nonresidents  sell- 
ing meats  of  their  own  raising)  ;  and  no 
license  shall  be  issued  for  less  than  five  hun- 
dred dollars.  **  This,  it  is  alleged,  is  a  dis- 
crimination in  favor  of  the  producers,  of  meat 
raised  in  the  country  tributary  to  Macon, 
and  against  meat  prcduoers  who  make  their 
products  in  the  western  markets,  and  ship 
them  for  sale  to  Georgia. 

The  license  tax.  exclusive  of  the  market 
ordinance,  for  the  vear  1898  upon  wholesale 
dealers  in  meat,  selling  to  the  trade  only, 
is  $25. 

Complainants  aver  that  the  wholesale  meat 
trade  in  Macon  handles  western  meats  only. 
There  is  not  enough  meat  produced  in  the 
country  around  Macon  to  create  a  wholesale 
business,  and  the  tax  operates  to  put  a  burden 
upon  interstate  commerce  and  to  give  an  un- 
due advantage  to  dealers  in  meats  raised  near 
Macon.  If  the  complainants  should  not  rent 
a  stall  in  the  market  house  under  these  or- 
dinances, they  must  pay  a  license  of  $500, 
even  though  they  sell  only  after  the  market 
hours  are  over,  while  farmers  from  the  sur- 
rounding country  may  retain  meats  brought 
into  the  city  without  any  license  what;ever. 
The  market  ordinance,  undertaking  to  prevent 
the  sale  of  meat  on  the  streets  of  the  city  of 
Macon  outside  of  market  hours  expressly 
recognizes  such  sales.  It  is  not,  therefore,  ah 
ordinance  intended  to  prevent  the  selling  of 
meats  on  any  particular  street  or  in  any  par- 
ticular locality.  Nor  does  it  provide  for  the 
inspection  of  meats  elsewhere  than  at  the 
market,  and  in  point  of  fact  the  officials  of 
the  city  have  at  no  time  undertaken  to  inspect 
meats  elsewhere  than  in  the  market  house. 
It  is,  then,  not  an  ordinance,  made  for  the 
protection  of  health,  or  for  the  inspection  of 
meats,  or  for  compelling  the  sale  of  meats 
in  a  particular  locality,  which  might  be  done 
under  the  exercise  of  the  police  power;  but 
that  under  the  guise  of  police  regulation,  it 
is  an  ordinance  wholly  for  the  collection  of 
a  revenue.  That  as  such  it  is  in  violation 
of  the  constitution  of  the  state  of  Georgia 
and  of  the  United  States,  in  that  it  pre- 
scribes a  cheaper  license  tax  for  those  who 
sell  in  the  market  and  at  their  regular  place 
of  business,  than  for  those  who  sell  at  their 
regular  place  of  business,  and  no  tax  at  all 
for  farmers  selling  in  the  city  after  market 
hours,  while  handlers  of  western  meats,  not 
stall  holders,  must  pay  a  tax  of  $500  to  sell 
in  the  city  after  market  hours.  The  consti- 
tution of  the  state  of  Georgia  provides  that 
"'all  taxation  shall  be  uniform  upon  the  same 
class  of  subjects.*'  The  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  provides  that  **the  citizens  of 
the  different  states  shall  be  entitled  to  the 
equal  protection  of  the  laws. " 

One  of  the  complainants,  W.  L.  Henry, 
has  already  been  arrested  for  offering  whole- 
some western  meats  for  sale  at  his  place  of 
business  and  selling  during  market  hours, 
and  was  tried  before  the  recorder  of  the  mayor 
and  council  of  the  city  of  Macon,  on  the 
charge  that  he  had  sold  meat  at  his  said  place 
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of  business  dnritoe  the  aforesaid  market 
hours,  and  was  fined  $25  and  costs.  Thu  was 
api>ealed  to  the  supreme  court  of  the  state 
which  court  held  that  the  ordinance  was 
valid.  The  mayor  and  council  of  the  city 
of  Macon  threaten  to  continue  to  aircst  and 
fine  complainants  every  time  they  undertake 
to  sell,  or  offer  for  sale,  during  market  hours, 
any  meats,  at  their  said  places  of  business. 

Complainants  further  aver  that  they  will 
each  be  damaged  in  very  l&rge  amounts,  ex- 
ceeding the  sum  or  value  of  $2,000,  exclusive 
of  costs. 

The  bill  prays  that  the  court  will  grant  a 
writ  of  injunction  perpetually  enjoining  and 
restraining  the  defendants,  their  clerks,  at- 
torneys, agents,  servants,  and  employes  from 
enforcing  or  endeavoring  to  enforce  against 
complainants  any  penalty  provided  in  said 
ordinances  for  selling  or  offering  for  sale  any 
of  said  meats  at  their  respective  places  of 
business  or  elsewhere  in  the  city  of  Macon, 
otherwise  than  at  said  market  house,  or  from 
selling  their  meats  at  any  time  -durinf  said 
market  hours ;  and  be  further  enjoinea  from 
collecting  or  attempting  to  collect  the  lioenae 
fee  fixed  by  said  ordinances  for  the  sale  of 
meats  elsewhere  than  In  said  market  bouse; 
and  further  from  interfering  with  complain- 
ants for  selling  at  any  time  during  market 
hours  such  meats  as  they  may  have  to  offer 
for  sale,  to  all  persons  who  may  there  desire 
to  buy,  and  that  said  market  ordinances  may 
be  decreed  to  be  unconstitutional  and  void. 
They  ask  for  a  provisional  injunction  pen- 
dente  lite. 

The  mayor  and  council  of  the  city  of  Ma- 
con demur  to  the  bill  for  want  of  jurisdic- 
tion in  this  court  upon  the  ground  that  all 
the  parties  are  citizens  of  the  state  of  Oeoriris, 
and  further,  because  it  does  not  appear  that 
a  question  is  raised  depending  upon  the  vio- 
lation of  any  part  of  the  Constitution  of  ths 
United  States;  and  they  answer  that  they 
have  the  right  to  regulate  the  selling  of  meat 
in  the  city  of  Macon,  and  to  confine  the  sales 
thereof  to  the  market  house  in  said  city  dui- 
ine  market  hours.  They  further  answer  that 
they  have  the  right  to  fix  a  license  for  the  sale 
of  meats  and  other  articles  in  said  city. 
They  deny  that  the  effect  of  the  licenses  so 
fixed  by  them  in  any  way  violates  the  Con- 
stitution or  the  statutes  of  the  United  States. 

No  preliminary  injunction  was  granted, 
and  the  facts  not  being  in  dispute,  the  coutt 
has  taken  under  advisement  the  matters  pre- 
sented by  the  bill,  the  answer,  and  the  de- 
murrer. 

Mr,  Marion  Erwin  for  complainants. 
Mr,  R.  W.  Patterson  for  defendants. 

Speer«  J.,  delivered  the  following  opin- 
ion: 

It  will  be  observed  from  the  averments  oi 
the  bill  that  there  is  no  attempt  to  prohibit 
the  sales  of  meats  elsewhere  than  in  th0 
market  house  of  the  city.  The  ordinances  in 
question,  therefore,  are  not  directed  towards 
the  avoidance  of  the  green  grocers  and  butcher 
shops.  It  cannot,  we  think,  be  denied  that 
it  is  within  the  power  of  the  city  to  fix  one 
or  more  localities  for  the  sale  of  meat.    This 
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may  be  done  to  facilitate  inspection  but  since 
by  permission  of  the  city  a  very  laree  amount 
of  the  meat  is  sold  at  the  butcher  8hoi)s,  and 
places  of  business,  elsewhere  than  in  the 
market,  it  is  evident  that  the  prohibition  of 
sales  during  market  Hours  at  such  places  is 
not  intended  to  prevent  sales  of  un-inspected 
meat.  It  is  true  it  appears,  in  point  of  fact, 
that  the  city  authorities  do  not  inspect  meats 
except  at  the  market  house,  yet  the  ordi* 
nance  authorizes  them  so  to  do.  After  provid- 
ing that  **no  person  shall  sell  any  article  not 
wholesome  for  food."  it  provides  that  **the 
clerk  and  inspector  shall  seize  any  such 
article  he  may  find  in  the  market  and  cause 
it  to  be  destroyed,  and  the  offender  shall  be 
punished,  etc.''  The  meaning  of  the  word 
''market'*  in  this  sense  cannot  be  market 
house,  but  in  its  broadest  sense  relates  to  and 
embraces  all  articles  of  food  offered  for  pur- 
chase or  sale  in  the  city.  The  city  law, 
therefore,  expressly  authorizes  the  mainte- 
nance of  butcher  shops  at  any  place  in  the 
city,  and  further  provides  for  the  inspection 
of  meats  at  such  places.  It  cannot  then  be 
satisfactorily  argued  that  these  regulations 
are  made,  either  to  compel  the  concentration 
of  the  meat  business  at  the  market  house  or. 
to  facilitate  the  inspection  of  meats.  If  in 
order  to  facilitate  inspection,  the  ordinance 
had  expressly  forbidden  the  sales  of  meats  in 
the  city,  elsewhere  than  at  the  market  house, 
it  mi^ht  not  have  been  difficult  to  sustain  its 
constitutionality,  even  though  it  might  have 
gravely  interfered  with  interstate  commerce. 
Such  an  ordinance  would  seem  to  be  within 
the  legitimate  police  powers  of  the  city. 
Slaughter-HouM  Ckues,  83  U.  S.  16  Wall.  86, 

21  L.  ed.  894 :  Butchers  Union,  S.  H.  d  L.  S. 
L.  Co.  V.  Crescent  City  L,  S.,  L.  d  S.  H, 
Co.  Ill  U.  S.  746,  28  L.  ed.  685.  But  the 
ordinance  not  being  of  this  character,  the  ar- 
gument in  its  support  based  upon  that  theory 
must  logically  fail.  Vide  opinion  of  Mr. 
Justice  Harlem  in  Minnesota  v.  Barber,  186  U. 
8.  329,  84  L.  ed.  461,  8  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  185. 
Vide  also  SpeUman  v.  New  Orleans,  45  Fed. 
Rep.  8 ;  Ex  parte  Kieffer,  40  Fed.  Rep.  899. 

It  is  not  disputed  that  the  business  con- 
ducted by  the  complainants  is  almost  entirely 
that  of  selling  meats  raised  in  the  western 
states.  These  meats  are  transported  to  Macon 
and  stored  and  offered  for  sale  by  means  of 
refrigerating  apparatus.  Complainants  thus 
engaged  must  in  obedience  to  the  ordinance 
rent  a  stall  in  the  market  and  pay  $150  there- 
for. They  must,  if  engaged  as  wholesale 
dealers,  also  pay  a  license  tax  of  |25  for  the 
privilege  of  carrying  on  their  business. 
From  these  burdens,  one  who  deals  in  meats 
produced  in  the  surrounding  country  is 
wholly  exempt.  Not  only  is  this  true,  but 
in  the  most  important  hours  for  that  purpose, 
during  the  day,  the  complainants  are  denied 
the  right  of  making  sales  of  any  amount,  for 
the  reason  that  their  places  of  business  else- 
where than  in  the  market  house  must  be 
closed,  and  in  the  market  house  they  are  per- 
mitted to  sell  to  any  one  person  no  more  than 
enough  for  consumption  in  one  day,  while 
this  18  true,  the  producers  of  meat  in  this 
state  may  sell  before  and  after  market  hours 
any  amount  they  please,  without  the  imposi- 
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tion  of  any  tax  or  license  charge  whatever. 
It  cannot  be  denied  that  the  effect  of  this  dis- 
crimination operates  severely  against  the  salle- 
of  meat  produced  in  other  stated  and  what- 
ever may  be  the  power  of  the  city  goveiy- 
ment  to  discriminate  between  the  producers- 
of  meat  in  the  surroundiDg  country,  and  those 
who  sell  the  same  meat  in  the  city,  they  have- 
no  power  to  make  a  regulation  which  oper- 
ates in  favor  of  home  products  and  against 
the  production  of  other  states,  and  such  re^- 
ulatiGtis  are  in  contravention  of  the  Consti- 
tution of  the  United  States.  Nor  does  it 
matter  how  such  regulations  are  denominated 
or  how  they  are  expressed.  In  the  case  of 
Welton  V.  Missouri,  91  U.  8.  275,  28  L.  ed. 
847,  it  was  declared  by  the  Supreme  Court 
that  a' license  tax,  required  for  the  sale  of 
goods  is  in  effect  a  tax  upon  the  goods  them- 
selves; and  further  that  the  statute  of  Mis- 
souri which  required  the  payment  of  a  li- 
cense tax  from  persons  who  deal  in  the  sale- 
of  goods,  wares,  and  merchandise,  which  are- 
not  the  growth,  produce,  or  manufacture  of 
the  state,  by  going  from  place  to  place  to  sell 
the  same  in  the  state  and  requires  no  such 
license  tax  from  persons  selling  in  a  similar 
way  goods  which  are  the  growth,  produce,  or 
manufacture  of  the  state,  is  in  conflict  with 
the  power  vested  in  congress  to  regulate  com- 
merce with  foreign  nations  and  among  tho 
several  states.  Tney  hold  further  that  this- 
power  protects  property,  "which  is  trans- 
ported as  an  article  of  commerce  from  for- 
eign countries,  or  among  the  states,  from 
hostile  or  interfering  state  legislation  until 
it  has  mingled  with  or  become  a  part  of  tho 
general  property  of  the  country,  and  pro- 
tects it  even  after  it  has  entered  a  state  from 
any  burdens  imposed  by  reason  of  its  for- 
eign origin."  The  decision  itself  was  pro- 
nounced by  that  venerable  and  illustrious 
jurist,  Mr,  Justice  Field,  who  for  years  haa 
devoted  his  undoubted  genius  to  an  unswerv- 
ing defense  of  what  he  has  deemed  to  be 
the  rights  of  the  states  against  encroach- 
ments of  the  national  authority.  It  will 
not  be  denied  he  declares  that  that  portion 
of  commerce  with  foreign  countries  and  be- 
tween the  states  which  consists  in  the  trans- 
portation and  exchange  of  commodities  is 
of  national  importance,  and  admits  and  re- 
quires uniformity  of  regulation.  The.  very 
object  of  investing  this  power  in  the  general 
government  was  to  insure  this  uniform- 
ity against  discriminating  state  legislation. 
The  depressed  condition  of  commerce  and  the 
obstacles  to  its  growth  previous  to  the  adop- 
tion of  the  constitution,  from  the  want  of 
some  single  controlling  authority,  has  been 
frequently  referred  to  by  this  court  In  com- 
menting upon  the  power  in  question.  **It 
was  regulated."  says  CJiief  Justice  Marshall, 
in  delivering  the  opinion  in  Brown  v.  Mary- 
land, '*by  foreign  nations,  with  a  single 
view  to  their  own  interest-s;  and  our  dis- 
united efforts  to  counteract  their  restrictions 
were  rendered  impotent  by  want  of  com- 
bination. Congress  indeed,  possessed  the 
power  of  making  treaties;  but  the  inability 
of  the  federal  government  to  enforce  them 
became  so  apparent  as  to  render  that  power 
in  a  great  degree  useless.     Those  who  felt 
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the  injury  arising  from  this  state  of  things, 
and  those  who  were  capable  of  estimating  the 
influence  of  commerce  on  the  prosperity  of 
nations,  perceived  the  necessity  of  giving  the 
control  of  this  important  subject'  to  a  single 
government.  It  may  be  doubted  whether 
any  of  the  evils  proceeding  from  the  feeble- 
ness of  the  federal  government  contributed 
more  to  that  great  revolution  which  intro- 
duced the  present  system  than  the  deep  and 
general  conviction  that  commerce  ought  to 
be  regulated  by  congress.  "*25  U.  S.  12  Wheat. 
446,  6  L.  ed.  688.  He  continues:  "The 
power  of  the  state  to  exact  a  license  tax  of 
any  amount  being  admitted,  no  authority 
would  remain  in  the  United  States  or  in  this 
court  to  control  its  action,  however  unreason- 
able or  oppressive.  Imposts  operating  as  an 
absolute  exclusion  of  the  goods  would  be 
possible,  and  all  the  evils  of  discriminating 
state  legislation,  favorable  to  the  interests  of 
one  state  and  injurious  to  the  interests  of 
other  states  and  countries,  which  existed  pre- 
vious to  the  adoption  of  the  constitution, 
might  follow,  and  the  experience  of  the  last 
fifteen  years  shows  would  follow,  from  the 
action  of  some  of  the  states. "  What  a  state 
may  not  do,  it  may  not  authorize  a  city  to 
do.  Mr.  Jtutice  Miller  in  his  luminous  and 
valuable  lectures  on  the  Constitution,  upon 
exhaustive  consideration  of  authority  ex- 
presses the  same  conclusions.  Miller,  Const. 
§§  9,  438-473. 

In  the  case  of  Voight  v.  Wright,  141  U.  8. 
62,  35  L..  ed.  688,  the  Supreme  Court  passed 
on  this  state  of  facts :  The  state  of  Virginia 
had  enacted  a  statute  which  provided  that  all 
flour  brought  into  the  state  and  offered  for  sale 
therein  shall  be  reviewed,  and  have  the  Vir- 
ginia inspection  marked  thereon,  and  im- 
posing a  penalty  for  offering  such  flour  for 
sale  without Buch  review  or  inspection.  The 
court  held  this  to  be  repugnant  to  the  com-* 
merce  clause  of  the  constitution,  because  it  is 
a  discriminating  law,  requiring  the  inspec- 
tion of  flour  brought  from  other  states  when  it 
is  not  required  for  flour  manufactured  in 
Virginia. 

In  the  case  of  Brimmti*  v.  TtebTnan,  188  U.  8. 
78,  84  L.  ed.  862,  8  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  485.  Mr. 
Justice  Harlan  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
court  remarked  :  ^  Undoubtedly  a  state  may 
establish  regulations  for  the  protection  of  its 
people  against  the  sale  of  unwholesome 
meats,  provided  such  regulations  do  not  con- 
flict with  the  powers  conferred  by  the  consti- 
tution upon  congress,  or  infringe  on  those 
granted  and  secured  by  that  instrument.  But 
It  may  not  under  the  guise  of  exerting  its 
police  powers  enact  inspection  laws  and  make 
discriminations  against  the  products  and  in- 
dustries of  some  states  in  favor  of  the  pro- 
ducts and  industries  of  its  own  or  other  states. 
The  owner  of  the  meats  here  in  question,  al- 
though they  were  from  animals  slaughtered 
in  Illinois,  had  the  right  under  the  constitu- 
tion to  compete  in  the  markets  of  Virginia 
upon  terms  of  equality  with  the  owners  of 
like  meats  from  animals  slaughtered  in  Vir- 
ginia or  elsewhere  within  one  hundred  miles 
from  the  place  of  sale.  Any  regulation 
which,  in  terms  or  by  its  necessary  operation 
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denies  this  equality  in  the  markets  of  the 
state  is,  when  applied  to  the  people  and  the 
products  or  industries  of  other  states,  a  direct 
burden  upon  commerce  among  the  states  and 
therefore  void.  **  Of  this  case  we  may  say, 
in  the  language  of  Justice  Bradley:  The 
decision  in  the  case  is  so  directly  apposite  to 
the  present  that  It  is  unnecessaiy  to  prolong 
the  discussion  or  to  cite  further  authorities. 
Voight  V.   Wright,  iupra. 

It  is  .clearly  evident  that  the  local  regala- 
tions  of  the  city  of  Macon,  imposing  a  tax 
of  $500,  or  $150  and  other  restrictions  on  the 
selling  of  western  meats  and  nothing  of  the 
kind  on  the  sale  by  producers  of  their  own 
meats  raised  in  this  state,  by  its  neoessaiy 
operation,  denies  to  the  former  equality  in 
the  markets  of  his  state  and  is  a  direct  bunkn 
upon  the  commerce  among  the  states  and  is 
therefore  void.  See  also  Hannibal  db  St.  J.  R. 
Co.  V.  Eusen,  95  U.  S.  465,  34  L.  ed.  527. 
The  language  of  the  ordinance  is :  ''All  per- 
sons not  renting  a  stall  at  the  market  for  tiie 
sale  of  meat,  and  who  shall  sell  any  kind  of 
meat  on  the  streets  of  the  city  of  Macon  at 
any  time  during  the  day  or  night,  shall  pay 
a  li(^ense  tax  of  $500  per  annum,  such  license 
to  be  paid  in  advance :  Provided  this  sectioo 
shall  not  supply  to  farmers  bringing  into  the 
city  for  the  purpose  of  sale  the  fl^  of  any 
animal  raised  by  themselves  after  nmrket 
hours, "  and  the  Tax  Ordinance  of  18d3,  as 
follows :  '^Be  it  ordained  by  the  mayor  and 
council  of  the  city  of  Maoon  and  it  is  hereby 
ordained  by  authority  of  the  same,  that  the 
following  licenses  and  special  taxes  shall 
be  levied  and  collected  in  the  city  of  Macos 
for  the  year  1898 :  Butchers  and  others  who 
have  no  stall  in  the  market  and  who  shall 
sell  from  shop  or  wagon,  other  than  nonresi- 
dents selling  meats  of  their  own  raising,  and 
no  license  £all  issue  for  less  than  five  hun- 
dred dollars."  It  is  true,  the  tax  oidinanoe 
excepts  from  its  verbal  operation  "nonresi- 
dents sel  1  ing  meats  of  their  own  raising. "  but 
since  it  is  evident  that  only  persons  urao  can 
avail  themselves  of  this  privilege  are  non- 
residents who  live  in  the  immediate  vicinity 
of  Macon,  it  effectually  excludes  meat  pro- 
ducers from  all  the  other  states. 

Nor  is  this  conclusion  to  be  avoided  merely 
because  this  enactment  purports  to  apply 
alike  to  the  vendors  of  meat  in  this  state  as 
well  as  to  meats  produced  in  other  states,  for 
"the  burden  imposed  by  a  state  upon  inter- 
state commerce  is  not  to  be  sustained  simply 
because  the  statute  imposing;  it  applies  alike 
to  the  people  of  all  the  states,  including  the 
people  of  the  state  enacting  such  statute/ 
Brimmer  v.  Rinnan,  supra. 

The  case  of  Osborne  v.  MMU,  83  U.  S.  16 
Wall.  479.  21  L.  ed.  470,  which  seema  to 
hold  a  contrary  doctrine,  has  been  overruled 
in  later  decisions.  See  Lelaup  v.  MobUe,  127 
U.  8.  840,  32  L.  ed.  311,  2  Inters.  Com.  Rep. 
184 ;  Asher  v.  Texas,  128  U.  8.  129,  82  L.  ed. 
868,  2  Inters.  Com.  Rep.  241 ;  CruUher  v. 
Kentucky,  141  U.  8.  47,  85  L.  ed.  649. 

It  follows  also  that  the  wholesale  tax  for 
the  business  of  meat  selling  within  the  city 
of  Macon  is  void,  the  evidence  showing  that 
this  business  depends  entirely  upon  the  sale 
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of  western  meats,  there  being  no  pretense  of 
imposing  a  tax  on  home-made  meats  sold  in 
bulk. 

For  the  foregoing  reasons  the  defendants 
must  be  enjoin^  from  collecting  these  taxes. 
Because  their  regulations  are  also  unconsti- 
tutional as  imposing  an  unlawful  restriction 
upon  commerce  between  the  states,  they  must 
be  restrained  from  enforcing  or  endeavoring 
to  enforce  the  penalties  provided  in  the  or- 
dinances for  sellinff  or  offering  for  sale  their 
meats  at  their  regiiiar  places  of  business#or 
elsewhere  in  the  city  of  Macon,  otherwise 
than  at  the  market  house,  and  from  selling 
their  meats  at  any  time  during  market  hours, 
as  prohibited  in  said  ordinances,  and  from 


collecting  or  attempting  to  collect  from  com- 
plainants the  license  lee  fixed  by  such  or- 
dinances, for  the  sale  of  meats  elsewhere  than 
in  the  market  house ;  and  must  be  further  en- 
joined from  preventing  the  complainants, 
who  have  rented  stalls  at  the  market  house, 
from  selling  at  the  market  house  as  much  of 
their  meats  as  thev  may  have  the  opportunity 
to  sell  to  any  and  all  persons  who  may  there 
desire  to  buy.  That  in  so  far  as  the  said 
market  ordinances  are  intended  to  support 
these  restrictions  they  are  unconstitutional 
and  void. 

Let  the  demurrer  he  overrukdy  and  the  anncer 
be  declared  iTisuJflcient. 


TEXAS  SUPREME  COURT. 


David  M.  WADKINS  et  al,  AppU., 

V. 

Carey  WATSON  ei  al. 


.Tex. 


an  tanplled  covenant  of  warranty  so  as  to  make 
such  deed,  at  Jeast  in  the  absence  of  an  express 
covenant,  operate  on  an  after-acquired  interest 
in  the  property,  when  she  owned  only  an  undi- 
vided portion  at  Ithe  time  of  the  conveyance. 

(December  4,  ISOB.) 


aUESTIONS  certified  hy  the  court  of  Civil 
Appeals  for  the  Fifth  Supreme  Judicial 
itrict  for  the  opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court 
in  an  action  brought  to  try  title  to  certain  real 
estate,  in  which  verdict  and  ludement  had 
been  rendered  in  favor  of  defendants.  An- 
noert  returtied  faJoaraUe  to  plaintiffs. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Meears,  R*  R*  Haslewood,  C.  H«  Smith* 
and  Sohluter  ft  Alldayt  for  appellants: 

A  deed  which  contains  no  covenants  of 
warrantv,  and  which  contains  no  recital  or 
afilrmation,  expressed  or  implied,  that  the 
grantor  is  seised  of  the  entire  estate  in  the 
property  conveyed,  will  not  pass  an  after^c- 


'Homt.-'Eijfeet  of  covenants'  of  married  women  and 
their  etioppel  by  deed  or  moriijaot. 
lAabmJbn  <m  covenant. 

A  married  woman  is  not  iiabie  on  her  covenants 
in  a  deed  or  mortgage  made  Jointly  by  herself  and 
husband  in  the  absence  of  statute  imposinflr  such 
liability.  Benton  Gounty  v.  Rutherford,  88  Ark. 
4M0;  Wadleiirh  v.  OUnes,  6  N.  H.  17, 88  Am.  Deo.  706: 
Nicholson  V.  Hemsley*  3  Harr.  ft  McH.  408;  Aldridge 
Y.Burlison,  8  filackf .  801;  Whitbeck  Y.Cook,16  Johns. 
480, 8  Am.  Dec.  272;  Sawyer  v.  Littie,  4  Vt.  414; 
Fletcher  y.  Coleman,  8  Head,  384;  Foster  y.  WUcox, 
10  R.  I.  448,  14  Am.  Rep.  888:  Porter  v.  Bradley,  7 
B.  I.  538;  Deanv.  Shelly,  57  Pa.  428,  96  Am.  Dec. 
285;  Falmouth  Bridge  Oo.  v.  Tibbatts,  16  B.  Mon. 
408;  Lyon  v.  Metcalf,12Iowa,  86;  Strawn  y.  8trawn« 
50IU.88:  Goloord  v.  Swan,  7  liaSB.  881;  Shelton  v. 
DeeriDiTf  10  B.  Mon.  405;  Den  v.  Crawford,  8  N.  J.  L. 
100. 

And  the  same  was  stated  in  NunnaUy  v.  White,  8 
Met.  (Ky.)  508.  but  was  not  tbe  question  decided. 

And  tbe  same  was  stated  In  Barker  y.  Circle,  60 
Mo.  258,  but  the  court  held  in  that  case  that  she  bad 
not  acquired  a  paramount  title  but  simple  the  legal 
title  after  she  had  couYcyed  the  equitable  title  by 
4eed  of  trust,  and  in  such  a  case  the  trustee  took  al] 
her  estate  and  the  subsequent  deed  to  her  inured  to 
the  vendee  under  her  deed  of  trust. 

And  Beal  v.  Beal,  TBInd.  280,  holds  that  while  1 
Ind.  Etev.  Stat  1876^  p.  868,  provides  that  a  wife  is 
not  bound  by  the  covenant  in  her  deed,  yet  If  she 
and  ber  husband  convey  by  warranty  her  land  and 
take  a  note  for  the  purchase  money  when  she  had 
no  title  to  part  of  the  same,  she  ip  estopped  from 
taking  advantage  of  her  own  wrong  and  there 
is  a  failure  of  consideration  for  the  note. 

But  in  Wotton  v.  Hele,  8  Saund.  180,  1  Mod.  291. 
which  was  a  transfer  by  flue  and  recoYery,  it  was 
held  that  a  warranty  by  busband  and  wife  annexed 
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to  an  estate  for  years  in  the/em«  willfbind  her,  and 
an  action  of  covenant  will  lie  against  her  after  his 
death,  the  report  saying  the  court  all  thought  an 
action  *Vell  lay  against  the  defendant  on  her  war- 
ranty in  the  fine  although  she  was  a  covert-baron 
and  they  did  not  make  any  scruple  of  it.**  The 
transfer  by  fine  and  recovery  was  abolished  in 
England  by  Stat.  8ft  4  Wm.  IV.,  chap.  74. 

And  in  Amos  v.  Cosby,  74  Ga.  796,  it  was  held  that 
a  married  woman  having  a  right  to  make  a  Joint 
warranty  deed  with  ber  husband.of  a  homestead  set 
apart  to  blm  under  the  Act  of  1868,  is  equally  bound 
on  her  covenant  of  warranty  against  prior  liens,  as 
she  was  a  usee,  and  not  a  surety  of  the  husband. 

This  case  seems  to  be  exceptional  and  it  neither 
cites  aoy  authorities  nor  discusses  the  question 
further  than  is  stated. 

And  in  Arthur  v.Caveriy  (Mich.)  Dec.  8, 1896,  it  was 
held  that  a  married  woman  uniting  with  her  bus. 
band  in  a  warranty  deed  of  bis  property  is  liable  on 
tbe  covenant  where  she  obtains  all  the  considera- 
tion, whicb  in  that  case  was  a  conveyance  to  her 
of  other  property.  This  was  on  the  ground  that 
she  was  contracting  with  respect  to  property  to  be 
held  by  her  as  separate  property  and  whicb  may  be 
bound  by  ber  contract  in  Michigan. 

And  in  Hobbs  v.  King,  2  Met.  (Ky.;  ISO.  while  it 
was  said  that  a  feme  cttvert  cannot  bind  herself  by 
warranty,  yet  it  was  held  that  she  has  power  to 
convey  and  pass  over  her  estate,  and  her  grantor 
by  warranty  will  be  bound  to  her  grantee  under 
her  warranty. 

But  under  Iowa  Rev.  Stat.  1870,  *  2506,  providing 
that  contracts  may  be  made  by  the  wife  as  tboujrh 
she  was  single,  a  married  woman  is  liable  on  her 
covenants  of  warranty  in  a  deed  of  ber  own  land. 
Richmond  v.  Tibbies,  28  Iowa,  474. 

And  she  is  thus  liable  in  Massachusetts  since  the 
Act  of  1845.    Basford  v.  Pearson,  7  Allen,  504. 
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other  things,  'of  two  notes  aggregating  about 
$1,000.  These  notes,  not  due,  h^  been 
charged  into  the  account  by  direction  of  de- 
fendant's agent,  and  for  the  aggregate  of 
something  o^er  $1,100  a, receipt  in  full  had 
been  taken,  and  these  notes  delivered  up  in 
connection  with  tliat  receipt.  Other  proof 
was  taken,  and  the  case  heard  by  the  chan- 
cellor, who  dismissed  the  bill,  and  complain- 
ant appealed,  and  assigned  errors. 

The  first  question  to  be  determined  is 
whether  the  indorsement  of  the  check  was 
done  in  payment  of  the  indebtedness.  The 
settlement  of  that  question  depends  upon  the 
intent  of  the  parties  as  evidenced  by  express 
agreement  or  the  facts  and  circumstances 
of  the  transaction.  The  evidence  on  this 
subject  is  as  follows:  The  member  of  the 
firm  of  Kirkpatrick  &  Co.,  with  whom  the 
transaction  was  bad,  was  asked :  **  Please 
state  whether  or  not  you  took  the  checks  as 
in  themselves  a  payment  [there  were  other 
checks  indorsed  with  this,  not  necessary  to 
be  noticed]  for  the  amount  of  the  account, 
or  how  you  took  them.  A.  I  supposed  that 
the  bank  drafts  and  the  Sulzbacber  check 
were  good,  and  took  them  expecting  they 
would  be  paid,  and  the  money  so  realized 
would  go  in  payment  of  Puryear's  account 
and  the  cash  I  had  advanced.  I  did  not  take 
them  as  a  payment  of  the  account,  but  only 
us  a  way  of  paying  it,  and  for  Puryear's  con- 
venience. If  the  checks  were  not  paid,  I,  of 
course,  did  not  expect  the  account  would 
thereby  be  paid. "  It  is  observed  that  he  does 
not  state  what  was  said  between  them,  nor 
deny  what  Puryear's  son  and  agent  (to  be 
subsequently  shown)  testifies  as  to  what  was 
said.  At  most  it  is  but  the  expression  of  his 
present  view  of  the  condition  of  his  mind  at 
the  time  of  the  transaction.  The  son  and 
agent  of  Puryear  testifies,  on  being  asked : 
**  What  did  you  say  to  him  when  you  gave 
him  the  check,  relative  to  its  being  a  pay- 
ment on  your  father's  account?"  "I  did  not 
say  anything,  except  told  him  that  I  wanted 
to  pay  the  account  in  full  as  to  the  amount 
of  It,  and  gave  him  the  Sulzbacher  check  in 
part  payment  of  it."  "Did  Kirkpatrick  & 
Co.  raise  any  objection  to  taking  the  Sulzg 
bftcher  check,  or  what  did  they  say,  if  any- 
thing, about  it?"  **No,  sir;  thev  did  not 
make  any  objection,  but  remarked  that  this 
was  good  for  it."  This,  with  the  delivery 
up  of  the  notes  and  the  receipting  of  the  ac- 
count in  full,  constitute  the  facts  of  the 
transaction  as  developed  in  the  evidence.  It 
will  be  remembered  that  this  is  not  the  case 
of  Puryear  giving  his  own  check  for  his  own 
account,  and  the  law  relating  to  that  condi- 
tion of  facts  need  not  be  discussed.  It  is  the 
case  of  the  indorsement  of  a  check  of  another 
to  a  creditor  in  settlement  of  the  account, 
whether  it  be  payment  absolute  or  condi- 
tional, and  to  be  governed  by  the  law  as  to 
such  transfer.  It  is  well  settled  that  the  tak- 
ing of  the  creditor's  check  on  account  is  not 
payment  unless  it  was  so  intended  {Spring- 
feld  V.  Green,  7  Baxt.  301),  and  it  is- true 
that  the  taking  of  a  check  of  another  by  a 
creditor  on  account  is  not  necessarily  pay- 
ment, but  must  have  effect  according  to  the 
intention  of  the  parties.  In  the  absence  of 
22  L.  R.  A. 


proof  of  a  special  agreement,  the  givlnr  np 
or  retention  of  the  original  security  will,  in 
general,  be  a  decisive  circumstance  in  de- 
termining that  question,  for  if  the  creditor 
means,  in  any  contingency,  to  resort  to  the 
original  indebtedness,  he  will  scarcely  be 
willing  to  surrender  all  evidence  of  tha't  in- 
debtedness to  his  debtor  without  fortifying 
himself  with  some  evidence  of  the  rearoat- 
ure  of  the  transaction.  MorriB  v.  Harte^, 
75  Va.  726;  Fidelity  Ins,  Tnut  d  8.  D,  Ok 
V.  Shenandoah  VaUey  R.  Go.  86  Va.  1. 

Upon  the  facts  of  this  transaction,  && 
given  by  the  son  and  not  denied  by  the  com- 
plainant, we  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  check 
was  accepted  in  payment.  In  this  connection 
it  is  objected  that  the  pleadings  raised  do 
question  as  to  notes  delivered  up  with  the 
receipt  when  the  account  was  received,  but 
receipt  for  the  account  is  exhibited  with  the 
answer,  and  the  account  itself  is  proven  by 
exhibit  to  deposition  of  defendant's  witness 
before  quoted  on  another  point,  and  it  shows 
that  it  was  largely  made  up  of  the  notes 
charged  in  it,  and  the  answer  avers  that  the 
chock  was  delivered  in  payment  of  this  ac- 
count, and  the  proof  so  shows.  Where  the 
creditor  accepts  the  check  of  his  debtor,  it  is 
his  duty  to  make  presentment  and  demand, 
and,  of  course,  the  same  duty  devolves  upon 
him  in  the  acceptance  of  an  indorsed  check, 
which  is  additional  security.  This  check 
was  not,  in  fact,  presented  until  June  33,— 
after  the  failure  of  the  bank.  Defendant 
averred  in  answer  that  Sulzbacher  Bros,  had 
on  deposit  at  the  time  the  check  was  drawn, 
and  up  to  the  failure  of  the  bank,  an  amount 
sufficient  to  have  paid  the  check,  and  this 
amount  was  lost  to  him  by  the  nej^Iigeace  of 
the  complainant.  It  is  not  denied  that  if 
these  facts  be  true  (and  the  failure  to  make 
demand  is  proven,  though  no  proof  is  offered 
as  to  the  condition  of  Sulzbacher's  account, 
as  averred)  the  defendant  would  be  dis- 
charged, and  without  proof  of  the  last  one 
he  would  be  discharged  if  this  was  a  suit 
upon  the  check ;  but  It  ia  insisted  that,  be- 
ing a  suit  upon  the  original  account,  the 
burden  of  proof  is  not  only  on  the  defendant 
to  show  that  presentment  and  demand  were 
not  made  by  the  plaintiff,  but  that  Sulzbadier 
Bros.^  had  the  amount  of  money  on  deposit  to 
pay  it,  and  that  defendant  sustained  the  loss 
of  that  amount  by  reason  of  such  negligence 
in  presenting  the  check.  It  is  the  duty  of 
the  holder  of  a  check,  if  he  receives  it  after 
banking  hours,  to  present  it  during  banking 
hours  of  the  next  day,  if  the  bank  Is  locatai 
in  the  same  town,  ss  was  this  one:  if  not. 
then  to  forward  it  next  day  by  mail.  If  he 
fails  to  do  this,  and  the  check  is  afterwards 
not  paid,  his  right,  as  against  the  indorser. 
is  extinguished.  Morse,  Banks  &  Banking 
§  422;  Planters  Bank  v.  MeniU,  7  Heisk. 
198 ;  Sckaolfleld  v.  Moon,  9  Heisk.  178. 

It  is  ar^ed,  however,  that  though  the  in 
dorser's  habilitvassuch  is  extinirnlshed.  yet 
if  the  indorser  fs  the  original  debtor  his  lia- 
bility on  the  original  indebtedness  is  not  ex- 
tinguished, unless  it  further  appeara  that  act- 
ual loss  was  sustained  in  consequence  of  such 
delay  ;  and  that  the  burden  of  proof  is  on  the 
debtor  to  go  further,  and  show  such  loss. 
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This  exact  question  in  express  terms  has  not 
been  adjudicated  in  this  state,  and  there  is  a 
great  dearth  of  authority  upon  it,  althou^i^h 
it  would  seem  to  be  one  which  must  haTe  re- 
peatedly arisen.  It  is  settled  in  this  state 
and  many  others  that  in  suits  on  checks, 
where  there  has  not  been  due  demand  and 
notice,  the  burden  of  pr'oof  is  upon  Uie  holder 
of  the  check  to  show  that  the  drawer  has  sus- 
tained no  injury.  8  Am.  &  £ng.  Encyclop. 
Law,  and  cases  cited  under  the  note  as  to 
burden  of  proof.  See  Planters  Bank  v.  Mer- 
Hit,  7  Heisk.  177.  The  same  doctrine  has 
been  applied  in  this  state  to  the  case  of  suit 
on  the  original  indebtedness.  Betterton  v. 
Roopey  8  Lea,  215.  It  is  true  that  in  that 
case  it  appeared  in  fact  that  the  drawer  had 
funds  to  his  credit,  but  this  was  not  the  con- 
trolling point  in  the  case,  and,  besides,  this 
was  the  case  of  a  drawer's  check,  and  not  an 
indorsed  one.  'We  think  the  sound  rule  is, 
whether  the  suit  be  on  the  check  indorsed  or 
on  the  original  indebtedness,  and  it  appears 
in  the  proof  that  such  check  was  not  duly 
presented  and  payment  demanded,  where  the 
check  has  been  received  as  absolute  or  condi* 
tlonal  payment,  then  the  burden  of  proof 
shifts  to  tb^  holder  to  show  that,  notwith- 
standing such  delay,  the  debtor  was  not  in- 
jured. In  the  Merritt  Ckue,  already  cited,  it 
IS  said  if  the  presentment  and  demand  be  not 
properly  maae  the  presumption  of  injury 
Irom  the  negligence  of  the  holder  arises,  and 
the  onus  of  showing  that  no  injury  has  re- 
sulted from  delay  (o  the  drawer  rests  on  the 
holder.  The  presumption  is  that  the  check 
is  drawn  on  actual  funds. 

It  is  insisted  in  the  argument  of  com- 
plainant that  a  different  rule  is  settled  in  the 
cases  of  Bradford  v.  Fox,  38  N.  Y.  289,  and 
Syraeuas,  B,  &  N,  Y.  R.  Co.  v.  Collin%,  8 
Lana.  29;  but  this  is  an  erroneous  applica- 
tion of  these  cases.  The  first  was  the  case 
of  the  debtor  giving  his  own  check  in  pay- 
ment, which  the  bank  refused  to  certify 
without  explanation,  thus  creating  the  in- 
ference that  the  check  was  worthless.  It  is 
true  that  the  court  in  that  case  said  ''that 
cases  regarding  the  laches  of  the  holder  in 
demanding  payment  or  in  giving  notice  of 
dishonor,  in  which  the  onvLs  of  proving  that 
no  damages  accrued  was  upon  the  holder, 
had  no  application,  because  this  action  was 
for  the  collection  of  the  pre-existing  debt, 
and  the  onus  of  proving  payment  was  upon 
the  defendant ;  and  that  it  was  not  sufficient 
for  him  to  show  laches  of  the  plaintiff,  but 
he  must  go  further,  and  show  that  loss  had 
occurred.  But  that  was  simply  applying 
the  rule,  which,  as  we  understand  it,  is  ap- 
plied by  courts  holding  that  the  burden  of 
proof,  in  cases  where  the  creditor  has  given 
his  own  check  in  payment  of  his  indebted- 
ness, is  upon  the  holder  to  show  both  de- 
lay and  loss.  ^  Such  holding  puts  the  burden 
upon  him,  not  only  to  show  delay  in  pre- 
sentment of  the  check,  but  loss  to  himself  in 
consequence.  If,  however,  payment  absolute 
or  conditional  has  been  made  by  the  check 
of  another,  indorsed  by  the  debtor,  the  fail- 
ure to  present  such  check  and  demand  pay- 
ment properly,  will  release  the  debtor  as  to 
his  liability  upon  the  check  and  original 
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indebtedness.  Smith  v.  MiOer,  48  N.  Y.  171, 
8  Am.  Rep.  690;  Dan.  Keg.  Inst.  §  828, 
cited  and  approved;  BetterUm  v.  Boope,  8 
J^ea,  220.  , 

The  second  case  in  8  Lansing's  Reports, 
cited,  was  also  a  case  where  the  debtor  bad 
given  his  own  check,  and  in  which  the  rule 
stated  in  the  Bradford  Case  was  applied; 
put,  too,  upon  the  ground  that  the  action 
was  upon  the  pre-existing  debt,  and  was  not, 
therefore,  concluded  by  proof  of  delay  in 
presentment  of  the  check,  independent  of  any 
proof  of  loss.  They  sustain  the  theory  that 
such  delay  alone  does  not  discharge  the  orig- 
inal debt  of  the  drawer.  But  in  the  case  of 
Carroll  v.  Siceet,  128  N.  Y.  19,  18  L.  R.  A. 
48,  a  later  case  from  the  same  state,  and 
from  the  court  of  appeals,  where  provisional 

Sayment  of  a  debt  had  been  made  by  in- 
orsed  check,  it  was  said:  **The  debt  re- 
mained until  discharged  by  payment  of  the 
check,  or  by  such  dealing  with  ihe  check  by 
the  plaintiff  as  would  in  judgment  of  law 
convert  what  was  originally  a  provisional 
payment  into  an  absolute  one.  The  check 
was  dated  August  22,  1887,  and  was  drawn 
on  the  Asbury  Park  National  Bank,  and  was 
on  the  same  day  indorsed  and  delivered  by 
the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff  at  the  place 
where  the  bank  was  located.  The  plaintiff, 
on  accepting  the  check,  assumed,  as  between 
himself  and  the  defendant,  an  obligation  to 
present  the  same  to  the  bank  for  payment 
within  the  time  prescribed  by  the  law-mer- 
chant,— that  is  to  say,  not  'later  than  the 
next  day  after  its  date, — and,  if  refused,  to 
protest  the  same,  and  give  notice  of  nonpay- 
ment. Smith  V.  Janes,  20  Wend.  192,  82 
Am.  Dec.  527.  It  was  not  presented  until 
the  81st  of  August,  nine  days  after  it  was 
received  by  plaintiff.  The  defendant  was,^ 
by  such  delay,  discharged  from  liability  as 
indorser  of  the  check,  irrespective  of  any 
Question  of  loss  or  injury.  Presentment  in 
Que  time,  as  fixed  by  the  law  merchant,  was 
a  condition,  upon  the  performance  of  which 
the  liability  of  the  defendant  as  indorser  de- 
pended, and  this  delay  was  not  excused  al- 
though the  drawer  of  the  check  had  no 
funds,  or  was  insolvent,  or  because  pre- 
sentment would  have  been  unavailing  as  a 
means  of  procurinff  payment.  Mohawk  Bank 
V.  Broderiek,  10  Wend.  804 ;  Oough  v.  Stoats, 
18  Wend.  549.  A  different  rule  obtains  as 
between  the  holder  and  drawer  of  a  check. 
As  l)etween  them,  presentment  may  be  made 
at  any  time,  and  oelay  in  presentment  does 
not  discharge  the  liability  of  the  drawer, 
unless  loss  to  him  has  resulted.  Little  v. 
Phenix  Bank,  2  Hill,  425.  The  action  here 
is  not  upon  the  indorsement  of  the  defend- 
ant, but  upon  the  original  indebtedness.  If 
the  discharge  of  the  defendant's  liability 
as  indorser  discharges  also  his  liability  as 
debtor  for  the  original  debt,  the  judgment 
must,  on  that  ground,  be  reversed.  In^Bam- 
ilton  V.  CunningJiamy  2  Brock.  350,  Chief 
Justice  Marshall  considered  the  effect  of  the 
neglect  of  the  holder  of  a  bill  to  give  due 
notice  of  dishonor,  whereby  prior  parties 
thereto  were  discharged  upon  the  liability 
of  the  debtor  for  a  debt  for  which  the  bill 
was  drawn.    After  showing  that  the  author- 
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ities  in  which  the  debtor  had  been  discharged 
proceeded  upon  the  theory  that  he  has  sus- 
tained an  actual  loss,  he  reached  the  conclu- 
sion that  the  true  principle  is  'that,  if  a  bill 
be  received  as  provisional  payment,  the  omis- 
sion to  give  defendant  notice  of  its  dishonor 
deprives  the  creditor  of  his  action  on  that 
bill,  but  does  not  compel  him  to  take  it  in 
absolute  payment,  or  deprive  him  of  his  ac- 
tion on  the  original  debt,  further  than  dam- 
age has  been  sustained  actually  or  in  legal 
supposition  by  the  debtor.'  aee  also,  Oal- 
lagher  v.  Bobertn,  2  Wash.  C.  C.  191 ;  Fleig 
V.  Sleet,  48  Ohio  St.  53,  54  Am.  Rep.  800.* 
Andrews,  J.,  who  delivered  the  opinion  in 
that  case,  adds:  **I  am  not  sure  that  this 
doctrine  is  reconcilable  with  expressions  in 
the  opinion  of  this  court  in  dtnith  v.  MiUer, 
48  N.  y.  171.  3  Am.  Rep.  690,  52  N.  Y.  545." 
He  then  quotes  from  that  case,  and  shows 
that  judgment  was  therein  rendered  for  the 
defendant  on  two  grounds:  ** First,  in  the 
absence  of  proof  of  demand  and  refusal  and 
notice  to  the  drawer  according  to  the  usual 
course,  there  could  be  no  recovery  upon  the 
draft,  or  upon  the  indebtedness  upon  which 
it  was  given ;  and,  second,  on  the  ground  of 


negligence  in  failing  to  present  the  check 
on  the  day  on  which  it  was  given.  The  lut 
ground  stated  was,  upon  the  facts,  a  satis- 
factory  basis  for  the  judgment,  and  the  stune 
principle  was  applied  upon  similar  facts  in 
Fir9i  Nat,  Bank  of  MeadvilU,  Pa,  v.  Fourih 
Nat,  Bank  of  Neu>  York  City,  77  N.  T.  320. 
88  Am.  Rep.  618."  The  court  then  declines 
to  determine  whether  the  cases  cited  were  in 
conflict  or  not,  or  which  class  of  cases  stood 
upon  the  better  reason,  but  gave  the  defend- 
ant a  new  trial  upon  the  facts.  We  think. 
as  therein  indicated,  that  the  extinguishment 
of  liability  as  indorser  on  the  check  was  an 
extinguishment  of  liabilitv  for  the  original 
indebtedness ;  that  when  defendant  had  shown 
such  delay  in  the  presentment  and  demand 
as  discharged  the  indorser,  it  made  outs  case 
in  which  he  was  discharged  from  theorigioal 
indebtedness,  and,  if  any  facts  existed  which 
would  rebut  the  case  thus  made  out,  the  onnn 
shifted  to  the  plaintift  to  show  them.  See. 
as  to  shifting  of  burden  of  proof  on  analogous 
question,  Morse,  Banks  &  Banking,  §  431. 
subsec.  f. 

The  judgment  is  therefore  affirmed,  with 
costs. 


CALIFORNIA  SUPREME  COURT  (In  Banc). 


Clara  H.  SCHMIDT  et  al.,  Reepts,, 
BRIEG  et  al,,  Appte 
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!•  The  words  "Saawaparllla  and  Iron'* 
caAnot  be  eliUmed  wm  a  trademark  Cor 

a  medicinal  compound  or  bevera^re  Inoludlnff 
sarsaparllla  and  iron  as  Inirredlents  as  against  an 
alleged  infringing  compound  of  which  the  words 
are  equally  descriptive,  even  If  the  ingredients 
named  are  only  a  small  part  of  the  compound* 

8.  The  use  of  lahielSt  marks*  and  dewices 
so  closely  resemblinfl^  those  used  by 
one  claiming  a  trademark  as  to  deceive 
purchasers  exercising  ordinary  care  constitutes 
an  infringement  of  his  riglits  independently  of 
the  validity  of  the  trademarks  in  question. 

8.  A  palpable  imitation  of  a  label  for 
a  medicinal  compound  called  ^'Sarsa- 
pariUa  and  Iron**  both  having  the  word  "^sar- 
saparllla"  at  tne  top  in  large  letters  and  the  word 
**iroQ'*  in  the  border  of  the  lower  half  of  the  label, 
and  both  having  parallel  lines  across  the  middle 
with  the  names  of  the  manufacturers  between 
and  their  monogram  In  the  same  position,  and 
both  having  the  words  *'  a  great  blood  purifier" 
and  "cures  all  skin  diseases"  printed  in  the  lower 
half  of  the  label  while  the  only  material  differ- 
ence in  the  design  and  appearance  of  the  labels  is 
in  theh:  color,  is  sufficient  to  constitute  an  in- 
fringement, even  if  there  is  no  valid  trademark 
in  any  of  the  words  copied. 

(December  80, 1808.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  judgment  of 
the    Superior   Court   for   the  City  and 


County  of  San  Francisco  in  favor  of  plain 
tiffs  and  from  an  order  denying  a  motion  for 
a  new  trial  in  an  action  brought  to  recover 
damages  for  the  alleged  infringement  of  a 
trademark  and  to  enjoin  further  infringemeDt. 
Modified  and  affirmed. 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Mesers.  James  O.  Ma^ire,  E.  S.  Salo- 
mon, and  Henrj-  Elekhofl^  for  apnellaDts: 

The  words  comprising  the  name  alic^  to 
have  been  adopted  were  and  are  words  ni  com- 
mon use,  which  were  and  are  the  common 
property  of  the  whole  peopif. 

iNo  one  can  acquire  an  exclusive  right  to  any 
of  those  words  by  adopting  it  as  a  trademare 
unless  It  be  used  arbitrarily  as  a  fancy  name, 
neither  intended  to  designate  qualities  or  in- 
gredients of  the  commodity  to  which  it  is  at- 
tached, nor  to  mislead  the  public  as  to  the 
true  qualities  or  ingredients  of  the  commod- 
ity. 

Browne,  Trademarks,  §  161;  CaL  Givil 
Code,  §  991;  Gorbin  v.  Q<mld,  188  U.  S.  808. 38 
L.  ed.  611;  Amoekeag  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Trainer,  101 
U.  S.  51,  25  L.  ed.  998;  Delaware  <t  K  Canal 
Co,  V.  Clark,  80  U.  S.  18  Wall.  811.  90  L  ed. 
581;  Eggere  v.  Hink,  63  Cal.  445.  49  Am.  Bep. 
96;  Bvrke  v.  Camn,  45  Cal.  467, 18  Am.  Rep, 
204;  Wo^  V.  Ooulard,  18  How.  Pr.  64;  Bur- 
nett V.  Fhalon,  9  Bosw.  192;  Amoekeag  Mfy. 
Co.  y.  Spear,  2  Sandf.  599;  Colonial  Uft 
A»8ur,  Co.  V.  Home  dt  Colonial  A$$ur.  Co.  5S 
Beav.  548;  Cor  win  v.  Daly,  7  Bosw.  238. 

Words  which  are  merely  descriptive  of  an 
article,  constituting  its  ordinary  and  known 
name,  or  indicating  its  ini^redients,  mode  of 
composition,  characteristic  properties,  qaalitj. 


NoTB.— For  other  speoitlo  instances  of  words 
which  are  held  to  be  common  property  not  subject 
to  trademark,  see  Rumford  Chemical  Worla  v 
Muth  (C.  C.  D.  Md.)  1  L.  K.  A.  44,  and  noU;  Alff  v. 
22  L.  R.  A. 


Radam  (Tex.)  9  L.  B.  A.  146,  and  note;  Bolander  t. 
Peterson  (fll.)  U  L.  R.  A.  860;  Munro  v.  Touser 
(N.  Y.)  14  L.  R.  A.  245. 
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Dature,  size,  or  the  like,  cannot  be  appropri- 
ated as  a  trademark. 

Sebastian,  Trademarks,  31-36;  Brown  Chem- 
ical Co,  V.  Meyer,  189  U.  S.  540,  85  L.  ed.  247: 
Ooodyear'g  India  Rubber  Olove  Mfg.  Co.  v. 
Goodyear  Bvbber  Co.  128  U.  S.  598,  82  L.  ed. 
535;  Amoskeag  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Trainer,  supra; 
Falkinburg  v.  Luey,  85  Cal.  58,  95  Am.  Dec. 
76;  Stokes  v.  Landgraff,  17  Barb.  608;  Amos- 
keag Mfg.  Co.  V.  Bpear,  2  Sandf.  599;  FeiHdge 
V.  Wdls,  4  Abb.  Pr.  144;  Phalon  v.  WHght,  5 
Phila.  464;  MarshaU  v.  PinkUm,  62  Wis.  572, 

88  Am.  Rep.  756;  Larrabee  v.  Lewis,  67  (>a. 
561,  44  Am.  Kep.  785;  Ointer  v.  Kinney 
Tobacco  Co.  12  Fed.  Rep.  782;  Avery  v.  MeikU, 
81  Ky.  78;  Cheavin  v.  Walker,  L.  R.  5  Cb.  Div, 
850;  Humphrey's  Specific  Homeopathic  Medicine 
Co,  V.  Went,  14  Fed.  Rep.  250;  Casficell  v. 
Dams,  58  N.  Y.  223.  17  Am.  Rep.  288;  Van 
Beit  V.  Preseott,  14  Jones  &  S.  542:  HosUtter 
V.  Adams,  10  Fed.  Rep.  838;  Bullock  v.  Gray, 
19  Jour.  Jurisp.  218;  TayUyr  v.  QiUies,  59  N. 
Y.  381.  17  Am.  Rep.  888;  Batty  v.  HUl,  1 
Hem.  &  M.  264. 

The  rule  excluding  descriptive  terms  applies 
to  tradenames  as  wen  as  trademarks. 

Delaware  d  H.  Canal  Co.  v.  Clark,  80  U.  8. 
13  Wall.  811.  20|L.  ed.58l;  Choynski  v.  Cohen, 

89  Cal.  501,  2  Am.  Rep.  476;  Cohn  v.  Kahn, 
8  Cin.  L.  Bull  154,  26  Alb.  L.  J.  812;  Gray  v. 
Koch,  2  Mich.  N.  P.  119. 

To  entitle  to  relief  the  resemblance  must  be 
such  as  to  deceive  an  ordinary  purchaser  giv- 
ing such  attention  to  the  same  as  such  a  pur- 
chaser usually  gives  and  to  cause  him  to  pur- 
chase the  one  supposiue^it  to  be  the  other. 

Gorham  Mfg.  Co.  v.  YfhiU,  81  U.  S.  14 Wall. 
511.  20  L.  ed.  781;  y^alton  v.  Crowley,  8 
Blatcbf.  440. 

That  question  is  one  of  fact  to  be  determined 
upon  evidence. 

Ibid. 

The  unreasonable  delay  on  the  part  of  re- 
spondents in  asserting  any  claim  of  exclusive 
right  in  or  to  the  trademark  or  label,  what- 
ever effect  it  may  have  under  our  law  upon  the 
right  to  an  injunction,  certainly  takes  away  all 
equitable  right  to  any  accounting  for  damages, 
or  to  any  awarding  of  damages  beyond  that 
which  is  merely  nominal. 

Amoskeag  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Garner,  4  Am.  L.  T. 
N.  S.  176;  Sawyer  v.  Kellogg.  9  Fed.  Rep.  601; 
Isaacson  v.  Thompson,  41 L.  J.  Ch.  101;  Rogers 
V.  Rogers,  31  L.  T.  N.  8.  285;  Eatcouri  v.  Bop 
Essence  Co,  Id.  567;  Harrison  v.  Taylor,  11 
Jur.  N.  8.  408;  Beard  v.  Turner,  18  L.  T.  N. 
S.  746. 

Messrs.  John  L.  Boone  and  Lang^horne 
dt  Miller*  for  respondents: 

Respondents  do  not  claim  the  right  to  the 
^^xclnsive  use  of  the  word  "  Sarsaparilla." 
Neither  do  they  claim  the  exclusive  right  to 
the  use  of  the  word  "  Iron." 

What  they  do  claim  is  that  they  adopted  the 
words  '*  8arsaparilla  and  Iron"  as  a  compofind 
name  or  phrase,  to  indicate  or  designate  a  new 
product,  and  that  the  use  of  this  name  or 
phrase  is  foreign  to  any  use  to  which  it  had 
ever  before  been  applied. 

CasfieeU  v.  Davis,  85  How.  Pr.  75. 

The  natural  association  of  these  .words  with 
the  article  they  represent  would  be  in  connec- 
tion with  a  medicine  in  the  minds  of  most,  if 
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not  all,  persons.  When,  however,  they  are 
used  to  indicate  a  beverage,  there  is  no  associa- 
tion whatever  that  will  indicate  the  true  nature 
of  the  article. 

There  may  be  an  exclusive  right  in  names 
expressing  Qualities  or  attributes  where  form- 
ing part  of  a  device  peculiar  to  the  manu- 
facturer or  vender  of  the  article. 

Corwin  v.  Daly,  7  Bosw.  222  ;  Burton  v. 
Stratton,  12  Fed.  Rep.  696;  Browne,  Trade- 
marks, ^  185. 

Tradename  has  been  adopted  to  indicate  a 
mark  or  name  which  has  become  known  and 
established,  as  the  name  of  a  new  product,  so 
as  to  become  identified  with  the  product,  or 
article  that  it  indicates,  whether  the  name 
constitutes  a  true  legal  trademark  or  not,  and 
it  receives  its  support  from  the  rule  of  law  that 
one  man  shall  not  be  permitted  to  pass  off  his 
goods  as  and  for  the  goods  of  another. 

McLean  ^.Fleming,  96 U.  8. 245, 24 L. ed.  828; 
Browne,  Trademarks,  chap.  12,  p.  524;  §521  et 
seq.,  also  §  48;  Pierce  v.  Guittard,  68  Cal.  68, 
58  Am.  Rep.  1;  4  Harvard  L.  Rev.  821;  Burton 
V.  Stratton,  12  Fed.  Rep.  696;  MeCann  v. 
Anthony,  Price  &  8.  1054;  Levu  v.  Walker,  L. 
R.  10  Ch.  Div.  447;  WiUiam  Rogers  Mfg.  Co, 
V.  Rogers  A  S,  Mfg.  Co.  11  Fed.  Rep.  495;  (7e^ 
luloid  JUfg.  Co.  v.  Cellonite  Mfg.  Co.  82  Fed. 
Rep.  94;  Moxie  Nerve  Food  Co.  v.  Baumbach, 
82  Fed.  Rep.  205;  Societe  Anonyme  de  la  Dis- 
tillerie  de  la  L.  B.  de  VA.  de  F,  v.  Western 
Distilling  Co.  48  Fed.  Rep.  416. 

The  very  fact,  therefore,  that  the  appellants 
are  selling,  under  the  name  *'  Sarsaparilla  and 
Iron,"  a  beverage  that  is  not  respondents'  pat- 
ented beverage,  is  evidence  of  fraud  on  their 
part.  Their  beverage  is  not  * '  Sarsaparilla  and 
iron,"  but  an  imitation  of  respondents'  bever- 
age, and  in  order  to  deceive  the  public  and  keep 
up  the  imitation  and  fraud  they  call  it  *'  Sar- 
saparilla and  Iron,"  thus  uniting  every  element 
that  constitutes  a  fraud,  both  upon  the  re- 
spondents and  upon  the  public,  and  carrying 
on  an  unfair  competition  in  business. 

Congress  dk  E.  Spring  Co.  v.  High  Rock  Con- 
gress Spring  Co.  57  Barb.  526. 

A  mere  change  of  color  of  a  label  where  the 
design  is  retained  does  not  relieve  the  party 
from  infringing. 

Browne,  Trademarks.  §^  263;  Sebastian, 
Trademarks,  pp.  79,  307;  McLean  v.  Fleming, 
96  U.  8.  245,  24  L.  ed.  8^;  Guinness  v.  Ull- 
mer,  10  L.  T.  127. 

Paterson*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court : 

This  is  an  action  for  an  injunction,  and  to 
recover  damages  for  an  infringement  of  plain- 
tiffs' trademark  and  labels.  The  facts  found 
by  the  court  below  are  substantially  as  fol- 
lows :  In  the  year  1887  plaintiffs  commenced 
to  manufacture  and  sell  a  new  and  valu- 
able medicinal  compound  or  beverage,  and 
adopted  and  used  in  connection  with  the  sale 
thereof  the  name  "Sarsaparilla  and  Iron." 
By  reason  of  the  superior  character  of  the 
medicinal  constituents  employed  in  the  man- 
ufacture of  the  beverage  or  compound  it  be- 
came widely  known  and  highly  esteemed  by 
the  trade,  and  identified  and  distinguished 
by  dealers  and  consumers  under  the  designa- 
tion of  "Sarsaparilla  and  Iron."    This  name 
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was  not  at  that  time  in  ase  or  known  as  a 
designation  of  any  similar  article  of  manu- 
facture on  sale.  For  the  purpose  of  identi- 
fying the  beverage  as  being  of  their  man- 
ufacture, and  to  distinguish  it  from  other 
articles  of  a  similar  nature,  plaintiffs  have 
affixed  to  the  bottles  containing  the  same 
their  own  labels,  devices,  and  trademark, 
specimens  of  which  are  attached  to  the 
complaint  herein.  The  article  has  become 
widely  known  to  the  public  and  to  buyers 
and  consumers  thereof  as  the  beverage  man- 
ufactured and  sold  by  the  plaintiffs,  not  only 
through  the  name  "Sarsaparilla  and  Iron,"** 
but  through  said  labels ;  and  up  to  the  time 
of  the  iniringement,  hereinafter  referred  to, 
large  sales  and  great  profits  had  been  made 
by  the  plaintiffs.  The  defendants,  since  the 
month  of  December,  1888,  willfully  disre- 
garding the  rights  of  the  plaintiffs,  and  with 
the  intention  to  divert  to  themselves  the  busi- 
ness of  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  profits  and 
gains  thereof,  have  fraudulently  prepared, 
sold,  and  now  continue  to  manufacture  and 
sell,  throughout  the  state  of  California,  an 
article  or  beverage  in  imitation  of  the  plain- 
tiffs' beverage,  havin/z:  the  same  taste,  flavor, 
and  appearance  as  plaintiffs'  article,  with 
the  intent  to  decelve'and  defraud  the  public 
and  to  injure  and  defraud  the  plaintiffs. 
They  have  put  their  beverage  in  bottles  and 
packages  similar  to  those  u^  by  the  plain- 
tiffs, and  have  labeled  their  bottles  with 
labels,  names,  marks,  and  devices  similar  to 
those  used  by  the  plaintiffs.  Copies  of  these 
labels  are  attached  to  the  complaint.  These 
marks  and  devices  so  eloselv  resembled  those 
used  by  the  plaintiffs  as  to  be  calculated  and 
liable  to  deceive  purchasers  and  consumers 
of  plaintiffs*  article,  and  to  lead  them,  al- 
thoujfh  exercising  ordinary  care  and  pru- 
dence, to  believe  that  the  article  contained 
therein  is  the  plaintiffs'  article,  greatly  to 
the  diminution  and  damage  of  the  business 
and  profits  of  plaintiffs  derived  therefrom. 
The  defetidants'  beverage  in  imitation  of  the 
plaintiffs'  compound  or  beverage  is  inferior 
to  that  put  up  by  the  plaintiffs,  and  by  reason 
thereof  the  reputation  of  plaintiffs'  article 
has  been  greatly  injured,  but  there  is  no  del- 
eterious or  poisonous  substance  in  the  de- 
fendants' beverage.  By  reason  of  the  wrong- 
ful acts  of  the  defendants  the  plaintiffs  have 
sustained  damage  in  the  amount  of  $8,589.25. 
Upon  these  findin/^s  the  court  concluded  that 
the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  an  injunction 
perpetually  restraining  the  defendants  from 
"preparing,  putting  up,  selling,  or  offering 
for  sale  said  or  any  imitation  of  plaintiffs' 
article,  or  any  article  under  or  bearing  Uie 
name  of  'Sarsaparilla  and  Iron, '  or  any  arti- 
cle under  or  bearing  a  colorable  or  other  im- 
itation of  said  name,  or  any  article  bearing 
said  false  labels  (Exhibit  R) ,  or  any  imita- 
tion of  the  said  labels  of  plaintiffs,  or  any 
article  bearing  upon  or  connecting  therewith 
any  of  the  said  names,  devices,  or  trademarks 
of  the  plaintiffs  which  are  shown  upon  said 
labels  or  exhibits.  Also  that  plaintiffs  were 
entitled  to  recover  said  sum  of  $3,589.25  and 
costs."  A  decree  was  entered  accordingly. 
1.  Words  which  are  merely  descriptive  of 
the  character,  quality,  or  composition  of  an 
22  L.  R.  A. 


article  cannot  be  monopolized  as  a  tnuiemark. 
Thus  it  has  been  held  that  the  words  ''Iron 
Bitters"  are  so  fkr  indicative  of  the  qualities 
of  an  article  as  to  fall  within  the  scope  of 
the  rule  (Brown  CJiemicai  Co,  v.  Meyer,  \^ 
U.  S.  542,  35  L.  ed.  248),  and  that  name  U 
no  more  generic  than  the  name  "Sarsapar- 
illa  and  Iron."  Our  Code  provides  that  a 
trademark  ^all  not  include  any  designation 
"which  relates  only  to  t^e  name,  quaJitr.  or 
description  of  the  thing. "  Civil  Code,  ^'991. 
Words  in  common  use  are  the  common  prop- 
erty of  the  people,  and  no  one  can  acquire  in 
exclusive  right  to  such  words  by  adopting 
them  as  his  trademark,  unless  they  be  used 
o\it  'of  their  ordinary  acceptation,  and  as  & 
fancy  name.  The  general  rule  is  opposed  to 
the  use  of  mere  words  as  a  trademark ;  but  if 
all  of  the  words  be  used  under  a  new  com- 
bination in  the  way  of  a  fancy  name  or  des- 
ignation, ^ey  may  constitute  a  valid  trade- 
mark, if  they  do  in  fact  indicate  origin  or 
ownership.  Lawrence  Jffg.  Co.  v.  Tenni$tee 
Mfg,  (JO.  188  U.  S.  546.  34  L.  ed.  1008.  We 
think  the  words  "Sarsaparilla  and  Iron"  are 
generic  terms,  and  were  used  for  the  purpose 
of  indicating,  not  so  mudi  the  origin,  man- 
ufacture, or  ownership  of  the  beveraee.  as 
the  quality  of  the  article  itself.  In  Dmitare 
&  R.  Canal  Co.  v.  Clark,  80  U.  8.  18  Wall. 
327,  20  L.  ed.  584,  the  court  said:  "True, 
it  may  be  that  the  use  by  a  second  producer, 
in  describing  truthfully  his  product  by  & 
name  or  combination  of  woros  already  in 
use  by  another,  may  have  the  effect  of  caus- 
ing the  public  to  mistake  as  to  the  origin  or 
ownership  of  the  property ;  but  if  it  is  just 
as  true  in  its  application  to  his  goods  m  it 
is  to  those  of  another,  who  first  applied  it, 
and  who,  therefore,  claims  an  exclusive  right 
to  use  it,  there  is  no  legal  or  moral  wrong 
done."  We  held  here  that  a  persoo  is  not 
entitled  to  the  exclusive  use  of  the  words 
"Antiquarian  Book  Store"  as  a  trademark. 
CJioynski  v.  Cohi^n,  89  Cal.  501,  2  Am.  Rep. 
476.  See  also  Browne,  Trademarks,  §  164; 
Raggett  v.  Findlater,  L.  R.  17  Eq.  29.  The 
words  "Sarsaparilla  and  Iron"  describe  in- 
gredients well  known  to  the  public.  The 
word  "sarsaparilla"  means  a  root,  or  its  ex- 
tract, and  iron,  as  used  in  connection  with 
the  word  "sarsaparilla,"  must  mean  a  solu- 
tion of  the  metal  iron.  But  it  is  claimed  by 
respondents  that  the  words  "  Sarsaparilla  and 
Iron"  do  not,  in  fact,  indicate  the  character, 
kind,  or  quality  of  their  beverage ;  thaX  it  is 
not  a  composition  of  sarsaperifla  and  iron, 
but  a  solution  of  various  substances ;  that  it 
contains  only  a  small  quantity  of  sarsaparilla 
and  a  small  quantity  of  iron  and  the  name 
was  given  to  the  beverage  only  as  a  name  by 
which  it  might  be  known,  without  in  asj 
way  being  descriptive.  But  it  is  sufficient 
to  say  in  answer  to  this  claim  that  the  name 
given  to  the  article  is  either  generic,  or  it  is 
of  such  a  character  that  i  t  can  as  well  b^ 
applied  to  defendants'  beverage  as  to  the 
plaintiffs' ;  and,  this  being  so,  as  was  said  in 
Jklaware  'd  H.  Canal  Co..  v.  C^rk,  supra,  al- 
though the  use  of  the  name  may  have  the 
effect  of  causing  the  public  to  mistake  as  to 
the  origin  or  ownership  of  the  product,  •*if 
it  is  just  as  true  in  its  application  to  hi& 
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goods  as  it  is  to  those  of  another,  who  first 
applied  to  it,  .  .  .  there  is  no  legal  or 
moral  wrong  done,"  the  words  or  combina- 
tion being  of  such  a  character  as  to  designate 
respectively  well-known  articles  of  com- 
merce. 

2.  It  will  be  observed  from  our  statement 
of  the  facts  that  the  court  found  the  defend- 
ants willfully,  with  intention  to  divert  to 
themselves  the  business  of  the  plaintiffis,  and 
secure  the  profits  and  gains  thereof,  prepared 
and  sold  large  quantities  of  an  inferior  im- 
itation of  the  defendants'  beverage,  and  in 
doing  so  had  used  labels,  marks,  and  devices 
so  closely  resembling  those  used  by  the  plain- 
tiffs as  to  deceive  the  purchasers,  and  lead 
them,  although  exercising  ordinary  care,  to 
believe  that  they  were  purchasing  plaintiffs' 
beverage.  Upon  this  finding  the  plaintiffs 
were  entitled  to  judgment,  independently  of 
the  validity  of  the  trademarks  in  question. 
In  Lawrence  Mfg.  ,Co.  v.  Tennesiee  Mfg.  Co., 
»upra,  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Fuller  said:  "Un- 
doubtedly an  inferior  and  fraudulent  com- 
petition against  the  business  of  the  plaintiff, 
conducted  with  the  intent  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant  to  avail  itself  of  the  reputation  of 
the  plaintiff  to  palm  off  its  goods  as  plain- 
tiff's, would,  in  a  proper  case,  constitute 
ground  for  relief;"  and  in  the  course  of  his 
opinion  referred  to  an  English  case,  in  which 
Lord  Justice  Lindley  remarked  that,  "al- 
though the  plaintiffs' had  no  exclusive  right 
to  the  use  of  the  words  'Stone  Ale'  alone  as 
against  the  world,  or  any  right  to  prevent 
the  defendant  selling  his  goods  as  having 
been  nuule  at  Stone,  'yet,  as  against  a  par- 
ticular defendant,  who  is  fraudulently  using 
or  going  to  fraudulently  use  the  words  with 
the  express  purpose  of  passing  off  his  goods 
as  the  goods  of  the  plaintiffs,  it  appears  to 
me  that  the  plaintiffs  may  have  rights  which 
they  may  not  have  against  other  traders. '" 
A  competing  business  firm  is  bound  to  deal 
fairly  in  placing  its  rival  article  upon  the 
market;  and,  if  it  clearly  appears  t-hat  the 
defendants  have  closely  imitated  the  plain- 
tiffs' labels  and  style,  and  have  done  obvious 
damage  to  the  latter' s  business  through  the 
unlawful  business  methods  employee!,  the 
plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  relief  upon  the 
CTOund  ot  fraud.  Sperry  v.  Percital  MiUing 
Co.  81  Cal.  258;  Pierce  v.  Guitiard,  68  Cal. 
68.  58  Am.  Rep.  1.  Cases  are  not  wantincr  of 
injunctions  issued  to  restrain  the  use  even  of 
one's  own  name,  where  such  use  is  made 
with  such  additions  as  to  intentionally  de- 
ceive the  public,  and  make  them  believe  he 
is  selling  the  goods  of  another.  McLean  v. 
FUming,  96  U.  8.  261,  24  L.  ed.  880 ;  Bnywn 
Chemieal  Co.  v.  Meyer^  supra.  See  also 
MoHe  Neme  Food  Co.  v.  Baumbaeh,  82  Fed. 
Rep.  212;  California  Fig  Syrup  Co.  v.  2m  • 
pronsd  Fig  Syrup  Co.  51  Fed.  Rep.  297 ;  Im- 
proved  Fig  Syrup  Co.  v.  California  Fig  Syrup 
Co.  54  Fed.  Rep.  178,  7  U.  S.  App.— ;  CUve- 
land  Stone  Co.  v.  Wallace,  52  Fed.  Rep.  488. 

There  is  abundant  evidence  in  the  record 
to  support  the  finding  of  the  court.  The  de- 
fendant's label  is  a  palpable  imitation  in 
form  and  design  of  the  plaintiffs'  label. 
Both  have  the  same  general  appearance,  ex- 
cept in  color — one  being  blue,  the  other  red. 
22LR.A. 


Both  have  crescent- shaped  neck  labels  for  tlie 
bottle,  lined  and  lettered  in  similar  form. 
Both  have  the  word  "  Sarsaparilla"  at  the  top- 
of  the  label  in  large  letters,  and  the  word 
"  Iron"  printed  in  fhe  border  of  the  lower  half 
of  the  label.  Both  have  parallel  lines  run- 
nini;  across  the  middle  of  the  label  with  the 
name  of  the  manufacturers  between  the  same. 
The  monogram  of  the  defendants  occupies  the 
same  position  upon  their  label  as  the  trade- 
mark of  the  plaintiffs  upon  the  label  of  the 
latter.  Both  labels  have  the  words,  "A  great 
blood  purifier, "  and  **  Cures  all  skin  diseases, " 
printed  in  the  lower  half  of  the  label.  In 
fact  the  only  material  difference  between  the 
two  labels  in  design  and  appearance  exists  in 
the  colots,  but  this  is  no  'defense.  Browne, 
Trademarks,  ^  2B6.  The  difference  in  color 
is  a  mere  probative  fact,— a  circumstance  to 
be  considered  by  the  court  in  determining  the 
ultimate  question  as  to  whether  the  defend- 
ants' devices  so  closely  resembled  the  plain- 
tiffs' labels  as  to  deceive  the  public.  The 
court  below  has  found  the  fact  that  the  pur- 
chasers have  been  deceived  by  the  acts  of  the 
defendants,  and  we  cannot  say  that  this  find- 
ing is  not  supported  by  the  evidence.  As 
was  said  in  McLean  v.  Fleming,  supra: 
"  What  degree  of  resemblance  is  necessary  to 
constitute  an  infringement  is  incapable  of  ex- 
act definition  as  applicable  to  all  cases.  All 
that  courts  of  justice  can  do  in  that  regard 
is  to  say  that  no  trader  can  adopt  a  trademark 
so  resembling  that  of  another  trader  as  that 
ordinary  purchasers  buying  with  ordinary 
caution  are  likely  to  be  misled."  See  also 
Improved  Fig  Syrup  Co.  v.  California  Fig 
Syrup  Co.  54  Fed.  Rep.  178.  7  U.  8,  App.  — . 
The  testimony  shows  clearly  that  the  size, 
form,  design,  ornamentation,  and  phraseology 
of  plaintiffs'  label  were  studiously  followed 
by  the  defendants  in  the  preparation  of  their 
own,  and  that  the  latter  was  used  and  in- 
tended to  be  used  as  a  close  imitation  of  the 
plaintiffs'  label,  and  for  the  purpose  of  lead- 
ing the  public  to  believe  that  the  beverage 
contained  in  the  bottles  upon  which  the  de- 
fendants' labels  were  placeid  was  the  identical 
article  manufactured  by  the  plaintiffs. 

8.  The  appellants  insist  that  the  plaintiffs 
should  not  be  allowed  to  recover  any  dam- 
ages, because  of  the  delay  in  oommencing 
this  action.  This  claim  is  set  up  for  the  first 
time  in  this  court,  and  appears  to  be  an  after- 
thought. There  is  nothing  in  the  answer,  or 
in  the  report  of  the  proceedings  at  the  trial 
below,  indicating  an  intention  to  set  up  such 
a  defense.  The  point  ought  to  have  been 
raised  at  least  at  the  time  the  motion  for  a 
nonsuit  was  made,  the  facts  having  come  out 
in  the  evidence  of  the  plaintiffs ;  but  conced- 
ing for  the  purposes  of  the  discussion  that, 
notwithstanding  the  failure  of  the  defendants 
to  set  up  the  plea  of  laches  until  this  time. 
It  should  still  be  considered,  we  think  ^e 
contention  is  not  supported  by  the  admitted 
facts.     The  action  was  commenced  about  two 

?'ear8  after  the  plaintiffs  discovered  the  in- 
ringements,  and  the  record  shows  that  plain- 
tiffs had,  prior  to  the  bringing  of  this  ac- 
tion, brought  suit  against  other  infringers, 
and  that  the  defendants  not  only  had  notice 
of  this  prior  litigation,  but  had  changed  the 
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<X)lor  of  their  label  on  account  of  a  decision 
in  the  court  below.  The  doctrine  of  laches, 
as  applied  to  stale  claims  in  matters  of  trust, 
does  not  apply  with  full  force  to  cases  of  in- 
fringement.    Browne,  Trademarks,  g  685. 

It  follows  from  the  views  we  have  expressed 
that  the  judgment  of  the  court  is  erroneous 
in  two  particulars.  The  plaintiffs  were  not 
-entitled  to  a  decree  restraining  the  defendants 
from  preparing,  putting  up,  offering  for  sale, 
or  selling  the  beverage  in  question.  There 
is  nothing  in  the  complaint  upon  which  a 
jud|[ment  awarding  to  plaintiffs  the  cx- 
•clusive  right  to  manufacture  the  beverage  as 
against  the  defendants  can  be  predicated. 
Tne  decree  is  also  erroneous  in  so  far  as  it 
enjoins  the  defendants  from  making,«offering 
for  sale,  or  selling  any  beverage  or  article 
under  the  name  of  "Sarsaparilla  and  Iron." 
As  we  have  seen,  the  plaintiffs  have  not  the 
•exclusive  right  to  the  use  of  those  words.  In 
other  respects  the  decree  is  correct.  The  re- 
straining portion  of  the  decree  should  simply 


have  enjoined  the  defendants  from  selling  or 
offering  for  sale  any  beverage  or  article  bear- 
ing the  labels  shown  by  Exhibit  B,  attached 
to  the  complaint,  and  from  selling  or  offering 
to  sell  any  article  or  beverage  under  uj 
marks,  signs,  devices,  or  labels  calculated  or 
liable  to  deceive  purchasers  and  oonsumen 
of  plaintiffs'  article,  or  the  public  geDfiially. 
or  to  lead  them,  while  exercising  ordinary 
care  and  prudence  in  purchasing,  to  believe 
that  the  article  contained  in  the  defendants' 
bottles  and  packages  is  the  plaintiffs'  article. 
The  order  denying  the  defendants*  motion 
for  a  new  trial  is  affirmed.  The  cause  i8  re- 
manded, with  directions  to  the  court  below 
to  modify  the  decree  in  accordance  with  the 
views  herein  expressed.  As  so  vwdified  the 
judgment  mil  »ta7id  ajflrmed. 

We  concur:  MeFarlju&d*  «7. ;  Ghurontta* 
J,;  Hjirriaon.  J,;  Fitsi^raldt  J, 

Rehearing  denied. 
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!•  One  who  accepts  a  firee  pass  on  a 
street  railway  ^^tb  a  piiated  condition  tbat 


the  company  shall  not  he  liable  under  any  cir- 
cumstanoes,  whether  by  neirlisenoe  of  affentsor 
otherwise,  for  io juries,  is  bound  by  tiiat  condi- 
tion. 
8*  A  passenger's  standing  on  the  plst- 
form  of  the  trail  car  in  a  sisvhig 
cable  train  in  aooordance  with  oustom  is  nut 
negligence  as  matter  of  law,  in  the  abeenoe  of 
any  rule  of  the  company  against  it. 


"SatE.— Rights  of  person  riding  on  paw  or  con- 
tract for  free  pasaage. 

Stock  drover, 

A  carrier  is  liable  for  negligence  of  its  employ^ 
•causing  personal  injuries  to  a  stock  drover,  who  is 
with  his  stock,  or  riding  on  a  stock  contract,  or 
stock  pass,  where  no  question  is  made  as  to  the  as- 
sumption of  risk  hy  the  drover,  or  contract  limit- 
ing liability.  Union  R.  A  Transit  Co.  v.  Shacklet, 
119  III.  232:  Florida  B.  &  Nav.  Co.  v.  Webster,  26 
Fla.  884. 

And  in  such  a  case  he  is  entitled  to  all  the  rights 
of  a  passenger  for  hire.  Little  Bock  &  Ft.  S.  B.  Co. 
V.  Miles,  40  Ark.  298,  48  Am.  Bep.  10;  Waterbury  v. 
New  York  Cent.  &  H.  B.  B.  Co.  17  Fed.  Bep.  072;  Chi- 
cago, M.  A  St.  P.  B.  Co.  v.  Carpenter,  56  Fed.  Bep. 
451;  Indianapolis  ft  St.  L.  B.  Co.  v.  Horst,  88  U.  8. 
281.  28  L.  ed.  888;  Missouri  Pac.  B.  Co.  v.  Aiken,  71 
Tex.  878. 

And  in  such  a  case  the  company  is  liable  for  not 
honoring  the  pass  and  expelling  the  holder  who 
refused  to  pay  fare.  Graham  v.  Pacific  B.  Co.  06 
Mo.  686. 

And  a  company  is  bound  to  exercira  reasonable 
care  and  safety  towards  a  drover  who  was  directed 
to  ride  to  the  stock  yards  with  his  car,  and  was  re- 
qilired  to  ride  on  an  engine.  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S. 
B.  Co.  V.  Brown,  128  HI  162. 

And  a  minor  allowed  to  ride  on  a  stock  pass  is 
entitled  to  the  same  care  as  an  adult,  although  the 
rule^of  the  company  forbid  minors  from  riding  on 
such  passes.  Texas  &  P.  B.  Co.  v.  Garcia,  62  Tex. 
285. 

But  a  party  obtaining  a  pass  through  fraudulent 
misrepresentations  that  she  is  the  owner  and  ship- 
-'^r  of  a  carload  of  stock  when  it  belongs  to  her 
R.A. 


husband,  who  is  in  charge,  is  not  entitled  to  ride 
on  that  pass.  Brown  v.  Missouri,  K.  &  T.  B.  Co.  64 
Mo.  686. 

And  a  stock  drover  guilty  of  contributory  oeffH- 
gence  cannot  recover  for  injurira  caused  byneg- 
ligence  of  the  company.  McCorkie  v.  Chicago,  R. 
I.  &  P.  B.  Co.  61  Iowa,  666;  Blchmond  fr  D.  B.  Co. 
V.  Pickleseimer,  86  Va.  T98,  88  Va.  889:  Tnler  r. 
Chicago,  B.  &  Q.  B.  Co.  41  Mo.  App.  432.  See  also 
Chicago,  B.  &  N.  B.  Co.  V.  Hawk  and  Atchison.  T. 
&  8.  F.  B.  Co.  V.  lindley,  infra. 

Drover^a  paae ;  aenaning  rMc 
It  seems  that  the  weight  of  authorities  Id  tbla 
country  hold  that  the  carrier  is  liable  for  injuries 
caused  to  the  drover  or  attendant  on  stock,  by 
negligence  of  its  employes,  notwithstandhig  that 
under  the  eontract  of  carriage  ot  the  pass,  such 
person  assumed  all  risk  of  personal  injury.  Xew 
York  Cent.  B.  Co.  v.  Lockwood,  64  U.S.  17  Wall. 
867,  21  L.  ed.  627;  Flinn  v.  Philadelphia,  W.  ft  &  K. 
Co.  1  Houst.  (DeL)  469;  Indiana  Cent.  B.  Go.  v. 
Mundy,  21  Ind.  48.  88  Am.  Bee  889;  Ohio  *  M.  R. 
Co.  V.  Selby,  47  Ind.  471, 17  Am.  Bap.  719;  Loaisville. 
N.  A.  Jfc  C.  B.  Co.  V.  Paylor,  196  Ind.  1«:  OarroU  t. 
Missouri  Pac.  B.  Co.  88  Mo.  289,  67  Am.  Bep.»: 
Cleveland,  P.  &  A.  B.  Co.  v.  Curran,  19  Ohio  St  1, 2 
Am.  Bep.  860;  Pennsylvania  B.  Co.  v.  Heodersoo. 
51  Pa.  316:  Missouri  Pac.  B.  Co.  v.  Ivey,  1  L.  B.  A. 
600,  71  Tex.  408. 

So  where  the  contract  released  the  oompany 
from  liabiUty  for  personal  injury,  it  was  stii]  liahte 
for  gross  negligence.  Pennsylvania  R.Oo^v.Hc- 
Closkey,  28  Pa.  806. 

And  where  the  contract  of  carriage  with  the  stock 
was  by  parol,  it  was  held  that  if  it  bad  been  adopt- 
ed and  signed,  assuming  all  risk  by  the  party,  Uie 
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(December  80.  1808.) 

APPEAL  by  defendant  from  a  Judgment  of 
the  Superior  Court  for  King  County  in 
favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover damages  for  personal  injuries  alleged  to 
have  result^  from  defendant's  negligence. 
Retersed, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr.  Andrew  F.  Barleif^k,  for  appellant: 

In  accepting  a  free  pass  over  the  appellant's 
road  the  respondent  expressly  agreed  to  as- 
sume the  risks  of  injury  resulting  from  the 
neglifi:ent  acts  of  appellant's  employes,  and  has 
thereby  precluded  himself  from  now  seeking 
to  invoke  the  doctrine  of  respondeat  euperior 
against  this  appellant. 

GristDold  v.  New  Y<yrk  &  N.  E.  R.  Co,  68 
Conn.  871,  95  Am.  Rep.  115;  Quinhy  v.  Boston 
•4t  M.R.Go.b  L.  R.  A.  846,  150  Mass.  865; 
JKinneff  ▼.  Central  R.  Co,  of  N.  J.  84  N.  J. 
L.  518,  8  Am.  Rep.  265;  Baltimore  d  0,  R, 
Co,  V.  i^ceeh,  8  W.  Va.  556.  See  also  8ey- 
bolt  ▼.  New  York,  L.  E.  d>  W.  R.  Co,  95  N.  Y. 
562.  47  Am.  Rep.  75;  Bissel  v.  New  York  Cent. 
R  Cd.26^.  Y. 442,  82  Am.  Dec.  869;  Magnin 
v.  ZHnwiore,  56  N.  Y.  168. 


Another  class  of  cases  holds  that  in  the  case 
of  a  passenger  who  is  carried  gratuitously  by 
a  common  carrier  the  carrier  may,  by  express 
contract,  relieve  himself  for  the  mere  neglect 
or  want  of  ordinary  care  on  the  part  of  the 
carrier  or  of  his  servants  and  employes,  but 
that  he  cannot  relieve  himself  from  liability 
for  ^ross  negligence  on  his  part  or  on  the  part 
of  his  servants  or  employes. 

Rlinoie  Cent,  R.  Co.  v.  Read,  87  HI.  484,  87 
Am.  Dec.  260;  Annas  v.  Milwaukee  A  N,  W. 
R,  Co,  67  Wis.  46.  57  Am.  Rep.  888,  68  Am. 
Rep.  848. 

Gross  neglect  is  defined  as  **the  want  of 
slight  diligence,  or  it  is  the  want  of  that  care 
which  every  man  of  common  sense,  however 
inattentive,  takes  of  his  own  property." 

Lawson,  Carr.  §  128;  Story,  Ballm.  §  17. 

A  passenger  who  voluntarily  and  unneces- 
sarily rides  upon  the  platform  of  a  railway  car 
assumes  the  risk  which  that  position  imposes 
and  cannot  recover  if  he  is  thereby  injured. 

Pennsylvania  R.  Co.  v.  Langdon,  fe  Pa.  21, 
87  Am.  Rep.  651;  Rickey  v.  Boston  AL.  R. 
Co.  14  Allen,  489;  Quinn  v.  Rlinois  Cent,  R, 
Co,  51  111.  495;  Buel  v.  New  York  Cent.  R, 
Co.  81  N.  Y.  814,  88  Am.  Dec.  271;   Camden 


same  rule  of  liability  would  apply,  and  the  com- 
pany could  not  limit  its  liability  for  frroM  nefirll- 
geace.  Lawson  v.  Chlcafiro,  St.  P.  M.  &  O.  K.  Co. 
64  Wis.  447,  M  Am.  Rep.  684. 

And  a  shipper  in  charfre  of  a  market  car,  aasom- 
inir  all  risk  provided  the  carrier  would  take  it 
with  a  paseeoger  train,  did  not  release  the  carrier 
for  neffliirence.  Lackawanna  ft  B.  E.  Go.  v.  Cbene- 
with,  52  Pa.  88S.  1^  Am.  Deo.  168. 

In  International  &  G.  N.  R.  Ck>.  v.  Armstrong,  4 
Tex.  Ov.  A  pp.  146,  it  Is  stated  that  the  carrier  can- 
not relieve  itself  of  liability  to  the  drover  by  bis 
jissumioflT  all  risk,  but  ttiis  was  not  the  question 
Involved. 

So  where  the  contract  stipulated  to  **  assume  all 
risk  ^^  but  the  attendant  did  not  sigrn  it,  the  railroad 
<x>mpany  was  liable  for  injury  to  bim  caused  by 
neffligenoe  of  its  employ^  Pitcher  v.  Lake  Shore 
ft  M.  8.  R.  Go.  40  N.  r.  S.  R.  806,  28  N.  Y.  S.  R.  647. 

So  where  the  contract  released  the  railroad  com- 
pany from  all  damages  attending  the  transporta- 
tion of  stock,  bnt  did  not  contain  any  release  from 
personal  injuries,  the  carrier  was  liable  for  injuries 
to  the  attendant,  and  it  was  said  that  the  shipper 
-could  not  have  assumed  risk  for  the  attendant  un- 
less he  was  so  authorized.  Porter  v.  New  York,  L. 
E.  ft  W.  R.  Co.  W  Hun,  177. 

And  a  stock  attendant  in  charge  of  stock  is  en- 
titled to  all  the  rights  of  a  passenger.  Indianap- 
olis, B.  ft  W.  R.  Go.  V.  Beaver,  41  Ind.  496. 

And  a  plea  that  the  drover  traveled  on  a  ^  free 
pass"  and  "assumed  all  risk"  does  not  meet  the 
■allegation  of  the  declaration  that  the  pass  was  In- 
cluded in  the  cost  of  freight  transportation.  Ohio 
ft  M.  R.  Go.  V.  Nickless,  71  Ind.  271. 

Where  horses  were  injured,  it  was  said  that  81 
Vict.,  chap.  48,  and  42  Vict.,  chap.  9.  prohibit  rail- 
way companies  from  protecting  themselves  against 
liability  for  negligence  by  notice,  condition,  or 
declaration.  Grand  Trunk  R.  Co.  v.  Vogel,  11  Can. 
«up.  Ct  Rep.  612. 

And  where  a  shipper  with  bis  horse,  who  bad 
•contracted  to  *'  load  and  unload  "  at  his  own  risk, 
was  hurt  by  a  concussion  of  the  care  after  the  end 
of  the  Journey  was  reached,  and  he  had  left  the 
-car  and  came  back  to  look  after  bis  horse  and  laid 
down  in  the  car,  the  carrier  was  held  bound  to  ex- 
ercise care.  Orcutt  v.  Northern  Pac.  R.  Co.  46 
Minn.  868. 
22  L.  R.  A. 


Under  a  contract  requiring  the  shipper  to  *'load 
...  at  his  own  risk,  and  the  person  riding  free  to 
assume  all  lisk,"  the  company  was  liable  for  caus- 
ing the  death  of  the  shipper  while  loading,  as  the 
pass  for  the  person  had  not  yet  been  Issued,  and 
might  have  been  intended  for  another  party  to  be 
in  charge  and  not  the  shipper,  who  had  not  started 
on  the  trip,  and  the  stipulation  as  to  shipper's  risk 
referred  to  stock.  Stinson  v.  New  York  Gent.  R. 
Co.  32  N.  Y.  838,  88  Am.  Deo.  882. 

A  shipper  of  stock  riding  free  under  a  contract 
to  take  charge  of  the  same  at  his  own  risk  of  per- 
sonal injury.  Is  not  a  gratuitous  passenger,  and  the 
company  Is  liable  for  injuries  caused  by  gross  neg- 
ligence. Smith  V.  New  York  Gent.  R.  Co.  24  N.  Y. 
222. 

But  this  was  substantially  overruled  in  Bissell  v. 
New  York  Cent.  R.  Co.,  25  N.  Y.  442,  82  Am.  Dec 
309, 29  Barb.  602,  nolding  that  where  the  cattle  are 
carried  at  a  reduced  rate  and  the  shipper  is  carried 
free,  the  company  may  relieve  Itself  of  liability  by 
stipulation  in  contract  for  shipper  to  assume  all 
risk  of  personal  injury.  The  New  York  authori- 
ties, with  the  exception  above  (Smith  v.  New  York 
Cent.  R.  Go.  su.vroi)y  follow  the  Bnglish  rule  noted 
infra  and  are  recognized  as  in  conflict  with  the 
rest  of  the  American  cases. 

And  other  New  York  cases  hold  that  the  railroad 
company  may  limit  its  liability  by  proviso  in  the 
pass,  **  assuming  all  risks.'*  Boswell  v.  Hudson 
River  R.  Co.  6  Bosw.  699. 

So  where  one  was  riding  on  a  stock  pass  and  was 
injured  by  a  stick  of  wood  carelessly  thrown  by 
the  engineer,  the  company  was  not  liable.  Dis- 
tinction is  made  in  this  case  between  Smith  v.  New 
York  Cent.  R.  Co.,  mipra^  in  that  here  a  pass  had 
issued.  Poucber  v.  New  York  Cent.  R.  Co.  49  N. 
Y.  268, 10  Am.  Rep.  864. 

And  the  Bnglish  and  Irish  cases  hold  that  the 
carrier  may  secure  exemption  from  liability  by  a 
stipulation  in  the  drover's  pass,  ** Assuming  all 
risk."  McCawley  v.  Purness  R.  Co.  L.  R.  8  Q.  B.  67, 
4  Moak,  Eng.  Rep.  218,  42  L.  J.  Q.  B.  4.  27  L.  T.  N. 
R.  486.  21  Week.  Rep.  140;  Hall  v.  North  Bastem  R. 
Co.  L.  R.  10  Q.  B.  487, 14  Moek,  Eng.  Rep.  261,  44  L. 
J.  Q.  B.  164,  83  L.  T.  N.  S.  306,  23  Week.  Rep.  860: 
Qallin  V.  London  ft  N.  W.  R.  Co.  L.  R.  10  Q.  B.  212, 
12  Moak,  Eng.  Rep.  288, 44  L.  J.  Q.  B.  8d.  82  L.  T.  N. 
S.  550,  28  Week.  Rep.  308:  Duff  v.  Great  Northern 
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cfe  A.  R.  Go.  V.  Haoiey,  90  Pa.  492,  44  Am. 
Rep.  128. 

TO  ride  on  the  platform  of  a  street -car  un* 
necessarily,  there  being  seats,  is  negligence. 

Athbrook  v.  Frederick  Atenue  R.  Co.  18  Mo. 
App.  290;  Andrews  v.  Capitol,  N,  0,  8.  <lh  8, 
W.  R.  Co.  2  Mackev,  187.  47  Am.  Rep.  266; 
Downey  Y,  Hendrie,  46  Mich.  496,  41  Am.  Rep. 
177;  Hutchinson,  Carr.  2d  ed.  §  658^;  Clotrk  v. 
Eighth  Ate.  R,  Go.  86  N.  Y.  185.  98  Am.  Dec. 
496;  GonnoUy  v.  Knickerbocker  Ice  Co.  114  N. 
Y.  104;  Ward  v.  Central  Park,  N.  E.  Riter 
R.  Go.  42  How.  Pr.  289;  Rochat  v.  North 
Hudson  County  A  O.  49  N.  J.  L.  446. 

Meetire.  Will  H.  Thompson,  Edaard  P. 
Edson,  and  John  E.  Hamphrles,  for 
respondent: 

The  authorities  applicable  to  the  case  are 
collected  under  the  text  in  Negligence  of  Im- 
posed Duties  of  Passenger  Carriers  by  Chas. 
A.  Ray,  §^  80-88. 

The  doctrine  is  thoroughly  discussed  in  the 


cases  of  Gulf,  C  d  8,  F.  R.  Co.  ▼.  McG^^irn, 
65  Tex.  648,  and  Ohio  A  M.  R,  Co.  ?.  Shelby, 
47  Ind.  461,  17  Am.  Rep.  719. 

In  the  las^named  case  the  coort  holds  that 
the  weight  of  authority  is  against  the  position 
that  the  company  can  exempt  itself  from  ntg- 
ligence  by  a  contract  made  with  the  penoo 
using  a  free  pass. 


See  Cooley,  Torts,  2d  ed.  pp.  8 
Bishop,  NonCont.  L.  §§  1074,  1160,  UW;  8 
Sutherland.  Damages,  Ist  ed.  pp.  214,  24l»;  2 
Parsons,  Cont.  p.  249;  Beach,  Contrib.  N^. 
2d  ed.  ^  165;  Greenhood,  Pub.  Pol.  pp.  51S- 
515;  Chri^nson  y.  AmeHciia  En.  Co.  15 
Minn.  280,  2  Am.  Rep.  122;  Aw  ▼.  iksMoina 
Valley  R.  Co.  89  Iowa,  249;  Shearm.  &  Bedf. 
Neg.  8d  ed.  §  274:  Patterson,  Railway  Acddeot 
Law,  p.  419:  LouiwiOe,  N.  A.  4C.  R,  Co.  v. 
Faylor,  126  Ind.  126. 

It  is  not  negligence  per  se  for  a  person  to  ride 
upon  the  platform  of  a  streetcar. 

Sutherland  ▼.  Standard  Life  dk  Aec.  Int.  Co, 


R.  Co.  L.  R.  4  If.  178, 41  L.  T.  N.  S.  IW;  Neville  v. 
Cork,  eto.  K.  Co.  9  Ir.  L.  J.  Rep.  09«  2  Cent.  L.  J.  806. 

And  a  rtiilroad  company  is  not  liable  on  the  oon- 
tract  or  on  the  evldeooe,  where  the  stock  drover 
on  a  free  pass  assumee  all  risk,  except  from  Rross 
carelesBnesB  of  the  railroad  company,  and  his  con- 
tributory neflrli^noe  is  the  cause  of  the  injury. 
Chicago,  B.  &  K.  R.  Co.  v.  Hawk,  86  111.  App.  327. 

See  also  MoCorkle  v.  Chicago,  R.  I.  Jfc  P.  R.  Co.  61 
Iowa,  666. 

So  where  a  stock  drover  riding  on  a  pass  '*as- 
sumlng  all  risk"  who  was  injured  while  on  top  of 
the  car  assisting  in  making  up  the  train,  cannot 
recover  on  account  of  contributory  negligence. 
The  question  of  risk  assu  med  is  not  discussed.  At- 
chison, T.  &  S.  P.  R.  Co.  V.  Llndiey,  6  L.  U.  A.  619, 
42  Kan.  714. 

Eocpress  offente,  nevoeboysy  and  the  like. 

An  express  agent  or  a  newsboy  permitted  to  ride 
under  a  contract  without  paying  fare  is  regarded 
according  to  the  weight  of  authority  as  an  ordi- 
nary passenger,  and  the  carrier  is  liable  for  an  in- 
Jury  caused  to  such  person  by  the  negligence  of 
the  employ^  of  such  carrier.  Teomans  v.  Contra 
Costa  Steam  Nav.  Co.  44  Cal.  71. 

And  the  same  was  held  where  the  express  com- 
pany released  the  carrier  and  guaranteed  against 
any  liability  for  damage  to  its  agents.  Kenney 
V.  New  York  Cent.  A  H.  R.  R.  Co.  125  N.  Y.  422; 
Brewer  v.  New  York.  L.  B.  &  W.  R.  Co.  11  L.  R.  A* 
488, 124  N.  Y.  50. 

So  where  the  contract  was  that  the  carrier  as- 
sumed no  liability.  Blair  v.  Erie  R.  Co.66  N.  Y. 
818, 28  Am.  Rep.  56. 

And  the  same  was  held  Where  a  party  having  the 
right  to  sell  pop-corn  under  a  contract  for  pay  was 
killed  while  riding  on  a  pass  which  stipulated  that 
he  assumed  all  risk,  Mass.  Gen.  Stat.  chap.  68,  fi  117, 
rendering  corporations  liable  for  causing  death  of 
passenger  by  gross  negligence.  Com.  v.  Vermont 
&M.  R.CO.  10eMa8S.7. 

So  where  the  contract  with  a  telegraph  company 
provided  that  the  railroad  company  would  pass, 
free,  employes  if  they  have  passes,  the  evidence 
that  a  foreman  had  a  pass  for  himself  and  twelve 
men  was  properly  excluded  in  aa  action  for  injury 
to  one  of  the  men  where  there  was  no  proof  that 
the  pass  had  any  stipulations  exempting  the  car- 
rier from  liability.  Elliott  v.  New  York  Cent.  ^ 
H.  R.  R.  Co.  83  N.  Y.  S.  R.  861. 

The  court  held  also  that  a  stipulation  releasing 
the  carrier  in  general  terms  from  responsibility 
would  not  extend  to  acts  of  negligence. 
22  L.  R.  A. 


And  it  is  no  defense  that  the  plaintiff  who  was 
injured  was  an  express  messenger  carried  under  a 
contract  with  the  company,  which  oontraot  rd- 
quired  him  to  take  a  hazardous  place.  Vtmmy^ 
vania  Co.  v.  Wood  worth,  26  Ohio  St.  586. 

But  a  party  who  is  not  in  the  employ  of  the  ex- 
press company  riding  in  the  express  oar  attempt- 
ing to  learn  the  itoUte  and  assisting  the  meswoger. 
is  not  entitled  to  the  rights  of  a  passenger.  Unioo 
PacR.  Co.  V.Nichols,  8  Kan.50M2  Am.RepL4n. 

In  Canada  where  the  manager  of  the'newp  ixnite 
released  the  railroad  oompcuiy  from  aU  risk,  tfce 
carrier  is  released  from  liability  for  Injuring  a 
newsboy  by  a  projecting  timber,  while  the  boj  was 
on  the  depot  platform.  Alexander  v.  Toronto  t 
N.  R.  Co.  38  U.  C.  Q.  B.  474.  35  U.  C  Q.  &  458. 

But  where  such  assistant  signed  a  oontraet  as- 
minUng  all  risks,  and  the  injury  was  not  caused  hr 
fraudulent  willful,  or  reckless  misconduct,  tuck 
stipulation  relieves  the  carrier.  Higgiw  v.  New 
Orleans,  M.  &  C.  R.  Co.  28  La.  Ann.  181  See  also 
Woodruff  V.  Great  Western  R.  Co.  infrt^  and  cases 
next  following,  as  to  contracts  for  i 


Complimentary  or  oratwttoue  pam. 

The  authorities  are  not  agreed  as  to  the  liabUtty 
of  a  carrier  where  the  passenger  is  injured  while 
riding  on  a  free  pass,  with  a  rNroviso  that  the  bold- 
er assumes  all  risk,  some  authorities  holding  that 
the  company  is  not  exempted  from  gross  negli- 
gence. Dlinois  Cent.  R.  Co.  v.  Read,  87  lU.  481  ST 
Am.  Dec.  260. 

And  a  special  plea  that  ptalntlff  rode  on  a  firee 
pass  limiUng  the  liablUty  of  the  carrier,  was  bad 
as  it  did  not  contain  any  direct  dental.  Kimball  v. 
Rutland  ft  B.  R.  Co.  28  Vt.  StT,  08  Am.  Dec  SSt. 

And  Ohio  Code.  «  1807,  provides  that  every  rail- 
road company  shall  be  liable  for  damages  cauwd 
by  mismanagement  of  employte,  all  contitcts 
to  the  cdUtrary  notwithstanding.  Rose  v.  De« 
Moines  Valley  R.  Co.  88  Iowa,  84A. 

And  in  Massachusetts  a  carrier  is  bound  to  ex- 
ercise the  same  degree  of  care  to  one  riding  on  a 
free  pass  as  though  he  had  paid  his  fare  if  there  is 
no  express  stipulation  to  the  contrary.  Todd  v. 
Old  Colony  &  F.  River  R  Co.  8  Allen,  18,  80  An. 
Dec  49,  7  Allen,  207, 88  Am.  Deo.  87V. 

And  the  same  rule  is  applied  by  some  coorts 
where  he  **a8sumed  all  risk."  Grand  Tnmk  R.  Oo. 
of  Canada  V.  Stevens,  96  U.S.  656, 24  L.  ed.iaB:  Ja- 
cobus v.  St.  PaUl  JfcC.  R.  Co.  20  Minn.  ISMSAin.  Bep- 
860;  Qulf ,  C.  ft  8.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  v.  McOown,  66Tex.  M3; 
Pennsylvania  R.  Cc  v.  Butler,  57  Pa.  888c  BuJislo* 
P.  &  W.  R.  Co.  V.  O'Hara  (Pa.)  12  W.  N.  C.  418. 
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<Iowa)  22  Ids.  L.  J.  86;  Metz  ▼.  St.  Paul  City 
R.  Co.  (MiDD.)  Jan.  10,  1898;  Ck^weUr.Wfst 
Street  c£  A.  E.  EUetrie  R.  Co,  5  Wash.  46; 
Real  V,  Lowell  d  D.  Street  B.  Co,  157  Mass. 
444;  WiUmott  v.  Corrigan  Qmsol,  Street  R,  Co. 
106  Mo.  585;  Ohio  db  M,  R,  Co,  v.  Staniberry, 
182  Ind.  583;  Beacb,  Cootrib.  Neg.  2d  ed. 
p.  881,  §  298;  FUek  v.  Union  R,  Co,  184  Mass. 
481;  Nolan  v,  Rrooklyn  City  db  N,  R  Co,  87 
N.  Y.  68.  41  Am.  Rep.  845;  Thirteenth  db 
Fifteenth  Street  Poie.  R.  Co,  v.  Roudrau,  92 
Pa.  475,  87  Am.  Rep.  707;  Oeitx  v.  Miheaukee 
City  R.  Co,  72  Wis.  807;  aty  Railway  Co,  v. 
Lee,  50  N.  J.  L.  485;  Meeiel  v.  Lynn  db  ff,  R 
Co.  8  Allen,  284,  20  Cent.  L.  J.  pp.  104-106. 

Stilest  «/.,  deliyered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

In  this  case  the  bare  legal  question  is  up 
for  determination  whether  a  person  riding 
upon  a  public  street-car,  upon  a  free  pass, 
•can  recoTer  for  personal  injuries  suffered  by 


him  through  the  negligence  of  the  street- 
railroad  company's  servants,  when  the  pass 
had  printed  upon  the  back  of  it  such  a  con- 
dition as  the  following :  **  The  person  accept- 
in/;  this  pass  assumes  all  risks  of  accidents, 
and  expressly  agrees  that  the  company  shall 
not  be  liable,  under  any  circumstances, 
whether  by  negligence  of  their  agenta  or 
otherwise,  for  injury  to  the  person,  or  for 
loss  or  injury  to  the  property  of  the  person, 
using  this  pass.**  It  is  a  general  rule  that 
carriers  of  passengers  for  hire  cannot  contract 
against  their  liability  for  damages  for  in- 
juries to  their  passengers,  and  this  rule  has 
been  frequently  beldlx)  be  none  the  less  op- 
erative when  the  evidence  of  the  passenger's 
right  to  travel  was  put  in  the  form  of  a  free 
pass,  if  in  fact  there  was  a  consideration  for 
the  issuance  of  it.  New  York  Cent.  R.  Co,  v. 
Lockwood,  84  U.  8.  17  Wall.  857.  21  L.  ed. 
627 ;  Grand  Trunk  R.  Co.  of  Canada  v.  Stev- 
em,  95  U.  8.  655,  24  L.  ed.  585.     The  cases 


But  other  cases  bold  that  the  oarrter  is  not  liable 
to  a  pasaeDgvr  iMinsr  a  free  pass  with  a  stipulation 
'^amunrinflrall  risk."  Griswoid  v.  New  York  ft  N. 
E.  R.  Go.  68  Conn.  STU  66  Am.  Bep.  116:  Quimby  v. 
Boston  ft  M .  B.  Co.  6  L.  B.  A.  84tt,  160  Mass.  865;  Kin- 
ney v.  central  B.  Co.  of  N.  J.  82  N.  J.  L.  407,  W  Am. 
Dec.  STfi.  84  X.  J.  L.  513, 8  Am.  Bep.  286;  Perkins  v. 
New  York  Cent.  B.  Co.  24  N.  Y.  IM,  88  Am.  Dec.  282: 
Wells  V.  New  York  Cent  R.  Co.  24  N.  Y.  181,  ar g  28 
Barb.  641;  Sutherland  v.  Great  Western  B.  Co.  7  U. 
<3.C.P.409. 

These  cases  sustain  the  position  of  the  main  case 
that  such  a  contract  absolves  tbe  company  from 
liabUity. 

And  in  such  a  case  the  purchase  by  the  traveler 
of  a  ticket  entitling  him  to  a  seat  in  the  drawlnir- 
room  car  will  not  ohanjre  the  exemption  of  the 
railroad  company.  Ulrlcb  v.  New  York  Cent,  ft 
H.  B.  B.GO.  106  N.  Y.  bO,  reverslnir  18  Da]y«12U. 

In  Wisconsin  a  railroad  company  is  not  liable  for 
the  death  of  a  party  holding  a  free  pass,  contain- 
ing a  proviso  '^assuming  all  risk"  when  tbe  injury 
was  caused  by  want  of  ordinary  care,  unless  the 
same  was  made  a  crime  or  was  caused  by  willful 
neglect.  Under  Wis.  Bev.  Stat.,  II 4867-4806,  a  car- 
rier cannot  stipulate  against  negligence  which  is  a 
crime.  Annas  v.  Milwaukee  ft  N.  W.  B.  Co.  67  Wis. 
46. 57  Am.  Bep.  888, 58  Am.  Bep.  848. 

And  while  a  carrier  cannot  limit  his  liability  in 
Ohio  yet  he  can  In  New  York,  and  such  a  con  tract 
made  In  New  York  will  be  upheld  in  Ohio.  Knowl- 
ton  V.  Erie  B.  Co.  19  Ohio  9t.  260,  2  Am.  Bep.  8B5. 

A  party  riding  in  New  Jersey  on  a  paas  assum- 
ing all  risk«  which  pass  was  issued  on  the  consider- 
ation of  a  lease  of  a  pleasure  resort  by  his 
employer  from  the  carrier,  has  all  the  rights  of  a 
passenger.  Camden  ft  A.  B.  Co.  v,  Bauqch  (Pa.) 
Jan.  24, 1867. 

But  injury  caused  by  the  slamming  of  a  door  is 
not  sufficient  proof  of  negligence  to  render  a  rail- 
road company  liable.  Hospes  v.  Chicago,  M.  ft  St. 
P.  B.  Co.  29  Fed.  Bep.  768. 

Right  of  a  party  to  theuueofa  pass. 

The  carrier  is  only  liable  for  gioss  negligence 
where  a  party  is  Injured  while  using  a  free  pass 
that  was  issued  to  another  person  and  was  not 
transferable.  Toledo,  W.  ft  W.  R.  Co.  v.  Beggs,  86 
ID.  80,  28  Am.  Bep.  613. 

Andthesameruleof  law  was  applied  where  the 
pam  was  written  for  **E.  Price"  instead  of  **E. 
Bioe,**and  it  was  a  question  for  the  jury  whether 
the  holder  was  the  proper  party.  Bice  r.  Illinois 
Cent.  B.  Co.  28  IlL  App.  643. 


And  where  a  pcus  was  used  by  a  reporter  on 
'^Beirs  Life"  which  was  issued  to  another  and  non- 
transferable, it  was  properly  submitted  to  the  Jury 
whether  or  not  the  railroad  which  issued  the  pass, 
and  caused  him  injury,  was  not  accustomed  to 
carry  other  reporters  of  the  same  paper  on  similar 
passes.  G-reat  Northern  B.  Co.  v.  Harrison,  10 
Exoh.  876, 12  C.  &  576,  26  Bng.  L.  ft  Bq.  448. 

And  the  setting  aside  a  verdict  for  $6,000  for 
ejecting  a  holder  of  a  free  pass,  w  ho  refused  to  sign 
the  condition  on  the  back  of  the  ticket  assuming 
all  liabUity  is  not  an  abuse  of  discretion.  Elliott  v. 
Western  ft  A.  R.  Co.  68  Qa.  454. 

But  where  a  party  was  killed  riding  on  a  train, 
and  he  h|kd  a  pass  on  his  person  issued  to  another 
and  had  a  check,  and  was  recognized  as  a  passenger, 
the  uresumption  is  that  he  was  lawfully  on  tbe 
train  and  that  the  falling  of  the  bridge  causing  the 
accident  occurred  through  the  negligence  of  tbe 
company.  Louisville,  N.  A.  ft  C.  B.  Co.  v.  Thomp- 
son, 107  Ind.  442. 

A  woman  tendering  a  slip  of  paper  claiming  it  to 
be  a  pass,  but  which  is  not,  may  be  ejected  for  not 
paying  fare.  Chicago,  B.  I.  ft  P.  B.  Co.  v.  Herring, 
57111.60. 

Where  the  defense  is  that  the  party  killed  on  a 
train  was  using  a  free  pass  which  '^assumed  all 
risk"  a  replication  is  good  which  states  that  such 
pass  was  issued  to  the  holder  under  a  contract  for 
right  of  way  over  a  bridge  of  which  he  was  a  direct- 
or. Woodruff  V.  Great  Western  B.  Co.  18  U.  C.  Q. 
B.420. 

And  it  was  a  question  for  the  Jury  whether  a 
railroad  company  should  have  Issued  without  ap- 
plication a  ticket,  under  a  contract  in  considera- 
tion of  land  entitling  one  of  the  firm  to  a  ticket  and 
transportation.  Knopf  v.  Bichmond,  F.  ft  P.  R. 
Co.85Va.  786. 

But  in  a  similar  case  It  was  held  that  it  was  the 
company*s  business  to  see  that  a  ticket  was  issued, 
if  any  was  necessary.  Grimes  v.  Minneapolis,  L.  ft 
M.  B.  Co.  37  Minn.  06. 

A  receiver  of  a  railroad  is  not  authorised  to 
bind  the  subsequent  ownersof  the  road,  by  a  parol 
agreement  to  give  a  pass  for  life  as  part  considera- 
tion for  land  conveyed.  Martin  v.  New  York,  S. 
ft  W.  B.  Co.  86  N.  J.  Bq.  100. 

Cases  as  to  liability  for  injuries  to  employ^  of 
the  carrier  carried  on  contracts  or  passes  are  not 
included  herein. 

As  to  liability  for  injuries  to  postal  clerks,  see 
note  to  Cleveland,  C.  C.  ft  St.  L.  R.  Co.  v.  Ketcham 
(Ind.)  19  L.  R.  A.  880.  I.  T. 
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above  cited  expressly  refrain  from  any  ex- 
pression of  opinion  as  to  what  the  law  would 
be  were  the  i)ass  purely  a  gratuity,  with  a 
condition  against  liability.  There  are  doz- 
ens of  such  cases  as  New  York  Cent,  B,  Co, 
V.  Lockwood,  in  the  reports,  and  the  language 
of  many  of  them  is  fully  strong  enough  to 
justify  counsel  in  claiming  that  they  would 
cover  the  case  of  a  gratuitous  pass  with  con- 
ditions. However,  nearly  all  of  them  are 
cases  where  drovers  or  other  shippers,  being 
under  the  necessity  of  accompanying  their 
shipments  of  stock  or  other  merchandise  to 
properly  care  for  it  while  in  transit,  were 
cranted  transportation  without  payment  of 
fare  eo  nomine,  but  where  the  Federal  Supreme 
Court  found  that  there  was  a  valuable  con- 
sideration, and  therefore  a  contract  of  car- 
riage for  hire.  But  of  all  the  cases  called  to 
our  attention,  or  discovered  by  us  in  a  some- 
what extended  examination  of  the  subject, 
there  are  but  eight  where  the  naked  question 
of  liability  under  a  free  pass  with  conditions 
was  presented.  There  may  be  some  others, 
but  they  are  most  likely  to  be  found  in  New 
York  and  Illinois,  where  the  right  of  a  barrier 
to  contract  against  liability  haa  lon^  been  rec- 
ognized in  some  form  or  other.  lUinois  Cent, 
R.  Co,  V.  Bead  (1865),  37  111.  484,  87  Am. 
Dec.  260,  held  that  a  passenger  traveling  on 
such  a  pass  could  not  recover ;  also,  Kinney 
V.  Central  R,  Co,  oj  N,  J,  (1889),  84  N.  J. 
L.  613.  5  Am.  Rep.  265.  Jacobus  v.  St,  Paul 
d  C,  B.  Co,  (1873),  20  Minn.  125  (Gil.  110), 
18  Am.  Rep.  860.  held  the  opposite,  as  did 
Boge  V.  Des  Moines  VaiUy  B,  Co.  (1874),  39 
Iowa,  246.  Qriswold  v.  New  York  4  N.  B, 
B,  Co.  (1885),  53  Conn.  371,  55  Am.  Rep. 
115 :  and  Annas  v.  Milwaukee  d  N,  W,  B,  vo, 
..  67  Wis.   46,   57  Am.   Rep.  388.  58 

m.  Rep.  848,  held  there  could  be  no  re- 
covery. Gulf,  C.  &  S,  F,  B,  Co.  V.  McGow7i, 
(1886),  65  Tex.  643,  followed  Minnesota  and 
Iowa;  but  Quirnby  v.  Boston  d  M,  B,  Co, 
(1890),  150  Mass.  365,  5L.  R.  A.  846,  decided 
against  recovery. 

The  Iowa  case  was  largely  based  upon  a 
statute  of  that  state,  which  was  construed  to 
prohibit  any  attempt  at  limitation  by  the 
carrier.  We  have  /aciven  these  cases  in  their 
order  of  time,  so  that  it  may  be  seen  that 
there  is  no  absolute  weight  of  authority  on 
this  subject.  The  language  of  the  most  of 
the  text-books,  of  which  a  dozen  or  more 
have  been  cited,  is,  so  far  as  any  opinion  is 
expressed,  for  the  most  part  favorable  to  a 
right  of  recovery  in  such  cases;  but  Beach 
on  Contributory  Negligence  (sec.  172)  and 
Patterson's  Railway  Accident  Law  (page 
505)  are  the  onlv  books  of  this  class  which 
give  any  consiaeration  to  the  cases  above 
cited. 

There  can  be  no  question  as  to  the  pro- 
priety of  that  rule  of  law  which  prohibits  a 
common  carrier  from  forcing  upon  any  per- 
son who  deals  with  it  in  its  public  capacity 
a  condition  against  liability  arising  from 
its  own  negligence.  The  very  idea  of  a  pub- 
lic or  common  carrier,  with  its  features  of 
monopoly  and  right  of  eminent  domain,  bears 
with  it,  to  the ''modem  mind,  the  duty  of 
conveying  passengers  with  safety,  so  far  as 
its  own  acts  are  concerned,  upon  the  pay 
22  L.  R.  A. 
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ment  of  reasonable  compensation.  The  dutj 
which  the  carrier  owes  to  the  public  and  i«> 
the  individual  is  to  perform  the  service 
safely,  without  any  limiting  conditions :  and 
therefore  such  conditions,  when  the  imposi- 
tion of  them  is  attempted,  violate  an  implied 
duty,  and  are  justly  held  void.  But  when 
the  intending  passenger  proposes  to  the  car- 
rier that  it  do  someUiing  for  him  which  it 
is  not,  under  any  conceivable  ciTcumstances, 
required  by  law  or  duty  to  do,  viz.  to  canr 
him  without  any  compensation  whatever,  ancl 
when  the  whole  matter  is  at  the  option  of 
either  party  to  agree  or  not,  it  is  difficult  to 
see  whv  public  policy  should  step  in,  and 
deny  the  right  of  the  carrier  to  limit  it& 
chances  of  loss  in  the  operation,  even  though  a 
careless  servant  cause  unintentional  injurv  to 
the  passenger.  The  theory  that  the  grantiDg 
of  passes  upon  conditions  like  this  will  tend 
to  demoralize  the  servants  of  railway  and 
other  carriers,  and  thereby  imperil  the  limbs 
and  lives  of  paying  passengers,  seems  to  us 
mere  fancy ;  and  yet  this  is  about  the  only 
consideration  urged  by  those  courts  which 
hold  that  there  is'a  public  policy  in  the  waj 
of  such  agreements.  Absolute! v  gratuitous 
passes  represent  but  an  infinitesimal  portion 
of  the  mileage  actually  traveled,  and  of  all 
the  passengers  carried  but  an  inflnitesim&l 
number  are  injured  by  the  carrier's  negli- 
gence. The  precautions  adopted  by  maoagtrs 
and  employes  of  land  and  water  transporta- 
tion companies  are  not  gauged  by  the  faci 
that  there  may  be  free  passengers  aboard,  and 
never  will  be  while  the  doctrine  of  respondeat 
superior  has  its  present  healthy  existence. 
Considerations  of  business  success,  of  com- 
petition, of  the  preservation  of  expensive 
machinery,  of  continuance  in  employment, 
of  the  safety  of  their  own  lives  and  limbs, 
and,  to  some  extent  at  least,  of  humanity, 
have  incalculably  more  induence  upon  the 
servants  of  these  carriers  in  making  them 
careful  than  any  thought  of  damage  suits  in 
favor  of  free  passengers.  It  is  onlv  in  the 
rarest  instances  that  disasters  of  this  kind 
occur  through  recklessness,  or  through  any 
other  cause  than  the  innate  weakness  of  hu- 
man nature,  which  cannot  forever  maintain 
a  perfect  guard.  The  cases  from  MassacSiu- 
setts,  New  Jersey,  and  Wisconsin,  above 
cited,  seem  to  us  to  present,  by  conclusive 
argument,  the  better  reason  on  this  subject, 
and  we  adopt  the  views  therein  expressed, 
and  hold  that  the  person  who  accepts  a  pass 
with  such  conditions  indorsed  on  ft  as  those 
alleged  in  this  case  is  bound  by  their  terms. 
It  follows  that  the  demurrer  to  the  first  de 
fense  should  have  been  overruled. 

The  nonsuit  asked  by  appellant  was  prop- 
erly refused.  We  do  not  think  it  can  be  said 
that  it  is  negligence  per  se  for  a  passen^  to 
stand  upon  the  iront  platform  of  the  trail  car 
in  a  moving  cable  train,  in  the  absence  of 
any  rule  of  the  company  against  it.  and 
where  it  has  been  the  custom  for  passengers 
to  occupy  that  position.  Doubtless  there  is 
more  liability  that  accidents  will  occur 
where  a  car  is  propelled  by  cable  than  where 
horses  are  used,  but  oonunon  experience  has 
not  discriminated  between  the  two  to  the  ex- 
tent of  changing  the  rule  of  law.    In  most 
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cases  of  this  class  the  question  of  contribution 
is  one  for  the  jury.  WiUs  v.  Lynn  4k  B.  R, 
Co,  120  Mass.  851 ;  Nolan  ▼.  Brooklyn  City  db 
iV.  IL  Co,  87  N.  Y.  63,  41  Am.  Rep.  845. 

If  the  question  of  the  conditional  pass  be 
not  in  the  case,  and  the  jury  find  that  the 
appellant  was  negligent  in  causing  the  sud- 
den stoppage  of  the  car,  and  that  no  failure 
of  respondent  to  use  ordinary  care  to  preserve 
himself  from  the  danger  oi  such  accidents 


contributed  proximately  to  produce  his  in- 
jury, then,  upon  a  new  trial,  respondent  will 
be  entitled  to  recover ;  otherwise  he  will  not. 
Judgment  retersed,  and  cause  remanded, 
with  directions  to  overrule  the  demurrer  to- 
the  first  defense,  and  proceed  with  a  new 
trial. 

Dunbar*  Ch.  J,,  and  Hoyt»  Seott»  and 
Anders.  JJ.,  concur. 
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STATE  of  Missouri,  ex  rel.  Adam  FLICK- 
INGER, 

V. 

Daniel  D.  FISHER. 
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A  denti«t»  tlioaflfh  li»Ttn§^  adiploma  flrom 
a  reputable  dental  eoUiege  and  on  the  roH 

of  dental  surgeons  and  registered  aooordlnfr  to 
law,  is  not  exempt  from  jury  duty,  under  Rev.' 
Stat*  IttO,  I  aott,  as  a  ^'practitioner  of  medicine.'' 

(December  6, 1808.) 

APPLICATION  for  a  writ  of  mandamus  to 
compel  defendant  to  recognize  re1ator*s 
exemption  from  jury  dutv  on  the  ground  that 
he  was  a  doctor  of  dental  surgery.     Denied. 
The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 
Mr.  Selden  P.  Spencer  for  relator. 
MeMre.    W.  C.   Marshall   and  W.    L. 
Bmee  for  respondent. 

Sherwood*  J. ,  deliyered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

In  this  original  proceeding  for  a  man- 
damua,  the  single  question  presented  is 
whether* the  relator,  a  dentist,  and  who  ap- 
pends to  his  name  **  D.  D.  S.,"  is  liable  to 
do  jury  duty  under  the  laws  of  this  state. 
Among  those  exempt  under  the  general  laws 
of  this  state  is  **  a  person  exercising  the  func- 
tions of  a  .  .  .  practitioner  of  medicine. " 
Rev.  Stat.  1889,  §  6062.  Under  the  provis- 
ions of  section  8,  article  21,  of  the  Scheme 
and  Charter  (Rev.  Stat.  1889,  p.  2162), 
''every  male  citizen  of  this  state,  resident  in 
such  city,  sober  and  intelligent,  of  good  rep- 
utation, over  twenty-one  years  of  age,  and 
not  exempt  from  jury  duty  by  the  general 
laws  of  uiis  state,  or  otherwise  disqualified 
or  excused  as  provided  in  this  act,  shall  be 
deemed  to  be  qualified  for  and  sublect  to  the 
performance  of  jurv  duty  under  the  provis- 
ions hereof."  Section  9  of  the  same  article 
then  proceeds  to  define  who  are  exempt  from 
jury  auty,  and  among  them  specifies  a  person 
who  is  actually  exercising  the  functions  of 
"a  practitioner  of  medicine."  Of  laws  in 
pari  materia  with  those  mentioned  is  chapter 


no.  Rev.  Stat.  1889,  p.  1612.  This  chapter 
is  entitled,  ^^  Medicine,  Surgery,  and  Dentist- 
ry," and  consists  of  three  articles,— the  first 
** Medicine  and  Surgery:"  the  second,  "Dis- 
position of  Human  Bodies ;"  and  the  third, 
"  Dentistry. "  These  articles  were  originally 
separate  acts,  approved  at  different  times. 
Laws  1888,  p.  114,  approved  February  20 ; 
Id.  p.  115,  approved  April  2 ;  and  Laws  1887, 
p.  215,  approved  March  81,  relating  to  dead 
bodies.  Those  acts,  however,  like  the  di- 
versified contents  of  the  gi*eat  sheet,  knit  at 
the  four  comers,  that  Peter  saw  in  his  vision, 
have  been  gathered  together  in  all  their  in- 
congruity in  the  present  revision,  and  now 
form  chapter  110.  Section  6871,  article  1,  of 
that  chapter  provides  that  "every  person 
practicing  medicine  and  surgery,  in  any  of 
their  departments,  shall  possess  the  qualifica- 
tions required  by  this  article, "  to  wit :  If 
the  applicant  is  a  graduate  of  medicine,  he 
must  present  his  diploma  to  the  state  board 
of  health,  etc.  ;  and  thereupon  that  board  is- 
sues its  certificate  to  the  applicant,  and  such 
diploma  and  certificate  are  made  conclusive 
of  the  right  of  the  holder  of  the  same  to 
practice  medicine  in  this  state.  Other  pro- 
visions are  inserted  in  the  section  with  re- 
spect to  the  steps  necessary  to  be  taken  by 
those  who  are  not  graduates  of  medicine,  but 
who  also  desire  to  practice  it,  etc.  To  this 
end  two  kinds  of  certificates  are  provided  to 
be  issued  by  the  board, — one  for  graduates 
who  possess  diplomas,  and  the  other  for  those 
not  graduates  who  have  stood  a  successful 
examination  before  the  )x>ard  as  to  their 
qualifications.  Without  such  certificate  of 
one  sort  or  the  other,   no  one  can  lawfully 

Sractice  medicine  and  surgery  in  any  of  their 
epartments  in  this  state.  State  v.  Gregory, 
88  Mo.  128,  58  Am.  Rep.  565.  Section  6881 
of  the  same  chapter  and  article  denounces 
certain  penalties  against  those  who  shall 
practice  medicine  or  surgery  in  this  state 
without  complying  with  the  provisions^of 
this  article,  to  wit,  a  fine  of  not  less  than 
$50,  nor  more  than  $500,  or  by  imprisonment 
in  the  county  jail  not  less  than  thirty,  nor 
more  than  three  hundred  and  sixty-five  days, 
or  by  both  such  fine  and  imprisonment.     Sec- 


NOTS.— The  above  case  presents  a  questioo  that 
18  somewhat  diffloult  as  well  as  new,  but  which  Is 
liable  to  arise  in  almost  any  jurisdiction.  The  status 
of  dentists  as  members  of  the  medical  profession 
under  veeeot  statutes  re^uJatinff  their  business  and 
requlrinff  a  license  for  its  exercise  is  subject  to  some 
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doubt  as  the  dlsaffreeinff  opinions  in  the  above  case 
indicate. 

For  iudicfal  review  of  action  of  boards  in  respect 
to  such  licenses,  see  noU  to  Iowa  Eclectic  Medical 
College  Asso.  v.  Scbrader  (Iowa)  SO  L.  R.  A.  860. 
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tion  6889  of  article  3,  entitled  *"  Dentistry/ 
makes  it  unlawful  for  any  person  to  practice 
dentistry  or  dental  surgery  in  this  state  with- 
out being  the  possessor  of  a  diploma,  etc.    No 
provision,  however,  is  made  for  the  presenta- 
tion of  such  diploma  to  the  board  of  health, 
nor  for  any  examination  by  that  board  of  the 
applicant  touching  his  qualifications.     The 
applicant  simply  presents  his  diploma  to  the 
xx)unty  clerk  or  city  register,  as  the  case  may 
be,  and  receives  a  certificate,  which  is  made 
^  prima  facie  evidence  of   the  right  of  the 
holder  to  practice  under  this  article."    Sec- 
tion 6893  of  that  article  prescribes  a  penalty 
for  violating  the  provisions  of  such  article, 
to  wit,  by  a  fine  not  less  than  $25«  nor  more 
than  $200.     These  different  penalties  under 
articles  1  and  3  evidently  ^o  to  show  that  the 
legislature  regarded  the  violation  of  article 
1  by  a  phvsician  as  a  more  serious  offense, 
and  therefore  to  be  punished  more  severely, 
than  a  violation  of  article  3  by  a  dentist.     In 
a  word,  by  those  very  penalties  they  drew  a 
distinction  between  a  doctor  and  a  dentist. 
Relator  relies  on  a  certificate  obtained  under 
the  provisions  of  article  3  aforesaid,  from  the 
city  register,  on  presentation  to  the  latter  by 
xelator  of   his  diploma,   which   certificate, 
.among  other  things,  states  that  relator's  name 
•had  been  entered  on  the  **roll  of  dental  sur- 
;geons"  in  the  city  register's  ofllce.     Look- 
ing at  all  these  statutory  provisions  bearing 
•on  the  point  in  hand,  the  question  mentioned 
At  the  outset  recurs  to  the  mind :    Do  those 
provisions,  or  any  of   them,  exempt  relator 
from  the  performance  of  jury  duty?    The 
general  laws  of  this  state,  as  already  seen,  as 
well  as  the  provisions  of  sections  8  and  9  of 
the  Scheme  and  Charter,  exempt  only  certain 
persons  from  the  performance  of  that  duty, 
lias  relator  brought  himself  within  any  ex- 
emption therein  contained?    The  prevalent 
rule  in  construing  statutes  Is  that  the  expres- 
sion of  one  tbinfi:  is  the  exclusion  of  another. 
Anderson,  Law  Diet.  ** Expi'es8iOy^^  etc.     An 
express  exception,  exemption,  or  saying  ex- 
cludes all  others  {Brocket  v.    Ohio  £  P.   R. 
Co.  14  Pa.  241,  58  Am.  Dec.  534),  and,  when 
a  general  rule  has  been  established  by  a  stat- 
ute  with  exceptions,    the  courts   will  not 
curtail  the  former,  nor  add  to  the  latter,  by 
implication  (Sutherland,  Stat.  Constr.  §328"; 
Ti/son  V.    BHtton/  6  Tex.   224:    IMert/t  v. 
Yarboro,  41  Tex.  450 ;   United  States  v.  Dick- 
son, 40  U.  S.  15  Pet.    165,    10  L.   ed.   698). 
.Here  relator  claims  the  force  and  benefit  of  a 
certain  exception  which  lie  asserts  takes  his 
<»se  out  of  the  operation  of  the  general  stat- 
ute which  compels  the  performance  of   jury 
duty  by  all  male  citizens,  resident,  etc.     In 
order  to  avail  himself  of  such  exception  he 
must  show  that  his  case  falls  strictly  within 
it,  since  exceptions,  privileges,  and  exemp- 
tions are  not  favored  in  the  law.     And  in  this 
investigation  the  familiar  rule  laid  down  by 
Liyrd  Bacon  is  peculiarly  apposite,  "that,  as 
exceptions  strengthen  the  force  of  a  general 
law,  so  enumeration  weakens,   as  to  things 
enumerated."    Page  v.  Allen,  58  Pa.  338,  98 
Am.  Dec.  272.     Service  on  juries  is  one  of 
the  general  burdens  imposed  upon  the  male 
citizens  of  a  state,  and  all  men  who  receive 
the  advantages  of  government  are  bound  to 
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contribute  to  its  support,  and  **  none  can  claim 
exemption  unless  the  exemption  be  so  cle&rlv 
expressed  in  the  statute  as  to  admit  of  no 
other  construction."  Miller  v.  Kirkpottitk, 
29  Pa.  226.  The  state  has  an  inherent  sod 
indisputable  right  to  the  service  of  all  ber 
male  citizens  as  jurors,  and  therefore  aoy 
statute  which  strips  the  government  of  any 
portion  of  its  prerogative  in  this  regard,  hy 
giving  exemption  irom  this  general  burden 
should  receive  a  strict  construction.  Acad- 
emy  of  Fine  Arts  v.  Philadelphia  County,  22 
Pa.  496.  Here  it  cannot  be  successfully 
claimed  that  relator  finds  any  exemption  in 
the  terms  of  the  statute,  for  certainly  be  is 
not  a  "practitioner  of  medicine  and  surgery 
in  any  of  their  departments, "  as  defined  in 
section  6871,  nor  does  he  exhibit  the  qusli- 
fications  required  by  that  section,  to  wit,  a 
diploma  from  a  legally  chartered  medical  in- 
stitution in  good  standing  and  a  certificate 
from  the  board  of  health.  His  contention, 
stripped  of  all  verbiafire  and  disguises,  and 
sta^  baldly  and  boldly,  simply  is  that,  in- 
asmuch as  he  possesses  a  diploma  granted 
him  by  a  reputable  dental  college,  and  a 
certificate  of  the  city  register  showing  the 
filin^^  of  that  diploma,  and  the  enrulfment 
of  his  name  on  the  ** roll  of  dental  surgeons. ^ 
that  therefore  he  is  entitled  to  the  same  ex- 
emptions from  jury  service  as  if,  instead  of 
qualifying  under  the  provisions  of  section 
6889,  he  had  actually  qualified  under  those 
of  section  6871.  This  contention,  for  reasons 
already  given,  cannot  prevail ;  it  will  not 
bear  a  moment's  scrutiny.  Either  relator  is 
a  practitioner  of  medicine  and  siu-gery,  or  he 
is  not.  If  not,  that  determines  this  litigation 
against  him.  If  he  is  such  practitioner,  then 
this  fact  avails  him  nothing  until  he  complies 
with  the  terms  and  conditions  of  section  6871 
and  its  associate  sections.  The  la^  by  the 
terms  it  employs,  means  a  lawful  "practi- 
tioner of  medicine,'^  not  one  who  fails  to 
comply  with  its  requirements.  Relator 
makes  no  pretense  of  such  compliance.  The 
statute  in  question  being  couched  in  unam- 
biguous terms,  its  words  are  to  be  taken  ''in 
their  plain  or  ordinary  and  usual  sense." 
Rev.  Stat.  1889,  §  6570, 

Relator  evidently  feels  unsteady  on  his 
logical  legs  if  his  sole  reliance  is  to  be  on  the 
statutory  exemptions  heretofore  noted,  and  so 
he  resorts  to  the  lexicographers,  and  quotes 
from  the  Centurv  Dictionary,  where  ** den- 
tist" is  thus  denned:  "One  whose  profes- 
sion it  is  to  clean  and  extract  teeth,  repair 
them  when  diseased,  and  replace  them,  when 
necessary,  by  artificial  ones ;  one  who  prac- 
tices dental  surgery  and  mechanical  den- 
tistry; a  dental  surgeon. '^  If  relator  bad 
delved  more  deeply  into  the  science  of  defi- 
nitions, and  had  turned  another  page  of  the 
same  work,  he  would  have  found :  ^Chirop- 
odist. One  who  treats  diseases  or  malforma- 
tions of  the  hands  or  feet ;  especially  a  sur- 
geon for  the  feet,  hands  and  nails ;  a  cutter 
or  extractor  of  corns  and  callosities ;  a  com 
doctor.'*  So  that  if  relator  is  exempt  from 
jury  duty  because,  as  he  says,  he  "treats^ 
professional Iv,  diseases  of  the  oral  cavity.** 
so  also  is  his  less  pretentious  professional 
brother,  w^ho  with  equal  scientific  ^ill  treats 
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diseases  or  malformationa  of  the  hands  or 
feet,  and  who  Is  content  to  be  dabbed  **corn 
doctor.*  Certainly,  the  argument  and  the 
definition  which,  would  support  the  exemp- 
tion of  the  dentist  as  a  **  practitioner  of  med- 
icine and  surgjery"  would  also  equally  sup- 
port that  of  his  cognate  scientist,  albeit  of 
humbler  professional  pretensions.  The  dis- 
position of  persons  to  magnify  and  exalt  their 
callings  or  occupations  has  become  wonder- 
fully prevalent  in  these  latter  days.  He  who 
shoves  a  jack  plane  and  wields  a  saw  is  no 
longer  a  ** carpenter"  but  an  "architect  and 
builder ;"  the  solicitor  of  orders  from  our  re- 
tail merchants  is  no  longer  a  ''drummer/ 
but  a  "*  commercial  traveler  ;**  and  the  lo- 
quacious individual  who  scrapes  your  chin 
is  no  longer  a  •* barber,"  but  a  *tonsorial 
artist. "  But  this  euphemistic  style  of  dress- 
ing things  in  different  and  more  high- 
sounding  verbiage  does  not  alter  their  essen- 
tial nature,  nor  have  the  least  tendency  to 
evade  the  force  and  effect  of  the  statutes 
pointing  out  those  who  are  subject  to  jury 
duty,  and  those  exempt  therefrom. 

'fhe  premises  considered,  we  Iiold  that,  on 
the  Jaets  presented  in  this  record,  relator  is  not 
exempt  from  jury  duty,  and  hence  deny  th£ 
peremptory  writ, 

Bareljbjr*  OaAtt»  and  Buri^ss,  J  J. ,  con- 
cur. 

Brace,  J. ,  dissenting : 

The  question  for  our  consideration  upon 
the  return  in  this  case  is  whether  the  relator, 
who  is  a  graduate  of  a  reputable  college  of 
dental  surgery,  duly  registered,  and  engaged 
in  the  practice  of  dentistry  and  dental  sur- 
gery in  the  city  of  St.  Louis,  is  exempt 
from  jury  service  under  the  provisions  of 
section  9,  article  21,  of  the  law  governing 
courts  in  the  city  of  St.  Louis,  and  section 
6062,  Kev.  Stat.  1889,  which,  upon  this  sub- 
ject, are  the  same  in  substance.  The  (ques- 
tion turns  upon  the  meaning  of  the  provision 
that  **no  person  exercising  the  function  of 
practitioner  of  medicine  shall  be  compelled 
to  serve  on  any  jury."  The  subject  of  the 
qualification  of  jurors,  and  the  exemption  of 
•certain  citizens  from  jury  service,  has  al- 
ways, in  this  state,  been  purely  a  subject  of 
statutory  regulation  ;  the  first  act  having  been 
passed  by  the  territorial  legislature  in  1808, 
before  the  common  law  of  England  was  intro- 
duced into  the  territory  (1  Terr.  Laws,  p. 
198,  §  2),  in  which  "practitioners  of  physic" 
were  exempted  from  service  on  juries.  This 
law  was  repealed  in  1810,  and  a  new  one 
passed,  by  which  "all  persons  exercising  the 
function  of  practitioner  of  physic"  were  ex- 
empted. This  continued  to  be  the  law  until 
after  the  admission  of  the  territory  into  the 
Union  as  a  state,  when  in  1825  a  new  act 
was  passed,  providing  that  "  no  person  exer- 
cising the  functions  of  a  practitioner  of 
physic  shall  be  compelled  to  serve  on  any 

rnd  or  petit  jury. "  This  act  was  revised 
1835,  in  which  revision  the  provision 
reads :  "No  person  exercising  the  functions 
of  a  practitioner  of  physic  shall  be  com- 
pelled to  serve  on  a  jury."  Rev.  Stat.  1885, 
p.  848,  §  9.  In  the  revision  of  1845  it  ap- 
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pears  in  precisely  the  same  language  as  in 
the  revision  of  1885  (Rev.  Stat.  1845,  p.  627, 
§  9) ,  and  also  in  the  revision  of  1855,  except 
the  word  "physic"  was  changed  to  "medi- 
cine ;"  and,  as  thus  changed,  the  provision 
has  been  carried  into  every  revision  since. 
So  that  the  law  on  this  subject  Is  not  only  ex- 
clusively statutory,  but  is  the  same  as  it  has 
always  been  since  the  sovereignty  of  the 
state  beffan.  Service  upon  a  jury  of  the 
country  is  a  privilege  as  well  as  a  duty,  and, 
however  regarded  by  the  individual  in  any 
particular  case,  is,  in  fact  and  in  law,  a 
position  of  honor  and  trust,  chars^ed  with 
the  gravest  responsibility,  from  the  discharge 
of  the  duties  of  which  no  citizen  ou^ht  to  be 
exempted  who  is  personally  fit  for  Uie  posi- 
tion, except  for  the  general  welfare.  Ex- 
emption from  jury  service  is  not  granted  as 
a  personal  favor,  but  for  the  public  comfort 
and  convenience,  and  in  the  light  of  this 
reason  for  its  existence  should  the  law  gov- 
erning such  service  be  interpreted  and  ad- 
ministered. While  the  law  on  this  subject, 
and  the  reason  for  its  existence,  remains  the 
same  to  day  as  on  the  day  of  its  first  enact- 
ment, its  application  now  is  not  so  simple 
as  it  was  in  the  beginning,  and  for  many 
years  thereafter.  Whi  le  the  early  practition- 
ers of  medicine  in  the  state  were  not  neces- 
sarily M.  D.  's  or  doctors  of  medicine  in  the 
technical  sense  of  the  schools,  they  were  all 
called  "doctors,"  and  as  such  exercised  the 
functions  of  doctors  of  medicine,  surgeons, 
and  dentists,  and  generally  treated  indiscrim- 
inately all  the  ailments  that  human  flesh  and 
bone  is  heir  to,  whether  external  or  internal, 
according  to  the  light  they  possessed ;  and 
such  continued  to  be  the  case  down  to  the 
memory  of  the  present  j^eneration,  and  doubt- 
less still  remains  so  m  many  of  the  rural 
districts  of  the  state.  But  in  the  cities  and 
more  populous  districts  we  find  now  the 
functions  formerly  exercised  by  the  doctor  or 
practitioner  of  medicine  of  the  olden  time 
divided  up  and  exercised  by  specialists,  each 
confining  himself  generally  to  the  practice 
of  a  particular  branch  or  aepartment  of  the 
science,  such  as  surgeons,  dentists,  oculists, 
aurists,  etc.  While  dentistry,  as  an  inde- 
pendent calling,  may  have  had  an  humble 
and  comparatively  recent  origin,  it  has  now 
become  a  very  important  branch  of  medical 
science  (Address  N.  S.  Davis,  M.  D.,  Pres. 
Am.  >Ied.  Asso),  and  there  are  but  few  who 
have  arrived  at  the  age  of  those  who  are 
usually  called  to  serve  as  jurors  who  would 
not  testify  that,  when  the  exercise  of  its 
functions  become  necessary,  it  is  as  exigent 
as  the  exercise  of  most  of  the  other  functions 
of  the  general  practitioner.  The  fact  that 
this  branch  of  the  medical  profession  has 
crown  to  such  proportions  as  to  have  its  own 
independent  colleges,  and  to  confer  its  own 
degrees,  and  that  it  has  become  necessary 
that  its  practice  should  be  regulated  by  stat 
ute  (2  Rev.  Stat.  1889,  chap.  110,  art.  8), 
indicates  the  importance  of  the  exercise  of  Its 
functions  to  the  public  welfare.  The  fact 
that  it  is  regulated  in  a  separate  article  and 
as  an  independent  calling  from  that  of  an 
M.  D.  does  not  in  any  manner  affect  the 
character  of  those  functions.  When  in  1874 
51 
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the  legislature  first  be^an  the  regulation  of 
the  practice  of  medicine  by  general  law, 
they  were  careful  to  preserve  tlie  exercise  of 
the  functions  of  the  old  practitioner  of  medi- 
cine to  him,  by  exempting  him  from  the 


operation  of  its  provisions  (Laws  1874,  p. 
Ill,  §  3;  Laws  1877,  p.  343,  §  1)  ;  and, 
whatever  changes  may  have  been  made  in 


the  law  since  on  this  subject,  the  question 
of  jury  service  or  exemption  therefrom  is  not 
treated  therein,  and  they  have  nothing  to  do 
with  the  question  in  hand.    The  relator, 


under  the  present  law,  is  authorized  to  exer- 
cise all  the  functions  thus  recoenized  that 
belong  to  his  department  of  medicine.  Tber 
are  now  more  extensive,  more  important,  ao^ 
more  exigent  to  the  public  welfare  than  they 
ever  were  before.  He  is  within  the  purview 
of  both  the  letter  and  reason  of  the  law  that 
exempts ;  **a  practitioner  of  medicine''  trom 
jurj  duty,  and  should  have  a  peremptory 
writ  commandin&r  his  diacluurge.  In  these 
views,  Black,  CJi,  J,,  and  macf»rlane» 
«/.,  concur. 
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!•   A  preferential  deed  of  tnist  execut- 
ed by  a  private  tradliiif  corporation 


after  its  insolveaejr  and  oeaato^  to  carry  oq 
buslnefiB  without  any  lotentlon  of  icsmniDg  « 
void  as  against  unsecured  creditors  of  the  cor- 
poration. 
2*  Statutory  authority  of  a  corpora- 
tion to  hold»  purchaeov  and  sell  prop- 
erty as  the  ^* purposes**  of  the  oorporatioa 
shall  require  applies  only  to  powen  to  be  a«d 
while  the  oorporatlon  is  canying  on  boslnefls, 
and  does  not  erive  power  to  execute  apreferen- 


NcynL— Preferences  among  creditors  gUsen  by  in- 
solvent corvorations. 

It  is  generally  held  that  a  corporatiOD  may  make 
an  assigrnment  of  all  its  property  for  the  payment 
of  creditors,  in  the  absence  of  any  statutory  re- 
striction. Pope  V.  Brandon,  2  Stew.  (Ala.)  401,  90 
Am.  Dec.  40;  Thorinffton  v.  Gould,  50  Ala.  461:  De- 
Gamp  V.  Alward,  62  Ind.  468:  MerrickV.  Bank  of  the 
Metropolis,  8  Gill,  60;  Sargent  v.  Webster,  18  Met. 
407, 46  Am.  Dec.  748;  Shockley  v.  Fisher,  75  Mo.  408; 
Chew  v.  EllinflTwood,  86  Mo.  860,  66  Am.  Rep.  420; 
Arthur  v.  Commercial  &  R.  Bank,  0  Smedes  &  M. 
804, 48  Am.  Dec.  710,  reversini?  Smedes  A  M.  Ch. 
207;  Smith  v.  CUnton  Co.  12  N.  H.  431;  Lamb  v. 
Cecil.  25  W.  Va.  288,  and  in  nearly  all  other  oases  in 
which  the  question  is  involved  and  which  are  cited 
to  other  propositions  in  this  note. 

In  some  states,  as  In  New  York,  the  statutes  have 
prohibited  any  transfer  of  property  after  or  In 
contemplation  of  insolvency. 

Under  a  statute  authortzinir  '^any  person'*  to 
make  an  assi^rnmeot  for  creditors,  it  is  held  that 
the  word  **  person  "  applies  to  a  corporation. 
Shockley  v.  Fisher,  75  Mo.  408. 

The  power  of  a  board  df  directors  without  au- 
thorization of  the  stockholders  to  make  such  an 
aasiffnment  is  somewhat  in  dispute,  but  that  quep- 
tlon  will  not  be  entered  upon  here  as  the  subject 
of  preferences  only  is  here  considered. 

When  the  assig'nment  of  a  corporation  for  cred- 
itors involves  any  preference  between  the  credit- 
ors, the  question  becomes  a  somewhat  disputed 
one,  although  the  early  cases  seemed  generally  to 
reirard  the  rterht  to  make  preference  as  inhering  in 
the  right  to  make  an  assignment.  The  earlier  cases 
therefore  uphold  preferences  in  such  cases  with 
but  very  little  discussion  of  the  question. 

Among  these  early  cases  were  Dana  v.  Bank  of 
United  States,  5.  Watts  &  S.  228;  Warner  v.  Mower, 
11  Vt.  880;  Burr  v.  McDonald,  8  Gratt  215;  Ex  parte 
Conway.  4  Ark.  848;  ttingo  v.  Biscoe,  13  Ark.  668; 
Catlin  V.  Eagle  Bank,  6  Conn.  288;  New  Haven  Sav. 
Bank  v.  Bates,  8  Conn.  S05;  Bank  of  United  States 
V.  Huth,  4  B.  Mon.  428;  Lexington  L.  &  M.  F.  Ins. 
Co.  V.  Page,  17  B.  Mon.  412, 66  Am.  Dec.  166:  SUte  v. 
Bank  of  Maryland,  6  Gill  *  J.  206, 26  Am.  Dec  661. 

In  United  States  v.  Bank  of  United  States,  8  Bob. 
(La.)  262,  in  which  Pennsylvania  law  governed,  it 
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was  held  that  such  pref erenoes  were  valkl  in  Peno- 
sylvania. 

In  Town  v.  Bank  of  River  Raisin,  2  Douxl 
(Mich.)  680,  such  preferences  by  insolvent  corpora- 
tions are  disapproved  by  the  court,  but  held  lawful 
in  the  absence  of  legislative  prohlbUioo. 

And  this  decision  Is  followed  in  Covert  v.  Rogers, 
88  Mich,  aes:  31  Am.  Rep.  810. 

In  Hopkins  v.  Gallatin  Tump.  Co..  4  Humph.  103, 
an  assignment  of  all  the  property  of  a  oorporattoo 
by  way  of  mortgage  was  upheld,  although  it  was 
to  secure  only  part  of  the  debts. 

In  Bchroeder  v.  Mason,  25  Mo.  App.  100,  a  tran^ 
fer  of  property  in  payment  of  a  valid  debt,  al- 
though creating  in  effect  a  preference  of  that  cred- 
itor is  held  valid. 

So  in  the  case  of  a  transfer  of  securities  creatinr 
a  preference,  it  is  held  that  such  prefereaoes  are 
not  unlawf uL    Ahl  v.  Rhoads,  84  Pa.  319. 

Id  Commercial  Nat.  Bank  v.  Burch,  40  HI.  App. 
605,  it  is  said  to  be  by  no  means  settled  that  an  in- 
solvent corporation  may  not  prefer  particular 
creditors. 

And  in  Reichwald  v.  Commercial  Hotel  Co..  106 
DL  489.  it  is  held  that  an  insolvent  oorporatlon  maj 
make  such  preferences  in  the  absence  of  statutoir 
restrictions,— especially  where  the  law  ua^er 
which  the  corporation  was  created  confeni  thfr 
right  to  acquire  and  transfer  property  with  the 
same  rights  as  an  individual. 

Again  io  fiagland  v.  McFali,  187  UL  8L  it  is  be» 
£Eat  a  corporation  may  preftor  a  creditor  and  turn 
over  property  in  payment  of  his  debt,  if  done  is 
good  faith  without  any  fraudulent  purpose. 

In  Arkansas  it  is  eetaUisbed  that  an  tmolvieat 
corporation  may  make  pref  ereoces  among  its  cred- 
itors, and  this  doctrine  is  followed  by  a  fedenl 
court  in  that  state.  €k>uld  v.  Little  Book.  If.  B.  ft 
T.R.  Co.  52Ped.  Rep.  680. 

The  court  in  that  case  says:  '*  The  establiBbed 
rule  in  that  state  is  in  barmony  with  *the  gdoeral 
though  not  quite  uniform  current  of  authoritia 
in  this  oountjry  on  the  question." 

In  Iowa  it  is  well  settled  that  an  insolvent  oorpo- 
ratfon  may  lawfully  mortgage  all  its  property  for 
the  security  of  a  portion  of  Ito  debts,  even  thougt 
nothing  is  left  for  the  payment  of  those  oosscured. 
Rollins  V.  Shaver  Wagon  ft  C*  Co.  80  Iowa,  380. 
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tial  deed  of  asBiffnment  after  insolvency  and  per- 
manent-«eaBat1on  of  business. 

8«  Tbe  '*  business'*  of  a  eorporatioii* 
^BTithin  a  statntory  authority  to  e€m> 
trmet  in  '*  its  authorized  business"  cannot  be 
conatraed  to  indude  the  making  of  a  preferen- 

i  tial  deed  of  trust  after  the  corporation  has  b^ 
come  insolvent  and  ceased  to  carry  on  its  opera- 
tions, without  any  intention  of  resuminir* 

(November  Id,  1803.) 

aUESTIONS  CERTIFIED  by  the  Court 
of  Civil  Appeals  for  the  Second  Supreme 
Judicial  District  for  the  opinion  of  the  Su- 
preme Court  in  an  action  brought  to  set  aside 
certain  chattel  mortgages  given  by  the  Lyons- 
Thomas  Hardware  Company  as  a  fraud  upon 
their  creditors,  in  which  a  judgment  bad  been 
rendered  In  favor  of  plaintiffs  and  defendant 
had  appealed  to  the  Court  of  Civil  Appeals. 
Antwers  fawrabls  to  plaintiffs  given. 

On  November  9,  1889,  the  Lyons-Thomas 
Hardware  Co.,  a  private  trading  corporation, 
being  insolvent,  made  certain  chattel  mort- 
gages in  which  they  preferred  the  claims  of 
certain  other  creditors,  and  the  assets  of  the 
corporation  were  transferred  to  L.  P.  Harrison 
as  trustee.     Plaintiffs  filed  a  creditors'  bill 


asking  the  appointment  of  a  receiver,  and  that- 
the  assets  be  paid  to  all  the  creditors  ratably,, 
attacked  the  mortgages  as  void  for  want  of 
power  to  make  them,  because  the  corporation ^ 
being  a  private  trading  corporation  and  insolv- 
ent, having  ceased  to  be  a  "going  concern," 
could  not  prefer  its  creditors  or  pledge  its 
property  to  part  of  them  only,  its  assets  being 
a  trust  fund  for  the  payment  of  all  creditors 
ratably.  The  mortgages  were  declared  void, 
and  the  mortgagees  appealed.  The  case  was 
transferred  from  the  supreme  court  to  the 
court  of  civil  appeals  and  that  court  certified 
the  questions  indicated  in  the  opinion  of  the 
supreme  court  to  the  supreme  court  for  an- 
swer. 

Further  facts  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs,  Maseyv  Liflfhtfoot  ft  Denton 
and  Ondlesr  ft  McKUPe  for  appellants. 

Messrs.  Hale  ft  Hale  and  T.  S.  Hill» 
with  Messrs.  Rosa  ft  Scott*  H.  D.  Mc- 
Donald* and  Park*  Ownby  ft  Dailey,  for 
appellees: 

An  insolvent  private  corporation,  when  it 
ceases  to  carry  on  its  business,  with  no  inten- 
tion to  continue  its  legitimate  business,  and 
not  having  the  ability  to  do  so,  cannot  pledge 
its  assets  or  make  a  valid  mortgage,  preferring 


In  Maryland  It  is  held  that  a  corporation  in  fail- 
inff  circumstenoes  may,  like  any  other  debtor,  un- 
lees  restrained  by  some  express  provision  in  its 
charter,  make  a  preference  among  creditors  on  an 
assismment  of  its  property  to  trustees.  State  v. 
Bank  of  Iferyland.  6  GUI  ft  J.  806,  96  Am.  Dec.  601. 

In  MlastBsippI  it  is  held  t^t  an  insolvent  corpora- 
tion may  make  a  preferential  aasiirnment  for  cred- 
itors.   Palmer  v.  George  W,  Hutchison  Grocery 

Co.  (Mtos.)  Oct.  17,  ime. 

In  Michigan  it  is  not  unlawful  for  an  insolvent 
corporation  to  give  preferences  to  creditors  by  way 
of  mortgage.  Bank  of  Montreal  v.  Potts  Salt  & 
Lumber  Co.  90  Mich.  345. 

In  Warner  v.  Littlefleld,  89  Mich.  8S9,  a  chattel 
mortgage  made  to  one  who  was  not  himself  a 
creditor,  giving  a  preference  to  creditors  of  an  in- 
solvent corporation,  was  attacked  on  the  ground 
that  It  constituted  a  general  assignment  for  cred- 
itors, but  was  upheld. 

Sheldon  v.  Mann,  86  Mich.  866,  made  substantial- 
ly the  same  decision  in  respect  to  several  chattel 
mortgages.  * 

A  chattel  mortgage  creating  a  preference  Is  up- 
held in  Michigan,  although  made  at  substantially 
the  same  time  as  a  general  assignment,  if  the  mort- 
gagee does  not  know  of  the  contemplated  assign- 
ment.   Whipple  V.  Stebblns,  67  Mich.  607. 

The  case  of  Kendall  v.  Bishop,  76  Mich.  681,  held 
that  an  instrument  called  a  chattel  mortgage  con- 
stituted in  effect  a  transfer  of  all  the  property  of 
the  insolvent  corporation,  and  was  a  general  as- 
signment iu  fact.  But  this  case  is  distinguished  in 
Sheldon  v.  Mann,  86  Mich.  266,  and  later  cases  hold- 
ing that  a  chattel  mortgage  is  not  necessarily  an 
assignment  for  creditors  within  the  prohibition  of 
tbQjrtatute,  because  it  Is  made  in  trust. 

But  a  chattel  mortgage  made  as  part  of  the  same 
transaction,  in  which  an  aaslgrnment  for  creditors 
ismadelyy  an  insolvent  corporation,  must  he  re- 
garded as  part  of  such  assignment,  and  cannot  be 
allowed  to  create  a  preference  which  the  assign- 
ment cannot  give  directly.  Bumham  v.  Hasklns, 
79Mioh.8&. 

A  chattel  mortgage  by  an  insolvent  corporation 
cannot  be  upheld  when  it  was  given  under  an  ar- 
rangement for  the  immediate  tiling  of  a  bill  in 
equity  and  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  and  the 
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-transfer  of  the  business  of  the  corporation,  which 
could  not  be  done  by  an  assignment  for  creditors. 
Merchants  &  M.  Xat.  Bank  v.  Kent,  48  Mich.  298. 

In  the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States  sitting 
in  Nebraska  it  Is  held  that  a  private  corporation  in 
a  failing  condition  has  the  same  common-law  right 
that  a  natural  person  has  to  prefer  creditors  by  way 
of  pas'ment  or  security.  Allis  v.  Jones,  45  Fed. 
Bep.148. 

The  doctrine  that  a  corporation,  in  the  absence 
of  statutory  restriction,  has  authority  to  prefer 
creditors  is  approved  in  Coats  v.  DonnelL,  94  N. 
Y.  168,  which  upholds  a  preference  made  by  an  in- 
solvent foreign  corporation  on  ihe  ground  that  the 
statutory  restrictions  upon  preferences  by  insolv- 
ent corporations  do  not  apply  to  foreign  corpora- 
tions. 

Forster  v.  Mullanphy  Planing  Mill  Co.,  16  Mo. 
App.  IfiO,  although  holding  merely  that  a  prefer- 
ence was  not  a  fraud  which  would  sustain  an  at- 
tachment, is  quoted  in  Schroeder  v.  Mason,  25  Mo. 
App.  190,  as  authority  for  tbe  doctrine  chat  an  in- 
solvent corporation  may  make  a  preference  among 
creditors;  and  it  is  said  the  corporation  and  its 
creditor  may  by  united  voluntary  action  do  what 
the  creditor  alone  could  do  by  virtue  of  the  law 
relatlDg  to  attachment,  and  therefore  a  transfer  of 
property  by  an  insolvent  corporation  in  pasrment 
of  a  bona  fide  debt  Is  upheld,  although  creating  a 
preference. 

In  New  Jersey  it  Is  held  that  under  the  law  as  it 
has  stood  since  the  revision,  corporations  like  in- 
dividuals can  prefer  creditors,  although  insolvent. 
Bergen  v.  Porpoise  Pishing  Co.  41  N.  J.  Eq.  288; 
Wilkinson  v.  Bauerle,  Id.  686:  Vail  v.  Jameson,  Id. 
648. 

The  New  Jersey  decisions  are  probably  inHuenced 
to  some  extent  by  the  fSct  that  preferences,  and  in- 
deed any  sale  or  transfer  of  the  property  of  a  cor- 
poration after,  or  in  contemplation  of  insolvency, 
had  been  expressly  prohibited  by  statutory  pro- 
visions, which  had  been  omitted  from  the  revision 
of  the  statutes. 

Under  this  statute  whUe  It  existed,  which  origi- 
nally became  law  February  16. 1829,  various  decis- 
ions were  made  denying  the  validity  of  such  pref* 
erences.  Coryell  v.  New  Hope  Delaware  Bridge 
Co.  9  N.  J.  Bq.  467;  Van  Wagenen  v.  Paterson  Sav» 


eo4 


Texas  8ufbkme  Court. 


Nov.. 


a  portion  of  its  creditors  to  the  exclusion  of 
the  other  creditors,  but  in  sucli  case  its  assets 
are  a  trust  fund  held  by  it  for  the  payment  of 
its  creditors,  ratably,  and  such  creditors  have 
an  equitable  lien  on  the  assets  to  secure  such 
ratable  payment,  and  its  directors  are  then 
trustees  for  the  creditors. 

Rev.  Stat.  art.  606;  Jefferwn  Nat  Bank  v. 
Texas  Intest  Co,  74  Tex.  486;  Panhandls  Nat, 
Bank  v.  Emery,  78  Tex.  605;  Lang  v.  Dough- 
erty, 74  Tex.  281;  Seale  v.  Baker,  70  Tex.  291; 
Tana  Canning  Co.  v.  Fraaer,  81  Tex.  407; 
8awyer  v.  Hoag,  84  U.  S.  17  Wall.  610,  620, 
21  L.  ed.  781,  785;  Sanger  v.  Upton,  91  U.  8. 
56,  64,  28  L.  ed.  220.  228;  UptonY,  TrUdleock, 
91  U.  8.  45,  23  L.  ed.  208;  Morgan  County  v. 
AUen,  108  U.  8.  508,  509,  26  L.  ed.  501,  502; 
Baring  v.  Dabney,  86  U.  8.  19  Wall.  10,  22  L, 
ed.  95;  Richardson  v.  Green,  188  U.  8.  44,  88 
L.  ed.  522;  Wabash,  8t,  L.  d  R  R,  Co.  v. 
Ham,  114  U.  8.  587.  594,  29  L.  ed.  285,  288; 
Graham  v.  La  Crosse  db  M.  R.  Co,  102  U.  8. 
148,  161,  26  L.  ed.  106,  111;  2  Morawetz, 
Priv.  Corp.  §8  787,  808,  861-868;  Wait,  In- 
solvent Corp.  g§  142.  144,  146;  Cook,  8tock 
<&  Stockholders,  g  661;  Angell  &  A.  Priv. 
Corp.  ^  600;  1  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  §  410;  Taylor, 
Priv.  Corp.  §S  ^^>  ««»;  1  Jones,  Liens,  §§  84- 


86;  Thompson.  Liability  of  Stockbolden. 
^  267;  Kankakee  WooUn  iiiU  Co,  v.  Kampe,  3$ 
Mo.  App.  229;  State  v.  Broekman,9^1io.  App. 
181;  Rouse  v.  MerchanU  Nat.  Bank,  5  L  R.  A. 
878,  46  Ohio  St.  498:  Olney  v.  Conanicut  Land 
Co,  5  L.  R.  A.  861,  16  R.  I.  597;  Haywod  v. 
Lincoln  Lumber  Co,  64  Wis.  639:  Roan  v.  Winn, 
93  Ma  508.  19  Am.  &  Eng.  Corp.  Gas.  102: 
\^iU%am8  V.  Jackson  County  Patrons  of  Hub- 
bandry,  28  Mo.  App.  182;  Marr  v.  Bank  of 
West  Tennessee,  4  Coldw.  471;  Roprighi  v. 
JSickerson,  78  Mo.  490;  Chew  v.  Mingvwd, 
86  Mo.  260,  56  Am.  Rep.  429;  Htghtovcer  t. 
Mustain,  8  Qa.  506:  FoOer  v.  MuUanpkg  Ptau- 
ing  Mm  Co.  92  Mo.  79:  Beach  v.  MiUer,  19  Am. 
&  Eng.  Corp.  Cas.  98;  Bouton  v.  Dement,  123 
ni.  14^,  19  Am.  &  Ene.  Corp.  Cas.  811;  Povm 
V.  Hamilton  Botper  Co.  60  Wis.  28,  8  Am.  & 
Eng.  Corp.  Cas.  269;  TurnbuUv.  Prentiss  Lum- 
ber Co.  55  Mich.  887,  8  Am.  &  Eoff.  Corp.  Ca». 
257;  Hopkins  v.  Johnson,  90  Pa.  69;  McDonnell 
V.  Alabama  Gold  L.  Ins.  Co.  85  Ala.  401.  26 
Am.  &  Eng.  Corp.  Cas.  261;  ESnee  v.  Sanford 
Fork  A  Tool  Co.  44  Fed.  Rep.  281;  ContAx- 
dated  Tank  Line  Go,  v.  Kansas  City  VarniA 
Co.  45  Fed.  Rep.  7. 

insolvent  corporations  which  have  ceased 
to  do  business  in  this  state,  or  anywhere  else, 


Bank.  10  N.  J^  Eg.  18;  Welis  v.  Bahway  White  Bub- 
ber  Co.  10  N.  J.  Eq.  402. 

In  West  Vlrgrinia  the  court,  while  boldingr  that 
an  Insolvent  corporation  having  ceased  to  do  busl- 
neas  has  the  same  power  as  an  insolvent  Individual 
to  prefer  a  creditor  in  a  general  assignment  of  all 
Its  property  for  the  payment  of  debts,  declared 
that  it  would  hold  the  contrary  doctrine  if  it  was 
free  to  do  so.  Pyles  v.  Biverside  Furniture  Co.  80 
W.  Va.  128. 

The  court  based  this  decision  on  the  fact  that  by 
an  early  Virginia  decision  (Burr  v.  McDonald,  8 
Gratt.  286)  it  was  established  as  the  law  in  that 
Jurisdiction  that  a  corporation  could  make  such 
preferences,  except  when  restrained  by  statute; 
and  that  the  only  statute  restricting  such  prefer- 
ences applied  to  mining  and  manufacturing  com- 
panies merely,  and  that  this  statute  bad  not  been 
in  force  for  many  years. 

Pre/ereno08  proMiiUed. 

Preferences  are  in  fact  allowed  to  creditors  who 
are  not  members  of  the  corporation  by  nearly  all 
the  cases  in  which  the  question  has  been  decided. 
The  actual  conflict  on  this  point  is  very  slight  and 
the  main  case,  Lyons-Thomas  Habdwarb  Co. 
V.  Pebrt  Stovs  Mfq.  Co.  is,  although  not  alone 
in  denying  such  preference,  supported  by  very  few 
cases. 

The  leading  prior  case  on  this  point  was  Bouse  v. 
Merchants  Nat.  Bank,  5  L.  B.  A.  378,  46  Ohio  St.  488, 
which  did  dedde  broadly  that  insolvent  corpora- 
tions cannot  give  preferences  by  mortgage,  and 
did  not  limit  the  dei^islon  to  any  class  of  creditors. 
But  from  the  report  ot  the  case  it  appears  that  the 
mortgage  was  authorized  by  the  same  resolution 
that  ordered  a  general  assignment  for  creditors, 
and  that  one  defense  set  up  in  the  answer  was  that 
the  mortgage  secured  an  individual  debt  of  the 
president  of  the  corporation.  Still  these  elements 
do  not  seem  to  have  been  regarded  and  the  decision 
is  fairly  made  on  the  doctrine  that  any  preferences 
by  an  insolvent  corporation  which  has  ceased  bus- 
iness are  unlawful. 

Following  the  doctrine  of  Bouse  v.  Merchants 
l^at.  Bank,  supra,  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  held  that  in  a  case  arising  in  the  cslrcuit 
<court  of  the  United  States  in  Ohio  mortgages  made 
22  L.  R.  A. 


by  an  insolvent  trading  corporation  to  prefer  soioe 
of  its  creditors  were  invalid.  Geonre  F.  Smith 
Middlings  Puriiler  Co.  v.  MoGroarty,  V»  U.  &  387. 
84  L.ed.8i6. 

But  in  this  case  the  president  of  the  oorpondon 
was  in  fact  one  of  the  preferred  orediton.  In  ad- 
dition to  this  the  court  expressly  declared  tlut  ibe 
Ohio  law  must  govern. 

Again  in  Kankakee  Woolen  Mill  Co.  v.  Kampe, 
88  Mo.  App.  2S9,  it  was  said  that  a  corporation  hope- 
lessly insolvent  cannot  make  a  preference  among 
its  creditors,  whether  they  are  directors  or  stru- 
gers.  But  here  also  the  case  involved  a  preference 
to  a  director. 

In  Haywood  v.  Lincoln  Lumber  Co.,  M  Wis.  68B. 
the  mortgage  to  secure  directors  was  authoriied 
by  a  vote  when  a  majority  of  the  quorum  vote 
were  interested  as  creditors.  But  it  is  said  In  ibe 
case  that  an  insolvent  corporation  can  make  **no 
preferences  to  any  one  of  the  creditors,  much  )ts^ 
to  the  directors  or  trustees,  as  such.'**  The  court 
says  that  it  has  found  this  principle  recognised  in 
^ery  case,  but,  as  will  be  seen,  there  are  numeroud 
cases  in  which  the  principle  is  fully  denied. 

Other  cases  denying  preferences  have  been  tlioee 
In  which  the  attempted  preferences  were  to  olBceiH 
or  members  of  the  corporation  or  else  those  in 
which  the  statutes  prohibited  preferences. 

In  Wisconsin  the  statute  makes  every  asrignisent 
void,  if  it  gives  any  preference  to  one  creditor 
over  another,  except  for  wages.  Goalee  Lumber 
Co.  V.  Bipon  Lumber  ft  Mtg.  Co.  68  Wis.  481. 

Under  the  Gteorerla  statute  transfws  to  create 
preferences  by  a  corporation,  which  is  tosohieou 
or  in  contemplation  of  insolvency,  are  prohibited. 
Hightower  v.  Mustain,  8  Ga.  006. 

And  under  a  similar  statute  mortgages  cresting 
preferences  are  invalid.  Central  B.  k  Bkg.  Co.  r. 
Claghom.  1  Speers,  Eq.  545. 

The  reinsurance  by  a  New  York  insunooe  com- 
pany of  all  policies  issued  flx>m  Ita  home  oAoe  when 
it  was  involved  in  consequence  of  heavy  losses  s»- 
tained  in  the  Chicago  fire,  and  when  the  oompsoy 
was  in  fact  insolvent,  although  this  was  not  knows 
to  the  officers,  made  as  a  temporair  expedient 
with  the  expectation  of  resuming  the  reinsunnce 
policies  when  the  Chicago  losses  were  adjusted, 
was  held  to  constitute  a  preference  in  favor  of 
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except  where  allowed  to  do  so  by  statute,  and 
which  have  do  iDtentioD  nor  the  ability  to  go 
on  and  carry  out  the  objects  of  their  creation, 
have  DO  right  to  execute  mortgages  preferring 
their  creditors,  having  no  lien  on  their  assets, 
but  in  such  case  the  creditors  have  a  lien  in 
equity  and  the  assets  are  in  such  case  a  trust 
fund  for  .the  payment  of  the  debts  ratably,  and 
its  directors  or  managers  are  trustees  for  the 
creditors,  and  hold  the  assets  for  that  purpose. 

Tobin  Canning  Co.  v.  BVa^er,  81  Tex.  407; 
Morgan  County  v.  AUm,  108  U.  8.  508,  509, 
28  L.  ed.  502:  1  Jones.  Liens,  g^  84-86. 

Creditors  of  an  insolvent  corporation  which 
has  ceased  to  carry  on  the  business  for  which  it 
was  created,  have  a  right  in  equitv  to  file  a 
creditor's  bill  to  arrest  an  illegal  or  fraudulent 
transfer  of  its  assets,  and  to  recover  them  from 
whomsoever  they  may  be  found  in  possession 
of,  without  first  having  reduced  their  claims 
to  judgment,  and  in  such  case  they  have  a 
lien  in  equity  on  the  assets  and  can  follow  them 
and  take  them,  unless  they  have  passed  into 
the  hands  of  an  innocent  purchaser,  for  a  val- 
uable consideration  without  notice. 

Kankakee  Woolen  Mill  Co^  v.  ^am/>e,  38Mo. 
App.  229;  Story.  Eq.  §§  827,  835,  851;  Innes  v. 
Landing,  7  Paige,  588,  4  L.  ed.  288. 


An  insolvent  corporation,  when  it  intends  to 
immediately  cease  to  do  business,  or  further 
carry  out  the  oblects  of  its  creation,  has  no 
right  to  convey  all  its  assets  to  a  trustee,  giv- 
ing preference  to  a  porti#n  of  its  creditors,  nor 
can  it  thus  prefer  its  members  and  stock- 
holders. 

See  2  Morawetz,  Priv.  Corp.  SS  881-868; 
Panhandle  Nat,  Bank  v.  Emery,  78  Tex.  498; 
Thompson,  Liability  of  Stockholders;  §  267; 
McDonnell  v.  Alabama  Gold  L.  Im.  Ch.  85 
Ala.  401,  26  Am.  &  £ng.  Corp.  Cas.  261;  Cen- 
tral Agr.  db  M.  Aseo,  v.  Alabama  Gold  L.  Ins, 
Co,  70  Ala.  120,  8  Am.  &  Eng.  Corp.  Cas.  78; 
SUe  V.  Bloom,  19  Johns.  456;  Brigg9  v.  Penni- 
man,  8  Cow.  887. 

Stajrton*  Ch,  </.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court : 

The  questions  submitted  by  the  court 
of  civil  appeals  for  decision  are:  "(1) 
Whether  or  not  a  preferential  deed  of  trust 
executed  by  a  private  trading  corporation 
(chartered  m  July,  1884,  under  general  law) 
after  it  has  become  insolvent,  and  conse- 
quently ceased  to  carry  on  its  business,  with- 
out any  intention  of  resuming  the  enterprise, 
is  void  as  against  the  unsecured  creditors  of 


those  iiifiared  by  the  home  policies  to  the  extent 
tbat  the  prenriums  paid  for  reinsurance  diminished 
the  fund  applicable  to  the  payment  of  all  losses; 
and  such  Insurance  was  a  violation  of  2  N.  Y.  Rev. 
Stat  5th  ed.  519,  H  9, 10,  prohibltinsr  the  transfer  of 
the  effects  of  a  corporation  in  contemplation  of 
insolvency  with  intent  to  give  alpreference.  Gass- 
erly  ▼.  Manners,  9  Hun,  696. 

The  invalidity  of  a  transfer  of  a  mortgaire  as  se- 
curity by  an  Insolvent  corporation  will  not  defeat 
the  moTtsage  in  the  hands  of  a  bona  fide  purchaser. 
Hoyt  V.  Sheldon,  8  Bosw.  267. 

The  knowledge  as  to  insolvency  of  a  creditor  re- 
ceiving a  transfer  or  payment  made  by  an  insolv- 
ent corporation,  or  in  contemplation  of  insolv- 
ency, with  intent  to  give  a  preference  will  not 
prevent  such  preference  from  being  invalid. 
Brouwer  v.  Aarbeclc,  9  N.  Y.  694. 

A  pledge  of  securities  to  secure  the  payment  of 
bonds  issued  by  an  insolvent  corporation  to  obtain 
funds  for  use  In  its  business  will  not  constitute  an 
unlawful  transfer  or  assignment  under  the  New 
York  statute,  if  not  made  with  intent  to  prefer  one 
creditor  over  another,  but  with  an  honest  expecta- 
tion to  continue  business  and  pay  all  debts.  Curtis 
v.Leavitt,16N.Y.110. 

So  one  who  takes  a  chattel  mortgage  in  good 
faith  from  a  corporation  which  is  insolvent,  but 
alive  and  active,  is  as  fully  protected  as  if  dealing 
with  an  individual.  Manhattan  Brass  do.  v.  Web- 
ster Glass  ft  Q.  Co.  87  Mo.  App.  146. 

And  a  mortgage  by  a  corporation  which  is  in  fact 
insolvent  will  not  be  regarded  as  an  invalid  pref- 
erence if  that  is  not  its  intent;  but  if  it  was  given 
merely  to  obtain  an  extension  of  credit  and  the 
company  was  then  endeavoring  to  carry  on  its 
business.  Damarin  v.  Huron  Iron  Co.47  Ohio  St.  581. 

But  the  question  what  transfers  must  be  regarded 
as  made  in  contemplation  of  insolvency,  or  when  a 
corporation  is  to  be  deemed  insolvent  is  not  entered 
upon  in  this  note. 

Although  an  insolvent  corporation  in  New  Jersey 
may  prefer  creditors,  a  mortgage  creating  such  a 
preference  pending  a  suit  to  wind  up  the  affairs  of 
the  corporation,  in  which  an  injunction  against 
mortgage  or  other  disposal  of  its  property  bad 
been  isgued.  Is  invalid.  Bissell  v.  Besson,  47  N.  J. 
Bq.  58a 
22L.R.A. 


Preference^  by  a  bank  which  is  insolvent,  or 
made  in  contemplation  of  insolvency,  are  prohibit- 
ed by  special  act  in  Georgia,  Code,  1 4429.  Hill  v. 
Western  &  A.  R.  Co.  86  Ga.  284. 

An  insolvent  bank  which  transfers  securities  in 
payment  of  drafts  on  which  a  loan  had  been  ob- 
tained makes  an  assignment  which  is  prohibited 
by  1  N.  Y.  Rev.  SUit.  603,  8  4  (pt.  1,  chap.  18,  title  4). 
Robinson  v.  Bank  of  Attica,  21  N.  Y.  405. 

A  transfer  of  bills  of  exchange  by  an  insolvent 
bank  to  a  depositor,  with  intent  tu  give  him  a  pref- 
erence, cannot  be  upheld  on  the  ground  that  his 
deposits  had  been  received  after  the  bank  officers 
knew  of  its  Insolvency,  where  the  bills  of  exchange 
were  not  a  part  of  the  deposits  made  by  him.  At- 
kinson v.  Rochester  Printing  Co.  114  N.  Y.  168. 

Payment  of  a  check  by  a  bank  while  it  continues 
in  business,  to  a  depositor  ignorant  of  its  Insolv- 
ency, is  not  within  the  prohibition  of  the  New 
York  statute  against  a  transfer  or  assignment  in 
contemplation  of  insolvency.  Dutoher  v.  Import- 
ers &  T.  Nat  Bank,  S9  N.  Y.  5. 

By  U.  8.  Rev.  Stat..  6242,  assignments  or  transfers 
by  an  insolvent  national  bank  and  to  prefer  cred- 
itors and  attachments  against  such  banks  from 
state  courts  are  made  unlawful,  but  the  interpreta- 
tion and  application  of  that  section  constitutes  a 
distinct  subject,  which  is  not  here  entered  upon. 

Stockholders  as  preferred  creditors. 

Where  insolvent  corporations  are  allowed  to 
make  preferences  among  creditors,  a  stockholder 
may  be  a  preferred  creditor.  Burr  v.  McDonald, 
8  Gratt.  215;  Lexington  L.  ft  M.  F.  Co.  v.  Page,  17 
B.  Mon.  412, 06  Am.  Dec.  165;  Reich wald  v.  Com- 
mercial Hotel  Co.  106  111.  489. 

And  a  stockholder  may  obtain  such  preference 
by  transfer  of  property.  Reichwald  v.  Commer- 
cial Hotel  Co.   tupra. 

But  in  Swepson  v.  Exchange  &  D.  Bank,  9  Lea, 
713,  it  was  held  that  the  sole  stockholder  of  an  in- 
solvent bank  could  not  take  a  conveyance  of  its 
property  in  payment  for  his  debt  to  the  exclusion 
of  other  creditors. 

Insolvency  of  a  corporation  will  not  prevent  a 
creditor  from  getting  security  if  he  can  while  the 
corporation  is  a  going  concern  and  the  directors 
intend  to  continue  business,  even  if  he  might  push 
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such  corporation.  (2)  If  a  private  corpora- 
tion, unaer  such  circumstances,  has  the  same 
power  to  prefer  its  creditors  as  an  individual, 
whether  such  preferential  deed  is  void  in  law 
because  of  the  fact  tlptt  the  stockholders,  di- 
rectors, and  other  officers  of  the  corporation, 
who  executed  in  the  name  of  the  corporation, 
are  liable  as  sureties  and  indorsers  on  the 
preferred  claims. "  Both  questions  present  a 
case  in  'which,  on  account  of  insolvency,  the 
corporation  had  ceased  to  carrj^  on  business, 
and  had  no  intention  at  any  time  to  resume, 
when  the  instrument  was  executed  through 
which  preference  was  intended  to  be  given. 
The  corporation  was  one  having  no  powers 
other  than  such  as  are  given  by  the  laws  of 
this  state  regulating  incorporation  under  the 
general  law,  which  of  course  will  embrace 
powers,  although  not  expressly  given,  that 
are  necessary  to  the  exercise  of  those  which 
are.  It  is  contended,  however,*  that  such 
corporations  have  all  the  powers  to  give 
preferences  which  a  person  has,  so  long  as 
the  corporate  existence  continues,  unless  such 
power  is  denied  by  the  common  law  or  bv  the 
statutes  of  this  state ;  and,  in  support  of  this 
proposition,  reference  is  made  to  the  opin- 
ion in  case  of  lUche  v.  Asbury  Railway  Car- 


riage Iron  Co. ,  L.  R.  9  Exch.  268,  in  which 
the  court  was  considering  the  powers  con- 
ferred on  corporations  created  under  gentnil 
acts  of  parliament.  In  the  course  of  the 
opinion,  referring  to  the  case  of  Sutton  Bm- 
pital,  10  Coke,  30,  it  was  said  that  was  "an 
express  authority  that  at  common  law  ii  is 
an  incident  to  a  corporation  to  use  its  com 
mon  seal  for  the  purpose  of  binding  itself  tn 
anything  to  which  a  natural  person  could 
bind  himself,  and  to  deal  with  its  property 
as  a  natural  person  might  deal  with  his  own*: 
and,  further,  that  an  attempt  to  forbid  this. 
on  the  part  of  the  king,  even  by  express  neg- 
ative words,  does  not  bind  the  law.  .  .  . 
I  take  it  that  the  true  rule  of  law  is  thst  u 
corporation,  at  common  law,  has,  as  an  in- 
cident given  by  law,  the  same  power  to  con 
tract,  and  subject  to  the  same  restrictions, 
that  a  natural  person  has.''  The  question 
involved  in  that  case  was  whether  a  certain 
transaction  was  nltra  vire^  and  its  solution 
depended  on  the  question  whether  corpora 
tions  incorporated  under  the  general  law  bad 
the  same  powers  as  what  may  be  termed 
^common- law  corporations."  On  appeal  to 
the  house  of  lords,  it  was  held  that  a  com 
pany  created  a  corporation  under  the  general 


his  claim  to  Judj^ment  and  force  th#  corporation 
into  liquidation.  Commeroial  Nat.  Bank  v.  Burch, 
40  111.  App.  606. 

Directors  and  officers  as  preferred  creditors. 

The  meet  serious  conflict  between  the  courts  on 
the  question  of  preferences  by  insolvent  corpora- 
tions is  in  reference  to  the  preference  of  debts  of 
directors.  In  a  few  states  the  doctrine  that  cor- 
porations may  prefer  creditors  is  followed  to  Its 
full  extent,  and  preferences  to  the  directors  them- 
selves, althouirb  obtained  by  virtue  of  their  superi- 
or  IcnowledfTe  of  the  condition  of  the  corporation, 
are  upheld.    Such  is  the  law  in  Michigan. 

A  mortfraflre  by  an  insolvent  corporation  in  trust 
to'seoure'debts  on  which  the  directors *are  liable  as 
Indorsers  is  held  by  the  circuit  court  of  the  United 
States  in  Michiflran  to  be  valid.  HUls  v.  Stookwell 
&  D.  Furniture  Ck>.  28  Fed.  Rep.  432. 

See  also  Bbown  v.  Grand  Rapids  Pabi<or  Fub- 
NrruRS  Co.  post,  — . 

In  Buell  V.  Buckingham,  16  Iowa,  284,  86  Am. 
Dec.  616,  which  is  one  of  the  leading  cases  cited  in 
support  of  the  allowance  of  preferences  to  direct- 
ors, the  director  obtained  his  preference  by  a  pur- 
chase of  property  of  the  corporation  for  more 
than  its  real  value,  and  In  addition  to  the  dis- 
charge of  his  own  debt  assumed,  as  part  of  the 
consideration  for  the  property,  the  payment  of 
other  debts.  But  it  is  said  in  that  case  :  '^Beingr 
an  officer  In  the  corporation  did  not  deprive  Buell 
of  tile  rljfht  to  enter  into  competition  with  other 
orvdititnt,  and  run  a  race  of  dilierenoe  with  them, 
avaUlDjr  himself  in  the  contest  of  his  superior 
kDowJedjreand  of  the  advantaffesof  his  position  to 
ObtJiin  security  for  the  payment  of  his  debt.** 

Tbi^  is  established  law  in  Iowa  and  the  fact  that 
a  pr^^f^Tt-nce  by  an  insolvent  corporation  is  ezer- 
cls*Mi  in  favor  of  directors  or  shareholders  is  im- 
roacvriaL  althougrh  they  may  have  voted  for  the 
propcK^ition  to  secure  their  own  debts.  Warfleld 
V.  Mtmball  County  Canning  Co.  72  Iowa.  667;  Gar- 
rat  t  V.  tiurlington  Plow  Co.  70  Iowa,  6B7,  59  Am. 
Hep.  4ill. 

lo  Virginia  also  preferences  to  directors  are  up- 
held.   Planters  Bank  v.  Whittle,  78  Va.  737. 

In  l4imb  V.  Cecil,  25  W.  Va.  288,  a  preference  to 
AUtvrtors  of  an  insolvent  bank  was  held  invalid, 
it,  A. 


where  it  was  obtained  by  a  transfer  of  discounted 
bills  of  the  bank  in  excess  of  Uie  cashier^s  author- 
Itr. 

This  case  was  followed  by  Lamb  v.  Pannell,  S8  W. 
ya.668. 

In  Lamb  v.  Laughlin,  25  W.  Va.  300,  directors  of 
a  bank  were  held  guilty  for  a  breach  of  trust  and 
also  fraud,  where  they  kept  the  bank  open  after  it 
was  Insolvent  to  receive  deposits,  which  they  took 
in  payment  of  their  own  deposits. 

So  a  deed  of  trust  to  secure  directors  was  held  in 
Hope  V.  Vailey  City  Salt  Co.,  25  W.  Va.  7»,  to  be 
fraudulent  both  in  law  and  fact. 

But  the  validity  of  preferences  as  soch  to  We$t 
Virginia  is  settled  in  favor  of  the  prefereoces. 
though  with  much  reluctance  without  makinff  or 
discussing  any  exception  in  respect  to  directors  in 
the  case  of  Pyles  v.  Riverside  Furniture  Co.,  30  W. 
Va.128. 

In  Missouri  it  was  said  in  Uie  case  of  Foster  v. 
MuUanphy  Planing  MiU  Co.,  92  Ma  7V,  that  a  deed 
of  trust  preferring  creditors  of  an  insolvent  cor- 
poration is  valid  even  though  such  creditors  arc 
directors  of  the  corporation. 
.  But  the  question  actually  decided  was'  that  an 
imlawf ul  preference  by  an  insolvent  corporatioD 
for  the  benefit  of  directors  is  not  a  trauduient  cod- 
veyanoe  which  will  constitute  the  basis  of  an  at- 
tachment under  the  Missouri  statute  as  a  fraud  on 
creditors.  This  was  also  the  decision  of  the  court 
of  appeals.  Forster  v.  Mullanphy  Planing  Mill 
Co.  16  Mo.  App.  160. 

llie  court  holds  that  a  fraudulent  conveyance 
which  will  justify  an  attachment  must  be  utterly 
void  as  to  creditors  and  not  merely  voidable,  ^o 
that  it  will  create  a  resulting  trust  In  favor  .of  the 
creditors. 

Other  Missouri  cases  do  not  agree  with  the  broad 
doctrine  stated  in  the  above  case  (ft!  Mo.  79>.  It 
was  held  in  Williams  v.  Jackson  County  Patrons 
of  Husbandry,  28  Mo.  App.  132,  by  the  court  of 
appeals  a  little  before  the  decision  in  &S  Mo.  79.  that 
after  a  corporation  is  recognised  to  be  insolv- 
ent and  has  ceased  business  directors  cannot 
make  preference  of  their  own  claims  against  It  u> 
the  exclusion  of  other  creditors. 

And  in  Uoan  v.  Winn,  93  Mo.  508.  It  was  held  that 
deeds  by  an  insolvent  bank  to  a  stockholder  and 


1893. 


Ltons-Thoscas^Harowabe  Co.  v.  Pbrry  Stove  Mpg.  Co 


807 


law  providing  for  voluntary  incorporation 
was  not  a  corporation  possessed  of  inherent 
<cominon-law  rights,  but  was  limited  to  the 
powers  properly  embraced  under  the  law  in 
the  memorandum  of  association.  Atibury 
Bailicay  CwtHagt  d  Iron  Co.  v.  Eiehef  L.  R. 
7  U.  L.  653.  The  English  acts  regulating 
incorporation,  as  do  the  acts  in  force  in  this 
state  on  that  subject,  prescribe  the  powers 
corporations  organized  under  them  may  ex- 
ercise, and  it  ought  to  be  deemed  settled  law 
that  they  have  only  such  powers  as  the  act43 
under  which  they  are  created  confer  upon 
them.  Aity-Gen,  v.  Qreai  Northern  B.  Co. 
1  Drew.  A  S.  154 ;  EversfiM  v.  Mid-Sussex 
B,  Co,  3  DeG.  &  J.  386;  Green  Bay  A  M. 
R.  Co.  V.  Vnitm  Steambo<U  Co.  107  U.  S.  100. 
27  L.  ed.  413 ;  Thomas  v.  West  Jersey  B.  Co. 
101  U.  8.  81,  35  L.  ed.  951. 

In  the  case  last  cited  it  was  contended,  as 
in  this,  that  a  corporation  created  as  sue- 
gesied  in  the  questions  submitted  may  ao 
Any  act  not  expre^ly  or  impliedly  prohibited 
by  its  charter,  as  might  corporations  at  com- 
nion  law,  but  in  reply  to  this  it  was  said : 
**  We  do  not  concur  in  this  proposition.  We 
take  the  general  doctrine  to  be,  in  this  coun- 
try, though  there  may  be  exceptional  cases 


and  some  authorities  to  the  contrary,  that 
the  powers  of  corporations  organized  under 
legislative  statutes  are  such,  and  such  only, 
as  those  statutes  confer.  Conceding  the  rule 
applicable  to  all  statutes,  that  what  is  fairly 
implied  is  as  much  granted  as  what  is  ex- 
pressed, it  remains  that  the  charter  of  a  cor- 
poration is  the  measure  of  its  powers,  and 
that  the  enumeration  of  these  powers  implies 
the  exclusion  of  all  others."  In  Head  v. 
Providence  Ins.  Co.,  6  U.  8.  2  Cranch,  127, 
2  L.  ed.  229,  it  was  said:  **An  individual 
has  an  original  capacity  to  contract  and  bind 
hinoiself  in  such  manner  as  he  pleases.  .  .  . 
But,  with  those  bodies  which  have  only  a 
legal  existence,  it  is  otherwise.  The  act  of 
incorporation  is  to  them  an  enabling  act.  It 
gives  them  all  the  power  they  possess.  It 
enables  them  to  contract. "  In  Datis  v.  Old 
Colony  B.  Co.,  131  Mass.  259,  41  Am.  Rep. 
221,  it  was  said  that  a  corporation  **is  not 
vested  with  all  the  capacities  of  a  natural 
person,  or  of  an  ordinary  partnership,  but 
with  such,  only,  as  its  charter  confers  f  and 
it  may  be  doubted  if  the  English  decisions 
assert  any  other  rule,  except  as  to  corpora- 
tions existing  by  prescription,  whose  exist- 
ence, as  well  as  powers,  must  be  determined 


director  jn  consideration  of  a  surrender  of  paid-up 
stock  are  fraudulent  preferences,  when  the  insolv- 
ency of  the  bank  was  known  to  him  at  the  time. 

The  mere  factof  a  stockholder's  availing  himself 
of  bis  superior  advantages  to  obtain  security  of 
debts  due  to  himself  to  the  exclusion  of  other 
creditors  is  held  In  Whltwell  v.  Warner,  80  Vt.  488, 
not  to  coDstltate  a  constructive  fraud,  which  will 
make  the  stockholders  individually  liable  for  other 
debts  of  the  corporation.  In  this  case  the  validity 
of  the  preference  itself  is  not  directly  questioned, 
but  the  question  involved  was  the  individual  lia- 
bility of  stockholders. 

In  Smith  v.  Skeary,  47  Conn.  47,  it  was  held  that 
directors  had  a  perfect  right  to  receive  payment  of 
their  debts,  although  the  corporation  was  Insolv- 
ent, but  in  ttiat  case  it  seems  to  have  been  sup- 
posed at  the  time  that  the  corporation  was  able  to 
pay  all  its  debts. 

But  the  great  weight  of  authority  denies  the 
right  of  directors  of  a  corporation  to  take  advan- 
tage of  their  position  to  obtain  preferences  for 
tbemselvesor  unsecured  debts'.  OIney  v.  Conani- 
cut  Land  Ck>.  5  L.  K.  A.  361,  16  R.  I.  507;  Corey  v. 
Wadsworth  (Ala.)  June  14, 1802;  Gibson  v.  Trow- 
bridge Furniture  Co.  (AU.)  June  IS,  1802;  Clay  v. 
Towie,  78  Me.  86;  Haywood  v.  Lincoln  Lumber  Co. 
«4  Wis.  630;  First  Nat  Bank  of  Stevens  Point  v. 
Knowles,  67  Wis.  373;  Hays  v.  Citizens  Bank,  51 
Kan.  535:  Smith  v.  Putman,  61  N.  H.  632;  Richards 
V.  New  Hampshire  Ins.  Co.  48  N.  H.  268;  Lippin- 
cott  V.  Shaw  Carriage  Co.  S»  Fed.  Rep.  577:  Howe 
V.  Saoford  Fork  &  Tool  Co.  44  Fed.  Rep.  231; 
Thompson  v.  Huron  Lumber  Co.  4  Wash.  600; 
Coons  V.  Tome.  0  Fed.  Rep.  582;  Koehler  v.  Black 
River  Fails  Iron  Co.  67  U.S.  2  Black,  716,  17  L.  ed. 
339;  Gil  let  v.  Moody,  8  N.  f.  479. 

The  fact  that  stockholders  authorized  a  mort- 
gage giving  a  preference  to  directors  of  an  insol- 
vent corporation  is  immaterial.  Howe  v.  Sanford 
Fork  &  Tool  Co.  miprcu 

Thus,  the  president  of  an  Insolvent  corporation 
cannot  acquire  a  preference  over  other  unsecured 
creditors  by  accepting  on  his  claim  bonds  secured 
by  mortgage.  Sicardi  v.  Keystone  Oil  Co.  149  Pa. 
148. 

So  acts  of  the  directors  of  an  insolvent  corpora- 
tion creating  a  preference  in  favor  of  a  certain 
22L.  R.  A. 


firm  of  which  one  of  the  directors  was  a  member 
and  was  present  oo-operating,  or  consenting,  or 
aoquiesolng  in  the  transaction,  cannot  be  upheld. 
Bradley  v.  Farwoll,  Holmes,  488. 

Trustees  of  an  insolvent  corporation  cannot  sell 
its  property  to  themselves,  or  any  one  of  their 
number,  nor  pay  off  their  own  claims,  against  the 
company  in  preference  to  those  of  other  creditors. 
Third  Nat.  Bank  of  Buffalo  v.  BUiott,  4? Hun,  121. 

A  mortgage  by  an  Insolvent  corporation  to  ob- 
tain a  loan  for  the  payment  of  debts  may  be  upheld 
so  far  as  the  proceeds  of  the  loan  were  legitimately 
ufled  by  the  corporation,  although  it  is  Invalid  as 
to  that  part  the  proceeds  which  were  used  to  pay 
debts  on  which  directors  were  liable,  thus  consti- 
tuting preferences  to  them.  Corbett  v.  Woodward, 
5  Sawy.  403. 

Directors  who,  by  executing  a  mortgage,  secure 
to  themselves  advantages  not  common  to  all  the 
stockholders,  are  held,  in  Koehler  v.  Black  River 
Falls  Iron  Co.  mV.S.2  Black,  716,  17  L.  ed.  880,  to 
be  guilty  of  an  unauthorized  act  violating  their 
trust;  but  in  this  case  the  invalidity  of  the  mort- 
gage was  asserted  by  the  corporation  Itself,  as 
being  In  eifect  a  fraud  by  the  directors  on  other 
stockholders. 

A  preference  given  to  the  estate  of  a  deceased 
director  and  president  of  an  insolvent  corporation 
by  a  t>oard  consisting  of  three  directors,  two  of 
whom  were  brothers  of  the  decedent  and  the  other 
the  agent  of  his  estate,  was  held  unlawful  In 
Adams  v.  Kehlor  Mill  Co.  85  Fed.  Bep.  488. 

A  transfer  of  the  proi)ertyof  a  corporatioa  to  a 
creditor  by  an  ofBcer  and  manager  of  the  corpora- 
tion, who  is  personally  liable  for  the  debt  as  a 
guarantor,  Indoraer,  or  joint  maker  of  notes,  made 
without  authority  or  sanction  of  the  board  of  di- 
rectors, is  in  effect  a  preference  to  him  and  is  in- 
valid. Goodyear  Rubber  Co.  v.  Geo.  D.  Scott  Co. 
(Ala.)  June  21, 1802. 

Security  given  by  an  insolvent  corporation  for 
debts  upon  which  directors  are  themselves  liable 
as  indorsers,  being  in  fact  a  preference  to  them, 
is  invalid.  Consolidated  Tank  Line  Co.  v.  Kansas 
City  Varnish  Co.  45  Ffed.  Rep.  7;  Consolidated  Tank 
Line  Co.  v.  Kansas  City  Varnish  Co.  48  Fed. 
Rep.  204. 

Securities  given  by  an  Insolvent  corporation  to  a 
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by  lon^  and  Uninterrupted  exercise  of  cor- 
porate franchise.  If  the  power  thus  used  be 
for  suflScient  length  of  time  as  unrestricted 
in  business  as  is  that  of  a  natural  person,  the 
same  reason  exists  for  presuming  that  a  grant 
of  such  power  was  at  some  remote  period 
made  as  for  presuminff  the  existence  of  a 
grant  of  corporate  franchise  from  its  exercise 
for  a  great  number  of  years.  It  is  probably 
true  that  English  courts,  in  speaking  of 
•'corporations  by  the  common  law/*  refer 
only  to  those  that  have  exercised  corporate 
powers  from  time  immemorial,  and  it  may 
be  safely  assumed  that  no  mere  trading  cor- 
poration was  ever  thus  classified.  Although 
requested  to  do  so,  if  possible,  counsel  have 
been  unable  to  furnish  any  decision  by  an 
English  court,  except  the  one  before  referred 
to, — which,  as  we  have  seen,  was  expressly 
overruled, — in  which  it  was  held  that  a  cor- 
poration created  under  the  acts  of  parliament 
regulating  the  formation  and  business  of 
companies  with  corporate  powers  had  any 
such  powers  as  are  here  claimed  for  trading 
corporations  created  under  the  general  laws 
of  this  state;  and,  in  view  of  the  leamine 
and  industry  of  counsel,  we  feel  authorized 
to  conclude  that  no  such  decision  exists. 


Whether  such  traDsactions  as  are  set  out 
in  the  questions  propounded  are  consistent 
with  rules  recognized  hj  courts  of  law  as- 
well  as  by  courts  of  equity,  and  by  them  en- 
forced for  the  preservation  of  rights  and  re- 
dress of  wrongs,  will  be  considered  hereafter. 

The  broad  proposition  that  a  corporation 
created  under  the  general  laws  of  this  state- 
may  do  any  act  in  reference  to  its  property 
which  a  natural  person  may  do  with  his  & 
expressly  negatived  by  the  statute.  The 
memorandum  of  association  termed  bv  the 
statute  the  ''charter"  is  required  to  state  ''the 
purpose  for  which  it  is  formed. "  Rev.  Stat, 
art.  667.  Tliis  requirement  is  not  solely  that 
evidence  may  be  thus  furnished  that  the  com- 
pany is  one  intending  to  pursue  a  busiDess 
for  which  the  statute  permits  incorporatioo, 
but  is  also  intended  for  the  protection  of  those 
who  may  become  stockholders  or  credit<»*s, 
who  are  entitled  to  know  in  what  business 
the  corporation  may  engage,  for  without  this 
they  cannot  know  the  extent  of  its  powers, 
nor  the  hazards  to  which  they  may  be  legally 
exposed.  The  statute  further  provides  th&t 
'*  no  corporation  created  under  the  provisions 
of  this  title  shall  employ  its  stodc,  piehnR, 
assets  or  other  property,   directly  or  indi- 


flrm  of  which  the  vice-president  of  the  corpora- 
tion, who  was  a  member  of  the  board  of  directors, 
was  a  member,  constitute  an  unlawful  preference 
as  to  other  creditors  not  provided  for.  Bradley  v. 
(Converse.  4  CUir.  376. 

A  deed  of  trust  constituting  an  invalid  prefer- 
ence of  debts  on  which  directors  are  liable  is  also 
invalid  as  to  another  debt  secured  thereby,  where 
theattomey  who  drew  the  deed  and  advised  con- 
cerning it  was  prosecuting  the  latter  claim  against 
the  insolvent  corporation  and  declined  to  act  un- 
less his  claim  was  included  in  the  deed.  Consoli- 
dated Tank  Line  Ck).  v.  Kansas  City  Varnish  Co. 
46FBd.Bep.7. 

The  directors  of  an  insolvent  corporation  cannot, 
to  the  prejudice  of  any  of  its  creditors,  by  mort- 
gage upon  its  assets,  indemnify  one  or  more  of  their 
own  body  against  loss  as  surety  for  the  corpora- 
tion upon  liabilities  already  incurred,  where  such 
Indemnity  had  not  been  agreed  upon  as  an  induce- 
ment to  tbe  incurring  of  such  liabilities.  The  Ina- 
bility to  indemnify  a  director  in  such  case  extends 
to  the  cosurety  of  a  director,  inasmuch  as  the  in- 
demnity of  one  would  operate  to  the  benefit  of 
both.  Lowry  Bkg.  Co.  v.  Empire  Lumber  Co.  (Ga.) 
May  2, 1898. 

A  mortgage  to  indemnify  a  director  as  surety  of 
the  corporation,  which  constitutes  as  to  him  an  in. 
valid  preference,  cannot  be  held  valid  as  to  the 
creditor  for  whose  debt  tbe  director  is  a  surety. 
Being  void  as  to  both  maker  and  mortgagee,  it 
cannot  be  valid  by  way  of  subrogation  in  favor  of 
the  creditor.    Ibid. 

But  security  given  to  directors  of  a  corporation 
after  it  became  insolvent  may  be  upheld,  if  given 
for  advances  by  the  directors  made  under  an  agree- 
ment for  such  securities.  Stout  v.  Yaeger  Mill  Co. 
18  Fed.  Rep.  8QS. 

The  denial  of  the  right  of  directors  to  obtain  a 
preference,  after  knowledge  of  the  insolvency  of 
the  corporation,  is  generally  based  on  the  doctrine 
that  the  assets  of  the  corporation  as  soon  as  it  be- 
comes insolvent,  constitute  a  trust  fund,  and  that 
the  directors  are  trustees  of  such  fund.  Roseboom 
V.  Whittaker,  182  III.  81:  Beach  v.  Miller,  180  111.  182; 
Corey  v.  Wadsworch  (Ala.>  June  14,  1892;  West  v. 
West  Bradley  &  C.  Mfg.  Co.  9  N.  Y.  S.  R.  265,  and 
other  cases  above  cited. 
22  L.R.  A. 


Prefereneea  hv  leaaA  procudkngt. 

A  creditor  is  not  precluded  from  obtaiolD?  an 
attachment  against  a  corporation  which  is  still 
doing  business  by  the  fact  that  he  knows  it  to  be 
insolvent.  White  P.  &  P.  Mfg.  Go.  v.  Pettes  Im- 
porting Co.  80  Fed.  Rep.  8SA;-  Breene  v.  Merchants 
&M.  Bank,  11  Colo.  97. 

Judgments  in  attachment  suits  do  not  constitute 
an  unlawful  preference  againsi  an  Insolvent  cor> 
poration,  although  It  was  Insolvent  when  the  at- 
tachment was  levied.  Roseboom  v.  Whittaker, 
182I1L81. 

An  attachment  on  the  property  of  an  insdveot 
corporation  Is  not  invalid  because  of  its  iDSOlvency, 
and  the  void  appointment  of  a  receiver.  Jones  v. 
Bank  of  Leadville,  10  Colo.  464.  But  see,  as  to  di- 
rectors, infra. 

Merely  suffering  a  default  In  an  action  to  which 
there  is  no  valid  defense  does  not  oonstltatean un- 
lawful preference  by  an  insolvent  oorporitkm. 
Vamum  v.  Hart,  119  N.  Y.  101;  Kingsley  v.  First 
Nat.  Bank  of  Bath,  81  Hun,  8S8. 

It  is  said  in  Stratton  v.  Allen,  16  N.  J.  Eq.  283.  that 
it  cannot  be  denied'that  a  corporation,  as  w^  as  an 
individual,  may,  independently  of  the  statute,  oon- 
feas  Judgment  in  order  to  prefer  creditors  but  it 
was  held  in  that  case.that  such  a  preference  could 
not  be  supported  under  the  New  Jersey  statute. 
But  see  in/ra,  as  to  judgments  confessed  to  direct- 
ors. 

Judgments  entered  in  aooordanoe  with  offers  of 
Judgment  by  the  defendant,  although  in  actioos 
regularly  commenced  by  prooesa,  oonstituie  un- 
lawful preferences,  if  tbe  defendant  is  a  oorpon*- 
tion  known  to  be  insolvent  at  the  time  of  the  offen. 
under  the  New  York  statute,  which  dedares  an  as- 
signment or  transfer  by  a  corporation  in  oonte m- 
plation  of  insolvency  void.  Kingsley  v.  Fbret  Na- 
tional Bank  of  Bath,sttprti. 

A  Judgment  against  an  insolvent  corporation  oh- 
tained  by  its  secretary  on  an  offer  of  Judgment 
in  an  action  begun  by  him  Is  held  to  constitute  an 
unlawful  preference,  under  N.  Y.  Rev.  Stat..  i>t.  1» 
chap.  18,  title  4,  fi  4.  National  Broadway  Bank  v. 
Weseell  Metal  Co.  50  Hun,  47a 

A  judgment  obtained  against  a  corporation  in 
favor  of  the  wife  of  the  president  of  the  oompasjr, 
who  enabled  her  to  ol>tain  it  by  having  a  aummona 
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recti y,  for  any  other  purpose  whatever,  than 
to  accomplish  the  objects  of  its  creation." 
Rev.  Stat.  art.  589.  The  objects*  of  its  crea- 
tion are  none  other  than  such  as  are  named 
in  the  charter.  A  natural  person  may  make 
any  disposition  of  his  property  not  forbidden 
by  law,  and  may  make  any  contract  lawful 
within  itself ;  but,  under  the  plain  terms  of 
the  statute  referred  to,  a  private  corporation 
has  no  such  power.  The  statftte.  enumerates 
the  powers  of  private  corporations  existing 
under  it,  and  they  will  be  here  noticed,  it 
declares  that  they  shall  have  power  **to  hojd, 
purchase,  sell,  mortgage, or  otherwise  convey 
such  refj  and  i>er8onal  estate  as  the  purposes 
of  the  corporation  shall  require,  and  also  to 
take,  hold,  and  convey  such  other  property 
real,  personal,  or  mixed  as  shall  be  requisite 
for  such  corporation  to  acquire  in  oraer  to 
obtain  or  secure  the  payment  of  any  indebt- 
edness or  liability  due  or  belonging  to  the 
corporation.**    Rev.  Stat.  art.  675. 

No  such  restrictions  upon  the  power  of 
natural  persons  to  acouire,  hold,  or  dispose 
of  property  exist;  ana  the  manifest  purpose 
of  this  statute  was  not  so  much  to  confer 
power  on  such  corporations  to  hold,  purchase, 
sell,  or  mortgage  property  necessaiy  for  the 


proper  transaction  of  the  business  named  in 
the  charter  as  to  restrict  the  power  of  cor- 
porations to  hold,  buy,  sell,  or  mortgage, 
subject  to  one  exception, — to  such  property 
as  mav  l>e  reasonably  necessary  to  the  legiti- 
mate business  of  the  particular  corporation  ; 
for  without  such  an  express  grant  of  power 
the  incorporation  of  a  company,  with  author- 
ity to  carry  on  a  specific  business,  would 
carry  with  it  power  to  hold,  purchase,  sell, 
mortgage,  or  otherwise  convey  property  nec- 
essary to  that  business.  Power  to  hold,  pur- 
chase, and  sell  property  would  be  absolutely 
necessary  to  the  business  of  any  trading  cor- 
poration, and  power,  through  mortgage  or 
like  conveyance,  to  acquire  means  with 
which  to  purchase  property  necessary  to  carry 
on  the  business,  would  also  exist.  It  will 
be  observed  that  the  powers  mentioned  in  the- 
statute  are  authorized  to  be  exercised  in  re- 
lation to  such  property  ''as  the  purposes  of 
the  corporation  shall  require,**  and  they  are- 
all  powers  ordinarily  necessarv  to  be  exer- 
cised while  a  business  is  in  active  operation, 
with  a  view  to  obtain  the  results  contem- 
plated when  a  corporation  is  created  ;  and  the 
exercise  of  some  of  them,  as  the  powers  to- 
hold  and  to  purchase  such  property  as  the 


served  upon  hhiwelf.  In  order  to  obtain  a  prefer- 
ence over  other  claims  while  the  corporation  was 
iDsolTent,  Is  invalid,  if  be  knew  of  Jts  Insolvent 
condition.  West  v.  West  Bradley  &  C.  Utg.  Co.  9 
N.  T.  &  &  S65. 

A  Jodjfment  obtained  againstan  insolvent  corpo- 
ration hy  astockholder  and  director,  who  has  been 
made  a  trustee  for  the  colleotton  of  debts  owing  by 
tbe  corporation,  which  to  in  eltect  a  preference  for 
indebtedness  to  one  who  to  the  president  and  trustee 
of  tbe  company,  amounts  to  an  unlawful  prefer- 
ence, under  the  New  York  statute  prohlbltinflr  an 
ssBlgnment  or  transfer  in  contemplation  of  insolv- 
ency, or  while  insolvent.  King  t.  Union  Iron  Co* 
33N.T.  8.R.6tf. 

A  director  cannot  take  advantage  of  his  superior 
means  of  information  to  secure  his  debt  against 
the  corporation,  either  by  confession  of  Judgment 
or  otherwise,  flill  v.  Pioneer  Lumber  Co.  n  L.  R. 
A.  680,  lis  N.C.  178. 

A  Judflrment  confessed  hy  a  corporation  when  its 
insolvency  was  known  by  a  Judgment  note  In  favor 
of  a  majority  of  its  board  of  directors  who  had  paid 
indebtedness  of  the  corporation  as  guarantors,  con- 
stitutes an  unlawful  preference  as  to  other  credit- 
on.    Hofleboom  v.  Whittnker,  las  111.  81. 

And  directors  are  denied  the  right  to  get  a  pref- 
erence by  a  Judgment  note  for  themselves,  or  as 
agents  for  others,  in  Atwater  v.  American  Bzch. 
Nat.  Bank,  40  III.  App.  60L 

A  Judgment  confessed  to  a  director  on  the  eve 
of  the  insolvency  of  a  corporation  was  denied  a 
preference  in  Stratton  v.  Alien,  16  N.  J.  Eg.  229. 

8o  Judgments  taken  by  directors  on  obligations 
given  to  themselves  when  the  corporation  was  in- 
eolvent«  with  a  view  to  a  preference,  were  held  to 
be  not  entitled  to  any  preference,  in  Hopkin^s 
App.  90  Pa.  60. 

Although  an  officer  of  an  insolvent  corporation 
may  bring  an  action  against  it  as  creditor,  a  levy 
on  hto  jadgment  with  a  view  to  selling  property  of 
the  corporation  to  pay  his  debt  is  indirectiy  a 
transfer  of  the  property  of  the  company  for  his 
benefit  and  is  illegal  under  the  New  Fork  statute, 
which  prohibits  the  transfer  of  any  of  the  property 
of  an  Insolvent  corporation  to  any  officer,  or  stock- 
holder, dlrectiy  or  Indirectly.  Kingsley  v.  First 
Nat.  Bank  of  Bath,  81  Hun,  889. 
22  L.  R.  A. 


Under  N.  Y.  Bev.  Stat.,  pt.  1.  chap.  IB,  title  4,  f  4,. 
prohibiting  any  transfer  of  its  property  or  ohoses 
in  action  to  any  officer  or  stockholder  dlrectiy  or 
indirectly,  a  director  of  an  insolvent  corporation 
cannot,  by  attachment  even,  although  acting  in 
distinct.hostility  to  the  other  directors  and  officers 
of  the  company,  acquire  a  preferential  lien.  Throop 
V.  Hatch  Lithographic  Co.  125  N.  Y.  680. 

But  in  Iowa,  following  the  general  doctrine  al- 
lowing any  preference,  a  director  may  pursue  his 
remedy  against  the  corporation  by  attachment, 
although  he  knows  the  company  Is  insolvent,  espe- 
cially where  he  has  recently  t>ecome  a  member  of 
the  corporation  and  to  not  responsible  for  its  con- 
dition. Rollins  V.  Shaver  Wagon  &  C.  Co.  80  Iowa« 
880. 

Thto  doctrine  Is  also  recognized  in  New  York  ex* 
cept  as  affected  by  statute.  Thus  the  director  of  a 
foreign  corporation  to  allowed  the  remedy  of  at- 
tachment against  the  corporation  when  insolvent 
on  the  ground  that  tbe  provisions  of  the  New  York 
statutes  as  to  Insolvent  corporations  do  not  apply 
to  foreign  corporations.  HiU  v.  KniOkerbocker 
Blectric  Light  &  P.  Co.  46  N.  Y.  S.  R.  78L 

On  examination  of  tho  dectoions  it  to  clear  that 
the  weight  of  authority  is  overwhelmingly  in  favor 
of  the  legality  of  preferences  to  ordinary  creditors 
except  as  restricted  by  statute,  and  overwhelm- 
ingly against  the  validity  of  such  pseferences  when 
made  in  favor  of  directors.  Therefore  the  two 
cases  reported  here  with  which  thto  note  to  con> 
nected  represent  the  two  extremes  of  the  doc- 
trine and  are  both  in  conflict  with  the  weight 
of  authority.  The  Texas  case,  Ltons-Thomab 
Hardware  Co.  v.  Pbrry  Stovb  UtG,  Co.,  denies 
the  validity  of  any  preference,  while  the  federal 
case.  Browk  v.  Grakd  Rafidb  Fctrmiturb  Co., 
holds  (and  correcti^  so  far  as  the  law  of  Michigan 
to  concerned  I  that  'preferences  even  to  directors 
are  valid. 

Remedies, 

The  assignee  of  an  insolvent  corporation  cannot 
have  relief  in  equity  to  set  aside  a  payment  by  the 
corporation  to  its  treasurer  on  the  ground  of  trusU 
but  may  have  equitable  relief  on  the  ground  of  hto 
fraud.    Taylor  v.  Taylor,  74  Me.  68S5. 

In  State  v.  Brockman,  80  Mo.  App.  181,  it  to  held 
that  the  payment  by  an  Insolvent  corporation  of  a 
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business  of  the  corporation  may  require, 
would  be  necessary  or  permissible,  looking 
to  the  rights  of  stockholders  and  creditors, 
only  when  the  business  was  being  carried  on. 
If  a  corporation  be  created  with  power  to  man- 
ufacture cotton  or  woolen  goods,  its  power 
to  buy  and  hold  raw  material  while  the  bus- 
iness was  carried  on  would  be  clear.  But 
suppose  such  a  corporation  to  become  insolv- 
ent, and  on  that  account  to  cease  business, 
with  intent  never  to  resume  it.  Would  it  be 
contended  that  it  had  power  to  buy  and  hold 
wool  or  cotton  for  purposes  of  speculation? 
The  'statute  answers  the  question.  Some  of 
the  powers  mentioned,  however,  may  be  as 
i&dvantageously  used  in  winding  up  the  af- 
fairs of  a  corporation  as  in  carrying  it  on, 


and  these  are  the  powers  to  sell,  mortgage, 
and  otherwise  convey ;  but  it  must  be  kept 
in  mind  that  the  exercise  of  these  powers,  if 
we  look  alone  to  the  statute  under  considera- 
tion as  their  source,  is  authorized  only  in  ref- 
erence to  such  property  '^  as  the  parposes  of 
the  corporation  require**  to  be  sold,  mort- 
gaged, or  otherwise  conveyed.  If  these  pow- 
ers stood  alone,  it  ought  to  be  held  that  they 
might  be  exercised  whenever  necessary  or 
advantageous  to  sell,  mortgage,  or  otherwise 
convey,  as  in  windini?  up  the  affairs  of  & 
priirate  corporation  ;  but  standing  in  connec- 
tion, as  they  do,  with  powers  relating  to  the 
same  property,  which  can  be  exercised  upoo 
such  property  only  when  it  is  necessary  to 
carry  on  the  corporate  business  then  con- 


debt  by  a  transfer  of  property  constituting'  a  pref- 
-erenoe,  although  constituting  a  breach  of  trust, 
•could  not  be  assailed  by  another  creditor  in  defense 
of  an  action  brought  by  the  purchaser  based  on  a 
levy  by  the  defendant.  See  also  Foster  v.  Mul- 
lanphy  Planing  Mill  Co.  82  Mo.  79. 

Aithouirh  equity  may  interfere  to  prevent  un- 
just preferences  by  an  insolvent  corporation,  an 
execution  creditor  attempting  to  enforce  his  claim 
to  the  disadvantage  and  exclusion  of  other  cred- 
itors  is  not  entitled  to  enforce  his  execution  against 
personal  property  sold  to  another  preditor  in  pay- 
ment of  a  just  debt  of  the  corporation,  on  the 
ground  that  such  sale  constituted  a  preference, 
unless  he  can  show  that  more  property  was  trans- 
ferred than  was  necessary  to  pay  the  debt  at  a  fair 
valuation.    Lang  v.  Dougherty,  74  Tex.  £96. 

So  property  purchased  by  a  director  to  obtain  a 
preference  over  other  creditors,  although  subject 
to  a  trust  in  equity,  cannot  be  reached  by  such 
creditors  by  execution.    Beach  v.  Miller,  180  III.  IfB. 

The  illegality  of  a  preference  obtained  against  an 
Insolvent  corporation  upon  an  oifer  ot  Judgment 
will  not  render  the  plaintiff  in  that  action,  who  en- 
forced his  execution  against  the  property  of  the 
'^rporation,  liable  in  an  action  at  law  to  another 
creditor  who  Is  thereby  prevented  from  obtaining 
satisfaction  of  bis  Judgment.  Braem  v.  Merchants 
Nat.  Bank,  127  N.  Y.  fi06. 

The  court  says  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  on  execu- 
tion may  properly  have  been  made  the  subject  of 
contest,  and  also  suggests,  but  does  not  decide  the 
question,  whether  an  action  for  money  had  and 
received  would  lie  against  the  creditor  who  had 
obtained  the  unlawful  preference  in  favor  of  the 
creditor  who  had  been  thereby  prevented  from  ob- 
taining satisfaction  of  bis  Judgment. 

The  case  of  Marr  v.  Bank  of  West  Tennessee,  4 
Coldw.  476,  which  is  cited  in  numerous  instances 
among  others  in  the  main  case,  as  an  authority  on 
this  subject,  related  merely  to  the  right  of  Judg- 
ments against  an  insolvent  bank  to  priority  in  dis- 
tribution of  the  assets  of  the  bank. 

That  class  of  cases  is  not  considered  in  this  note. 
The  question  here  considered  is  that  of  the  power 
of  a  corporation  to  create  preferences  among  its 
creditors  as  distinguished  from  any  question  of 
priorities  created  by  law,  without  any  intent  on  the 
part  of  the  corporation,  after  it  had  become  insolv- 
ent, to  prefer  one  creditor  over  another. 

English  dedMons, 

In  England  the  right  of  a  corporation  to  prefer 
creditors  is  fully  established  except  as  restricted 
by  statute. 

In  Re  Wincham  Ship  Building,  B.  &  S.  Co.,  L.  K. 
9  Cb.  Dlv.  822,  it  is  declared  that  directors  are  not 
trustees  for  creditors,  and  that  there  is  therefore 
nothing  to  prevent  them  from  paying  a  debt  of  the 


company  on  which  they  are  individually  liahte  In 
preference  to  other  debts,  even  where  a  JadgneDt 
had  already  been  obtained  against  them  for  the 
debt.  In  this  case  directors  passed  a  ieM>lutiQa 
recommending  the  payment  of  amounts  due  on 
the  shares,  and  in  accordance  therewith  themselves 
paid  the  sums  due  on  their  shares  to  a  person  set- 
ing  without  authority  for  the  secretary,  who  gtve 
them  a  receipt  for  the  money  and  applied  it  in 
payment  of  the  debt  of  the  company  on  which 
they  were  liable.  It  was  held  that  this  payment 
was  good  and  relieved  the  directors  froan  furdwr 
liability  on  their  shares;  and  that  it  did  not  consti- 
tute  a  fraudulent  preferenoe  within  the  meaning 
of  section  164  of  the  Company*s  Aet  of  Ittt  hut 
that  it  was  made  in  the  ordinary  course  of  busi- 
ness. 

This  section  164  provided  in  substance  that  any 
conveyance,  mortgage,  payment,  or  otbe^  act  re- 
lating to  property,  which  in  the  case  of  an  iodirid- 
ual  trader  would  be  deemed  a  fraudulent  prefer- 
ence in  the  event  of  his  bankruptcy,  would  be  so 
regarded  in  the  case  of  a  corporation  in  the  event 
of  its  being  wound  up. 

But  in  Gaslight  Improvement  Co.  v.  Terrell,  L 
R.  10  Bq.  168,  it  is  held  that  directors  of  an  insolvent 
company  cannot  obtain  a  preferenoe  by  an  assign- 
ment of  all  its  property  in  their  favor,  altnough 
they  are  pressing  the  company  on  their  claims,  but 
that  such  an  assignment  is  an  unlawful  preference 
within  section  164  of  the  Company's  Act  It  isaaid 
in  that  case  that  they  are  ''trustees  for  credlton 
to  this  extent,  that  they  are  bound  to  apply  all  tbe 
assets  for  tbe  benefit  of  the  creditors  as  far  as  tliey 
will  extend." 

That  section  164  appllee  only  in  case  of  a  winding 
up  is  decided  in  Wllmott  v.  London  Celluloid  Co., 
L.  R.  34  Ch.  Div.  147,  56  L.  J.  Ch.  80.55  L.T.N.& 
606. 86  Week.  Rep.  145,  holding  that  until  a  winding 
up  petition,  while  the  business  is  going  on,  it  has 
no  application.  Tberef  ore  the  application  by  di- 
rectors of  insurance  money  received  fortiie  de- 
struction of  property  of  the  company  to  tbe  direct- 
ors* own  debts  was  not  a  fraudulent  preference 
within  that  section. 

But  the  application,  after  a  petition  for  windfnf 
up,  of  a  debt  due  by  the  corporation  in  payment  for 
shares  held  by  one  who  bad  purchased  the  debt 
constitutes  a  fraudulent  preference.  Re  Land  De- 
velopment Asso.  L.  R.  80  Ch.  Div.  290, 57  L.  J.  CL 
077,  5eL.T.  N.  8. 440, 86  Week.  Rep.  818. 1  Meg.  61. 

So  in  England  a  corporation  may  give  security  on 
its  entire  property  to  quiet  a  creditor's  demandd* 
where  no  winding  up  of  the  company  is  contem- 
plated.   Re  Patent  File  Co.  L.  R.  6  Ch.  App.  81 

Although  a  preference  is  involved  in  theapplica' 
tion  to  a  stockholder's  liability  of  a  claim  against 
the  corporation,  such  set-olf  Is  a  question  which  is 
not  here  considered.  B.  A  B. 
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tinuing,  it  may  be  doubted  if  the  statute  un- 
•der  consideration  has  any  application  to  the 
winding  up  of  the  affairs  of  an  insolvent  cor- 
poration that  has  ceased  to  do  business.  If 
by  the  word  **  purposes"  be  meant  the  busi- 
ness or  occupation,  in  all  its  phases,  which 
the  corporation,  by  its  charter,  is  empowered 
to  pursue,  as  is  meant  by  the  word  **  purpose" 
in 'that  part  of  the  statute  requiring  ''the 
purpose  for  which  it  is  formed"  to  be  stated 
m  the  charter,  then  it  is  evident  that  the 
statute  has  application  only  to  powers  to  be 
used  while  the  business  for  which  the  corpo- 
ration was  gi  ven  ex istence  i  s  carri e4  on.  The 
power  of  a  trading  corporation  to  sell  or  to 
mortgage  property  to  raise  means  to  pay  its 
•debts  durinff  its  active  life,  or  after  it  has 
become  insolvent  and  ceased  business,  is  not 
controverted,  but  that  is  not  the  immediate 
•question  under  consideration ;  for  the  present 
inquiry  is.  Does  the  statute  now  under  con- 
sideration, as  claimed,  expressly  or  by  nec- 
essary implication,  confer  on  a  corporation 
circumstanced  as  was  the  hardware  company 
power  to  make  the  conveyance  in  question? 
If  such  a  power  existed,  we  are  of  opinion 
that  it  must  be  found  elsewhere. 

The  statute  further  provides  that  private 
•corporations  have  power  "to  enter  into  any 
obligation  or  contract  essential  to  the  trans- 
action of  Its  authorized  business. "  Rev.  Stat, 
art.  575.  This  statute  must  be  considered  in 
connection  with  the  one  just  passed  from, 
and  with  any  other  relating  to  the  powers  of 
private  corporations,  in  order  to  understand 
And  arrive  at  the  legislative  intent.  It  will 
be  observed  that  this  statute  empowers  such 
corporations  to  enter  into  any  contract  or  ob- 
ligation whatever,  with  only  one  restriction, 
which  is  that  the  contract  or  obligation  must 
be  essential  to  the  transaction  of  the  corpora- 
tion's authorized  business.  What  was  the 
authorized  business  of  the  private  corporation 
making  the  conveyance  in  question?  That 
business  was  authorized  which  its  charter 
stated  it  was  formed  to  pursue.  What  was 
that  business?  ** Business"  is  defined  to  be 
**that  which  busies,  or  that  which  occu- 
pies tbe  time,  attention,  or  labor  of  one,  as 
his  principal  concern,  whether  for  a  longer 
or  shorter  time ;  employment ;  occupation. " 
Webster.  **  'Business*  is  a  word  of  large 
signification,  and  denotes  the  employment  or 
occupation  in  which  a  person  is  engaged  to 
procure  a  livinff."  Ooddard  v.  Chaffee,  2 
Allen,  895,  79  Am.  Dec.  796.  ''It  is  the 
synonym  of  'employment,*  signifying  that 
which  occupies  the  time,  attention,  and  labor 
of  men  for  the  purpose  of  a  livelihood  or 
profit."     Martin  v.  StaU,  59  Ala.  86. 

The  corporation  making  the  conveyance  in 
question  was  a  private  trading  corporation, 
the  business  of  which  consisted  in  buying 
and  selling  for  profit  in  the  ordinary  course 
of  mercantile  business.  That  was  its  busi- 
ness, within  the  meaning  of  the  statute ;  and 
when  that  ceased,  without  intent  to  resume, 
the  business  no  'longer  existed,  and  no  con- 
tract thereafter  made  could  be  essential  to 
the  transaction  of— the  doing  of— that  busi- 
ness. The  mere  act  of  paying  or  securing  an 
indebtedness  can  never  become  a  business. 
This  statute  is  broader  than  that  before  no- 
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ticed,  and  evidently  was  intended  to  apply 
only  to  such  contracts  and  obligations  as  it 
might->becomc  necessary  to  assume  or  make 
in  carrying  on  the  business  for  which  incor- 
poration was  given.  One  applies,  in  terms, 
to  power  over  property  necessary  to  be  held 
or  purchased  to  carry  on  the  corporate  busi- 
ness, and  to  property  necessary  to  sell,  mort- 
gage, or  otherwise  convey  for  a  like  purpose, 
wnile  the  other  applies  to  every  kind  of  ob- 
ligation or  contract  necessary  to  be  made  or 
assumed  because  essential  to  the  transaction 
of  its  authorized  business. 

The  statute  further  provides  that  "corpora- 
tions shall  have  power  to  borrow  money  on 
the  credit  of  the  corporation,  not  exceeding 
its  authorized  capital  stock,  and  may  execute 
bonds  or  promissory  notes  therefor,  and  may 
pledge  the  property  and  income  of  the  cor- 
poration." Rev.  Stat.  art.  577.  Was  it,  by 
this  statute,  intended  to  confer  power  on  a 
corporation  to  borrow  money,  and  incum- 
ber its  property  to  secure  its  payment,  when 
the  corporation,  because  of  insolvency,  had 
ceased  to  do  business,  with  intent  not  to  re-' 
sume?  The  limitation  on  the  sum  to  be  bor- 
rowed, evidently  based  upon  the  presumed 
ability  to  pay  to  that  extent,  and  the  fact 
that  the  pledging  of  the  income  is  authorized, 
would  seem  to  forbid  the  belief  that  a  cor- 
poration so  circumstanced  was  contemplated 
by  the  act,  for  such  a  corporation  would  have 
no  income  to  pledge. 

These  are  all  the  provisions  of  the  statute 
affecting  the  powers  of  private  corporations, 
and  it  certainly  is  true  that  they  do  not  con- 
fer upon  them,  in  reference  to  corporate  prop- 
erty, that  unrestricted  power  a  natural  per- 
son has  over  his  own.  r^o  parts  of  the  acts 
of  the  legislature  affecting  private  corpora- 
tions, carried  into  the  Revised  Statutes  or 
subsequently  enacted,  except  chapter  5,  title 
30,  Rev.  Stat.,  seem  to  have  application  to 
the  winding  up  of  the  business  of  an  insolv- 
ent corporation  after  it  has  ceased  to  do  busi- 
ness, with  intent  not  to  resume,  nor  do  they 
undertake  to  declare  the  rights  of  creditors 
under  such  circumstances,  but  do  seem  to 
apply  only  to  the  creation,  organization, 
powers,  general  roanasement,  and  like  mat- 
ters looking  to  the  right  to  carry  on,  and  the 
active  transaction  of,  the  business  for  which 
incorporation  is  given  in  the  particular  in- 
stance ;  and  for  this  reason  such  parts  of  the 
statute  cannot  be  looked  to  in  order  to  deter- 
mine the  rights  of  creditors,  or  the  powers 
that  may  be  exercised  by  the  corporation  un- 
der such  circumstances.  Such  rights  and 
powers  piust  be  determined  by  the  general 
principles  of  law  applicable  to  the  cbndi- 
tions,  if  they  l)e  not  controlled  by  statute. 

Among  other  things,  chapter  5,  title  20, 
Rev.  Stat.,  provides  that  ^'upon  the  dissolu- 
tion of  any  corporation  already  created  by  or 
under  the  laws  of  this  state,  unless  a  receiver 
is  appointed  by  some  court  of  competent  au- 
thority, the  president  and  directors,  or  man- 
afters  of  the  affairs  of  the  corporation  ai.the 
time  of  its  dissolution,  by  whatever  name 
they  may  be  known  in  law,  shall  be  trustees 
of  the  creditors  and  stockholders  of  such  cor- 
poration, with  full  power  to  settle  the  affairs, 
collect  tlie  outstanding  debts  and  divide  the 
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money  and  other  property  among  the  stock- 
holders after  paying  the  debts  due  and  owing 
by  such  corporation  at  the  time  of  its  disso- 
lution as  far  as  such  money  and  property  will 
enable  them :  and  for  this  purpose  they  may 
maintain  or  defend  any  judicial  proceeding.'* 
Rev.  Stat.  art.  606.  These  trustees  arc  made 
responsible  to  creditors  and  stockholders  to 
the  extent  of  property  and  effects*  that  shall 
have  come  into  their  hands.  Rev.  Stat.  art. 
607.  By  ** dissolution,"  as  here  used,  is 
meant  that  result  which  follows  the  expira- 
tion of  time  limited  by  its  charter,  or  the 
result  of  a  judgment  of  a  court  of  competent 
jurisdiction  declaring  the  dissolution.  Rev. 
Stat.  art.  604.  The  mere  insolvency  of  a  cor- 
poration, followed  by  cessation  of  business, 
with  no  intent  to  resume,  will  not  operate 
what  is  technically  known  as  ** dissolution ;" 
but  it  has  been  held  in  man^  cases,  with 
much  reason,  that  such  condition  of  affairs 
will  confer  on  creditors  practically  the  same 
rights  as  they  would  have  under  technical 
dissolution.  SUe  v.  Bloom,  19  Johns.  456, 
10  Am.  Dec.  273;  Bngg$  v.  Penniman,  8 
Cow.  887,  18  Am.  Dec.  464 ;  Baiik  of  Pough- 
kefpsie  v.  IbboUon,  24  Wend.  478;  Carey  v. 
Cincinnati  A  C,  JR.  Co,  5  Iowa,  357 ;  Moore 
V.  Whitcomb,  48  Mo.  548 ;  State  8av.  As90.  v. 
Kellogg,  52  Mo.  588. 

Article  606,  Rev.  Stat.,  establishes  the 
proposition  that  a  trusteeship  exists  in  every 
case  of  dissolution  to  which  it  is  applicable, 
and  this  necessarily  fixes  upon  the  property 
a  trust  primarily  for  the  payment  of  debts ; 
and  we  see  no  good  reason,  so  far  as  creditors 
are  concerned,  why  the  facts  shown  to  exist 
by  the  certificate  before  us  should  not  be 
given  the  full  effect  technical  dissolution 
would  have.  If,  however,  that  article  is  to 
be  limited  in  its  operation,  it  indicates  the 
legislative  policy  in  such  cases.  This  is  il- 
lustrated by  other  legislation.  Whenever  a 
sale  is  made  of  the  roadbed,  track,  franchise, 
and  chartered  powers  and  privileges  of  a 
railroad  corporation,  unless  a  receiver  be  ap- 
pointed, the  directors  or  managers  are  made 
trustees  for  the  creditors  and  stockholders  of 
the  sold-out  company,  with  full  power  to 
administer  the  unsold  estate  first  for  the  ben- 
efit of  creditors,  and  to  them  are  responsible 
to  the  extent  of  property  received.  Rev. 
Stat.  art.  4264.  When  there  is  a  trustee 
clothed  with  such  power  over  property,  a 
trust,  strictly,  exists,  which  the  cestui  que 
trust  may  enforce.  This  is  an  instance  of  a 
trust  on  corpomte  property  in  behalf  of  cred- 
itors, where  there  has  been  no  dissolution  of 
the  corporation ;  and  this  is  simply  because 
the  property  is  no  longer  used,  or  intended 
to  be  used,  for  the  corporate  purpose  for 
which  it  was  originally  acquired. 

While  the  general  rule  is  that  the  insolv- 
ency of  a  corporation  will  not  authorize  the 
appointment  of  a  receiver  at  the  suit  of  a 
creditor,  so  long  as  it  is  honestly  carrying 
out  the  business  for  which  it  was  incorpo- 
rated, still  such  appointment  may  be  made 
if  the  creditor's  right  is  imperiled  by  a 
threatened  misappropriation  of  assets;  and 
this  is  upon  the  ground  that  the  corporate 
property  is  a  trust  fund  to  which  the  cred- 
itor has  the  right  to  look  for  payment  of  the 
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debt  due  him.  By  a  recent  statute  the  ap- 
pointment of  a  receiver  is  authorized  whea 
a  corporation  is  insolvent,  or  in  immineiit 
danger  of  insolvency,  as  when  it  has  been  dis- 
solved. Sayles'  Civ.  Stat.  art.  1461.  With- 
out  considering  whether  there  may  be  im- 
plied limitations  to  this  statutory  rule,  it 
illustrates  the  fact  that  in  this  state  mere  in- 
solvency df  a  corporation  has  been  made  a 
ground  for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver, 
doubtless  for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  claims 
against  the  corporate  property  in  Mhalf  of 
creditors  which  could  not  be  thus  enforced 
without  recognition  of  the  fact  that  the  prop- 
erty is,  at  least  in  a  limited'  sense,  a  trust 
fund  to  which  creditors  have  the  right  to  re- 
sort. A  limited  partnership,  under  the  stat- 
utes of  this  state,  in  a  respect  material  to 
the  questions  before  us  in  this  case,  la  Tery 
similar  to  a  corporation.  The  special  partner 
is  liable  for  debts  of  the  partnership  only  to 
the  extent  of  the  fund  contributed  by  him  to 
the  partnership,  as  is  the  stockholder  in  a 
corporation  liable  only  to  the  extent  of  his 
stock  subscription;  but  the  legislature  of 
this  state,  recognizing  that  all  creditors  of 
such  a  partnership  have  equal  claim  upon 
the  assets  of  such  a  firm  when  insolvent  or  in 
contemplation  of  insolvency,  has  declared 
that  ^  every  sale,  assignment,  or  transfer  of 
any  property  or  effects  of  the  partnership 
when  insolvent  or  in  contemplation  of  in- 
solvency, or  after  or  in  contemplation  of  in- 
solvency of  any  partner,  with  the  intent  of 
giving  a  preference  to  any  creditor  of  such 
partnership  or  insolvent  partner  over  other 
creditors  of  such  partnership:  and  every 
judgment  conferred,  lien  created  or  securely 
given  by  any  such  partnership  under  the  like 
circumstances  and  with  like  intent, —shall  be 
void  as  against  the  creditors  of  such  partner- 
ship.'' Sayles'  Civ.  Stat.  art.  8460.  This 
statute  simply  gives  legislative  sanction  to 
the  proposition  often  asserted  and  sometimes- 
denied,  in  cases  of  insolvent  corporations, 
that  when  there  is  no  personal  liability  for 
a  debt,  and  the  creditor  must  look  to  a  fund 
such  as  the  capital  of  a  corporation,  that  such 
fund  is  a  trust  fund,  if  the  corporation  is  in- 
solvent and  has  ceased  business,  to  which  the 
creditor  may  resort  on  terms  of  eouality  with 
other  creditors  who  acquired  no  lien  prior  to 
the  time  the  trust  character  attached.  This 
statute  makes  a  broad  application  of  that 
rule,  even  when  there  is  a  personal  liability 
on  the  part  of  the  general  partners,  on  the 
ground  that  as  to  the  special  partner  there  is 
no  personal  liabil  ity .  The  succeeding  article 
denies  the  riffht  even  of  the  general  or  special 
partner,  under  such  circumstances,  to  make 
any  sale,  assignment,  or  other  transfer  of,  or 
to  create  any  lien  on.  property  of  the  general 
or  special  partner,  with  intent  to  give  a  cred- 
itor of  himself  or  of  the  partnership  a  pref> 
erence  over  the  other  partnership  creditors. 
Savles'  Civ.  Stat.  art.  8461. 

Under  the  statutes  in  force  in  this  state, 
if  an  insolvent  corporation,  in  contemplation 
of  an  assignment  under  the  statute,  with  in- 
tent to  give  preference  to  one  creditor,  should 
convey  to  him  property  of  the  corporation, 
this  would  be  invalid  as  to  other  creditors, 
and  the  property  would  pass  to  the  assignee 
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under  a  subsequent  assignment  for  the  benefit 
•of  all  creditors,  unless  the  person  so  taking 
took  under  circumstances  that  would  consti 
tute  him  a  bona  fide  purchaser,  which  could 
not  well  be  if  the  corporation  was  insolvent, 
and  was  known  to  have  ceased  business  on 
that  account ;  for  such  knowledge,  of  itself, 
would  seem  sufficient  to  put  the  purchaser  on 
inquiry.  Sayles'  Civ.  Stat.  art.  66i.  This 
statute  further  illustrates  the  fact  that  the 
property  of  an  insolvent  corporation  is  deemed 
m  this  state  a  trust  fund,  and  emphasizes  the 
Tight  of  all  of  its  creditors  to  equality  in 
distribution  of  its  assets,  as  ajirainst  all  other 
creditors  who  had  not  acquired  superior  right 
prior  to  known  insolvencv. 

In  the  application  of  principles  illustrated 
by  this  statute,  ought  the  fact  that  the  in- 
solvent corporation  subsequently  made  no 
general  assignment,  and  made,  in  effect,  only 
mortgages  conveying  all  of  its  property,  as, 
from  the  papers  certified  by  the  court  of  civil 
appeals,  appears  to  have  been  the  case,  to 
affect,  the  rights  of  the  parties?  The  mort- 
gages, if  sustained,  would  give  preferences 
as  fully  as  would  absolute  conveyances,  and 
all  of  the  corporate  property,  if  not  more 
thiin  sufficient  to  pay  the  preferred  claims, 
would  pass  from  the'  corporation  as  fully  as 
would  It  by  subsequent  assignment.  These 
statutes  have  been  referred  to,  not  because 
any  of  them,  in  terms,  declare  the  law  ap- 
plicable to  the  questions  propounded,  but 
because  they  indicate  the  trend  of  legislation 
on  some  essential  matters  involved  in  the 
(questions,  and  tend  to  support  the  proposi- 
tion, through  analogies,  that  the  assets  of  an 
insolvent  corporation,  which  has  ceased  to 
•carry  on  business,  and  does  not  intend  to  re- 
sume, is  a  fund  from  which  all  creditors  not 
secured  by  valid  liens  existinff  before  the 
•condition  was  fixed  have  the  riffht  to  be  paid 
on  terms  of  perfect  equality.'  If  such  a  fund 
be  a  trust  fund,  then  the  assets  of  a  corpora- 
tion so  circumstanced  are  trust  funds,  and 
those  whose  right  and  duty  it  is  to  admin- 
ister such  a  fund  are  trustees. 

We  have  seen  that  such  corporations  as  the 
hardware  company,  in  England  and  in  this 
state,  have  not  the  same  powers  in  reference 
to  property  owned  by  them  for  corporate  pur- 
poses as  have  natural  persons,  and  that  in 
this  state  there  is  no  statute;  expressly  or  bv 
necessary  implication,  conferring  on  sucn 
•corporations  power  to  make  preferential  mort- 
gages or  like  conveyances,  when  in  the  con- 
dition assumed  in  the  questions  propounded  ; 
and  the  question  arises  whether,  under  the 
general  principles  of  law  or  equity  appH- 
•cable  to  such  a  condition,  such  a  power  ex- 
ists. No  Engl ish  decision  has  been  furnished 
in  which  the  questions  involved  arose  or  were 
discussed ;  and  it  is  probably  true  that  the 
laws  of  that  country  in  regard  to  insolvent 
•corporations  and  persons  have  been  such,  for 
three  centuries  past,  that  no  claim  would  be 
made  in  the  courts  of  that  country  that  such 
conveyances  as  the  questions  submitted  refer 
to  were  valid  against  other  creditors.  We 
take  it  for  granted  that  all  English  courts, 
under  the  laws  of  that  country,  would  hold 
all  such  attempted  preferences  unauthorized 
and  illegal,  when  made  by  an  insolvent  cor- 
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poration  circumstanced  as  was  the  hardware 
company,  and  therefore  seek  no  further  for 
authority  from  that  source.  It  would  be  a 
useless  consumption  of  time  to  review  the 
many  American  decisions  bearing  on  the 
questions  submitted,  for  it  must  be  conceded 
that  they  are  clearly  in  conflict,  and  that  on 
each  side  of  the  question  may  be  found  many 
decisions  made  by  courts  eminent  for  learn- 
ing and  conservatism ;  but  reference  will  be 
m^e  to  a  sufficient  number  on  each  side  of 
the  question  to  ^ow  the  grounds  on  which 
these  conflicting  decisions  rest. 

Catlin  V.  Eagie  Bank,  6  Conn.  288,  is  a 
leading  case,  and  is  understood  to  rest  on 
substantially  the  same  facts  presented  in  the 
flrst  question  certified,  except  that  it  does 
not  appear  that  there  was  no  intention  to  re- 
sume the  corporate  business.  While  conced- 
ing that  such  corporations  derive  their  pow- 
ers solely  from  their  charters,  it  was  assumed 
that  an  insolvent  corporation  which  had 
ceased  to  do  business  had  the  same  power  in 
the  management  and  disposition  of  its  prop- 
erty as  had  natural  persons,  and  that  for  this 
reason  the  officers  oi  such  corporation  might 
prefer  creditors.  It  was  further  held  that 
under  such  circumstances  no  trust  relation 
existed  between  the  managing  officers  of  the 
corporation  and  creditors,  and  that  no  trust 
attached  to  the  property  of  the  insolvent  cor- 
poration in  behalf  of  creditors.  In  Dana  v. 
mnkof  United  States,  5  Watts  AS.  223,  pref- 
erence was  given  to  named  creditors  through 
conveyance  of  property  in  trust  to  be  sold  for' 
their  benefit,  when  the  corporation  was  in- 
solvent ;  but  it  does  not  appear  that  this  was 
done  after  the  corporation  had  c«ased  to  do 
business,  or  that  this  made  cessation  of  busi- 
ness necessary,  nor  that  this  was  contem- 
plated. The  court  held  that,  under  the  prin- 
ciples of  the  common  law,  such  corporations 
had  certain  powers  enumerated,  and  power  to 
do  all  other  acts  that  a  natural  person  had, 
unless  restrained  by  its  charter  or  some  other 
act.  In  the  course  of  the  opinion  it  was  said  : 
*"  Although  there  are  some  restrictions  placed 
on  the  bank  by  the  act  establishing  it,  yet  it 
cannot  be  pretended,  or  at  most  cannot  be 
shown,  thtit  the  bank,  or  its  president  and 
directors,  are  either  expressly  or  impliedly 
restrained  from  giving,  directly  or  indi- 
rectly, preference  to  some  of  its  creditors  over 
others ;  and,  not  being  restrained  in  this  re- 
spect by  this  or  any  other  act,  it  must  be 
deemed  to  have  the  same  power  to  make  a 
distinction  between  its  creaitors,  and  to  give 
preferences  to  some  of  them  over  others,  that 
any  natural  person  has."  In  Wilkinson  v. 
Bauerle,  41  N.  J.  £q.  6.S6,  it  appeared  that 
the  directors  of  a  corporation  transferred  all 
of  its  assets  to  one  of  its  directors  after  it  be- 
came insolvent.  The  sale  was  made  to  give 
preference,  and  this,  by  other  creditors,  was 
claimed  to  be  illegal  as  to  them,  but  the 
court  said:  "The  correctness  of  this  view, 
and  the  success  of  the  contention  now  made, 
depend  upon  the  legislation  now  in  force  re- 
specting this  subject ;  for  if  there  be  no  leg- 
islative prohibition  against  the  transfer  of 
corporate  property,  or  its  use  in  preferring 
creditors  after  insolvency,  no  reason  can  be 
given  why  such  transactions  should  be  in- 
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validated  which  would  not  also  invalidate 
the  like  transactions  of  individuals."  It  was 
held  in  that  case,  however,  as  the  purchaser 
was  a  director  who  took  part  in  the  transac- 
tion, that  it  was  incumbent  on  him  to  show 
that  he  paid  fair  value  for  the  propertv, 
or  otherwise  he  should  be  held  responsible 
for  the  difference  between  that  and  the  price 
paid.  In  I^les  v.  Riverside  Furniture  Co., 
aO  W.  Va.  123,  it  was  held  tl^t  an  insolvent 
corporation,  having  ceased  to  do  business, 
has  the  same  power  as  an  insolvent  individ- 
ual to  prefer  a  creditor  in  a  general  assign- 
ment of  all  its  property  for  the  payment  of  its 
debts;  but  it  seems  this  decision  was  con- 
trolled by  a  statute,  but  for  which  the  court 
would  have  held  otherwise,  as  is  shown  in 
the  opinion,  as  well  as  by  the  cases  of  Lamb 
V.  Laughlin,  25  W.  Va.  800,  and  Lamb  v. 
Cecil,  28  W.  Va.  653.  In  W<wfield  v.  Mar- 
$haU  County  Canning  Co,,  72  Iowa,  670,  it  is 
said,  speaking  in  a  case  in  which  the  effect 
of  a  mortgage  to  directors  was  to  defeat  the 
claims  of  other  creditors :  **  The  mort^gees, 
it  is  true,  were  officers  and  stockholdero  of 
the  corporation ;  but,  notwithstanding  that 
fact,  they  had  the  right  to  procure  the  cor- 
poration to  execute  the  mortage,  although 
other  creditors  of  the  corporation  are  unable 
to  obtain  the  payment  of  their  indebtedness. 
Corporations  can  make  contracts  and  trans- 
fer property,  possessing  the  same  powers  in 
such  respects  as  private  individuals.  Code, 
§  1059.  Such  is  the  rule  in  the  absence  of  a 
statute,  and  therefore  it  has  the  riffht  to  pre- 
fer one  creditor  to  another.  2  Morawetz, 
Priv.  Corp.  §  802.  The  fact  that  the  pref- 
erence  is  exercised  in  favor  of  directors  t)r 
shareholders  of  the  corporation  is  immaterial, 
althoufl^h  the  director  or  shareholder  may  have 
voted  lor  the  proposition,  and  the  security 
given  was  to  secure  an  indebtedness  to  him- 
self. ^  The  facts  of  that  case,  it  is  proper  to 
say,  may  not  have  been  practically  the  same 
as  those  made  the  basis  of  the  questions  pro- 
pounded, but  it  tends  to  show  the  grounds 
of  decision,  holding  that,  at  all  times  prior 
to  technical  dissolution,  corporations  have 
power,  when  insolvent,  to  give  preferences 
even  to  directors.  Many  other  cases  might 
be  referred  to,  bearing  on  both  states  of  ract 
presented  in  the  questions  propounded,  but 
those  already  noticed  give  substantial Iv  the 
grounds  on  which  rest  all  the  opinions  hold- 
ing such  transaction  legal. 

muse  V.  Merchants  Nat,  Bank,  46  Ohio  St. 
498,  5  L.  R.  A.  878,  involved  the  facts  pre- 
sented in  the  first  question  propounded,  and 
in  that  case  the  doctrine  that  corporations 
have  the  same  power  over  corporate  property 
as  have  natural  persons  was  denied.  'Approv- 
ing  the  principles  announced  in  wood  v. 
JDummer,  8  Mason,  311 ;  Sanger  v.  Upton,  91 
U.  8.  66,  28  L.  ed.  220,  and  Curran  v.  Ar- 
kansas, 56  U.  S.  15  How.  812,  14  L.  ed.  709,- 
and  quoting  with  approval  from  the  opin- 
ion, it  was  held  ^that  where  a  corporation 
for  profit  .  .  .  becomes  insolvent,  and 
ceases  to  carry  on  its  business,  or  further 
pursue  the  purposes  of  its  creation,  the  cor- 
porate property  constitutes  a  trust  fund  for 
the  equal  benefit  of  the  corporate  creditors, 
in  proportion  to  the  amounts  of  their  respect- 

2aL.aA. 


ive  claims,  and  that  it  cannot  then,  by  pledge 
or  mortgage  of  the  property  to  some  of  ft» 
creditors  as  security  for  antecedent  debtf, 
without  other  consideration,  create  valid 
preferences  in  their  behalf  over  the  other 
creditors,  or  over  an  assignment  thereafur 
made  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,".  The  case 
of  Marr  V.  Bank  of  Wesi  Tennessee,  4  Coldw. 
471,  involved  substantially  the  same  facts, 
and  therein  the  same  rules  were  announced, 
with  citation  of  many  cases.  The  case  of 
AppleUm  V.  TumbuU,  84  Me.  72,  rested  on 
facts  which  made  it  necessary  to  determine 
the  character  of  the  assets  of  an  insolTent 
corporation,  and  the  rights  of  its  creditors, 
and  in  the  opinion  it  was  said:  "It  is  too 
firmly  established  at  the  present  day  to  be 
questioned  that  the  capital  stock  of  a  corpora- 
tion is  a  trust  fund  for  the  payment  of  its 
debts.  It  is  a  substitute  for  the  perBoual  li- 
ability of  the  individual  members  of  priTite 
partnerships,  and  those  who  deal  with  the 
corporation  have  a  rif^ht  to  rely  upon  its 
capital  stock  for  their  security.  Unpaid 
stock  is  as  much  a  part  of  the  assets  of  the 
corporation  as  the  money  that  has  been  paid 
in  upon  it.  .  .  .  During  the  existence  of 
the  life  of  the  corporation,  it  is  a  trust  to  be 
managed  for  the  benefit  of  the  stockholderA ; 
but,  in  the  event  of  its  dissolution  or  insolv- 
ency, it  becomes  a  trust  fund  for  the  benefit 
of  its  creditors.  If  in  such  case  the  assets 
are  not  sufficient  to  pav  all  its  debts  in  fall. 
each  creditor  is  equitably  entitled  to  receive 
a  ratable  share  of  the  assets  which  remain. 
.  .  .  In  such  cases  the  doctrine  laid  down 
by  the  courts  for  thirty  years  is  that  they 
must  pay  up  their  shares  in  full,  and  are 
entitled  only  to  a  ratable  distribution  of  all 
the  company's  assets,  and  are  to  receive  divi- 
dends upon  their  claims  against  the  corpora- 
tion in  common  with  other  creditors.  Mora- 
wetz, Priv.  Corp.  §  861 ;  Cook,  Stocls  Jc 
Stockholders,  §  198.  The  rule  was  settled 
by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States 
in  SawyffT  v.  Hoag,  84  U.  S.  17  Wall.  610. 
21  L.  ed.  781 ;  where  the  court  says:  'The 
debt  which  the  appellant  owed  for  his  Btock 
was  a  trust  fund  devoted  to  the  payment  of 
all  the  creditors  of  the  company.  As  soon 
as  the  company  became  insolvent,  and  this 
fact  became  known  to  the  appellant,  the  right 
of  set-off  for  an  ordinary  debt,  to  its  full 
amount,  ceased.  It  became  a  fund  belongine 
equally,  in  equity,  to  all  the  creditors,  and 
could  not  be  appropriated  by  the  debtor  to 
the  exclusive  payment  of  his  own  claim.' 
Scovia  V.  nayer,  105  U.  S.  148,  152,  86  L 
ed.  968.  972 ;  Sangw  v.  Upton,  91  U.  S.  66. 
28  L.  ed.  220 :  StoekUm  v.  Mechanics  d  L  Sar, 
Bank,  82  N.  J.  Eq.  1«8,  157 ;  WUliafM  v. 
Traphagen,  88  N.  J.  Eq.  57;  Whe^  ▼. 
Millar,  90  N.  Y.  868.  The  same  rule  pre- 
vails in  England,  as  may  be  seen  in  tiie  lead- 
ing decision  of  OrisseU's  Case,  L.  R.  1  Ch. 
App.  528.  If  the  defendant's  rights,  as  well 
as  his  duties,  were  to  be  (tetermined  by  th« 
common  law  alone,  it  is  evident  that  the 
defense  interposed  in  this  case  could  not 

Sivvail.'*  In  Kankakee  Woolen  MiU  Co.  ▼• 
:ampe.  88  Mo.  App.  829,  the  general  qn«- 
tions  involved  in  this  case  were  considered ; 
and  after  stating  the  general  powers  of  s  cor- 
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poration  while  carrying  on  its  business,  and 
the  right  to  protection  persons  obtaining 
preferences  in  ffood  faith  would  be  entitled 
to,  the  court  said :  "*  But  these  principles  are 
only  applicable  to  what  may  be  termed  or 
designated  as  'going  concerns.*  They  can- 
not be  applied  to  insolvent  corporations.  By 
this  we  do  not  wish  to  be  understood  as  de- 
ciding that  a  corporation  that  is  financially 
embarrassed  will  be  deprived  of  the  right  to 
deal  with  its  corporate  property  in  a  legiti- 
mate and  proper  way ;  but  we  do  say  that 
when  the  corporation  is  hopelessly  insolvent, 
and  there  is  no  reasonable  or  well-founded 
hope  for  a  continuation  of  its  business  and 
these  facts  are  known  to  its  officers  and  di- 
rectors, tiien  all  of  the  assets  of  the  corpora- 
tion become  a  trust  fund  in  the  hands  of  the 
directors,  to  be  administered  by  them  as 
trustees  or  agents  for  the  equal  benefit  of  all 
the  creditors  of  the  concern,  and  any  at- 
tempted preference  in  favor  of  the  directors 
themselves,  or  of  a  stranger,  will  not  be  up- 
held. WiiliaTM  V.  Jackion  County  Patrons 
of  Husbandry,  28  Mo.  App.  132;  Boan  v. 
Winn,  88  Mo.  503;  Faster  v.  MuUanphy 
Planing  MiU  Co.  82  Mo.  79."  The  same  rea- 
sons for  denying  an  insolvent  corporation,  so 
circumstanced,  power  to  give  preferences,  are 
announced  with  much  clearness  and  force  in 
the  following  cases:  Olney  v.  Conanieut 
Land  Co,  16  R.  I.  587,  5  L.  R.  A.  361 ;  Hay- 
tcood  V.  Lincoln  Lumber  Co.  64  Wis.  638; 
Beach  v.  MiUer,  180  111.  162 ;  Corey  v.  Wads- 
worth  (Ala.)  11  So.  Rep.  350;  TumbtOl  v. 
Prentiss  Lumber  Co.  55  Mich.  387 ;  Adams  v. 
Kehlor  MiUing  Co.  35  Fed,  Rep.  433 ;  Hw>e  v. 
Sanford  F<yrk  d  Tool  Co.  44  Fed.  Rep.  231 ; 
Consolidated  Tank  Line  Co.  v.  Kansas  City 
Varnish  Co.  45  Fed.  Rep.  7. 

The  line  of  decisions  first  referred  to,  in 
sul>stance,  holds  that  insolvent  corporations, 
even  though  they  have  ceased  to  do  business, 
have  the  same  power  to  give  preferences  as 
have  natural  persons,  on  the  theory  that,  un- 
less their  charters  forbid  this,  it  is  an  im- 
plied power;  but  this  seems  indefensible 
under  the  rules  applicable  to  the  construc- 
tion of  charters  such  as  may  be  granted  to 
private  corporations  under  the  general  laws 
in  force  in  this  state.  The  power  is  not  ex- 
pressly given,  and  it  cannot  be  implied,  for 
It  is  not  necessary  to  the  accomplishment  of 
any  purpose  for  which  such  corporations 
may  be  created.  While  such  a  corporation 
is  carrying  on  its  business,  it  has  power  to 
buy  on  cr^it  such  property  as  to  secure  such 
services  or  funds  as  may  be  reasonably  nec- 
essary for  the  transaction  of  its  legitimate 
business,  and,  to  secure  indebtedness  thus 
incurred,  may  give  mortgages  or  other  se- 
curity, and  thus  give  preferences,  although 
in  fact  insolvent.  The  exercise  of  such  a 
power  may  often  be,  not  only  beneficial,  but 
necessary  for  the  continuance  or  prosperity 
of  the  business ;  but  no  such  necessity  can 
exist  where  the  business  has  been  abandoned. 
Self-interest,  while  the  business  is  honestly 
carried  on,  will  ordinarily  be  sufficient  to 
prevent  abuse  of  what  is  then  a  right ;  but 
where  the  business  has  ceased,  on  account  of 
insolvency,  stockholders  have  no  further  ben- 
eficial interest  in  the  corporate  assets,  and 
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they  have  no  right  or  power,  directly  or 
through  the  managing  officers,  through  pref- 
erences, in  effect,  to  pay  or  secure  some  of 
the  creditors  at  the  expense  of  others,  if  the 
law  be  that  the  assets  of  an  insolvent  corpo- 
ration, that  has  ceased  business,  with  no  in- 
tent ever  to  resume,  are  a  fund  held  in  trust 
for  creditors,  for  in  such  a  fund  all  creditors 
have  equalit]^  of  right,  unless,  prior  to  the 
condition  which  gives  that,  one  or  more  have 
acquired  right  to  priority. 

The  second  class  of  cases  to  which  reference 
has  been  made  seems  conclusively  to  establ  ish 
the  proposition  that  the  assets  of  a  private 
corporation  circumstanced  as  was  the  hard- 
ware company  at  the  time  its  directors  at- 
tempted to  give  preferencea  are  a  trust  fund 
heldf  for  the  benefit  of  creditors, —a  fund 
which  they  have  the  right  to  have  converted 
into  money,  and  that  distributed  among  them 
ratablv.  The  reasons  for  holding  the  assets 
of  such  an  insolvent  corporation  to  be  a  trust 
fund  for  the  payment  of  its  debts  are  set  forth 
so  clearly  and  fully  that  we  will  not  under- 
take to  restate  them,  or  to  give  additional 
reasons,  but  will  simply  refer  to  some  of  the 
opinions  giving  the  grounds,  among  which 
are  the  following :  Wood  v.  Duminer,  3  Ma- 
son, 308;  Curran  v.  Arkansas,  56  U.  S.  15 
How.  315,  14  L.  ed.  710 ;  Sanger  v.  Upton, 
91  U.  S.  60,  28  L.  ed.  222 ;  Marr  v.  Bank  of 
West  Tennessee,  4  Coldw.  476;  Sawyer  v. 
Hoag,  84  U.  S.  17  Wall.  610.  21  L.  ed.  731 ; 
Morgan  County  v.  Allen,  103  U.  S.  508,  26 
L.  ed.  601.  The  subject  is  elaborated  by 
elementary  writers.  Tavlor,  Priv.  Corp. 
654-658;  Morawetz,  Priv.  Corp.  780-803; 
Wait,  Insolvent  Corp.  142-157 ;  Waterman^ 
Corp.  120-140 ;  Cook,  Stock  &  Stockholders^ 
188 ;  Angell  &  A.  Priv.  Corp.  600-604. 

Whatever  technical  objections  may  be 
urged  in  the  use  of  the  words  "trust''  and 
"*  trustee"  in  such  a  connection  is  a  matter  of 
no  importance,  for  the  substance  of  the  matter 
is  that  the  word  "*  trust"  is  used  to  express 
the  fact  tliat  creditors  of  an  insolvent  corpo- 
ration have  the  right  to  have  the  specific 
property  owned  by  the  corporation  subjected 
to  the  payment  of  the  sums  due  them ;  and 
the  word  "trustees"  is  used  to  give  expres- 
sion to  the  fact  that  the  directors  and  other 
managing  officers  of  such  a  corporation,  law- 
fully having  possession  and  control  of  such 
assets,  are  under  obligation  so  to  apply  them. 
If  more  appropriate  terms  be  suggested, 
courts,  no  doubt,  will  be  willing  to  adopt 
them.  All  of  the  decisions  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  are  understood  to 
hold  that  those  terms  properly  describe  the 
relation  between  creditors  of  an  insolvent  cor- 
poration and  its  assets,  and  officers  lawfully 
controlling  them,  and  to  give  the  usual  effect 
to  such  relations ;  but  it  is  suggested  that 
the  opinion  in  George  F.  Smith  Middlings 
PuHfier  Co.  v.  McOroarty,  136  U.  S.  241,  34 
L.  ed.  348,  casts  a  doubt  upon  this  subject, 
or  suggests  limitations  that  would  affect  the 
questions  involved  in  this  case.  The  opin- 
ion is  not  so  understood,  and  it  may  be  true 
that  the  real  difficulty  some  courts  may  have 
had  was  not  so  much  any  doubt  upon  the 
question  whether  the  assets  of  an  insolvent 
corporation  were  a  trust  fund  which  credit. 
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ors  had  a  rtght  to  have  sublected  to  payment 
of  sums  due  them,  as  was  it  on  account  of  a 
doubt  as  to  the  time  when,  and  circumstances 
under  which,  such  right  so  attached  as  to  cut 
off  all  power  of  directors,  or  even  of  stock- 
holders, to  confer  upon  any  person,  as  a 
creditor,  by  way  of  preference,  a  right  in- 
consistent with  the  right  of  all  creditors  to  a 
ratable  distribution  of  the  proceeds  of  such 
assets,  as  against  all  other  creditors  not  hold- 
ing legal  priorities.  The  cases  cited  in  the 
opinion  referred  to  will  be  noticed,  with  a 
view  to  illustrate  the  fact  that  no  limitation 
of  the  genera]  rule  was  intended,  as  well  as 
to  show  when  that  court  has  understood  the 
rule  to  become  operative  as  to  creditors.  In 
ease  of  Oraham  v.  La  Cr<me  d  M.  R.  Go,, 
102  U.  S.  148,  28  L.  ed.  106,  It  appeared  that 
a  solvent  corporation,  with  no  fraudulent  in- 
tent, disposea  of  lands  for  an  inadequate  con- 
sideration, and  a  subsequent  creditor  sought 
to  apply  the  rule  in  his  favor,  but  the  court 
held  that  he  could  not  question  the  transac- 
tion. The  court,  however,  said:  "When  a 
corporation  becomes  insolvent,  it  is  so  far 
civilly  dead  that  its  property  may  be  ad- 
ministered as  a  trusi;  fund  for  the  benefit  of 
its  stockholders  and  creditors.  A  court  of 
equity,  at  the  instance  of  the  proper  parties, 
w^ill  then  make  those  funds  trust  funds, 
-which,  in  other  circumstances,  are  as  much 
the  absolute  property  of  the  corporation  as 
Any  man's  property  is  his."  In  Biehardson 
V.  Green,  188  U.  8.  30,  88  L.  cd.  516,  it  ap- 
peared  that  Richardson  loaned  a  sum  of 
monev  to  a  railroad  company,  and  as  a  bonus 
i;herefor  received  shares  of  paid-up  stock  and 
bonds,  and  was  given  practical  control  of 
the  board  of  directors ;  and  he  afterwards  re- 
ceived other  bonds  as  further  collateral,  when 
he  proposed  to  make  further  advances,  if  300 
.other  bonds  were  put  in  his  hands  as  col- 
laterals. This  was  done,  but  he  advanced 
no  more  monev,  and  after  the  insolvency  of 
the  company  he  claimed  to  hold  the  bonds 
last  mentioned  and  those  given  as  further 
collaterals  to  secure  the  sum  lent.  When 
these  things  occurred,  he  was  acting  as  treas- 
urer of  the  companv.  It  was  held  that,  as 
between  him  ana  other  creditors  of  the  com- 
pany, he  could  not,  under  the  circumstances, 
hold  them  as  collateral  for  his  debt.  The 
bonus  was  also  held  to  be  illegal.  The  court 
.quoted  with  approval  so  much  of  the  opinion 
in  Oraham  v.  La  Oraue  A  M.  M.  Go.  'as  has 
been  inserted,  and  from  the  opinion  in  the 
.case  of  Wabaeh,  St.  L.  d:  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Hain, 
114  U.  S.  687,  29  L.  ed.  235,  as  follows: 
"  The  propertv  of  a  corporation  is  doubtless 
a  trust  fund  for  the  payment  of  its  debts,  in 
the  sense  that  when  the  corporation  is  law- 
fully dissolved,  and  all  its  business  wound 
up,  or  when  it  is  insolvent,  all  its  creditors 
are  entitled,  in  equity,  to  have  their  debts 
paid  out  of  the  corporate  property  before  any 
distribution  thereof  among  its  stockholders. 
It  is  also  true,  in  the  case  of  a  corporation, 
as  in  that  of  a  natural  person,  that  any  con- 
veyance of  property  of  the  debtor  without 
authority  of  law,  and  in  fraud  of  existing 
creditors,  is  void  as  against  them.**  And  the 
court  then  said  that  •*the  principle  underly- 
ing; all  of  the  decisions  which  we  have  cited 
^2  UK  A. 


upon  this  point  is  that  the  capital  stock  of 
a  corporation,  when  it  becomes  insolvent,  is. 
in  law,  assets  of  the  corporation,  to  be  ap- 
propriated to  the  payn^nt  of  its  debts,  and 
that  creditors  have  the  right  to  assume  that 
the  stock  issued  by  a  corporation  and  held 
by  its  stockholders  as  paid-up  eUxk  had  been 
paid  up,  or,  if  unpaid,  that  a  court  of 
equity,  at  the  instance  of  the  proper  parties, 
could  require  it  to  be  paid  up." 

In  Fogg  v.  JSftoir,  138  U.  S.  584,  SSL.  ed. 
721,  also  cited,  it  appeared  that  a  railroad 
company,  in  purchasing  the  road  and  prop- 
erty of  another  company,  agreed  to  pay  a 
claim  held  by  a  person  against  the  latter 
company,  but  in  no  way  secured  by  lien  on 
its  property,  and  after  the  sale  the  holder  of 
that  claim  sought  to  give  it  priority  over  a 
mortgage  made  by  the  purchasing  companj 
to  secure  an  issue  of  bonds;  but  the  court 
held  that  this  could  not  be  done,  and  in  the 
course  of  the  opinion  said:  ^'We  do  not 
question  the  general  doctrine  invoked  by  the 
appellant,  that  the  property  of  a  railroad  is 
a  trust  fund,  for  the  payment  of  its  debu. 
but  do  not  perceive  any  place  for  its  appli- 
cation here.  That  doctrine  only  mesns  that 
the  property  must  first  be  appropriated  to 
the  payment  of  the  debts  of  the  company, 
before  anv  portion  of  it  can  be  distributed  to 
the  stockholders.  It  does  not  mean  that  the 
property  is  so  affected  by  the  indebtedness  of 
the  company  that  it  cannot  be  sold,  trans- 
ferred, or  mortgaged  to  bona  fide  porcbasen 
except  subject  to  the  liability  of  being  ap- 
propriated to  pay  that  indebtedness."  The 
case  of  Peters  v.  Bain,  138  U.  S.  670,  33  L 
ed.  696,  while  it  asserts  the  general  rule  as 
to  the  trust  character  of  the  assets  of  a  cot- 
poration,  and  the  relation  of  directors  to  that 
and  to  creditors,  seems  to  have  no  applica- 
tion to  any  question  involved  in  questions 
submifted. 

In  so  far  as  the  rights  of  creditors  of  an  in- 
solvent corporation  are  concerned,  there  ex- 
ists no  good  reason  for  making  any  distinc- 
tion between  unpaid  subscriptions  for  stock 
and  other  corporate  assets ;  for  each  belong 
to  the  fund  from  which  creditors  are  entitled 
to  be  paid.  As  we  have  before  seen,  in  so 
far  as  the  rights  of  creditors  are  coBcemed. 
the  consequences  of  technical  dissolution  oc- 
cur when  the  corporation  is  in  the  condition 
set  forth  in  the  questions  propounded,  and  in 
addition  to  the  authorities  cited  on  that  point 
the  following  are  now  added  :  Oraham  v. 
Tm  CroMe  d  M.  R.  Go.  102  U.  S.  161,  26  L. 
ed.  Ill ;  Wabash,  St.  L.  A  P.  5.  Go.  v.  Ram. 
114  U.  8.  587.  29  L.  ed.  285 :  G^w  v.  Tffldi- 
vioHh  (Ala.)  11  So.  Rep.  858.  In  the  case 
last  cited,  after  announcing  the  general  prin- 
ciples governing  the  assets  of  an  insolvent 
corporation,  the"  court  answered  a  Question 
involved  in  cases  of  that  character  as  fol- 
lows :  ""  At  what  stage  of  a  corporation's  af- 
fairs must  it  be  pronounced  insolvent,  so  ss 
to  bring  it  within  the  principles  we  have  de- 
clared? It  is  not  enough  that  its  assets  are 
insuflicient  to  meet  all  its  liabilities,  if  it 
be  still  prosecuting  its  line  of  business,  with 
the  prospect  and  expectation  of  oontinain| 
to  do  so,— in  other  words,  if  it  be,  in  ^ooa 
faith,  what  is  sometimes  called  a  'going' 
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business  or  establishment.  Many  successful 
•corporate  enterprises^  it  is  believed,  have 
paaaed  through  crises  where  their  property 
and  effects,  if  brought  to  present  sale,  would 
not  have  discharged  all  their  liabilities  in 
full.  We  feel  safe  in  declaring  that  when  a 
corporation's  assets  are  insufficient  for  the 
payment  of  its  debts,  and  it  has  ceased  to  do 
business,  or  has  taken,  or  is  in  the  act  of  tak- 
ing, a  step  which  will  practically  incapac- 
itate it  for  conducting  the  corporate  enter- 
prise with  reasonable  prospect  of  success,  or 
Its  embarrassments  are  such  that  early  sus- 
pension and  failure  must  ensue,  then  such 
corporation  must  be  pronounced  insolvent." 
The  case  made  by  the  questions  propounded 
bring  it  clearly  within  so  much  of  the  rule 
thus  stated  as  may  be  safely  adopted,  and  it 


is  not  now  necessary  to  inquire  whether  other 
parts  should  be  qualified.  The  condition  of 
the  corporation,  set  forth  in  the  questions 
propounded,  under  the  long-recognized  rules 
of  equity,  conferred  upon  every  unsecured 
creditor  of  the  corporation  the  rfffht  to  a  rat- 
able share  of  the  proceeds  of  all  the  assets  of 
the  corporation,  not  subject  to  priorities  law- 
fully existing  when  this  condition  arose; 
and  we  therefore  answer  that  neither  the 
stockholden  nor  directors  of  the  insolvent 
corporation  had  lawful  power,  under  the  facts 
stated,  to  make  a  preferential  deed  of  trust,, 
whereby  any  creditor,  whether  a  stockholder, 
director,  or  other  officer  of  the  corporation, 
or  not,  could  acquire  a  preference,  and  that 
the  attempted  preference  would  be  invalid 
as  to  other  creditora  of  the  corporation. 
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V. 

GRAND  RAPIDS  PARLOR  FURNITURE 
CO.  et  al, 

(68  Fed.  Rep.  886.) 

!•  Whether  eh&ttolmortflpaKes  are  void 
as  oommon-law  aaslgiiaients  giving  pref- 
erences to  creditors  is  a  question  of  local  law, 
upon  wldoh  a  federal  court  will  follow  the  state 
decisions. 

8.  A  Hsderml  court  will  fbUowihe  latest 
dedslona  of  the  sapreme  court  of  the 
st&te  as  to  the  validity  of  mortgages,  although 
a  different  decision  by  that  oourt  was  regarded  as 
the  law  when  the  mortgages  were  made. 

8.  A  ehaiifpe  of  decUdcm  as  to  the  valld- 
itjr  of  a  certain  Uad  of  mortirai^  made 
after  some  instruments  of  the  kind  were  made 
whereby  they  are  upheld  does  not  impair  the  ob- 
IJgatioD  of  a  contract  between  the  mortgagor  and 
a  creditor  who  gave  him  credit  when  under  the 
existing  deoisiona  such  mortgages  would  be  held 
void. 

4.   The  fiMt  that  one  of  the  debts  secured 

»  by  chattel  mortgage  was  due  at  the  time 
the  mortgage  was  given  does  not  nullify  the  de- 
feasance clause  so  as  to  make  the  instrument  ab- 
solute before  demand  and  refusal  to  pay. 

6.  A  resolntloa  aathorlstng  officers  of  a 
corporation  '*to  secure  any  and  all 
other  creditore^  after  a  person  named  does 
not  require  that  a  mortgage  executed  in  pur- 
suance thereof  should  secure  all  other  creditora, 
"but  the  word  ''and*'  has  the  meaning  of  "or.'* 

6«  A  director  who  is  a  bona  Ude  credit- 
or of  a  corporation  may  be  made  a  preferred 
creditor,  where  preferences  to  any  creditors  are 
lawfuL 

7.  The  Ihct  that  directors  and  stock- 


holders of  a  corporation  vote  to  give  a 
fliortgage  preferring  themselves  as  creditors 
does  not  render  it  invalid. 

(October  2, 1806.) 

APPEAL  by  complainants  from  a  decree  of 
the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  Southern  Division  of  the  Western  District 
of  Michigan  in  favor  of  defendant  in  a  suit 
brought  to  set  aside  certain  chattel  mortgages 
^iven  by  the  defendant  corporations  as  being 
m  fraud  of  other  creditors.    Affirmed. 

Before  Jackson  and  Taft,  Circuit  Judget^  ' 
and  Barr,  District  Judge. 

Statement  by  Taft*  Circuit  Judge: 
This  was  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the 
circuit  court  for  the  western  distrfct  of  Mich- 
igan, southern  division.  The  bill  was  filed 
by  Willard  S.  Brown,  Jacob  G.  De  Turk, 
and  John  T.  Brown,  citizens  of  the  state 
of  Pennsylvania,  against  the  Grand  Rapids 
Parlor  Furniture  Company,  a  corporation  of 
Michigan,  and  other  defendants,  the  bene- 
ficiaries of  certain  mortgages  made  hj  the 
furniture  company  to  secure  debts  owing  to 
them.  The  bi  1 1  was  for  the  purpose  of  setting 
aside  these  mortga^,  as  made  by  the  furni- 
ture company  to  hinder,  delay,  and  defraud 
creditors,  and  also  as  being  assij^nments  in 
violation  of  the  assignment  Taw  of  Michigan, 
and,  further,  as  invalid  because  made  by  the 
directors  of  the  furniture  company  to  secure 
debts,  in  the  payment  of  which  the  directors 
had  a  personal  interest.  The  Grand  Rapids 
Parlor  Furniture  Company  had  been  organ- 
ized in  April,  1886,  in  the  name  of  the 
Strahan  &  Long  Furniture  Company,  with  a 


Note.— The  above  case  with  the  one  preceding 
present  the  extremes  of  doctrine  on  the  subject  of 
preferences  among  creditors  of  insolvent  corpora* 
tlons.  The  above  case  is  unquestionably  correct  as 
an  exposition  of  Michigan  law,  but  is  contrary  to 
the  overwhelming  weight  of  authority  so  far  as  it 
allows  preferences  to  directors  of  an  insolvent  cor- 
poration. The  theory  that  such  directors  consti- 
tute trustees  for  ciedltois  after  the  insolvency  is 
:22L.aA.  i 


adopted  in- all  but  a  very  few  Jurisdictions,  as  is 
shown  in  the  note  to  the  Texas  case,  preceding 
(Ltons-Thomas  Habdwarb  Co.  V.  Pbrrt  Stovx 
Mra.  Co.  ante^  800).  The  Texas  case  on  the  other 
hand  goes  to  the  other  extreme  and  is  also  in  con- 
flict with  the  weight  of  authority  in  denying  the 
right  of  an  Insolvent  corporation  to  make  prefer- 
ences in  favor  of  any  creditors,  although  there  is  no 
statutory  restriction  on  the  subject. 
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capital  stock  of  about  $10, 000.  The  company 
was  organized  by  Harry  W.  Long,  defendant 
herein,  and  others.  Long's  share  of  the 
stock  was  $5,000,  to  t>ay  for  which  he  bor- 
rowed naoney  of  his  wife,  Margaret,  another 
defendant,  to  whom  he  gave  his  note  for  the 
amount.  In  January,  1889,  the  name  of  the 
company  was  changed  to  the  Grand  Rapids 
Parlor  Furniture  Company.  The  captial  of 
the  company  was  increased  so  that  the  paid- 
up  capi  tal  amounted  to  $21 ,  500.  Uarry  Long 
presented  his  wife  with  12iB  shares.  She  be- 
came the  owner  of  40  other  shares,  making 
her  the  holder  of  168  shares.  Her  husband, 
then,  was  the  owner  of  282  shares;  she  held 
168 ;  W.  J.  Long,  Jr.,  brother  of  Harry,  held 
189  shares;  James  M.  Pierce,  200  shares; 
Harry  Hubbard,  20  shares;  and  John  E. 
Moore,  1  share.  Th^  Long  brothers  and 
Thomas  M.  Pierce  were  directors.  At  various 
times,  Harrv  Long  had  loaned  the  company 
money,  so  that  in  March,  1891,  he  held  its 
notes  for  $6, 800.  In  that  month,  Mrs.  Long, 
who  held  separate  property  of  her  own,  re- 
ceived from  her  father  and  her  uncle,  and 
managed  by  J.  W.  Champlin,  became  nerv- 
ous lest  the  ownership  oi  the  stock  might 
subject  her  to  a  liability,  under  the  statutes 
of  Michigan,  to  the  payment  of  labor  claims 
against  the  corporation,  and  she  therefore 
desired  to  part  with  her  stock.  Her  husband 
purchased  the  stock,  and  paid  off  an  obliga- 
tion of  his  own,  owing  to  his  wife,  by  trans- 
ferring all  the  notes  which  he  held  against 
the  corporation,  for  $6,800.  A  day  or  two 
after,  a  bank  in  Grand  Rapids  having  refused 
to  renew  a  note  of  the  company  for  $8,000, 
upon  which  Harry  Long  was  indorser,  Mrs. 
Iiong  was  induced  to  give  to  the  company 
some  street-railway  stock  which  she  owned, 
valued  at  $8,000,  to  enable  the  company  to 
renew  the  notes  with  the  collateral,  and, 
further,  to  a^ree  to  let  the  company  have 
$1,000  additional  when  needed,  on  condition 
that  it  would  give  her  security,  whenever 
she  might  demand  it,  for  the  entire  debt, 
including  the  $6, 800  as  well  as  the  new  loans. 
At  a  stockholders*  meeting  a  resolution  was 
passed,  authorizing  the  directors  to  comply 
with  this  condition,  and  the  $8,000  of  street- 
railway  stock  was  delivered  in  March,  1891. 
The  other  $1,000  was  never  called  for.  In 
July,  1891,  the  company  was  asked  to  pay  a 
$1,000  note  held  by  Clara  M.  Pierce,  wife 
of  Thomas  M.  Pierce,  one  of  the  directors. 
Le^al  proceedings  were  threatened,  to  collect 
the  note.  The  company  had  no  money  to 
pay  it.  Harry  Long  notified  his  wife,  who 
was  at  Mackinac,  that  she  ought  to  demand 
security,  and  she  at  once  made  such  demand. 
Judge  Champlin,  also,  was  advised,  and  he 
superintended  the  obtaining  of  the  security. 
The  mortgage  was  drawn  by  Moore  &  Wilson, 
and  covered  all  the  merchandise  and  assets 
of  the  company,  with  the  exception  of  the 
bills  receivable.  On  the  same  day,  somewhat 
later,  Harry  Long  directed  3Toore  &  Wilson 
to  make  a  mortgage  to  Charles  M.  Wilson, 
trustee,  to  secure  labor  debts ;  a  note  to  the 
Fifth  National  Bank  for  $1,000 ;  a  note  to  the 
Fourth  National  Bank  for  $6,000;  Clara  M. 
Pierce,  $1,000;  Asa  Denison,  $1,000;  North- 
western Trimming  Company,  $888;  J.  V. 
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Farwell  Company,  $807 ;  W.  and  J.  Slosn, 
$667.  Harry  Long  was  indorser  on  the  notes 
for  $6,800  held  by  his  wife,  and  also  upoa 
the  notes  held  by  the  Fifth  and  Fonnb  Na- 
tional Banks :  and  upon  those  held  by  Deni- 
son, the  Northwestern  Trimming  CompanT, 
J.  V.  Farwell  Company,  and  by  oloans.  W. 
J.  Long  was  indorser  on  the  paper  at  tbe 
Fourth  National  Bank.  All  the  stockholders, 
as  has  been  already  stated,  were  personally 
1  iable  for  the  labor  debts.  The  two  mortga^ 
were  executed  July  18,  and  were  filed  July 
20 ;  the  one  at  9 :25  A.  M. ,  and  the  other  at 
9: 28  A.  M.  July  21.  Judge  Champlin,  as  tbe 
agent  for  Mrs.  Long,  and  Wilson,  as  tbe 
trustee  for  the  creditors  named  in  the  mort- 
gage to  him,  took  possession,  jointly.  On 
the  28th  of  July  the  complainants  filed  this 
bill  on  behalf  of  themselves,  and  other  cred- 
itors similarlv  situated.  Wilson,  the  trus- 
tee, was  appointed  receiver,  and  has  brought 
into  court  $21,500  as  the  fund  realized  from 
the  assets  of  the  defunct  corporation.  The 
debts  of  the  corporation  amount  to  about 
$87,000.  If  both  mortgages  are  sustained  as 
valid,  they  will  more  than  consume  the  assets 
of  the  corporation.  The  circuit  oourt  held 
that  the  mortgages  were  valid,  and  entered 
a  decree  dismissing  the  bill. 

Messrs.  Edward  Tagrffiur^  ^''^  Arthnr 
C.  Denison*  for  appelUnts: 

When  the  corporation  becomes  insolvent  the 
stockholders  cease  to  have  any  real  interest, 
and  the  creditors  become  the  actual  benefi- 
ciaries. From  that  time  on  they  are  the  real 
parties  in  interest;  and  it  must  be  their  privi- 
lege to  avoid  any  irregular  or  unauthoriied  ac- 
tion by  those  in  nominal  charge  of  the  aneta. 
The  election  to  avoid  always  rests  with  tbe 
principal,  the  beneficiary;  and  in  this  corpora- 
tion the  creditors,  not  the  stockholders,  occupy 
that  position. 

Hoyt  V.  Thompson,  9  N.  Y.  888;  Despatch 
Line  of  l\xekets  v.  BeUamp  Mfg,  Co.  18  K.  H. 
205,  87  Am.  Dec.  208;  Wigginv.  First  FrwwCa 
Baptist  Church  in  Lottell,  8  Met  801;  Sttfenir 
V.  Sugar  Brf,  Co.  80  W.  Va.  448;  LingU  v. 
?fational  Ins.  Co.  45  Mo.  109;  Thomas  v.  Brmn- 
piUe,  Ft.  K.  eft  P.  R.  Co.  109  U.  S.  522,  87  L 
ed.  1018;  Tmn  Lick  Oil  Co.  of  WeH  Virginia 
v.  Marbury,  91  U.  8.  587,  28  L.  ed.  888. 

The  mor^ages  were,  in  fact,  a  secret  lies, 
and  invalid  as  such. 

Smith  V.  Craft,  12  Fed.  Rep.  861;  GUI  v. 
QHfith,  2  Md.  Ch.  270;  Btennerhassett  v.  Sher- 
man,  105  U.  S.  117,  26  L.  ed.  1085. 

The  nsortgages  amounted  to  an  asaignment 
for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  and,  as  prefereDces. 
were  invalid. 

1.  The  company  was  insolvent,  and  the  busi- 
ness to  be  wound  up. 

The  two  mortgages  were  one  transaction. 


8.  They  covered  all  its  property. 

4.  They  were  to  a  trustee  tot  the  benefit  of 
creditors,  with  preferences. 

The  making  of  such  conveyances  as  these 
has  often  been  said  to  be  a  declaration  of  in- 
solvency. 

Two  tests  are  given  in  the  books.  One  is 
the  ability  to  pay  current  debts  as  they  become 
due. 

Duteher  v.  Wright,  94  U,  8. 557, 84  L.  ed.  181. 
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The  other  test  is  the  comparative  amounts 
of  assets  and  liabilities. 

Burrill  on  Assignments,  5th  ed.  §  2,  defines 
voluntary  assignments  for  the  benefit  of  credi- 
tors as  *'  transfers  without  compulsion  of  law, 
by  debtors,  of  some  or  all  of  their  property  to 
an  assignee  or  assignees  in  tnist,  to  apply  the 
same,  or  the  proceeds  thereof,  to  the  payment 
of  some  or  all  of  their  debts." 

The  mortgage  to  Mrs.  Long  was  a  part  of 
the  same  transaction  with  the  trust  mortgage, 
and  the  trust  mortgage  would  never  have  beien 
suspected  to  be  anything  but  an  asngnment, 
except  that  it  was  marked  ''mortgage  on  the 
back  and  contained  a  defeasance  clause. 

Banner  v.  Bretoer,  69  Ala.  191;  WatU  v. 
Eufaula  Nat,  Bank,  76  Ala.  474;  Ordwayv. 
White,  80  Ala.  244;  Winner  v.  Hayt,  66  Wis. 
227,  67  Am.  Rep.  257;  Bonn$  v.  Carter,  23 
Neb.  495;  Wilks  v.  Walker,  22  8.  C.  108,  58 
Am.  Rep.  706;  Austin  v.  Morris,  28  S.  C.  898; 
Earkrader  v.  Leiby,  4  Ohio  St.  602;  Dicksm 
V.  Ravson,  5  Ohio  St.  218;  Straw  v.  Jenks,  6 
Dak.  414;  Pemel  Co,  v.  Jelt,  54  Ark.  428;  Max- 
well  ▼.  Simonton,  81  Wis.  685;  Marshall  v. 
Licinffston  Nat,  Bank,  11  Mont.  851. 

The  question  of  what  is  an  assignment,  irre- 
spective of  any  state  statute,  is  one  of  general 
commercial  law,  and  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States  has  expressed  a  controlling 
opinion. 

Whits  V.  Gotzhausen,  129  U.  S.  829,  82  L. 
ed.  677. 

Howell's  Statutes,  g  8789,  says:  ''All  as- 
signments commonly  called  common-law  as- 
signments for  the  benefit  of  creditors  shall  be 
void,  unless  the  same  shall  be  without  pref- 
erences^ etc." 

Although  an  instrument  having  a  defeasance 
clause  cannot,  as  matter  of  law,  be  said  to  be 
an  assignment. 

If  facts  appear  outside  of  the  instrument  it- 
self which  tend  to  prove  that  the  instrument 
was  made  with  the  intention  of  having  the  ef- 
fect of  a  common- law  assignment  or  with  the 
intention  of  evadine  the  statute,  then  it  becomes 
a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury. 

•Vomer  v.  Littlefleld,  89  Mich.  829;  Fite- 
gerald  v.  MeCandlish,  Id.  400. 

There  are  several  important  features  in  the 
trust  mortgage  to  Mr.  Wilson  which  hear  on 
the  intent  and  serve  to  distinguish  it  from 
Warner  v.  Littlefield,  supra. 

1.  The  mortgage  gave  to  the  trustee  the  im- 
mediate right  of  possession. 

DaggeU  v.  MeClintoek,  56  Mich.  54;  S^gles- 
ton  V.  Mundy,  4  Mich.  295. 

2.  It  gave  the  power  of  private  sale,  full, 
perfect,  and  complete,  to  be  instantly  exer- 
cised, without  any  notice  to  anybody. 

3.  The  so-callea  defeasance  clause  is  made 
of  no  effect  by  the  insecurity  clause.  The 
mortgagee  may  foreclose  and  sell  at  any  mo- 
ment. 

4.  It  was  intended  to  and  did  operate  to  end 
the  company's  business. 

5.  The  mortgagor  selected  his  own  attorney 
as  trustee. 

6.  In  case  of  default,  it  was  the  duty,  not 
the  privilege,  of  the  trustee  to  sell. 

7.  There  was  no  defeasance.  The  condition 
was,  "  if  the  party  of  the  first  part  shall  pav 
or  cause  to  be  paid  the  debts  above  mentioned, 
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at  maturity,  then  this  instrument  shall  be 
void,  etc.  One  of  these  notes  was  to  Clara  M. 
Pierce,  and  was  then  three  weeks  past  matu- 
rity, and  the  threat  of  its  possible  collection 
was  the  cause  of  the  collapse. 

The  state  rule  is  not  obligatory  upon  this 
court. 

Ooddard  v.  Hapgood,  25  Yt.  860,  60  Am. 
Dec.  272;  Dickson  v.  Bawson,  5  Ohio  St.  224; 
Goodrich  v.  Downs,  6  Hill,  438;  Barney  v.  Qrif- 
fin,  2  N.  Y.  871. 

If  the  Michigan  rule  is  to  be  followed,  it 
must  be  that  rule  in  force  when  the  contract 
was  made. 

Thompson  v.  Perrine,  108  U.  S.  806,  26  L. 
ed.  612;  Ober  v.  OaUagher,  98  U.  S.  207,  28  L. 
ed.  881;  Burgess  v.  Seligman,  107  U.  8.  88,  27 
L.  ed.  865:  Anderson  v.  8anta  Anna  Twp.  116 
U.  S.  865,  29  L.  ed.  686;  BolUs  v.  Brimfidd, 
120  U.  8.  764,  80  L.  ed.  788. 

The  rule  in  the  federal  courts  was  settled  at 
the  time  the  rights  here  involved  accruecl  that 
an  insolvent  debtor  oould  not  make  a  prefer- 
ential assignment  in  the  form  of  a  mortgage. 

Dwight  V.  Scranton  db  W.  Lumber  Co.  82 
Mich.  624. 

The  rule  in  the  state  courts  was  also  settled, 
and  to  the  same  effect. 

The  rule  in  the  state  court,  if  not  so  settled, 
was  at  least  not  definitely  fixed  against  us,  but 
was  uncertain. 

Frankfort  Lumber  Co,  July,  1888;  Farmer 
Boiler  Mill,  May,  1890;  Merc?iants  d  Mfrs. 
Nat.  Bank  v.  Kent  Circuit  Judge,  48  Mich. 
298;  BoUinsv.  Van  Baalen,  56  Mich.  610; 
Dwight  V.  Scranton  db  W.  Lumber  Co.  67  Mich. 
507;  Kendall  v.  Bishop,  76  Mich.  684;  Bum- 
ham  V.  Haskins,  79  Mich.  85;  Atkinson  v. 
Weidner,  Id.  575;  Sheldon  v.  Mann,  85  Mich. 
265. 

The  mortgages  were  invalid  as  being  an  at- 
tempt, by  the  managers  of  an  insolvent  cor- 
poration, to  secure  the  debts  upon  which  they 
wero  personally  liable,  to  the  exclusion  oi 
other  creditors. 

Wood  V.  Dummer,  8  Mason.  808;  Upton  v. 
Tribileock,  91  U.  S.  47,  28  L.  ed.  204;  Union 
Nat.  Bank  o^  Chicago  v.  Douglass,  1  Mc- 
Crary,  90;  Aetr  Eaven  v.  City  Bank  of  New 
Haven,  81  Conn.  106;  Chicago,  B.  L  d  P.  R  Go. 
V.  Howard,  74  U.  8.  7  Wall.  409.  19  L.  ed.  120; 
New  Albany  V.  Burke,lS  U.S.  11  WaU.  106, 20 L. 
ed.  159;  Wabash,  St.  L.  d  P.  R  Co.  v.  Ham,lU 
U.  8.  594,  29  L.  ed.  238:  Curran  v.  Arkansas, 
56  U.  8.  15  How.  804.  14  L.  ed.  705;  Sanger 
V.  Upton,  91  U.  8.  61,  28  L.  ed.  222;  Taylor, 
Priv.  Corp.  §  654,  et  seq.;  Morawetz,  Prlv. 
Corp.  2d  ed.  55  787. 

Bein^  themselves  creditors  or  personally  lia- 
ble as  mdorsers,  they  cannot  secure  to  them- 
selves advantages  not  common  to  the  others  in 
equity. 

Taylor,  Priv.  Corp.  §  769;  Morawetz,  Priv. 
Corp.  S  787;  Wait.  Insolvent  Corp.  §  162;  Cook, 
Stock  <&  Stockholders.g  661 :  Beach,  Priv.  Corp. 
§  241;  Biehards  v.  New  Hampshire  Ins.  Co.  48 
N.  H.  268;  Smith  v.  Putnam,  61  N.  H.  632;  0^ 
ney  v.  Oonanieut  Land  Co.  5  L.R  A.  361, 16  R. 
1.  o97;  Haywood  Y.  Lincoln  Lumber  Co.  64  Wis. 
689;  Beach  v.  Miller  (111.)  Jan.  19,  1888;  Marr 
V.  Union  Bank,  4  Coldw.  484;  Boan  v.  Winn, 
98  Mo.  508;  WiUiams  v.  Jaekson  County  Pa- 
trons  of  Husbandry,  28  Mo.  App.  182;  Lamb  v. 
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Laughlin,25  W.  Va.  821;  Pl/Un  v.  Riverside  Fur- 
niture  (7o.  80  W.  Va.  128;  Taylor  v.  Taylor,  74 
Me.  582. 

In  the  federal  courts,  the  rule  has  been 
thought  to  be  thoroughly  settled,  fiudinga  suf- 
ficient basis  in  sevend  cases  Id  the  supreme 
court. 

Koehler  r.  Black  Rieer  Falls  Iron  Co.  67  U. 
8.  2  Black,  715.  17  L.  ed.  839;  Drury  v.  Mil- 
waukee 4t  8.  R.  Co.  74  U.  S.  7  WaU.  299, 
19  L.  ed.  40;  Sawyer  y,  Hoag,  84  U.  S.  17  Wall. 
610.  21  L.  ed.  731. 

The  various  circuit  courts  throughout  the 
country  in  a  series  of  decisions  have  recog- 
nized and  applied  the  rule  in  question. 

Bradley  v.  Faneell,  Holmes,  488;  Bradley 
V.  Converee,  4  Cliff.  879;  Corbett  v.  Woodioard, 
6  Sawy.  403;  Coons  v.  Tome,  9  Fed.  Rep.  532; 
Stout  V.  Taeffer  MiUing  Co.  18  Fed.  Rep.  802; 
Lippineott  v.  Shaw  Carriage  Co,  25  Fed.  Rep. 
577;  Adame  v.  Kehlor  MiUing  Co.  85  Fed.  Rep. 
485;  Howe  v.  Sanford  Fork  <fe  Tool  Co,  44  Fed. 
Rep.  281;  Consolidated  Tank  Line  Co,  v.  Kan- 
sas City  Varnish  Co,  45  Fed.  Rep.  7. 

Mr.  John  E.  Olore*  for  defendant  Long, 
and  Messrs,  Kin^sley  ic  Kl«iii||4us»  for 
defendant  Wilson,  appellees: 

Under  the  law  of  Michigan,  an  insolvent 
debtor  may  pay  or  secure  one  or  more  of  his 
creditors  in  preference  to  others. 

Sheldon  v.  Mann,  85  Mich.  265;  Warner  v. 
Littleikld,  89  Mich.  829;  Olmstead  v.  Mattison, 
45  Mich.  617;  Heineinan  v.  Hart,  55  Mich.  76; 
8teeet£er  v.  BigbyJSS  Mich.  13;  Field  v.  Fisher, 
65  Mich.  606;  Whipple  v.  StMins,  67  Mich. 
507. 

The  question  of  the  construction  and  effect 
of  a  statute  of  a  state  regulating  assignments 
for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  is  a  question  upon 
which  the  decisions  of  the  highest  court  of  the 
state,  establishing  a  rule  of  property,  are  of 
controlling  authority  in  the  courts  of  the 
United  States. 

Sout/i  Branch  Lumber  Co.  v.  Ott,  142  U.  8. 
622,  85  L.  ed.  1187. 

The  statute  of  Michigan  relating  to  assign- 
ments provides  that  '*  all  assignments,  com- 
monlv  called  common-law  assignments  for  the 
benefit  of  creditors,  shall  be  void  unless  the 
same  shall  be  without  preferences  between 
such  creditors,  etc." 

Bollins  V.  Van  Baalen,  56  Mich.  610,  refer- 
ring to  this  statute,  says:  "  It  should  be  con- 
strued as  it  reads,  as  applying  only  to  what 
purport  to  be  common-law  assignments." 

Prior  to  Kendall  v.  Bishop,  76  Mich.  634,  it 
had  been  held  in  a  number  of  cases  that  where 
an  assignment  had  been  in  fact  made  and 
preferences  had  been  given  by  way  of  mort- 
gages immediately  preceding  the  making  of 
ihe  assignment,  the  mortgages  might,  under 
certain  circumstances,  be  treated  as  part  and 
parcel  of  the  assignment  and  therefore  void 
under  the  statute;  but  in  no  case  had  the  court 
80  held,  except  where  an  instrument  which  on 
its  face  purported  to  be  an  assignment,  had  been 
in  fact  given.  In  Kendall  v.  Bishop  a  mort- 
gage was  made  bv  a  corporation  to  a  trustee  to 
secure  certain  indebtedness  and  contained 
some  clauses  which  are  not  contained  in  an 
ordinary  form  of  a  chattel  mortgage.  Justice 
Campbell,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
held  this  instrument  to  be  a  general  assign- 
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ment,  basing  his  determination  upon  differ- 
ences between  that  instrument  and  an  ordioATj 
chattel  mortga^. 

See  also  Atkinson  v.  Weidner,  79  Mich.  575. 

The  decision  of  Kendall  v.  ^^topwss  a  sur- 
prise to  the  profession,  and  in  direct  conflict 
with  the  former  decisions  of  the  court  It  wu 
a  mistake  of  law  which  the  court  soon  set  about 
correcting. 

Sheldon  v.  Mann,  85  Mich.  265;  Breiso>H  t. 
Musselman,  86  Mich.  186;  Warner  v,  UWt- 
field,  89  Mich.  829;  Fitzgerald  v.  MeCandUik, 
Id.  400;  Bank  of  Montreal  v.  The  J,  E.  PotU 
Salt  db  Lumber  Co.  90  Mich.  845;  WAer  ?. 
Childs,  90  Mich.  498;  Warren  v.  B^eyer,  91 
Mich.  414. 

The  position  of  the  court  now  is  that  an  in- 
strument in  form  a  mortgage  cannot  be  held  to 
be  a  general  assignment. 

It  IB  contended  that,  inasmuch  as  the  bOI  in 
this  case  was  filed  while  Kendall  v.  Bishop&Dd 
Atkinson  v.  Weidner,  supra,  stood  as  the  latest 
exposition  of  the  assignment  law  by  the  su- 
preme court  of  Michigan,  the  doctrine  therein 
announced  should  control  in  the  detennina- 
tion  of  this  case,  instead  of  that  announced  in 
the  later  cases. 

Defendants  insisted  that  the  court  should 
follow  the  late  cases,  which  have,  in  faa, 
overruled  Kendall  v.  Bishop. 

LefflngweU  v.  Warren,  67  U.  8.  3  Black,  5W, 
17  L.  ed.  261. 

It  was  further  urged  that  whether  the  mort- 
gages in  this  case  amounted  to  a  general  as- 
signment or  not,  they  were  void  for  the  reason 
that  they  were  given  by  an  insolvent  corpora- 
tion to  certain  of  its  creditors,  while  other 
creditors  got  nothing.  This  contention  was 
based  upon  what  is  known  as  the  * 'trust  fund" 
theory,  viz. :  that  the  asaets  of  an  insolvent 
corporation  are  a  trust  fund  which  most  be 
ratably  distributed  amongst  all  its  creditors. 

Walt,  Insolvent  Corp.  §  162;  Bouse  v.  Mer- 
chants  Nat  Bank,  5  L.  R.  A.  878,  46  Ohio  St. 
498;  The  George  T,  Smith  Middlings  Purifier 
Co.  V.  MeOroarty,  136  U.  S.  287, 84  L.  ed.  84«; 
Bosspes  V.  Northwestern  Mfg,  dk  Car  0. 15  L 
R.  A.  470,  48  Minn.  174. 

The  trust  fund  theory  does  not  prevail  in 
Michigan. 

Town  V.  Bank  of  River  Raisin,  2  DoujL 
(Midi.)  530;  Tumbull  v.  Prentiss  fsumber  Co. 
55  Mich.  896;  Kendall  v.  Bishop,  and  Bank  of 
Montreal  v.  The  J.  E.  Potts  Salt  db  Lumber  Co. 
supra. 

The  mortgages  in  this  case  are  not  bad  b^ 
cause  given  by  an  insolvent  corporation  to  s^ 
cure  some  of  its  debts  for  which  its  directors 
are  liable. 

Twin-Lick  OH  Co.  of  West  Virginia  v.  Mar- 
bury,  91  U.  8.  587,  28  L.  ed.  828;  Qreen  v. 
Chicago,  S  d:  C.  R  Co.  reported  under  the 
name  of  Richardsop.  v.  Green,  188  U.  S.  80,  S3 
L.  ed.  516;  BilU  v.  Stochtell  dt  D.  Furniture 
Co.  23  Fed.  Rep.  482;  Taylor  County  Ct.  v. 
Baltimore  d  0.  R.  Co.  85  Fed.  Rep.  161: 
Combination  Trust  Co.  v.  Weed,  2  Fed.  Rep. 
24;  Gould  V.  Little  Rock,  M.  -B.  <£  T.  JB.  0. 53 
Fed.  Rep.  680. 

In  Michigan  it  is  lawful  for  an  insolvent  cor- 
poration to  prefer  a  stockholder  or  director. 

Bank  of  Montreal  v.  The  J,  E.  Pbtts  Salt  <fc 
Lumber  Co.,  and  Kendall  v.  Bishop,  supra. 
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It  "was  urged  that  the  qilbstion  here  involved 
was  therdanon  of  a  corporation  to  its  directors 
and  their  respective  rights  and  duties,  and  was, 
therefore,  a  question  of  general  law,  upon 
which  the  courts  of  the  United  States  were  at 
liberty  to  adopt  their  own  rule  of  decision,  re- 
gardless of  the  rule  adopted  by  the  highest 
court  of  the  state.  This  loontention  .cannot 
prevail. 

Biheridge  v.  aperry,  189  U.  S.  266,  85  L.  ed. 
171;  Claibome  County  v.  Brooks,  111  U.  S. 
400.  28  L.  ed.  470;  Detroit  v.  (kbome,  185  U. 
8.  492,  84  L.  ed.  260;  Allen  v.  FairbarJu,  45 
Fed.  Rep.  445.  85  Cent.  L.  J.  822. 

It  is  DOW  held  with  practical  unanimity  by 
all  the  courts  that  an  insolvent  corporation  like 
an  individual  may  prefer  its  creditors,  in  the 
absence  of  any  statutory  prohibition.  It  is  also 
held  with  like  unanimity  in  the  later  cases  that 
a  corporation  may  deal  with  its  directors.  If 
these  two  propositions  be  conceded  to  be  law, 
it  seems  impossible  to  evade  the  conclusion  that 
an  insolvent  corporation  may  prefer  a  director. 

Bergen  v.  Porpoise  Fishing  Co,  42  N.  J.  Eq. 
397;  Stratton  v.  AUen,  16  N.  J.  Eq.  288;  Cen- 
tral B,  <ft  Bfcg.  Co,  of  Georgia  v.  Ctaghorn,  1 
fciipeers,  Eq.  545;  Planters  Bank  of  FnrmviUe 
V.  Whittle,  78  Va.  787;  Buell  v.  Buckingham, 
16  Iowa,  284,  85  Am.  Dec.  516;  Hallam  v. 
Indianola  Eotd  Go,  56  Iowa.  179;  Whitwett  v. 
Warner,  20  Vl.  444;  CaUin  v.  Eas^  Bank  of 
New  Haven,  6  Conn.  288:  Smith  v.  8keary,  47 
Conn.  47;  Ashhurs^s  App.  60  Pa.  290;  Gor- 
don V.  Preston,  1  Watts,  885,  26  Am.  Dec.  75; 
Dune&mb  v.  New  York,  H,  <fc  N.  R.  O.  84  N. 
Y.  190. 

The  following  cases  support  the  contention 
that  an  insolvent  corporation  cannot  prefer  its 
directors: 

Stout  V.  Taeger  Milling  Co,  18  Fed.  Rep. 
802;  Lippineott  v.  Shaw  Carriage  Co,  25  Fed. 
Rep.  577;  Coons  v.  Tome,  9  Fed.  Rep.  582; 
Corbett  v.  Woodward,  5  Sawy.  408;  6radley 
V.  Converse,  4  Cliff.  879;  Bradley  v.  Farwell, 
Holmes,  4CH3;  Adams  v.  Kehlor  Milling  Co, 
85  Fed.  Rep.  488;  Bowe  v.  Sanford  Fork  A 
Tool  Co.  44  Fed.  Rep.  281;  C^msolidated  Tank 
Line  Co,  v.  Kansas  City  Varnish  Co.  45  Fed. 
Rep.  7;  Haywood  v.  Lineoln  Lumber  Co,  64 
Wis.  »88;  Beaeh  v.  Miller  (111.)  Jan.  19,  1888. 

In  all  these  cases  will  be  found  a  misapplica- 
tion of  the  trust-fund  principle. 

Taitt  Circuit  Judge,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court : 

It  is  not  contended  on  behalf  of  the  com- 
plainants that  the  debts  which  the  mortgages 
m  question  were  given  to  secure  are  not  valid 
debts  of  the  company,  with  the  exception  of 
the  note  held  by  Clara  M.  Pierce  for  $1,000. 
Whether  the  Pierce  note  is  a  valid  obliga- 
tion is  not  material  on  this  issue,  because 
the  other  secured  debts,  if  the  mortgages  are 
held  valid,  are  more  than  enough  to  consume 
the  fund  in  court.  There  is  no  charge  of 
actual  bad  faith  made  with  reference  to  the 
giving  of  these  mort|^ges.  The  contention 
of  the  complainants  is  that  these  mortgages 
should  be  held. to  be  invalid— First,  because 
they  are,  in  effect,  common -law  assignments, 
with  preferences,  as  between  creditors,  and 
are  therefore  void  under  the  Statute  of  Mich- 
igan (2  How.  Stat.  §  8789)  which  provides 
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that  **  all  assignments  commonly  called  com- 
mon-law assignment^  for  the  benefit  of  cred- 
itors shall  be  void  unless  the  same  shall  be 
without  preference  as  between  such  creditors, 
and  shall  be  of  all  property  of  the  assignor 
not  exempt  from  execution ;'"  second,  because 
the  mortgages  were  given  by  an  insolvent 
corporation  >to  secure  debts  in  which  the 
stockholders  and  directors,  whose  votes  made 
the  mortgages  the  act  of  the  corporation,  had 
a  personal  interest  in  them,  as  grantors  there- 

1.  The  question  whether  these  chattel  mort- 
gages are  void,  as  common-law  assignments 
giving  preference  to  creditors,  under  the  stat- 
ute of  Michigan,  is  a  question  purely  of 
local  law.  This  is  expressly  decided  by  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  the 
case  of  Etheridge  v.  Sperrv,  189  U.  S.  266, 
85  L.  ed.  171.  Mr.  Justice  brewer,  speaking 
for  the  court,  said  in  that  case : 

'^  While  chattel  mortgages  are  instruments 
of  general  use,  each  state  has  a  right  to  de- 
termine for  itself  under  what  circumstances 
they  may  be  executed,  the  extent  of  the  rights 
conferred  thereby,  and  the  conditions  of  their 
val  idi ty.  They  are  instruments  for  the  trans* 
fer  of  property,  and  the  rules  concerning  the 
transfer  oi  property  are,  primarily,  at  least» 
a  matter  of  state  regulation.  We  are  aware 
that  there  is  a  great  diversity  in  the  ruling 
on  this  question  by  the  courts  of  the  several 
states ;  but,  whatever  may  be  our  individual 
views  as  to  what  the  law  ought  to  be  in  re- 
spect thereto,  there  is  so  much  of  a  local 
nature  entering  into  chattel  mortgages  that 
this  court  will  accept  the  settled  law  of  each 
state  as  decisive  in  resi>ect  to  any  case  arising 
therein.  ** 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that,  under  the  de- 
cisions of  the  supreme  court  of  Michigan,  the 
mortgages  in  ouestion  here  are  not  violations 
of  the  statute  forbidding  preferences  in  com- 
mon-law assignments,  it  is  said  that  at  the 
time  these  mortgages  were  executed,  under 
the  then  last  decision  of  ^e  supreme  court  of 
Michigan,  in  Kendall  v.  Bishop,  76  Mich. 
634,  these  mortgages  would  have  been  in- 
valid, and  that  the  law  of  the  state,  which 
this  court  should  follow  with  respect  to  the 
mortgages,  is  the  law  which  was  m  force  as 
then  expounded  by  the  supreme  court.  Con- 
ceding, for  the  purposes  of  the  argument,  that 
under  the  case  of  Kendall  v.  Bishop,  supra, 
these  mortgages  must  be  held  invalid,  we  are 
of  opinionlhat,  if  subsequent  decisions  of  the 
supreme  court  have  reversed  the  principle  an- 
nounced in  that  case,  we  should  follow  those 
subsequent  decisions.  The  right  of  the  com- 
plainants and  their  general  creditors  to  take 
the  mort>ra)?es  was  a  remedy,  and  not  a  con- 
tractual right ;  and  there  is  nothing  in  this 
case  to  show,  or  justify  a  presumption,  that 
the  debts  represented  by  the  complainants  and 
other  unsecured  general  creditors  were  con- 
tracted on  the  faith  of  the  inability  of  the  cor- 
poration to  prefer  creditors  by  chattel  mort- 
gage. Certainly,  it  would  not  impair  their 
contracts  of  ind.ebtedness  if  the  legislature 
of  Michigan  had  repealed  the  statute  making 
common -Taw  assignments  with  preferences 
void.  If  so,  the  law  of  the  state  of  Michigan, 
which  we  are  to  administer,  is  the  law  of  the 
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state,  as  expounded  by  its  highest  tribunal, 
when  the  remedy  comes  to  us  for  our  enforce- 
ment. It  was  decided  in  Warner  v.  Little- 
field  that  a  debtor,  though  insolvent,  might 
secure  a  creditor,  for  the  payment  of  a  pre- 
existing debt,  by  a  mortgage  upon  all  his 
property,  although  he  should  have  numer- 
ous creaitors  who  were  unsecured,  and  that 
neither  the  fact  of  the  debtor's  insolvency, 
nor  the  knowledge  of  the  creditor  of  that  fact, 
would  defeat  or  Impair  a  mortgage  security 
taken  for  an  honest  debt ;  that^tlTe  fact  that 
the  mortgagee  was  not  the  creditor  of  the 
mortgagor,  and  that  the  mortgage  was  exe- 
cuted in  trust  to  secure  certain  specified  cred- 
itors the  amounts  of  their  several  claims,  did 
not  tend,  in  any  degree,  to  give  the  instru- 
ment the  character  of  a  common- law  assign- 
ment ;  that  if  the  instrument  was  a  convey- 
ance given  upon  condition,  as  a  security  for 
a  pre-existing  debt,  and  contained  no  trust  in 
its  body,  whereby  the  property  was  with- 
drawn from  the  right  of  the  mortgagor  or 
others  to  redeem,  who  ordinarily  have  such 
riffht  In  cases  of  chattel  mortgages,  or 
whereby  the  title  of  the  property  was  placed 
beyond  the  reach  of  execution  as  to  any  sur- 
plus, then  the  instrumem  was  a  chattel  mort- 
gage, but  if  it  conveyed  the  absolute  title  to 
a  trustee  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  and  thus 
placed  the  property  and  surplus  beyond  the 
reach  of  creditors,  it  was  a  common-law  as- 
signment; that  the  question  whether  the  in- 
strument was  a  chattel  mortgaj^e,  or  an  as- 
signment for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  must  in 
all  cases  be  determined  as  a  question  of  law, 
upon  the  contents  of  such  instrument,  and  not 
from  any  outside  testimony ;  and  that  unless 
the  conveyance,  upon  its  face,  purx)orted  to 
convey,  all  of  the  aebtor's  property  to  secure 
certain  preferred  creditors,  by  an  absolute 
title,  the  court  was  not  at  liberty  to  declare 
it  a  common- law  assignment.  The  case  of 
Warner  v.  Littlefleld,  89  Mksh.  339,  only  fol- 
lowed the  case  of  Sfiddon  v.  Mann,  85  Mich. 
265,  and  was  followed  bv  the  supreme  court 
in  Bank  of  Montreal  v.  The  J.  E.  Fotts  Salt  ds 
Lumber  Co. ,  90  Mich.  345.  It  is  not  disputed 
that  the  m6rtgages  in  this  case  have  the  ordi- 
nary form  of  a  chattel  mortgage  under  the 
statutes  of  Michigan.'  They  have  the  defeas- 
ance clause,  and  the  necessary  legal  import  of 
their  language  is  that  the  absolute  title  does 
not  pass  to  tne  person  named  as  mort^gee, 
but  only  a  title  on  condition ;  leaving  m  the 
mortgagor  the  right  to  redeem  the  same,  and 
in  the  general  creditors  the  right  to  levy  upon 
the  equity  of  redemption.  Reliance  is  had  on 
•the  fact  that  one  of  the  notes  under  the  second 
mortgage  was  due  at  the  time  the  mortgage 
was  given.  The  language  of  the  defeasance 
clause  of  that  mortgage  was  as  follows :  **  To 
have  and  to  hold  the  same  forever ;  provided, 
always,  and  the  condition  of  these  presents  is 
such,  that  if  the  said  party  of  the  first  part 
shall  pay  or  cause  to  be  paid,  the  debts  above 
mentioned,  with  interest  thereon,  at  matur- 
ity, then  this  instrument  and  said  notes  shall 
be  void  and  of  no  effect,  and  said  party  of  the 
first  part  acrrees  to  pay  the  same  according- 
ly." 

We  do  not  think  the  defeasance  clause  is 
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rendered  null  and  void  by  reason  of  the  fact 
that  one  of  the  debts  secured  by  the  mortgage 
was  due  at  the  time  Uie  mortgage  was  given. 
The  sensible  construction  of  the  defeasance 
clause  would  seem  to  be  tha^  the  mortgage 
would  not  become  absolute  until  after  de- 
mand for  the  payment  of  the  note  subsequent 
to  the  giving  of  the  mortgage  and  a  refusal  to 
pay.  Keliance  is  had  by  the  complainants  on 
certain  language  of  the  supreme  court  of 
Michigaa  in  the  case  of  Warner  v.  LittUfield. 
already  referred  to,  as  follows:  ''The  ques- 
tion as  to  whether  the  instrument  is  a  duittel 
mortgage,  or  an  assignment  for  the  benefit 
of  creaitors,  must,  in  all  cases,  be  determined 
as  a  question  of  law  upon  the  contents  of 
such  instrument,  and  not  upon  anv  testimony 
which  appeacB  outside  of  such  instrument; 
and  unless  the  conveyance,  upon  its  face. 
purports  to  convey  all  of  the  debtor's  prop- 
erty to  secure  some  creditors,  in  preference 
to  others,  by  an  absolute  title,  the  court  is 
not  at  liberty  to  declare  It  a  oommon-law  as- 
signment ;  and  if  the  facts  appear  outside  of 
the  instrument  itself,  and  tend  to  prove  that 
the  instrument  was  made  with  the  intention 
of  having  the  effect  of  a  conunon-Iaw  assijni- 
ment,  or  with  the  intention  of  evading  the 
statute,  then  it  becomes  a  questicm  of  fact. 
for  the  jury  to  decide,  and  not  for  the  court." 
It  is  said  here  that  the  facts  dehart  the  in- 
strument show  that  it  was  intended  by  the 
parties  to  be  a  common- law  assignment, 
though  on  its  face  it  was  only  a  chattel  mort- 
gage. That  the  effect  of  a  mortga^  which 
conveys  all  the  property  of  an  iMolTcnt 
debtor  to  a  trustee,  with  power  to  sell,  and 
distribute  the  proceeds  among  the  preferred 
creditors,  whose  claims  excera  the  value  of 
the  property  conveyed,  is  practically  the 
same  as  a  common- law  assignment,  was,  of 
course,  obvious  to  the  court  rendering  the 
above  opinion.  It  cannot,  therefore,  be  con- 
strued to  mean  that  because  a  chattel  mort- 
gage has  the  effect  of  a  common- law  assign- 
ment, in  that  it  disposes  of  all  the  property 
of  the  debtor,  with  perference  to  certain 
creditors,  the  debtor  himself  inlended  &  com- 
mon-law assignment.  It  may  be  a  little  dif- 
ficult to  say  what  distinction  the  court  did 
have  in  mind,  in  the  above  language.  It  was 
probably  referring  to  a  case  where  there  is 
some  secret  agreement  between  the  debtor  and 
the  mortgage  creditors,  dispensing  with  the 
obligation  of  the  defeasance  clause,  so  that 
the  mortgage,  on  its  face,  does  not  express 
the  real  agreement  between  the  parties. 
There  is  nothing  in  this  case  to  show  that 
the  mortgage  was  not  a  bona  fide  attempt  to 
secure  pre-existing  indebtedness.  Its  effect, 
in  view  of  the  impossibility  and  improba- 
bility that  the  corporation  could  ever  redeem 
the  property,  was  necessarily  to  transfer  the 
property  to  a  trustee,  who  should  sell  iU  sod 
distribute  the  proceeds  as  an  assignee  under 
a  common- law  assignment  would.  But  it  is 
liot  shown,  and  we  cannot  infer,  that,  if  the 
corporation  or  any  attaching  creditor  had  seen 
fit  to  redeem  the  property  by  paying  the  debts 
secured  by  the  mortgage,  there  would  have 
been  resistance  on  the  part  of  any  8ecure<i 
creditors  to  an  enforcement  of  this  right  se- 
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cured  by  the  mortgaffe.  We  are  very  clear, 
under  the  cases  cited,  that  in  Michigan  the 
mortgages  are  valid. 

Objection  is  made  that  the  mortgages  were 
not  authorized  by  the  directors  and  stock- 
holders, as  given.  It  seems  to  us  that  they 
are  quite  within  the  resolution  passed  by  the 
stockholders.  The  recital  in  the  resolution 
made  the  consideration  for  giving  the  mort- 

gage  the  advancing  of  the  additional  $8,000 
J  Mrs.  Long,  to  assist  the  corporation,  and 
the  agreement  to  advance  $1,000  more,  when 
required.  The  other  $1, 000  was  not  required 
by  any  one  connected  with  the  corporatioa, 
and  it  cannot  be  said,  therefore,  that  she  did 
not  comply  with  her  full  contract,  entitling 
her  to  the  mortgage.  The  resolution  author- 
ized the  secretary  and  treasurer  to  secure  any 
and  all  other  creditors  by  mortgages  subject 
to,  and  subsequent  to,  the  mortgage  to  Mrs. 
Long.  It  is  said  that  this  reqmred  a  mort- 
gage which  should  secure  all  other  creditors. 
We  do  not  think  so.  It  was  evidently  the  in- 
tention to  give  the  right  to  secure  any  other 
creditors,  the  word  **and*'  having  the  meaning 
of  **or,'*  in  that  connection. 

2.  We  now  come  to  the  question  whether 
the  fact  that  Harry  and  W.  J.  Long,  di- 
rectors, were  interested  as  guarantors  and  in- 
dorsers  upon  most  of  the  notes  secured  by  the 
mortgages,  and  were  directors  and  stock- 
holders in  the  corporation,  and  as  such  voted 
to  give  the  mortgages,  renders  the  mortgages 
invalid.  The  question  has  been  directly 
decided  by  the  supreme  court  of  Michigan 
against  the  contention  of  the  complainants. 
In  the  case  of  Bank  of  Montreal  v.  7%€  J.  B. 
PotU  Salt  d  Lumber  Co.,  90  Mich.  845,  mort- 
gages which  secured  directors,  given  by  an 
insolvent  corporation,  were  hela  to  be  valid. 
Said  the  supreme  court  (Montgomery,  J. )  ; 
^Nor  is  the  law  of  this  state  that,  as  soon  as 
a  corporation  becomes  insolvent,  the  directors 
of  the  corporation  become  trustees  for  all  the 
creditors  alike,  in  such  sense  as  to  prevent 
their  giving  valid  security  by  way  of  pref- 
erence to  one  of  the  directors  or  stockholders. 
We  are  aware  that  the  decisions  of  the  various 
states  are  not  uniform  as  to  this  question,  and 
that  a  number  of  very  eminent  text- writers 
have  deprecated  a  state  of  the  law  which 
admits  of  such  preferences.  But,  to  adopt 
the  language  of  Dillon, «/.,  in  BtuU  v.  Buck- 
ingham, 16  Iowa,  284,  85  Am.  Dec.  516,  this 
condition  of  the  law  *may  constitute  a  good 
legislative  reason  for  giving  priority  to  out- 
side creditors,  but  the  legislature  must  fur- 
nish the  remedy. '  In  the  case  referred  to,  it 
was  held  that  being  an  officer  of  the  corpora- 
tion did  not  deprive  Buell  of  the  right  to 
enter  into  competition  with  other  creditors 
and  run  a  race  of  diligence  with  them.  See 
also,  Hallam  v.  Indiariola  Hotel  Co.  56  Iowa, 
179 ;  Oarreit  v.  Burlington  Plow  Co.  70  Iowa, 
697.  59  Am.  Rep.  461 ;  Smith  v.  Skeary,  47 
Conn.  54 ;  Catlin  v.  BagU  Bank  of  New  Haven, 
6  Conn.  288;  Central  R.  df  Bkg.  Co.  of  Georgia 
V.  Claghom,  1  Speers,  Eq.  545 ;  Planters  Bank 
4yf  Farmville  v.  Whittle,  78  Va.  789 ;  Leavitt 
T.  Oxfcyrd  &  G.  Silver  Min.  Co.  8  Utah,  265 ; 

Whitwell  V.    Warner,   20  Vt.    444:   Holt  v. 
Bennett,  146  Mass.  487 ;  Twin-Lick  Oil  Co.  of 

West  Virginia  v.  Marbury,  91  U.  8.   587,  28 
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L.  ed.  828 ;  Wilkinson  v.  Bauerle,  41  N.  J. 
Bo.  685." 

To  the  cases  cited  in  the  above  opinion  may 
be  also  added  Hills  v.  Stoehwell  d  D.  Fur- 
niture Co.  28  Fed.  Rep.  482 ;  Taylor  County 
CL  V.  Baltimore  d  0.  R.  Co.  85  Fed.  Rep. 
161 ;  Oould  V.  LiUle  Rock,  M.  R,  d  T.  R.  Co. 
52  Fed.  Rep.  680 ;  Stratton  v.  Allen,  16  N. 
J.  Eq.  288 :  Duneomb  v.  New  York  d  H.  R. 
Co.  84  N.  Y.  190. 

Several  cases  have  been  cited,  some  of  them 
decisions  of  circuit  courts  of  the  United 
States,  in  which  it  has  been  held  that,  while 
it  is  lawful  for  a  corporation  to  prefer  cred- 
itors, it  is  not  equitable  or  permissible  for 
directors  of  a  corporation  to  prefer  them- 
selves, even  if  they  are  bona  fide  creditors, 
because  they  are  trustees.  It  may  be  conceded 
that  the  trust  relation  justifies  and  requires 
courts  of  equity  to  subject  preferences  oy  an 
insolvent  corporation  or  its  own  directors  to 
the  closest  scrutiny,  and  places  the  burden 
upon  the  preferred  director  of  showing,  be- 
yond question,  that  he  had  a  bona  fide  debt 
against  the  corporation ;  but  we  do  not  see 
why,  if  a  corporation  may  prefer  one  creditor 
over  others.  It  may  not  prefer  a  director  who 
is  a  bona  fide  creditor.  Preferences  are  not 
based  on  any  equitable  principle.  They  go 
by  favor,  and  as  an  individual  may  prefer, 
among  his  creditors,  his  friends  and  relatives, 
so  a  corporation  may  prefer  its  friends. 

There  are,  as  has  been  said,  several  decisions 
in  the  federal  courts  upholding  the  opposite 
doctrine,  but  no  such  aecision  has  been  ren- 
dered by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States.  The  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States,  in  several  cases,  has  held  that  the  sub- 
scriptions of  its  stockholders  are  a  trust  fund 
for  the  payment  of  its  creditors,  in  so  far  .that 
the  corporation  may  not  release  stockholders 
from  payment  thereof  {Seovill  v.  Thayer,  105 
U.  S.  148,  26  L.  ed.  968)  ;  but  it  has  as  yet 
not  announced  the  doctrine  that  the  assets  of 
a  corporation  are  a  trust  fund  for  equal  dis- 
tribution among  its  creditors.  For  a  full 
review  of  the  cases,  see  the  opinion  of  Mr. 
Justice  Brewer  in  Hollins  v.  Brierfield  Coal  d 
Iron  Co.,  150  U.  S.  871,  87  L.  ed.  1118  (de- 
cided bv  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  November  20,  1898).  That  court  has 
not  announced  the  doctrine  that  a  corporation 
may  not  prefer  one  of  its  creditors,  and  it  has 
not  announced  the  doctrine  that  a  corporation 
may  not  prefer  as  a  creditor  one  of  its  di- 
rectors. In  the  case  of  Tfi£  Oeorge  T.  Smith 
Middlings  PuriHer  Co.  v.  McQroarty,  186  U. 
8.  237,  84  L.  ed.  846,  the  Supreme  Court  of 
the  United  States  followed  the  supreme  court 
of  Ohio  in  holding  that  the  assets  of  an  in- 
solvent corporation  were  a  trust  fund  for 
equal  distribution  amone  its  creditors ;  but 
they  did  so  expressly  on  the  ground  that  this 
was  the  decision  of  the  supreme  court  of 
Ohio,  founded  on  the  constitution  and  statute 
law  of  that  state  with  reference  to  corpora- 
tions. The  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  Gray  con- 
tains a  very  broad  intimation  that  there  is  no 
general  equitable  principle  requiring  such 
equal  distribution  among  the  creditors  of  the 
corporation.  All  the  decisions  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  relied  on  and  re- 
ferred to  as  sustaining  the  view  that  the  bona 
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fide  debt  of  a  director  of  a  corporation  may 
not  be  paid  in  preference  to  the  debt  of  some 
other  creditor  are  cases  where  the  directors 
were  guilty  of  fraud  in  procuring  the  pay- 
ment of  their  own  debts  by  fraudulent  wast- 
ing of  the  assets  to  accomplish  the  preference. 
Such  were  the  cases  of  Thrury  v.  Milwaukee  d 
8.  R  Co.  74  U.  8.  7  Wall.  209,  19  L.  ed.  40; 
Eoehler  v.  Black  River  FaUs  Iran  Co.  67  U. 
8.  2  Black,  715,  17  L.  ed.  839 ;  JacA«m  v. 
Ludeling,  88  U.  S.  21  Wall.  616,  22  L.  ed. 
492.     There  is  no  such  element  in  this  case. 


It  has  been  argued  that  upon  this  qoesiioa 
the  court  should  reach  a  oonclusfon  as  upon  a 
doctrine  of  jB;eneral  law,  and  not  be  go?enied 
by  the  decisions  of  the  supreme  court  of 
Michigan.  Whether  this  be  true  or  not,  it 
is  the  duty  of  the  court,  where  the  matter  is 
one  of  doubt,  to  lean  towards  the  dedsion  of 
the  state  court 

The  decree  of  the  court  below  ie  aflnud,  at 
the  costs  of  the  appellants. 


VERMONT  SUPRipiE  COURT. 


MaiyE.  BATES,  u4pp<., 

E.  W.  HORNER  et  al, 

i«5Vt.471.) 

Trustees  of  a  TtUai^  in  pxapetrntimg  a 
led^  of  rock  and  voting  to  locate  a 


» there  aet  oHhrlally,  and 

are  not  penonally  liable  to  one  wbose  hoisewaf 
f  rHrbtened  tyy  the  stone  enisber,  where  they  did 
not  partioiinte  as  laborers,  operatlTes,  or  eaper* 
Intendents  in  settinir  up  and  operatinir  the  cnitb- 
er. 

(MaF»,l«a.; 


Note— Pemmol   UabUUy  of  highway  offieere  fw 
negUaence. 

1.  Nature  of  their  office, 

2.  CapacUy  in  which  liable, 
8.  Duties  required  of  them, 

4.  MiniBtericd  dutiee. 

5.  Foundation  of  liabUUy, 

6.  Principles  exempting  from  liability. 

a.  OeneraL 

b.  Error  of  judgment, 

c.  Matters  of  discretion, 

d.  Neeeatilty  of  funds, 

e.  Order  of  the  court. 

7.  Necesstty  of  notice, 

a.  TootHcers, 

b.  Tolandoumers, 

8.  Principles  sustaining  UabUUy, 

9.  State  dedskms, 

10.  For  acts  of  predecessors  or  successors. 

11.  For  acts  of  employis, 

12.  jLdjoining  towns. 
18.  Canals. 

14.  CHmtnat  HabiUty. 

1.  Nature  of  their  office. 

Road  supervlsora  are  pubJic  oflBoers  and  not  mere 
agents  of  the  county  commissionen.  Anne  Arundel 
County  Ck>mr8.  v.  Duvall,  bi  Md.  860, 80  Am.  Itep.808. 

Hiffhway  surveyors  are  public  offioers,  whose 
duties  and  authority  are  prescribed  by  statute,  and 
are  not  by  statute  agents  of  their  towns.  White  r. 
PhiUlpston,  10  Met.  108;  Waloott  v.  Swampsoott,  1 
Allen,  101:  Barney  y,  Lowell,  08  Bfass.  570. 

In  Bates  v.  Rutland,  9  L.  R.  A.  888, 80  Vt.  178 
street  commissioners  were  held  public  olBcers  and 
not  agents  or  servants  of  the  municipality. 

Their  powers  and  duties  being  prescribed  by 
statute  are  independent  of  the  town,  and  cannot 
be  directed,  controlled,  or  removed  by  the  town, 
and  the  officers  are  not  amenable  to  the  town  for 
the  manner  in  which  they  discharge  the  trust  re- 
posed in  them  by  law,  nor  can  the  town  exercise 
any  right  of  selecting  the  servants  or  agents  by 
whom  surveyors  shall  perform  their  work.  Wal- 
cott  V.  Swampscott,  supra;  Waldron  v.  Haverhill, 
148  Mass.  662. 

Highway  commissioners  are  a  quasi  corporation, 
and  suit  by  or  against  them  should  be  brought 
in  their  official  and  not  in  their  individual  names. 
Lang  V.  Soflell,  38 1 U.  App.  824;  Rutland  Highway 
Gomrs.  v.  Dayton  Highway  Gomra.  00  lU.  58. 

No  execution  should  issue  against  highway  com- 
missioners,  they  being  a  municipal  corporation. 
22L.R.A. 


Lange  v.  Soffell,  sKpra;  Kansas  v.  Juntgen,  84  HI. 
800i 

2.  Capacity  in  which  Uable, 

As  public  offioers  acting  for  the  public  ahme* 
they  are  exempt  from  pereonal  liabiilty,  hot  if  en- 
gaged in  special  employment  with  duties  of  a  morp 
private  character  cpnoemlng  tndivlduals,  ss  weQ 
as  tlie  pubUe,  they  are  liable  to  private  actioiui 
Robinson  V.  Rohr,  2  L.  R.  A.  808,  78  WiB.  48L 

They  must  act  as  independent  public  offloers.  tod 
not  as  the  agents  of  the  oorpotatioo.  GoDrad  t. 
Ithaca  VUlage  Trustees.  16  N.  Y.  158;  HiokokT. 
Plattsburgh  Village  Trustees,  reported  in  note.  It 
N.  Y.  158. 

The  responsibility  for  repairs  In  htghwaysin  feo- 
eral  rests  upon  the  officers  indivldoally  htviDfr 
charge  thereof,  and  not  upon  the  townships.  Leoni 
Twp.  V.  Taylor,  20  Mich.  158;  Maiathon  Twp.  t. 
Oregon  Twp.  8  Mich.  879. 

The  civil  remedy  for  misoooduot  in  offloe  is  re- 
stricted, and  depends  exolusiTely  upon  the  osture 
of  the  duty  which  has  been  violated.  WUwd  v. 
New  York,  1  Denio,  505. 48  Am.  Dec.  710. 

&  .Duties  required  of  them, 

Commissioners  of  high  ways  are  charged  vithtbe 
duty  of  acting  with  vigilance  and  watchfulness  io 
ascertaining  the  condition  of  the  highwa^B.  vi^ 
they  must  exercise  proper  care  in  their  mainte- 
nance in  a  reasonably  safe  condition  for  all  ordi- 
nary traveL    Embler  v.  Wallkill,  57  Hun,  88i 

A  reasonable  degree  of  watchfulness  in  ascer- 
taining the  condition  of  their  roads  and  prerent- 
ing  their  dilapidation  is  ail  that  is  required  by  la* 
of  highway  commissioners.  Hicks  v.  Chaffee,  IS 
Hun,  2B8,  where  an  inspection' of  a. bridge  fiUed  to 
disdosea  defect,  which  nothing  but  the  total  re- 
moval of  the  bridge  could  have  shown. 

To  the  same  effect,  Barton  v.  ^rraouse,  88  N-  7* 
57;  McCarthy  v.  Syracuse,  46  N.  Y.  104;  Borer  r. 
Barkhoof,  44  N.  Y.  118;  Boetwicfc  v.  Barlov,  U 
Hun,  177. 

Such  degree  of  watchfulness  extends  to  ascer- 
taining the  condition  of  the  structure  from  time 
to  time  and  preventing  the  same  ftom  becoorinr 
dilapidated  or  obstructed.  McOsrthy  v.  Bynsme, 
45  N.  Y.  108. 

They  must,  with  reasonable  care  and  fldelKy.  do- 
charge  the  duties  they  have  solemnly  sworn  t<x 
perform.    Hover  v.  Barkhoof,  supra. 

They  are  bound  to  make  repairs  and  ^"^  JT 
structions  interrupting  and  impeding  trsfflc  &^' 
ilth  V.  Follett,  00  Barb.  080. 
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APPEAL  bv  plaintiff  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Rutuiod  County  Court  in  fayor  of 
defendants  in  an  action  brought  to  recover 
damages  for  personal  injuries  alleged  to  have 
been  caused  by  defendants'  negligence.  Jf- 
firmed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

JfeMTV.  George  E.  Lawrenee  and  J» 
C.  BaJier  for  appellant.; . 

Me99rt,  Butler  Sn  Ololonejr  for  appel- 
lees. 


Start,  J,,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  plaintiff's  evidence  tended  to  show 
that,  while  she  was  riding  in  the  village  of 
Rutland,  her  horse  became  frightened  and 
unmanageable  by  reason  of  the  appearance 
and  noise  caused  by  the  operation  or  a  stone 
crusher,  located  partly  on  the  land  of  one 
Engram,  and  partly  within  the  boandaries 
of  the  highway,  and  a  little  beyond  the  vil- 
lage limits ;  that  the  horse,  by  reason  of  be- 


A  person  assuming  the  duties  and  powers  of  a 
pabllcoffloerby  contract  with  the  state  becomes 
responsible  for  special  damage  occasioned  by  his 
neg^Hflrence.  Robinson  v.  Chamberlain,  84  N.  T. 
889.00  Am.  Dec.  718;  Fulton  F.  In8.Ck).  v.  Baldwin, 
37  N.  T.  648;  Jolnaon  v.  Belden.  47  N.  T.  180l 

They  are  required  to  direct  the  work,  to  make 
repairs,  as  determined.  MoCk>rd  v.  High,  U  Iowa, 
338;  l4ux>ar  v.  New  York,  8  Duer,  408;  Lloyd  y.  New 
York,  ft  N.  Y.  888.  56  Am.  Deo.  847:  Oamden 
V.  Malf  ord,  28  N.  J.  L.  68;  Rochester  White  Lead  Go. 
V.  Hoohester,  8  N.  Y.  466, 58  Am.  Ded.  816. 

Surrejors  of  highways  have  a  right  to  remove 
soil  or  gravel  from  one  part  of  the  highway  to  an- 
other, for  the  making  of  a  public  road  and  for  the 
repair  of  the  same,  so  as  to  make  it  safe  and  con- 
venient for  public  travel  without  liability  to  the 
owner  of  the  soil.  Denniston  v.  Clark,  U6  Mass. 
216;  Adams  v.  Bmerson,  6  Pick.  66;  Phillips  v.  Bow- 
en,  7  Gray,  21;  Burr  v.  Leicester,  181  Mass.  241: 
JacksoD  V.  Hatiiawiiy«  16  Johns^  447,  8  Am.  Dec. 
868;  FiBh  v,  Rochester,6  Paige,  886,  8  L. e<f .  081:  Bis- 
sellv.  Collins,  28  Mich.  277,  16  Am.  Rep.  217:  Baz- 
ster  V.  Winooski  Tump.  Co.  22  Vt.  114, 62  Am.  Dec. 
84;  Cole  v.  Drew.  44  Vt.  48, 8  Am.  Rep.  868:  Chapin 
V.  Sullivan  Railroad,  80  N.  H.  664, 75  Am.  Dec.  287; 
Akirioh  V.  Drury,  6  R.  L  654,  6  Am.  Rep.  824;  New 
Haven  v.  Sargent,  88  Conn.  60, 0  Am.  Rep.  860. 

In  Hovey  v.  Kayo,  48  Me.  882,  the  right  was  ex- 
tended to  the  removal  of  soil  from  one  highway  to 
another  within  their  Jurisdiction. 

If  the  authority  of  a  public  ofllcer  to  act  is  defined 
by  statute,  all  who  contract  with  him  will  be  pre- 
Bunied  to  know  the  extent  of  his  authority  and 
cannot  allege  ignorance  as  a  ground  for  charging 
him  with  excessive  duty  or  authority,  unless  such 
officer  knowingly  mislead  the  other  party.  New- 
man V.  Sylvester,  42  Ind.  106. 

A  commissioner  obeying  the  demands  of  a  valid 
statute  is  not  liable  In  damages  for  the  error  of 
assessors.    Hampton  v.  Hamsher,  85  N.  Y.  &  R.  811. 

They  have  noautbority,excepting  as  to  highways 
and  roads  upon  land.    Austin  v.  Carter,  1  Mass.  281. 

The  du^  imposed  upon  such  officers  should  be  a 
personal  one,  and  not  only  one  which  he  is  under 
obligation,  but  clothed  with  ability,  to  perform 
both  in  the  means  furnished  to  him  and  the  legal 
authority  to  act  irrespective  of  superior  officers. 
NoweU  V.  WriiJ»t,,8  Allen,  166,  80  Am.  Dec.  62^ 

The  General  Statutes  of  Massachusetts,  chap.  44, 
t  8,  give  surveyors  of  highways  authority  to  re- 
move obstructions  such  as  buildings  upon  a  high- 
way. Morrison  v.  Howe,  Morrison  v.  Clemence, 
120  Mass.  666. 

In  an  action  of  trespass  against  the  commission- 
en  of  a  highway  for  the  alteration  of  a  road,  it  was 
held  that  the  act  of  such  commissioners  in  laying 
out  the  same  was  not  a  special  and  statutory  au- 
thority, and  that,  therefore,  it  must  appear  by  the 
proceedings  or  by  proof  aliunde,  that  they  had 
jurisdiction.    MlUer  v.  Brown,  66  N.  Y.  883. 

4.  Minitterua  tluties. 

The  work  of  repairing  highways  is  ministerial. 
Harris  v.  Canon,  40  m.  App.  147. 

Where  ministerial  duties  are  cast  upon  officers 
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exercising  Judicial  functions,  the  violation  of  such 
ministerial  duty  being  absolute,  certein,  and  im- 
perative incurs  a  civil  responsibility.  Wilaon  v. 
New  York,  1  Denio,  606,  48  Am.  Dec.  710;  Rochester 
White  Lead  Co.  v.  Rochester,  8  N.  Y.  483,  68  Am. 
Deo.  816:  Hutson  v.  New  York,  5Sandr.280;  Peck 
V.  Batavia,  82  Barb.  884;  Ohnsted  v.  Dennis,  77  N. 
Y.  878;  Piercy  v.  Averill,  87  Hun,  881;  White  v. 
Phlllipaton,  10  Met.  100;  Harris  v.  Carson,  supra; 
McCord  V.  High,  24  Iowa,  886;  Lacour  v.  New  York, 
3  Duer,  406;  Uoyd  v.  New  York,  6  N.  Y.  860, 56  Am. 
Deo.  847;  Oamden  v.  Mulford,26  N.  J.  L.  66;  Tearney 
v.  Smith,  86  111.  801;  Mills  v.  Brooklyn,  82  N.  Y.  480-,. 
Robinson  v.  Rohr,  2  L.  R.  A.  366, 78  Wis.  486;  Hover 
V.  Barkhoof ,  44  N.  Y.  118. 

Even  though  by  the  Act  of  1881,  chap.  06, 1 81,  a 
city  was  declared  not  liable.  Pteroy  v.  Averill,. 
aupra. 

For  the  neglect  of  an  imperative  duty  there  is  a 
civil  liabUity.  Adsit  v.  Brady,  4  Hill,  680,  40  Am. 
D^.  806; 'Shepherd  v.  Liueoln,  17  Wend:  260;  Rob- 
inson V.  Chamberlain.  84  N.  Y.  807,  00  Am.  Dec  718; 
Fulton  F.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Baldwin,  87  N.  Y.  648:  Hicks  v. 
Dom,42N.  Y.  47,  68. 

They  must  discharge  their  ministerial  duties  In  a 
careful,  prudent  manner,  without  infringing  on 
the  rights  of  others,  or  unnecessarily  injuring 
them.  Hicks  v.  Dom  and  Rochester  White  Lead 
Co.  V.  Rochester,  supra;  Robinson  v.  Chamberlain, 
84  N.  Y.  380,  00  Am.  Dec.  718;  Barton  v.  Syracuse,. 
86  N.  Y.  67. 

The  general  principle  is,  that  where  a  duty  of  a 
ministerial  character  is  imposed  by  law  upon  a 
public  officer  or  corporation  a  negligent  omission 
to  perform  the  duty  creates  a  liabUity  on  the  part 
of  such  officer  or  corporation  for  the  damages 
which  iudlviduals  may  sustain  by  reason  of  such 
omission,  and  that  such  liabUity  may  be  enforced 
In  a  olvU  action  by  the  injured  party.  McCarthy 
V.  Syracuse,  46  N.  Y.  106. 

When  authorized  by  law  to  exercise  a  merely 
ministerial  act  within  a  certain  limit,  he  must  obey 
the  law  to  the  letter,  otherwise  he  violates  it» 
Allen  V.  Com.  88  V a.  04. 

A  ministerial  officer  charged  by  statute  with  an 
absolute  and  certain  duty,  is  liable  for  negligence^ 
Clark  V.  MlUer.  54  N.  Y.  628. 

Even  though  he  refrained  from  action  upon  the 
honest  belief  that  the  statute  charging  such  duty 
was  unconstitutional,    ibid. 

The  act  of  a  public  officer  in  changing  the  cross- 
ing of  a  strecun  is  ministerial  in  its  nature,  and  it  is 
his  duty  to  perform  it  so  as  not  to  Injure  others* 
McCord  V.  High,  24  Iowa,  886. 

Persons  with  Judicial  functions  exercising  minis- 
terial acts  are  liable  for  damages  for  neglect.  Fer- 
guson V.  Earl  of  Klnnoull,  2  Clark  &  F.  261. 

5.  Foundation  of  HabdUy, 

Duty  and  responsibility  go  along  with  power  and 
opportunity.    Harris  v.  Carson,  40  IlL  App.  147. 

A  public  officer  who  Is  bound  to  do  for  others 
that  which  is  beneflcial  to  them  must  so  perform 
it.  Mason  v.  Feaison,  60  U.  S.  0  How.  248,  18  L.  ed. 
125. 
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oominff  so  frightened  and  unmanageable, 
went  down  an  embankment,  overturned  the 
<»krriaffe,  and  severely  injured  the  plaintiff. 
The  plaintiff's  evidence  also  tended  to  show 
that  the  stone  crusher,  as  erected,  located, 
and  operated,  was  a  public  nuisance  to  trav- 
elers upon  the  highway,  and  that  the  defend- 
ants had  to  do  with  Its  location,  erection, 
and  operation  on  that  occasion.  The  right 
to  maintain  and  keep  in  repair  the  streets 
and   highways   in  the   territory    embraced 


within  the  Hmits  of  the  village  of  Rat  land 
is  given  to  the  village  by  its  charter,  and 
the  regular  officers,  elected  by  the  village, 
having  control  of  such  maintenance  and  re- 
pair, are  a  president  and  eight  trustees.  The 
trustees  are  authorized  by  the  charter  to  ap- 
point a  street  commissioner,  and,  by  the 
charter,  it  is  made  the  duty  of  the  street  com- 
missioner to  superintend  theconatnictioiiaiKi 
repair  of  streets,  walks,  culverts,  sewers,  and 
drains,  subject  to  the  authority  and  diioction 


Neffllgenoe  is  the  gist  of  the  aoUon.  Warren  v. 
ClemeDt,  24  Hun,  472. 

It  is  not  neoeaaary  to  show  that  such  ofBoer  acted 
willfully  or  malicioualy.  Olmsted  v.  Dennis,  77  N' 
T.  888;  Day  v.  Croeaman,  1  Hun,  STth  Warren  v. 
Clement,  «upra. 

Negligence  may  be  predicated  of  an  omisBlon  to 
perform  a  duty  enjoining  personal  supervision  and 
car^,  as  weU  aa  of  an  improper  performance  of 
aucb  duty.    Boatwick  v.  Barlow,  14  Hun«  177. 

The  oontrolUng  element  in  the  question  of  auoh 
liability  is,  that  the  act  complained  of  was  a  mis- 
feasance. Noweli  v.  Wright,  8  Allen,  181,  flO  Am. 
Dec,  62;  Bell  v.  Joaaelyn,  8  Gray,  808,  88  Am.  Deo. 
741. 

Their  liability  dependa  upon  the  powera  con- 
ferred and  the  dutiea  impoeed  upon  them,  and  the 
means  at  their  command  to  perform  auch  duties. 
Houae  v.  Montgomery  Ck>unty  Gomra.  80  Ind.  580i 
28  Am.  Rep.  867;  Perry  v.  Bamect,  85  Ind^  602. 

A  violation  of  the  duty  impoeed  by  statute  muat 
be  ahown.   Smith  v.  Wright,  27  Barb.  82L 

The  question  in  all  caaes  is.  What  was  the  par^ 
ticular  nature  of  the  office  or  agency  held  by  the 
defendant,  and  how  far  his  personal  reaponabUity 
attached  in  reference  to  the  matter  complained  of 
aa  cauaing  the  injury.  Noweli  v.  Wright,  8  Alien* 
186. 80  Am.  Dec.  82. 

The  belief  of  the  commiaaionen  that  they  have 
exercised  and  uaed  all  meana  neceaaary,  or  in  the 
aufflciency  of  the  atructure,  ia  of  no  coneequence 
or  materiality  in  a  defence  to  such  action.  Hover 
V.  Barkhoof,  44  N.  Y.  118. 

And  it  matters  not  that  such  belief  controverts 
*  any  question  of  mala  JUies  or  malice,  the  question 
being  negligence  or  no  negligence.    iMd. 

Where  the  issue  is  negligenoe,  motives  of  good 
faith  are  immaterial.  iMd.;  Robinson  v.  fiohr,  2 
L.  K.A.886,  78  Wis.  488. 

-    The  question  is  one  for  the  Jury.   SUick  v.  Bangs, 
6Lans.268. 

8.  Prinolples  exempting  from  liabOUy. 
a.  General, 

The  principle  giving  the  pubUc  the  right  to  enter 
upon  land  adjoining  the  highway,  doing  aa  little 
damage  as  possible,  and  to  remove  an  obstruction, 
is  applicable  to  the  case  of  the  highway  surveyor. 
Johnson  v.  Dunn,  134  Mass.  822,  where  such  obstruc- 
tion caused  the  highway  to  be  flooded. 

In  Sutton  v.  Clarke.  8  Taunt.  28,  it  was  held  that 
they  were  not  liable  to  an  action  where  there  was 
no  emolument  for  their  aervioes,  in  the  abaenoe  of 
malice  where  they  acted  to  the  beat  of  thehr  skill 
and  diligence,  and  upon  the  beat  information  they 
could  procure.  . 

Whenever  a  peraon  aued  eeta  up  a  defense  that  he 
was  an  officer  of  the  government,  acting  under 
color  of  law,  it  plainly  devolves  upon  him  to  show 
that  the  law  which  be  invokea  authorized  the  par- 
ticular act  in  queation  to  be  done,  and  thai  he 
acted  in  good  faith.  Flandera  v.  Tweed,  88  U.  S.  18 
WaU.  G04, 21  L.  ed.  388;  Robinson  v.  Rohr,  2  L.  R.  A. 
880,  78  Wis.  480. 

He  muat  show  that  his  acts  were  necessary  for 
the  construction,  repair,  or  preservation  of  the 
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road,  a6d  that  the  work  was  done  at  the  proper 
place.  Oonwell  v.  Bmrie,  4  Ind.  208,  a  case  of  itaia- 
age  sustained  through  the  conatructloa  of  a  cul- 
vert. 

Hia  actiooa  must  be  within  the  scope  of  his  an- 
thorlty,  in  order  to  free  him  from  liability.  IMd. 

He  must  exercise  his  powers  bona  fide,  aod  in  ■ 
proper  discharge  of  his  du^  to  the  public.  hM. 

If  the  acts  are  done  within  the  scope  of  his  au- 
thority, they  do  not  become  illegal  by  reaaoooftbe 
motive  Influencing  them.  Benjamin  v.  Wheeler, 
8  Gray,  400:  Denniston  v.  Clark,  125  Hasa.  21B;  Cpham 
V.  Marah,  128  Mass.  648. 

The  dutiea  of  every  public  officer  cbazged  with 
having  public  work  done  to  be  paid  for  by  pobUc 
money,  ia  to  take  care  that  the  work  ia  performed 
on  terma  most  advantageous  to  the  publio.  State 
V.  Kern,  61  N.  J.  L.  206. 

If  auch  offlcera  exercise  reasonable  diligence  aod 
effort,  no  willful  failure,  neglect  or  refnaal  to  dis- 
charge his  duty  can  be  Imputed  to  him.  Pariter  r. 
State,  20  Tex.  App.  872;  Moore  v.  State,  27  Tex.  App. 
480. 

There  ia  no  duty^  however.  Imposed  upon  high- 
way commiaslonen  to  use  their  own  penooal  ex- 
ertions to  repair  or  to  guard  the  defects,  by  means 
of  Information  as  to  the  defects.  Lament  r. 
Height,  44  How.  Pr.  1. 

Commissioners  were  held  to  be  exempt  from  pri- 
vate action,  not  being  a  corporation  and  faaTingDO 
corporate  funds.  HcKensie  v.  Cbovln,  1  KcMoli. 
li.  222* 

They  are  not  liable  for  consequential  injarles  in- 
sulting from  an  act  within  their  authority.  Bol- 
ton V.  Crowther,  4  DowL  &  R.  106, 2  Barn,  ft  C.  ^B, 
a  case  of  negligence  under  Turnpike  Act 

The  injuries  must  not  be  oonaequenliaL  Bast 
River  Gob  Light  Co.  v.  Donnelly.  03  N.  T.  SSL 

There  is  no  liability  when  the  injury  la  not  prozi- 
mate  or  conaequent  upon  the  defendant's  act  Day 
V.  Croesman,  1  Hun,  670. 4  Thomp.  &  C124. 

No  private  action  for  want  of  repairs  will  lie 
against  a  commissioner  of  a  district  McKeozie  v. 
Chovin,  supra. 

When  the  surveyor  has  acted  In  good  fatth,  the 
land  owner^s  remedy  is  against  the  township  tnie- 
tees,  under  1  Rev.  SUt  1878, 1 18,  p.  868w  Spltznof^ 
V.  Ward,  84  Ind.  80,  followin«r  McOsker  r.  Barreil, 
66  tnd.  428. 

Where  a  village  charter  made  a  village  a  ^pant6 
road  diatrict  with  its  trustees  as  oommissloDens  of 
highways,  with  powers  similar  to  town  oommls- 
sionexs,  it  was  held  that  they  were  not  independent 
public  officers  but  agents  of  the  village.  Weed  v. 
Ballston  Spa,  78  N.  Y.  829. 

b.  Error  of  judgment. 

Ministerial  and  other  pubtto  officers,  tboagh  not 
employed  in  the  ordinaryadmlnistrationof  justloe. 
when  called  upon  by  law  to  exerdae  a  deliberate 
Judgment  are  not  responsible  for  mere  erron  of 
Judgment  in  theabsenoe  of  corruption  or  mallw^ 
Austin  V.  Richardson,  1  Oratt.827:  Allen  v.  OoB.dS 
Va.  04;  Sute  v.  Kern,  61  N.  J.  L.  2SB:  State  r.  Start- 
up,  80  N.  J.  L.  428. 

If  such  officers*  acta  are  within  their  joriadletioQ, 
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of  the  trustees.  By  an  ordinance  adopted  by 
the  Tillage,  it  is  made  the  duty  of  the  trust- 
ees to  appoint  a  street  commissioner,  who 
«hall  have  in  charge  the  building  and  repair- 
ing of  all  streets  and  sidewalks  in  the  vil- 
lage, the  purcbasine  of  material,  and  pro- 
curing of  labor,  unaer  the  direction  of  the 
trustees :  and  it  is  provided  that  all  highway 
money  shall  be  expended  by  orders  drawn  in 
favor  of  the  street  commissioners.  The  de- 
fendants were,  at  the  time  of  the  injury  com- 


plained of,  trustees,  and  had  been,  with  one 
other,  appointed  by  the  president,  a  street 
committee  of  the  trustees.  The  trustees  pur- 
chased stone  to  be  crushed  for  use  upon  the 
streets  and  highways  of  the  village,  taken 
from  the  ledge  where  the  crusher  was  set  up 
and  operated.  It  was  conceded  in  argument 
that  the  trustees  voted  to  locate  the  stone 
crusher  at  the  ledge. 

The  case  of  Bates  v.  HutlaTid,  62  Vt.  178, 
9  L.  R.  A.  868,  was  an  action  in  which  the 


exercised  with  an  honesty  of  parpose,  with  an  In- 
tention of  arotdlnir  unnecessary  lojury,  there  Is  no 
personal  llablUty  for  an  error  in  Judgment  In  the 
selection  of  location,  or  tbe  mode  of  construction. 
Smith  V.  6k>uld,  50  Wis.  681,  a  caw  of  construction 
of  a  ditch  to  preserve  the  hiffh  way  under  Wis.  Bev. 
Stat.  11286. 

Malice,  oppreesion.  or  arbitrary  action  must  be 
shown.  Green  v.  Swift,  47  Clil.  586,  a  caie  of  a  navi- 
gable river. 

When  bound  under  penalty  to  act,  and  that  upon 
their  own  Judgment  in  matters  some  whereof  are 
quasi  judicial  it  is  unjust  and  contrary  to  public 
policy  to  hold  them  liable  for  an  error  of  Judgment. 
HeOslcer  v.  Burrcll  56  Ind.  42S. 

A  supervisor  acting  within  the  scope  of  his  au- 
thority, In  good  faith,  is  not  liable  to  an  action  in 
his  natural  capacity  for  acts  done  in  his  official 
capacity.    Ibfd. 

If  his  opinion  is  honest,  he  will  not  be  liable  even 
though  it  be  erroneous.    iMd. 

To  the  same  effect  are  Garter  v.  Harrison,  5  Bhickf  . 
188:  Boyd  v.  BlalsdelU  15  Ind.  78;  Ck>nweU  v.  Bmrle, 
4  Ind.  206. 

o.  Matten  of  dteoret^on. 

The  l>e6t  Judgment  and  discretion  must  be  used, 
and  though  punishable  for  their  corrupt  acts,  yet 
they  are  not  ejlvlUy  Uable  for  the  execution  of  the 
trust  reposed  in  them.  Wilson  v.  New  York,  1 
Denio,  505, 48  Am.  Dec.  719. 

Where  their  powers  are  discretionary  to  be  ezer- 
-cised  or  withheld  according  to  the  offlcer*B  own 
views  of  necessity  and  propriety,  they  are  Judicial, 
and  he  will  be  exempt  from  responsibility  for  the 
motive  influencing  him,  and  the  manner  of  per- 
formance, ibid.:  Cole  v.  Medina  Village  Trustees, 
27  Barb.  218;  Peck  v.  Batavia,  Sa^  Barb.  eu.  But  see 
JlcCord  V.  High,  24  Iowa,  830. 

Where  the  discretionary  acts  were  done  honestly, 
even  though  Injury  resulted,  highway  commission- 
ers were  held  not  liable  for  negligence,  malice  or 
wantonness  not  being  shown.  Yealy  v.  Fink,  48 
Pa.  212,  82  Am.  Dec.  550;  a  case  of  damages  to 
water  rights  caused  by  the  construction  of  a  cause- 
-way  instead  of  a  bridge. 

Commissioners  are  not  liable  for  acts  done  within 
the  scope  of  their  authority,  no  malice  being  shown. 
Bnrton  v.  Fulton,  49  Pa.  151. 
*  Such  officers  are  not  liable  for  an  act,  the  doing 
-of  which  lies  in  their  discretion,  unless  they  act 
with  malice.  Edwards  v.  Ferguson,  78  Mo.  688; 
Beed  v.  Conway,  20  Mo.  22;  ITpham  v.  Marsh,  128 
Mass.  646:  Bay  State  Brick  Co.  v.  Foster,  115  Mass. 
-431:  Denniston  v.  Clark,  126  Mass.  216;  Benjamin  v. 
Wheeler,  8  Gray,  409, 15  Gray,  486;  Burr  v.  Leicester, 
121  Mass.  243;  Morrison  v.  Howe,  Morrison  v.  Clem- 
•enoe,  120  Mass.  566;  Johnson  v.  Dunn,  104  Masi.  682; 
Wilson  V.  Mew  York.  Cole  v.  Medina  Village  Trus- 
tees, and  Peck  v.  Batavia,  wlvto;  Baker  v.  State, 
27  Ind.  486;  MoOsker  v.  BurreU,  56  Ind.  425;  Carter 
V.  Harrison,  5  Blackf .  188;  Boyd  v.  BlaisdeU,  15  Ind . 
78:  Conwell  v.  Emrie.  4  Ind.  206;  Teamey  v.  Smith, 
86  Til.  391:  Cubit  v.O*Dett,  61  Mich.  847;  KendaU  v. 
Stokes,  44  U.  S.  8  How.  101.  11  L.  ed.  618:  Aljen  v. 
Com.  88  Va.  94;  Lacour  v.  New  Fork,  8  Duer,  406; 
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Griffith  V.  Follett,  20  Barb.  620;  Urquhart  v.  Og- 
densburg,  91  N.  Y.  67, 48  Am.  Kep.  665;  Hlties  v. 
Lockport,  SON.  Y.  288:  MiUs  v.  Brooklyn,  82  N.  Y. 
489:  Waldron  v.  Berry,  61 N.  H.  186. 

The  exercise  of  good  faith  in  the  use  of  such  dis- 
cretion will  be  presumed.  Garilnghouse  v.  Ja- 
cobs, 29  N.  Y.  297. 

In  all  such  cases  the  question  is,  Did  the  surveyor 
or  officer  perform  the  act  bona  fide  in  the  discharge 
of  his  duty  '*  according  to  the  best  of  his  abilities.'' 
Waldron  v.  Berry,  tuxmx. 

The  discretion  of  a  highway  officer  as  to  how  and 
where  he  will  expend  highway  labor  is  limited  by 
the  rights  of  individuals,  for  a  violation  whereof  he 
is  liable.    Teamey  v.  Smith,  and  Cubit  v.  O'Dett, 

where,  however,  the  discretion  has  been  exer- 
cised, and  the  improvement  made,  the  duty  to  keep 
In  repair  is  ministerial  and  for  Its  neglect  an  action 
of  damage  will  Me.    HInes  v.  Lockport,  supra. 

For  mere  incidental  damages,  where  their  acts  are 
exercised  with  discretion,  such  officers  are  not  lia- 
ble.   Rowe  V.  Addison,  84  N.  H.  806. 

AlUw  if  wanton,  malicious,  or  improper.  IMd., 
a  case  of  an  improper  bar  across  a  highway. 

Tbe  decision  of  such  commissioners  as  to  what 
constitutes  an  obstruction  in  a  highway  is  conclu- 
sive. Morrison  v.  Howe,  Morrison  v.  Clemence, 
Denniston  v.  Clark,  and  Johnson  v.  Dunn,  supra. 

And  so  with  respect  to  the  necessity  of  repairs, 
their  motives  not  t)elng  important.  Denniston  v. 
Clark,  and  Johnson  v.  Dunn,  suj^ro. 

The  only  remedy  open  to  the  land  owner  for  an 
injury  occasioned  by  their  action,  is  under  the 
statute,    ibid. 

In  a  case  where  the  surveyor  of  a  highway  took 
material  from  the  body  of  the  same  and  deposited 
it  upon  his  own  lancl' for  the  purpose  of  lowering 
the  road  at  that  point,  upon  suit  brought  by  adjoin- 
ing owners  for  breaking  and  entering,  the  court 
held  that  the  surveyor  was  not  liable  as  he  acted 
within  the  scope  of  his  power  and  discretion,  his 
decision  that  such  removal  was  necessary  being 
conclusive  upon  all  parties.  Upham  v.  Marsh, 
Morrison  v.*Howe.  Morrison  v.  Clemence,  and  Bay 
State  Brick  Co.  v.  Foster,  WLprOs  to  the  same  effect. 

Their  Judgment  as  to  the  removat  of  earth  or 
gravel  from  one  portion  of  a  highway  to  another, 
or  to  |i  different  road  within  their  Jurisdiction,  is 
alse  conclusive  as  to  the  necessity  of  the  action. 
Denniston  v.  Clark,  125  Mass.  216;  Benjamin  v. 
Wheeler.  8  Gray.  409, 16  Gray,  486;  Bay  State  Brick 
Ca  v.  Foster,  116  Mass.  481;  Morrison  v.  Howe,  Mor- 
rison V.  Clemence,  120  Mass.  666;  Burr  v.  Leicester, 
121  Mass.  241. 

Such  officers  were  held  not  liat}le  for  damage  oc- 
casioned by  the  flow  of  water  on  phUntiff^s  land 
through  the  raising  of  the  grade- of  the  street,  the 
court  holding  that  their  powers  were  Judicial  and 
discretionary.  Wilson  v.  New  York,  1  Denio,  695, 
48  Am.  Dec.  719. 

Where  the  members  of  a  common  council  exer- 
cise a  legal  discretion,  there  is  no  individual  liabil- 
ity, either  civil  or  criminal,  in  the  absence  of  cor- 
ruption.   Baker  v.  State,  77  Ind.  486. 

The  mere  fact  that  an  officer  is  clothed  with  dis- 
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plaintiff  soug^ht  a  recovery  on  account  of  the 
injury  complained  of  In  this  case;  and  in 
that  case  it  was  held  that  the  officers  by  whom 
the  work  was  being  prosecuted  were,  for  this 
purpose,  public  officers,  and  that  the  village 
was  not  liable. 

The  liability  of  public  officers  to  individ- 
uals for  negligence  in  the  exercise  of  official 
powers  and  the  x)erftlrmaDcet>f«  <^cial  duties 
is  fully  discussed  in  DanieU  v.  Hathaway, 
65  Vt.  — ,  and  it  is  unnecessary  to  repeat  what 


is  there  said.  That  case  and  the  cases  there 
cited  are  sufficient  authority  for  holding  that 
the  defendants  are  not  liable,  providal,  in 
the  matter  complained  of,  they  were  in  the 
exercise  of  strictly  official  powers  and  itie 
performance  of  strictiv  official  duties.  In 
the  purchase  of  the  ledge,  and  advising  and 
voting  to  there  locate  t£e  stone  crasher,  the 
defendants  were  4n  the  exercise  of  strictiv 
official  powers  and  duties ;  and,  if  they  acted 
without  corruption  or  malice,  they  are  not. 


cretion  in  the  method  of  performinir  his  work  will 
not  render  his  acts  judicial.  McGord  v.  High,  U 
Iowa,  886. 

d.  Neeetsity  of  fundB, 

The  duty  of  surveyors  or  commiSBionersof  high- 
ways with  respect  to  the  repair  of  the  same  extends 
only  so  far  as  the  funds  will  allow.  Ghirlinghouse 
V.  Jacobs,  WN.Y.2W. 

Their  obligation  is  qualified  and  not  absolute,  de- 
pending upon  funds  or  their  means  of  acquiring 
them.  Smith  v.  Wright,  97  Barb.  9X1;  Flynn  v. 
Hurdj  118  N.  Y.  19;  Galen  v.  Clyde  &  Boee  PL  Road 
Go.  27  Barb.  548;  Hutson  v.  New  York,  5  Sandf .  289. 

If  such  officers  have  funds,  or  the  authority  to 
procure  them,  and  neglect  their  duty,  make  no  ef- 
fort to  procure  them,  they  are  liable  for  damages. 
Warren  v.  Clement,  04  Hun,  472;  Hover  v.  Bark- 
hoof,  44  N.  Y.  118;  Olmsted  v.  Dennis,  77  N.  Y.  882: 
Lament  v.  Haight,  44  How.  Pr.  8;  Hutson  v.  New 
York,  9  X.  Y.  MS.  59  Am.  Dec.1B6;  Hagadom  v. 
Baux.  72  N.  Y.  568:  Adsit  v.  Brady.  4  HUl,  (00,  40 
Am.  Dec.  805;  Garlinghouse  v.  Jacobs,  tupra:  Rob- 
inson V.  Chamberlain,  84  N.  Y.  402, 90  Am.  Dec.  718. 

Highway  commissioners  are  responsible  civilly 
for  Injuries  resulting  from  neglect  if  funds  are  pro- 
vided. People  V.  Esopus  Town  Auditors,  74  N.  Y. 
810;  People  v.  Little  Valley  Town  Auditon.  75  N. 
Y.8W. 

Their  liability  is  individual  for  any  wrong  they 
may  commit  or  for  any  injury  occasioned  through 
neglect,  provided  they  have  funds  sufficient  for 
the  purpose.  People  v.  Little  Valley  Town  Audi- 
tors,  supra. 

When  the  means  are  at  hand,  or  under  their  con- 
trol, their  duty  becomes  absolute  and  tbey  are  li- 
able for  negUgenoe.  Hutson  v.  New  York,  5  Sandf. 
289. 

To  be  liable  they  must  be  provided  with  funds 
by  their  towi^s,  or  specially  commanded  and  em- 
powered by  the  statute  to  perform  the  work* 
Flynn  v.  Hurd,  and  Qalen  v.  Clyde  &  Bose  PI.  Bead 
Co.  supra. 

The  absence  of  funds  or  the  legal  means  of  pro- 
curing them,  will  excuse  their  llabiUty.  Hines  t. 
Lookport,  60  N.  Y.  288. 

Funds  or  the  means  of  acquiring  them  must  be 
proved.    Day  v.  .CroflSBWtn,  1  Hun,  670. 

The  general  rule  thafthe  plaintiff  must  show  ad- 
equate means  in  the  defendant  does  not  apply 
where  the  officer  has  been  guUty  of  misfeasance  to 
the  special  damage  of  the  plaintiff.  Bennett  v. 
Whitney,  94  N.  Y.  802;  Rector  v.  Pierce,  8  Thomp. 
&  C.  416  (where  the  plaintiff^s  intestate  met  death  by 
being  driven  off  the  bridge  in  a  carriage);  Shepherd 
V.  Lincohi,  17  Wend.  280. 

Having  the  necessary  funds  in  hand  or  under 
control,  commissioners  are  bound  to  repair  bridges 
that  are  out  of  repair,  tbey  having  notice  of  their 
condition,  with  reasonable  and  ordinary  care  and 
diligence;  and  if  tbey  omit  this  duty  they  are  liable 
to  Individuals  who  sustain  special  damage  from 
such  neglect.    Hover  v.  Barkhoof,  44  N.  Y.  lia 

The  commissioners  of  highways  in  the  city  of 
New  Yorklhave  funds  for  the  repair  of  highways 
witbin  their  control,  or  if  not,  have  it  within  their 
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power  to  obtain  them,  and  therefbre  their  daty 
becomes  absolute  and  tbey  are  liable  for  a  neglect 
thereof.    Hutson  v.  New  York,  5  8andl  288. 

A  reasonable  official  diligence  to  obtain  tbe  fimd» 
when  the  power  to  apply  tbem  is  confenred,  sbooid 
be  shown  in  order  to  justify  exoneration,  wben 
such  commissioners  liave  knowledge  of  defects  and 
unsafe  condition  of  roads  or  bridges,  or  the  ap- 
proaches thereto.  Lament  v.  Haigfit,  44  How.  Pr. 
1;  Warren  v.  Clement,  24  Hun,  4R. 

The  neglect  to  acquire  funds  after  notice  of  tbe 
defect,  or  to  repair  upon  the  town>  credit  where 
be  can  do  so,  will  render  the  commissioner  liable. 
Lament  v.  Haight,  tupra. 

It  is  for  the  defendant  to  prove  the  waot  of 
means.  Weed  v.  Ballston  8pa.  7S  N.  Y.  829;  Adsft 
V.  Brady,  4  Hill.  880, 40  Am.  Dec.  805;  Hines  v.  Lock- 
port,  60  N.  Y.  280;  Brie  v.  Sohw1ngle,22  Pa.  3SI.  60 
Am.  Dec.  87. 

If  the  defoidant  can-show  that  be  has  no  mesis 
or  funds  for  re(NUrs,and  no  power  to  repair 'ttpoa 
credit,  he  has  a  good  defense  to  an  actios  for  net • 
iigenoe.  Garlinghouse  v.  Jacobs.  29  N.  T.  S87; 
Hover  v.  Barkhoof,  supra. 

In  order  to  escape  Uabiiity  they  most  not  only 
show  want  of  funds,  but  also  the  use  of  everr  en- 
deavor to  obtain  the  same.  Warren  v.  ClemeDt, 
tuprcL  , 

Yet  they  have'afdiscretlon  in  the  api^ication  of 
such  funds.    Garlinghouse  v.  Jacobs,  sttprYi. 

Tbeir  discretion  in  the  dispensation  of  sach  funds 
extends  to  the  most  urgent  needs,  in  the  exerctee 
of  which  they  are  not  Hable.  Honk  v.  New  tt- 
recht,  104  N.  Y.  662;  Oariinghonse  v.  Jaootas,  and 
Hover  v.  Barkhoof,  gupra. 

In  People  v.  Adsit,  2  Hill.  819.  It  was  held  that  tt 
must  be  shown  that  the  commisBloners  had  funds 
or  the  means  to  defray  expenses,  before  an  tndict- 
ment  would  lie  against  them. 

Since  the  New  York  Act  of  1881,  Laws,  chap.  TOO. 
it  must  be  averred  that  the  town  had  funds  or  the 
means  of  obtaining  them.  Eveleigfa  v.  Hounafield, 
84  Hun.  140. 

The  same  principles  were  applied  to  a  case  where 
damages  were  claimed  by  reason  of  the  stoppage 
of  navigation,  through  the  negligent  acts  of  tiie 
defendant  under  a  contract  with  the  state  inuring 
for  tBe  benefit  of  all.  Briflgs  v.  New  York  Gent  & 
H.  R.  R.  CO.  80  Hun,  291. 

An  allesration  of  funds  was  held  not  necessary  la 
an  action  for  negligence  against  a  canal  commfe- 
Bioner.    Griffith  v.  FCllett,  20  Barb.  OSQi 

Where  the  oommiasioners  were  clothed  with  the 
power  to  obtain  the  means  for  tbe  rebuilding  of  a 
bridge,  but  refused  to  exercise  it  and  reoolred  to 
put  it  off  till  the  following  spring,  tbe  court  hekl 
them  liable  for  damage  to  the  plalntUTs  horses  oc- 
casioned by  their  negligence.  Hover  v.  Barkhoof. 
44  N.  Y.  118,  following  Robinson  v.  Chamberlain,  84 
K.  Y.  380. 90  Am.  Dec  718;  Adsit  v.  Brady,  4  Bill, 
880, 40  Am.  Dec.  805. 

Such  liability  exists  in  the  absence  of  ooutribu. 
tory  negligence  on  the  claimant*s  part.  Hover  r. 
Barkhoof,  gupra:  Warren  v.  Clnnent,  24  Bud.  47% 
Olmsted  v.  Dennis,  77  N.  Y.  882;  Lament  v.  Haight, 
44  How.  Pr.  3;  Hutson  v.  New  York,  9  N.  Y.  168, » 
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accountable  to  an  individual  for  damages  re- 
sulting from  such  acts.  In  purchasing  the 
ledge,  ^nd  voting  to  locate  the  stone  crusher, 
the  trustees  were  adopting  measures  and  plans 
for  the  improvement  and  repair  of  the  streets 
and  highways.  It  was  their  dutv  to  adopt 
plans  for  this  purpose.  In  so  doing,  they 
were  required  to  exercise  judgment  and  dis- 
cretion :  and  if,  by  reason  of  their  failure  to 
exercise  the  hiehest  degree  of  judgment  and 
•discretion,  their  plans  were  defective,   and 


could  not  be  executed  without  creating  a 
public  nuisance,  or  endangerin^r  the  traveling 
public,  they  are  not  accountable  to  a  private 
person  for  damages  resulting  from  the  adop- 
tion of  such  plans. 

In  Robinson  v.  Rohr,  73  Wis.  436,  2  L.  R. 
A.  866,  it  is  said  that  a  board  of  street  com- 
missioners, when  they  determine  upon  the 
work,  and  adopt  plans  and  specifications  of 
it,  act  as  public  officers,  exercising  judicial 
and  legislative  powers;  and  they  are  not 


Am.  Dec  886;  Hasadom  v.  Raux.  72  N.  Y.  68S:  1  Uev. 
Stat.  867, 1  »;  2  Bev.  Stat.  150.  U  84, 8S:  Laws  1874, 
cbap.  200;  Laws  1876,  ohap.  482. 

Where  such  commissioners  oannot  be  obaryed 
with  any  fault  or  nefrliirenoela  respect  to  the  funds 
there  Is  no  liability.   Smith  v.  Wriirht,  27  Barb.  821. 

The  plaintiff  must  aver  and  prove  the  possession 
of  funds.    Ihid. 

Such  oommlflsloners  are  liable,  after  sufficient  no- 
tice of  the  defects.  If  they  have  or  are  able  to  pro- 
cure the  funds.  Babcock  v.  Olfford,  29  Hun,  186; 
Hover  v.  Barkboof  and  Warren  v.  Clement,  supra; 
N.  r.  Laws  1858,  chap.  108. 

,  e.  Order  of  the  courf . 

An  order  of  the  county  court  directing  an  over- 
seer to  open  a  road  in  his  district  protects  him  from 
an  action  of  trespass  and  damage  by  the  land  own- 
er.   Patten  v.  Welffhtman,  61  Mo.  482. 

Into  the  regularity  of  the  proceedings  of  the 
county  court  in  looatinff  a  road  a  Jury,  in  a  subse- 
quent action  by  the  land  owner,  have  no  power  to 
look  or  inquire.   IbML, 

If  the  court  has  power  and  nothing  appears  ille- 
$ral,  such  officers  ought  not  to  be  held  for  the 
court's  errors.  Peery  v.  QUI,  86  Mo.  App.  686: 
Howard  v.  Clark,  48  Mo.  844;  Brown  v.  Harris,  52 
Mo.  806;  Patrack  v.  Von  Oerichte,  10  Mo.  App.  426. 

After  a  road  has  been  laid  out  by  viewers,  and 
their  report  approved  by  the  court,  an  order  issues 
to  the  supervisors  to  open  the  same  for  public  use, 
and  in  the  execution  of  such  order  they  are  pro- 
tected,   Waimer  v.  Salzburg,  182  Fa.  686. 

If  they  vary  the  directions  or  do  not  act  lawfully* 
they  are  as  liable  to  the  party  injured  thereby  as 
any  other  trespasser  would  be,  but  so  long  as  they 
keep  the  terms  of  the  order,  neither  they  nor  the 
township  they  represent  are  liable  for  what  is  law- 
fully done.    Ibid, 

Such  officer  is  not  presumed  to  know  of  an  error 
in  the  order  of  the  court  directing  improvements. 
Peery  v.  Gill,  mtijprcL 

They  are  not  liable  for  erroneous  orders  of  the 
county  courts  opening  a  road.  Teager  v.  Carpen- 
ter, 8  Leigh,  164, 81 A  m.  Dec.  666. 

The  origin  or  cause  of  the  Irregularity  or  error 
in  the  Judgment  of  the  court  cannot  increase  or 
leesen  the  officer's  liability.  Crenshaw  v.  Snyder, 
117  Mo.  167;  Walker  v.  Likens,  24  Mo.  288;  Evans 
V.  Haefner,29Mo.l41. 

If  an  order  of  the  county  court  opening  a  road 
Is  void,  the  entry  of  the  overseers  is  a  trespass  up- 
on realty  over  which  a  Justice  has  no  Jurisdiction. 
Cookrum  v.  Williamson,  58  Ark.  131. 

Where  damages  had  not  been  assessed  under  the 
Missouri  Act  of  March  8, 18&1,  it  was  held  that  the 
fact  did  not  entitle  the  owner  of  the  land  to  main- 
tain trespass  against  those  entering  the  land  under 
an  order  of  the  county  court  and  cutting  timber 
upon  th^  line  ot  the  located  road.  Walker  v.  Lik- 
ens, aupro. 

In  Walker  v.  mkens,  saprUi,  the  owner  of  land 
was  not  allowed  to  maintain  trespass  against  the 
overseer  of  a  road,  acting  under  the  orders  of  the 
county  court,  in  proceeding  to  open  a  road  over 
the  plaintiff's  land,  even  though  no  consent  of  the 
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owner  was  shown  upon  the  commissioners*  report, 
or  that  proper  steps  had  been  taken  to  condemn 
tbe  land. 

In  Lingo  v.  Burford,  112  Mo.  140,  the  court  re- 
fused to  restrain  the  overseer  from  proceeding  to 
open  a  public  road  over  and  through  the  plaintiff's 
land,  the  county  court  having  found  that  due  no- 
tice had  been  given  according  to  law,  pursuant  to 
section  7797  of  the  Bevised  Statutes  of  Missouri  of 
1888. 

Where  suit  was  brought  for  tbe  removal  of  a 
fence,  whereby  the  plaintiff's  personal  property 
was  injured  by  stock  trespassing,  the  court  held 
that  if  the  order  of  the  county  court  opening  the 
road  was  valid  and  binding  upon  the  land  owner, 
then  the  road  overseer,  who  entertMl  pursuant 
thereto,  had  authority  to  remove  the  fence  where 
it  obstructed  the  highway  without  becoming  re- 
sponsible.   Cockrum  v.  Williamson,  stipm. 

Where  a  constitutional  safeguard  was  set  at 
naught,  the  remedy  was  not  considered  as  lying  in 
an  action  against  the  officer  who  was  acting  in  coiv 
formity  to  the  orders  of  the  court,  having  Juris- 
dicUon.    Walker  V.  Likens,  24  Mo.  296. 

7.  NeeenHty  of  notice, 
a.  Toogicen, 

A  notice  of  defects  is  not  necessary.  Conroy  v. 
Oale,  6  Lans.  844,  47  N.  Y.  665:  Stack  v.  Bangs,  6 
Lans.  262 ;  McCarthy  v.  Syracuse,  46  N.  Y.  197. 

Actual  notice  of  a  defect  is  not  necessary,  [f 
such  defect  is  notorious  and  presumably  known, 
such  notice  will  be  presumed.  Kequa  v.  Bocbes- 
ter,  46  N.  Y.  180,  6  Am.  Bep.  52;  Weed  v.  Balls- 
ton  Spa,  76  N.  Y.  820:  Dlveny  v.  Elmira,  61  N.  Y. 
506 ;  Hume  v.  New  York,  47  N.  Y.  680. 

The  liability  may  be  established  without  notice, 
as  their  Ignorance  would  prove  per  se  neglect  of 
duty.    Bostwick  v.  Barlow.  14  Hun,  177. 

The  rule  is  not  limited  to  cases  of  actual  notice, 
as  their  ignorance  might  be  cnlpable.  Hover  v. 
Barkhoof ,  44  N.  Y.  118. 

The  duty  imposed  by  1  N.  Y.  Bev.  Stat.,  501,  •  1, 
is  not  discharged  by  waiting  for  notice  of  defects 
and  by  repairing  after  notification.  Bostwick  v. 
Barlow,  9upra. 

Where  notice  of  the  unsafe  character  of  a  bridge 
was  received  twelve  months  prior  to  the  accident, 
the  court  held  the  commissioner  liable  for  negli- 
gence, the  neglect  of  duty  being  his  own  exclusive 
act  and  wrong.    Lament  v.  Halgbt,  44  How.  Pr.  1. 

b.  Ibtondoumer. 

Before  surveyors  can  remove  a  fence  or  obstruc- 
tion in  a  public  highway,  other  than  an  immediate 
obstruction,  they  are  required,  under  section  905 
of  the  Iowa  Bevised  Statutes,  to  give  six  months' 
notice  to  the  property  owner.  Mosier  v.  Vincent, 
84  Iowa,  478. 

No  matter  whether  the  fence  existed  prior  or 
subsequent  to  the  making  of  the  highway.    Ihid, 

And  such  surveyors  cannot  Justify  their  action 
by  the  map  Under  i  890  of  such  Revised  Statute, 
unless  the  road  existed  d«  facto  or  (fe  iurt  in  tbe 
focus  tn  quo.  Ibid, ;  Campbell  v.  Kennedy,  84  Iowa, 
494. 
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amenable  to  any  one  except  the  public  for 
any  error,  negligence,  or  mere  misfeasance 
in  matters  within  their  jurisdiction. 

In  Wheeler  v.  Worcester,  10  Allen.  591,  it 
is  said  that  the  city,  by  its  properly  author- 
ized agents,  is  charged  with  the  public  duty 
of  constructing  and  maintaining  the  public 
streets.  It  must  construct  and  maintain  them 
in  such  places  and  in  such  manner  as  the 
public  convenience  and  necessity  require.  It 
must  provide  for  the  disposal  of  the  surface 


water  which  falls  upon  them,  and,  in  the 
discharge  of  this  duty,  neither  the  citr  nor 
its  agenis  can  be  proceeded  against  in  an 
action  of  tort  for  damages  susuined  by  s. 
private  citizen.  In  Urguhart  w.  Ogdentburs. 
91  N.  Y.  67.  43  Am.  Rep.  655,  it  was  held 
that  a  municipal  corporation  is  not  liable 
for  an  injury  to  a  traveler  upon  its  streets, 
resulting  from  the  construction  of  a  sidewalk 
upon  an  erroneous  plan  prepared  or  approTed 
by  its  common  council ;  that  the  rule  is  well 


And  reasooabLe  notice  to  remove  a  fence  which 
causes  an  obstruction  must  be  ffiven.  Blackburn 
V.  Powers,  40  Iowa«  681. 

Reasonable  notice  is  sucn  notice,  and  for  such  a 
len^h  of  time,  as,  under  all  the  facts  and  circum- 
stances of  the  caBO,  may  be  found  reasonably 
proper  to  enable  the  plaintiff  in  the  ordinary  man- 
ner to  properly  and  carefully  remove  the  fence 
without  unnecessary  injury  thereto,  or  to  the 
premises  or  crops  enclosed  thereby,  ibid,,  follow- 
ing Mosier  v.  Vincent,  sujjrcu 

Wbere  notice  was  given  the  land  owner  of  the 
tiling  of  a  petition  for  opening  a  road,  and  a  final 
Judgment  had  thereon,  the  court  held  that  the 
land  owher  had  no  remedy  against  the  overseer 
for  damages,  as  depriving  htm  of  his  property 
without  due  process  of  law,  the  order  not  being 
void  upon  its  face,  eitber  through  recital  of  relin- 
quishment of  the  right  of  way,  or  failure  to  desig- 
nate the  time  of  taking  possession,  the  latter  being 
a  mere  irregularity.  Crenshaw  v.  Snyder,  117  Ho. 
J67. 

8.  Principles  sustaining  liabUUy, 

An  action  will  lie  (against  the  public  officer  for 
acts  of  omission  or  commission  causing  Injury. 
Henly  v.  I^yme  Regis,  5  Ring.  9L 

They  were  held  responsible  for  negligence,  in 
Rochester  White  *Lead  Co.  v.  Rochester,  8  N.  T. 
468,  53  Am.  Dec.  316;  Bailey  v.  New  York,  8  Hill, 
581, 88  Am.  Dec.  660. 

At  common  law,  commissioners  were  personally 
liable  for  the  consequence  of  their  own  negligence, 
and  not  the  town  for  which  they  were  neither 
agents  nor  servants:  but  byflegislative  enactments 
towns  are  now  liable  where  commissioners  would 
be.    Embler  v.  Wallkill,  57  Hun,  884. 

Where  their  acts  are  invasive  of  private  rights 
they  are  liable  personally  in  cases  where  there  is 
no  other  remedy,  and  that,  without  proof  of  malice 
or  an  intention  to  injure.  McCord  v.  High,  24 
Iowa,  386. 

But  if  their  actionsTare.  not  bona  fide,  but  negli- 
gent and  corrupt,  they  are  personally  liable  for 
damages  occasionedithereby,  notwithstanding  that 
under  1  Rev.  Stat.  1876,  p.  855  (§  16. of  the  Act  of 
March  5, 1850;,  tberemedy  is  by  way  of  assessment 
of  damages.    MoOsker  v.  BurrelL,  55  Ind.  425. 

In  Bartlett  v.  Crozier,  15  Johns.  260,  it  was  held 
that  where  an  injury  is  suffered  by  the  act  of  a 
public  officer,  contrary  to  bis  duty,  the  injured 
party  might  maintain  aniaction  on  the  case  against 
him. 

The  right  of  action  should  be  confined  to  cases 
where  the  services  of  the  officer  are  not  gratuitous 
or  coerced,  but  voluntary  and  attended  with  com- 
pensation, and  also  where  the  duty  to  be  per- 
formed is  entire,  absolute,  and  perfect.  Bartlett 
V.  Crozier,  17:Johns.  450,  8  Am.  Deo.  428. 

The  ground^of  reversal  in  Bartlett  v.  Crozier,  17 
Johns.  460,  8  Am.  Dec.  428,  was  not  on  account  of 
the  broad  statement  of  the  doctrine,  as  laid  down 
in  the  oourt|below,  but  because  it  did  not  apply  to 
the  case  of  overseers  of  highways,  no  such  respon- 
sibility attaching,  they  not  being  clothed  with  au- 
thority or  charged  with^an  absolute  duty. 
22  L.  R.  A. 


Wbere  the  breach  is  that  of  a  private  dnCy  to  an 
individual,  an  action  lies  for  tta  abuse  in  case  io- 
Jury  ensues,  bat  if  such  duty  is  public  no  prifste 
liability  attaches  at  common  Jaw,  even  though  the 
public  be  more  or  less  injured.  Sussex  Coonty 
Chosen  Freeholders  v.  Strader,  16  N.  J.  L.  106,  S 
Am.  Dec»  680,  where  damages  were  sought  for  tbe 
value  of  a  horse  whi<^  fell  off  a  bridge,  but  relief 
was  denied,  the  only  remedy  being  by  preeent- 
meat.  To  the  same  effect,  Cooley  v.  ftsex  Chosen 
Freeholders,  27  N.  J.  L.  415. 

For  personal  negligence  in  tbe  performanoe  of 
the  work  required  of  them,  they  are  perBonally 
liable  should  injury  occur.  Harris  v.  Carson,  40 
lU.  App.  147;  Teamey  v.  Smith,  86  DL  801;  8kinner 
V.  Morgan,  21  HI.  App.  200;  Allen  v.  lUchel,  38  HL 
App.  813. 

But  at  common  law  their  aodon  must  be  wanton, 
malicious,  or  improper.  Adams  v.  Richardson,  43 
N.  H.  212. 

A  person  assuming  the  duties  and  invseted  with 
the  powers  of  a  public  officer  is  liable  for  iojuitos 
sustained  through  his  negligence.  Bennett  r. 
Whitney,  84  N.  T.  802,  a  case  of  unguarded  and  ua- 
lighted  opening  temporarily  nuide  in  tbe  street 

The  public  officer  who  undertakes  to  destroy  pri- 
vate property  under  the  claim  of  great  public  or 
o^'orru^ing  necessity  takes  upon  hjmself  the  bur- 
den of  proving  the  necessity  of  his  action.  Buasell 
V.  New  York,  2  Denio,  475;  Hicks  v.  Dom,  42  N.  Y. 
47,58. 

In  Adslt  V.  Brady,  4  Hill,  680.  40  Am.  Dec.  30S, 
public  officers  acting  contrary  to  their  duty,  either 
by  way  of  nonfeasance  or  misfeasance,  were  held 
liable  for  injuries  occasioned  thereby.  Bsiley  v. 
New  York,  8  Hill,  531,  88  Am.  Dec  800,  to  the  same 
effect 

So  they  are  liable  for  acts  done  outside  their  au- 
thority.   Bailey  v.  New  York,  supra. 

A  civil  action  will  lie  by  any  one  sustaining  pecu- 
liar damages  by  reason  of  the  nonfeasance  wbere- 
evei;  an  indictment  would  lie.  Hutson  v.  Xev 
York,  58andf.  280. 

Where  an  officer  of  a  corporation  perfonofl  as  il- 
legal act,  resulting  in  injury  to  another,  be  is  lia- 
ble. Peck  V.  Cooper,  112  lU.  lOK,  54  Am.  Bep.S31: 
Robinson  v.  Robr,  2  L.  R.  A  806, 78  Wis.  486. 

When  the  duties  impoeed  by  law  upon  hiRhvay 
officers  are  not  discharged,  and  injury  results  to  a 
traveler  wilhout  his  fault,  he  has  a  cause  of  actioo 
for  the  damages  sustained.  Embler  v.  Wallkiii,  57 
Hun,  884. 

Where  a  statute  impoeed  an  afflrmatiTe  datj  to 
repair  and  to  present  vouchers,  commisBionen  of 
highways  were  held  liable  as  a  quasi  corporatioa, 
and  that  individuaay.  fiabcock  v.  Giflord,  SOfluo. 
186. 

In  Hathaway  v.  Hlo^n,  46  N.  C.  248,  aaoh  officeis 
were  held  liable  for  special  damages. 

In  Beardslee  v.  French,  7  Conn.  US,  18  Am.  Dec. 
86,  the  court  held  the  party  removing  sn  obatnie- 
tion  liable  for  wanton  and  unneoesssiy  destruction 
of  property. 

When  he  is  liable  for  a  lawlessaot,  all  of  his  assist- 
ants are  liable  witi^im  for  the  consequent  injurr- 
Cubit  V.  O'Dett,  51  Mich.  847. 
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settled  that,  where  power  is  conferred  upon 
public  oiBoers  of  a  municipal  corporation  to 
make  improvements,  such  as  streets  and  sew- 
ers«  and  keep  them  in  repair,  the  duty  to 
make  them  is  quasi  judicial  or  discretionary, 
involving  a  determination  as  to  their  neces- 
sity, requisite  capacity,  and  location:  and 
tliat,  for  a  failure  to  exercise  this  power,  or 
a|^  erroneous  estimate  of  the  public  needs,  no 
civil  action  can  be  maintained. 
In  LarmngY.  Toolan,  37  Mich.  152,  Cooley, 


C/i.  J, ,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
9aid  :  ^In  planning  public  works,  a  munic- 
ipal corporation  must  determine  for  itself  to 
what  extent  it  will  ffuard  against  ooesible  ac- 
cidents. Couits  and  lurors  are  not  to  say  it 
shall  be  punished  in  damages  for  not  giving 
the  public  more  complete  protection,  for  that 
would  be  to  take  the  administration  of  mu- 
nicipal affairs  out  of  the  hands  to  which  it 
has  been  intrusted  by  law. " 
The  evidence  did  not  tend  to  show  that  the 


Tbe  absence  of  bad  ftaith  is  no  excuse,  but  may 
be  an  agirnivation.   Ibid. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  prove  such  a  defective  con- 
dition as  to  be  apparent.  Stack  v.  Bangs,  6  Lans. 
983. 

It  la  euffldent  if  the  defects  could  have  been  dis- 
covered by  reasonable  examination.   IMd, 

A  party  oontraotinnr  with  a  municipal  corpora- 
tion to  keep  any  portion  of  a  street  in  lepalr,  con- 
tracta  with  the  public  and  is  liable  for  an  injury 
sustained  through  his  negligence.  HcMahon  v. 
Second  Ave.  R.  Co.  U  Hun,  847. 

Drains  oannot  be  cut  so  as  to  flood  the  property 
of  private  owners.  Cubit  v.  O'Dett.  tupm:  Ashley 
V.  Port  Huron,  86  Mich.  200, 24  Am.  Rep.  66& 

Such  oommiesloners  have  power  to  remove  trees 
which  Interfere  with  the  making  of  a  road,  but 
are  liable  in  treepaasif  they  use  the  timber,  and  the 
value  thereof  may  be  aooooscd  against  them  as  dam- 
ages.   Tucker  v.  Eldred,  6  R.  I.  404. 

So  street  commissioners  have  been  held  liable  for 
damages  done  by  the  removal  of  lateral  support 
for  adjacent  lands.  Buskirk  v.  Strickland,  47  Mich. 
389.  the  injury  being  the  direct  and  immediate  re- 
sult of  their  acts. 

A  road  surveyor  cannot  Justify  his  action  in  pull- 
ing down  a  house  or  building  as  an  obstruction  to 
a  highway,  upon  the  ground  that  it  is  done  in  ihe 
ezerdse  of  his  duty,  where  he  uses  his  cloak  of  of. 
flee  for  the  purpose  of  injuring  the  phUntitT.  Wild- 
ing V.  Hough,  87  Iowa,  44fi. 

A  state  contractor,  who  has  a  right  to  do  all  that 
the  state  might  do  In  the  progress  of  work,  would 
not  be  Justified  in  casting  material  upon  the  prem- 
ises of  a  private  owner,  as  the  state  could  not  in- 
trude upon  the  lawful  poewsslon  of  a  citizen,  ex- 
cept as  provided  by  law.  St.  Peter  v.  Denlson,  W 
N.  T.  416, 17  Am.  Hep.  258;  Hay  v.  Cohoes.  2  N.  Y. 
150,  61  Am.  Dec  279. 

So  where  the  obstruction  or  delapldated  condi- 
tion is  the  result,  of  use  which  ought  to  have  been 
anticipated,  and  could  have  been  guarded  against 
by  occasional  examination  and  cleansing,  the  omis- 
sion to  peif  orm  such  duties  was  held  a  neglect  of 
duty  rendering  the  ofiloer  liable.  McCarthy  v. 
Syracuse,  40  N.  Y.  196;  Barton  v.  Syracuse,  86  N.  Y. 
54. 

They  are  charged,  as  a  public  duty,  with  keepmg 
public  bridges  in  repair,  and  such  duty  is  compel- 
lable.   State  V.  Demaree,  80  Ind.  022. 

Where  it  Is  sought  to  recover  for  injuries  sus- 
tained by  the'neglect  of  highway  commissioners  in 
the  repairs  of  bridges,  it  must  be  alleged  that  the 
commissioners  neglected  to  give  directions  tovr^ 
pairs,  or  that  the  bridge  was  over  a  stream  inter- 
eecting*  the  highway.   Smith  v.  Wright,  27  Barb.621. 

The  duty  of  such  commissioners  with  respect  to 
bridges  not  over  a  stream  Is^mply  one  to  give  di- 
rections to  repair,  while  as  to  those  over  streams 
intersecting  highways,  it  is  to  cause  them  to  be 
kept  in  reiMiir.    IMd, 

Where  sewer  commissioners  acted  carelessly  and 
negligently  in  discharging  their  statutory  duty, 
they  were  held  liable  for  their  acts  in  the  absence 
of  due  care.  Jones  v.  Bird,  5  Bam.  k  Aid.  887, 1 
DowLAB.407. 
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9.  Stote  deeigkms. 

Under  the  California  Acts  of  March  26, 1865, 1 9, 
and  April  28, 1866, 1  5,  if  any  damage  results  from 
the  neglect  to  keep  county  bridges  in  repair,  it 
must  be  sought  either  against  the  road  supervisors 
or  the  overseers  personally.  Huffman  v.  San 
Joaquin  County,  21  Cal.  426. 

The  fact  that  an  overseer  has  the  authority  of 
the  road  commisslODers  to  open  a  road  will  not 
protect  the  former  where  the  laying  out  is  ilieg^. 
auptail  V.  Teft,  16  111.  866. 

Not  only  the  commissioners  themselves,  but  oth- 
ers who  would  seek  a  Justification  under  their  or- 
ders, must  take  the  responsibility  of  showing  that 
a  case  existed  Justifying  the  Issuing  of  their  order. 

And  it  has  been  held  that  they  are  liable  even  If 
misled  as  to  the  true  line  of  a  road  which  they  are 
authorized  to  open.    Beyer  v.  Tanner,  28  111.  185w 

[n  Teamey  v.  Smith,  86  IlL  891.  they  were  held 
personally  liable  for  the  negligent  construction  of 
a  drain  or  ditch  and  of  a  grade  or  embankment, 
which  caused  surface  water  to  flow  upon  plaintliTs 
land. 

Where  highway  commissioners  cut  down  a  f ence» 
part  of  which  was  shown  to  be  within  the  lines  of 
the  highway,  the  court  held  they  could  not  Justify 
the  trespass  as  beiug  done  in  the  laying  out  or 
opening  of  the  public  way.  Shoup  v.  Shields,  116 
IlL  488. 

Under  the  Illinois  statutes,  the  commissioneis 
**have  charge  of  the  roads  and  bridges  of  their  re- 
spective towns**  and  are  required  **to  keep  the 
same  in  repair  and  to  improve  them  so  far  as  prao« 
Ucable.**  Hurd*s  Rev.  Stat.  1889,  chap.  121.  •  2;  Harris 
V.  Carson,  40  111.  App.  147. 

In  Lynn  v.  Adams,  2  Ind.  148,  It  was  held  that  tho 
Indiana  statute  gave  no  right  of  personal  actiou 
against  an  overseer  of  roads  for  damages  resulting 
from  neglect  of  duty.  To  the  same  effect,  Wabash 
&  B.  Canal  Trustees  v.  Spears,  16  Ind.  441,  79  Am« 
Dec.  444;  Morrison  v.  McFarland,  51  Ind.  206. 

Under  Ind.  Rev.  Stat.  1848,  chap.  16,  M  86,  87,  but* 
veyors  are  required  to  keep  highways  in  their  dis- 
tricts In  repair,  and  for  that  purpose  have  power 
to  enter  upon  any  lands  adjoining  or  near  to  such 
highway,  and  to  construct  ditches  and  drains  nec^ 
essary  for  the  construction  or  repair  of  such  high^ 
way.    Conwell  v.  Bmrle,  4  Ind.  208. 

Where  by  statute  a  surveyor's  duty  only  ex- 
tended to  small  repairs, he  was  held  not  bound  to  re. 
pair  a  defect  involving  extraordinary  expenditure, 
a  duty  to  make  small  repairs  not  embracing  those 
requiring  extraordinary  expenditure.  Wilson  v. 
Jefferson  County,  18  Iowa.  181. 

In  McCord  v.  High,  24  Iowa,  886,  road  supervisora 
were  held  liable  for  injuries  done  in  the  construc- 
tion of  a  crossing  by  the  diversion  of  a  stream. 

A  statute  authorizing  road  overseers  to  enter  up^ 
on  any  uncultivated  land,  unincumbered  by  a  crop, 
will  not  protect  an  entry  of  such  overseers  upon 
cultivated  land,  even  though  no  crop  be  growing* 
or  standing  thereon.  Barrett  v.  Nelson,  29  Kan« 
094,  a  case  of  trespass  upon  wheat  stubble. 

Where  curb-stones,  the  original  property  of  tho 
plaintiff,  were  removed,  carried  away,  and  sold  by 
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defendants  acted  corruptly  or  maliciously,  or 
that  they  acted  in  a  capacity  other  than  that 
of  public  officers,  in  the  exercise  of  strictly 
official  powers  and  the  performance  of  official 
duties;  and  the  jury,  by  a  special  verdict, 
have  found  that  the  action  of  the  defendants 
on  that  occasion,  and  in  locating  and  oi>erat- 
ing  the  stone  crusher,  was  taken  in  their  ca- 
pacity of  street  committee  and  trustees,  in 
good  faith,  according  to  their  best  judgment. 
It  is  stated  in  the  exceptions  that  the  plain- 


tiff's evidence  tended  to  show  that  the  defend- 
ants had  to  do  with  the  location,  erection, 
and  operation  of  the  stone  crusher,  but  it 
does  not  appear  that  they  had  any  more  to  do 
^ith  it  than  other  members  of  the  board  of 
trustees.  For  aught  that  appears  in  the  ex- 
ceptions, the  acts  of  the  defendants  in  respect 
to  the  location,  erection,  and  operation  of  the 
stone  crusher  were  all  official  acts.  It  ap- 
pears that  the  trustees  purchased  the  ledge, 
and  voted  to  there  locate  the  stone  crodier. 


the  defendant,  upon  the  construction  of  a  drain 
culvert,  the  court  held  the  plaintiff  entitled  to 
recover.    Muzsey  v.  Davis,  M  Me.  861. 

Where  the  roads  were  charged  by  statute  with- 
in the  care  of  sucb  commissioaenu  they  were  held 
responsible,  their  duties  beingr  defined  and  the 
means  of  performaoce.  provided  by  the  statute. 
Anne  Arundel  County  Comrs.  v.  Duckett,  20  Md. 
468,  88  Am.  Dec.  9S7. 

In  Maryland  their  liability  attaches,  not  by  rea- 
son of  the  common  law,  but  under  the  statute. 
Anne  Arundel  County  Comrs.  v.  Duvall,M  Md. 
860, 89  Am.  Rep.  896. 

In  Calvert  County  Comrs.  v.  Gibson,  86  Md.  289, 
the  court  held  that  such  action  was  not  taken  away 
by  f  8,  chap.  299,  of  the  Statutes  of  1868,  permitting 
the  bond  of  a  supervisor  to  be  put  in  evidence  for 
the  benefit  of  those  injured. 

The  only  remedy  in  Massaohusetts'to  a  party  who 
suffers  damages  from  the  action  of  a  highway  sur- 
veyor, is  under  Gen.  Stat.,  chap.  44,  H19, 80. 

If  the  town  should  be  bound  to  pay  a  fine  for  any 
deficiency  of  such  surveyor,  the  latter  would  be 
liable  to  the  town  therefor,  if  such  deficiency  was 
created  by  his  fault  or  neglect.  White  v.  Phillip, 
ston,  10  Met.  108:  Mass.  Rev.  Stat  chap.  16,  N  88« 
84. 

The  only  remedy  allowed  to  a  party  injured  by 
the  action  of  a  surveyor  of  highways,  who  without 
the  written  consent  of  the  selectmen,  causes  a  wa- 
tercourse, occasioned  by  the  wash  of  water  from 
the  highway,  to  be  conducted  along  the  highway 
and  within  its  limits  so  as  to  injure  the  plaintiff  in 
the  use  of  his  property,  is  under  H  5  and  6  of  chap. 
26,  Kev.  Stat.    Benjamin  v.  Wheeler,  15  Gray,  486. 

And  evidence  that  such  work  was  done  in  a 
wanton  and  improper  manner  is  not  admissible. 
Benjamm  v.  Wheeler,  8  Gray,  408,  his  motives  not 
making  his  actions  illegal. 

Where  the  defendant  had  exclusive  management 
and  direction  in  the  attending  of  a  drawbridge, 
his  position  not  being  merely  honorary,  or  gratui. 
tons,  but  a  salaried  one,  with  full  control,  the 
statutes  requiring  him  to  furnish  all  necessary  as- 
sistance for  the  opening  and  closing  of  the  draw- 
bridge, and  for  the  lighting  thereof,  the  court  held 
such  defendant,  not  being  dependent  upon  his  su- 
perior, the  means  furnished  him  being  ample,  was 
personally  liable  for  an  injury  sustained  by  the 
improper  shutting  of  the  gates  and  hanging  out  of 
lanterns,  as  required  by  the  Statutes  of  1866,  chap. 
282,  and  of  1860,  chap.  186.  Nowell  v.  Wright,  8  Allen, 
166,  80  Am.  Dec.  62. 

And  the  wantonness  or  Improper  conduct  of  the 
highway  surveyors  in  such  an  action,the  court  held, 
did  not  affect  the  plaintiff's  right,  and  evidence 
thereof  was  not  admissible.  Benjamin  v.  Wheeler, 
15  Met.  486. 

Where  under  Btat.  1869,  chap.  287,  stones  were 
removed  with  gravel  from  a  gravel  pit  out  upon 
plaintiff's  land  by  the  selectmen  and  placed,  fiome 
upon  the  roadside  and  some  upon  other  land  of 
plaintiff,  the  court  held,  the  acts  of  the  surveyor 
not  having  been  wanton,  but  necessary  and  inci- 
dental to  the  convenient  and  proper  use  of  such 
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pit,  there  was  no  liability.    Hatch  v.  Hawkes.  ]M 
Mass.  177. 

Where  the  surveyor  of  highways  removed  stones 
from  a  gravel-pit  laid  out  upon  pJaiDtiff*8  land, 
pursuant  to  Stat.  1868,  chap.  287,  for  which  the 
plaintiff  claimed  damages  as  not  coming  within  the 
terms  '*earth  and  gravel,"  the  court  held  such  ac- 
tion  would  not  lie,  as  the  terms  necessarily  Inofaided 
stones  suitable  for  the  oonatruofdon,  repair,  or 
improvement  of  such  streets.    7b4d, 

As  public  oiBoers  highway  surveyors  are  UaUe  to 
severe  penalties  for faihivetO'  perform  their  oOcial 
functions  under  Gen.  Stat.«  oluip.  18,  M  74, 3S.  Wal- 
cott  V.  Swampscott,  1  Allen,  101;  Johnson  v.  Dunn, 
134  Mass.  622. 

Where  the  acts  of  a  surveyor  of  highways,  in  r^* 
moving  an  obstruction  upon  plaintlff*s  land  which 
flooded  the  highway,  caused  lands  of  the  plaintiir 
to  be  flooded,  the  court  held  there  was  no  liability, 
the  acts  of  the  surveyor  being  necessary  and  due 
care  not  to  cause  needless  mjury  being  ezerciBed. 
Johnson  v.  Dunn,  supra. 

Where  the  committee  of  a  school  authorised  the 
town  surveyor,  under  the  powers  oonfened  upon 
them  by  Pub.  Stat.,  chap.  44, 1 46i,  to  fell  a  tree  npon 
its  lot  adjoining  the  highway,  the  ooort  held 
there  was  no  liability  to  the  plaintiff  at  work  upon 
the  hi^rhway  for  injuries  sustained  by  the  fall  ctf 
the  tree.    McKenna  v.KhnbaU.146Mam666. 

Where  a  general  direction  Is  given  to  the  select- 
men over  the  work  of  highway  surveyors  in  their 
respective  districts,  to  see  that  the  mooej  appro- 
priated to  such  districts  is  caref ullj  and  Judteioiidy 
expended,  the  responsibility  of  doing  the  worii.  di- 
recting the  laborers  and  taking  ohaige  of  the  k- 
pain,  is  that  of  the  highway  surveyor.  Pntt  r. 
Weymouth,  147  Mass.  245;  Benjaonin  v.  Wheeler,  15 
Gray,  486;  Pub.  Stat.  chap.  62, 18. 

In  Nile's  Highways  Conurs.  v.  Martin,  4  Mich.  57. 
09  Am.  Dec  888,  commissionerB  were  sued  as  a 
quasi  corporation  under  chapter  119  of  the  Bevised 
Statutes,  for  the  damages  for  the  non-repatr  of  a 
bridge  on  the  highway,  and  the  court  held  that  the 
act  did  not  authorize  any  action  against  township 
ofllcers  by  their  name  of  oiBce.  except  for  acts  done 
or  for  contracts  made  by  them  while  acting  within 
the  scope  of  their  oflloial  duty  and  authority,  and 
t  ha  t  the  action  being  brought  for  neglect  of  oflloial 
duty,  they  were  only  liable  individually  and  not 
officially  as  a  quasi  corporation. 

In  Sag  J  V.  Laurain,  19  Mich.  187,  highway  com- 
missionerB were  held  not  liable  when  acting  within 
their  Jurisdiction  and  violating  no  law. 

Where  the  board  of  works  and  contnctovs  were 
sued  for  changing  the  grade  of  a  street  wUhout  tbe 
consent  of  council,  they  were  held  liable  In  tres- 
pass.   Lamed  V.  Briscoe,  68  Ml<di.  808b 

Boad  overseers  and  not  the  oonnty  boaids  tre 
liable  for  damages  reenlting  from  the  noo-repair 
of  roads.  Sutton  v.  Oai^t^l  County  Board  of  Po- 
lice, 41  Miss.  286. 

The  party  contracting  with  the  county  police 
board  for  the  repair  of  a  bridge  was  held  respon- 
sible.   Tbid, 
In  McOonnell  v.  Dewey,  6  Neb.  886,  tbe  eouit  held 
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Batus  v.  Horker. 


By  this  purchase  and  rote,  it  may  be  said 
that  the  defendants  had  to  do  with  the  loca- 
tion, erection,  and  operation  of  the  stone 
crusher ;  but  the  act  oi  purchasing  the  ledge 
and  Toting  to  there  locate  the  stone  crusher 
were  official  acts.  It  does  not  appear  that 
there  was  any  testimony  tending  to  show 
that  the  defendants  went  upon  the  streets, 
and  participated  in  the  execution  of  the  or- 
ders of  the  trustees,  or  that  they  aided,  as- 
sisted, participated  in,  or  superintended  the 


erection  or  operation  of  the  stone  crusher. 
We  cannot  presume  that  they  performed  other 
than  strictly  official  acts  for  the  purpose  of 
finding  error  in  the  rulings  of  the  court  be- 
low. Error  must  affirmatively  appear.  If 
there  was  evidence  tending  to  show  that  thev 
became  laborers,  operatives,  or  superintend- 
ents in  the  matter  of  setting  up  and  operating 
the  stone  crusher,  it  should  be  so  stated  in 
the  exceptions.  Unless  there  was  such  evi- 
dence, the  court  should  have  ordered  a  ver- 


there  was  do  private  action  against  n  supervtoor, 
his  acts  and  duties  being  of  a  public  nature,  the 
legislature  alone  deflnlDg  and  regulating  the  du- 
ties and  respoDsiblUtleB  of  such  an  officer. 

Where  a  highway  was  laid  out  by  the  selectmen 
of  the  town  for  the  expressed  purpose  of  counte- 
nancing the  nonpayment  of  toll,  the  court  held 
them  liable.  Third  Tump.  Boad  Proprs.  in  New 
Uampahire  v.  Champney,  2  N.  H.  100; 

Where  plaintUTs  contention  was  that  the  road 
was  not  within  the  route  laid  out,  the  court  held 
that  the  monuments  must  govern  and  not  ooursee 
and  distances.    BftlUer  v.  Sllsby,  8  N.  H.  474. 

An  injury  sostained  through  the  wrongful  act  of 
a  surveyor  may  be  compensated  by  action  of  tres- 
pass or  by  criminal  indictment.  Adams  v.  Rich- 
ardson, 48  N.  H.  212;  Comp.  Stat  chap.  62, 1 18. 

Where  an  act  provided  that  any  ditch  next  or  op- 
posite to  a  dwelling,  yard,  or  private  way  must  be 
properly  covered  so  as  not  to  obstruct,  the  court 
held  the  surveyor  personally  liable  for  an  uncov- 
ered trench  or  ditch  which  obstructed  the  passage 
of  the  highway,  his  acts  being  In  violation  of  law. 
Waldron  v.  Berry,  51 N.  H.  138. 

The  duty  of  overseers  to  open,  dear  out,  and 
work  the  roads  is  Imposed,  not  by  an  order  of  the 
township  committee,  but  by  an  act  of  the  legislat- 
ure, and  the  act  not  the  order  of  the  committee  en- 
joins the  overseer  to  open,  dear  out,  amend,  or  re- 
pair, as  the  exigency  of  the  case  may  require. 
State  V.  Monmouth  Plank  Koad  Go.  28  N.  J.  L.  00; 
State  V.  Holllday,  8  N.  J.  L.  »e. 

Commissioners  of  highways  were  held  liable  in 
Clark  V.  Phdps,  4  Oow.  lOQ,  for  lajring  out  and  open- 
ing a  road  through  the  plaintifTs  buildings  and 
property,  the  Act,  2Bev.  IJiws,  270,  M 1, 18,  regulat- 
ing highways  not  authoriaong  such  steps. 

The  duty  of  repairing  was  expressly  enjoined  up- 
on them  by  the  second  section  of  the  New  York 
Laws  of  1868,  chap.  800,  p.  1140,  in  case  of  an  unsafe 
bridice  or  culvert.  Bover  v.  Barkhoof,  44  N.  T.  118. 
Now  the  Laws  of  New  York  of  1881,  chap.  TOO, 
i  1,  impose  the  liability  of  all  damages  to  per- 
sons or  property,  by  reason  of  defective  highways 
or  bridges  in  oases  where  the  commisBloner  of  high- 
ways would  previously  have  been  liable,  upon  the 
several  towns,  instead  of  upon  sach  commissioners, 
and  by  section  2  of  the  same  Act  such  damages  are 
a  charge  upon  the  town. 

Section  three  gives  a  right  of  action  by  the  town 
«ver  and  against  the  commissioners  in  oases  where 
the  defect  in  a  highway  or  bridge  has  been  caused 
by  the  miaoonduot  or  neglect  of  the  commissioner 
of  highways. 

By  section  four,  if  the  oommisBionerB  have  acted 
in  rood  faith  and  the  defects  have  not  been  caused 
by  their  willful  misconduct  or  neglect,  the  board  of 
town  auditors  have  power  to  audit  and  allow  such 
judgment 

Section  live  provides  that  such  oommisBionerB 
shall  not  be  relieved  from  any  criminal  liability  in 

f   cases  where  by  law  they  were  previously  subject 
thereto. 

A  party  recovering  a  Judgment  against  rach  com- 
missiooers  cannot  oompd  the  board  of  town  audi- 
tors to  audit  and  allow  such  Judgment  as  a  valid 
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claim  against  the  town.  People  v.  Little  Valley 
Town  Auditors,  75  N.  Y.  818;  People  v.  Bsopus 
Town  Auditors,  74  K.  Y.  310. 

Where  the  facts  showed  that  the  relator  was  the 
chief  engineer  of  certain  work,  and  also  engineer 
of  the  department  of  pubUc  works,  by  the  action 
of  the  chief  of  that  department  and  his  own  con- 
currence, it  was  held  that  he  was  responsible  for 
acts  done  in  the  duty  he  had  assumed  and  might 
have  refused.   People  v.  Campbell,  82  K.  Y.  247. 

Where  a  city  charter  provided  that  its  officers 
should  be  liable  for  damages  *^  sustained  by  reason 
of  willful  neglect"  the  court  held  the  common-law 
liability  for  simple  negligence  still  remained.  Ben- 
nett V.  Whitney,  04  N.  Y.  302. 

The  responsibility  attaches  for  the  non-perform- 
ance of  any  duty  imposed  by  law.  In  Dunlap  v. 
Knapp,  14  Ohio  St  84, 82  Am.  Dec  488.  the  court  held 
that  the  only  remedy  against  such  an  officer  was 
under  the  statute  for  the  penalty  imposed,  and  not 
civilly. 

But  in  Beckwith  v.  Beckwlth,  22  Ohio  St.  180,  the 
supervisorB  were  held  liable  in  trespass  for  enter- 
mg  and  digfiring  upon  plaintilTs  land  imder  the  re- 
survey  for  the  straightening  of  a  road,  the  record 
of  resurvey  not  protecting  them,  no  order  being 
given  as  in  a  case  of  a  new  road  opened. 

Where  a  ditch  was  constructed  so  as  to  divert  the 
waters  of  a  river  from  one  part  of  a  riparian  pro- 
prietor's land  to  another,  thereby  changing  the 
condition  and  cutting  away  part  of  the  bank,  com- 
pensation was  allowed  as  the  taking  was  within 
sections  1280, 128r.  Wis.  Rev.  Stat.  Smith  v.  Gould, 
81  Wis.  81. 

10.  For  atU  of  predeees8on  or  suecessors. 

The  suooessors  in  office  are  not  liable  for  the  de- 
faults of  their  predecessors.  Lament  v.  Height,  44 
How.  Pr.  1. 

The  misconduct  of  predecessors  In  office  is  not 
chargeable  upon  public  officers  acting  as  quasi 
trustees,  each  being  answerable  for  his  own  de- 
faultB.    Vosev.  Reed,  MN.Y.  81^7. 

A  supervisor  will  not  be  held  liable  for  the  negli- 
gence of  bis  successor  in  not  repairing  a  dam  con- 
structed by  the  former  whereby  the  landowner's 
lands  are  flooded.  MoOsker  v.  Burrell,  66  Ind.  426. 

11.  For  acts  of  emplovii. 

Such  officers  are  liable  for  the  acts  of  their  dep- 
uties.   Blunt  V.  Sheppard.  1  Ho.  210. 

The  party  authorizing  a  trespass  is  equally  liable 
with  him  who  occasions  the  act.  State  v.  Smith, 
78  Me.  200.  67  Am.  Bep.  802. 

A  road  supervisor  is  liable  for  the  unskillful  or 
negligent  acts  of  persons  employed  by  him  in  the 
repair  of  the  road.  Anne  Arundd  County  Comrs. 
V.  Duvall,  64  Md.  850. 30  Am.  Bep.  808. 

If  a  public  officer  directs  or  authorises  the 
wrongful  act  of  his  sub-agent,  or  if  the  latter  does 
not  hold  any  office  known  to  the  law,  but  his  ap- 
pointment is  private  and  discretionary  with  the 
officer,  the  latter  is  liable  for  such  acts.  Ely  v. 
Parsons,  66  Conn.  88. 

The  superior  officer  cannot  be  indifferent  to  or 
irresponsible  for  what  he  knows  his  mferior  is  do- 
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diet  for  the  defendants,  and  the  plaintiff  has 
not  been  harmed  by  the  failure  of  the  court 
to  charge  as  requested,  or  by  the  chari^e  as 


given.  It  does  not  affirmatively  appear  that 
there  was  any  testimony  tending  to  show  that 
the  defendants  were  ever  at  the  \edge  where 


ing  or  Intendlpir  to  do,  and  oannot  prevent  or  con- 
troJ.    HariiB  v.  Caraon.  40  HL  App.  147. 

What  is  done  by  an  overseer  as  auoh  upon  the 
hlgbways  In  hJ«  district,  with  the  knowledflpe  of 
oommiflsloners,  must  be  presumed  to  have  been 
done  with  their  approval  until  the  contrary  is 
shown.    Ihid. 

But  such  officers  are  not  responsible  for  tbe  mis- 
conduct or  malfeasance  cf  those  they  are  obliged 
to  employ.  Bailey  v.  New  York,  8  Hill,  696, 88  Am. 
Dec.  660. 

Tbe  relations  of  commissioners  to  overseers  un- 
der the  lUinois  Statute,  II  90,  U,  are  those  of  su- 
periors. Hi2er  V.  Bockford,  86  111.  885;  Harris  v. 
Carson,  mpra. 

Where  street  commissioners  disregard  the  city 
charter  and  adopt  plans  and  specifications  for  cer- 
tain work,  undertake  to  carry  them  out  practical- 
ly, and  do  the  work  themselves,  employing  agents 
and  servants  to  execute  the  plans  and  specifica- 
tions manually,  they  act  in  a  ministerial  capacity 
and  are  liable  for  injuries  sustained  through  the 
negligence  of  the  employ^  of  the  board.  Robin- 
son v.  Bohr,  2^.  B.A.806,78Wi0.48O. 

Where  notice  of  an  obstruction  to  a  highway  was 
given  to  a  selectman,  who  directed  a  private  per- 
son ''to  cut  the  bush  and  trees  and  make  the  roads 
passable  at  as  little  expense  as  possible**  leaving  It 
to  his  discretion  what  to  cut«  such  selectman  was 
held  liable  to  tbe  land  owner  for  unnecessary  cut- 
ting.   Sly  V.  Parsons,  gupr<u 

In  Anne  Arundel  County  Comrs.  v.  Buvall,  mt- 
pra^  the  county  commiBSioners  we're  held  not  liable 
for  damages  occasioned  by  the  acts  of  a  laborer 
employed  upon  the  highway  by  tbe  supervisor. 

In  trespass  for  breaking  and  entering,  by  taking 
a  short  cut  over  plaintiff *s  land,  defendants  act- 
ing, one  as  the  officer  of  the  town  and  the  other 
as  servant  directing  and  assisting  in  repairs  of  a 
bridge,  tbe  court  held  the  defendants  not  liable 
unless  they  authorized  tbe  action  or  directed  it. 
Bacheller  v.  Pinkham,  68  Me.  258. 

In  McOulre  v.  Grant,  25. N.  J.  L.  866.  67  Am.  Dec. 
48,  where  committeemen  ordered  the  doing  of  an 
act,  lawful  In  itself,  by  workmen  under  orders  and 
directions  of  an  officer  of  tbe  corporation,  with 
whom  the  committeemen  had  no  connection,  they 
were  held  not  liable  for  Injuries  resulting  from  the 
work. 

I  In  an  action  of  trespass  quart  (Hatuum  fregit 
against  the  surveyor  of  highways,  the  defendant 
was  held  liable  for  damage  done  to  plaintUTs 
grass  through  the  felling  of  trees  which  fell  and  re- 
mained upon  the  latter*s  land,  tbe  acts  being  those 
of  the  surveyor*B  servants  within  the  limits  of  the 
road,  done  within  his  view  and  Impliedly  assented 
to,  no  orders  being  alven  for  their  removal.  Elder 
V.  Bexpis,  2  Met  6M. 

The  surveyors  are  responsible  where  the  statute 
gives  a  remedy  against  them  for  the  non-perform- 
ance of  those  duties  assigned  to  them,  or  for  mis- 
feasance In  the  discharge  of  them,  but  they  are  not 
responsible  as  the  mere  agents  or  servants  of  the 
town.    White  v.  PhilUpston,  10  Met  106. 

But  the  common-law  rule,  that  tbe  agent  is  liable 
over  to  bis  principal  for  damages  occasioned 
through  his  negligence,  does  not  apply  to  such  a 
case,  and  a  judgment  against  a  town  In  a  civil  ac- 
tion is  no  ground  for  a  suit  against  such  officer. 
Ihid, 

12.  Adjotning  towns. 

In  Bryan  v.  Landon,  5  Thomp.  ft  C.  584,  thehlg-h- 
way  commisBioners  of  two  adjoining  towns  were 
held  Jointly  liable  for  the  want  of  repair  of  a 
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bridge  over  a  stream  dividing  the  two  towns,  they 
having  suffldent  funds. 

Where  a  commissioner  repaired  a  bridira  witbout 
givinir  notice  to  the  oommlssloners  of  the  towna 
Jointly  liable,  it  was  held  that  they  could  not  re- 
cover tbe  proportion  of  the  expense,  because  of 
the  failure  to  comply  with  tbe  requirements  of  tb» 
state  statute.    Plynn  v.  Hurd,  118  N.  Y.  18. 

Even  though  the  commissioners  notified,  con- 
sented to  tbe  ihaklng  of  the  repftirs  and  thereafter 
united  in  the  operations,   ibid. 

18.  Canals. 

The  liability  of  a  canal  commissioner  depends 
upon  the  nature  of  the  duty  imposed  upon  him  by 
the  statute,  and  if  this  be  imperative  be  is  liable 
for  damages  for  negligence.  Griffith  v.  Follett.  20 
Barb.  620. 

He  Is  bable  for  the  neglect  of  duty  in  his  private 
capacity.    Ibid, 

Under  the  New  York  Act  of  1887.  chap.  577,  i  8, 
canal  contractors  are  liable  to  individuals  for  neg- 
ligence in  tbe  repair  of  canal  bridges.  Conroy  v. 
Oaie.  5  Lans.  844, 47  N.  Y.  865. 

It  is  the  duty  of  a  contractor  for  canal  repairs, 
under  the  New  York  Laws  of  1866,  chap.  885, 1 8,  to 
ascertain  at  his  peril  wbat  ought  to  be  done,  not 
only  to  put,  but  to  keep,  the  bridges  in  repair. 
IhUL;  French  v.  Donaldson,  67  N.  Y.  486. 

A  contractor  under  a  state  contract  for  the  en- 
largement of  a  canal  cannot  claim  any  delegation 
of  sovereign  power  enabling  him  to  conflscata 
property  to  public  use  permanently  or  temporarily, 
no  right  being  given  by  the  contract,  and  there- 
fore his  rights  are  no  more  than  those  of  other  in- 
dividuals. St.  Peter  v.  Denison,  58  N.  Y.  418.  17 
Am.  Rep.  258. 

The  mere  fact  that  the  act  was  necessary  will  not 
Justify  a  canal  contractor  in  trespassing  upon  pri- 
vate lands;  he  must  have  the  right  to  use  such 
lands.    Ibid. 

Superintendents  of  canal  repairs  must  stop  any 
breaches  and  remove  obstructions  without  waltlnir 
orders  from  the  commissioners,  or,  in  default,  will 
be  held  liable  for  damages  occasioned.  Adstt  r. 
Brady,  4  Hill.  880, 40  Am.  Deo.  80S. 

A  canal  contractor  was  held  personally  liable  for 
damage  done  to  plalndlTs  land  by  reason  of  a  blast 
from  the  canal  bed.  even  though  no  negligence 
was  shown.    St.  Peter  v.  Denison,  supra. 

It  has  been  held  that  the  liability  of  such  con- 
tractor is  not  affected  by  the  appointment  of  a  su- 
perintendent.   French  v.  Donaldson,  supra. 

In  Johnson  v.  Belden,  8  Lans.  488.  a  canal  con- 
tractor was  held  liable  for  negligence  for  non- 
repair of  the  gates  of  a  look,  aitbouffh  the  same 
were  opened  by  the  boat  captain,  the  latter  believ- 
ing the  same  unsafe. 

Tbe  proprietors  of  a  canal  who  were  bound  te 
construct  It,  so  that  rafts  of  a  given  size  could 
pass,  were  held  liable  for  damage  done  to  plain- 
tiff^ raft  which  answered  such  description,  by  rea- 
son of  the  canal  not  being  sufficient  to  pass  such 
raft.  Riddle  v.  rroprletors  of  Locks  and  GanaK  7 
Mass.  188, 5  Am.  Dea  85. 

Where  tbe  defendant,  a  superintendent  of  canal 
repairs,  was  by  law  (1  Rev.  Stat.  Bdm*8  ed.  p.  888^ 
1 100),  bound  to  keep  the  canal  In  repair,  there  be- 
ing no  discretion  about  tbe  matter,  the  court  held 
his  duty  was  imperative,  for  the  neglect  of  which 
he  was  liable  for  damages,  his  acts  being  minis- 
terial.   Hicks  v.Dom.42N.Y.45,58L 

Where  such  superintendent  undertook  to  de- 
stroy the  plalntUTs  boat  claiming  the  act  as  neoea- 
sary,  the  court  held  that  the  right  did  not  exist,. 
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the  stone  crusher  was  set  up  and  operated. 
It  does  appear,  from  ooe  of  the  special  ver- 
dicts, that  the  stone  crusher  was  being  oper- 
ated by  help  hired  by  the  street  commis- 
sioner, in  the  interest  of  the  village,  on  the 
afternoon  of  July  12,  1888,  in  the  presence  of 


the.  street  commissioner  and  the  defendants, 
who  were  present  as  a  street  committee  of  the 
trustees  to  observe  its  operation,  and  to  con- 
sult with  the  street  commissioner  about  itft 
work  and  other  matters  connected  with  the 
maintenance  and  repair  of  the  highways^ 


eimply  on  aooount  of  convenience  or  economy,  as 
all  other  expedfents  should  have  been  first  tried, 
and  further  that  such  action  cast  upon  him  the 
burden  of  proving  the  expediency  or  oeoeeslty  of 
his  action.  Ibid.;  Russell  v.  New  York,  2  Denio, 
475. 

Where  the  canal  board  had  a  statutory  authority 
to  contract  for  canal  repairs  and  gave  the  coDtraot- 
or  the  like  duties  and  powers  that  superintendents 
bad,  it  was  held  that  said  contractor  was  liable  for 
damage  occasioned  to  plaintlff^s  boat  through  neg- 
ligence in  not  repairing,  after  notice  of  defects. 
Robinson  v.  Chamberlain,  84  N.  Y.  889. 90  Am.  Dec. 
nS:  Pulton  F.  Ins.  Ck).  v.  Baldwin,  87  N.  Y.  648; 
Johnson  v.  Belden,  47  N.  Y.  180. 

14  CHminal  lidbQUy. 

Public  officers  of  every  grade  and  description 
may  be  Impeached  or  indicted  for  official  miscon- 
duct and  corruption.  Wilson  v.  New  York,  1 
Denio,  606,  48  Am.  Dec.  719. 

Officers  of  municipal  corporations  may  make 
themselves  personally  liable  for  their  crimes  or 
torts.    Chandler  v.  Bay  St.  Louis,  57  Miss.  890. 

A  road  overseer  is  only  charged  with  reasonable 
diligence  and  effort  in  the  discharge  of  his  duty, 
and  cannot  be  held  criminally  liable  for  falling  to 
keep  the  road  in  repair,  where  it  is  shown  that  to 
do  so  with  the*,  means  available  to  him  is  impossi- 
ble. Parker  v.  State,  28  Tex.  App.  872:  Moore  v. 
State,  27  Tex.  App.  439. 

A  failure  to  keep  a  public  highway  in  repair  by 
those  who  have  assumed  that  duty  from  the  state, 
so  that  it  Is  unsafe  to  travel  over,  is  a  public  nui- 
sance, making  the  party  bound  to  repair  liable  to 
indictment  therefor  and  to  an  action  at  the  suit 
of  any  one  who  has  sustained  special  injury.  Rob- 
inson V.  Chamberlain,  34  N.  Y.  889, 90  Am.  Dec.  718; 
Lansing  v.  Smith,  8  Cow.  151;  Smith  v.  Wright,  24 
Barb.  170;  Pierce  v.  Dart,  7  Cow.  809;  Shepherd  v. 
Lincoln,  17  Wend.  260;  Adsit  v.  Brady,  4  Hill,  680, 
40  Am.  Dec.  805;  Lyme  Regis  v.  Henley.  1  Bing.  N. 
C.  222. 

If  a  deficiency  exists  in  the  highways  of  a  dis- 
trict, which  is  occasioned  by  the  fault  of  such  offi- 
cer, he  may  be  prosecuted  by  indictment.  White 
y.  Phillipston.  10  Met.  108. 

They  are  bound  to  take  the  most  advantageous 
terms  for  the  performance  of  the  work,  and  for 
any  corrupt  or  willful  dealing  in  the  placing  of  a 
contract  payable  in  public  money,  they  are  crimi- 
nally liable.   State  v.  Kern,  51 N.  J.  L.  268. 

A  willful  and  corrupt  award  of  a  contract  for  pub- 
lic work,  on  terms  less  advantageous  than  others, 
would  be  a  neglect  and  breach  of  duty,  such  as 
would  constitute  official  misbehavior  indictable  at 
common  law.  Ibiil.;  State  v.  Startup,  89  N%J.  L. 
428. 

A  corporation  or  individual  who  Is  bound  to  re- 
pair a  public  highway  or  navigable  river,  is  liable 
to  indictment  for  the  neglect  of  such  duty.  People 
V.  Albany,  ;i  Wend.  580, 27  Am.  Dec.  96. 

.  Supervisors  ar^  liable  to  indictment  for  neglect- 
ing to  open  a  public  highway,  duly  laid  out  in  their 
respective  townships.  Com.  v.  Belter,  78  Pa.  161; 
Orafflns  v.  Com.  8  Penr.  ft  W,  602;  Edge  y.  Com.  7 
Pa.  275:  Phillips  v.  Com.  44  Pa.  197. 

The  opening  of  a  wrong  road  is  no  defense  to  an 
indictment  for  neglect  to  open  a  highway  there  be- 
ing no  compliance  with  the  legal  duty  of  super- 
ylsors.    Com.  v.  Johnson,  184  Pa.  686. 
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For  any  material  change  in  the  line  of  a  road 
directed  by  an  order  of  the  court,  supervisors  are 
liable  to  indictment,  althoogh  they  follow  lines 
made  by  their  predecessors.    Ibid, 

If  such  Judicial  acts  are  corrupt,  such  officer  is 
liable  to  be  impeached  or  indicted,  but  no  civil  ac- 
tion will  lie  on  behalf  of  the  party  injured.  Wil- 
son  V.  New  York,  1  Denio,  605, 48  Am.  Deo.  719. 

If  the  board  of  public  woflcs  has  been  forbidden 
by  statute  to  contract  for  cleaning  the  streets  with- 
out previous  advertisement  of  the  same,  the  doing 
of  such  prohibited  act  willfully  and  with  evil  in- 
tent constitutes  a  crimimil  offense  and  an  indict- 
ment charging  the  members  of  the  board  engaged 
thereon  is  sufficient.  State  v.  Startup,  and  State  v. 
Kern,  supra. 

And  in  New  Jersey,  this  liability  is  not  taken 
away  or  affected  by  section  169  of  the  Statute  of 
March  81,  1871,  Pamph.  Laws.  p.  1094.  State  v. 
f^ern,51N.J.L.280. 

Indictment  against  commissioners  of  a  town  for 
neglecting  to  keep  the  highways  In  oi-der  must  set 
forth  the  matters  by  reason  of  which  the  obliga- 
tion has  been  imposed  on  them,  when  there  is  no 
public  law  imposing  the  duty  upon  them.  State  v. 
Halitex,15N.C.845. 

The  indictment  must  also  charge  specifically 
which  of  the  duties  imposed  has  been  neglected. 
Ibid. 

Where  the  Information  charged  the  defendants 
with  permitting  a  nuisance  by  reason  of  non-repair 
of  a  bridge,  so  that  it  became  unfit  for  public  use 
describing  them  as  '^trustees  of  the  Wabash  &  Erie 
Canal,"  the  court  held  the  same  bad  as  not  showing 
that  the  road  or  the  bridge  crossed  the  canal,  and 
for  not  showing  how  they  became  possessed  of  the 
right  or  duty  to  repair.  Butler  v.  State,  17  Ind.  450. 

The  duty  is  imposed  by  statute,  under  a  penalty, 
and  indictable  under  the  South  Carolina  Act  of 
1825.    McKenzie  v.  Chovln,  1  McMuU.  L.  222. 

In  Hill  y.  State,  4  Sneed,  4^  they  were  held  in- 
dividually liable  to  Indictment  for  neglect  of  re- 
pairs, their  action  being  an  official  nonfeasance. 

But  in  State  v.  Barksdale,  6  Humph.  164,  they 
were  held  not  liable  to  indictment. 

The  latter  case  is  distinguished  from  Hill  v.  State, 
eupra^  the  presentment  not  setting  out  the  names 
of  the  persons  or  board  holding  office  nor  charging 
neglect  of  official  duty. 

In  order  to  warrant  a  conviction  of  an  overseer 
of  a  public  road  under  article  400  of  the  Texas 
Penal  Code,  for  failure,  neglect,  or  refusal  to  per- 
form the  duties  of  his  office,  it  must  be  shown  that 
such  failure,  neglect,  or  refusal  on  his  part  was 
willful,  that  is,  done  with  evil  intent,  with  legal 
malicev  without  legal  Justification,  and  with  no 
reasonable  ground  to  believe  his  acdon  legal. 
Parker  v.  State,  29  Tex.  App.  872;  Moore  v.  State, 
27  Tex.  App.  489.' 

In  Thornton  v.  Springer,  6  Tex.  687,  they  were 
held  not  liable  in  damages,  but  only  for  the  penalty 
imposed  by  Stat.  1848,  U  4,  5,  p.  99. 

The  motion  should  state  the  appointment  and 
notification  thereof  and  continuous  non-repair  for 
twenty  days.  Thornton  v.  Springer,  supra, 
« In  Rex  V.  Dean,  2  Bfaule  ft  8.  80,  they  were  held 
liable  to  indictment  for  not  obeying  the  order  of 
the  sessions  court,  directing  the  laying  out  of  a 
road  as  a  public  road,  and  also  to  proceedings  by 
way  of  a  mandamus  by  the  party  entitled  to  the 
road.  &  W. 


Orcgoit  Sufrsxb  Court. 
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streets,  and  lanes.  There  is  nothing  in  this  i  necessary  to  pass  upon  the  rulings  of  the 
finding  that  shows  that  the  testimony  tended  court  upon  questions  relating  to  the  admis- 
to  proFe  that  the  defendants  participated  in  !  sion  and  rejection  of  evidence.     If  all  the 


the  operation  of  the  Atone  crusher,  or  that 
they  acted  other  than  in  an  official  capacity. 
It  was  their  duty  to  inform  themselves  in  ret 
.gard  to  the  necessity  of  repairs  upon  the 
streets  and  the  best  methods  of  making  them, 
in  order  that  they  might  act  intelligently  as 
members  of  the  board  of  trustees.    It  is  un- 


evidence  offered  by  the  plaintiff  had  been  ad- 
mitted, and  all  evidence  objected  to  by  the 
plaintiff  had  been  excluded,  it  would  still 
have  been  the  duty  of  the  court  to  Have  or- 
dered a  verdict  for  the  defendants. 
Judgment  affirmed. 


OREGON  SUPREME  COURT. 


Emma  COOPER,  Retpi,, 

V. 

Calistia  PHIPP8  et  al,  AppU, 


.Or.. 


.) 


1.  ETidenee  is  InadtnlMrtbto,  in  an  acUon 
for  nbel  in  charging  the  plaintiff  with  uDcbas- 
ttty,  of  her  general  reputation  for  virtue  and 
ctaa^itlty,  where  do  attack  is  made  upon  it. 

£•  ▲  witneMi  in  aa  aetion  is  not  liable 
for  libel*  unless  it  is  shown  afflrmatively  that 
her  statements  were  uot  pertinent  to  the  matter 
in  progress,  and  were  spoken  maliciously  and 
with  a  view  to  defame  the  one  claiming  to  be  in- 
jured thereby. 

(July  17, 1893.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Jackson  County  in 


favor  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  re- 
cover damages  for  the  aUeged  publication  of  a 
libel.    Reversed. 

The  facts  suiflciently  appear  in  the  opinion. 

Mesin.  WiUiam  M.  Colwic  and  P.  P. 
Prim  A  Son.  for  appellants: 

The  law  presumes  the  character  and  public 
reputation  of  the  plaintiff  to  be  good,  and  of 
the  best,  until  it  is  attacked,  and  she  can  safe- 
ly rest  upon  that  presumption.  Without  in- 
troducing any  evidence,  her  reputation  and 
character  stoda  without  qualification  or  defect 
and  no  evidence  that  she  could  offer  could 
add  to  or  increase  its  force  and  virtue. 

BiUheock  v.  Moore,  70  Mich.  112:  Cornwall 
V.  Richardson,  Ryan  &  M.  805;  Mattkewi  v. 
Huntley,  9  N.  H.  146;  HKm  v.  Conterm,  8 
Conn.  825, 8  Am.  Dec.  189;  Bamfidd  v.  JVas^y. 
1  Campb.  460;  Dodd  v.  NorrU,  8  Campb.  519; 
HouffhialingY.  Kelderhouse,  2  Barbi  149;  New- 


Nora.— -Privtiege  of  vrUneu  as  to  defamatory  teetU 
mony. 

The  grenerai  doctrine  of  American  cases,  like  that 
above  reported,  is  that  the  testimony  of  a  witness 
is  privileged  so  long  as  it  Is  pertinent  to  the  case, 
or.  as  expressed  in  some  cases,  unless  he  wander 
from  the  point  and  maliciously  heap  slander  on  an- 
other.   Morgan  v.  Booth,  18  Bush,  480. 

8o  the  defendant  m  a  slander  suit  may  show  to 
negative  malice  that  the  words  were  spoken  by 
him  as  a  witness  in  a  judicial  proceeding.  Nelson 
v.Robe,6Blaokf.204. 

The  pertinent  testimony  of  a  wltnesB  is  alMolutely 
privileged.    Hutchinson  v.  Lewis.  75Ind.  K. 

And  it  is  sufficient  prima  facie  as  a  defense  for 
uttering  defamatory  words  to  show  that  they  were 
spoken  by  a  defendant  as  a  witness.    IMd. 

The  belief  of  a  witness  that  his  answers  are  per- 
tinent relieves  him  from  liability  for  an  action  of 
slander.  Steinecke  v.  Marx,  10  Mo.  A  pp.  681:  White 
V.  Carroll,  48  N.  Y.  161.  1  Am.  Rep.  608.  See  also 
Suydam  v.  Moffatt,  infra, 

A  witness  is  absolutely  privileged  in  making  an- 
swers material  to  the  case  and  believed  to  be  true, 
even  though  be  is  actuated  by  malice  as  wSU  as  by 
purpose  to  perform  his  duty  as  a  witness.  Llles  v. 
Gaster,  42  Ohio  St  081. 

The  belief  of  a  witness  as  to  the  relevancy  of  his 
testimony  in  such  a  case  is  a  question  for  the  jury. 
White  V.  Carroll,  supra. 

Answers  of  a  witness  which  are  relevant  and 
honestly  made  are  privileged.  Lanning  v.  Christy, 
80  Ohio  St.  UN  27  Am.  Rep.  481. 

Pertinent  testimony  of  a  witness  is  privileged,  no 
matter  if  the  witness  is  actuated  by  ill  wUL  Cal- 
kins V.  Sumner,  18  Wis.  188, 80  Am.  Dec.  788. 

For  pertinent  answers  a  witness  can  claim  privi- 
lege, but  not  so  as  to  voluntary  slander  which  is 
not  pertinent  to  the  case.    Barnes  v.  McCrate,  88 
He.  442. 
22  L.  K.  A. 


But  a  witness  is  liable  for  Impertinent,  malignant 
words  spoken  by  him  without  believing  them  to  be 
true.    Smith  v.  Howard,  28  Iowa,  61. 

Words  spoken  by  a  wltpesswith  malicious  in- 
tent to  defame  and  which  are  not  pertinent  totlM* 
case  may  constitute  slander.  Hastings  v.  Losk,  S 
Wend.  410. 84  Am.  Dec.  880. 

Defamatory  statements  not  pertinent  to  the  is- 
sues nor  believed  to  be  so  by  the  witness,  bot  in- 
jected by  him  voluntarily  and  maliciously  for  the 
purpose  of  defaming  and  injuring  another,  are  not 
privileged.    Bhadden  v.  McElwee,80  Tenn.  148. 

In  Grove  v.  Brandenburg,  7  filatchf .  234.  defam- 
atory words  spoken  by  a  witness  were  held  on  de* 
murrer  to  be  privileged,  although  it  was  alleged 
that  the  witness  did  "falsely,  corruptly,  and  mali- 
ciously swear.**    But  see  later  Indiana  case,  tupra, 

A  declaration  for  slander  m  testimony  as  to  the 
character  of  a  witnesf  on  an  attempt  at  Impeach- 
ment was  held  in  Cook  v.  Cook,  100  Mass.  IM,  to  be 
insufficient  for  lack  of  necessary  averments  as  tn 
damages,  but  the  question  of  privilege  was  not 
considered. 

Testimony  of  a  witness,  who  is  also  the  defend- 
ant. In  a  suit  for  damages  for  diacharging  an  em- 
ployi^  as  to  his  reason  for  such  discharge,  is  privi- 
leged.   Faganv.  Fries,  80  111.  App,  288. 

A  malicious  statement  by  a  witness  which  is  not 
necessary  to  the  answer  of  a  question,  but  made 
to  show  excuse  for  failure  to  remember  certain 
matter,  is  privileged.  Hunckel  v.  Yoneiif.  tt  Md. 
179,  affirmed  on  rehearing.  Id.  196.  > 

In  this  case  a  majority  of  the  court  approves  the 
English  rule  of  absolute  privilege  for  a  witness 
from  a  civil  action  for  Ubel  for  anything  stated  in 
the  character  of  a  witness,  even  though  false  and 
malicious,  but  the  case  does  not  necessarily  decide 
what  would  be  the  result  if  a  witness  volunteered 
utterly  Irrelevant  defamation  whioh  could  In  no 
respect  be  regarded  as  testimony  In  the  esse.  IM^- 
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ell,  Defamation,  Slander  &  Libel,  p.  8^; 
Gough  V.  8t.  John,  16  Wend.  646;  Anderson  v. 
Long,  10  Serjr.  &  R.  55;  1  Whart.  Ev.  2d  ed. 
^§  47-50;  Miles  v.  Vanhorn,  17  Ind.  245,  79 
Am.  Dec.  477;  McCahe  v.  Platter,  6  Blackf. 
405;  Baward  v.  Patrick,  48  Mich.  121;  Fahey 
y.  Cro»y.  63  Mich.  883;  Lotto  y.  Datenport, 
50  Minn.  ^;  OroasdaU  y.  Bn'^At,  6  Houst 
(Del.)  52. 

The  rule  of  evidence  as  to  such  cases  is  to 
impose  on  the  plaintiff  the  onus  of  rebutting 
those  presumptions  flowing  from  the  seeming 
obligations  and  situation  of  the  parties,  and  to 
require  0f  him  to  bring  home  to  the  defendant 
the  existence  of  malice  that  is  malice  in  fact, 
as  the  true  motive  of  his  conduct. 

Townshend,  Slander  &  Libel,  4th  ed.  §  209, 
p.  296;  King  v.  Root,  4  Wend.  118,  21  Am. 
Dec.  109. 

Under  the  allegations  of  plaintiff's  complaint, 
it  is  shown  therein  that  Calistia  Pbipps  was 
conditionally  priyileged  when  she  uttered  and 
published  theallegra  libel,  and  the  plaintiff 
could  not  recover,  any  damages  in  this  case, 
unless  the  plaintiff  could  show  by  a  prepond- 
erance of  the  evidence  that  Calistia  Pnipp 
was  actuated  by  actual  malice,  or  malice  in 
fact  against  plaintiff. 

See  Kent  v.  Bongariz,  15  R.  I.  72;  Polkard's 
Starkie,  Slander  &  Libel,  p.  255. 

Under  the  pleadings,  the  plaintiff  was  not 
entitled  to  recover  at  all,  without  proving  that 
the  words  were  uttered  and  published  with 
actual  malice  against  said  plaintiff. 

Hastings  v.  Lusk,  22  Wend.  410,  84  Am. 
Dec.  880;  Townshend,  Slander  &  Libel,  p.  2€6, 


§209;  Cooke,  Defamation,  28,  81,  60;  Newell, 
Defamation,  Slander  &  Libel,  p.  824,  §  28; 
Starkie,  Slander  &  Libel,  229, 292.  See  Folk- 
ard's  Starkie,  Slander  &  Libel,  p.  262,  note  6; 
Latpson  v.  Ilieks,  88  Ala.  279,  81  Am.  Dec.  49; 
Calkins  v.  Sumner,  13  Wis.  198,  80  Am.  Dec. 
738;  Faris  v.  ^^rke,  9  Dana,  128.  88  Am. 
Dec.  588;  King  v.  Boot,  supra, 

Messrs.  Lionel  R.  Webster  and  Fran* 
cie  Fitch,  for  respondent: 

A  witness  testifying  in  a  court  who  mali- 
ciously defames  another  with  the  intent  to  in- 
iure  the  reputation  of  such  other,  or  expose 
nim  or  her  to  public  hatred,  contempt,  or  ridi- 
cule, if  such  testimony  is  false  and  its  falsity 
is  known  by  the  witness,  is  not  protected  from 
civil  action  for  libel  because  of  the  privilege  of 
a  witness. 

Townshend,  Slander  &  Libel,  §  22Si  Shad- 
den  y.  McElwee,  86  Tenn.  146;  Hutchinson  v. 
lAMis,  75  Ind.  55;  1  Hilliard,  Torts,  322; 
Cooley,  Torts,  210;  Nelson  v.  Bobe,  6  Blackf. 
204;  Grow  v.  Brandenburg,  7  Bhickf.  234; 
M&voer  v.  Watson,  11  Vt.  586, 84  Am.  Dec.  704. 

The  American  rule  modifies  that  enforced 
in  England. 

WfUU  y.  CarroU,  42  N.  Y.  161,  1  Am.  Rep. 
505;  Smith  v.  Howard,  28  Iowa,  51;  Barnes  v. 
McOrate,  82  Me.  442. 

In  slander  and  libel  charging  plaintiff  with 
being  unchaste  she  may  prove  on  her  direct 
case  that  her  general  reputation  for  chastity 
and  virtue  is  good. 

1.  To  support  the  presumption  that  it  is 
good. 

2.  Cases  of  slander  and  libel  are  exceptions 


A  witness  who  Is  obliged  to  answer  interroga- 
tories of  a  legislative  committee  is  pnyileged  in 
giving  his  answers,  although  they  are  defamatory. 
Terry  v.  Fellows,  21  La.  Ann.  876. 

Testimony  given  in  an  investigation  legally  held 
by  the  oommon  council  of  a  city  is  privileged,  so 
that  it  cannot  be  deemed  a  repetition  of  a  previous 
Blander  by  the  witness,  showing  express  malice. 
McLaughlin  v.  Charles,  00  Hun,  280. 

Tl>e  immunity  of  a  witness  in  a  Judicial  proceed- 
ing from  an  Action  for  defamati6n  is  not  affected 
by  Miss.  Code,  1 1004,  which  makes  insulting  words 
actionable.   Vemer  v.  Vemer,  64  Miss.  821. 

Enalish  eases. 


Early  Bnglish  cases  considered  the  relevancy  or 
pertinency  of  testimony  as  material  in  determin- 
ing the  question  of  privilege. 

It  was  held  in  Revis  v.  Smith,  18  C.  B.  126,  that 
words  of  a  witness  relevant  to  a  case  are  privileged, 
and  that  the  testimony  of  a  witness  is  prima  facie 
privileged. 

6o  testimony  in  a  slander  case,  that  the  plaintiff 
is  a  common  Uar,  given  to  reduce  the  amount  of 
his  recovery,  is  privileged.  Harding  v.  Bulman, 
Brownl.  2;  Harding  v.  Bodman,  Hutton,  11. 

And  a  witness  who  on  a  former  trial  had  testi- 
fied as  an  expert  that  a  certain  signature  was  a  for- 
gery, and  had  been  severely  criticised  by  the  Judge 
in  that  case,  and  when  asked  In  the  later  trial  if  he 
bad  read  what  the  Judge  said  persisted  in  saying, 
although  the  court  tried  to  stop  him,  that  the  sig- 
nature was  forged,  is  within  the  rule  giving  privi- 
lege for  words  spoken  in  testimony,  as  these  words 
were  a  part  of  bis  evidence  and  spoken  in  defense 
of  his  own  character,  which  was  in  some  decree 
impugned  by' the  question  asked  him.  Seaman  v. 
Kethercllft,  L.  R.  2  C.  P.  Dlv.  68,  alBrming,  L.  R.  1 
C.  P.  IMv.  640. 
22  L.  R  A, 


But  in  Kennedy  v.  Hilliard,  10  Ir.  C.  L.  Rep.  196, 1 
L.  T.  X.  B.  678,  it  is  declared  more  broadly  that  an 
action  will  not  lie  for  words  spoken  in  evidence. 

And  in  Dawkins  v.  Rokeby,  L.  R.  7  H.  L.  744,  af- 
firming L.  R.  8  Q.  B.  266,  the  testimony  of  a  witness 
is  held  to  be  absolutely  privileged,  although  it  is 
immeterial,  irrelevant,  and  given  vnola  fide,  without 
reasonable  or  probable  cause.  In  this  case  it  is  ex- 
pressly declared  that  the  same  rule  of  privilege 
exists  as  to  Judges,  counsel,  witnesses,  and  parties. 

This  is  in  accord  with  the  absolute  privilege, 
declared  in  Munster  v.  Lamb,  L.  B.  11 Q.  B.  Dlv.  688, 
to  exist  in  respect  to  words  of  counsel,  even  if 
both  malicious  and  Irrelevant. 

The  privilege  of  witnesses  extends  to  a  person 
testifying  before  a  committee  of  the  house  of 
commons.  Goffin  v.  Donnelly,  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  Dlv. 
807.    See  also  Terry  v.  Fellows,  21  La.  Ann.  376. 

Also  to  testimony  of  a  person  taken  before  a 
military  court  of  inquiry,  which  has  no  power  to 
administer  an  oath.   Dawkins  v.  Rokeby,  supra. 

Affidavits  and  deposUtons, 

Statements  in  a  deposition,  tending  to  charge  a 
person  with  arson,  made  by  a  witness,  subpcsnaed 
before  a  fire  marshall  having  Jurisdiction  of  the 
matter,  are  privileged.  Newfield  v.  Oopperman, 
10  Jones  &  S.  802. 

Words  spoken  in  an  affidavit  pertinent  to  the 
matter  involved  in  a  Judicial  proceeding  are  priv- 
ileged.   Warner  v.  Paine,  2  Sandf.  106. 

Thus  an  affidavit  for  attachment  which  is  perti- 
nent is  privileged.  Johnson  v.  King,  64  Tex.  282; 
Spaids  V.  Barrett,  67  Dl.  288,  U  Am.  Rep.  10. 

Bo  an  aflldavit  in  chancery  is  privileged.  Daw- 
ling  V.  Wenman,  2  Show.  446. 

And  an  affidavit  in  support  of  an  answer  to  an 
application  for  injunction  is  privileged,  if  perti- 
nent.   Hart  V.  Baxter,  47  Mich.  198. 
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to  the  general  rule  forbidding  such  proof  in 
civil  actions. 

8.  To  enhance  damages. 

8  Sutherland,  Damages,  p.  665;  2  Greenl.  Ev. 
§275;  1  Whart.  Ev.  8ded.  §§  47-50;  1  Sedgw. 
Damages.  8th  ed.  §  52;  2  Sedgw.  Damages, 
8th  ed.  g^  445-452;  8  Am.  <&  Eng.  Encjclop. 
Law,  112,  and  note;  (y  Bryan  v.  (VBryan,  18 
Mo.  16,  58  Am.  Dec.  128;  WilliarM  v.  Haig,  8 
Rich.  L.  862,  45  Am.  Dec.  ^74;  Adamg  v.  Law- 
ton,  17  Gratt.  250,  94  Am.  Dec.  455;  Stone  v. 
Varney,  7  Met.  86,  89  Am.  Dec.  762. 

Actual  ill  will  or  malice  will  enhance  the 
damages,  but  need  not  be  shown  to  entitle 
plaintiff  to  recover. 

8  Sutherland,  Damages,  p.  642;  Hill's  Code, 
8  2029. 

Defendants  are  presumed  to  have  used  the 
words  in  the  meaning  in  which  they  would 
ordinarily  be  accepted  and  understood,  under 
the  circumstances  and  in  the  connection  in 
which  they  were  used.  If  under  these  condi- 
tions the  words  would  convey  to  a  person  of 
ordinary  understanding  the  charge  of  unchas- 
tity,  such  meaniiuf  must  be  accepted. 

Townshend,  Slander  &  Libel,  p.  144, 
1 140,  note  i,  144,  282.  884,  891;  Wilcox  v. 

Wti,  68  Vt.  481;  18  Am.  <&;  Eng.  Encyclop. 
Law,  879-881;  Kedrolimnsky  v.  mebaum,  70 
Cal.  216;  Datis  v.  Sladden,  17  Or.  259;  Proctor 
V.  OtMm«,  18  Ind.  21,  81  Am.  Dec.  841;  Good- 
rich  V.  Hooper,  97  Mass.  1,  98  Am.  Dec.  50; 
StaUingg  v.  Neuman,  26  Ala.  800,  62  Am.  Dec 
728;  LiUle  v.  BarUno,  26  Ga.  428, 71  Am.  Dec. 
219. 

Beaiit  «/.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 
This  appeal  is  brought  to  reverse  a  Judg- 


ment for  $5,000  recovered  by  plaintiff  in  an 
action  for  libel  against  the  defendancs.  It 
is  charged  that  in  a  certain  suit  for  divorce 
and  for  the  custody  of  a  minor  child,  pend- 
ing in  the  superior  court  for  the  county  of 
San  Francisco,  state  of  California,  between 
the  defendant  William  Phipps,  as  plaintiff, 
and  Minnie  Phipps,  a  sister  of  the  plaintiff 
herein,  as  defendant,  Cal istia  Phipps,  one  of 
the  defendants  herein,  was  called  and  testi- 
fied as  a  witness,  and  in  response  to  the  fol- 
lowinff  intcrroflratory  of  counsel,  "Has  the 
defendant  been  in  the  liabit  of  running  around 
with  other  men?"  answered :  "  Yes,*sir ;  two 
young  men  came  and  rented  a  house,  and  she 
and  her  sister  [meaning  this  plaintiff!  lived 
with  them,  and  kept  house  for  them :  d.id  this 
about  two  months.  All  the  neighbors  talked 
about  their  scandalous  conduct."  That  this 
testimonv  was  reduced  to  writing  by  the  court 
commissioner,  and  was  duly  filed,  at  the  in- 
stance of  the  defendant  William  Fliipps,  and 
became  a  part  of  the  records  and  files  of  said 
court.  That  defendant  meant  by  said  words 
to  accuse  the  plaintiff  of  being  an  unchaste 
woman,  and  of  having  lived  in  notorious, 
lewd,  and  lascivious  cohabitation  with  sonse 
man  to  plaintiff  unknown.  That  such  state- 
ment was  false,  malicious,  and  defamatory, 
and  was  made  with  malice,  and  with  the  in- 
tent to  defame  the  plaintiff,  and  at  the  in- 
stigation and  request  of  the  defendant  Wil- 
liam Phipps.  The  answer  admits  that  the 
defendant  Cal  istia  Phipps  testified  as  alleged 
in  tlie  divorce  suit,  but  denies  the  other *al- 
lefl;ations  of  the  complaint,  and  affirmative] v 
alleges  that  such  testimonv  was  given  with 
a  firm  belief  in  its  truth,  m  answer  to  an  in- 
terrogatory propounded  to  her  by  counsel. 


And  the  belief  of  the  afliant  that  the  matter  in 
his  aflldavit  for  a  motion  to  pertinent  makes  It 
privilecred.    Suydam  v.  Moffat,  1  Sandf .  459. 

Bat  a  witness  may  be  charged  with  criminal 
libel  in  making  malicious  defamation  InanalB- 
davlt  which  is  not  pertinent  to  the  matter  Involved 
In  the  prooeedlnff  although  the  presumption  in 
respect  to  testimony  is  in  favor  of  the  prlvHege. 
Com.  V,  Culver.  1  Pa.  L.  J.  Rep.  881. 

The  charge  in  an  affidavit  that  another  witness 
is  guilty  of  perjury  Is  privileged.  Warner  v.  Paine, 
supra. 

An  affidavit  to  support  a  motion  for  a  new  trial 
attacking  the  character  of  a  witness  for  veracity  is 
privileged.    Burke  v.  Ryan,  88  La.  Ann.  »!. 

In  Hex  V.  Salisbury,  1  Ld.  Raym.  341,  it  was  held 
that  the  publication  of  an  affidavit  containing 
scandal  was  indictable  as  tending  to  a  breach  of  the 
peace;  but  the  report  does  not  show  what  is  meant 
by  the  publication, whether  it  was  published  other- 
wise than  by  pleading  or  affidavit  in  court  or  not. 

An  affidavit  in  support  of  a  summons,  though 
defamatory  as  to  a  third  person,  is  not  actionable. 
Henderson  v.  Broomhead,  i  Hurlst.  &  N.  560. 

Erie,  J.,  said  in  respect  to  this  affidavit  that  it  did 
not  {appear  certain  that  it  was  irrelevant.  Other 
Judges  spoke  generally  as  to  the  privilege  of  words 
used  in  Judicial  proceedings.  But  see  Dawkins  v. 
Rokeby,  L.  R.  7  H.  L.  744.  affg.  8  Q.  B.  255. 

An  affidavit  filed  in  support  of  a  motion  is  privi- 
leged so  far  as  it  is  pertinent,  or  believed  to  be  so 
by  the  al&ant  upon  reasonable  grounds.  Hyde  v. 
McCabe,100Mo.  412. 

A  charge  in  an  affidavit  filed  In  opposition  to  a 
motion  for  security  for  costs  to  the  eifect  that  the 
person  who  made  the  affidavit  in  favor  of  the  mo- 
'^^-  L.  R.  A. 


tlon  alleging  insolvency  was  corruptly  gattty  of 
willfully  false  swearing.  Is  not  sufficiently  relevant 
to  be  privileged,  and  the  belief  in  Its  relevancy, 
which  can  excuse  the  person  who  made  it,  is  a  qnes- 
tion offset.    iMd. 

An  affidavit  showing  cause  against  a  rule  iHsf  for 
criminal  information  for  sending  a  challemre  to  a 
person  who  obtains  the  rulets  prtvHeged  In  setdog 
forth  any  matters  respecting  the  past  oonduet  of 
such  person  as  the  affiant  may  think  wonM  dislD- 
cUne  the  court  to  favor  the  application.  Doyle  v. 
0*Doherty,  Car.  &M.  41S. 

Pertinent  allegations  in  an  affidavit  were  also 
held  privileged  in  Astiey  v.  Yoange,2  Barr.807. 

An  affidavit  that  an  attorney  bad  discloeed  ccm- 
fldentlal  communications  Is  relevant  and  there- 
fore privileged,  when  presented  in  defense  of  a 
motion  to  strike  out  an  allegation  of  the  defendant 
in  a  suit  for  compensation,  that  the  attorney's  serv- 
ices were  abortl\'«  and  of  no  value.  Garr  v.  Sel- 
den,4N.T.9I. 

An  affidavit  volunteered  for  the  purpose  of  in- 
ducing a  governor  to  revoke  a  warrant  isiued  to 
the  agent  of  another  state  in  preceedlngs  f or  the 
rendition  of  a  fugitive,  being  a  proceeding eoram 
non  judice^  is  not  privileged.  Hosmer  v.  Loreland, 
19  Barb.  116. 

An  affidavit  by  a  physlcfan  that  a  person  is  in- 
sane, made  in  a  proceeding  properiy  and  legally 
instituted  under  the  statute,  is  privileged,  but  It  is 
otherwise  with  a  certificate  to  that  effect  volun- 
tarily made  by  a  physician  and  not  required  or 
authorized  by  law.  Perkins  v.  Mitchell,  81  Barb. 
461. 

An  affidavit  presented  to  a  magistrate  acciBfaig 
a  person  of  crime  is  privileged.    Hartsook  v.  Red- 
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«nd  without  malice  or  ill  will  towards  plain- 
tiff herein,  and  that  such  testimony  was  rel- 
eyant  to  the  issue  involved  in  said  suit. 

The  first  assignment  of  error  necessary  for 
U8  to  consider  is  that,  as  a  part  of  plaintiff's 
case  in  chief,  evidence  in  her  behajf  was  ad- 
mitted, tending  to  show  that  her  general  rep- 
utation for  virtue  and  chastity  was  good. 
At  the  time  this  evidence  was  oliered  and  ad- 
mitted, no  attack  had  been  made  by  defend- 
ants, either  in  the  pleadings  or  otherwise, 
upon  the  character  of  the  plaintiff;  and  it 
was  then  and  there  stated  by  their  counsel, 
in  open  court,  and  in  the  hearing  of  the  Jury, 
that  her  reputation  for  virtue  and  chastity 
was  admitted  to  be  of  the  best,  and  that  no 
attack  would  be  made  thereon  during  the 
(rial,  nor  was  any  such  attack  made.  There 
is  some  conflict  in  the  authorities  as  to 
whether,  in  an  action  for  libel  or  slander, 
the  plaintiff  may  give  in  evidence  his  good 
character,  without  it  first  having  been  at- 
tacked by  the  defendant  either  in  the  plead- 
ings or  evidence.  "  But  the  better  opinion, " 
says  Mr.  Wharton,  "is  against  this  concee- 
flion,  on  the  ground  that  the  law  presumes  a 
party's  character  good,  and  that  it  is  super- 
fluous for  him  to  prove  that  which  is  pre- 
sumed. "  Whart.  £v.  g  47.  And  again  savs 
the  same  author:  ''It  would  be  manifestly 
improper  to  permit  a  party  suing  for  dam- 
ages to  put  in  evidence,  as  reason  why  he 
should  have  heavy  damages,  that  bis  char- 
acter is  good:  F'irst,  the  law  assumes  all 
characters  to  be  good,  and  there  is  no  use  in 
proving  that  which  is  thus  assumed;  sec- 
ondly, to  make  good  character  the  basis  of 
recovery  would  be  equivalent  to  saying  that 
a  person  with  a  bad  character  can  he  injured 
with  impunity;  thirdly,  a  collateral  issue 


would  be  provoked,  which  would  bear  hard 
upon  many  deserving  cases.  For  these  and 
other  reasons  the  courts  have  refused  to  per- 
mit such  evidence  to  be  put  in. "  Section  SO, 
This  we  think  the  better  doctrine,  and  the 
one  supported  by  the  weight  of  authority. 
The  law  presumes  the  plaintiff's  character  to 
be  good  until  it  is  attacked,  and  she  may 
safely  rest  upon  this  presumption,  and  no 
evidence  that  she  may  offer  can  add  to  or  in- 
crease its  force  or- virtue.  See  Hitchcock  v. 
Mboret  70  Mich.  112,  and  note,  and  8  Am. 
&  Enff.  Encyclop.  Law,  112,  where  the  au- 
thorities are  fully  collated,  and  to  which 
reference  may  be  had  by  any  one  desiring  to 
pursue  the  investigation. 

The  next  assignment  of  error  is  in  the  in- 
struction to  the  jury  that  ** actual  ill  will  or 
malice  will  enhance  the  damages,  and  may 
be  shown  for  that  purpose,  but  need  not  oe 
shown  to  entitle  tne  plaintiff  to  recover." 
This  was  manifest  error,  under  all  the  au- 
thorities. While  there  is  some  conflict  in 
the  adjudged  cases  as  to  whether  witnesses 
are  absolutelv  exempt  from  liability  to  an 
action  for  defamatory  words  uttered  or  pub- 
lished in  the  course  of  judicial  proceedings, 
it  is  agreed  by  all  the  authorities  that  they 
are  oresumptively  so;  and  before  a  witness 
can  be  held  liable  in  a  civil  action  this  pre- 
sumption must  be  overcome,  by  showing 
affirmatively  that  such  statements  were  not 
only  false  and  malicious,  but  that  they  were 
not  pertinent  to  the  issues,  and  not  in  re- 
sponse to  questions  asked  by  counsel.  It 
seems  to  be  the  settled  doctrine  of  the  Eng- 
lish courts  that  statements  made  bv  a  witness 
in  the  course  of  a  judicial  investigation  are 
absolutely  privileged,  to  that  extent  that  no 
action  for  libel  or  slander  will  lie  therefor. 


dlok,  6  Blaokf.  286,  88  Am.  Deo.  141;  Sanders  v. 
RoUinaon,  2  Strobh.  L.  447:  Briggs  v.  Byrd,  84  N.  C. 
877. 

In  Sanders  v.  RolUnson  the  declsoo  is  put  on  the 
ffToond  tbat.tbQ  remedy,  if  any.  Is  for  malioious 
prosecution* 

In  Shock  V.  MoCbesney,  4  Teates.  507, 2  Am.  Dec. 
41&,  also  it  was  held  that  words  chargiDff  a  crime 
as  the  basis  of  an  aotloD  by  a  Justice  of  the  peace 
are  not  tbe  basis  of  an  action  for  slander,  altbougb 
the  defendant  is  discharged  without  an  indlctmeDt, 
but  the  remedy  is  by  malicious  proeecutloo. 

So  an  aflidsvtt  for  a  search  warrant  Is  held  in 
Yausae  v.  Lee,l  Hill,  L.  197,  26  Am.  Dec.  168,  not 
to  create  a  liability  for  libel,  because  the  remedy, 
if  any.  Is  for  malicious  prosecution. 

And  words  spoken  to  a  magistrate  on  application 
for  a  warrant  for  felony  are  not  actionable.  If 
spoken  in  good  faith  for  the  purpose  of  Institutlag 
proceedings.  Bunton  v.  Worley,  4  Bibb,  88,7  Am. 
Dec.  736. 

So  a  oomplalot  to  the  grand  Jury  charging  per- 
jury cannot  constitute  an  actionable  libel.  Kidder 
V.  Parkhurst,  8  Allen,  886. 

An  affidavit  charging  perjury  as  the  foundation 
of  a  warrant  for  an  arrest  Is  not  the  basis  of  an  ac- 
tion for  libel,  even  if  false  and  malicious.  Francis 
V.Wood,  75  Ga.  648. 

But  in  Pierce  v.  Oard,  28  Neb.  828,  it  is  held  that 
reasonable  and  probable  grounds  for  believing 
that  a  crime  has  been  committed  are  necessary  to 
create  a  privilege  in  statements  charging  a  crime 
made  on  application  to  a  magistrate  for  a  warrant. 

And  a  complaint  to  a  magistrate  of  felony  to  ob- 
tain a  warrant  not  made  in  belief  of  its  truth,  but 
22L.  R.A. 


for  an  ulterior  private  purpose,  such  as  the  en- 
forcement of  a  personal  claim.  Is  held  libelous. 
HUl  V.  Miles,  9  N.  H.  14. 

Tbe  eznlbitlon  of  articles  of  peace  to  a  magis- 
trate, being  a  proceedinir  in  a  coqrt  of  Justice,  is 
privileged.    Cutler  v.  Dixon,  4  Co.  Rep.  14. 

So  defamatory  declarations  to  the  magistrate  in 
swearing  articles  of  peace  against  a  person  were 
held  privileged,  even  if  malicious,  although  they 
could  be  used  to  show  malice  In  slander  made 
outside  tbe  court.  Gk)6lin  v.  Cannon,  1  Harr.  (DeL) 
8. 

Words  spoken  in  good  faith  to  an  officer  for  the 
purpose  of  giving  a  person  accused  Into  his  cus- 
tody, or  in  making  a  complaint  to  a  magistrate, 
were  held  not  actionable,  in  Johnson  v.  Evans,  8 
Esp.82. 

Words  spoken  by  tbe  complainant  In  a  criminal 
case,  reiterating  the  charge  when  4he  parties  are 
brought  before  the  magistrate,  made  in  answer  to 
the  defendant's  questions,  will  be  regarded  as 
spoken  in  the  Judicial  proceeding  and  subject  to 
the  privilege.  Allen  v.  Crofoot,  2  Wend.  515,  20 
Am.  Dec.  647. 

Although  a,pcr8on  may  be  privileged  in  charging 
another  with  lelony  before  a  magistrate,  he  is  lia- 
ble for  slander  if  he,  before  commencing  the  prose- 
cution, stated  the  same  charge  to  other  persons 
and  also  repeated  tbem  after  an  acquittal  of  the 
person  charged  before  the  magistrate,  whether  the 
charges  are  made  to  those  present  at  the  examina- 
tion or  others.  Burlingame  v.  Burlingame,  8  Cow. 
141. 

For  libel  by  defamatory  words  in  pleading,  see 
note  to  Randall  v.  Hamilton  (La.)  ante,  649,  B.  A.  B* 
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Townshend,  Slander  &  Libel,  ^  223;  GoMn 
V.  DtmneUy,  L.  R.  6  Q.  B.  Div.  807 ;  /*»- 
wa»  V.  Netlierclift,  L.  R.  2  C.  P.  Div.  58; 
Dawkins  v.  JSoAifty,  L.  R.  8  Q.  B.  255.  L. 
R.  7  H.  L.  744. 

In  this  country,  many,  and  perhaps  a  ma- 
jority, of  the  courts  have  refused  to  adopt 
the  absolute  and  unqualified  privilege  of  a 
'  witness,  as  laid  down  by  the  English  courts ; 
but  it  is  agreed  that  a  witness  is  absolutely 
privileged  as  to  everything  said  by  him, 
having  relation  or  reference  to  the  subject- 
matter  of  inquiry  before  the  court,  or  in  re- 
sponse to  questions  asked  by  counsel,  and 
presumptively  so  as  to  all  his  statements. 
But  some  of  the  cases  hold  that  if  he  abuse 
his  privilege  by  making  false  statements, 
which  he  knows  to  -be  impertinent  and  im- 
material, and  not  responsive  to  questions 
propounded  to  him,  for  the  purpose  of  mali- 
cious defamation,  he  may,  upon  an  affirma- 
tive showing  to  that  effect,  be  held  in  dam- 
ages for  libel  or  slander.  Rics  v.  Coolidge, 
121  Mass.  898,  28  Am.  Rep.  27V ;  WhiU  v. 
CarroU,  42  N.  Y.  161,  1  Am.  Rep.  508; 
Smith  V.  Howard,  28  Iowa,  51 ;  Barnes  v. 
McOraU,  82  Me.  442;  Hutchinmm  v.  Lewis, 
75  Ind.  55 ;  Cooley,  Torts,  211 ;  Newell,  Def- 
amation, Slander  <&  Libel,  449;  Hoar  v. 
Wood,  8  Met.  198 ;  Moxoer  v.  Waisan,  11  Vt. 
686,  84  Am.  Dec.  704 ;  Shadden  v.  McEltoee, 
86  Tenn.  146. 

In  Odgers  on  Libel  and  Slander  (pa^e  191) , 
it  is  said :  **  A  witness  in  the  box  is  abso- 
lutely privileged  in  answering  all  the  ques- 
tions asked  him  by  the  counsefon  either  side ; 
and,  even  if  he  volunteers  an  observation  (a 
practice  much  to  be  discouraged),  still,  if  it 
has  reference  to  the  matter  in  issue,  or  fairly 
arises  out  of  any  question  asked  him  by  coun- 
sel, though  only  going  to  his  credit,  such  ob- 
servation will  also  be  privileged.  But  a  re- 
mark made  by  a  witness  in  the  box,  wholly 
irrelevant  to  the  matter  of  inquiry,  uncalled 
for  bv  any  question  of  counsel,  and  intro- 
duced by  the  witness  maliciously,  for  his 
own  purposes,  would  not  be  privileged,  and 
would  also,  probably,  be  a  contempt  of 
court."  So,  also,  in  Hoar  v.  Wood,  supra. 
Chief  Justice  Shaw  said :  "  We  take  the  rule 
to  be  well  settled  by  the  authorities  that 
words  spoken  in  the  course  of  judicial  pro- 
ceedings, though  they  are  such  as  impute 
crime  to  another,  and  therefore,  if  spoken 
elsewhere,  would  import  malice,  and  be  ac- 
tionable in  themselves,  are  not  actionable,  if 
they  are  applicable  and  pertinent  to  the  sub- 
ject of  inquiry.  The  question,  therefore,  in 
such  case,  it  not  whether  the  words  spoken 
are  true,  not  whether  they  are  actionable  in 
themselves,  but  whether  they  were  spoken 
in  the  course  of  judicial  proceedings,  amd 
whether  they  were  relative  and  pertinent  to 
the  cause  or  subject  of  inquiry."  And  in 
Mower  v.  Watson,  supra,  Mr.  Chief  Justice 
Redfield,  after  an  extended  examination  of 
the  authorities,  says :  "*  From  the  foregoing 
cases  the  true  ground  of  the  privilege  is 
readily  deduced.  Prima  facie,  the  party  or 
his  counsel  is  privileged  for  everything 
spoken  in  court.  If  any  one  considers  him- 
self aggrieved,  in  order  to  sustain  an  action 
for  slander,  he  must  show  that  the  words 
■  T,.  R.  A. 


spoken  were  not  pertinent  to  the  matter  then 
in  progress,  and  that  they  were  sp^Aen  mali- 
ciously, and  with  a  view  to  defame  him. 
So  that  if  the  words  spoken  were  pertioent 
to  the  matter  in  liand  the  party  and  ooxmsel 
may  claim  full  immunity  from  an  aetion  of 
slander,  however  malicious  might  have  been 
his  motive  in  speaking  them.  So,  too,  if  the 
words  were  not  pertinent  to  the  matter  in  is- 
sue, yet  if  the  party  spoke  them  bona  fide, 
believing  them  to  be  pertinent,  no  action  of 
slander  will  lie.  So  that  Uie  plaintiff,  in 
order  to  maintain  this  action,  must  prove— 
First,  that  the  words  spoken  were  not  perti- 
nent to  the  matter  then  in  hand ;  and,  sec- 
ondly, that  they  wore  not  spoken  bona  fide." 

So  that  whether  we  adopt  the  rule  as  pre- 
vailing in  England,  or  as  modified  by  some 
of  the  courts  of  this  country,  it  is  apparent 
that  under  either  view  the  instruction  tlut 
proof  of  actual  malice  was  not  neceasary  to 
enable  plaintiff  to  maintain  this  action  'was 
clearly  erroneous.  The  words  complained  of 
were  spoken  by  defendant  when  a  witness  in 
a  judicial  proceeding,  in  response  to  an  in- 
terrogatory of  counsel,  and,  under  the  rule 
most  favorable  to  the  plaintiff's  contention, 
were  presumptively  privileged,  and  before 
this  presumption  can  oe  overcome  the  plain- 
tiff must  show  affirmatively  that  they  "*  were 
not  pertinent  to  the  matter  then  in  progress, 
and  that  they  were  spoken  .maliciously,  and 
with  a  view  to  defame  her." 

We  think  it  unnecessary  to  notice  at  this 
time  the  other  assignments  of  error,  and  the 
judgment  of  the  court  below  will  be  r^tersed,  and 
a  new  trial  ordered. 


STATE  of  Oregon,  Be»pt,, 
A.  J.  ADAMS,  Appt, 


-Or.. 
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Bednetion  aeeompliahed  on  promise  of 
marriage  oondltlonod  o&  prepiaaej' 

resultingr  is  uot  within  a  statute  making  seduccioa 
under  promise  of  marriage  a  orfmlmd  offense. 

(December  SB,  1868.) 

APPEAL  bv  defendant  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Circuit  Court  for  Multnomah 
County  convicting  defendant  of  seduction  un- 
der promise  of  marriage.     Retersed. 

The  facts  sufficiently  appear  in  the  opin- 
ion. 

Mr,  M.  Ii*  Pipes  for  appellant. 

Messrs.  Georae  £•  Chamberlain,  Atty- 
Qen.,  and  W.  TT Hume.  Di*t.  Atty,,  forthe 
State. 


/.,   delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  defendant  brin^  this  appeal  from  a 
judgment  of  conviction  of  the  crime  of  seduc- 


Note.— The  above  case  seems  to  be  very  nearly 
novel  and  disapproves  the  only  case  cited  on  the 
subject.  The  court  aays  it  has  been  anahie  to  find 
any  other  case  in  point.  The  decision  is  therefore 
an  important  addition  to  the  law  of  the  subject. 
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tion  under  promise  of  marriage.  The  evi- 
dence shows  that  the  prosecutrix,  who  is 
about  twenty-seven  years  of  age,  came  to 
Portland  in  January,  1891,  from  Council 
Bluffs,  in  Iowa,  where  some  two  years  before 
she  had  been  acquainted  and  had  kept  com- 
pan^^  for  a  few  months  with  defendant.  In 
April  or  May  after  her  arrival  in  Portland, 
she  again  met  the  defendant  on  several  oc- 
casions at  the  home  of  a  mutual  friend,  where 
she  was  accustomed  to  visit,  and  was  fre- 
quently accompanied  by  him  on  her  return 
after  these  visits  to  the  place  where  she  was 
working  as  a  domestic.  On  one  of  these  oc- 
casions, in  either  April  or  May,  1891,  the  de- 
fendant solicited  her  to  go  with  him  to  Port- 
land Heights,  to  which  she  first  objected,  but 
finally  consented,  and,  after  arriving  at  the 
end  of  the  car  line,  they  walked  around  the 
heights,  and  what  occurred,  as  told  in  her 
own  language,  is  that  "he  teased  me  and 
teased  me  until  he  induced  me  to  give  up  to 
him.  He  said,  if  he  hurt  me  in  any  way,  he 
would  see  me  through  and  marrv  me.     If  he 

f)t  me  in  a  family  way,  he  would  marry  me. 
told  him  my  intention  was  not  to  marry  at 
all.  He  promised,  if  he  hurt  me.  if  he  got 
me  in  any  different  way,  he.  would  see  me 
through,  or  see  that  I  was  cared  for,  and  do 
what  was  risht ;  promised  just  as  much  as 
to  say,  *I  will  marry  you.  * ,  Said  he  never 
would  hurt  me*  He  promised  both  before  and 
after  that,  if  he  hurt  me  in  any  way,  he  would 
see  me  through,  and  see  that  I  was  taken  care 
of :  just  as  much  as  to  say,  *I  will  marry 
Tou. '  "  The  immoral  relations  thus  estab- 
lished continued  at  frequent  intervals  until 
a  few  months  before  the  trial,  in  July,  1898, 
and  resulted  in  pregnancy,  and  the  birth  of 


a  stillborn  child  on  the  4th  of  Mav, 
The  only  evidence  given  on  the  trial  of  a 
promise  of  marriage  or  of  the  seduction  was 
that  of  the  prosecutrix,  as  above  detailed,  and 
which  defendant  contends  is  insufficient  to 
prove  the  crime  charged,  because,  as  he  con- 
tends, seduction  accomplished  under  a  prom- 
ise of  marriage,  to  be  performed  only  on 
cx)ndition  that  pregnancjr  resulted  from  the 
intercourse,  is  not  within  the  statute.  The 
statute  provides  that  "  if  any  person,  under 
promise  of  marriage,  shall  seauce  and  have 
illicit  intercourse  with  any  unmarried  female 
of  previous  chaste  character,  such  person, 
ux>on  conviction,  shall  be  punished,  etc.  And 
a  subsequent  marriage  of  the  parties  is  a  de- 
fense to  the  violation  of  this  section. " 

It  will  be  observed  that  mere  illicit  inter- 
course is  not  an  offense  under  this  statute,  nor 
is  seduction  alone  made  a  crime,  but  the  se- 
duction under  a  subsisting  promise  of  mar- 
riage of  an  unmarried  woman  of  previous 
chaste  character.  The  gist  of  the  offense  is 
that  the  seduction  shall  be  accomplished  un- 
der or  by  means  of  a  promise  of  marriage 
which  is  unfulfilled.  Without  the  promise 
there  can  be  no  crime  under  this  statute, 
however  reprehensible  the  conduct  of  the  man 
ma^  be.  A  promise  of  marriage,  and  her 
reliance  upon  it,  must  be  the  means  of  induc- 
ing the  woman  to  surrender  her  virtue.  She 
must  be  drawn  aside  from  the  path  of  virtue 
she  is  then  pursuing  and  induced  to  yield  to 
the  solicitations  of  ner  seducer,  by  means  of 
2aL.R.A. 


and  under  the  influence  of  a  promise  of  mar- 
riage, upon  the  performance  of  which  she  in 
good  faith  had  a  right  to  rely.  Nothing  less 
will  satisfv  this  statute.  Its  object  is  not  to 
punish  illicit  intercourse,  but  the  seducer 
who  by  means  of  a  promise  of  marriage  de- 
stroys the  chastity  of  an  unmarried  female  of 
previous  chaste  character,  and  who  thus 
draws  her  aside  from  the  path  of  virtue  and 
rectitude,  and  then  fails  and  refuses  to  fulfill 
his  promise.  It  is,  however,  not  necessary 
that  the  promise  should  be  so  technically 
valid  as  to  sustain  a  civil  action  for  breach 
of  promise ;  and  although  it  may  be  condi- 
tioned upon  immediate  intercourse,  thus  ren- 
dering it  void  in  a  civil  proceeding,  because 
founded  upon  an  immoral  consideration,  it 
is  still  held  sufficient  to  sustain  a  criminal 
prosecution  if  the  woman  in  good  faith  relied 
upon  it  and  was  thereby  deceived.  Ketiyon 
V.  People,  26  N.  Y.  208,  84  Am,  Dec.  177  v 
Boyee  v.  People,  55  N.  Y.  644 ;  CaUdhan  v. 
State,  68  Incl.  198,  80  Am.  Rep.  211 ;  PeopU 
V.  De  Fore,  64  Mich.  698.  In  such  case,  the- 
mutual  promise  of  the  woman  is  implied  from, 
her  yielding  to  the  solicitations  of  her  se- 
ducer under  his  promise  of  marriage  and  tho- 
Sromise  becomes  absolute.  But  when  the  se- 
uction  is  accomplished  by  means  of  a  prom- 
ise of  marriage,  to  be  performed  only  upon 
the  condition  that  the  intercourse  results  in 
pregnancy,  no  promise  of  the  woman  can  be^ 
implied  from  such  yielding,  and  It  seems  to- 
ns the  contract  smacks  too  much  of  a  corrupt 
and  licentious  bargain  to  fall  within  the  stat- 
ute. How  can  it  be  claimed  that  a  pure- 
minded  women  is  led  astray  and  her  ruin  ac- 
complished under  a  promise  of  marriage- 
which,  with  her  assent,  amounts  to  nothing 
more  than  a  mutual  agreement  to  engage  iif 
illicit  relations  so  long  as  pregnancy  does  not 
result,  and  which  neither  party  expects  nor 
intends  shall  be  fulfilled  except  upon  the 
happening  of  an  event  which  may  never  oc- 
cur? Take  the  case  of  a  woman  who  yielda 
under  a  promise  of  marriage  by  a  married 
man,  to  be  performed  on  uie  dfeath  of  his 
wife,  could  it  be  seriously  contended  that 
such  a  case  would  be  within  the  statute ?  And 
yet  it  is  difficult  to  conceive  any  difference 
in  principle  between  the  case  suggested  and 
the  one  at  bar.  The  statute  is  not  intended 
as  an  act  to  punish  a  man  who  prevails  upon 
a  woman  to  gratify  his  lust  by  a  promise  of 
marriage  of  such  a  character.  Its  plain  ob- 
ject is  to  protect  the  innocent  and  confiding 
from  being  betrayed,  and  surrendering  to  her 
destroyer  all  that  is  estimable  in  woman, 
under  the  belief,  based  upon  what  she  sup- 
poses to  be  an  honorable  proposal  of  mar- 
riage, to  be  performed  in  any  event,  that  to 
yield  is  but  to  anticipate  the  time  when  the 
act  will  be  lawful,  its  design  is  to  protect 
the  chaste  woman  from  the  assaults  of  a 
wicked  and  designing  man,  who  makes  use 
of  the  most  potent  of  all  seductive  arts  to  win 
the  love  ana  confidence  of  a  woman  by  pro- 
fessions of  love  and  marriage,  and  not  one 
who  is  willing  to  gratify  her  own  lustful 
desires,  stipulating  only  that,  if  her  shame 
is  likely  to  become  exposed,  it  shall  be 
shielded  by  marriage.  It  recognizes  that  a 
woman,  confiding  in  what  she  supposes  to  be 
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an  honorable  promise  of  a  future  marriaj^e, 
and  relying  upon  it,  is  peculiarly  defenseless 
against  the  solicitations  and  persuasions  of 
him  to  whom  she  is  betrothed,  and  has  con  - 
aequently  provided  for  the  punishment  of 
him  who,  by  means  of  such  a  promise,  is 
guilty  of  betraying  that  confidence  to  the 
utter  ruin  and  disgrace  of  the  female,  and  the 
«candal  of  society.  It  was  passed  in  the  in- 
terest of  good  morals,  and  not  as  a  cover  for 
licentiousness.  The  words,  *^  under  promise 
of  marriage,  seduce, "  it  seems  to  us,  mani- 
festly  contemplate  that  the  seduction  must  be 
accomplished  by  means  of  an  absolute  prom- 
ise of  marriage,  or  one  which  becomes  ab- 
aci ute  the  moment  the  woman  yields.  Any 
other  construction  would  defeat  the  purpose 
of  the  statute,  and  render  it  a  cover  for  li- 
•centiousness.  In  this  case  the  improper  rela- 
tions continued  between  the  prosecutrix  and 
defendant,  apparently  without  objection  on 
her  part,  for  more  than  a  year  after  she  is  al- 
leged to  have  been  seduced,  and  yet  during 
all  that  time  there  was  no  subsisting  promise 
of  marriage.  The  defendant,  under  such  cir- 
oumstances,  was  guilty  of  no  crime  for  which 
he  could  be  punUhed  under  the  statute,  for 
the  condition  upon  which  his  promise  was  to 
be  performed  had  not  happened,  and  there 
was  consequently  no  broken  promise  for 
which  he  could  be  punished.  The  object  of 
the  statute  is  not  to  punish  a  num  who  se- 
duces a  woman,  and  then  marries  her,  but  to 
punish  one  who  uses  the  promise  as  a  means 
of  inducing  the  woman  to  submit  to  his  lust- 
ful desires,  and.  after  his  purpose  is  accom- 
plished, abandons  his  victim  to  her  disgrace 
and  shame.  If  the  prosecutrix  was  seduced 
at  all,  it  was  at  the  time  the  first  connection 
took  place,  but  there  was  no  promise  of  mar- 
riage then,  for  the  contingencv  upon  which 
it  was  to  become  absolute  dia  not  happen 


until  long  after,  and  consequently  the  prtnn- 
ise  did  not  precede  the  intercourse,  which 
is  esssential  to  constitute  the  crime.  The  only 
case  cited,  or  which  we  have  been  able  to 
find,  on  the  question  presented  by  this  rec- 
ord, is  People  v.  Eustis,  82  Hun,  58,  in 
which  two  of  the  three  judges  of  the  seo»d 
department  of  the  supreme  court  of  the  state 
of  New  York,  in  a  verjr  brief  opinion,  held 
that  seduction  accomplished  under  a  promise' 
of  marriage  conditioned  on  pregnancy  result- 
ing thereafter  is  within  a  statute  similar  to 
ours.  This  decision  seems  to  have  been  based 
upon  the  proposition  that  the  question  had 
already  been  decided  by  the  court  of  appeals 
in  Kenyan  v.  People^  eupra^  and  in  Boffee  v. 
People,  eupra;  but  neither  of  these  cases  go 
to  the  extent  of  holding  the  doctrine  for 
which  they  are  cited,  but  only  that  a  prom- 
ise of  marriage  on  condition  of  immediate 
intercourse  is  suflcient,  because  the  law 
implies  a  mutual  promise  by  the  woman 
from  her  yielding,  and,  the  condition  being 
thereby  fulfilled,  the  promise  becomes  ab- 
solute. But  when  the  promise  is  oonditional, 
depending  on  pregnancy,  the  oonditioii  may 
never  happen,  ana  consequently  the  defend- 
ant may  never  be  under  anjr  obligation  to 
marry  the  prosecutrix.  He  is  not  under  a 
prom'ise  to  marry  at  the  time  of  the  seduc- 
tion, and  may  in  fact  never  be.  And  hence 
it  seems  to  us  the  cases  referred  to  do  not 
sustain  the  doctrine  announced  in  People  v. 
EuftUy  and  we  are  unwilling  to  regard  that 
case  as  controlling  authority. 

This  conclusion  renders  unnecesnury  ali  ex- 
amination of  any  of  the  other  questions  raised 
on  Uiis  appeal,  and  thejttdgfnent  oj  the  court 
below  is  therefore  revereed,  and  the  cause  re- 
manded for  such  further  proceedings  as  are 
not  inconsistent  with  this  opinion. 
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John  J.  SPEED,  Relator, 

v. 

Common  Council  of  the  City  of  DETROIT 

et  al. 
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!•  ▲  writ  of  prohibition  lies  to  prevent  a 
common  council  from  proceeding  to  remove  a 
city  counselor  without  any  lawful  power  to  do 

0O. 

tB.  Miaoondnot  of  a  person  before  ap- 
pointment to  office  coofltitutes  no  ffround  for 
his  removal. 

8.  Power  to  remove  a  city  counselor  is 
not  implied  in  Act  1888, 1 8,  providlner  that  on 
expiration  of  tbe  term  of  office  **of  the  city  coun- 
selor or  tbe  city  attorney  or  their  resignation 


NoTE.~The  right  of  summary  removal  of  officers 
la  annotated  with  the  case  of  Trainor  v.  Wayne 
County  Auditors  (Mich.)  15  L.  K.  A.  96,  and  the  quea- 
tioo  is  presented  also  in  tbe  more  recent  case  of 
State  V.  Johnson  (Fla.)  18  L.  R.  A.  410. 

For  the  removal  by  a  city  council  of  the  presideot 
of  tbe  body,  see  State  v.  Rlichli  (Minn.)  19  L.  R.  A. 
779. 

>  L.  R.  A. 


thereof  or  removal  therefrom**  such  oQoer  ahall 
deliver  papers  and  books  to  his  suooesBor,  espe- 
cially since  the  city  attorney  is  bv  law  subject  xa 
removaL 
4.  Power  to  remore  a  city  eoiinaelor  is 
not  inherent  in  the  emnmon  eevncll  ot  a 
city  where  the  appointment  of  the  counselor  for 
a  definite  term  is  given  to  the  mayor  absolately 
without  providing  for  his  removaL 

(January  6, 1894.) 

APPLICATION  for  a  writ  of  prohibition 
to  prevent  the  defendants  from  proceed- 
ing with  an  investigation  of  charges  preferred 
a^^ainst  petitioner  for  the  purpose  of  having 
him  removed  from  the  office  of  cottttselor  to 
the  city  of  Detroit.  Writ  granUd  and  mo- 
tion to  wicate  denied. 

Meeere,  Hoyt  Post  and  John  D«  Caa- 
elyt  for  relator : 

The  power  of  suspension  and  removal  re- 
ferred to  in  chapter  4  covers  all  oflken  ap- 
pointed or  elected  under  the  charter  of  188^. 

The  conferring  of  express  authority  in  re- 
lation to  a  certain  subject  excludes  any  im- 
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plication  that  a  different  and  additional  au- 
thority exists  not  fairly  within  the  limits  of 
the  terms  in  which  the  express  authority  is 
conferred. 

McClinUtek  v.  Laing,  19  Mich.  dOO;  Oal- 
pin  V.  Abbott,  6  Mich.  48 ;  Perry  v.  Chebay- 
ffan^  55  Mich.  250;  Gra^fard  v.  Seio  and 
Web^Ur  Twp,  Boards,  24  Mich.  248 ;  PecpU  v. 
Ingham  County  Treasurer,  86  Mich.  416. 

Although  the  power  to  remove  a  corporate 
officer  from  his  office  for  reasonable  and  just 
-cause  is  one  of  the  common -law  incidents  of 
all  corporations,  it  is  universally  held  that 
it  is  a  power  which  is  possessed  only  by  the 
whole  body  of  corporators  which  can  only 
be  exercised  by  anv  representative  body  or 
committee,  like  directors,  trustees,  or  the 
common  council,  or  anything;  short  of  the 
whole  body  of  corporators,  when  it  has  been 
•expressly  delegated  to  them  by  the  whole 
body  or  by  the  charter. 

StaU  V.  Jersey  City,  25  N.  J.  L.  580 ;  19 
Am.  &  Eng.  Encyclop.  Law,  582a;  State  v. 
Milwaukee  Chamber  of  Commerce,  20  Wis.  64 : 
Willcock,  Mun.  Corp.  pp.  246,  247,  §§  629, 
^634,  688 ;  PeapU  v.  HurOmt,  24  Mich.  69,  9 
Am.  Rep.  108. 

The  power  of  removal  is  not  the  exercise 
•of  a  legislative  function  but  is  in  its  essence 
of  a  judicial  character. 

Dullam  V.  WitUtm,  58  Mich.  892,  51  Am. 
Hep.  128:  StoeheeU  v.  White  Lake  Twp, 
Board,  22  Mich.  841 ;  Fitople  v.  Stuart,  74 
Mich.  411. 

Tl)e  exercise  of  the  power  of  removal  of  an 
officer  being  of  a  judicial  nature,  while  all 
the  formalities  of  court  need  not  be  observed, 
the  essential  requisites  of  judicial  procedure 
must  be  observed. 

DuUam  v.  WiUeon,  and  People  v.  Stuart, 
eupra. 

It  may  be  fairly  presumed  as  to  all  of  the 
matters  charged  excepting  as  to  the  occurrence 
on  the  14th  of  October,  that  they  all  trans- 
pired during  the  petitioner's  former  term  of 
office.  As  such  thev  are  not  the  subject  of 
charges  for  misconduct  during  his  present 
term  and  he  cannot  now  be  removed  therefor. 

State  V.  Jereev  City,  25  N.  J.  L.  586 ;  Com. 
V.  Shaver,  8  Watts  <&  S.  888. 

The  trial  bodv  in  case  of  removal  for  cause 
must  consist  of  all  the  officers  in  whom  th^ 
power  of  removal  is  vested.  He  cannot  be 
tried  by  a  committee  of  the  common  council. 

Jacksonville  v.  Allen,  25  111.  App.  54 ;  An- 
dre^ts  V.  King,  77  Me.  224. 

Messrs.  Jasper  C*  Gate*  and  Charles 
Plowerst  with  Mr.  Edwin  F*  Conely  for 
defendants. 

Grant*  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

The  relator,  Speed,  was  duly  appointed 
city  counselor  and  head  of  the  department  of 
law  in  the  city  of  Detroit,  July  16,  1898, 
and  entered  upon  the  duties  of  the  office. 
This  appointment  was  made  under  Act  No. 
419  of  the  Local  Acts  of  1898,  entitled  **An 
Act  Supplementary  to  the  Charter  of  the  City 
of  Detroit,  and  to  Provide  for  a  Law  Depart- 
ment of  Said  City.**  Under  the  decision  in 
Speed  V.  Detroit,  97  Mich.  198  (rendered  Oct. 
27,  1898),  Mr.  Speed's  appointment  was  de- 
22  L.  R-!A 


clared  valid,  and  the  council  directed  to  ap- 
prove his  bond.  Thereafter  the  mayor  of  the 
city  lodged  charges  with  the  common  coun- 
cil against  Mr.  Speed,  for  which  he  asked 
said  council  to  remove  him.  The  council 
appointed  a  committee  to  investigate  these 
charges,  whereupon  the  relator  filed  this  pe- 
tition, asking  for  the  writ  of  prohibition 
against  the  procedure  of  the  council.  The 
writ  was  granted,  subject,  however,  to  a 
motion  to  vacate  it  on  cause  shown.  The  re- 
spondents made  answer  to  the  petition,  and 
moved  to  vacate  the  order.  The  principal 
question  in  the  case  is  the  power  of  the  coun- 
cil to  remove  the  city  counselor  for  cause, 
but  two  preliminary  matters  will  be  first  de- 
termined. 

1.  It  is  suggested,  rather  than  seriously  in- 
sisted, by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  respond- 
ents, that  the  writ  of  prohibition  does  not  lie 
in  the  present  case,  for  the  reason  that  the 
common  council  was  proceeding  in  a  politi- 
cal or  administrative  way,  rather  than  m  any 
other.  They  cite  Mechem,  Pub.  Off.  1019, 
1020;  High,  Eztr.  Legal  Rem.  788,  769; 
Bur^  V.  Hardwieke,  28  Oratt.  51 ;  People  v. 
Lake  County  Diet.  Ct.  6  Colo.  684 ;  Smith  v. 
Whitneu,  116  U.  S.  167,  29  L.  ed.  601.  The 
rule  laid  down  by  these  learned  authors  is 
that  t^e  writ  lies  only  to  prevent  the  unau- 
thorized exercise  by  courts  and  officers  of 
judicial  powers,  and  does  not  lie  to  restrain 
executive  or  ministerial  action  ;  and  the  au- 
thorities above  cited,  together  with  others, 
are  cited  in  support  of  the  proposition.  In 
Peapie  v.  Lake  County  Dist.  Ct.  the  power  to 
remove  for  certain  causes  was  expressly  con- 
ferred upon  the  city  council  of  Leadville. 
No  doubt,  therefore,  existed  of  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  council  in  the  matter.  In  Burek 
V.  Hardwieke,  the  power  was  also  expressly 
conferred  by  the  charter  upon  the  mayor  to 
suspend  or  remove  officers  for  misconduct  in 
office  or  nefflect  of  duty.  In  Smith  v.  Whit- 
ney, the  writ  was  invoked  to  prohibit  the  sec- 
retary of  tlie  navy,  and  a  general  court  mar- 
tial of  naval  officers,  to  try  the  relator  upon 
charges  which  had  been  preferred  against 
him.    In  all  these  cases  the  respondents  were 

f  proceed  ins:  under  the  express  authority  of 
aw,  and  they  are  therefore  clearly  inappli- 
cable to  the  present  case.  The  writ  lies  ''to 
prohibit  the  exercise  by  an  inferior  tribunal 
or  officer  of  judicial  powers  with  which  he 
is  not  legally  vested,"  and  **to  prevent  ac- 
tions in  excess  of  the  jurisdiction  conferred 
by  law,  and  not  to  regulate  or  control  the 
manner  in  which  a  lawful  jurisdiction  shall 
be  exercised.**  Mechem,  Pub.  Off.  1018, 
1014, 

Under  the  constitution  the  legislature  may 
provide  for  the  removal  of  municipal  officers. 
It  certainly  has  never  been  regarded  in  this 
state  that  the  officer  or  body  upon  whom  this 
power  is  conferred  acts  in  a  purely  politi- 
cal, administrative,  or  legislative  capacity. 
Such  officer  or  body  acts,  and  must  of  neces- 
sity act,  in  a  quasi  judicial  capacity,  and 
the  method  of  procedure  must  be  of  quasi 
judicial  character.  Stoekwell  v.  White  Lake 
Twp.  Board,  22  Mich.  341 ;  DulUim  v.  Wil- 
son,  53  Mich.  892,  51  Am.  Rep.  178 ;  Pe^le 
V.    Stuart,   74   Mich.    411;   Fuller   v.    Ellis 
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(Mich.)  67  N.  W.  Rep.  83.  Such  officer  or 
body  then  becomes  an  inferior  tribunal, 
amenable  to  the  writ  of  prohibition,  when 
acting  in  exercise  of  the  jurisdiction  con- 
ferred. In  such  cases  it  is  of  little  conse- 
quence what  name  is  given  to  the  power  con- 
ferred. The  name  cannot  relieve  it  of  its 
essential  character.  It  would  be  a  reproach 
to  the  law  if  it  did  not  provide  -a  speedy 
remedy  by  which  such  tribunals  can  be  pro- 
hibited from  the  exercise  of  an  excess  of  au- 
thority, or  of  an  authority  which  they  do  not 
possess.  We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  writ 
Ties  in  the  present  case.  State  v.  Dnluth 
(Minn.)  55  N.  W.  Rep.  11^ \PeopUY.  Cooper, 
57  How.  Pr.  416;  1  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  258. 
a.  While  it  appeared,  upon  the  argument, 
to  be  conceded  that  the  sufficiency  of  the 
charges  is  not  here  in  issue,  still  we  deem  it 
proper  to  say  that  the  charges  preferred,  so 
far  as  thev  relate  to  the  acts  of  Mr.  Bpeed 
committed  before  his  appointment  to,  and  in- 
duction into,  this  office,  are  clearly  beyond 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  respondents  to  deter- 
mine. There  is  no  provision  in  the  consti- 
tution nor  in  the  laws  which  prevents  a  per- 
son from  holding  office  for  misconduct  in 
another  office  which  he  held  prior  to  the  one 
to  which  he  was  elected  or  appointed.  We 
have  been  unable  to  find  any  authority  which 
justifies  a  removal  for  such  previous  miscon- 
duct. The  misconduct  for  which  any  officer 
mav  be  removed  must  be  found  in  his  acts 
and  conduct  in  the  office  from  which  his  re- 
moval is  sought,  and  must  constitute  a  legal 
cause  for  his  removal,  and  afFect  the  proper 
administration  of  the  office.  There  is  no  re- 
striction upon  the  power  of  the  people  to 
elect,  or  the  appointing  power  to  appoint, 
any  citizen  to  office,  notwithstanding  his 
previous  character,  habits,  or  official  miscon- 
duct. JState  V.  Jersey  Oitpy  26  N.  J.  L.  586 ; 
Com,  V.  Shaver,  8  Watts  &  8.  888.  In  Ckm. 
V.  Sha^ser  it  was  held  that  the  trial,  convic- 
tion, and  sentence  of  a  sheriff  for  the  offense 
of  bribing  a  voter  previously  to  his  election 
to  the  office  did  not  disqualify  him.  In  St€U6 
V.  Jersey  City  it  was  held  that  the  expulsion 
of  an  alderman  for  receiving  bribes  aid  not 
disqualify  him  for  election  to  the  same  office. 
See  also  State  v.  IhiltUh,  supra;  Crattford 
V.  Seio  and  Webster  Twp.  Boards,  24  Mich. 
248 ;  Richards  v.  Clarksburg,  80  W.  Va.  502 ; 
1  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  §  252,  and  note;  State  v. 
Jersey  City,  25  N.  J.  L.  586.  This  may  be 
a  proper  subject  for  legislative  consideration, 
but,  until  the  legislature  shall  choose  to  dis- 
qualify persons  from  holding  office  for  such 
reasons,  they^  can  constitute  no  cause  for  re- 
moval. It  was  settled  in  the  case  of  Speed 
V.  Detroit,  supra,  that  the  mayor  could  not 
revoke  the  appointment  when  once  made, 
and  that  neither  he  nor  the  common  council 
possessed  the  power  to  remove  at  will.  That 
case  was  ably  argued,  and  received  the  most 
careful  examination  by  this  court.  We  see 
no  occasion  to  change  our  views,  or  to  ques- 
tion the  soundness  of  the  conclusions  then 
reached.  Counsel  for  respondents,  in  their 
brief  upon  the  application  for  a  rehearing, 
concede  that  **  tJiere  is  no  provision  whatever 
for  the  removal  of  an  appointive  officer  upon 
charges,  nor  for  the  trial  of  such  charges;** 
22  L.  R.  A. 


but  the^  contend  (1)  that  the  power  of  re- 
moval IS  necessarily  implied  from  the  lan- 
guage used  in  the  Acts  or  1898 ;  and  (2)  that. 
the  power  of  removal  for  cause  is  implied 
from  the  charter  and  from  the  nature  of  the 
municipal  organization.     The  only  reference 
to  removal  from  office  in  tbe  Act  of  1893  is^ 
found  in  section  8,  which  reads  as  follows : 
**  Upon  the  expiration  of  the  term  of  office  of 
the  city  counselor  and  the  city  attorney,  or 
their  resi  sanation  thereof  or  removal  there- 
from,  sucn  officer  shall   forthwith,   on  de- 
mand, deliver  to  his  successor  in  office  all 
deeds,  leases,  contracts,  and  other  papers  and 
booiss  in  his  hands  belonging  to  the  corpora- 
tion,' or  delivered  to  him  by  the  corporation 
or  any  of  its  officers,  and  all  papers  in  ac- 
tions prosecuted  or  defended  by  him,  or  which 
are  pending  and  undetermined."    Prom  this, 
language  it  is  argued  that  the  power  of  re- 
moval for  cause  is  necessarily  implied,  and 
the  case  of  State  v.  Somen  (ifeb.)  58  X.  W. 
Rep.  146,  is  cited  in  support  of  the  proposi- 
tion.   The  provision  of  the  statute  of  Ne- 
braska then  before  the  court  for  construction 
reads  as  follows:     "Said  commissioner  of 
health  shall  be  appointed  by  the  mayor,  sub- 
ject to  the  approval  of  a  majority  of  the 
council,  and  shall  hold  office  for  a  term  of 
two  years  from  the  date  of  appointment,  un- 
less sooner  removed  or  retirea.  **    This  statute- 
was  amended  so  as  to  read  as  follows :    ***  All 
officers  appointed  bv  the  mayor  and  confirmed 
by  the  council  shall  hold  the  office  U>  which 
they  may  be  appointed  until  the  end  of  the 
mayor's  term  of  office  and  until  their  suc- 
cessors are  appointed  and  qualified,  unless, 
sooner  removea  or  the  ordinance  creating  the 
office  shall  be  repealed,  except  as  otherwise 
provided  in  section  104."    Construing  these 
provisions  together,  it  was  held  that  the  right 
of  removal  was  impliedly  retained   in  the 
hands  of  the  mayor,  not  in  the  council.     The 
difference  between  the  two  statutes  is  appar- 
ent.    In  that  case  the  appointment  was  un- 
til the  end  of  the  mayor's  term,  unless  sooner 
removed,  while,  in  the  present  case,  section 
2  of  the  Act  conferring  the  power  of  appoint- 
ment is  as  follows :    ^He  (the  city  counselor 
and  the  head  of  the  legal  department  of  the 
city)  shall  be  appointed  by  the  mayor  on  or 
before  the  third  Tuesday  in  June  for  the  term 
of  three  years  from  the  1st  dav  of  July  next 
succeeding  his  appointment."    In  State  v. 
Somers  the  clause  in  regard  to  removal  i» 
coupled  directly  with  the  appointment,  in 
the  same  section,  and  no  other  object  than  the 
removal  of  the  officer  is  apparent  from  the 
language.    But  in  this  case  it  is  obvious  that 
the  sole  purpose  of  section  8  is  to  provide 
for  a  surrender  of  the  books  and  papers  to 
their  proper  custodian  in  the  event  of  a  law- 
ful successor  to  the  office,  and  it  is  fairlv  to 
be  inferred  that  this  purpose  was  in  the  leg- 
islative mind  in  adopting  the  enactment. 
Any  other  conclusion  would  do  violence  to^ 
the  rules  of  construction.    This  act  was  sup- 
plementary to  the  charter  of  the  city  of  De- 
troit, and  its  sole  object  was  the  creation  of 
a  new  department.     It  is,  in  its  character,  an 
independent  act,  and,  in  the  absence  of  con- 
trolling language  referring  to  the  charter, 
the  language  of  the  act  must  prevail.    The 
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•character  of  this  department  and  the  office  of 
the  city  counselor  will  be  referred  to  here- 
after. There  would  be  more  force  in  this 
proposition  of  counsel  if  there  were  no  offi- 
cer mentioned  in  the  act  to  which  the  term 
"  removal"  miffbt  apply,  but  the  city  attorney 
is  elected,  ana,  under  the  express  provisions 
of  the  charter,  may  be  removed  **  for  corrupt 
or  willful  malfeasance  or  misfeasance  in 
office,  or  for  willful  neglect  of  duty,  upon 
charges,  which  must  be  tried,  and  to  which 
the  officer  shall  have  the  right  to  make  his 
defense.''  Charter,  $  18.  This  act  recog- 
nizes the  city  attorney  in  his  status  as  an 
elective  officer,  and  therefore  the  provisions 
of  the  charter  to  his  amotion  apply,  fiut, 
as  to  the  city  counselor  and  the  head  of  the 
legal  department,  he  is  a  new  officer  created 
by  the  act,  to  be  appointed  under  the  act, 
whose  duties  are  specifically  defined  by  it, 
whose  term  of  office  is  fixed,  and  whose  ap- 
pointment is  lodged  solely  in  the  mayor. 
If  the  Nebraska  case  were  applicable  to  the 
facts  of  this  case,  it  would  follow  that  the 
power  of  amotion  was  lodged  in  the  mayor 
to  remove  at  will,  and  this  question  has  been 
decided  in  Speed  v.  *  Detroit,  mpra. 

Is  the  power  to  remove  the  city  counselor 
appointed  under  this  act  inherent  in  the  mu- 
nicipal corporation  or  in  its  governing  body, 
the  common  council?  Judge  Dillon,  in  his 
valuable  work  on  Municipal  Corporations 
(sec.  181;  Id.  4th  ed.  ^242).  states  that  the 
question  of  implied  removal  by  municipal 
corporations  has  not  been  judicially  settled 
in  this  country,  and  ventures  the  opinion 
that,  in  the  absence  of  any  express  or  implied 
restrictions  in  the  charter,  such  power  exists. 
It  is  also  stated  in  the  opinion  in  Richards  v. 
Clarksfmrg,  80  W.  Va.  496,  which  is  largely 
relied  on  by  respondents*  counsel,  decided 
in  1887,  that  the  court  was  unable  to  find  a 
single  case  in  the  United  States  where  this 
ouestion  has  been  decided.  The  charter,  in 
tnat  case,  appears  to  have  been  entirely  silent 
in  regard  to  the  removal  of  officers,  and  par- 
ticular stress  seems  to  have  been  laid  upon 
the  broad  powers  conferred  by  the  statutes  of 
West  Virginia  upon  the  common  councils  of 
towns  and  villages.  Under  the  facts  of  this 
case,  however,  we  are  not  required  to  enter 
upon  an  extended  discussion  or  determina- 
tion of  this  question.  The  tendency  of  the 
decisions  in  tnis  countrv  is  to  regard  munici- 
pal corporations  as  an  aid  to  the  state  govern- 
ment, and  to  limit  their  powers  to  those 
which  are  expressly  derived  from  the  consti- 
tution and  from  legislative  enactments,  and 
to  those  implied  powers  only  which  are  nec- 
essary to  carry  out  the  powers  thus  conferred. 
The  Ikighest  tribunal  in  this  country  has  de- 
clared the  well-established  rule  on  this  sub- 
ect  in  Ottatoa  v.  Carev,  108  U.  S.  121,  27 
ed.  674.  Chief  Justice  Waite,  speaking 
for  the  court  in  that  case,  said  :  ^Municipfu 
corporations  are  created  to  aid  the  state  gov- 
ernment in  the  regulation  and  administration 
of  local  affairs.  They  have  only  such  pow- 
ers of  government  as  are  expressly  granted 
to  them,  or  such  powers  as  arc  necessary  to 
carry  into  effect  those  that  are  granted.  No 
powers  can  be  implied,  except  such  as  are 
essential  to  the. objects  and  purposes  of  the 
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corporation  as  created  and  established."  See 
also,  Taylor  v.  BUy  City  Street  R.  Co,  80 
Mich.  77 ;  PeapU  v.  Hurlbut,  24  Mich.  69,  9 
^m.  Rep.  103.  In  this  last  case  Justice 
Christiancy  said  :  **  But  the  common  council 
of  the  oity  is  not  the  city,  nor  the  legal  en- 
tity known  as  the  corporation  of  the  city. 
It  IB  itself  but  a  public  board  for  municipal 
purposes,  with  just  such  powers  (not  tor- 
bidaen  by  the  constitution)  as  the  legisla- 
ture have  thought,  or  may  hereafter  think, 
proper  to  confer."  In  discussing  the  power 
of  a  common  council  to  expel  a  member,  the 
supreme  oourtof  New  Jersey  recospized  the 
power  of  a  corporation  at  common  law  to  ex- 
pel a  member  for  sufficient  cause,  and  jn  its 
opinion  said:  **But  the  jurisdiction  exer- 
cised in  this  case*  is  not  derived  from  the 
common  law..  The  common  council  is  not 
the  corporation,  and,  whatever  powers  a  mu- 
nicipal corporation  may  have  to  remove  or 
expel  a  member  for  cause  at  common  law, 
it  is  clear  that  the  corporation  itself  has  not 
by  any  by-law  delegated  any  of  them  to  the 
common  council,  and  that  body,  therefore 
cannot  avail  itself  of  the  common- law  juris 
diction  vested  as  an  inherent  right  in  the 
corporation  itself  to  expel  a  member  of  their 
own  body.  The  council  derives  its  iurisdic- 
tion  from  the  charter  of  the  ccM'poration. "  It 
is  argued  that  the  power  of  removal  of  the 
city  counselor  is  necessary  in  order  to  pro- 
tect the  interests  of  the  city  from  an  incom- 
petent or  corrupt  incumbent,  and  therefore 
it  must  be  inferred  that  the  legislature  rec- 
ognized this  power  as  existing.  Courts  may 
not  surmise  or  speculate  as  to  legislative 
enactmenta.  With  the  reasons  for  conferrimr 
or  withholding  a  power  the  courts  have  no 
concern.  They  must  interpret  the  statute  as 
they  find  it.  The  same  argument  was  made 
in  People  v.  Woodruff,  82  N.  Y.  855.  After 
stating  the  serious  conseouences  which  it 
was  claimed  would  be  entailed  upon  the  com- 
munity under  the  interpretation  given,  the 
court  said :  **  To  obviate  these  alarming  and 
startling  results  it  is  contended  that  we  are 
to  imply  and  infer  an  intent  on  the  part  of 
the  legislature  to  have  the  power  lodged  in 
the  comptroller,  in  the  first  instance,  remain 
with  and  to  be  exercised  by  him  whenever 
the  exigency  should  arise  which  might  call 
for  it.  It  is  a  dangerous  principle  to  imply 
power  when  it  is  not  conferred  by  legislative 
authority  in  clear  and  distinct  terms.  It  is 
always  competent  for  the  legislature  to  speak 
clearly  and  without* equivocation,  and  it  is 
safer  for  the  judicial  department  to  follow 
the  plain  intent  and  obvious  meaning  of  the 
act,  rather  than  to  speculate  upon  what  might 
have  been  the  views  of  the  legislature  in  the 
emergency  which  may  have  arisen.  It  is 
wiser  ana  safer  to  leave  to  the  legislative 
department  to  supply  a  supposed  or  actual 
casus  omissus  than  attempt  to  do  it  by  judi- 
cial construction." 

The  position,  character,  and  duties  of  the 
officer  created  by  the  act  are  important  con- 
siderations upon  the  principle  under  discus- 
sion. He  is  required  to  be  an  attorney  of  five 
years'  practice,  to  give  a  bond  of  $5,000  for 
the  faithful  performance  of  his  duties,  and 
to  devote  his  entire  time  to  the  duties  of  the 
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office.  He  must  therefore  abandon  all  his 
other  legal  business.  He  is  made  the  leffal 
adviser,  not  only  of  the  common  council.  But 
of  all  the  other  departments  of  the  city  go% 
ernment  and  the  boards  thereof,  except  the 
board  of  police  commissioners.  It  is  appar- 
ent that  the  legislature  contemplated  that  a 
man  of  high  standing  and  diaracter  in  his 
profession  should  be  appointed  to  this  im- 
portant position.  Is  it  reasonable  to  infer 
that  the  legislature  intended  to  place  this 
important  office  beyond  the  control  or  fear  of 
any  other  department?  That  such  a  man 
should  become  incompetent,  corrupt,  and 
neglectful  of  his  duties  would  be  an  excep- 
tion to  the  rule.  If  it  be  said  that  the  ex- 
ception might  arise,  it  may  likewise  be  said 
that  in  the  chan^  of  administrations,  when 
the  political  complexion  of  the  common  coun- 
cil might  change,  false  charges  might  be 
made  for  political  purposes  in  order  to  re- 
move the  incumbent,  and  replace  him  by 
another  of  the  same  political  faith  as  the 
council.  Experience  nas  demonstrated  that 
there  is  at  least  as  much  danger  of  the  one 
as  of  the  other.  These  considerations  may 
have  had  weight  with  the  legislature.  The 
reasons  for  a  fixed  term  without  the  power 
to  remove  may  have  had  greater  weight  with 
legislators  than  the  risk  of  malfeasance  or 
misfeasance  on  the  part  of  the  officer.  They 
may  well  have  deemed  it  important  that  the 
head  of  such  a  department  should  be  free 
from  all  fear  of  removal  or  interference  on 
the  part  ot  the  common  council.  If,  how- 
ever, it  was  easus  otrUsms  on  the  part  of  the 
legislature,  it  is  one  which  the  legislature 
and  not  the  courts  must  supply. 

No  support  for  the  position  of  respondents 
can,  we  think,  be  found  in  the  charter  itself. 
The  subject  of  removals  is  completely  cov- 
ered by  its  provisions,  and  excluaes  removals 
in  any  other  manner  than  is  there  provided. 
Elective  officers,  with  few  exceptions,  can 
be  removed  for  cause.  This,  under  the  well- 
established  rule,  excludes  the  power  to  re- 
move at  will.  Certain  appointive  officers, 
under  the  charter,  can  be  removed  at  will 


"without  charges  or  trial."  Charter.  §  Id. 
This  likewise  excludes  the  power  to  remove 
for  cause.  Where  the  power  to  remove  at 
will  is  given,  the  law  does  not  oontempUte 
that  the  officer  may  be  put  to  the  expense  of 
a  trial  for  cause,  and  have  charges  oc  official 
misconduct  placed  before  the  public.  Dill. 
Mun.  Corp.  %  245 ;  8UUe  v.  Jenep  Citff,  %^ 
N.  J.  L.  586;  i^!>eed  v.  Detroit,  supra,  and 
authorities  there  cited ;  Stats  v.  Somen,  mpra; 
Crawford  v.  Sdo  and  WebOer  Turn,  Boards, 
24  Mich.  248. 

In  People  v.  Ingham  County  Treawrer,  86^ 
Mich.  416,  it  is  said  :  ""The  general  statute 
concerning  removals  contains  no  provisioD 
applicable  to  superintendents  of  the  poor. 
Hence,  there  would  seem  to  be  no  provisioa 
for  the  removal  of  these  officers  except  the 
specific  regulation  in  the  supervisofs'  act. 
It  would  seem  that  the  legislature  meant  to 
confer  on  the  supervisors  a  power  to  remove 
on  the  two  specified  grounds,  but  had  do  id- 
tention  to  give  the  nAt  on  any  other  ground, 
or  to  delegate  to  thelupcrvisorB  a  discretion- 
ary general  power  to  remove.  The  provision 
in  the  supervisors'  act,  in  so  far  as  it  applies 
to  superintendents  of  the  poor,  would  be 
rendered  entirely  gratuitous  if  a  general  au- 
thority to  remove  were  to  be  implied,  or 
should  be  considered  as  a  consequence  of  the 
power  to  appoint.''  It  is  also  simaiflcant 
that  the  act  gives  the  common  council  no 
voice,  either  in  the  appointment  or  confirmA- 
tion  of  the  city  counselor.  The  absolute  au- 
thority and  the  entire  responsibility  of  his 
appointment  are  given  to  Uie  mayor  without 
power  of  removal  at  will  or  for  a  cause. 
There  ia  nothing  in  the  act  which  shows  any 
intention  on  the  part  of  the  legislature  to 
confer  such  power  upon  the  common  council ; 
nor  do  we  think  audi  power  is  inherent  in 
the  council,  which  is  the  governing  body  of 
the  municipal  corporation,  and  derives  its 
powers  from  express  legislative  enactment 

ITie  motion  to  foacaie  the  order  muet  tker^ore 
be  denied,  toith  coete. 

The  other  Justices  concur. 
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Cyrus  B.  BAIRD,  Pljf,  in  Err., 

Lewis  B.  HOWARD. 

(51  Ohio  St.  — .) 

*!•  Where  possessicm  of  perscmal  prop- 
erty has  been  obtained  by  means  of  a 
contract  made  with  one  who*  by  reason 

«Headxiotes  by  the  Court. 

N0TS.~A8  to  the  riffbt  of  a  person  to  recover  for 
property  obtained  from  bim  by  fraudulent  pur- 
chase, without  formal  rescission  of  the  invalid  con- 
tract or  retuminir  the  consideration  that  be  nmy 
bave  received,  the  above  case  is  somewhat  analo- 
gous to  a  replevin  suit  by  such  a  defrauded  vendor. 
As  to  replevin  in  such  a  case,  without  retumlnir 
consideration,  see  fioee  t»  Bttson  v.  Hill  (B.  I.)  n  L. 
R.A.»6i 
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of  his  intOXicatiOB*  was  without  capeclt>-  to 
enter  into  a  valid  agreement,  and  the  penon  ob- 
talnlnsr  the  property  knew  of  the  other's  inca- 
pacity when  the  contract  was  made,  the  traonc- 
tlon  Is  fraudulent:  The  party  thus  deprived  of 
his  property  may  regard  the  possenlon  as  wrosf  • 
f  ul;  and  If  the  possessor  clainas,  or  ezeroleM  do- 
minion over  the  property,  to  the  exelnsioD  of 
the  right  of  the  other,  the  latter,  at  his  eleocloo. 
may  treat  the  transaction  as  a  conversion  of  ibe 
property,  and  the  institution  of  an  action  to  re- 
cover the  value  of  the  property  so  convened 
constitutes  8Uoh  an  election. 

8,  Iasvefa< 
the  invalid  eontraet  is  ] 
Ibre  briBji^inir  ^^  action;  and  if  tJie  coo* 

sideration,  in  whole  or  in  part,  has  been  psld  to 
the  party  deprived  of  his  property,  no  offer  to 
xetam  It  is  neoesaary  to  enable  him  to  msintsio 
the  action*  bat  th«  measure  of  damages  viU  be^ 
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the  difference  between  the  value  of  the  property 
delivered  and  consideration  received. 
8.  In  Biieli  emmm,  upon  the  trial  of  an 
iflvao  roapoetinf  the  enpactty  of  a 
parly,  by  reason  of  bis  intoxioatJoD,  to  enter 
mto  a  contract,  it  is  competent  to  introduce,  in 
his  behalf,  evidence  of  deciaratlons,  respecting* 
the  value  of  tbe  property,  made  by  him  recently 
before  the  contract  was  made,  while  be  was 
sober. 

(February  27,  1094.) 

EKROK  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Wayne 
County  to  review  a  Judement  revernng  a 
judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in 
iBYOT  of  plaintiff  in  an  action  brought  to  set 
aside  a  contract  by  which  plaintiff  sold  to  de- 
fendant certain  property,  on  the  ground  that  at 
the  time  of  the  transaction  he  was  so  intoxi- 
cated as  to  be  incapacitated  to  do  business. 
Heverted, 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Mr,  Frank  Taffcrart,  with  Mr,  E.  8. 
Dowrellv  for  plaintiff  in  error: 

A  contract  made  in  such  a  state  of  intoxica- 
tion as  to  deprive  the  party  of  his  discretion 
and  ordinary  judgment  will  be  set  aside  in 
equity,  althouffh  theother  party  had  no  agency 
in  producing  the  intoxication. 

French  v.  French,  8  Ohio,  214.  81  Am.  Dec. 
441;  HoUand  v.  Bamee,  58  Ala.  88,  25  Am. 
Rep.  505. 

A  drunkard  is  not  incompetent  like  an  idiot 
or  one  generally  insane.  He  is  simply  incom- 
petent upon  proof  that  at  the  time  of  the  act 
challenged  bis  understanding  was  clouded  or 
his  reason  dethroned  by  actual  intoxication. 

Van  Wycky,  Brasher,  81  N.  Y.  260. 

A  contract  made  by  one  who  is  drunk,  or  of 
unsound  mind,  so  as  to  be  incapable  of  under- 
standing its  effect  while  not  void  is  generally 
voidable  at  his  option. 

Pollock,  Gont.  ed.  1885,  by  Wald,  p.  08, 
note  t2  and  cases  cited:  also  p.  04,  note  a  and 
cases  cited.  See  also  7  Wait,  Act.  &  Def.  pp. 
167-169,  subject  Intoxication, 

Intoxication  to  such  an  extent  as  to  deprive 
a  contracting  party  of  the  use  of  his  reason  has 
in  many  cases  been  treated  as  a  temporary  in- 
sanity, havinff  the  same  effect  upon  a  contract 
entered  into  during  its  continuance  as  if  arising 
from  any  other  cause. 

MiUer  v.  Finley,  26  Mich.  249, 12  Am.  Bep. 
806;  Johnson  v.  Harmon,  94  U.  S.  878,  24  L 
ed.  271. 

One  who  executes  a  contract  for  the  purpose 
of  defrauding  another  will  not  be  protected 
against  it  when  it  is  used  against  himself. 

5  Lawson,  Rights,  Rem.  &  Pr.  §  2858;  Ban- 
kin  V.  dimpeon,  19  Pa.  471,  57  Am.  Dec.  668; 
CoiunUme  k  T.  R.  Vo.  v.  Steinfeld,  42  Ohio  St. 
455;  Gould  v.  Cayuga  County  Nat.  Bank  of 
Auburn,  99  N.  Y.  888;  Strong  v.  StroM,  102 
N.  Y.  69;  Bowen  v.  MandevUle,  95  N.  Y.  287; 
Krumm  ▼.  Beaeh,  96  N.  Y.  898;  Whitney  v. 
Allaire,  4  Denio,  554;  Kerr,  Fraud  &  Mistake, 
ed.  1879,  by  Bump,  p.  880;  Smith  ▼.  Patterson, 
88  Ohio  Si.  70. 

When  there  is  evidence  tending  to  show 
fraud  or  undue  influence  then  the  conduct  and 
declarations  of  tbe  testator  not  only  at  the  time 
of  its  execution  but  before  and  after  are  rel- 
evant for  tbe  purpose  of  manifesting  his  mental 
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qualities  and  disposition  and  consequent  sus- 
ceptibility to  the  fraud  or  undue  influence. 

Abbott,  Trial  Ev.  ed.  1880,  p.  122,  f  70;  Id. 
$  68,  pp.  115,  116;  Mooney  v.  Olsen,  22  Kan.  69;. 
Whart.  Ev.  §§  268,  269;  Packer  v.  Loekman, 
115 Mass.  72:  Pottery.  Baldwin,  188 Mass.  427; 
Kent  V.  StaU,  42  Ohio  St.  426. 

Mr.  A.  D.  Mets*  for  defendant  in  error: 
Vendor  cannot  sue  to  recover  damages  by 
reason  of  intoxication  or  fraud.  His  remedy 
is  to  sue  to  rescind  contract;  and  he  must  re- 
turn purchase  money  if  paid  and  demand  his> 
property  back;  if  not  returned  he  must  reclaim 
his  property  by  electing:  First,  to  replevy; 
second,  sue  for  value  of  his  property  held  by 
vendee. 

Weed  V.  Page,  7  Wis.  508;  Bliss  v.  Cottle,  82 
Barb.  828;  Lacker  v.  Bhoades,  45  Barb.  499; 
BowUy  V.  Bigelow,  12  Pick.  812,  28  Am.  Dec. 
607;  Mcksson  v.  Botet,  1  Denio,  78, 48  Am.  Dec. 
651;  Lhyd  v.  Brewster,  4  Paige.  540;  8  L.  ed. 
558,  27  Am.  Dec.  88;  Stewart  v.  Emerson,  52 
N.  H.  801;  Ryan  v.  Brant,  42  111.  78;  Moriarty^ 
V.  Stofferan,  89  111.  528;  1  Benjamin,  Sales, 
Corbin's  ed.  p.  569,  g  649,  note  14;  Newmark, 
Sales,  g  895;  Camahan  v.  Hugfies,  108  Ind.  225; 
Dietz  V.  Sutdife,  80  Ey.  650,  8  Am.  &  Eng. 
Encyclop.  Law,  p.  847;  Chitty.  Cont.  8th  Am. 
ed.  p.  856. 

The  vendor  must  exercise  his  right  to  rescind 
for  fraud  on  the  vendee's  part  within  a  reason- 
able time,  and  he  cannot  affirm  in  part  and  re- 
scind in  part. 

Loppy.  Byan,  28  Mo.  App.  486;  Baird  v. 
New  York,  96  N.  Y.  567;  8  Am.  &  Eng. 
Encyclop.  Law,  p.  805;  Wingate  v.  King,  218 
Me.  85;  Key  v.  Jennings,  66  Mo.  856;  Bradshaw 
V.  Yates,  67  Mo.  221;  EsUs  v.  Reynolds,  75  Mo. 
568;  Campau  v.  Van  Dyke,  15  Mich.  871; 
Kribbs  v.  Downing,  25  Pa.  899;  Davis  v. 
Stuard,  99  Pa.  295;  WiUoughby  v.  Mo%UUm,  47 
N.  H.  205;  Williamson  v.  New  Jersey  Southern 
R.  Co.  28  N.  J.  Eq.  277,  29  N.  J.  Eq.  811; 
Clough  V.  London  db  N.  W.  R.  Co.  L,  IL  7 
Exch.  84;  Cobb  v.  Batfleld,  46  N.  Y.  596;  Mas- 
son  V.  Bocet,  1  Denio,  69,  48  Am.  Dec.  651; 
Voorhees  v.  Earl,  2  Hill,  288,  88  Am.  Dec.  588. 

Vendor  cannot  rescind  the  contract  and  at 
the  same  time  retain  the  consideration  in  whole 
or  in  part;  he  must  rescind  in  toto.  Where  the 
vendor  would  rescind  the  contract  on  account 
of  the  fraud  of  the  purchaser,  it  is  his  duty  to 
restore  what  he  has  received  in  payment  before 
he  can  sustain  an  action  or  recover  the  goods 
sold. 

Coolidge  v.  Brigham,  1  Met.  p.  547;  Miner  v. 
BradUy,  22  Pick.  457;  Perley  v.  Baleh,  28  Pick. 
286,  84  Am.  Dec.  56:  Voorhees  v.  Earl,  suvra; 
Baker  v.  Bobbins,  2  Denio,  188;  Weed  v.  Page, 
supra;  Cufhingy,  Wyman,  88  Me.  589;  Cook  v. 
Qtlman,  34  N.  H.  556;  Chitty,  Cont.  11th  Am. 
ed.  1092,  note  "A." 

The  law  requires  two  persons  at  least  to  make 
a  contract.  If  Baird  was  entirely  incanaci- 
tated,  by  reason  of  intoxication,  to  make  a 
contract,  then  there  never  was  a  valid  contract 
between  Baird  and  Howard,  and  which  Baird 
could  elect  to  repudiate  for  fraud  or  affirm  it 
But  Baird  coula  not  afterwards  ratify  it  and 
keep  the  $1,000  and  claim  $600  by  way  of 
damases.  Or,  in  other  words,  say  he  was  sober 
and  the  contract  good  for  $l,O0O,  and  that  he 
was  intoxicated  and  incapacitated  for  $600. 
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1  Story,  Eq.  Jur.  §§  230.  231;  Pom.  Spec. 
Perf.  §  184;  1  Addison,  Cont.  §  1»1. 

Bradbnry*  </*i  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

The  plaintiff,  now  plaintiff  in  error,  set 
forth  his  claim  in  the  court  of  common  pleas 
in  an  amended  petition  as  follows:  **The 
plaintiff  now  comes  and  bv  leave  of  the 
court,  first  had  and  obtained,  and  files  this 
his  amended  petition  in  this  case,  and  savs : 
That  on  the  18th  day  of  August,  A.  D.  1886, 
the  plaintiff  was  Intoxicated  to  such  an  ex- 
tent, that  by  reason  thereof  he  was  totally 
unable  and  unfit  to  make  or  enter  into  a  valid 
contract  of  any  kind.  That  the  defendant, 
then  well  knowing  the  condition  of  the  plain- 
tiff, and  that  he  was  then  intoxicated  to  such 
An  extent  that  he  was  wholly  unfit  and  un- 
able bv  reason  thereof  to  make  or  enter  into 
A  valid  or  binding  contract,  and  then  intend- 
ing to  cheat  and  defraud  the  plaintiff,  bar- 
gained with,  and  then  induced  and  procured 
the  plaintiff,  while  so  intoxicated,  to  sell 
and  deliver  to  him,  the  defendant,  the  undi- 
vided one-half  interest  in  all  the  livery  stock, 
consisting  of  horses,  carriages,  harness, 
whips,  robes  and  all  other  property  then 
•owned  by  the  plaintiff  and  one  Jerome  T. 
Baird  as  partners  under  the  firm  name  of 
Baird  &  Son.  That  said  undivided  one-half 
interest  in  said  liverv  stock,  so  sold  and  de- 
livered by  the  olaintiff  to  the  defendant,  was 
then  of  the  value  of  $1, 600 ;  yet  the  defendant, 
then  well  knowing  that  the  said  undivided 
•one-half  interest  in  said  livery  stock  was  of 
i;he  value  of  $1,600,  and  then  intending  to 
•cheat  and  defraud  the  plaintiff,  induced  and 
procured  the  plaintiff,  while  so  intoxicated 
as  aforesaid,  to  sell  and  deliver  said  undi- 
vided one-half  interest  in  said  liverv  stock  to 
the  defendant  for  the  sum  of  $1,000  and  no 
more ;  and  while  so  intoxicated  and  intend- 
ing to  cheat  and  defraud  the  plaintiff,  the 
defendant  caused  and  procured  the  plaintiff 
to  enter  into  a  written  contract  between  him 
and  the  plaintiff  wherein  and  whereby  it  ap- 
pears that  the  plaintiff  sold  and  delivered 
said  one  undiviaed  half  interest  in  said  livery 
stock  to  the  defendant  for  the  sum  of  $1,000 
and  no  more.  The  plaintiff  savs  that  if  he 
had  been  sober  and  capable  of  transacting 
such  business  on  said  18th  day  of  August, 
1886,  he  would  not  have  entered  into  said 
written  contract  with  the  defendant,  and 
would  not  have  then  sold  and  delivered  his 
said  undivided  one-half  interest  in  said  livery 
stock  to  the  defendant  for  less  than  $1,600 
cash.  That  his  said  undivided  one-half  in- 
terest in  said  livery  stock  was  then  worth  the 
sum  of  $1,600  cash,  and  that  the  sum  of 
$1,000,  the  amount  paid  by  the  defendant  to 
the  plaintiff  therefor  at  the  time  and  in  the 
manner  aforesaid,  was  a  grossly  inadequate 
price  and  consideration  therefor  and  the  de- 
fendant then  well  knew  it.  That  the  de- 
fendant then  well  knew  that  $1,000  was  a 
grossly  inadequate  price  and  consideration 
for  the  said  undivided  one  half  of  said  livery 
stock,  and  then  knew  that  if  the  plaintiff  was 
sober  and  capable  of  transacting  such  busi- 
ness as  that  of  selling  and  disposing  of  his 
interest  in  said  livery  stock,  tliat  the  plain- 
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tiff  would  not  then  have  accepted  the  sum  of 
$1,000  as  a  full  consideration  for  his  interest 
in  said  livery  stock,  which  be  bad  sold  and 
delivered  to  defendant  as  aforesaid,  bat  in- 
tending to  cheat  and  defraud  the  plaintiff, 
the  derendant  purchased  from  the  plaintiff, 
the  said  interest  in  said  livery  stock  for  the 
sum  of  $1,000  as  in  the  manner  aforesaid, 
and  which  stock  the  plaintiff  then  delivered 
to  defendant.  The  plaintiff  says  that  bv 
reason  of  the  premises  he  has  been  cheatea, 
wronged,  and  defrauded  by  the  defendant  out 
of  the  sum  of  $600. 

**The  plaintiff  therefore  prays  judgBient 
against  the  defendant  for  the  sum  of  six 
hundred  dollars  with  interest  from  August 
18,  1886.'' 

To  this  petition  a  demurrer  was  interposed 
bv  the  defendant,  which  the  court  of  common 

Sleaa  overruled,  and  to  which  ruling  the 
efendant  excepted.  An  issue  of  fact  was 
then  joined  between  the  parties,  upon  the 
trial  of  which  the  plaintiff  offered  to  prove 
the  price  that  he  had  placed  upon  the  livery 
stock  before  the  sale,  while  sober.  The  de- 
fendant objected  to  its  admission ;  his  objec- 
tion being  overruled  and  the  evidence  ad- 
mitted, he  entered  an  exception  thereto.  It 
was  upon  these  two  ffroundis  that  the  circuit 
court  reversed  the  judgment ;  that  court  hold- 
ing that  the  amended  petition,  as  above  set 
forth,  did  not  disclose  a  cause  of  actiim,  and 
that  evidence  of  the  value  the  plaintiff  had, 
while  sober,  placed  upon  the  properly  just 
previous  to  the  sale  was  not  admissible. 

1.  In  support  of  the  holding  of  the  circuit 
court  that  the  amended  petition  did  not  state 
a  cause  of  action,  counsel  contends  that  plain- 
tiff's only  remedy  was  to  rescind  the  con- 
tract, which  he  could  accomplish  in  either 
of  two  ways :  1,  by  a  suit  in  equity :  2,  by 
an  offer  to  return  toe  consideration  he  had 
received,  coupled  with  a  demand  for  the 
restoration  of  his  own  property,  after  which, 
if  the  defendant  did  not  consent  to  a  restora- 
tion, an  action  in  replevin,  or  in  trover 
would  lie.  That  these  remedies  were  open 
to  the  plaintiff  is  apparent,  and  is  in  fact 
admitted  by  his  counsel ;  but  he  contends  for 
still  another,  namely  the  right,  without  a 
prior  formal  rescission  of  the  contract,  to 
maintain  an  action  to  recover  the  difference 
between  the  value  of  the  property  and  the 
price  received.  Such  an  action  could  not  be 
regarded  as  being  on  the  contract ;  for  in- 
stituting an  action  directlv  on  the  contract 
would  l^  an  affirmation  of  It,  and  if  the  con- 
tract should  be  affirmed  he  could  not  recover ; 
for,  according  to  its  terms,  he  had  been  folly 
paid.  The  institution  of  such  an  action 
might  be  regarded,  perhaps,  as  a  rescission ; 
but  if  the  defendant's  possession  was  ri^t- 
ful,  up  to  the  moment  of  the  filing  of  the 
petition,  the  principle  upon  which  that  pos- 
session would  be  instantly  transformed  into 
a  wrongful  one,  is  not  very,  i^pparent.  If  its 
unlawful  character  grew  oyt  of  the  resci^ 
sion,  the  defendant  should  hkve  been  afforded 
an  opportunity  to  restore  the  property  before 
being  held  a  wrongdoer.  It,  however,  the 
method  by  which  the  defendant  obtained  pos- 
session was  wrongful,  there  would  be  eon 
sistency  in  holding  the  possession  thus  ob. 
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tained  to  fiave  been  wrongful  at  its  incep- 
tion. 

The  petition  a^ers  that  the  defendant,  with 
intent  to  cheat  and  defraud  the  plaintiff,  in- 
duced the  latter  to  enter  into  the  contract 
under  consideration,  and  to  deliver  to  the 
defendant  the  property  involved  in  the  con- 
troversy, with  knowledge  that  the  plaintiff 
was  **  unfit  and  unable  to  make  or  enter  into 
a  valid  contract,"  because  his  senses  were 
dulled  by  intoxication.  The  demurrer  ad- 
mitted this  to  be  true.  It  thus  appeared  not 
merelv  that  a  contract  had  been  made,  but 
that  the  defendant  had  secured  the  possession 
of  the  plaintiff's  property  by  knowinicly 
taking  advantage  of  the  latter's  temporary 
incapacity.  Hm  possession  been  taken  while 
the  plaintiff's  senses  were  overcome  by  sleep, 
no  one  would  deny  that  such  a  possession  was 
wrongful.  The  difference  between  the  char- 
acter of  a  possession  secured  by  the  lat- 
ter method,  and  one  delil)erately  obtained 
through  the  medium  of  an  invalid  contract, 
made  with  one  whose  senses  the  possessor 
knew  at  the  time  were  stupefied  by  excessive 
intoxication,  is  one  of  degree  rather  than 
principle.  That  in  the  former  case  the  trans- 
action would  involve  a  trespass,  and  present 
none  of  the  features  peculiar  to  contracts, 
while  in  the  latter  case  it  took  the  form  of  a 
contract,  is  a  distinction  possessinff  little  if 
any  materiality  in  this  connection.  The 
fraud  inhering  in  the  one,  should  be  deemed 
a  substantial  equivalent  to  the  force  involved 
in  the  other,  method  of  obtaining  possession. 
Each  is  wrongful.  To  secure  the  possession 
of  property  by  means  of  a  contract  made  with 
its  owner,  by  one  who  at  the  time  knew  him 
to  be  incapable  of  entering  into  a  contract, 
constitutes  a  fraud. 

In  such  case,  it  is  true,  a  contract  exists 
which  the  incapacitated  party  has  an  option 
to  affirm  or  rescind.  But  because  the  one 
party  may  exercise  this  option,  it  does  not 
follow  that  the  other  party  may  compel  its 
exercise  as  a  condition  precedent  to  obtaining 
any  relief.  If,  when  restored  to  capacity, 
the  former  is  satisfied  with  the  contract,  and 
wished  to  enforce  its  provisions,  he  can  aflirm 
and  maintain  an  action  upon  it :  if  he  had, 
in  fact,  received  a  substantial  part  of  the  con- 
sideration secured  to  him  by  the  contract, 
and  wished  to  recover  possession  of  the  prop- 
erty with  which  he  had  been  induced  to 
part,  he  should  be  required  to  rescind  the 
contract  and  restore  that  part  of  the  consider- 
ation which  had  been  paid  him,  for  he  should 
not  be  allowed  to  retain  the  latter  and  at  the 
flame  time  recover  possession  of  the  former. 

Where  one  person,  ignorant  of  the  inca- 
pacity of  another  person  deals  with  the  latter 
and  obtains  possession  of  his  property,  the 
possession  of  the  former  should  not  be  deemed 
wrongful  until  the  contract  was  rescinded  and 
a  demand  for  the  property  made  upon  him. 
The  mutual  riehts  or  liabilities  of  persons 
thus  situated,  nowever,  should  not  be  the 
measure  of  the  rights  and  liabilities  of  par- 
ties, where  the  possession  of  the  property  of 
one  has  been  wrongfully  obtained  by  the 
other.  The  wrongful  acts  by  which  posses- 
sion was  secured  oecame  material  factors  in 
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determining  the  question.  If  a  possession 
thus  obtained  is  continued  under  circum- 
stances from  which  it  may  be  fairly  inferred 
that  the  party  in  possession  is  exercising 
dominion  over  the  property  to  the  exclusion 
of  the  right  of  the  party  wrongfully  dispos- 
sessed, the  latter  may  regard  such  acts  as  con- 
stituting a  conversion  of  the  property. 

We  have  found  no  case  in  all  respects 
similar  to  the  one  under  consideration,  but 
in  a  number  of  well-considercxl  cases,  courts 
have  held  that  where  the  purchase  of  goods 
has  been  effected  by  false  representations  the 
vendor  may  maintain  trover  against  the 
vendee  without  demand.  Thurst&n  v.  Blanch- 
ard,  22  Pick.  18,  88  Am.  Dec.  700 ;  Green  v. 
RusseU,  5  Hill,  188 ;  Thompson  v.  Rose,  16 
Conn.  71,  41  Am.  Dec.  121 ;  NobU  v.  Adams, 
7  Taunt.  69 ;  Bristol  v.  WiUm4)re,  2  Dowl.  & 
R.  755. 

In  the  procedure  prescribed  by  our  civil 
code  all  the  ancient  common-law  actions  are 
abolished;  all  are  merged  into  one  ** civil 
action",  and  even  if  the  facts  stated  in  the 
petition  did  not  disclose  a  technical  conver- 
sion they  constitute  fraud  to  the  injury  of 
the  plaintiff,  as  we  have  seen.  The  remedy 
should  be  as  broad  as  the  injury.  The  party 
guilty  of  the  fraud  should  not  be  allowed  to 
shield  himself  by  a  contract  procured  in  this 
way  and  insist  upon  immunity  for  the  fraud 
until  the  contract  has  been  formally  re- 
scinded. 

2.  The  principal  dispute  between  the  par- 
ties at  the  trial  in  the  court  of  common  pleas 
related  to  the  competency  of  the  plaintiff  to 
make  a  contract  at  the  time  the  one  in  con- 
tention was  entered  into.  One  means  of  as- 
certaining this,  was  to  contrast  him,  as  he 
conducted  and  expressed  himself  on  that  day, 
with  himself  as,  according  to  his  conduct, 
his  opinions  and  expressions,  he  appeared  on 
other  days  when  known  to  be  duly  sober. 
That  a  few  days  before  the  sale,  at  a  time 
when  he  was  sober,  he  had  placed  upon  the 
property  a  value  that  widely  varied  from 
that  at  which  it  was  sold,  rejected  upon  the 
extent  that  his  judgment  had  been  affected 
by  the  liquor  he  had  drank. 

That  such  evidence  might  be  considered  by 
the  jury  for  some  other  and  improper  pur- 
pose, as,  for  instance,  in  determining  the 
value  of  the  property  and  the  damages,  does 
not  render  its  admission  erroneous.  If  com- 
petent for  any  purpose  it  was  admissible. 

Whenever  it  becomes  necessary  to  inquire 
into  the  mental  condition  of  a  person,  and 
there  are  other  issues  in  the  cause,  much  evi- 
dence is  usually  admitted  which,  but  for  that 
issue,  would  be  incompetent;  and  in  such 
cases  the  court,  upon  the  reauest  of  a  party, 
should  caution  the  jury  to  limit  its  effect  to 
the  issue  to  which  it  is  lawfully  applicable. 

The  charge  of  the  court  is  not  printed  in 
the  record ;  but  we  should  presume  that  the 
trial  court  did  its  duty,  and  therefore  either 
limited  to  its  proper  office  the  evidence  ob- 
jected to,  or  if  requested  by  the  defendant, 
would  have  done  so. 

Judgment  of  the  Circuit  Court  reversed  and 
that  of  tlie  Common  Pleas  affirmed. 
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*  1.  If  »  6<mtnbet  of  m^frnmcj^  is  entered 
into*  and  tbe  iirliiel]ial  ai-reoe  to  ftir- 
nleh  to  the  agent  on  eonsipunent  eei^ 
tain  maimftmtnred  arttclee,  at  a  stipu- 
lated price,  to  be  paid  for  when  sold,  such 
articles,  whea  so  furaished,  remain  tbe  propertj- 
of  the  principal  until  sold  to  a  bona  fide  pur- 
chaser, and  they  cannot  be  executed  and  sold  to 
pay  the  debts  of  the  a^ent,  and,  if  so  sold,  the 
purchaser  sets  no  title  to  any  such  articles  as 
ai^afnst  such  principal. 

8.  The  a||^nt*s  rif^ht  to  a  lien  for  commis- 
sion and  expenditures  is  one  personal  to  himself, 
not  transferable,  and  he  alone  has  the  ri^ht  to 
take  advantaspe  of  it. 

(November  4, 1808.) 

ERROR  to  the  Circuit  Court  for  Ohio  County 
to  review  a  judgment  in  favor  of  defend- 
ant in  an  action  brought  to  recover  for  a  safe, 
or  its  value.    Revenea, 

Statement  by  Dent»  J.: 
On  the  2l8t  day  of  April,  1890,  the  Barnes 
Safe  &  Lock  Company  entered  into  a  written 

'*Headnotes  by  Dknt,  J. 


contract  of  agency  with  the  Olobe  Contnct 
Company  as  follows,  to  wit : 

**  Articles  of  agreement  between  tbe  Barnes 
Safe  &  Lock  Company,  of  Pittsburith,  Pa., 
composed  of  Thomas  Barnes,  of  the  first  part. 
and  the  Globe  Contract  Company,  of  Wheel- 
ing, W.  Va.,  a  corporation  of  the  state  of 
West  Virginia,  of  the  second  part,  witness- 
eth,  that,  for  and  in  consideration  of  the 
party  of  the  second  part  assuming  the  agency 
for  the  manufactures  of  the  party  of  tbe  first 
part  in  the  territory  hereinafter  mentioDed. 
the  party  of  the  first  part  hereby  agrees  that 
the  party  of  the  second  part  shall  have  tbe 
privilege  of  selling  their  fire  and  burglar 
proof  safes,  vault  doors,  etc.,  in  the  city  of 
Wheeling,  W.  Va.  ;  also  throughout  the  state 
of  West  Virginia ;  also  in  Green,  Payette, 
and  Washington  counties,  in  the  sukte  of 
Pennsylvania;  and  also  in  Belmont.  Jeflfer- 
son,  and  Columbiana  counties,  in  the  state 
of  Ohio,— the  state  of  West  Va.  and  Bel- 
mont, Jefferson,  and  Columbiana  oouoties, 
Ohio,  to  be  considered  as  exclusive  territory 
of  the  party  of  the  second  part,  but  Green, 
Fayette,  and  Washington  counties,  in  the 
state  of  Pennsylvania,  to  be  considered  as 
open  territory :  and  the  party  of  the  first  part 
shall  credit  the  party  of  the  second  part  with 
the  regular  discounts  as  hereinafter  set  forth 
upon  all  work  shipped  into  the  excluaire 
territory  before  mentioned  during  the  ron- 


VcT^—ReaervaiUm  of  tiUe  in  battments  for  «rie, 
as  against  creditors  of  baHor  and  ttaUee. 

Conditional  sales  of  goods  to  he  resold. 

Generally  a  wholesale  dealer fumisblnflr godson 
a  contract  that  thti  title  should  not  pass  untO  tbe 
goods  are  T>aid  for  will  be  protected  as  against  the 
creditors  of  the  party  receiving-  the  same.  Rogers 
y.  Wbitehouse,  71  Me.  322;  Powell  v.  Preston,  1  Hun, 
618. 

Each  case  must  largely  depend,  however,  on  the 
particular  wordlair  of  the  contract  and  the  circum- 
stances under  which  it  was  made. 

And  the  same  was  held  where  a  purchaser  in  good 
faith  bought  out  an  entire  stock  of  the  retailer. 
Burbank  v.  Crooker,  7  Gray,  158,  flS  Am.  Dec.  470. 

So  where  goods  are  held  by  a  peddler  on  a  con- 
tract of  sale,  he  to  account  for  aU  goods  sold,  the 
goods  unsold  are  not  liable  for  his  debts.  Morss  v. 
Stone.  5  Barb.  516. 

So  the  title  does  not  pass  in  a  contract  appointing 
a  party  an  agent  to  sell  machines,  the  agent  guar- 
anteeing the  payment  for  all  machines,  and  to  pay 
for  all  unsold  machines  at  the  end  of  the  contract, 
in  good  notes,  the  machines  to  remain  the  property 
of  the  shipper  until  paid  for  under  the  contract. 
South  Bend  Iron  Works  v.  Cottrell,  81  Fed.  Hep. 
2M;  Conable  v.  Lynch,  46  Iowa,  84. 

And  wherever  the  property  of  the  principal  can 
be  specifically  distinguished  from  that  of  the  factor 
the  right  of  the  principal  shall  prevail  over  the 
possession  of  the  latter.  Price  v.  Ralston,  Z  Dall. 
00, 1  Am.  Dec.  200. 

And  where  liquor  was  furnished  to  a  retail  dealer 
on  a  ooDtract  to  pay  for  all  sold,  and  the  profits  of 
the  retail  trade  to  belong  to  him,  the  losses  to  be 
borne  by  him,  and  all  unsold  beer  to  be  returned, 
the  title  did  not  pass  so  as  to  subject  the  beer  held 
by  the  retailer  to  bis  debts.  Meldrum  v.  Snow,  9 
Pick.  441,  20  Am.  Deo.  48(h  Lewis  v.  McCabe,  49 
Conn.  141, 44  Am.  Rep.  217:  Mack  v.  Story,  57  Conn. 
407. 
»2L.  RlA. 


But  in  Ludden  v.  Hazen,  31  Barb.  050.  a  deli\*er7 
of  liquor  to  be  retailed  and  to  be  paid  for  when 
sold,  the  title  to  remain  in  wholesale  dealer  until 
sold,  was  held  to  be  fraudulent  as  against  the  cred- 
itors  of  the  retailer,  and  subject  to  bis  debts.  Tbe 
contract  was  held  merely  colorable,  with  a  Tiew  to 
the  suit  after  levy,  the  court  saying:  ''Tbe  retain- 
ing of  the  renewed  ownership  by  the  platntiif  vbs 
a  mere  farce,  and  could  have  served  no  hooest  pur- 
pose;" and  the  retailer  was  not  to  sell  as  agent  or 
on  commission,  but  was  to  deal  with  the  good*  u 
his  own,  and  such  dealing  was  inconsfstent  with 
the  ownership  of  the  seller. 

This  case  was  followed  by  fioneeteel  v.  ?Iack,  41 
Barb.  436.  A  similar  case  where  the  court  held  tlie 
bill  of  sale,  as  set  out  in  the  invoice,  to  be  abio* 
lute  and  not  susceptible  of  parol  proof  contndicu 
ing  its  terms. 

In  the  case  of  Meldrum  v.  Snow,  supra,  flome 
stress  was  laid  on  the  custom  of  breweis  and  the 
fact  that  a  stock  had  to  be  supplied  in  cold  weather 
as  it  cannot  be  removed  in  warm  weather  without 
injury.  The  court  further  said:  **And  it  beiof 
beneficial  to  the  oommunity  to  introduce  the  use  of 
beer,  public  policy  would  Justify  us  infavorinr  tbe 
custom.^^ 

And  under  an  order,  **F.  B.  .  . .  ship  w  . . . 
for  which  we  agree  to  pay  for  as  stated  below 
~.  .  .  F.  B.  are  not  responsible  for  overcharges  in 
freight,  injury  or  losses  in  transit  ...  we  agree  to 
pay  for  all  wagons  sold  for  cash  as  soon  as  sold:  it 
sold  on  time  we  will  indorse  and  forward  thenotea* 
...  If  any  wagons  remain  unsold  twelve  mootha 
from  invoice  to  pay  for  the  same,  and  doee  tbe 
consignment,"  tbe  goods  were  liable  for  debts  of 
retail  dealer.   Fish  v.  Benedict,  74  N.  T.  613. 

And  under  a  contract  of  delivery  of  goods  tbe 
title  not  to  pass  until  resold,  where  the  origiotl 
owners  agreed  with  the  assignee  for  crediton  of 
retailer,  that  the  goods  on  hand  should  be  sold  hot 
not  to  release  the  claim  of  any  creditor  for  roodi 
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ti nuance  of  this  agreement,  whether  the  or- 
ders therefor  shall  come  through  the  party  of 
the  second  part  or  otherwise.  ~  The  party  of 
the  first  part  further  agrees  that  on  all  safes 
or  other  work  sold  by  the  party  of  the  first 
part  from  the  date  hereof  to  the  Westiug- 
house  interests  of  Pittsburgh,  Pa. ,  the  party 
of  the  second  part  is  to  be  credited  with  one 
half  the  amount  received  over  the  discounts 
hereinafter  set  forth,  less  the  cost  of  deliver- 
ing the  safes  on  upper  floors,  no  charge  to 
be  made  party  of  the  second  part  by  partv  of 
the  first  on  safes  delivered  to  the  Westing* 
house  interests  on  the  ground  floors  in  Pitts- 
burgh only.  The  party  of  the  first  part 
grants  to  the  party  of  the  second  part  the 
following  discounts  from  their  regular  price 
list,  copy  of  which  is  hereto  attached  and 


made  part  hereof,  viz.  :  From  the  prices- 
mentioned  in  pages  nine,  eleven,  and  thir- 
teen, seventy  per  cent,  and  fifteen  per  cent 
off,  and  the  same  discounts  from  any  other 
prices  named  in  said  price  list,  except  that 
the  burglar- proof  part  of  any  combination,^ 
fire  and  burglar- proof  safes  shall  be  calcu^ 
lated  at  ten  cents  per  pound  of  actual  weight, 
and  except,  further,  that  four  tumbler  iron* 
case  locks  for  burglar- proof  work  shall  be 
charged  for  extra,' at  twelve  dollars  each; 
four  tumbler  brass-case  locks  for  burglar- 
proof  work  shall  be  charged  for  extra,  at 
fourteen  dollars  each ;  and  end-gear  burglar- 
proof  locks  shall  also  be  charged  for  extra. 
The  party  of  the  first  part  further  agrees  lo 
furnish  the  party  of  the  second  part  with  a 
stock  of  safes  on  consignment,  said  safes  to 


in  consi^ee^s  hands  on  oommtelon,  the  claim  of 
the  wholente  dealer  affalnet  the  goods  was  ffone,  as 
these  ffOQds  were  not  held  on  commission.  Jordan 
V.  Easter,  2  IlL  App.  78. 

ConHonmenU, 

Generally  the  title  does  not  pass  to  consignee 
when  goods  are  consigned  to  be  sold  and  if  sold  to  be 
accounted  for  at  a  given  price,  and  the  goods  are 
not  liable  for  consignee's  debts.  Ck>lorado  Soap 
Ck>.  V.  Bums,  2  Colo.  App.  80;  ConverseviUe  Ck).  v. 
Chambenbarg  Woolen  Go.  U  Hun,  600;  CbeBter- 
field  Mfg.  Co.  V.  Dehon,  6  Pick.  7,  16  Am.  Dec.  307: 
Walker  v.  Butterick,  105  Hass.  287. 

So  where  the  goods  consigned  are  to  be  held  as 
the  property  of  the  consignor.  Blood  v.  Palmer, 
U  Me.  414.  S6  Am.  Dec.  547. 

So  where  the  goods  did  not  reach  consignee. 
Alexander  v.  Tomllnson,  4U  Ark.  216. 

So  where  the  consignee  was  to  receive,  hold,  sell, 
account  for,  and  pay  over  the  proceeds  less  bis 
compensation  as  agent,  and  cash  sales  only  were 
contemplated,  no  title  passed,  notwithstanding 
invoices  wnt  denoted  terms  of  a  sale.  National 
Bank  of  Augusta  v.  Goodyear,  00  Ga.  — . 

So  where  consignor  was  to  stock  consignee  with 
coal,  wood,  and  bark  to  be  sold  at  retail,  the  con- 
signee to  be  paid  00  cents  a  ton  for  doing  the 
business  and  the  consignee  to  purchase  from  the 
consignor  such  as  may  be  required,  and  to  account 
monthly,  and  consignor  to  fix  the  price,  retail  and 
wholesale  not  above  the  lowest  market  price. 
Audenried  v.  fietteley,  8  Allen,  SOe. 

And  title  did  not  pass  to  consignee  where  he  was 
to  sell  at  a  certain  price  and  to  have  a  commission 
on  each  machine  sold  and  to  guarantee  the  notes 
taken  and  unsold  machines  to  be  paid  for  in  notes 
or  stored  for  consignor  at  his  option.  Weir  Plow 
Co.  r.  Porter,  88  Mo.  2a 

The  tftle  does  not  pass  in  a  shipment  of  bullion 
made  without  notice  to  consignee,  the  proceeds  to 
be  credited  when  a  sale  shall  be  made,  to  advances 
previously  made  by  the  consignee,  and  the  con- 
fiiirnee  cannot  replevy  the  same  from  the  sheriff 
attaching  for  the  debts  of  the  shipper,  before  de- 
livery. First  Nat.  Bank  of  Helena  v.  McAndrews,  5 
Mont.  3t6, 51  Am.  Rep.  51. 

The  main  case  is  supported  by  the  decisions 
above. 

And  the  question  of  title  was  for  the  jury  where 
consignor  contracted  to  supply  and  ship  $1,500 
worth  of  goods  to  be  insured  for  the  consignor  and 
if  consignment  exceeded  $1,500  the  consignee  was 
to  execute  notes  for  the  same,  and  at  the  end  of 
two  years  the  consignee  waste  keep  all  the  goods 
on  hand.    Relssner  v.  Oxley,  80  Ind.  580. 

So  it  Is  a  question  for  the  Jury  whether  a  ship- 
ment is  a  sale  or  consignment,  where  it  was  made 
22L.R.A. 


on  the  following  order:  *^Office  of  . . .  general  mer- 
chandise broker.  Ck>nslgnments  solicited.  And 
dealer  in  wagons,  grain,  bay,  mill  feed,  etc.  .  .  . 
Please  send  me  following  .  .  .  ship  as  soon  as  pos- 
sible, as  I  need  the  goods  right  now.  Want  fresh 
goods,"  etc.    Simpson  v.  Pegram,  106  N.  C.  407. 

This  appears  to  be  an  exceptional  case,  arising 
on  the  construction  of  printed  letterheads. 

And  the  provision  of  W.  Va.  Code,  |  IS,  chap.  100, 
that  If  a  person  transacting  business  as  a  trader 
with  the  addition  of  the  words  **f actor,"  * 'agent," 
etc.,  and  shall  fall  to  disclose  his  princtpal,the  goods 
shall  be  liable  for  his  debts.  Is  not  intended  to  in- 
clude the  case  of  an  agent  holding  and  selling  ma- 
chinery on  commission  with  the  business  sign  W. 
M— ,  "Mfrs.  Agent."  Brown  Mfg.  Co.  v.  Deering, 
85  W.  Va.  06. 

But  where  the  contract  said:  **  The  agents  of 

are  its  customers  who  are  engaged  In  selling  its 
pianos  .  .  .  Such  customers  are  not  agents  in  any 
sense  known  to  the  law  ...  it  is  agreed  that  the 
pianos  specified  in  this  bill  are  bought  and  sold  up- 
on the  conditions  herein  set  forth."  Although  the 
contract  also  said  the  goods  were  consigned  to  be 
sold  for  consignors  and  on  their  account,  and  the 
pianos  to  remain  the  exclusive  property  of  the  con- 
signors. It  was  held  to  be  a  fraudulent  agreement 
as  to  creditors  of  the  consignee.  Cblckering  v. 
Bastress,  180111.206. 

And  property  held  by  consignees  is  liable  for  their 
debts  where  it  was  sold  for  cash  to  them  with  the 
privilege  of  returning  the  unsold  part,  although 
the  contract  read,  **  to  act  as  agents  and  sell  for  our 
account  such  consignments  as  they  might  order 
from  time  to  time."  Hadfield  v.Berry,28  ni.App.876. 

This  was  construed  to  mean  that  the  consignees 
might  pay  for  the  unsold  goods  with  the  goods  on 
hand,  thus  making  it  a  sale. 

So  where  consignee  was  to  settle  for  all  goods  on 
hand  at  the  end  of  the  year  by  giving  his  note  and 
the  goods  were  furnished  at  scheduled  prices  f .  o. 
b.,  the  vendors  could  make  no  claim  to  the  goods 
sold  or  removed  from  their  warehouse  by  the  bank- 
rupt, or  assert  any  specific  claim  to  the  proceeds. 
Re  Linfortb,  4  Sawy.  870. 

And  the  title  passed  when  consignee  could  sell  at 
his  own  prices  not  less  than  trade  price,  and  on 
sales  made  he  was  to  pay  a  certain  price,  and  he 
made  a  sale  of  goods  ordering  them  shipped  direct 
to  third  party,  and  bills  were  made  out  against 
consignee,  who  then  failed.  The  consignor,  having 
obtained  pooooooion  of  the  proceeds  of  sale,  was 
liable  to  bankrupt's  assignee.  Mutter  v.  Wheeler, 
2  Low.  Dec.  846. 

In  this  note  cases  of  deposit  of  grain  with  a  miller 
or  warehouseman  to  be  mixed  with  other  grain 
and  cases  of  delivery  of  material  to  be  manufact- 
ured before  sale  are  omitted.  I.  T. 
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be  paid  for  to  the  party  of  the  first  part  when 
sold  by  party  of  the  second  part,  and  all 
safes,  etc. ,  sold  direct  by  party  of  the  second 
part,  to  be  paid  for  to  party  of  the  first  part 
in  thirty  days,  by  New  York  draft.  The 
party  of  the  first  part  also  agrees  to  paint  the 
name,  *The  Globe  Contract  Co.,  Genl.  Agts., 
Wheeling,  W.  Va. ,  *  beneath  their  own  name, 
"The  Barnes  Safe  «&  Lock  Co.,'  on  all  safes 
and  other  work  shipped  under  this  agree- 
ment into  the  territory  of  the  party  of  the 
second  part.  It  is  understood  that  all  prices 
given  in  price  list  are  f.  o.  b.  cars  at  Pitts- 
burgh, Pa.  In  consideration  of  the  forego- 
ing, the  party  of  the  second  part  hereby 
agrees  to  assume  the  agency  for  the  manu- 
factures of  the  party  of  the  first  part  in  the 
territory  herein  named,  and  agrees  to  work 
said  territory  with  diligence  dtiring  the  con- 
tinuance of  this  agreement.  This  agreement 
may  be  terminated  by  either  party's  givine 
to  the  other  thirty  aays'  written  notice  of 
their  intention  of  so  doing,  and  at  the  end  of 
thirty  days  this  agreement  shall  be  con- 
sidered as  canceled.  In  witness  whereof,  the 
said  parties  have  hereunto   attached  their 

hands  and  seals,  this day  of , 

1800 :  the  terms  of  this  agreement,  however, 
to  have  effect  as  if  agreement  were  dated 
April  31,  1890.  Barnes  Safe  &  Lock  Co. 
r^all.  Thomas  Barnes.  Witness:  JohnH. 
Newell.  Attest:  John  M.  Sweeney,  Secy. 
Globe  Contract  Co.  W.  D.  Updegraff,  Prest. 
F.  R.  Stewart,  Genl.  M^r.** 

This  agency  was  continued  until  the  8d 
day  of  November,  1890,  when  the  Barnes 
Safe  &  Lock  Company  sent  the  Globe  Con- 
tract Company  the  following  notice  of  the 
cancellation  of  the  affency.  to  wit : 

"*  Barnes  Safe  and  Lock  Company  (Succes- 
sors to  Thomas  Barnes  &  Burke  &  Barnes) , 
Manufacturers  of  Improved  Fire  and  Burglar 
Proof  Safes,  Vault  Doors,  and  Bank  Locks. 
124.  126,  127,  129,  and  181  Third  Ave.,  be- 
tween Wood  and  Smithfield  Streets.  (Dic- 
tated.) Pittsburgh,  Pa.,  Nov.  8rd,  1890. 
The  Globe  Contract  Co.,  Wheeling,  W.  Va.— 
Gentlemen :  We  hereby  notify  you  in  writ- 
ing that  the  contract  that  exists  between  us 
under  date  of  April  21st,  1890,  is  canceled, 
according  to  the  terms  of  the  said  contract. 
Please  send  us  statement  by  return  mail  of  the 
safes  that  you  now  have  on  hand  ;  also,  at  the 
same  time,  send  us  N.  Y.  draft  for  the  safes 
you  have  already  sold  from  those  we  have  sent 
yuu  from  time  to  time :  also  please  advise  us 
what  you  intend  doing  about  the  safes  you 
have  left.  We  thought,  in  making  this  con- 
tract with  you,  that  you  would  be  able  to  do 
us  some  good  work.  We  are  sorry  that  this 
step  has  to  be  taken,  but  under  the  circum- 
stances, and  in  justice  to  our  interests  in  the 
territory  we  laid  aside  for  you,  we  hereby 
notify  you  that  the  said  contract  is  canceled. 
Yours,  truly.  Barnes  Safe  &  Lock  Co.  Jno. 
H.  Newell." 

To  which  the  following  reply  was  sent : 

"The  Globe  Contract  Company,  Wheeling, 
W.  Va.  Electrical  and  Mechanical  Engineer- 
ing and  Contracting  Plans  and  Estimates 
Furnished  on  Application.  Wheeling,  W. 
Va. ,  Nov.  7,  1890.  Barnes  Safe  &  Lock  Co. , 
Pittsburgh,  Pa.— Gentlemen :  Yours  of  8d 
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inst.  to  hand,  and  contents  noted.  We  will 
prepare  statement  of  sales  and  safes  on  haod, 
and  in  mean  time  will  expect  statemcDt  from 
you  of  work  sold  in  the  territory  held  by  us 
of  which  we  have  had  no  statement  as  yet, 
though  we  have  asked  for  it  repeatedly,  and. 
while  we  have  kept  an  account  of  sach  as 
came  to  our  knowledge,  we  naturally  reason 
that  we  have  not  ail  of  it  on  our  books. 
Please  attend  to  this  at  once,  and  on  receipt 
of  same  we  will  submit  our  statement.  As 
to  safes  in  stock,  you  are  the  party  to  decide 
as  to  them,  since  you  wish  to  discontinue  the 
agency.  They  will  be  at  your  disposal  at 
any  time  after  we  have  adjusted  matters  as 
outlined  above.  Very  respectfully,  etc.. 
Globe  Contract  Co.   F.   R.   Stewart,  Genl. 

Thus  matters  were  allowed  to  rest  between 
them  until  the  9th  day  of  July,  1891.  The 
safe  in  controversy,  being  one  of  the  safes 
consigned  to  the  Globe  Contract  Company 
under  the  agreement  aforesaid,  was  levieid  on 
and  sold  by  an  execution  creditor  as  the 
property  of  the  Globe  Contract  Company, 
and  the  defendant  in  error,  Bloch  Bros.  To- 
bacco Company,  became  the  purchaser  there- 
of. The  purchasers  then  wrote  the  following 
letter  to  the  Barnes  Safe  &  Lock  Company : 

**The  Bloch  Bros.  Tobacco  Co..  Wheeling, 
W.  Va.  Wheeling.  W.  Va..  July  17.  1891. 
Barnes  Safe  &  Lock  Co.,  Pittsburgh  Pa.: 
We  purchased  the  other  day  at  constable  sale. 
one  of  your  safes  that  was  owned  by  the 
Globe  Contract  Co..  which  company  failed. 
The  safe  was  never  used.  It  is  a  burglar 
chest  safe.  No  80,255.  We  purchased  the 
same  to  put  in  our  vault,  and,  upon  measur 
ing  the  same,  find  it  is  about  8  inches  too 
wide.  The  object  of  this  letter  is  to  inquire 
if  we  could  not  exchange  this  safe  for  an- 
other one  of  such  a  size  that  we  could  gee  in 
our  vault.  An  early  answer  will  obliire 
yours,  truly,  The  Bloch  Bros.  Tobacco  Co." 

Thereupon  the  safe  company  immediately 
brought  an  action  of  detinue  for  the  safe,  or 
the  value  thereof,— $900,— before  Justice 
Ckorge  Arkle,  who  on  the  12th  day  of  Oc- 
tober. 1B91,  rendered  judgment  for  the  plain- 
tilf .  From  this  judgment  the  defendant  com- 
pany appealed  to  the  circuit  court  of  Ohio 
county,  and  on  the  18th  day  of  Februarr. 
1892.  the  circuit  court,  neither  party  requir- 
ing a  jury,  heard  the  evidence,  and  gare 
juagment  for  the  defendant.  The  plaintiff 
then  applied  for  and  obtained  a  writ  of  error, 
bringing  the  controversy  before  this  court. 

Mes8r»,  White  A  Allen,  for  plaintiff  in 
error: 

Where  a  contract  is  to  receive  and  sell  goods 
it  is  a  contract  of  baflment  and  not  of  sale. 

Walker  v.  Buiteriek,  105  Mass.  288;  Wm 
Piow  Co,  V.  P&rUr,  82  Ma  28;  2  Am.  &  Eng 
Encydop.  Law,  42. 

A  contract  obligating  one  of  the  pardes  to 
push  the  sale  of  the  other's  coal  for  one  year 
and  to  pay  for  all  he  may  order  at  an  agreed 
price  but  not  requiring  him  to  take  any  defin 
Ite  amount.  Is  not  a  contract  of  purchase  and 
sale,  but  an  agency. 

Cannon  Coal  Co,  v.  Taggart,  1  Colo.  App. 
60. 
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The  fact  that  the  Globe  Contract  Company 
mav  have  been  leqaired  by  the  contract  to 
collect  in  its  own  name  from  persons  to  whom 
it  sold  does  not  make  it  a  parchaser. 

Cliestfrfleld  mg.  Co,  v.  Dehon.fi  Pick.  7, 
16  Am.  Dec.  867;  Price  ▼.  Bal%ton,  2  Dall.  60, 
1  Am.  Dec.  260. 

The  testimony,  in  so  far  as  it  details  facts, 
shows  that  this  company,  if  engaged  in  busi- 
ness at  all,  was  simply  professing  to  act  as 
agept  for  sale  of  safes,  electrical  instruments, 
etc,  and  was  in  the  business  of  mechanical 
and  civil  engineering;,  constructing  electrical 
apparatus,  etc.  This  being  so  it  was  not  a 
trader  within  the  definition  of  that  term. 

Brtntn  Mfg.  Go.  v.  Deerino,  85  W.  Va.  259. 

**The  Globe  Contract  Company"  was  a 
Wes^  Virginia  corporation. 

Tiie  purposes -for  which  it  was  chartered  and 
to  which  it  was  limited  are  clearly  set  forth  in 
its  charter  as  follows:  **for  the  purpose  of  con- 
tracting for  and  doing  engineering  work  and 
construction  of  anv  and  aU  kinds,  and  of  con- 
ducting a  general  manufacturing  business." 
How  could  it  conduct  the  business  of  ''a  trad- 
er?" 

Thomas  Y,  West  Jersey  E.  Co.  101  U.  8.  71, 
25  L.  ed.  950. 

A  lien  for  commissions  is  a  personal  privi- 
lege and  can  only  be  enforced  when  the  goods 
are  in  possession  of  the  agent  or  factor,  and 
not  after  possession  in  him  has  ceased.  It  is 
possession  and  possession  alone,  which  gives 
the  right  and  power  to  enforce  such  a  lien. 
As  soon  as  possession  ^nds  the  lien  ends. 

Marseilles  Mfg,  Co,  v.  Morgan,  12  Neb.  68; 
Bodinson  v.  Larrahee,  68  Me.  116;  Bailey 
v.  Quint,  22  Vt.  474;  Vinal  v.  Spofford,  189 
Mass.  127. 

The  factor's  right  to  a  lien  is  a  personal  priv- 
ilege and  cannot  be  transferred,  nor  can  the 
question  arise  between  any  one  but  the  princi 
pal  and  the  factor. 

8  Am.  &  Eng.  Bncyclop.  Law,  889;  Ames  v, 
Palmer,  42  Me.  197.  66  Am.  Dec.  278;  Oakes 
V.  Moore,  24  Me.  214,  41  Am.  Dec.  379;  Win- 
ter V.  Coit,  7  N.  Y.  288,  57  Am.  Dec.  522; 
Holly  V.  Buffgeford,  8  Pick.  73,  19  Am.  Dec. 
303;  Jonesy,  Sinclair,  2  N.  H.  321,  9  Am.  Dec. 
75;  DauUgny  v.  Duval,  5  T.  R.  606. 

Mr.  W.  P.  Hnbbardf  for  defendant  in  er- 
ror: 

1.  This  safe  was  sold  by  the  plaintiff  to  the 
Globe  Contract  Company.  This  safe  was  fur- 
nished under  the  second  part  of  the  agreement, 
and  that  contract,  whether  we  look  at  its  lan- 
guage or  real  nature,  constituted  a  sale  and  not 
an  agency.  Here  the  Globe  Contract  Company 
and  not  the  final  customer  was  to  pay  the  plain- 
tiff for  the  safe;  it  could  sell  at  prices  fixed  by 
itself,  its  profits  being  the  difference  between 
that  price  and  the  price  to  it  fixed  by  the  con- 
tract; it  was  to  pay  the  freight,  for  the  prices 
of  the  plaintiff  were  f .  o.  b.  cars  at  Pittsburgh. 
The  Globe  Contract  Company  had  thirty  days 
in  which  to  pay,  whether  the  customer  paid  it 
in  cash  or  took  a  year's  credit. 

Braunn  v.  KeaUy,  146  Pa.  619;  Ghicker- 
ing  V.  Bastress,  180  III.  206;  Blow  v.  Spear,  48 
Mo.  496,  97  Am.  Dec.  412;  McArihur  v.  Wih 
dtr,  8  Biarb.  66;  Sterling  Organ  Co.  v.  House, 
25  W.  Va.  90. 

In  determining  whether  the  transaction  be- 
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tween  the  plaintiff  and  the  Globe  Contract 
Company  was  a  baUment  or  a  sale,  the  rule 
applicable  is  that  where  the  article  delivered  is 
to  DO  returned,  the  transaction  is  a  bailment, 
and  the  title  remains  with  the  bailor.  Where 
there  is  no  obligation  to  return  the  specific  ar- 
ticle, and  another  thing  of  equal  value  may  be 
returned,  the  receiver  becomes  debtor  to  make 
the  return,  the  transaction  is  a  sale  and  the  ti- 
tle is  changed. 

Reherd  v.  Clem,  86  Va.  874;  Lonergan  v. 
Stewart,  55  111.  44;  Hurd  v.  West,  7  Cow.  752; 
Mallory  v.  Willis^  4  N.  Y.  76;  Austin  v.  Selig- 
man,  18  Fed.  Rep.  519;  Biehardsonr.  (Hmslead, 
74  ni.  218. 

2.  Even  if  the  safe  could  be  considered  not  as 
sold  but  as  in  the  hands  of  the  Globe  Contract 
Company  as  the  plaintiff's  agents,  the  latter 
had  a  lien  for  the  balance  due  them,  and  the 
plaintiff  not  having  paid  that  balance  cannot 
recover. 

Arthur  v.  Ingels,  11  L.  R.  A.  557,  84  W. 
Va.  642;  Minor,  Inst.  p.  449;  1  Am.  &  Eng. 
Encyclop.  Law,  428. 

8.  The  plaintiff  stood  by  and  saw  this  safe 
sold  to  defendant  as  the  property  of  the  Globe 
Contract  Company  without  making  any  claim. 

4.  If  this  safe  was  the  property  of  the  plain- 
tiff in  the  hands  of  the  Globe  Contract  Compa- 
ny, as  his  agent,  it  was  liable  to  levy  and  sale  as 
the  property  of  the  Globe  Contract  Conipany 
under  chapter  100,  section  18,  of  the  Code. 
The  Globe  Contract  Company  was  a  person 
(Code,  chap.  18,  g  17.  cl.  9)  transacting  busi- 
ness as  a  trader  in  its  own  name,  and  this  safe 
was  acquired  or  used  in  such  business. 

Even  if  the  Globe  Contract  Companv  had 
not  corporate  capacity  to  buy  and  sell,  the 
plaintiff  would  be  estopped  to  say  so. 

5.  If  the  effort  of  the  plaintiff  was  to  sell 
this  safe,  reserving  the  title  until  the  same  is 
paid  for  or  otherwise,  such  reservation  is  void 
under  section  8,  chapter  74,  of  the  Code. 

Herrvford  v.  Davis,  102  U.  8.  285,  26  L.  ed. 
160. 

Dentt  «/.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court: 

The  counsel  for  the  defendant  maintains 
that  the  judgment  of  the  circuit  court  should 
be  affirmed,  because :  (1)  The  safe  had  been 
sold  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  Globe  Contract 
Company.  (2)  If  that  were  not  so,  and  the 
safe  was  in  the  hands  of  the  Globe  Contract 
Company  as  plaintiff's  agents,  the  latter  had 
a  lien  for  the  general  balance  due  them,  and 
the  plaintiff,  not  having  paid  that  balance, 
cannot  recover.  (8)  The  plaintiff  stood  by 
and  saw  the  safe  sold  as  property  of  the  Globe 
Contract  Company  without  making  any 
claim.  (4)  The  Globe  Contract  Company, 
a  trader,  not  having  complied  with  the  pro- 
visions of  section  18,  chap.  100,  of  the  Code, 
this  safe,  acquired  and  used  in  its  business, 
was  liable  for  its  debts.  (5)  If  the  contract 
was  as  claimed  by  plaintiff,  it  was  an  attempt 
to  sell  goods,  reserving  the  title,  and  such 
reservation  is  void,  under  section  3.  chan. 
74,  of  the  Code. 

On  an  examination  of  many  decisions  relat- 
ing to  contracts  of  this  kind,  we  find  them 
apparently  contradictory  and  hard  to  recon- 
1  cile  ;  some  holding  that  goods  delivered  un- 


854 


West  Virginia  Supreme  Court  op  Appeals. 


Nov.. 


der  similar  contracts  are  mere  bailments  for 
the  purpose  of  sale ;  others,  that  they  are 
sales  with  reservation  of  title,  and  therefore 
void,  under  the  usual  recording  acts,  as  to 
creditors.  But  from  all  the  general  rule  is 
deducible  that  the  court  must  determine,  from 
the  wording  of  the  contract  itself  and  the 
circumstances  surrounding  it,  the  true  inten- 
tion of  the  parties  in  making  it ;  and  if  the 
contract  was  entered  into  in  the  form  of  an 
agency  contract,  for  the  purpose  of  evading 
the  statute  requiring  all  reservations  of  ti.tle 
to  be  recorded,  then  it  should  be  held  void 
as  to  cieditors.  Such  was  the  determination 
of  the  court  in  the  case  of  Chickering  v. 
Bastreu,  180  111.  206.  But  where  there  is  no 
attempt  at  evasion,  but  the  contract  is  one 
of  pure  agency,  providing  for  a  consignment 
of  goods  to  be  paid  for,  at  a  fixed  price,  out 
of  the  proceeds  of  the  goods  when  sold,  this 
is  a  bailment  for  sale,  and  not  a  sale  with 
reservation  of  title,  and  the  title  remains  in 
the  consignor  until  the  goods  are  sold  to  a 
bona  fide  purchaser  for  value.  Walker  v. 
Butterick,  105  Mass.  238 ;  Weir  Plow  Co.  v. 
Porter,  82  Mo.  28 ;  MidcUeUni  v.  Stone,  111 
Pa.  589;  DandoY.  Fould»,  105 Pa.  74.  "Or- 
dinarily, if  goods  are  ^consi^ned*  for  sale, 
it  is  ft  bailment,  and  not  a  sale  to  the  con- 
sienee.  The  goods  do  not  become  his  prop- 
erty or  liable  for  his  debts,"  "even  though 
consigned  on  9^  del  credere  commission. "  And 
the  fact  that  the  goods  consigned  were  in- 
voiced at  a  stated  price  does  not  itself  con- 
stitute the  transaction  a  sale,  unless  the  terms 
of  the  consignment  be  such  as  to  make  the 
consignee,  when  the  goods  are  sold,  the  pur- 
chaser and  principal  debtor  for  the  goods. 
Benjamin,  Sales,  6th  ed.  p.  7 ;  also,  3  Am. 
&  Eng.  Encyclop.  Law,  840.  Applying  these 
principles  to  this  case,  we  find  that  the  con- 
tract entered  into  was  one  of  pure  agency, 
without  any  attempt  or  thought  of  evading 
the  statutory  law  relating  to  the  recordation 
of  instruments  when  sales  are  made  reserving 
the  title,  but  a  consignment  of  safes  was 
made  to  the  Globe  Contract  Company,  as  such 
agent,  and  not  in  any  sense  a  purchaser,  to 
have  on  hand  to  sell  for  the  Barnes  Safe  & 
Lock  Company,  whenever  a  purchaser  could 
be  secured  on  not  exceeding  thirty  days*  time. 
If  no  sales  were  made,  tlien  there  was  no 
purchaser,  and  the  safes  could  only  be  re- 
turned to  the  consignor.  If  a  sale  was  made, 
the  title  passed,  not  through  the  consignee, 
but  direct  from  the  consignor  to  the  pur- 
chaser; and  the  price  passed  through  the 
hands  of  the  consignee  to  the  consignor,  after 
deducting  all  over  a  given  amount  to  pay 
commissions  and  expenses.  It  is  true  that 
the  consignee  could  have  become  the  pur- 
chaser of  any  of  the  safes,  at  any  time  it 
might  wish  to  do  so,  by  accbunting  for  or 
paying  the  fixed  price  according  to  the  con- 
tract to  the  consignor ;  and,  when  the  con- 
signor gave  notice  of  cancellation,  it  gave 
the  opportunity  to  the  consignee  to  become 
the  purchaser  of  any  unsold  safes,  but  this 
the  consignee  refused  to  do,  but  notified  the 
consignor  that  the  safes  were  at  its  disposal 
as  soon  as  the  accounts  between  them  were 
properly  adjusted.  The  consignor  may  have 
been  guilty  of  some  negligence  in  not  taking 
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steps  at  once  after  the  cancellation  of  tbe  con- 
tract to  recover  possession  of  the  safes,  but 
not  BO  as  to  divest  it  of  its  title,  as  it  was 
waiting  for  the  statement  from  its  agent.  And 
there  is  no  suflScient  evidence  to  show  that 
it  stood  by  and  saw  the  safe  sold  as  tbe  prop- 
erty of  the  Globe  Contract  Company  without 
malcing  claim.     On  the  contraiy,  tbe  proof 
clearly  sliows  that  it  had  no  knowledge  of 
the  levy  or  sale  until  the  letter  written  it  by 
the  defendant  in  this  case,   informing  it  of 
the  purchase,  and  wanting  to  trade  it  i8t  a 
different  sized  safe. 
It  is  hardly  worth  while  to  notice  the  fourth 
roposition  of  defendant's  counsel,— that  the 
"lobe   Contract  Company  was  a  "trader," 
within  the  provisions  of  section  18,  chap. 
100,  of  the  Codc,~becau8e  the  Globe  Contract 
Company  did  not  do  business  as  a  trader  with 
the  addition  of  the  words  "factor."  "agent," 
and  "company,"  or  "&  Co.,"  within  the 
meaning  and  contemplation  of  the  statute, 
but  it  was  doing  business  In  its  corporate 
name,  and,  while  transacting  other  buuness. 
it  undertook  to  act  as  an  agent  for  the  Barnes 
Safe  &   Lock   Company,    which   fact   was 
plainly  painted  on  every  safe  handled  by  it 
as  such  agents.     This,  hieing  a  bailment,  and 
not  a  sale  with  reservation  of  title,  as  here- 
tofore determined,  does  not  come  under  the 
provisions  of  section  8.  chap.  74,  of  tbe  Code. 
To  sustain  the  position  taken  by  the  defend- 
ant, his  counsel  quotes  the  law  virtnall  j  as 
set  out  in  syllabus  1.  Chickering  v.  Baeiresi. 
130  111.  206 :    "  (1)  Contracts  Whether  a  Sale 
or  Mere  Bailment.    Wliere  the  identical  thing 
delivered  is  to  be  restored  in  the  same  or  an 
altered  form,  the  contract  is  one  of  bailment : 
but  when  there  is  no  obligation  to  restoiv  the 
specific  article,  and  the  person  receiving  it 
is  at  liberty  to  return  another  thing  of  equal 
value,  he  becomes  a  debtor  to  make  a  return, 
and  the  title  to  the  property  is  changed, — it 
is  a  sale."    The  same  law  is  laid  down   in 
Benjamin  on  Sales,   6th  ed.   p.  6,   in  these 
words :    "On  the  other  hand,  it  is  now  well 
settled  that  if  the  contract  clearly  contem- 
plates, eitlier  by  express  provision  or  by  es- 
tablished usage  of  the  business,   that'  the 
identical  thing  received  will  not  be  returned, 
but  only  its  equivalent,  either  in  the  same 
form  received,  or  in  some  manufactured  con- 
dition, or  else  paid  for  in  money,  at  the  op- 
tion of  the  receiver,  the  transaction  is  a  sale 
or  exchange.    The  title  passes  immediately 
on    delivery,    and  the   risk   is  on   the  rv- 
ceiver." 

This  law,  while  it  holds  good  as  to  certain 
kinds  of  bailments,  has  no  application  what- 
ever to  that  class  of  bailments  known  as  "  con- 
signments for  sale,"  and  was  therefore  im- 
properly applied  in  the  Illinois  case  abort 
referred  to.  To  so  apply  it  is  to  do  away 
with  all  bailments  with  power  to  sell.  U*- 
cause  there  is  no  obligation  in  such  case  to 
restore  the  specific  article,  but  only  the  valuta 
thereof  in  money,  after  a  sale  Is  made  by  the 
factor  or  consignee,  or,  in  case  no  sale  is 
made,  then  to  restore  tbe  specific  article ;  and 
the  law  quoted  above  from  the  fifth  page  of 
Benjamin  on  Sales  would  be  directly  in  con- 
flict with  the  law  quoted  from  the  seventh 
page  of  the  same  work,  but  to  give  the  con 


1893. 


Sfeabman  v.  Texabsaxa. 


855 


«tructioii  given  in  this  opinion  is  to  render 
both  pages  liarmonious. 

The  only  other  point  urged  by  the  defend- 
ant's counsel  is  the  one  on  which  the  circuit 
court,  from  the  briefs,  appears  to  have  de- 
cided this  case,  and  that  is  that  the  appel- 
lant was  not  entitled  to  recover  possession  of 
the  safe  in  con tro vers v,  because  the  .Globe 
Contract  Company  had  a  lien  on  it  for  un- 
settled commissions.  It  nowhere  appears  that 
such  is  the  true  state  of  affairs.  Accounts 
appear  to  be  unsettled,  but  which  wa^  the 
balance  will  fall  is  not  made  evidcLt. 
Neither  is  the  Globe  Contract  Company  claim- 
ing any  such  lien.  If  it  had  one,  it  was 
personal  to  itself,  and  was  waived  when  it 
permitted  the  safe  to  be  taken  from  its 
custody,  and  it  cannot  be  asserted  by  a  third 
party.  ^  None  but  the  factor  himself  can  set 
up  this  prlvile^  against  the  owner.  It  is 
a  personal  privilege,  and  cannot  be  trans- 
ferred, nor  can  the  question  upon  it  arise  be- 
tween any  but  the  principal  and  the  factor.  ** 
8  Am.  &  JEng.  Encyclop.  LaW,  p.  889 ;  Holly 
v.  HuggefoTd,  8  Pick.  73,  19  Am.  Dec.  803. 
The  constable  in  this  case  levied  on  the  safe 
by  direction  of  the  general  manager,  and  ap- 
parently the  only  secured  creditor  of  the 
Globe  Contract  Company,  then  wholly  in- 
solvent. This  is  no  protection  to  the  officer, 
nor  to  the  purchaser  who  bought  at  the  sale, 
because  the  doctrine  caveat  emptor  applies 
in  such  cases  with  full  force,  and  the  in- 
scription on  the  safe,  ''The  Barnes  Safe  & 
Lock  Co.,"  "The  Globe  Contract  Co.,  Genl. 
Agte..  Wheeling,  W.  Va. ,"  was  sufficient  to 
put  any  reasonable  man  on  his  guard,  es- 
pecially as  it  was  a  new  safe  that  has  never 
been  used ;  and  it  can  hardly  be  doubted  chat 
such  shrewd  business  men  as  compose  the  de- 
fendant were  not  fully  informed  as  to  the  true 
state  of  the  title  to  the  safe,  and  purchased 


it  as  a  matter  of  pure  speculation.  If  not  so 
informed,  it  was  their  own  fault,  as  they 
knew  where  to  find  the  owners  of  the  safe. 
But  whether  they  were  or  not  does  not  alter 
the  law  of  this  case.  **  Persons  dealing  with 
factors  concerning  goods  intrusted  to  them 
are  charged  with  notice  of  the  extent  and 
limitations  upon  their  powers ;  and  if  they 
deal  with  them  as  if  they  were  acting  for 
themselves,  or  as  if  they  were  dealing  with 
their  own  property,  such  persons  do  so  at 
their  peril  that  such  is  the  fact,  or  that  the 
factor  has  special  authority  from  the  owner, 
or  that,  by  the  well-established  and  rec- 
ognized usage  and  customs  of  trade  in  that 
line,  the  factor  is  authorized  to  deal  with  and 
dispose  of  the  goods  in  the  manner  proposed. 
If  the  transaction  is  brought  in  question  by 
the  owner  of  the  goods,  the  burden  of  prov. 
ing  the  factor's  authority  is  upon  the  party 
dealing  with  him."  Kauffman  v.  Beasleyt 
54  Tex.  568 ;  Story,  A^.  $  325.  There  is  no 
pretense  or  claim  in  this  case  that  the  Globe 
Contract  Company,  through  its  general  man- 
ager, was  authorized  by  tne  Barnes  Safe  & 
Lock  Company  to  turn  this  safe  over  to  the 
constable,  to  be  sold  and  applied  on  the  debts 
of  the  Globe  Contract  Company,  and  he,  in 
so  doing,  acted  wrongfully  towards  the  true 
owners  of  the  safe  and  the  purchaser  at  the 
sale,  but  could  not  thereby  deprive  the  true 
owners  of  their  title,  nor  confer  any  title  on 
the  purchaser,  because  he  was  exceeding  the 
authority  conferred  by  the  agency. 

For  the  foregoing  reasons,  the  judgment  of 
the  Circuit  Court  is  reversed,  and  judgment  is 
rendered  for  the  appellant,  the  Barnes  Safe  & 
Lock  Company,  for  the  safe  in  question,  or, 
in  lieu  thereof,  the  sum  of  $125,  the  agreed 
value,  with  interest  thereon  until  paid,  and 
his  costs  in  this  and  the  circuit  court  and  be- 
fore the  Justice  of  the  peace  expended. 
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A'phjrdeUui  who  is  »  member  of  aboard 
of  health  may  recover  reasonable  eom- 
pensatioii  for  purely  professional  servioes 
which  any  other  physician  might  render,  ren- 
dered by  him  under  direction  of  the  board  of 
Ileal th  without  any  express  airreement  for  com- 
pensation. 

(January  13,  I8M.) 

APPEAL  by  the  plaintiff  from  a  judgment 
of 'the  Circuit  Court  for  Miller  County 
in  fayor  of  defendant  in  an  action  brought 
to  recover  compensation  for  services  rendered 
by  plaintiff  in  inspecting  a  certain  house 

Note.— On  the  question  of  the  riirht  of  an  officer 
to  recover  for  services  under  an  employment  by 
the  official  body  to  which  he  belongs,  see,  in  con- 
nection with  the  above  case,  Tippecanoe  County 
Comrs.  V.  Mitchell  (Ind.)  15  L.  B.  A.  520,  and  note, 
22  L.  R.  A. 


alleged  to  have  been  infected  with  a  conta- 
gious disease.     Bevened. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs.  Scott  Sb  Jones*  for  appellant : 

When  a  civil  engineer  and  two  others  are 
appointed  by  the  city  as  a  committee  to  su- 
perintend the  construction  of  waterworks  for 
the  city,  the  members  of  the  committee  are 
not  such  public  officers,  as  are  required  to 
perform  their  services  without  compensation, 
where  no  compensation  had  been  previously 
provided  for,  but  they  are  the  agents  and 
employes  of  the  city,  who  may  recover  rea- 
sonable compensation  for  their  services,  after 
their  services  have  all  been  performed  and 
accepted  by^e  city. 

Ellstcf/rth  V.  Bossiter,  40  Kan.  287 ;  David 
V.  Portland  Water  Committee,  14  Or.  98 ;  Baim 
V.  People,  45  111.  897;  Butler  v.  Begents  of 
the  Universitu,  32  Wis.  124 ;  United  States  v. 
Maurice,  2  Brock.  103 ;  State  v.  Wilson,  29 
Ohio  St.  349  ;  Fister  v.  La  Bue,  15  Barb.  828  ; 
Weeks  v.  Temrkana,  50  Ark.  81. 

The  services  rendered  were  beyond  and 
outside  the  duties  required  to  be  performed. 
**  When  a  town  agent,  acting  for  the  town, 
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or  the  town  itself,  employs  an  attorney  at 
law  to  proseoute  or  defend  suits  against  the 
town,  the  latter  is  liable  for  the  services, 
and  the  rule  is  the  same  if  the  ^town  agent" 
being  an  attorney,  renders  for  the  town  pro- 
fessional services,  in  suits  which  the  proper 
authorities  of  the  town  direct  to  be  insti- 
tuted." 

Langdon  v.  CasOeton,  80  Vt.  285 ;  1  Dill. 
Mun.  Corp.  4th  ed.  g  280,  Tiote  S, 

Mmsts.  W.  H.  Arnold  and  John  N. 
Cook  for  appellee. 


■fieldf  «/.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court : 

By  an  ordinance  duly  passed,  the  city  of 
Texarkana  established  a  board  of  health,  to 
be  composed  of  the  mayor,  the  city'  attorney, 
three  aldermen,  and  one  physician  of  the 
city.  The  board  was  invested  with  all  the 
usual  and  necessary  powers  to  effect  the  pur- 
pose of  its  org^mization.  which  was  declared 
to  be  the  protection  of  the  city  against  **  con- 
tagious, malignant,  and  infectious  diseases  f 
and  the  ordinance  provides  that  all  expenses 
incurred  b;^  the  board  shall  be  certified  to  the 
city  council  by  the  president  and  secretary 
for  allowance  and  payment,  as  other  claims 
against  the  city.  The  appellant,  a  practice 
inff  physician  of  the  city,  and  not  one  of  its 
officers,  was  elected  as  the  medical  member 
of  the  board,  and,  while  serving  as  such, 
was  directed  bv  the  board  to  make  personal 
examination  of  a  case  of  diphtheria  siiid  to 
exist  in  the  city,  and  the  alleged  existence 
of  which  had  caused  the  closing  of  the  pub- 
lic schools.  He  examined  the  case  in  person, 
and  made  a  report  upon  it  to  the  board. 
There  was  no  express  agreement  for  this  serv- 
ice, and  before  rendering  it  the  appellant  did 
not  inform  the  board  that  he  would  expect  a 
compensation.  Several  months  after  the  serv- 
ice was  rendered,  he  brought  this  action  in 
a  justice's  court  to  recover  for  it  the  sum  of 
$50.  The  case  was  taken  by  appeal  to  the 
circuit  court,  where  a  trial  by  jury  resulted 
in  a  judgment  for  the  city.  The  only  ground 
on  which  a  recovery  by  the  plaintiff  was  re- 
sisted is  indicated  by  an  instruction  given  to 
the  jury  at  the,  defendant's  request,  and 
which  was  that  if  thev  found  ''that  the 
plaintiff  was  a  member  of  the  board  of  health 
.  .  .  when  he  was  requested  by  said  board 
to  perform  the  services  charged  in  the  ac- 
count sued  on,  and  that  he  was  a  member  of 
said  board  wlien  ho  performed  said  services, " 
their  finding  should  be  against  him.  This 
instruction  was  objected  to  by  the  plaintiff, 
who  requested  the  court  to  charge  that  the 
verdict  should  be  for  the  plaintiff  if  the  jury 
found  that  the  board  had  authority  to  employ 
a  physician  to  render  for  the  city  a  service 
similar  to  that  charged  for,  <^d  that  the 
plaintiff  performed  the  services  sued  for, 
under  the  board's  employment,  and  by  its 
direction.  The  latter  request  was  refused, 
and  these  rulings  of  the  court  upon  the  two 
instructions  mentioned  are  the  grounds  relied 
upon  to  reverse  the  judgment. 

It  is  of  no  importance  to  decide  whether 
the  membership  of  the  plaintiff  on  the  board 
of  health  made  him  an  officer  of  the  city,  or 

hether  he  is  precluded  from  recovering  for 


his  services  on  the  board  by  the  fact  that  the 
ordinance  establishing  it  makes  no  prorislon 
for  compensating  its  members.  The  service 
on  which  his  claim  is  baaed  was  not  per- 
formed as  a  member  of  the  board,  and  was 
not  a  duty  incumbent  upon  the  board,  or 
either  of  its  members.  It  was  IndepeDdent 
of,  and  not  incidental  to,  any  such  datj: 
and,  if  the  city  council  itself  had  employed 
him  to  perform  the  service,  the  city  wonld 
clearly  have  been  liable  on  the  oontract. 
Mechem,  Pub.  Off.  §  863 ;  JBcant  v.  TrenUm, 
24  N.  J.  L.  764 ;  McBride  v.  Qraitd  Bapidt, 
47  Mich.  286,  49  Mich.  239.  But,  as  a  mem- 
ber of  the  board,  he  was  the  agent  of  the 
city,  to  act  for  it,  in  conjunction  with  tbe 
other  members,  in  taking  such  meaaores,  by 
contract  or  otherwise,  as  it  was  competent 
and  necessary  to  adopt  in  accomplishing  the 
objects  of  the  board ;  and,  while  be  stood  in 
that  relation  to  the  ci^,  the  law,  as  a  meaos 
of  securing  fidelity  to  his  trust,  and  to  guard 
against  any  temptation  to  serve  his  own  in- 
terest to  the  prejudice  of  his  principals,  dis- 
abled him  from  making  any  binding  contract 
with  the  board.  Mechem,  Ag.  §§  713.  4^ 
note  S.  Such  a  contract  by  an  agent,  in  his 
own  behalf,  with  reference  to  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  agency,  is  not,  however,  abso- 
lutely void,  but  only  voidable.  Story,  Ag. 
g  211,  note  1, 

As  stated  by  the  supreme  court  of  Wiscon- 
sin, there  is  **  a  distinction  between  contracts 
which  are  held  to  be  against  public  policy 
merely  on  account  of  the  personal  rslatious 
of  the  contractor  to  the  other  parties  in  in- 
terest, and  those  which  are  void  because  the 
thing  contracted  for  is  itself  against  public 
policy.  In  the  latter  class  the  porties  acquire 
no  rights  which  can  be  enforcra  either  in  the 
courts  of  law  or  equity.  But  in  the  former, 
the  thing  contracted  for  being  in  itself  law- 
ful and  beneficial,  it  would  seem  unjust  to 
allow  the  party  who  may  be  entitled  to  avoid 
it  to  accept  and  retain  the  benefit  without 
any  compensation  at  all."  Pickett  v.  Vfiota 
School  Diet.  No,  i,  25  Wis.  558,  3  Am.  Rep. 
105. 

A  similar  view  is  expressed  in  Gardner  v. 
Bntler,  30  N.  J.  Eq.  7&,  where  it  was  held 
that  while  the  directors  of  a  corporation 
could  not  make  an  agreement,  enforceable 
against  the  company,  to  pay  themselves  a 
stipulated  sum  for  their  services,  they  could 
recover  on  the  quantum  meruit  for  such  serv- 
ices as  they  had  rendered,  and  the  benefit  of 
which  the  company  had  received.  The  court 
said  that,  although  the  agreement  was  "of 
no  binding  force  as  a  contract,"  the  directors 
had  "a  right  to  serve  the  company  in  the  ca- 
pacity of  ofiScers,  agents,  or  employes,  and 
for  such  services  the  law  will  enable  them  to 
recover  a  just  and  reasonable  compensation." 
To  deny  them  this,  it  was  said,  would  be 
"manifestly  inequitable,"  and  "would  per- 
vert a  rule  of  law  which  is  intended  to  guard 
against  fraud  and  iniustice."  But  their 
claim  was  not  allowed  to  have  any  basis 
upon  the  contract  they  had  undertaken  to 
make  with  themselves,  and  the  court  declared 
that  ""it  must  rest  exclusively  upon  its  fair- 
ness and  justice."  The  doctrine  of  these 
cases  appears  to  be  that  the  contract  of  the 
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agent  bein^,  as  the  Wisconsin  o6urt  said, 
**■  rather  voidable,  in  equity  than  absolutely 
void  at  law,"  the  principal,  in  avoiding  it, 
must  himself  do  what  equity  requires.  Pick- 
ett ▼.  Wiata  School  Dut.  No.  i,  25  Wis.  558. 
And  it  was  palpably  on  the  same  Around 
that  the  supreme  court  of  Michigan  affirmed 
a  judgment  for  the  actual  value  of  profes- 
sional services  rendered  by  a  lawyer  to  a  city, 
of  which  he  was  mayor,  and  under  an  em- 
ployment by  the  common  council,  of  which 
he  was  a  member.  Nilet  v.  Muuy,  88  Mich. 
61,  20  Am.  Rep.  670.  See  also  Macon  v. 
J3ttjr,  60  Ga.  221. 

The  principle  enforced  by  the  authorities 
cited  applies,  we  think,  to  the  case  which 
the  testimony  of  the  appellant  here  tends  to 
Doiake.  He  testified  that  the  service  charged 
for  was  strictly  professional ;  and,  if  it  was 
so,  and  was  necessary,  then,  as  it  was  one 
the  board  had  authority  to  employ  any  other 
physician  to  perform,  t&e  plaintiff  is  entitled 


to  recover  for  it  what  he  reasonably  deserves 
to  have.  But  the  right  to  such  recovery  can- 
not result  from  any  contract  to  be  implied 
from  the  request  or  direction  of  the  board  tO' 
render  the  service ;  for,  as  the  plaintiff  could 
have  made  no  express  agreement  with  the. 
board  that  would  have  been  binding  on  the 
city,  no  binding  agreement  can  arise  by  im- 

gl(cation  fnmi  anything  that  passed  betweea 
im  and  the  other  members.  His  claim  must 
be  grounded  solely  on  a  contract  created  by 
the  law  in  consideration  of  services  shown  txy 
have  benefited  the  city,  and  for  which  it 
ought,  therefore,  in  justice,  to  pay.  Bisliop, 
Cont.  ^  188. 

While  it  cannot  be  said,  on  the  views  in- 
dicated, that  the  instruction  refused  was  a 
full  and  accurate  statement  of  the  law,  there 
was  positive  error  in  giving  the  instruction 
requested  by  the  defendant;  and  for  that 
error  the  juaoment  mil  he  mtermd^  and  the 
cause  remanded  for  a  new  trial. 
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*i.  Chaiitep  80.  I«aw«  1808.  entiltod 
**  Ab  Act  to  Provldo  ftn»  tbe  PureluMe 
of »  Site  aAd  for  tbe  £roctioii  of  m 
St&te  X«]ev»tor  or  Warehouse  at  Duluth  for 
Public  Storage  of  Grain,"  etc,  Is  not  an  exercise 
of  the  police  power  of  the  state  to  regulate  the 
business  of  receiving,  welffbloflTt  and  inspecting 
grain  In  elevators.  It  has  oo  relation  to  the  reg* 
ulatlon  of  tbe  business,  but  provides  for  the  state 
Iteelf  engaging  In  carrying  It  on. 

8.  The  police  power  of  the  state  to 
repilsbte  m  bnsrtnege  is  to  be  exercised  by 
the  adoption  of  rules  and  regulations  as  to  the 
D3anner  In  which  it  shall  be  conducted  by  others, 
and  not  by  Itself  engaging  in  It. 

8.  The  act  in  qaeetioa  la  in  viola- 
tion  of  eeetion  6«  article  9«  of  the  Con- 
etitotioiit  providing  that  nhe  state  shall  never 
contract  any  debts  for  works  of  Internal  im- 
provements or  be  a  party  in  carrying  on  such 
works." 

4.    **  Works  of  internal  improvement*** 

as  used  In  the  Constitution,  means'not  merely  tbe 
construction  or  Improvement  of  channels  of 
trade  and  commerce,  but  any  kind  of  public 
works  except  those  used  by  and  for  the  state  in 

*Headnotes  by  Mitchjbix,  J. 


the  performance  of  its  governmental  functions, 
such  as  a  state  capltol,  state  university,  penlten> 
tiaries,  reformatories,  asylums,  quarantine  build- 
ings, and  tbe  like,  for  tbe  purposes  of  education, 
tbe  prevention  of  crime,  charity,  tbe  preserva- 
tion of  public  health,  furnishing  accommoda- 
tions for  the  transaction  of  public  business  by 
state  olBcera,  and  other  like  recognised  f  unc- 
tions  of  state  government. 

(January  6,18M.) 

APPEAL  by  plaintiff  from  an  order  of  the 
District  Coutt  for  Ramsey  County  sustain- 
ing a  demurrer  to  the  complaint  in  an  action 
brought  to  enjoin  the  erection  of  a  state  ele- 
vator.    Reversed. 

The  facts  are  stated  in  the  opinion. 

Messrs,  Wilson  Sb  Vanderlip*  for  appel- 
lant: 

Almost  contemporaneously  with  the  adop- 
tion of  our  constitution  the  supreme  court  of 
Wisconsin,  in  Clark  y.  JariesffiUe,  10  Wis. 
186,  used  this  language  respecting  it :  **  The 
object  was  to  prevent  the  state,  as  a  state, 
from  l)ecoming  a  party  to  such  works.  The 
history  of  other  states  had  shown  that  for  the 
state  itself  to  engage  in  these  works  involved 
it  in  difficulty  and  embarrassment,  and  that 
the  works  could  be  better  prosecuted  by  pri- 
vate enterprise.  Hence  the  constitution  pro- 
hibits the  state  to  become  a  party  to  such 
works,  or  to  loan  its  credit.** 

See  also  State  v.  Farwell,  8  Pinney,  898 ; 
Sloan  v.  State,  51  Wis.  628. 


Nora.— A  constitutional  question  of  the  highest 
Importance,  considering  the  tendencies  of  the  pres- 
ent time,  is  decided  in  the  above  case  denying  all 
power  of  the  state  to  own  and  operate  a  grain  ele- 
vator, although  the  decision  is  based  particularly 
on  a  constitutional  provision  against  carrying  on 
works  of  internal  improvements. 

For  questioQS  somewhat  akin  to  this  in  respect 
to  the  purposes  for  which  public  funds  may  be 
used,  see  cases  In  note  to  Daggett  v.  Colgan  (Cal.) 
14  L.  R.  A.  474,  although  these  cases  mostly  relate 
to  municipal  action. 
22  L.  B.  A. 


As  to  the  power>of  municipalities  to  engage  in 
such  enterprises  as  tbe  management  of  electric 
light  plants  or  waterworks,  see  Crawfordsvllle  v. 
Braden  (Xnd.)  14  L.  R.  A.  268,  and  cases  cited  In  that 
case  and  tbe  note  thereto. 

For  state  regulation  of  elevators  owned  by  pri- 
vate persons,  see  People  v.  Budd  (N.  Y.)  5  L.  R.  A. 
5W,  and  noU,  with  the  affirmance  of  this  case  in 
Budd  V.  New  York,  148  U.  S.  517,  36  L.  ed.  247. 
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In  Anderson  ▼.  HiU,  54  Mich.  477,  the  su- 
preme  court  of  Michigan,  referring  to  a  like 
provision  in  the  constitution  of  that  state, 
says :  **The  early  history  of  this  state  need 
not  here  be  referred  to  to  show  why  such  a 
•clause  was  inserted  in  that  instrument.  Some 
of  the  reasons  were  briefly  mentioned  in 
People  V.  8kit€  Treasurer,  28  Mich.  499.  Ex- 
perience has  demonstrated  the  wisdom  of  the 
policy  adopted  by  the  people  when  they 
framed  the  Constitution  of  1850  and  placed 
it  beyond  the  ^ower  of  the  legislature  to  en- 
^gc  the  state  in  works  of  internal  improve- 
ment, except  by  the  expenditure  of  grants  of 
land  or  other  property.  This  court  has,  on 
several  occasions,  been  called  upon  to  apply 
this  provision  of  the  constitution  to  legisla- 
tion enacted  in  contravention  of  its  terms. " 

See  also  Sparrow  v.  State  Land  Office  Gamr. 
^  Mich.  567 ;  Leawntocrtli  County  Comrs.  v. 
Mill^,  7  Kan.  498,  12  Am.  Rep.  425. 

The  test  for  determining  the  character  of 
an  improvement  of  this  kind  is  the  use  for 
which  it  is  designed.  If  it  is  for  public 
use,  subject  to  the  control  and  regulation  of 
the  legislature,  it  would  seem  to  come  within 
the  meaning  of  the  words  **"  internal  improve- 
ments. " 

Tra/Der  v.  Merrick  County  Comrs,  14  Neb. 
827,  45  Am.  Rep.  Ill ;  BurlingUm  Twp.  v. 
BeaOey,  94  U.  8.  810,  24  L.  ed.  161 ;  Blair 
V.  Cuming  County,  111  U.  8.  868,  28  L.  ed. 
457. 

Mestra.  H.  W.  Childs  and  George  B, 
EdMrton*  for  respondents : 

Many  attempts  have  been  made  in  this 
court  and  elsewhere,  says  Chief  Justice  Waite 
in  Stone  v.  Mississippi,' lOl  U.  S.  814.  26  L. 
ed.  1079,  to  define  the  police  power,  but 
never  with  any  success.  It  is  always  easier 
to  determine  whether  a  particular  case  comes 
within  the  general  scope  of  the  power,  than 
to  give  an  abstract  definition  of  the  power 
itself,  which  will  be  in  all  respects  accurate. 

Police  power  is  the  right  of  the  state  func- 
tionaries to  prescribe  regulations  for  the  good 
order,  peace,  protection,  comfort  and  con- 
venience of  the  community,  which  do  not 
encroach  on  the  like  power  vested  in  congress 
by  the  Federal  Constitution. 

JYtftt)  Orleans  Gas  Light  Co.  v.  Hart,  40  Jja. 
Ann.  478. 

Every  law  comes  within  this  description, 
which  concerns  the  welfare  of  the  whole 
people  of  the  state,  or  any  individual  with- 
in It,  whether  it  relates  to  their  rights  or 
their  duties;  whether  it  respects  them  as 
men  or  citizens  of  the  state ;  whether  in  their 
public  or  private  relations;  whether  it  re- 
lates to  the  rights  of  person  or  of  property 
of  the  whole  people  of  the  state,  or  of  any 
individual  within  it. 

New  Y&rk  v.  Miln,  86  U.  S.  11  Pet.  189, 
9  L.  ed.  662. 

It  is  the  inherent  and  plenary  power  in  the 
state,  which  enables  it  to  prohibit  all  things 
harmful  to  the  comfort  and  welfare  of  society. 

Hale  V.  Lawrence,  21  N.  J.  L.  714,  47  Am. 
Dec.  190. 

It  is  co-extensive  with  self  protection, 
equal  to  every  emergency  and  has  been  well 
termed,  "the  law  of  overruling  necessity." 

TAke  View  v.  Boee  Hill  Cemetery  Co,  70  111. 
22  L.  R  A. 


192,  22  Am.  Rep.  71 ;   Thmj)e  v.  BiUland  d 
B.  E.  Co,  27  Vt.  140,  62  Am.  Dec.  <B5. 

Among  the  numerous  obiects  to  which  that 
power  extends,  is  unquestionably  the  public 
market. 

Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  6th  ed.  748 ;  Wartman 
V.  Philadelphia,  88  Pa.  209. 

The  act  of  the  legislature  in  ^juestion  doM 
not  provide  for  an  internal  improvement 
within  the  meaning  of  section  5,  article  9, 
of  the  State  Constitution. 

The  terms  as  there  used  must  be  restricted 
to  the  establishment  of  highways  as  agencies 
of  travel  and  commerce,  like  railroads  and 
canals,  to  the  improvement  of  rivers  and 
waterways,  the  erection  of  bridges,  and  vfaat- 
ever  else  tends  to  facilitate  commeicial  in- 
tercourse. 

The  constitutional  provision  involved  in 
this  proceeding  is  to  be  construed  according 
to  the  sense  of  the  terms  and  the  intention  of 
the  parties. 

Potter's  Dwarr.  Stat.  655 ;  Sedgw.  Stat.  & 
Const.  L.  412:  Endlich,  Interorstation  of 
Statutes,  %  507. 

History  may  be  expressly  invoked,  in  aid 
of  construction  of  constitutioos. 

Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  70 ;  Opinion  of  Jus- 
tices, 15  L.  R.  A.  809,  155  Mass.  o98. 

The  terms  were  almost  if  not  quite  un- 
known in  Jefferson's  day.  While  be  for  a 
time  advocated  a  policy  of  improvement  of 
the  great  avenue  of  trade  between  the  differ- 
ent sections  of  the  country,  he  never  referred 
to  them  as  works  of  internal  improvement. 
The  subject  first  came  into  public  prpminenoe 
when  in  1806  congress  authorised  ''the  laj- 
ing  out  and  making  of  a  road  from  Cumber- 
land in  the  state  or  Maryland,  to  the  state  of 
Ohio." 

Loesing,  Cycl.  of  U.  S.  Hist.  686. 

In  1817  an  act  was  passed  entitled.  ""An 
Act  to  Set  Apart  and  Pledge  Certain  Funds 
for  Internal  Improvements."  The  pledge  of 
funds  was  for  constructing  roads  and  canals 
and  improving^  navigation  of  watercoanea, 
in  order  to  facilitate,  promote,  and  give  se- 
curity to  internal  commerce  among  3ie  sev- 
eral states  and  to  render  more  easy  and  less 
expensive  the  means  and  provisions  for  tbe 
common  defense. 

See  also  Webster's  Great  Speeches,  80. 

During  the  first  half  of  the  century,  the 
fixed  and  well-defined  meaning  of  the  term 
''internal  improvements"  was  restricted  to 
the  objects  above  named.  Is  it  not  then  fair 
to  assume  that  when  the  framers  of  our  con- 
stitution framed  the  prohibition  against  the 
state's  contracting  any  debts  forVorks  of 
internal  improvements,  they  sought  to  pro- 
tect the  young  state  from  experiences  similar 
to  those  so  recently  had  by  other  states. 

See  Minnesota  Constitutional  Debates,  478. 

Where  internal  improvements  under  state 
authority  are  spoken  of  it  is  universally  un- 
derstood that  works  within  the  state  by  which 
the  public  are  to  be  benefited  are  intended 
such  as  the  improvement  of  highways  and  of 
travel  and  commerce. 

Wetumpka  v.  WirUer,  29  Ala.  660;  Union 
Foe.  B,  Co,  V.  Ccifax  County  Comr$,  4  Neb. 
456;  BushneU  v.  Beloit,  10  Wis.  167;  Sloan 
V-  SiaU,  51  Wis.  680.    See  also  Byenon  v. 
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UtUyy  16  Mich.  369;  People  t.  Bfn^ngwelU 
Titp.  Board,  25  Mich.  158 ;  Anderwn  v.  HiU. 
^4  Mich.  477 ;  People  v.  iStot^  Treflwvr^,  23 
Mich.  499;  OiUinvxUer  ▼.  Mienmppi  dt  A, 
R.  Co.  13  111.  1. 

As  the  authority  of  the  state  to  superyiae 
the  inspectioD  and  weighing  of  grain,  the 
regulation  of  charges  by  elevator  companies 
■and  the  rates  and  tariffs  of  railroad  com- 
panies, is  no  longer  denied  (Budd  v.  iV>t« 
York,  143  U.  8.  617,  86  L.  ed.  247),  it  would 
seem  to  follow  that  the  state  may  proDerly 
«rect  at  its  own  expense  suitable  buildings 
in  which  it  may  the  more  effectually  regulate 
the  weighing  and  inspection  of  grain. 

mtchellt  •/.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court : 

The  object  of  this  action,  briefly  stated, 
was  to  restrain  the  board  of  railway  and 
warehouse  commissioners  from  building  a 
4State  elevator  at  Duluth  pursuant  to  the  pro- 
vision of  chapter  80,  Laws  1898.  Ttie  plain- 
tiff assails  the  constitutionality  of  this  act 
on  several  grounds ;  but  the  only  one  we  find 
necessary  to  consider  is  that  it  is  in  violation 
of  section  5,  article  9,  of  the  Constitution  of 
the  state,  which  provides  that  ''the  state 
■shall  never  contract  any  debts  for  works  of 
internal  improvement  or  be  a  party  in  carry- 
ing on  such  works."  On  the  other  hand,  the 
•contentions  of  the  defendant  are:  First. 
That  the  works  contemplated  by  the  act  are 
merely  ancillary  to  the  more  effectual  exer- 
cise bv  the  state  of  its  police  power  to  regu- 
late the  weighing  and  inspection  of  grain 
stored  in  bulk,  and  to  regulate  the  charges 
for  handling  and  storing  the  same  in  eleva- 
tors or  warehouses.  Second.  That  the  eleva- 
tor and  other  works  provided  for  in  the  act 
■are  not  ** works  of  internal  improvement," 
within  the  meaning  of  the  constitution ;  that 
this  term  refers  only  to  channels  of  travel 
iind  commerce,  such  as  roads,  bridges,  rail- 
ways, canals,  rivers,  and  the  like.  We  shall, 
•consider  these  two  propositions  in  the  order 
Darned. 

The  right  of  the  state,  in  the  exercise  of 
its  police  power,  to  regulate  the  business  of 
receivinj^,  weighing,  inspecting,  and  storing 
grain  for  others,  in  elevators  or  warehouses^ 
as  being  a  business  affected  with  a  public 
interest,  is  now  settled  beyond  all  contro- 
-versy .  This  power  extends'  even  to  fixing  the 
charged  for  such  services.  Munn  v.  Illinois, 
94  if.  8.  113,  24  L.  ed.  77 ;  Budd  v.  New 
York,  148  U.  8.  517,  36  L.  ed.  247. 

And  where  a  business  is  a  proper  subject 
of  police  regulation,  doubtless,  the  legisla- 
ture may,  m  the  exercise  of  that  power, 
iidopt  any  measures  they  see  fit,  provided 
only  they  adopt  such  as  have  some  relation 
to,  and  have  some  tendency  to  accomplish, 
the  desired  end  ;  and  if  the  measures  adopted 
have  such  relation  or  tendency  the  courts 
will  never  assume  to  determine  whether  they 
«re  wise,  or  the  best  that  might  have  been 
adopted.  State  v.  Donaldson,  41  Minn.  74. 
How  the  "grain  elevator"  business  may  be 
and  has  been  regulated  is  illustrated  by  the 
statutes  of  this  state  enacted  for  that  purpose, 
notably  chapter  144,  Laws  1885,  and  chapter 
^,  Laws  1898.  The  first  of  these  statutes 
declares  all  elevators  or  warehouses  at  cer- 
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tain  terminal  points,  in  which  grain  is  stored 
in  bulk,  public  warehouses.  Kequires  the 
proprietor  or  manager  to  obtain  a  license  and 
^ive  a  bond  ;  to  receive  for  storage  all  grain 
m  suitable  condition  when  tendered.  Pro- 
hibits him  from  mixing  grain  of  different 
grades.  Requires  him  to  keep  grain  in  sepa- 
rate bins  when  requested  by  the  owner.  Pro- 
vides what  kind  and  form  of  receipt  he  shall 
give  for  the  grain.  Prohibits  him  from  in- 
serting anything  in  the  receipt  limiting  his 
liability  as  imposed  by  the  laws  of  the  state. 
Requires  htm  to  make  statements  under  oath 
of  the  condition  of  his  business  whenever  re- 
quired by  the  board  of  railway  and  ware- 
house commissioners;  also,  to  post  weekly 
statements  of  the  amount  of  each  kind  and 
grade  of  grain  in  store  in  his  warehouse,  and 
to  furnish  certain  statements  to  the  warehouse 
register ;  also,  to  publish  a  schedule  of  rates 
of  charges  for  storage,  etc.  Provides  mi- 
nutely what  be  shall  do  when  any  of  the  grain 
in  store  becomes  damaged  or  out  of  condi- 
tion: also,  that  all  persons  interested,  and 
all  authorized  inspectors,  shall  have  the  right 
at  any  time  to  examine  the  grain  in  store ; 
that  all  scales  shall  be  subject  to  examina- 
tion and  test.  Requires  the  railroad  and 
warehouse  commission  to  appoint  a  wel^h- 
master  and  necessary  assistants ;  also,  an  in- 
spector of  grain  (who  may  appoint  deputies) , 
who  shall  bave  the  supervision  and  exclusive 
control  of  the  weighing  and  inspection  of 
grain,  subject  to  such  rules  and  regulations 
as  the  board  may  adopt.  Requires  the  board 
to  fix  the  fees  for  weighing  and  inspecting ; 
also,  to  establish  the  grades  of  grain,  and 
publish  the  same ;  and,  generally,  to  exercise 
control  and  supervision  over  the  handling, 
inspection,  weighing,  and  storage  of  mtin, 
and  to  establish  all  necessary  rules  and  reg- 
ulations for  the  same.  In  contrast  with 
this,  we  turn  to  the  Act  of  1898,  now  under 
consideration.  Its  title  is,  "An  Act  to  pro- 
vide for  the  purchase  of  a  site  and  for  the 
erection  of  a  state  elevator  or  warehouse  at 
Duluth  in  this  state  for  public  storage  of 
grain,  and  the  regulation  theieof,  to  publish 
a  market  report,  and  to  appropriate  money 
for  that  purpose."  It  orders  the  establish- 
ment of  a  warehouse  and  elevator,  of  a  total 
capacity  of  1,500.000  bushels  of  grain,  to  be 
located  on  Duluth  harbor,  on  St.  Louis  bay, 
where  there  is  navigable  water,  or  where 
docks  can  be  established  for  the  largest  ves- 
sels in  the  carrying  trade  on  Lake  Superior, 
and  on  such  point  as  shall  offer  terminal 
facilities  with  the  various  railroads  center- 
ing at  the  head  of  Lake  Superior ;  that  "said 
institution*'  shall  be  under  the  control  and 
management  of  the  board  of  railway  and 
warehouse  commissioners,  who  are  required 
to  locate  the  same,  procure  the  necessary  site, 
and  erect  the  necessary  buildings  thereon, 
with  the  proper  equipments  and  facilities  to 
carry  the  act  into  effect,  and  build  or  pro- 
cure "all  necessary  spur  tracks,  terminal 
yards  and  other  facilities  to  receive  and  ship 
^rain. "  The  elevator  is  to  have  facilities  for 
^weighing,  unloading,  cleaning  and  safe 
keeping  of  grain  in  separate  bins;  also  for 
placing  grain  of  the  same  grade  together." 
The  act  provides  for  the  commissioners  pro: 
curing  plans  and  specifications  for  elevator. 
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advertising  for  bids,  and  letting  the  contract 
for  its  construction  to  the  lowest  and  best 
bidder ;  and  provides  for  the  manner  of  pav- 
ment  for  the  site  and  the  construction  of  the 
building ;  and  appropriates  $200,000  for  that 
purpose  out  of  any  moneys  in  the  state  treas- 
ury belonging  to  the  **  grain  and  warehouse 
fund,"  tolind  with  which  the  min  inspec- 
tion fund,  under  the  Act  of  1^,  is  trans- 
ferred and  consolidated.  The  elevator  is  to 
be  under  the  management  of  the  board  of  rail- 
way and  warehouse  commissioners,  who  are 
to  appoint  a  suitable  person  as  warehouse- 
man ''of  said  state  elevator  or  warehouse,*' 
and  such  assistants  as  are  necessary,  and 
adopt  such  rules  and  regulations  for  the  re- 
ceiving, handling,  storing,  and  delivering 
^ain  as  they  shall  deem  proper,  with  power' 
in  case  they  think  that  any  person  or  com- 
bination of  persons  is  seekine  **  to  monopolize 
said  elevator,"  to  adopt  rules  limiting  the 
amount  of  grain  which  any  one  person,  com- 
bination, or  corporation  mav  have  in  the 
elevator  at  any  one  time.  They  are  also  re- 
c^uired  to  fix  the  charges  for  storing,  inspect- 
ing, weighing,  and  mmdling  grain,  includ- 
ing the  cost  of  receiving  and  delivering, 
which  charges  are  to  be  a  lien  on  the  grain 
so  received,  and,  when  collected,  to  be  paid 
into  the  state  treasury  to  the  credit  of  the 
grain  and  warehouse  fund.  The  elevator  is 
to  be  "cleaned  and  measured  up"  onoe  each 
year,  to  ascertain  whether  there  is  any  gain 
or  loss  by  the  system  of  dockage.  In  con- 
nection with  their  other  duties  in  managing 
and  operating  this  elevator,  the  commission- 
ers are  to  keep  on  file,  for  public  inspection, 
publications  showing  the  market  price  of 
grain  and  farm  products  In  certain  specified 
leading  markets  of  this  country  and  Europe ; 
also,  the  freight  rates  to  such  markets  by  the 
different  means  of  transportation ;  also,  to 
publish  a  weekly  bulletin  showing  the  prices 
paid  in  said  markets  for  farm  products,  and 
the  rates  of  freight  between  Duluth  and  Min- 
neapolis and  said  markets,  said  bulletin  to 
be  kept  on  file  **  in  said  institution, "  and  in 
the  office  of  the  commissioners  in  St.  Paul, 
and  also  to  be  furnished  by  mall  to  all  per- 
sons who  may  order  the  same,  at  a  price  to 
be  fixed  by  the  commissioners,  not  exceeding 
one  dollar  per  annum.  The  commissioners 
are  also  to  send  samples  of  grain,  being  ex- 
ported, to  the  various  leading  markets  of  the 
world,  "for  inspection  and  to  secure  prices 
as  to  their  market  value,  that  they  may  know 
whether  the  markets  of  Minnesota  are  with- 
in a  reasonable  difference  in  price  of  the 
markets  of  the  world.  Said  commission  shall 
have  i>ower  to  purchase  and  export  a  quantity 
of  erain  to  any  of  said  markets,  if  they  deem 
sucIl  course  advisable,  in  order  to  ascertain 
the  facts  in  the  case ;  it  being  the  intention 
of  this  act  to  prevent  monopolization  and 
unjust  control  of  the  markets  of  the  state  for 
farm  products." 

It  seems  to  us  as  plain  as  words  can  make 
it— too  plain  to  admit  of  argument — that  the 
provisions  of  this  act  have  no  relation  or  ref- 
erence whatever  to  the  exercise  of  the  police 
power  to  regulate  the  "grain  elevator"  busi- 
ness. We  cannot  discover,  and  counsel  have 
failed  to  point  out,  a  single  provision  of  the 
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act  that  has  any  relation  to,  or  any  tendency 
to  accomplish,  any  such  purpose.  Aside 
from  the  provisions  of  sections  8  and  4,  for 
what  we  may  term  a  bureau  of  informatioa 
as  to  the  state  of  the  markets  and  rates  of 
transportation  (which  has  no  relation  to  the 
exercise  of  any  police  power,  and  the  connec- 
tion between  which  and  an  elevator  of  a  ca- 
pacity of  1,500,000  bushels,. with  "all  nee- 
essarjr  spur  tracks,  terminal  yards  and  other 
facilities  to  receive  and  ship  grain,"  is  not 
apparent),  the  evident  sole  purpose  of  tlie 
act  is  to  provide  for  the  state  erecting  an 
elevator,  and  itself  going  into  the  "grain 
elevator"  business.  All  the  provisions  of  the- 
act  as  to  receiving,  handling,  storing,  and 
delivering  grain  clearly  have  reference  only 
to  the  manaf^ement  of  the  business  conducted 
by  the  state  in  its  own  elevator.  The  keynote 
to  the  object  of  the  law  is,  we  apprehend,  to 
be  found  in  the  last  clause  of  section  4  above 

Jiuoted  as  to  the  intention  of  the  act ;  and  so- 
ar as  relates  to  the  right  of  the  state,  ander 
the  police  power,  to  regulate  this  business, 
the  position  of  defendants'  counsel  really 
amounts  to  this :  That  whenever  those  who- 
are  engaged  in  any  business  which  is  affected 
with  a  public  interest,  and  hence  the  subject 
of  governmental  regulation,  do  not  furnish 
the  public  proper  and  reasonable  service,  the 
state  may,  as  a  means  of  regulating  the  bosi- 
ness,   itself  engage  in  it,   and  furnish  the 

Eublic  better  service  at  reasonable  rates,  or 
y  means  of  such  state  competition,  compel 
others  to  do  so.  The  very  statement  of  the- 
proposition  is  sufficient  to  show  to  what 
startling  results  it  necessaril  v  leads.  It  needs, 
no  argument  tq  prove  that  if,  in  the  exercise- 
of  the  police  power  to  regulate  this  business, 
the  st-ate  itself  has  a  right  to  erect  and  oper- 
ate one  elevator  at  Duluth,  it  has  the  power 
to  erect  and  operate  twenty,  if  necessary,  at 
the  same  point,  and  also  to  erect  and  operate 
elevators  at  every  point  in  the  state  where 
there  is  grain  to  be  handled  and  stored. 
Railways  are  also,  under  this  same  police 
power,  the  subjects  of  state  regulation ;  and 
if  It  should  be  deemed  that  they  were  not 
furnishing  the  public  with  proper  serrioe. 
or  charging  unreasonable  rates,  it  could  with 
equal  propriety  be  claimed  that  it  would  be 
a  proper  means  of  exercisinff  the  police  pjower 
of  regulating  the  business  for  the  state  itself 
to  construct  and  operate  competing  railways. 
The  hack  business,  the  pawnbrokers*  busi- 
ness, the  manufacture  and  sale  of  intoxicating- 
liquors,  and  numerous  other  kinds  of  busi- 
ness that  might  be  named,  are  also  the  sub- 
jects of  state  regulation:  and,  if  counsels 
contention  is  correct,  we  do  not  see  why.  as  a 
means  of  "regulating"  these  kinds  of  busi- 
ness, the  state  itself  might  not  engage  In  run- 
ning hacks,  pawnbrokers*  shops,  building 
and  operating  distilleries  and  breweries,  or 
even  running  saloons..  But  further  illustra- 
tion cannot  be  necessary.  The  police  power 
of  the  state  to  regulate  a  business  does  not  in- 
clude the  power  to  engage  in  carrying  it  on. 
Police  regulation  is  to  be  effected  by  re- 
straints upon  a  business,  and  the  adoption 
of  rules  and  regulations  as  to  the  manner  in 
which  it  shall  be  conducted.  While  the  ju- 
rists of  continental   Europe  sometimes  m- 


1894. 


RlPPB  V.  BSCKSR. 


861 


elude   under  the  term  "police  power"  all 

fiovem mental  institutions  which  are  estab- 
ished  with  public  funds  tor  the  promotion 
of  the  public  good*  yet,  as  understood  in 
American  constitutional  law,  the  term  means 
simply  the  power  of  the  state  to  impose  those 
restraints  upon  private  rights  whicn  are  nee- 
-essary  for  the  general  welfare  of  all,  and  is 
but  the  power  to  enforce  the  maxim,  **Sie 
titere  tuo'ut  alienum  nor*,  UhUu."  The  provis- 
ions of  this  act  have  no  reference  to  the  reg- 
ulation, in  any  such  sense,  of  the  **  grain 
elevator  business/  and  the  right  of  the  state 
to  embark  in  the  construction  and  operation 
of  these  works  cannot  be  predicated  on  the 
police  power. 

2.  Irrespective  of  the  police  power,  we 
may  concede,  without  deciding,  that  the  leg- 
islature has  unlimited  power  to  embark,  at 
the  expense  and  in  behalf  of  the  state,  in  anv 
business  or  other  enterprise  it  sees  fit,  which 
is  not  prohibited  by  the  constitution.  It  re- 
mains,  therefore,  to  consider  whether  the  ele- 
vator and  other  works  cont'emplated  by  this 
:act  are  works  of  internal  improvement,  with- 
in the  meaning  of  the  constitution. 

As  already  stated,  defendants'  contention 
is  that  the  prohibition  of  the  constitution 
must  be  restricted  to  channels  of  travel  and 
commerce.  There  is  certainly  nothing  in  the 
•etymology  of  the  words  that  would  thus  limit 
their  meaning.  **  Internal"  means  merely  in- 
terior, or  within  any  limit ;  and  **  improve- 
ment" means  prooress  towards  what  is  better, 
•or  melioration.  But,  of  course,  etymological 
definitions  of  words  are  not  controlling,  if  a 
phrase  has,  bv  common  usage  and  under* 
standing,  received  a  fixed  and  definite  mean- 
ing. And,  in  support  of  his  contention  coun- 
sel appeals  to  what  he  claims  has  become  the 
fixed  nidtorical  meaning  of  **  internal  im- 
provements" in  the  political  dialect  of  this 
countrv.  The  history  of  the  term,  as  well 
as  of  the  causes  which  led  to  the  adoption  of 
provisions  in  the  constitutions  of  many  states 
prohibiting  the  state  from  engaging  in  works 
of  internal  improvements,  has  been  gone  into 
venr  exhaustively  by  counsel  in  their  brief. 
It  fs  unquestionably  true  that  in  the  earlier 
history  of  this  country  the  works  of  **  inter- 
nal improvement"  or  *'^public  improvements" 
(the  term  seem  to  have  been  used  interchange- 
ably, as  synonymous)  in  which  the  govern- 
ment, federal  or  state,  embarked,  were  chan- 
nels of  travel  and  commerce,  such  as  the 
oonstruction  of  turnpikes  and  canals,  and  the 
improvement  of  rivers  and  harbors.  There 
were  two  reasons  for  this :  First,  in  the  then 
undeveloped  condition  of  our  country,  high- 
ways for  travel  and  commerce  were  the  nrreat 
and  urgent  need  of  the  people;  seconH,  in 
those  davs  the  tendency  was,  much  more  than 
now,  to  limit  the  functions  of  government  to 
those  things  which  were  necessary  to  secure 
the  enjoyment  of  life,  liberty,  and  property. 
Channels  of  travel  and  commerce  were  of  such 
public  importance  as  to  be  deemed  by  many 
to  come  within  that  category ;  but  beyond 
that  U  was  not  supposed  that  it  was  proper 
or  competent  for  tne  state  to  embark  in  any 
public  improvements,  except  such  as  strictly 
pertained  to  its  proper  governmental  func- 
tions.   Hence,   In  the  controversy  between 


the  two  great  national  parties  during  the 
last  dO  years  of  the  first  naif  of  the  present 
century,  the  phrase  **  internal  improvements" 
was  generally,  if  not  always,  used  with  ref- 
erence to  the  building  of  turnpikes  and  canals 
(and  latterly  railroads),  and  tne  improvement 
of  rivers  and  harbors,  because  those  were  the 
only  works,  public  and  internal  in  their  nat- 
ure, in  which  it  was  proposed  that  the  fed- 
eral government  should  embark.  The  same 
was  true  of  the  state  governments.  The  con- 
struction of  roads,  canals,  and  the  like,  were 
the  only  works  of  internal  or  public  im- 
provement, outside  those  required  in  the  per- 
formance of  strictly  governmental  functions, 
in  which  they  engaged.  But,  suffering  as 
the  people  were  for  want  of  channels  of  travel 
and  commerce,  which  seemed  the  great  de- 
sideratum for  the  development  of  the  coun- 
try, many  of  the  states,  for  a  time,  expended 
large  sums  of  money,  and  incurred  immense 
debts,  in  the  construction  of  roads  and  canals, 
some  of  which  were  of  much  value,  and  others 
of  very  little  value,  the  cost  and  management 
of  which,  in  many  cases,  resulted  in  financial 
disaster,  bankruptcy,  and  even  state  repudia- 
tion. This  was  notably  true  in  the  great 
financial  crash  of  1886-87.  Experience  dem- 
onstrated that  such  enterprises  could  not 
be  economically  constructea  or  profitably  and 
prudently  administered  by  the  government ; 
and  hence  many  of  the  states  not  only  made 
provision  for  disposing  of  their  works  of 
public  improvement,  but,  in  view  of  their 
Ditter  experience,  inserted  in  their  constitu- 
tions provisions  prohibiting  the  state  from 
ever  again  engaging  in  such  undertakings. 
The  purpose,  clearly,  was  to  remand  all  such 
words  to  private  enterprise,  and  to  protect 
the  citizen  from  being  taxed  for  them.  These 
provisions  were  incorporated  by  the  people 
in  their  constitutions  as  precautions  against 
injudicious  action  by  tHeir  legislatures  or 
even  themselves,  if,  in  a  time  of  inflation  or 
popular  excitement,  they  should  be  tempted 
to  embark  in  public  improvements  in  cases 
where  they  were  not  content  to  wait  the  re- 
sult of  private  enterprise.  This  state  had 
an  experience  of  this  kind  at  an  early  day, 
in  the  adoption  of  the  $5,000,000  loan  bill, 
in  the  form  of  a  constitutional  amendment. 
The  result  of  that  experiment  is  a  matter  of 
familiar  history.  In  the  case  of  the  states, 
as  in  the  case  of  the  federal  government,  it 
is  no  doubt  true  that  what  was  prominently 
in  mind  in  usinir  the  term  ^  works  of  internal 
improvement,"  or  "public  improvement," 
were  roads,  canals,  rivers,  and  other  avenues 
of  commerce,  and  that  it  was  the  evils  re- 
sulting from  the  states  embarking  in  that 
class  of  improvements  which  chiefly  led  to 
the  adoption  of  these  constitutional  prohibi- 
tions. As  already  suggested,  the  reason  was 
that  this  was  the  only  class  of  public  works 
in  which  the  states,  up  to  that  time,  had  en- 
gaged. No  case,  we  admit,  can  be  found. 
In  which  it  has  been  held  that  a  grain  eleva- 
tor is  a  work  of  internal  improvement ;  for, 
so  far  as  we  can  discover,  Minnesota  is  the 
pioneer  state  in  attempting  to  embark  in  any 
such  enterprise.  But  it  is  eaually  true  that 
no  case  can  be  found  in  which  it  has  been 
held  that  works  of  internal   improvement. 
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mean  only  channels  or  mediums  of  travel 
and  commerce.  Indeed,  even  if  the  term  was 
to  be  given  the  restricted  meaninfi^  contended 
for,,  it  is  not  apparent  why  it  would  not  still 
include  the  works  contemplated  by  this  act ; 
for  an  elevator  on  the  navigable  waters  of  a 
great  lake,  with  terminal  connections  with 
all  the  railways  centering  at  that  point,  and 
equipped  with  "all  necessary  spur  tracks, 
terminal  yards  and  other  facilities  to  receive 
and  ship  grain,"  is  merely  ancillary  to  the 
transportation  of  the  property.  In  fact,  the 
receipt  and  stora^^e  of  the  grain  into,  and  its 
deliverjr  out  of,  such  an  elevator,  is  but  a 
part  of  its  transportation. 

But  we  reject  any  such  narrow  definition 
of  the  term  "  works  of  internal  improvement, " 
and  we  are  not  without  authority  for  our 
position.  An  act  of  the  legislature  of  Ne- 
braska authorized  the  issue  of  bonds  by  any 
county  to  aid  in  the  construction  of  any  rail- 
road or  other  work  of  internal  improvement. 
There  was  some  ground,  here,  to  hold,  upon 
the  application  of  the  doctrine  of  ^tadem 
generis^  that  the  act  applied  only  to  works 
similar  in  kind  to  railroads.  But  in  Traver 
V.  Merrick  County  Comrs.,  14  Neb.  827,  45 
Am.  Rep.  Ill,  it  was  held  that  a  water  irrist- 
mill  erected  for  public  use,  the  rates  of  toll 
to  be  regulated  by  the  county  commission- 
ers, and  being  subject  to  regulation  by  the 
legislature,  was  a  work  of  internal  improve- 
ment, within  the  meaning  of  the  act;  the 
court  saying  that  the  test  for  determining 
the  character  of  an  improvement  of  this  kind 
is  the  use  for  which  it  is  designed.  If  it  is 
for  public  use,  subject  to  legislative  control 
and  regulation,  it  would  seem  to  come  with- 
in the  meaning  of  the  words  "internal  im- 
provement.** In  Blair  v.  Cuming  County, 
111  U.  S.  868,  28  L.  ed.  457,  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States,  in  construing 
this  same  act,  held  that  bonds  issued  to  aid 
a  company  in  improving  a  water  power  for 
the  purpose  of  propelling  public  gristmills 
were  issued  to  aid  in  constructing  a  "  work 
of  internal  improvement,**  and  indorsed  the 
decision  in  Traver  v.  Merrick  County  Comrs. 
as  a  correct  exposition  of  the  statute.  A  stat- 
ute of  Kansas  authorized  towns  and  coun- 
ties to  issue  bonds  "  for  the  purpose  of  build- 
ing bridges  or  to  aid  in  the  construction  of 
railroads,  water  powers  or  other  works  of 
internal  improvement.*'  Laws  1872,  chap. 
'68,  %1.  Another  statute  declared  all  custom 
gristmills  to  be  public  mills,  and  regulated 
their  management.  In  Burlington  Twp,  v. 
Beasley,  94  U.  S.  8l0,  24  L.  ed.  161,  it 
was  held  that  bonds  issued  to  aid  in  the 
construction  of  a  steam  custom  mill  were 
authorized  by  the  statute,— in  other  words, 
that  a  steam'custom  mill  was  a  work  of  in- 
ternal improvement,— the  court  sayinir  that 
the  expression  is  usually  applied  to  railroads 
and  canals,  but  to  confine  it  to  those  two 
subjects  would  be  to  give  the  statute  a  nar- 
row construction ;  also,  that  railroads,  turn- 
pikes, buildings,  bridges,  ferries,  reclaiming 
swamps,  and  the  like,  are  no  doubt  improve- 
ments, and,  if  such  improvements  are  with- 
in the  limits  of  a  town  or  county,  they  are 
internal  to  such  town  or  county.  In  this  case, 
as  in  others,  the  terms,  "works  of  internal 
"**  L.  R.  A. 


improvement,**  "public  improvements.'*  uid 
"public  works,*'  seem  to  be  used  as  synony- 
mous. In  Sparrow  v.  State  Land  Offia  Gnnr. , 
56  Mich.  567,  the  court,  speakine  throagh 
Justice  Campbell,  commenting  onaproyision 
in  the  constitution  of  that  aute  the  same  as^ 
in  our  own,  says :  "The  phrase  is  as  broad 
as  language  can  make  it.  It  can  make  no 
difi^erenoe  for  what  direct  or  indirect  purpose 
of  public  utility  an  improvement  is  madf, 
so  long  as  it  comes  within  such  a  definition. 
All  works  of  convenience,  whether  f(»>  travel, 
drainage,  or  irrigation,  are  similar  in  their 
nature.  Any  such  work  that  is  deemed  im- 
portant enough  for  the  state  to  oonstnict  i» 
within  the  rule,  and,  if  not  built  in  the  per- 
mitted way  [by  devoting'  thereto  the  avails 
of  any  grant  to  the  state  for  that  specific  pur- 
pose], is  within  the  prohibition."  In  Lm- 
tenworih  County  Comrs,  v.  MilUr,  7  Kan.  493, 
12  Am.  Rep.  425,  in  commenting  on  a  sim- 
ilar provision  in  the  constitutKxi  of  that 
state,  the  court  savs :  "The  state,  as  a  state, 
is  absolutely  prohibited  from  engaging  in 
any  works  of  internal  improvement.  We 
will  concede  that  this  prohibition  does  not 
extend  to  the  building  of  a  statehouse,  pen- 
itentiary, state  university,  and  such  other 
public  improvements  as  are  used  exclusively 
b^  and  for  the  state  as  a  sovereign  corpora- 
tion ;  but  it  does  extend  to  every  other  spe- 
cies of  public  improvement."  And  again, 
in  the  same  case,  in  enumerating  the  kind  of 
improvements  which  the  state  is  prohibittHi 
from  making,  the  court  mentions,  among 
others,  drains,  waterworks,  «^  works,  and 
the  like.  These  cases  clearly  indicate  the 
general  understanding  of  the  judicial  mind 
as  to  the  meaning  of  the  term  "works  of  in- 
ternal improvement,**  aa  used  in  statutes  and 
constitutions,  and  demonstmte  that  the  courts 
have  never  supposed  that  it  was  to  be  re- 
stricted to  channels  of  travel  and  commerce, 
but,  on  the  contrary,  have  always  assumed 
that  it  included  "any  kind  of  work  that  is 
deemed  important  enough  for  the  state  lo 
construct,**  except,  of  course,  as  indicated  in 
Leavenwortfi  County  Comr$,  v.  MUier^  tupra. 
those  which  are  used  exclusively  by  and  ior 
the  state,  as  a  sovereign,  in  the  performance 
of  its  governmental  functions,  such  as  a  state 
capitoT,  state  university,  penitentiaries,  re- 
formatories, asylums,  quarantine  buildin/rs. 
and  the  like ;  for  education,  the  prevention 
of  crime,  charity,  and  the  preservation  of 
public  health  are  all  recocnized  functions  of 
state  government.  The  distinction  between 
buildings  for  such  purposes,  and  an  elevator 
in  which  to  carry  on  the  business  of  storing 
grain,  is  too  palpable  to  require  argument, 
and  the  attempt  to  liken  the  latter  to  the 
former  is  little  less  than  absurd. 

The  far- reaching  consequences  of  restrict- 
ing this  constitutional  Inhibition  to  high- 
ways for  travel  and  commerce  can  readily  be 
foreseen.  It  would  leave  the  state,  through 
its  le^^islature,  at  liberty,  in  every  p«iodof 
infiation  or  excitement,  to  embark  in  any 
and  every  other,  sort  of  enterprise,  out«ide  of 
its  legitimate  governmental  functions,  which 
might  be  deemed  of  public  benefit.  It  would 
admit,  not  only  of  building  grain  elevators, 
but  also  of  engaging  in  schemes  of  drainage. 
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irrigation,  developing  water  powers,  build- 
ing public  gristmills,  public  cremneries  and 
cheese  factories,  establishing  stock  yards  and 
packing  houses,  and  other  like  enterprises, 
almost  without  limit.  Certainly,  to  engage 
in  such  enterprises  as  these  at  the  expense 
of  the  taxpayer^  of  the  state  is  quite  as  much 
within  the  mischiefs  aimed  at  by  the  con- 
stitution as  to  engage  in  the  construction  of 
highways  for  commerce ;  and  there  is  even 
less  excuse  for  it,  for  public  highways  for 
trafiQc  and  travel  are  of  more  general  public 
importance,  and  less  capable  of  beinjg  fur- 
nished by  unaided  individual  enterprise. 

The  time  was  when  the  policy  was  to  con- 
fine the  functions  of  government  to  the  lim- 
its strictly  neoessarv  to  secure  the  enjoyment 
of  life,  liberty,  and  property.  The  old  Jef- 
fersonian  maxim  was  that  the  country  is 
governed  the  best  that  is  governed  the  least. 
At  present,  the  tendency  is  all  the  other  way, 
and  towards  socialism  and  paternalism  in 
government.  This  tendency  is,  perhaps,  to 
some  extent,  natural,  as  well  as  inevitable, 
as  population  becomes  more  dense,  and  so- 
ciety older,  and  Inore  complex  in  its  rela- 


tions. The  wisdom  of  such  a  policy  is  not 
for  the  courts.  The  people  are  supreme,  and, 
if  they  wish  to  adopt  such  a  change  in  the 
theory  of  government,  it  is  their  right  to  do 
so.  But  in  order  to  do  it  they  must  amend 
the  constitution  of  the  state.  The  present 
constitution  was  not  framed  on  any  such 
lines. 

It  is  always  a  delicate  as  well  as  an  un- 
gracious task  to  declare  invalid  an  act  of  a 
CO  ordinate  branch  of  the  government,  and 
should  never  be  done,  except  in  cases  free 
from  reasonable  doubt.  But  the  legislature 
is  not  the  people,  any  more  than  are  the  ex- 
ecutive and  judiciary.  Like  them,  it  is  a 
branch— doubtless  the  most  important  one — 
of  the  government,  and,  equally  with  them, 
subject"  to  the  limitations  imposed  bv  the- 
constitution;  and,  whenever  it  has  clearly 
transcended  those  limitations,  it  is  the  duty 
of  the  judiciary  to  so  declare.  The  act  now 
under  consideration  seems  to  us  so  clearly  in 
violation  of  the  constitution,  that  it  is  our 
bounden  duty  to  so  hold. 

Order  rever9ed. 
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George  W.  JENK8,  Survivor,  etc., 

V. 

Frank  PAWLOWSKI  et  al,  Appts. 
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A  ▼Midor  ofvUImgrn  preasiflefl  vpcm  eoadli- 
tioB  tluU  no  lntojdeatlii|p  liquors  shail 
be  sold  thereon  cannot  maintain  a  eoit 
to  enjoin  the  sale  of  mieh  liqnor  in  viola- 
tion of  such  oonditlou  where  he  baa  subeequeDtly 
■old  adjoining  premlaea  without  reatrlotion,  and 
finch  adjolninir  premlaea  have  been  and  are  used 
for  the  aale  of  liquor,  since  such  restrictions  are 
sustained  upon  the  theory  that  a  person  has  the 
right  in  disposing  of  his  property  to  prevent  such 
a  use  by  the  grantee  as  may  diminish  the  value  of 
remaining  land  or  impair  its  eUgibility  for  other 
uses,  and  the  fact  that  the  omission  of  a  restric- 
tion In  the  subsequent  deed  was  a  mistake  will 
not  affect  the  result. 

(Deeember  8, 1808.) 

APPEAL  by  defendants  from  a  decree  of 
the  Circuit  Court  for  Huron  County  in 
favor  of  complainants  in  a  suit  to  enjoin  the 
sale  of  intoxicating  liquors  on  certain  prem- 
ises in  alleged  violation  of  a  restrictive  cov- 
enant in  the  title  deeds.    Beversed. 

The  case  sufficiently  appears  in  the  opin- 
ion. 

Mr.  William  T.  Mitchell,  with  Mr. 
John  F.  Murphy^  for  appellants : 

Complainants  have  not  only  lost  but  have 
waivea  any  right  they  may  have  had  to  in- 
sist upon  the  observance  of  tliese  conditions. 

To  insist  on  enforcing  the  condition  as  to 
one  in  the  same  locality  with  another  unre- 
strained worlcs  a  hardship  and  is  unjust. 


Norm.— For  conditions  against  sale  of  intoxicat- 
ing Uqaor  on  premises  conveyed,  see  note  to  Post 
V.  Well  (N.  Y.)  6  U  R.  A  422. 
22L.RA. 


The  party  in  whose  favor  the  condition 
is  reserved  may  be  held  to  waive  it  by  any 
act  of  his  own  which  would  render  insisting 
upon  it  unjust. 

Smith  V.  Barrie,  56  Mich.  314,  56  Am 
Hep.  891. 

If  it  was  the  Intent  or  plan  of  complain- 
ants to  shut  off  the  business  in  that  locality 
for  the  benefit  or  preservation  of  their  other 

Eroperty  in  that  vicinity  or  to  protect  their 
omes  from  the  noxious  business  they  have 
broken  their  plan  by  selling  other  property 
without  similar  conditions  and  so  assenting 
to  the  business. 

Duncan  v.  Central  Pass.  R.  Co.  85  Ky.  525. 

By  the  sale  of  part  of  the  same  lot  without 
the  restriction  and  permitting  the  business 
on  the  part  so  sold,  defendants  had  the  right 
to  interpret  complainant's  act  as  an  abandon- 
ment of  any  right  to  enforce  the  condition. 

Chippewa  Lumber  Co.  v.  Tremper^  4  L.  R. 
A.  378,  75  Mich.  36. 

Mr.  Elbridfl^  F.  Baeen  for  appellee. 

McGrath,  /.,  delivered  the  opinion  of 
the  court: 

This  is  a  bill  to  enjoin  the  sale  of  intoxi- 
cating liquors  upon  premises  in  the  village 
of  Sand  Beach,  conveyed  by  complainant  and 
another  to  Frank  Pawlowski's  grantor  by 
deed  dated  October  2,  1888,  which  contained 
the  following  provision :  "This  conveyance 
and  estate  in  the  said  premises  hereby  created 
is  subject  to  the  express  condition  that  if  the 
party  of  the  secona  part,  their  heirs  or  as- 
signs, shall  at  any  time  sell  or  keep  for  sale, 
or  knowingly  permit  any  person  under  them 
so  to  sell  or  Keep  for  sale,  any  spirituous  or 
intoxicating  liquors,  whether  distilled  or 
fermented,  the  entire  title  and  estate  in  and 
to  said  premises  conveyed  and  created  shall 
cease,  and  the  title  in  and  to  said  premises 
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shall  thereupon  at  once  revert  to  and  vest  in 
the  parties  of  the  first  part,  their  heirs  and 
^  assigns  forever,  and  it  shall  then  be  lawful 
'  for  tne  parties  of  the  first  part,  their  heirs  or 
assigns,  to  re-enter  upon  said  premises,  and 
said  party  of  the  second  part,  their  heirs  or 
assigns,  and  every  person  claiming  under  him 
or  them,  wholly  to  remove,  expel,  or  put 
out. "  Prior  to  the  date  of  the  d^  in  ques- 
tion, complainant  had  conveyed  several 
parcels  of  land  in  the  village  to  other  parties 
without  restriction.  The  last  of  these  deeds 
waH  dated  May  20, 1883.  It  also  appears  that 
on  January  24,  1885,  complainant  conveyed 
a  parcel  of  land  adjoining  the  premises  in 
question  to  one  Lowry  by  deed  without  re- 
striction, and  that  Lowry,  from  1888  and 
down  to  the  time  of  the  hearing,  has  kept  a 
liquor  saloon  upon  the  premises  so  conveyed. 
Defendant  Frank  Pawlowski  operated  a  meat 
market  on  his  premises  until  August,  1891, 
since  which  time  his  son  has  kept  a  saloon 
therein.  Until  years  after  the  establishment 
of  the  Lowry  saloon,  defendant  had  observed 
the  conditions  of  his  deed.  Restrictions  of 
this  class  are  sustained  upon  the  theory  that 
a  party  has  the  right,  in  disposing  of  his 
property,  to  prevent  such  a  use  by  the  grantee 
as  might  diminish  the  value  of  remaining 
land,  or  impair  its  eligibility  for  other  uses. 
22L.R.A* 


Watrous  V.  Allen,  57  Mich.  302,  58  Am.  Rep. 
868 ;  Smith  v.  Barrie,  56  Mich.  314,  56  Aiil 
Rep.  891. 

But  is  there  no  mutuality  in  such  agree- 
ments? It  certainly  cannot  be  said  that  t 
grantor  has  the  right  afterwards  to  sell 
an  adjoining  lot  without  restrictions,  and 
thereby  diminish  the  value  of  his  former 
mntee's  property,  and  impair  its  eligibility 
for  other  uses,  converting  the  localitj  into 
a  saloon  locality,  and  still  be  allowed  to  io- 
sist  upon  the  restriction.  The  damage  to  de- 
fendant's property  by  the  permission  and  ex- 
istence of  Lowrr's  saloon  is  quite  as  apparent 
as  that  to  complainant  by  reason  of  his  owo- 
ership  of  an  hotel  and  bis  residence  in  the 
same  block.  Ohippewa  Lumber  Co.  v.  Trtfh- 
per,  75  Mich.  86,  4  L.  R.  A.  873.  It  is  no 
answer  to  say  that  the  omission  of  the  re- 
striction in  the  deed  to  Lowry  was  a  mistake. 
The  consequences  are  the  same  to  defendants. 
No  proceedings  have  been  taken  to  correct 
such  mistake. 

The  decree  below  mttet  be  reversed,  and  the  Ml 
ditmieeed. 

Hooker*  Ch,  J. ,  concurred  in  the  result 
the  other  Justices  concurred  with  M eOnUk. 


End  of  Caaes  in  Book  XXII. 


RESUME  OF  THE  DECISIONS  PUBLISHED  IN  THIS  BOOK. 


SHOWING  the  Clianges,  Progress,  and  Development  of  the  Law  during  the  Second  Quarter 
of  the  Judicial  Year  Beginning  with  Oct.  1, 1898,  Classified  as  Follows: 

I.  Public,  Official,  and  Statutoky  Matters. 

II.   CONTBACTUAL  AND  COMMSBCIAL  RbLATIONB. 

III.  COBPORATIONS  and  ASflOdATIOMS. 

IV.  Domestic  Rblatiokb. 

V.   FiDUCIAMBS  AND  RePBESBNTATIYBS. 

yi.  Torts;  Negligence;  Injuries:  Nuisances. 
Vll.  Propbbtt  Kights;  Liens;  Gifts;  Wills. 
YIII.  Civil  Rembdibb;  Rules  and  Principlbs. 
IX.  Criminal  Law  and  Practice. 


I.  Public.  Official,  and  Statutory  Matters. 


The  constitutionality  of  a  statute'  providing 
for  the  state  ownership  of  an  elevator  or  ware- 
bouse  for  grain  is  denied  as  not  coming  within 
the  exercise  of  police  power  and  as  violating 
the  constitutional  prohibition  against  carrving 
on  works  of  internal  improvement  (Minn.) 
857. 

The  relations  of  the  different  parts  of  the 
government  to  each  other  which  have  arisen 
in  several  important  recent  cases  are  again 
considered  in  a  Rhode  Island  case,  touching 
the  power  of  the  governor  to  adjourn  the  gen- 
eral assembly.  (R.  L)716. 
•  Qerrymauder, 

An  apportionment  act  in  the  nature  of  a 
gerrymander  is  held  unconstitutional  in  New 
Jersey  on  the  ground  that  a  division  of  coun- 
ties into  election  districts  is  not  constitutional. 
<N.  J.)  548. 

Intergiate  commerce. 

The  question  what  constitutes  interstate 
•commerce  is  involved  in  a  telegraph  case  in 
which  a  message  between  two  points  in  the 
same  state,  though  passing  through  another 
state,  is  held  not  to  constitute  such  commerce. 
(N.  C.)  570. 

The  question  of  original  packages  is  dis- 
cussed veir  vigorously  in  a  Pennsylvania  case, 
which  holds  that  to  oe  protected  as  interstate 
commerce  such  a  package  must  be  of  the  form 
and  size  usual  in  such  commerce,  and  not  put 
up  with  a  view  to  retail  trade.    (Pa.)  155. 

The  attempt  to  discriminate  against  meat 
from  other  states  is  held  unconstitutional,  al- 
though the  ordinances  involved  did  not  on 
their  face  purport  to  discriminate  against  in- 
terstate business.    (C.  C.  S.  D.  Ga.)  775. 

The  claim  made  in  a  Nebraska  case  that  a 
contract  for  interstate  transportation  is  not 
subject  to  state  law  prohibiting  contracts  lim- 
iting liability  is  denied,  as  is  also  the  claim 
that  state  courts  have  not  jurisdiction  in  such 
case.     (Neb.)  885. 

Courts, 

The  Jurisdiction  of  a  court  to  compel  town 
officers  to  call  a  new  election  for  a  member  of 
assembly  is  upheld  in  a  Rhode  Island  case, 
against  a  contention  that  it  is  interference 


with  the  right  of  the  legislature  to  judee  of 
the  election  and  qualification  of  members. 
(R.  I.)  65. 

The  inherent  power  of  a  court  to  provide 
facilities  for  its  business  is  illustrated  in  a  case 
deciding  that  a  court  may  order  the  sheriff  to 
operate  an  elevator  in  a,  court-house,  notwith- 
standing the  orders  of  the  county  commission- 
ers against  its  use.    (Ind.)  898. 

Another  recent  case  on  the  conflict  between 
courts  and  county  officers  respecting  court 
rooms  holds  that  the  power  of  courts  to  make 
repairs  to  court  rooms  cannot  be  extended  to 
practical  reconstruction  of  the  court-house. 
(Ind.)  402. 

Jurisdiction  of  the  supreme  court  of  Wis- 
consin under  the  constitution  being  appellate 
only,  with  certain  exceptions,  a  statute  attempt- 
ing to  provide  for  a  review  of  the  evidence 
and  for  judgment  upon  questions  of  fact  re- 
gardless of  the  decision  below,  is  held  uncon- 
stitutional.    (Wis.)  609. 

OJhers. 

The  contest  of  the  rig:ht  to  municipal  offices 
presents  several  interesting  questions  in  a  Con- 
necticut case  in  respect  to  the  action  of  the 
mayor  and  of  the  aldermen  in  voting  and  in 
appointments  to  office.    (Conn.)  658. 

The  inherent  power  of  the  common  council 
of  a  city  to  remove  a  city  counselor  for  whose 
removal  no  provision  is  made  is  denied  in  a 
Michigan  case  which  suggests  the  interesting 
question  as  to  implied  powers  of  municipal 
councils.    (Mich.)  842. 

The  power  of  a  irovemor  as  to  the  appoint- 
ment of  officers  to  fill  vacancies  is  discussed  at 
length  iq  a  Wyoming  case,  in  which  an  ap- 
pointment to  fill  a  vacancy  until  the  legisla- 
ture meets  is  held  not  to  expire  on  the  meeting 
of  the  legislature  so  as  to  create  a  vacancy. 
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(Wyo.)751. 

The  clerk  of  a  district  court  in  Kansas  is 
held  not  liable  for  a  lack  of  skill  or  honest  er- 
rors of  judgment  in  making  a  search  and  cer- 
tifying to  tne  result,  as  it  is  not  his  duty  al- 
though he  supposed  it  to  be,  and  received 
twenty-five  cents  for  his  services.    (Kan.)  99. 

The  distmction  between  judicial  and  discre- 
56  865 


866 


HtsuH^  OP  Decisionb. 
(Public,  Official,  awd  Statutory  Matters.) 


tionary  action  of  county  commissioners  is  dis- 
cussed in  a  case  which  holds  that  the  allow- 
ance of  additional  salary  to  jud^s  under 
Indiana  statutes  is  discretionary  and  not  sub- 
ject to  an  appeal.  (Ind.)  515. 
Elections, 

Legislative  control  over  muoicii)a1  elections 
is  elaborately  discussed  in  a  Florida  case  in 
which,  among  other  things,  the  use  of  official 
ballots  and  the  qualifications  of  voters  are  in- 
volved.   (Fla.)  124. 

The  Question  whether  the  provisions  of  the 
Australian  ballot  law  against  distinguishing 
marks  are  mandatory  or  directory  is  settled  in 
an  Indiana  case  to  the  effect  tnat  they  are 
mandatory.    (Ind.)  468. 

Jurors, 

A  dentist  is  held  not  to  be  a  practitioner  of 

medicine  exempt  from  jury  duty,  although  he 

is  registered  as  a  dental  surgeon  according  to 

law  and  has  a  diploma  from  a  reputable  dental 

.  college.    (Mo.)  799. 

Aliens. 

The  effect  on  a  woman  citizen  of  her  mar- 
riage to  an  alien  is  considered  in  a  federal  case, 
which  holds  that  she  does  not  become  ex- 
patriated, where  the  parties  reside  in  this 
country.    (0.  C.  E.  D.  La.)  148. 

ffighwaj/s. 
The  important  question  of  the  extent  of 
municipal  authorities  to  permit  the  use  of 
streets  for  private  purposes  is  unusually  well 
presented  in  an  Illinois  case,  in  which  an  ordi- 
nance, attempting  to  vacate  a  portion  of  a 
street  for  the  sole  purpose  of  allowing  Its  use 
by  a  private  person,  was  held  void.    (El.)  898. 

Tcures. 

The  question  of  exemption  from  taxation  of 
the  capital  stock  of  a  manufacturing  company 
is  presented  in  Pennsylvania  cases,  holding 
that  the  power  of  a  corporation  to  engage  in 
mining  for  the  supply  oi  its  own  raw  material 
does  not  defeat  its  exemption.    (Pa.)  228. 

And  this  is  held  even  in  case  such  right  of 
mining  is  actually  exercised,  but  in  that  case 
there  is  required  an  apportionment  of  the 
capital,  allowing  the  exemption  of  that  part 
only  which  is  used  in  manufacturing.  (Pa.) 
282. 

The  exemption  of  the  property  of  charitable 
institutions  is  held  to  be  limited  under  the 
Montana  constitution  to  property  used  by 
them.    (Mont.)  684. 

Taxation  of  the  stock  in  trade  of  a  partner- 
ship is  to  be  made  at  the  place  of  business  and 
may  properly  be  made  to  the  firm  instead  of 
to  the  members,  under  a  constitutional  pro- 
vision that  goods  permanently  located  may  be 
assessed  at  the  place  of  location.    (Md.)  477. 

A  striking  cleparture  from  the  ordinary 
course  of  tax  proceedings  initiated  by  a  Mis- 
sissippi statute  is  declared  unconstitutional. 
(Miss.)  346. 

License  tax. 

The  constitutionality  of  a  tax  on  the  exer- 
cise by  a  lawyer  of  his  profession  is  again  af- 
firmed.   (Fla.)  699. 

A  license  fee  of  l|l,000  on  emigrant  agents 
in  certain  counties  only,  who  contract  for  la- 
borers to  work  outside  the  state,  is  held  to  be 
unconstitutional  as  a  police  regulation,  because 
22  L.  R.  A. 


of  its  prohibitory  character  and  as  a  tax  be- 
cause of  its  want  of  uniformity.    (N.  C.)  473. 
Ckmimon  law. 

The  validity  9f  an  oral  contract  for  lands,  in 
the  absence  of  any  statute  on  the  subject,  is 
upheld  in  an  Oklahoma  case,  which  holds  that 
the  common  law,  unmodified  by  English  or 
American  statutes,  was  the  law  of  O&laboma 
on  the  entry  of  settlers.  (Okla.)  501. 
Retrospective  Utws, 

The  constitutionality  of  retrospective  laws  is 
denied  in  the  case  of  a  statute  allowing  parol 
evidence  to  identify  land  which  is  not  sufB- 
cientlv  described  in  a  writing.    (N.  C.)  379. 

Judgments  for  the  sale  of  lands  or  interests 
therein  are  held  in  a  Kansas  case  to  be  un- 
affected by  a  subsequent  statute  extending  the 
time  for  redemption  from  such  sales,  although 
the  sales  have  not  yet  been  made.  (Kan.)  4^. 
Constitutional  rights  in  property. 

The  right  to  the  use  of  a  street  in  front  of 
abutting  lots  is  held,  on  discussion  of  the  con- 
fiicting  decisions,  to  be  property,  which  can- 
not be  taken  without  compensation.  (Hd. )  608. 

The  rights  of  abutting  owners,  even  ^rhen 
they  do  not  own  the  fee  of  a  street,  are  dis- 
cussed at  length  in  a  North  Carolina  case. 
which  holds  that  compensation  is  neoessary  on 
damaging  their  property  by  narrowine  a  street 
or  making  it  unsafe  or  dangerous,  dt  con- 
structing a  steam  railroad  therein.  (K.  C.) 
627. 

The  power  of  the  legislature  to  compel  a 
railroad  company  to  recdve  mileage  tickets  of 
other  companies  is  denied  as  an  uncoostitn- 
tional  taking  of  property  without  compensa- 
tion, where  no  provision  is  made  for  the  r» 
demption  of  such  tickets.    (Mass.)  112. 

The  noise  and  vibration  of  a  pumpinir  sta- 
tion for  city  waterworks  is  held  to  constitute 
an  actionable  nuisance  as  to  the  owner  of  ad- 
Joining  property,  whose  buildings,  though 
subsequently  erected,  are  made  untenantable 
thereby;  and  general  authority  to  the  city  to 
construct  necessary  structures  for  the  water- 
works will  not  justify  the  nuisance,  even  if 
the  legislative  act  authorized  it,  without  com- 
pensation to  the  injured  person.    (N.  Y.)  341. 

The  constitutional  right  to  make  contracts 
is  expressly  declared  in  an  Illinois  case  to  be  a 
property  right,  and  a  statute  compelling  week- 
ly payment  of  wages  by  certain  corporations  is 
held  to  infringe  the  rights  of  employes,  as  well 
as  of  the  corporations.    (III.)  84D. 

The  power  of  the  legislature  to  interfere 
with  the  use  of  one's  own  property  is  illustrated 
by  a  decision  upholding  a  statute  prohibitiog 
the  sale,  offering  for  sale,  or  poesession  duriDg 
the  close  season,  of  fish  or  of  trout  artificially 
propagated  on  one's  own  premises.  (Mass.) 
489. 

The  right  of  riparian  owners  to  make 
wharves  is  held  in  an  Oregon  case  to  be  proper- 
ty which  cannot  be  destroyed  by  revocation  of 
the  license  to  build  such  wharves,  withoat  pro- 
cess of  law  and  due  compensation  therefor. 
(Or.)  786. 

Eminent  domain. 

An  attempt  to  take  tide  lands  for  railroad 
purposes  is  defeated  in  a  Washington  case 
which  holds  that  tide  lands  are  not  indnd- 
ed  in  the  term  "  state  lands,"  under  the  con- 


stitution  and  statates  of  that  state.     (Wash.) 
217. 

The  constitutioDality  of  a  statute  authoriz- 
ing a  condemDation  of  land  for  a  private  road, 
on  which  the  decisions  have  been  in  conflict,  is 
denied  in  a  Nebraska  case.    (Neb.)  496. 
Publie  improvements. 

The  necessity  of  benefits  to  be  sustained  on 
an  assessment  for  local  improvements  is  clear* 
I7  shown  in  an  Oregon  case  which  decides  that 
an  assessment  without  benefits  is  the  taking  of 
property  without  due  process  of  law  wmch 
the  courts  may  enjoin.    (Or.)  718. 


Hieorfi  of  Decibions. 

(Ck>llTRAGT0Al.  Aivn  GOMICBROIAI.  KVLAXIONS.) 


867 


Sunday, 

The  constitutionality  of  a  Sunday  law  is 
vigorously  attacked  in  a  Maryland  case,  which, 
unhesitatingly  declares  the  validity  of  the  law, 
although  as  the  writ  of  error  was  quashed  the 
question  was  not  strictly  open  for  decision, 
(Md.)  781. 

So  in  Michigan  prohibiting  the  business  of 
barbers  on  Sunday  under  severer  penalties 
than  those  imposed  on  other  business,  but  ex- 
cepting those  who  keep  Saturday  as  the  Sab- 
bath, is  held  not  to  be  unconstitutional. 
(Mich.)  696. 


II.  Contractual  akd  Commercial  Rblatioks. 


See  also,  as  to  Interstate  Commerce,  supra, 
I. 

JoitU  or  several. 

The  question  whether  a  subscription  con- 
tract is  joint  or  several  is  decided  io  case  of  a 
somewhat  peculiar  contract  by  holding  the 
contract  to  be  several  only  in  part.  (Minn.) 
80. 

Uniiateral. 

The  yaHdity  of  a  unilateral  promise  to  pay 
for  proper^  is  presented  in  a  case  as  to  a  so- 
called  "  wheat  ticket,"  which  is  held  valid  al- 
though no  consideration  was  expressed  there- 
under when  a  good  consideration  existed. 
(Minn.)  617. 

Consignment. 

The  title  to  goods  consigned  to  an  af^nt  for 
sale  is  discussed  in  a  West  Virginia  case, 
which  holds  that  the  goods  belong  to  the  prin- 
cipal until  a  bona  fide  sale  is  made.  (W.  Ya.) 
850. 

Sale, 

The  question  of  the  passing  of  title  by  de- 
livery of  property  to  a  earner,  nvhich  is  so 
frequently  raised,  is  decided  in  a  New  Jersey 
case  in  favor  of  the  passing  of  title  when  de- 
livery is  made  to  a  carrier  to  be  forwarded, 
under  instructions  of  a  purchaser.  (N.  J.) 
415. 

Warrantju. 

A  liability  for  breach  of  warranty,  discon- 
nected from  any  sale  of  property,  is  upheld  in 
case  of  false  representations,  though  made  in 
eood  faith,  as  to  the  safety  of  a  horse  for  a 
lady  to  drive,  by  which  she  was  induced  to 
drive  the  horse  on  triai.    (Wis.)  512. 

The  rule  which  denies  any  implied  war- 
ranty of  Quality  for  fitness  is  applied  to  the  sale 
by  stock  breeders  of  an  anim^  that  is  bought 
for  breeding  purposes.    (Wis.)  187. 
Bills  and  notes. 

The  liability  of  the  maker  of  negotiable  pa- 
per which  ll  fraudulently  raised  is  considered 
in  a  federal  case,  holding  him  not  liable  for 
the  raised  amount.    (U.  S.  C.  C.  App.)  686. 
Cheeks, 

The  extinguishment  of  the  liability  of  the 
indorser  of  a  check  by  failure  to  present  it  in 
time  is  held  to  extinguish  also  his  liability  on 
an  indebtedness  for  payment  of  which  the 
check  was  indoEsed.  (Tenn.)  786. 
Bonds, 

The  liability  on  an  official  bond  for  moneys 
prudently  deposited  in  a  bank  is  measured  by 
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the  law  of  bailment,  and  is  not  extended  by  a 
promise  in  the  bond  to  pay  over  moneys  re- 
ceived, unless  constitutional  or  statutory  pro- 
visions have  changed  the  rule.    (Colo.)  449. 
Deed, 

See  also  t;|/hi,  VI. 

Restrictions  in  a  deed  on  the  sale  of  intoxi- 
cating liquors  are  held  waived  by  the  grantor's 
failure  to  incorporate  them  in  subsequent 
deeds  of  neighboring  premises.    (Mich.)  868. 

A  deed  never  delivered,  although  placed  in 
escrow,  is  not  a  sufficient  memorandum  to  sat- 
isfy the  statute  of  frauds,  if  the  terms  of  the 
contract  are  not  recited.    (lU.)  278. 
Leases, 

See  also  infra,  VI. 

The  right  of  a  tenant  in  respect  to  rent  on 
the  destruction  of  a  building  is  involved  in  a 
Washington  case,  allowing  him  to  recover  back 
rent  paid  in  advance.    (Wash.)  618. 
Publie  pdiey. 

The  invalidity  of  a  contract  on  grounds  of 
public  policy  is  illustrated  in  a  case  denying 
recoveiy  on  a  mortgage  assigned  merely  to 
evade  taxation.    (Kan.)  709. 

Restraint  of  trade. 
The  doctrine  of  the  inyalidity  of  contracts 
in  restraint  of  trade  is  somewhat  strongly  il- 
lustrated in  a  Massachusetts  case,  which  denies 
the  validity  of  a  stipulation  not  to  engage  in 
manufacturing  or  selling  fire  alarm  or  police 
telegraph  machines  for  a  period  of  ten  years. 
(Mass.)  678. 

Contract  qf  oMcer, 
The  question  of  the  right  of  an  officer  to 
compensation  for  services  rendered  under  a 
contract  with  the  body  of  which  he  is  a  mem- 
ber is  raised  in  respect  to  a  physician  perform- 
ing services  by  direction  of  the  board  of  health 
of  which  he  is  a  member,  and  he  was  allowed 
reasonable  compensation.    (Ark.)  855. 

As  to  libel. 
Agreeing  to  indemnify  a  publisher  against 
costs  and  damages  on  account  of  anything  in 
the  book  does  not  show  an  intent  to  publish  a 
libel,  which  will  make  the  agreement  unlaw- 
ful.   (Mass.)  258. 

Drunkenness, 
A  contract  by  an  intoxicated  person  for  the 
sale  of  property  at  an  inadequate  price  to  one 
who  knew  of  his  incapacity,  is  held  to  be  in- 
sufficient to  relieve  the  possessor  from  liability 
for  fraud  or  conversion.    (Ohio)  846. 


Resumb  of  Decisions. 

(CORPORATIONB  AND  AMOCIATIONS.) 


Ba^e  ball  vlayer. 

The  claim  of  the  right  to  discbarge  a  base 
ball  player  under  a  custom  or  usaee  on  ten 
days'  notice,  if  he  is  deficient  in  playing,  is 
denied  under  a  special  contract  of  hiring  for  a 
particular  time;  but  ordinary  skill  and  efficiency 
of  such  players  is  held  to  be  the  measure  re- 
quired.   (Md.)  690. 

Offensiw  business. 

The  establishment  of  an  undertaker.  In 
which  dead  bodies  are  prepared  for  burial  and 
sometimes  embalmed  and  dissected,  is  held  to 
be  a  business  injurious  or  ofifensive  to  the 
neighboring  inhabitants,  within  the  terms  of 
a  restrictive  agreement.    (N.  Y.)  182. 

Carriers. 

The  right  of  a  passenger  to  a  seat  is  involved 
in  a  Mississippi  case  in  which  damages  are 
given  for  a  conductor's  abuse  of  a  passenger 
who  asks  for  a  scat  and  is  compelled  to  stand, 
while  a  seat  might  have  been  furnished  him. 
(Miss.)  259. 

The  validity  of  a  condition  in  a  free  pass 
against  an^r  liability  whatsoever  for  injuries  to 
the  bearer  is  upheld  in  a  Washington  case  re- 
specting a  street  railway  injury.    (Wash. )  794. 

A  strict  construction  of  a  carrier's  contract 
with  a  passenger  in  favor  of  the  carrier  is 
made  in  a  New  Jersey  case,  which  denies  the 
passenger's  ri^ht  to  take  an  ordinary  train 
from  a  junction  to  complete  his  journey,  in- 
stead of  waiting  for  the  so-called  connecting 
train,  to  which  he  is  held  restricted  by  a  round- 
trip  ticket  to  a  point  on  a  branch  road,  exclud- 
ing the  right  to  stop  off.    (N.  J.)  251. 

Damage  for  detention  of  cars,  on  which 
there  have  been  few  decisions,  is  held  lawful 
in  a  Virginia  case.    (Va.)  580. 

A  Pennsylvania  case  of  great  importance 
upholds  the  right  of  a  carrier  to  give  lower 
rates  to  a  manufacturing  establishment  for 
the  transportation  of  coal  than  to  coal  dealers 
for  similar  service,  on  the  ground  that  the 
conditions  are  dissimilar,  because  the  manu- 
facturing company  uses  the  coal  in  making 
products  which  in  turn  furnish  a  large  amount 
of  transportation  to  the  carrier.  (Pa.)  263. 
Insurance. 

The  validity  of  an  oral  contract  for  insur- 


ance is  considered  in  an  Ohio  case,  in  which 
it  is  held  that  such  contracts  may  be  valid. 
(Ohio)  768. 

The  doctrine  that  a  life  insurance  policy  h 
a  wagering  contract,  in  the  absence  of  any  re 
lationship'by  blood  or  marriage,  or  of  some 
contractual  relation  between  the  parties  by 
reason  of  which  the  death  of  the  person  wbo«e 
life  is  insured  may  cause  damage  to  the  bene- 
ficiary.  is  applied  to  a  case  of  insiu-ance  on  the 
life  of  a  church  member  for  the  benefit  of  a 
college  owned  and  controlled  by  the  church. 
(N.  C.)291. 

Insurance  taken  by  a  carrier  "to  cover  the 
liability  ...  as  carriers  and  warehousemen" 
is  held  not  to  cover  the  carrier's  liability  un- 
der a  collateral  contract  with  the  shipper  to 
procure  insurance  on  the  property.  (Midd.) 
890. 

The  effect  upon  the  rule  that  warranties  in 
an  application  for  insurance  must  be  Utenlly 
true  without  regard  to  their  materiality,  of 
the  fact  that  the  ans^rers  were  made  by  the 
companv's  agent,  who  is  charged  with  that 
dutv,  after  full  statement  of  the  facts  to  him. 
is  discussed  in  an  important  federal  case,  in 
which  the  company  is  held  bound  by  the 
agent's  mistake  or  misconstruction  of  the  terms 
of  the  application.    (U.  8.  C.  C.  App.)  825. 

The  effect  of  an  insurance  agent's  knowl- 
edsce  of  the  facts  and  his  acceptance  of  the 
situation  as  equivalent  to  that  required  is  held 
in  a  Michigan  case  to  prevent  a  forfeiture  for 
breach  of  warranty.    (Mich.)  319. 

The  construction  of  an  accident  policy,  as 
to  the  time  within  which  notice  of  death  must 
be  given,  is  held  to  require  notice  only  from 
the  time  when  the  fact  of  death  is  known,  al- 
though the  policy  fixes  the  time  with  reference 
to  the  date  of  death.    (IS.  Y.)  482. 

The  requirement  of  "sole  and  unconditioniil 
ownership"  of  the  insured  is  hekl  not  to  exist 
in  a  vendor  in  a  contract  of  sale,  distinguisb- 
ing  some  similar  cases  in  (he  same  state. 
(Mich.)  527. 

The  interpretation  of  an  accident  insurance 
policy  in  respect  to  persons  found  dead  in  shal- 
low water  presents  several  interestinc  ques- 
tions as  to  what  constitutes  disease  and  the 
cause  of  death.    (C.  S.  C.  C.  App.)  630. 


III.  Corporations  and  Associations. 


The  presumption  that  a  bank  is  a  corpora- 
tion instead  of  a  partnership  is  to  be  made 
against  one  who  asserts  a  parinership  liability 
of  a  member  or  stockholder,  at  least  where 
the  proof  shows  that  it  was  organized  with  a 
board  of  directors  and  declared  dividends, 
which  were  paid  by  a  cashier's  check.  (Pa.) 
276. 

Removal  by  a  corporation  of  its  property, 
place  of  business,  ana  all  its  agencies  from  the 
state,  is  held  ground  for  dissolution.  (N.  C.) 
677. 

The  doctrine  that  a  corporation  cannot  es- 
cape liability  for  negligence  in  the  conduct  of 
a  business  because  the  business  is  ultra  vires  is 
strongly  illustrated  and  emphasized  in  a  Mas- 
sachusetts case.  (Mass.)  864. 
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The  power  of  a  corporation  after  insolvency 
to  make  a  preference,  in  this  case  by  mort- 
gage, between  its  creditors,  is  discussed  very 
elaborately  in  a  Texas  case,  which  denies  the 
power.    (Tex.)  802. 

On  the  other  hand  preferences  given  by  cor- 
porate officers  to  themselves  are  i^pbeld  by  a 
federal  court  in  Michigan,  following  the  sUte 
decisions.    (U.  S.  C.  C,  App.)  8l7. 

The  lawfulness  of  a  change  in  a  church  con- 
stitution is  considered  by  the  supreme  court  of 
Pennsylvania  in  one  of  the  cases  arising  out  of 
the  division  of  the  Church  of  the  United  Breth- 
ren in  Christ,  which  holds  the  new  constitution 
valid  and  that  the  adherents  thereto,  and  not 
the  dissenters  therefrom,  constitute  the  church. 
(Pa.)  161. 


RfiBUMfi  OP  DECISIOMf^. 

(Domestic  Relations— Torts:  Nsquosngs;  Injuries;  Nuisances.) 
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IV,  Domestic  Relations. 


The  question  of  es^ppel  of  a  married  woman 
by  deed  is  discussed  in  a  Texas  case  denying 


the  estoppel  under  a  statute  authorizing  her  to 
convey  her  separate  estate.     (Tex.)  779. 
See  also,  as  to  injury  to  wife,  infru^  VI. 


V.  Fiduciaries  and  Representatives. 


See,  as  to  public  officers,  mpra^  1.;  as  to  offi- 


cer's contract,  9upra,  11. ;  as  to  negligence  of 
village  trustees,  infra,  VI. 


VI.  Torts;  Negligence;  Injuries;  Nuisances. 


Arrest, 

Although  arrest  without  possession  of  a  war- 
rant therefor  is  illegal,  it  is  held  that  the  officer 
is  not  liable  for  false  imprisonment  if  the  ac- 
cused is  not  damaged  by  the  officer's  failure  to 
have  possession  of  the  warrant.  (Tex.)  87. 
TrevpoM  of  cattle. 

The  fact  that  a  fence  in  Texas,  where  cattle 
are  allowed  to  run  at  large,  was  sufficient  when 
built  to  exclude  all  cattle  in  the  neighborhood 
will  not  affect  the  question  of  its  sufficiency  as 
against  an  exceptionally  small  class  of  young 
cattle,  such  as  calves  and  yearlings,  which  are 
afterwards  brought  in.    (Tex.)  105. 

The  common  law  rule  as  to  the  duty  to  re- 
strain one's  domestic  animals  is  discussed  at 
len^b  in  an  Illinois  case,  which  holds  that 
under  the  Act  of  1874  the  common- law  rule, 
though  long  held  inapplicable  to  the  conditions 
existmg  in  that  state,  is  now  established.  (111.) 
55. 

Negligence  as  to  building. 

The  duty  of  an  owner  of  a  building  to  keep 
it  safe  for  firemen,  who  enter  it  under  im- 
plied license  to  extinguish  a  fire,  is  denied  on 
the  ground  that  such  firemen  are  mere  li- 
censees.   (Ind.)  198. 

Obstruction  to  channel  under  bridge. 

Obstructions  in  a  navigable  channel  between 
piers  of  a  lawful  railroad  bridge  are  held  to 
create  no  liability  on  the  part  of  the  railroad 
company,  if  it  had  no  agency  in  causing  them, 
since  it  bad  no  control  over  the  channel. 
(Fla.)  368. 

Lihel  and  dander. 

The  exemption  of  a  witness  from  liability 
for  defamatory  statements  in  testimony  is  sus- 
tained, unless  it  is  shown  that  the  words  were 
impertinent  and  malicious.    (Or.)  886. 

In  Louisiana  the  English  rule  of  absolute 
protection  of  defamatory  matter  in  pleadings 
is  not  followed,  but  the  protection  depends  on 
the  good  faith  of  the  allegation.    (La.)  649. 
Physician's  liability. 

The  treatment  of  a  patient  bv  a  physician  is 
to  be  tested  by  the  general  doctrines  of  his 
school  and  not  by  those  of  other  schools. 
(Conn.)  848. 

Injury  to  mfe. 

An  action  by  a  husband  and  wife  for  personal 
injuries  to  her  is  held  in  New  Jersey  to  be  de- 
feated by  his  contributory  negligence  on  the 
ground  that  he  has  a  power  coupled  with  an 
interest  in  the  suit.  (N.  J.)  460. 
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Carrier's  negligence. 

The  presumption  of  negligence  on  the  part 
of  a  carrier,  when  a  pa&senger  is  injured  in  a 
collision,  is  held  insufficient  to  create  a  liability 
on  the  part  of  the  railroad  company  when  the 
facts  proved  show  that  the  criminal  act  of  a 
third  party  was  the  cause  of  the  accident. 
(Pa.)  306. 

*At  railroad  crossing. 

The  question  of  the  duty  to  stop  and  listen 
before  attempting  to  cross  a  railroad  is  pre- 
sented in  an  unusual  way  in  a  Michigan  case, 
in  which,  against  the  dissent  of  a  minority  of 
the  court,  it  is  held  that  the  failure  to  stop  and 
listen  is  not  negligence  as  matter  of  law,  al- 
though it  is  on  a  dark  night,  so  as  to  present  a 
recovery  for  injuries  done  by  an  engine  run- 
ning backwards,  as  the  traveler  might  reason- 
ably expect  that  a  train  in  the  night  would 
have  a  headlight.    (Mich.)  83. 

The  negligence  of  a  street-car  driver  is  held 
not  to  defeat  the  right  of  a  passenger  in  such 
car  to  recover  for  negligence  of  a  railroad  com- 
pany, where  he  is  injured  in  a  collision  at  a 
crossing.     (Pa,)  606. 

So  the  joint  liability  of  a  railroad  company 
and  a  street  railway  company  for  negligence 
resulting  in  a  collision  producinflr  injury  to  a 
street-car  passenger  is  held  to  exist,  with  the 
right  to  uphold  the  action  against  one  only,  if 
the  other  is  found  not  negligent.    (N.  J.)  261. 

The  question  of  an  implied  license  of  the 
public  to  cross  a  railroad  at  a  certain  place  is 
considered  in  a  case  which  denies  that  the  use 
of  the  crossing  by  the  public  without  objection 
constitutes  a  license  as  a  matter  of  law.  ( Mass.) 
675. 

The  duty  as  to  signals  of  trains  at  a  crossing 
of  railroaa  and  highway,  where  one  passes 
under  the  other,  is  presented  in  a  case  which 
holds  that  the  rules  and  provisions  as  to  grade 
crossings  do  not  apply.    (Wis.)  680. 

Crawling  under  cars  across  a  highway  is 
held  contributory  negligence  notwithstanding 
a  custom  to  do  so.    (loaho)  725. 
Master's  liability. 

The  track  owned  hy  a  manufacturing  com- 
pany, over  which  a  railroad  ran  cars  to  deliver 
freight,  is  not  a  part  of  the  railroad  company's 
ways  within  the  Massachusetts  Employers* 
Liability  Act.    (Mass.)  288. 

A  very  full  discussion  of  the  subject  of  su- 
perintendence, within  the  meaning  of  an  Em- 
ployer's Liability  Act  is  found  in  an  Alabama 
case,  in  which  an  engineer,  although  usually 


870 


RiidnM^  OF  DECisiOKe. 

rPBOPSBTT  BlORTS;  LiBNB;     GiPis;  WlIiI4i.) 


aided  by  a  helper,  is  held  not  to  be  in  the  ex- 
ercise of  superintendence  while  operating  his 
engine.    (Ala.)  861. 

The  question  of  the  liability  of  a  master  for 
negligence  of  servants  resulting  in  injury  to  a 
mere  volunteer  is  clearly  shown  in  a  case  which 
holds  that  like  a  trespasser  he  is  entitled  to  re- 
cover for  failure  of  servants  to  use  reasonable 
care  to  avoid  injuring  him  after  knowledge  of 
his  dancer.    (Minn.)  668.  • 

The  liability  of  a  railroad  company  for  a 
collision  caused  by*a  misplaced  switch,  which 
resulted  from  the  malicious  act  of  a  discharged 
employe,  is  discussed  in  a  G^rgia  case,  in 
which  the  company  had  failed  to  get  back  a 
switch  key  from  such  discharged  employ^. 
{Ga.)  815. 

The  improper  loading  of  a  flat  car  resulting 
in  injury  to  a  brakeman  is  held,  in  a  MichijB^an 
case  reversing  a  former  decision  on  rehearing, 
not  to  make  the  company  liable,  where  the 
car  was  not  defective  and  a  competent  inspect- 
or had  been  furnished.    (Mich.)  292. 

The  question  of  the  liability  of  a  railroad 
company  for  the  wrongful  act  of  a  brakeman 
in  putting  a  person  ona  train  in  rapid  motion 
is  upheld  in  a  Kentucky  case,  which  clearly 
distinguishes  between  an  act  of  wanton  injury, 
which  is  purely  malicious,  and  one  performed 
for  the  purpose  of  expelling  an  intruder.  (Ky.) 
72. 

Injury  on  highway, 

A  child  playing  in  a  highway  is  held  law- 
fully there  and  entitled  to  protection  against 
uegligence  in  leaving  a  dangerous  enooark- 
ment,  which  falls  and  injures  the  child. 
(W.  Va.)  561. 


Village  trustees  are  held  to  act  oflScially  and 

not  to  he  personally  liable  in  ordering  by  vole 

that  a  stone  crusher  be  set  up  and  operated  at 

a  ledge  of  rock  purchased  by  them.    (Vl.)  821 

By  electric  car. 

The  question  of  lawful  soeed  for  electric 
streetcars  is  discussed  in  a  i^ew  Jersey  esse 
which  denies  their  right  to  run  any  faster  than 
is  compatible  with  the  safety  of  persons  mak- 
ing lawful  and  customary  use  of  the  stre^ 
(K  J.)  874. 

By  electric  toiret. 

The  duty  of  an  electric  railroad  oompaoy 
to  place  wires  where  they  will  prevent  dan- 
gerous contact  of  its  uninsulated  wires  with  the 
insulated  wires  of  a  telephone  company  is  de- 
clared in  a  Wisconsin  case,  and  enforced  by 
mandamus.    (Wis.)  759. 

The  liability  for  inhiry  from  an  electric 
shock  caused  by  accidental  contact  with  a 
telephone  wire  is  the  question  involved  in  a 
case  in  which  negligence  in  leaving  the  wire 
near  a  sidewalk  is  held  to  be  the  proxhnate 
cause,  although  accidental  contact  of  this  wire 
with  other  heavily  charged  wires  occasioned 
the  injury.    (Or.)  685. 

^vi^ance. 
Nearly,  if  not  quite,  the  most  important  de- 
cision concerning  the  sale  of  intoxicating 
liquors  is  that  of  the  supreme  court  of  Indiana. 
whi<^  holds  that  a  saloon  mav  oonstitate  an 
actionable  nuisance  as  to  adjoming  property 
owners,  although  it  is  occupied  by  a  person 
who  is  duly  licensed  to  sell  intoxicating  liquors, 
and  although  no  disorderly  condact  at  the 
saloon  is  alleged.    (Ind . )  577. 


VII.    Property  Rights;    Liens;  Gifts;  Wills. 


The  general  language  of  a  deed  with  cov- 
enants sufficient  to  pass  the  estate  of  the 
grantor  is  not  limited  by  a  clause  which  re- 
cites that  it  is  intended  to  convey  absolutely 
all  the  interest  of  his  wife  who  is  named  there- 
in as  one  of  thejgrantors  but  who  has  only  an 
inchoate  dower  interest  therein.  (Ind.)  244. 
Contingent  remainders. 

The  distinction  between  contingent  and 
vested  remainders  is  discussed  at  much  length 
in  a  North  Carolina  case  which  holds  that  a 
remainder  to  a  person  in  case  he  survives  an- 
other is  contingent  and  that  unless  he  outlives 
the  former  life  tenant  the  rule  in  Shelley' a  Case 
cannot  apply  to  give  him  an  indefeasible  fee« 
although  the  f^e  is  limited  to  his  heirs.  (N. 
C.)  598. 

Record  title. 

The  effect  of  permitting  the  record  title  of 
land  to  remain  in  another  is  held  not  to  give 
the  creditors  of  the  latter  any  right  to  attack  a 
conveyance  by  him  to  the  owner  where  they 
rely  in  giving  credit  only  on  their  debtor's 
representations  and  possession.  (Cal)  256. 
Right  of  abutting  owner. 

See  also  supra,  I. 

A  novel  case  in  Minnesota  holds  that  an 
abutting  owner  cannot  maintain  and  operate  a 
private  railroad  or  switch  in  that  part  of  a 
street  of  which  he  owns  the  fee»  to  the  damage 
>f  the  abutting  owner  on  the  opposite  side,  by 
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polluting  the  air  and  depredating  the  rental 
value  of  his  premises.    (Minn.)  565. 
Easement  of  light. 

Interference  with  the  right  to  lisht  for  the 
windows  of  the  leased  building,  although  it 
depends  on  express  covenant  or  agreement,  is 
held  in  an  Illinois  case  to  constitute  an  eviction. 
(IlL)  544, 

An  implied  right  to  have  unobstructed 
access  of  light  and  air  to  a  well  or  open  space 
for  the  use  of  the  upper  floors  of  a  building  is 
sustained  in  a  Massachusetts  case  in  favor  of  a 
tenant  against  the  landlord,  where  it  was 
necessary  to  the  enjoyment  of  the  premises. 
(Mass.)  586. 

Gas, 

The  right  of  an  owner  of  property  to  do 
what  he  will  with  his  own  is  illustrated  in  a 
novel  case  in  which  the  owner  of  a  gas  well  is 
held  to  have  the  right  to  allow  the  gas  to 
escape  and  go  to  waste,  although  the  owner  of 
adjoining  wells  complains  that  eas  is  thereby 
drawn  from  his  well.  The  question  of  malice 
is  discussed,  but  it  is  found  that  the  well  was 
dug  with  good  motives,  although  the  motive  in 
allowing  it  to  go  to  waste,  while  the  other 
party  was  willing  to  pay  the  expense  of  plug- 
ging the  well»  is  not  discussed.  (Pa.)  141. 
Surface  water. 

The  common -law  rule  as  to  surface  water  is 
held  applicable  in  South  Carolina,  givbg  a 


landowner  the  right  to  throw  it  back  on  his 
neighl^r,  when  necessary  to  protect  his  own 
property.    (8.  C.)  246. 

Water couTK, 

The  nature  of  a  watercourse  is  discussed  in 
a  case  which  denies  that  riparian  rights  can 
exist  in  a  sluiceway  which  has  no  water  in  it 
except  when  the  tide  flows  through  it.  (Conn.) 
•45. 

AGcretions. 

The  claim  that  accretions  will  belong  to  the 
person  with  whose  land  the  point  of  contact  is 
first  made  cannot  be  uphela,  where  they  ex- 
tend along  the  front  of  dmerent  owners.  (Mo. ) 
591. 

Party  wall. 

The  right  to  tear  down  a  party  wall  and  re- 
build it  is  asserted  in  respect  to  a  wall,  each 
|>art  of  which  is  owned  in  severalty  by  the  ad- 
joining owners,  providing  the  party  removing 
It  replaces  it  at  his  own  expense  and  with  the 
least  inconvenience  and  there  is*  a  reimburse- 
ment of  damages  occasioned  thereby  to  the  ad- 
joining owner.  (Md.)  632. 
Trademark, 

The  words  "sarsaparilla  and  iron"  are  held 
not  to  constitute  a  valid  trademark  for  a  medic- 
inal compound,  but  a  descriptive  imitation  of 
the  label  on  which  thev  are  used  Is  held  to  be 
an  infringement.    (Cal.)  790. 

Tenancy  by  entireties. 

An  instance  of  holding  personal  property  by 
the  entirety  is  furnished  in  a  Pennsylvania 
case,  where  a  mortgage  was  taken  In  the  joint 
names  of  husband  and  wife,  on  the  sale  of 
lands  held  by  such  tenancy.    (Pa.)  504. 

While  tenancy  by  the  entirety  is  recognized, 
a  conveyance  to  husband  and  wife  in' Joint  ten- 
ancy is  held  to  make  them  joint  tenants.  (Ind.) 
42. 

Church  pews. 

The  rights  of  pew  holders  in  a  church  are 
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discussed  in  a  Massachusetts  case,  in  which  the 
owner  of  a  pew  is  held  entitled  to  compensa- 
tion for  its  destruction,  except  in  case  of  neces- 
sity.   (Mass.)  206. 

Liens. 

The  conflict  of  lien  between  chattel  mort- 
gages and  claims  for  keeping  animals  is  de- 
cided in  Alabama  in  favor  of  a  prior  mortgage. 
(Ala.)  78. 

Charities. 

The  indeflniteness  of  charitable  gifts  Is  a 
question  discussed  in  respect  to  a  devise  to 
trustees  *'for  some  charitable  purpose." 
(Tenn.)  179. 

Signature  by  proxy. 

Signature  by  proxy  to  a  sheriff's  deed  in  the 
sheriff's  presence  and  at  his  request,  is  held  as 
efficacious  as  if  made-  by  the  sheriff  himself. 
(Ala.)  297. 

WiU. 

Signature  to  a  will  by  mark  is  held  valid, 
under  a  statute  requiring  the  name  of  the  tes- 
tator to  be  written  near  the  mark,  where  the 
name  was  written  cnly  at  the  beginning  of  the 
will  and  the  mark  is  at  the  end.    (Cal.)  370. 

A  signature  to  a  will  is  held  unaffected  by 
(he  fact  that  testator's  name  was  not  written  in 
her  presence,  where  words  showing  that  it  waa 
written  at  her  request  are  added  m  her  pres- 
ence.   (S.  C.)  802. 

The  person  writing  her  name  may  also  be  a 
subscribing  witness.    Id, 

The  competency  of  attesting  witnesses  to  a 
will  is  declared  in  a  Minnesota  case  to  be  tested 
with  reference  to  the  time  of  execution  and 
not  of  the  probate  of  the  will.    (Minn.)  481. 

A  peculiar  case  of  an  alleged  devise  of  land 
is  shown  where  the  will  merely  gave  a  chest 
and  its  contents;  among  which  was  a  deed  of 
the  land.  (Mass.)  158. 


Vin.  Civil  Remedies;  Rules  and  Principles. 


The  effect  of  service  on  a  foreign  corpora- 
tion made  in  another  state  to  give  jurisdiction 
to  render  a  personal  iudgment  is  expressly  de- 
nied in  a  South  Carolina  case,  although  by  the 
statutes  of  that  state,  as  well  as  of  others,  pro- 
vision is  made  for  such  substituted  service 
against  foreign  corporations.    (S.  C.)  49. 

The  abuse  of  the  process  of  a  court  by  issu- 
ing attachment  for  account  books  is  rebuked 
in  a  Michigan  case  by  compelling  the  surren- 
der, not  only  of  such  books,  but  of  copies  taken 
for  the  purpose  of  evidence.    (Mich.)  698. 

A  summons  naming  the  defendant  only  by 
his  surname  and  the  initial  of  his  given  name 
stating  that  bis  full  name  is  unknown  must  be 
servedf  on  him  personally  under  the  Nebraska 
code,  and  cannot  be  left  at  his  residence.  (Neb.) 
578. 

Choice  of  remedy. 

The  remedy  of  a  servant  wrongfully  dis- 
charged, who  was  paid  up  to  the  date  of  dis- 
charge, is  held  to  be  exhausted  by  the  recovery 
of  one  week's  wages,  although  he  might  have 
had  a  much  larger  recovery  by  pursuing  the 
proper  course.  (Md . )  74. 
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Attachment. 
Attachment  of  property  in  the  hands  of  a 
trustee  is  discussed  in  a  case  which  holds  that 
the  comptroller  of  currency  had  the  legal  title 
to  property  of  the  Freed  men's  Savings  &  Trust 
Company,  which  was  subject  to  attachment 
in  his  hands.    (Fla.)  458. 

Partition. 
An  unusual  application  of  the  powers  of  a 
court  of  equity  to  do  justice  is  presented  in  a 
case  which  requires  a  partition  of  land  owned 
entirely  by  one  person,  where  prior  purchases 
of  timber  had  been  made  from  persons  then 
owning  an  undivided  interest  in  the  land. 
(Mich.)  641. 

Oamishment. 

Payment  by  a  garnishee  into  court  in  ad- 
vance of  adjudication  without  deduction  of 
wa^es  due  a  householder  for  personal  labor 
which  are  exempt  is  held  to  be  at  his  peril,  un- 
der the  Michigan  statutes.    (Mich.)  782. 

Qarnishment  of  a  debt  due  to  a  nonresident 
is  involved  in  a  Washington  case  which  up- 
holds the  garnishnient  of  a  foreign  insurance 
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company  for  a  loss  payable  in  another  state. 
(Wash.)  287. 

Injunction. 

The  question  of  the  right  to  an  injunction 
against  false  publications,  injurious  to  business, 
is  presented  m  an  Indiana  case,  in  which  the 
injunction  is  upheld.    (Ind.)  332. 

The  subject  of  injunctions  against  trespass 
to  cut  timber  is  discussed  at  length  in  a  Flor- 
ida case.    (Fla.)  233. 

Damages. 

With  much  discussion  and  against  dissent, 
the  supreme  court  of  Florida  overrules  a  prior 
case  and  holds  that  for  breach  of  contract  to 
deliver  an  unexplained  cipher  message,  only 
nominal  damages,  or  at  least  the  price  paid 
for  transmission  and  delivery  can  be  recovered. 
(Fla.)  434. 

A  canal  across  a  farm  is  held  not  to  divide 
it  into  two  parcels  for  the  purpose  of  computing 
damages  for  constructing  a  railroad  across  one 
of  them.    (Pa.)  448. 

Evidence. 

The  admissibilitv  of  evidence  of  payment  of 
a  third  person's  claim  as  constituting  an  ad- 
mission of  liability  is  discussed  at  length  in  a 
New  Hampshire  case  which  holds  it  to  be  a 
preliminary  question  for  the  justice  presiding 
whether  it  was  intended  as  admission  or  as  a 
purchase  of  peace.  (N.  H.)  763. 
Burden  of  proof. 

The  burden  of  proof  as  to  testamentary  ca- 
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pacity  is  elaborately  discussed  in  a  case  which 
holds  that  the  burden  is  on  the  propoDentsofa 
will  to  establish  sanity,  but  that  when  noocr- 
tain  on  the  evidence  there  is  a  legal  presump- 
tion of  sanity.    (Conn. )  90. 

Presumption. 

The  presumption  of  negligence  arisinfr  from 
injury  to  a  passenger  does  not  exist,  where  the 
accident  was  caused  by  a  fall  upon  a  train  of 
a  rock  which  became  detached  from  a  Daiund 
hillside  several  hundred  feet  from  the  railroad 
cut.    (Pa.)  351. 

8et-of. 

The  right  of  an  administrator  to  retain  a 
distributive  share  and  apply  it  on  the  distrib- 
utee's indebtedness  to  the  estate  is  declared  to 
exist  without  anv  statute,  and  to  continae 
ajrainst  an  administrator  of  such  distributee. 
(Me.)  177. 

The  relation  of  co-sureties  is  illustrated  in  a 
somewhat  unusual  case,  where  a  legacy  from 
one  to  the  other  is  held  subject  to  deduction  of 
the  amount  which  the  latter  ought  to  contrib- 
ute for  a  default  of  their  principal    (Pa.)  441 

Limitation  of  Urns. 

Limitation  of  actions  in  favor  of  the  drawer 
of  a  check  is  held  to  begin  to  run,  at  the 
latest,  after  the  lapse  of  a  reasonable  time  from 
the  payment  of  the  check.    (Neb.)  110. 

A  statute  limiting  the  time  for  appeal  is  held 
inapplicable  to  a  decree  previously  entered. 
(Fla.)  48. 


IX.  Crthinal  Law  and  Practice. 


The  constitutionality  of  a  statute  authoriz- 
ing the  court  to  determine  the  degree  of  crime 
is  upheld,  where  a  plea  of  guilty  of  murder  is 
made,    (N.  H.)744. 

Presumption. 

The  presumption  of  innocence  is  held  inap- 
plicable on  applicati#i  for  a  habeas  corpus  by 
one  detained  under  a  regular  mittimus,  (if. 
C.)  678. 

Anti-trust  law. 

A  very  important  case  construing  an  anti- 
trust law  is  decided  in  Texas  to  the  effect  that 
illegal  combinations  restricting  trade  do  not 
include  all  contracts  restricting  trade,  and  that 
a  combination  of  insurance  companies  to  make 
uniform  rates  is  not  prohibited.  (Tex.)  483. 
Seduction. 

Seduction  accomplished  on  promise  of  mar- 
riage, conditioned  on  pregnancy  resulting,  is 
not  within  a  statute  making  seduction  under 
promise  of  marriage  a  crimmal  offense.    (Or.) 
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Profanity. 
The  doctrine  that  profane  swearing  is  not  a 
common  nuisance,  unless  it  is  heard  bj  citi- 
zens and  the  utterance  is  of  an  offensive  and 
annoying  character  is  applied  in  a  case  which 
holds  that  an  indictment  is  InsufQcient,  where 
it  charges  merely  that  the  profanity  wa-j  on 
the  public  streets  *'  to  the  evil  example  and  to 
the  common  nuisance  of  the  good  citizens  of 
the  state."    (Pa.)  853. 

Plaee  of  crime. 

The  offense  of  shooting  at  another  is  held 
committed  in  Geor^a,  where  the  shot  is  fired 
from  South  Carohna  and  strikes  the  water 
near  a  boat  on  the  Savannah  river  within  the 
limits  of  Georgia.    (Ga.)  248. 

The  place  or  sale  of  intoxicating  liquorBseot 
by  express  C.  O.  D.  on  a  postal  oard  order  is 
held  to  be  the  place  where  it  was  delivered  to 
the  carrier.    (W.  Va.)  430. 

See,  as  to  Sunday  law,  supra,  L 
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Abstraets;  liability  of  ofRoera  for  defects  in 

abetracu  of  title  99 

Air;  eauemeotB  of,  see  EASsmENTS. 

Aliens;  effect  of  marria<re  on  wife*B  status  as 
an  alien:— the  ancient  doctrine;  under 
modern  statutes  148 

AnlmalB;  liability  of  owner  for  tresiMSs  of 
cattle:— general  liability  for  trespassing 
stock;  from  highway;  driving  cattle  on 
land  of  anotben  lack  of  division  fences; 
removal  of  division  fence:  defects  in  par- 
tition fence;  liability  for  trespass  of  stock 
of  third  party;  as  between  owner  and 
keeper  66 

Bailment.   See  Factors. 

Banlcs;  liability  on  official  bond  for  loss  by 

bank  failure  449 

Blllji  nnd  notes;  liability '  of  maker  or 
drawer  on  raised  negotiable  paper  687 

BUuq>lieitty;  blasphemy  and  profanity  as 
crimes:— (I.)  definitions:  (II.)  indictable 
at  common  law;  (III.)  constitution  of  the 
offenses;  (IV.)  the  indictment;  (Y.)  state 
statutes:  (VI.)  constitutionality  of  stat- 
utes; (VII.)  English  decisions  858 

BcMoid;  liability  on  oiBclal  bond  for  loss  of 
money  by  theft  or  bank  failure  448 

Carriers;  right  of  passenger  to  seat;  when 

seat  is  refused  269 

Rights  of  a  person  riding  on  pass  or  contract 
for  free  passage:— stockbroker;  drovers* 
pass;  assuming  risk;  express  agents,  news 
boys,  and  the  like:  complimentary  or 
gratuitous  pass  794 

Right  of  railroad  company  to  make  a 
charge  for  detention  of  its  cars  by  c<m- 
signees  680 

Cbedcs.   See  also  Limitation  of  Actions. 
Release  of  Indorser  of,  by  delay  In  present- 
ing it:— unreasonable  delay;  reasonable 
delay  786 

Citlaenship.   See  Aubns. 

Common  law;  adoption  of,  in  the  United 
States:- general  rules:  effect  of  English 
decisions;  constitutional  and  statutory 
adoption;  what  constitutes  the  common 
law  adopted;  adoption  in  particular  mat- 
ters; as  to  remedies;  limitation  of  the 
adoption;  in  the  United  States  courts  and 
territories;  in  criminal  matters;  adoption 
of  British  statutes;  repeal  of  English  stat- 
utes 601 

Constitntionnl  law.  See  also  Sunday. 
Constitutionality  of  statute  legalizing  an 
invalid  private  contract:— under  federal 
constitution;  retroactive  laws  and  vested 
rights:  due  process  of  law;  application  of 
the  rules  to  acknowledgments;  applica- 
tion of  the  rules  to  contracts  imenforce- 
able  because  usurious;  conflict  with  Ju- 
dicial power;  rights  of  third  persons 
cannot  be  impaired  879 
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Contracts.   See  also  CoNSTircnoNAii  Law. 
Is  a  subscription  contract  Joint  or  several: 
—in  general;  in  which  there  is  a  promisee; 
effect  of  agreements  among  subscribers 
and  their  relation  to  each  other  80 

Undelivered  deed  as  memorandum  to  satis- 
fy Statute  of  Frauds  278 
Validity  of  contracts  of  sale  in  restraint  of 
trade  without  limitation  of  place:— re- 
straint unlimited  as  to  time  and  place;  di- 
visibility of  contract  in  general  restraint 
of  trade;  restriction  as  to  time  but  not  as 
to  place;  as  to  pul^cations:  secrets  of 
trade,  compounds,  and  medicine;  pa- 
tented articles;  contracts  of  purchase        673 

Corporations;  preferences  among  creditors 
given  by  insolvent  corporations:— in  gen- 
eral; preferences  prohibited;  stockhold- 
ers as  preferred  creditors:  directors  and 
officers  as  preferred  creditors;  preferences 
by  legal  proceedings;  remedies;  Bnglish 
decisions  9f» 

Presumption  as  to  incorporation:— in  civil 
cases:  in  criminal  cases  276 

Courts;  power  of,  to  provide  the  necessary 

places  and  equipments  for  their  business  898- 

Covenants;  of  married  women,  see  Bstop- 

PKL. 

Criminal  law.   See  Blasphbmy. 
Deeds.   See  also  Contracts. 

Estoppel  of  married  women  by,  see  Ebtop- 

PBL. 

Demurrage.    See  Cabrhrs. 

IHie  process.   See  Ck)N8TiTUTiONAL  Law. 

Easements ;  American  law  as  to  easements 
of  light,  air,  and  prospect:— general  doc- 
trine: right  of  prospect ;  implied  grants : 
implied  easement  of  tenant;  express  4 
errant  or  reservation  of  such  easements ; 
enforcement  of  right ;  rlgh't  to  light  and 
air  for  public  highway  686> 

Eng^lish  statutes.   See  Common  Law. 

Entireties;  tenancy  in,  see  Husband  and 
Wipe. 

Estoppel ;  of  landowner  by  allowing  record 
title  to  remain  in  another:— sale  by  record 
owner;  giving  credit  to  one  having  rec- 
ord title ;  notice  to  one  dealing  with  the 
land  265 

Effect  of  covenants  of  married  women  and 
their  estoppel  by  deed  or  mortgage:— lia- 
bility on  covenant ;  estoppel  by  recitals ; 
estoppel  by  covenant  against  acquiring 
superior  title  ;  conveyance  without  cove- 
nant by  wife;  operation  and  effect  of 
conveyance  779 

Evidence ;  presumption  as  to  incorporation: 

—In  civil  cases :  in  criminal  cases  878 

Presumption  of  innocence  in  habeas  corpus 
proceeding  678 
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Factors;  reservatloa  of  title  in  bailments 
for  sale,  as  against  creditors  of  liailor  and 
bailee:— conditional  sales  of  goods  to  be 
resold;  consiflrnment  880 

Feneeti ;  suffloienoy  of :— in  general ;  descrip- 
tion of  fence  required ;  effect  of  contract  106 

Food  I  implied  warranty  on  sale  of,  see  Sals. 

Habeas  eorpus ;  presumption  of  innocence 
in  habeas  corpus  proceedings  6T8 

Hif^hways :  right  to  light  and  air  from,  see 
Easbicents. 
Rights  of  children  to  protection  against 
dangerous  conditions  of  :— in  general;  stat- 
utes requiring  simply  safety  for  travelers; 
absence  of  statutory  rules  661 

Personal  liability  of  highway  officers  for 
negligence:— (1)  nature  of  their  office ;  (2) 
capacity  In  which  liable;  (8)  duties  re- 
quired of  them ;  (i)  ministerial  duties;  (6) 
foundation  of  liability :  (6)  principles  ex- 
emnting  from  liability;  (a)  general;  (b) 
error  of  Judgment ;  (c)  matters  of  discre- 
tion; id)  necessity  of  funds:  (e)  order  of 
the  court;  (7)  necessity  of  notice;  (a)  to 
officers;  (b)  to  landowners ;  (8)  principles 
sustaining  liability;  (9)  state  decisions; 

(10)  for  acts  of  predecessors  or  successors; 

(11)  for  acts  of  employ^:  OSH  adjoining 
towns;  OS)  canals;  (14)  criminal  liability  824 

Husband  and  wife ;  estoppel  of  wife,  see 
Bbtoppbl. 
Husband's  negligence  as  bar  to  recovery 

for  wife's  personal  Injuries  400 

Tenancy  by  the  entireties  in  personal  prop- 
erty 504 

Inlknts;  right  of,  on  highways,  see  High- 
ways. 

Iijnnction ;  against  trespass  to  cut  timber: 
—conservatism  of  court  as  to  such  relief; 
lack  of  remedy  at  law :  adequate  remedy 
at  law;  multiplicity  of  suits;  question  of 
possession  or  title;  preventing  waste 
pending  litigation ;  statutory  provisions ; 
allegation  of  irreparable  injury;  inter- 
ference with  contract  rights  238 
To  restrain  collection  of  illegal  taxes:— gen- 
eral doctrine  against;  foundation  of  Ju- 
ri8dicti9n;  practical  operation  of  princi- 
ples: (a)  recognized  heads;  (b)  mere 
Illegality,  irregularity,  etc.;  (C)  adequate 
remedy  at  law ;  (d)  necessity  of  payment, 
etc.,  of  tax  due ;  relief  granted ;  (a)  multi- 
plicity of  suits;  (b)  irreparable  injury; 
(c)  inadequate  legal  remedy;  (d)  cloud 
upen  title :  special  state  doctrines ;  fraud; 
personal  tax ;  estoppel ;  set-off  099 

Innocence;  presumption  of,  see  Habeas 
Corpus. 

Insolvency;  for  preferences  by  insolvent 
corporations,  see  Oobporations. 

Insurance;  validity  of  oral  contract  for:— 
in  general;  validity  of  such  contract  as- 
sumed; charter  or  statutory  provisions; 
contract  to  insure:  agreement  to  renew 
or  extend  policy;  contract  Incomplete; 
superseded  by  written  contract;  English 
decisions;  presumption  as  to  agent^s 
powers  788 

I<andlord  and  tenant ;  tenant*s  easement 
of  light  and  air,  see  Easements. 
Rights  and  liabilities  of  tenant  on  destruc- 


tion  of  leased  building:— right  of  posses- 
sion of  rooms:  poasesslon  of  buildiog; 
continuance  of  rent  for  apartmenn  and 
rooms;  continuance  of  rent  for  boUdinr. 
rent  ceasing  by  terms  of  lease;  abatement 
of  rent  by  surrender  of  premises;  Uabilicr 
of  tenant  to  rebuild;  statutes  613 

liareeny ;  as  affecting  liability  on  offidal 
bond  449 

Le^fislature ;  power  of  governor  as  to  ad- 
journment of  71A 

Ulbel  and  slander;  by  defamatory  words 
in  pleading  619 

Privilege  of  witness  as  to  defamatory  testi- 
mony:—in  general;  English  cases:  affida- 
vits and  depositions  836 

lilf^bt ;  easement  of,  see  Easkmkbtb. 

Idmitation  of  aetions;  statutes  applicable 
to  bank  checks;  certifled  checks  U0 

Master  and  servant ;  liability  of  railroad 
company  to  employ^  for  injuries  received 
in  line  of  duty  from  defective  track 
owned  by  another  93 

Assumption  by  volunteer  of  the  risks  of 
service:— in  general:  liability  to  minor 
volunteer  assisting  by  request  of  one  in 
authority;  persons  with  interest;  persons 
not  volunteers;  servant  volunteer  663 

Negli^^ence.   See  HussAjm  ajbtd  Wm. 

Ne^^tiable  paper.   SeeBnj^AKDNorxs. 

Partnership ;  tax  on,  see  Taxss. 

Patents ;  for  restraint  of  trade  in  patented 
articles,  see  Contracts. 

Personal  property ;  tenancy  by  entireties 
in  5W 

Pews.   See  Religious  SodBTDBs. 

Prolknlty.   See  Blasphemt. 

Prospect ;  easement  of,  see  BASBMEins. 

Proxy.   See  Sioitatitbb. 

Railroads ;  liability  of  railroad  company 
for  -accident  caused  by  wrongful  act  of 
stranger  301 

Belii^ns  corporations ;  rights  of  pen- 
holders:—(I.)  The  nature  of  their  right 
and  title;  (a)  English  doctrine:  <b)  United 
States  doctrine;  (c)  in  Pennsylvania;  id) 
conditions  attached;  (IL)  rights  of  the 
parish  or  society;  (III.i  rights  of  the  pew- 
owner;  (a)  compensation  upon  removal; 
(b)  action  for  disturbance:  (IV.)  free 
church;  (Y.)  attachment:  (VI.)  assessment 
and  taxation:  (VII.)  relief  under  the  Eng- 
lish law  SOS 

Beserration ;  of  easement  of  light  and  air, 
see  Easements. 

Sale.   See  also  Faotobs. 

Implied  warranty  of  fitness  of  property 
bought  for  special  purpose:— general  prin- 
ciples; contract  executed  and  executory; 
manufacturer;  depreciation  of  article: 
latent  defects:  knowledge  of  purpose; 
effect  of  inspection:  articles  of  food,  etc.: 
provisions  of  the  state  codes  and  statutes: 
English  doctrine  1^ 

Passing  of  title  to  property  by  deliverr 
thereof  to  a  carrier  for  transportation  to 
consignee  or  vendee:— question  of  law  or 
fact;  (a)  between  buyer  and  seller;  delK- 
ery  to  designated  carrier;  effect  of  ship- 
per's mistake  or  negligence;  effect  of 
fraud;  the  shipment,  and  not  the  loading. 


Index  to  Notes, 
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th^  Important  fact;  (b)  between  oonsig^nor 
and  oonsUrnee;  consignment  to  satisfy 
debt;  consiffnment  for  sale;  shipment  to 
one  whose  money  paid  for  the  goods; 
shipment  by  agent  to  prinolpa];  consign- 
ment without  condition ;  <o)  conduct  in- 
dicating an  intention  to  retain  title; 
consigning  to  shipper^  agent;  agreement 
to  deliver  at  designated  place:  bill  of  lad- 
ing; making  goods  deliverable  to  con- 
signor's order;  bill  of  lading  in  name  of 
consignee;  draft  against  biU  of  lading; 
special  contracts  or  courses  of  dealing; 
imposition  of  conditions;  (d)suiOciencyof 
change  of  possession  as  regards  creditors; 
(e)  place  where  sale  is  consummated; 
goods  sent  C.  O.  D.;  (f)  effect  of  receipt 
by  carrier  to  satisfy  Statute  of  Frauds; 
(g)  right  to  maintain  action;  owner  may 
sue;  right  of  consignor;  suit  by  consignee; 
admiralty  suits  415 

■;  for  restraint  of  trade  in  secret  pro- 
cess, see  COKTRACIB. 
Sijfiuitiire;  by  proxy:— (1)  signature  written 
by  another;  ta)  to  a  deed  or  mortgage;  (2» 


to  notes,  contracts,  and  bonds;  (e)  to  writs 
and  notices;  id)  to  wills;  <8)  guiding  the 
hand  of  subscriber;  (8)  printed  signature 
or  stamp  807 

By  mark;  wills  attesting  by  mark;  deeds, 
notes,  and  contracts  signed  or  attested  by 
mark  970 

Statute  of  IWbiids.  See  Oohtbaotb. 

Statataa;  for  English  statutes^  see  Common 
Law. 

Subflcriptloii.   See  Covtracts. 

Sunday;  constitutionality  of  Sunday  laws      721 

Taxes;  injunction  against,  see  Ivjinr onoK. 
Tax  on  partnership  property;  as  regards 
place  of  taxation;  set-olT  for  debts;  Joints 
stock  association:  name  in  which  the  as- 
sessment is  made;  dissolution  477 

Ttmber;  injunction  against  trespass  to  cut, 
see  iNJUNonoH. 

Treapaes«   See  Animals;  Injunction. 

Yoliinteer.   See  MAgrsB  and  Ssbyant. 

Warraatj'*   See  Sale. 

Wills;  signature  by  mark;  signing  will;  at- 
testing will  by  mark  870 

Witness*  See  LiBiL  AND  Slandsb. 
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OPINIONS,  NOTES  AND  BRIEFS. 

(Separate  Index  to  Notes  precedes  this.) 


ABSTRACTS. 

1.  A  clerk  is  not  liable  for  want  of  skill  or 
lionest  errors  of  judgment  in  making  an  ab- 
stract, of  title  and  certifying  to  the  resalt,  al- 
though he  received  25  cents  therefor,  where 
it  is  not  his  duty  to  make  such  search,  but  he 
-erroneously  supposed  that  it  was,  and  he  was 
neither  a  lawyer  nor  engaged  in  the  business 
of  making  such  abstracts.  Mallorp  t.  Fergu- 
son (Kan.)  99 

2.  It  is  not  part  of  the  official  duty  of  a 
•clerk  of  the  district  court  of  Kansas  to  make 
and  certify  to  searches  of  the  records  in  his  of- 
fice for  Judgments,  liens,  or  suits  pending  af- 
fecting the  title  to  real  property.  Id. 

8.  It  will  not  be  presumed,  Id  the  absence  of 
•evidence,  that  a  clerk  whose  duty  it  was  not  to 
make  abstracts  of  title,  and  who  was  not  a  law- 
yer nor  engaged  in  the  business  of  making  ab- 
stracts, agreed  to  make  a  careful  search  and 
correctly  certify  as  to  the  condition  of  the  title, 
merely  because  he  signed  a  certificate  to  an  ab- 
stract of  the  title  and  received  35  cents  there- 
for. Id, 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Abstracts;  liability  of  officers  for  defects  in 
Abstracts  of  title.  99 

ACCOUNTS.    See  Wills,  11. 


ACCRETIONS. 

AND  BbIEFR. 


See  Waters,  4,  5,  Notes 


ACTION  OR  SUIT. 

1.  No  formal  rescission  of  the  contract  is 
necessary  before  bringing  an  action  for  dam- 
ages in  obtaining  property  from  an  intoxicated 
person  at  an  inadequate  price.  Baird  v.  ^010- 
<xrd  {Ohio)  846 

2.  An  employe  wrongfully  dismissed 
from  service  in  breach  of  the  contract  of  hir- 
ing cannot  maintain  an  action  for  unearned 
wages  as  such,  although  he  holds  himself  in 
readiness  to  perform  hu  part  of  the  contract; 
but  his  action  must  be  for  breach  of  the  con- 
tract.    OlmsteadY.  BachiUd.)  74 

3.  One  dismissed  from  service  in  breach 
of  a  contract  to  emplov  him  for  one  year  at  a 
certain  sum  per  week,  payable  weekly,  can 
maintain  but  one  action  for  the  breaph,  and 
will  not  be  permitted  to  maintain  a  separate 
action  for  each  weekly  installment  as  it  falls 
due.  Id, 
23  h.  R.  A. 


4.  Previous  employment  of  a  special  judge 
to  whom  a  case  is  sent  on  change  of  venue,  as 
counsel  for  one  of  the  parties  in  a  similar  pro- 
ceeding, this  not  being  a  statutory  cause  for 
change  of  venue,  does^not  make  it  necessary 
to  grant  a  second  change,  where  but  one  change 
is  allowed  by  statute  for  any  statutory  cause. 
Shoemaker  v.  South  Bend  Spark- Arreeter  Co. 
(Ind.)  882 

5.  Other  tenants  who  caused  the  damages 
are  not  necessary  parties  to  an  action  by  tenants 
against  a  landlord  for  interference  with  the  en- 
joyment of  the  premises,  where  the  time  for 
enjoyment  has  passed  and  the  only  relief  that 
can  be  granted  is  by  way  of  damages.  Case 
V.  Minot  (Mass.)  586 

Notes  aiid  Briefs. 

Action;  remedy  for  wrongful  discharge  of 
employ^.  74 

ADJOURNMENT.  See  Courts,  6;  Legis- 
lature. 

ADVERSE  POSSESSION. 

1.  A  conveyance  of  a  pew,  sufficient  in  ev- 
ery respect  to  convey  real  estate  except  in  the 
want  of  seals  or  words  calling  for  seals,  is  a 
basis  of  adverse  possession,  if  the  grantees  oc- 
cupied under  it,  believing  their  title  good. 
Aylward  v.  0'-Bn>n  (Mass!)  206 

2.  The  possession  of  real  estate  by  one  who 
enters  under  an  agreement  to  purchase  from 
the  owner,  but  witnout  paying  the  considera- 
tion price,  cannot  be  adverse  until  he  repudiates 
the  seller's  title  and  asserts  his  own  title  to  the 
property.    Spratty.  Limng9ion(F\Bk.)         463 

AGISTMENT.    See  Liemb. 


AIR.     See  Easements, 
Briefs. 


2,  6,   Notes  an1> 


ALIENS.    See  also  Expatriation. 

1.  The  relation  of  husband  and  wife  is  not 
inconsistent  with  one  being  a  citizen  and  the 
other  an  alien.  Comitie  v.  Parkerson  (C.  C. 
E.  D.  La.)  148 

2.  A  woman  citizen  of  the  United  States 
who  never  intends  to  leave  the  country,  and 
never  in  fact  does  leave  it,  does  not  become 
expatriated  and  an  alien  by  marriage  with  a 
subject  of  Italv  who  previous  to  his  marriage 
has  settled  in  the  United  States  without  intent 
to  return  to  Italy,  but  who  has  never  taken 
any  steps  toward  naturalization.  Id, 

877 


878 


Alteration  of  Imstbuments— Affkal  and  Ebbor. 


Notes  and  Bbibfs. 

Alieas;  effect  of  marriage  on  wife's  status 
,  as  an  alien;  the  ancient  doctrine;  under  mod- 
em statutes.  148 

ALTERATION  OF  INSTRUIKENTS. 

See  Bills  and  Notes,  1. 

ANIMALS.    See  also  Fences;  Liens. 

1.  The  owners  of  domestic  animals  are  liable 
at  common  law  for  damages  committed  by 
them  in  trespassing,  without  regard  to  the 
negligence  or  the  owners  in  permitting  them  to 
escape,  or  to  the  fact  of  enclosure,  or  lack  of 
enclosure,  of  premises  on  which  they  are  tres- 
passing.   Bulpit  y.  MatthetM  (IlL)  65 

12.  The  common-law  rule  as  to  the  dutv  of 
Ihe  owners  of  domestic  animals  to  keep  them 
from  trespassing  exists  in  Illinois,  under  the 
Act  of  1874,  except  in  districts  where  a  vote 
taken  under  the  statute  has  established  the 
contrary  rule,  although  for  a  long  period  of 
time  the  common-law  rule  was  rejected  in  that 
state  as  inapplicable  to  its  conditions.  Id, 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Animals;  liability  of  owner  for  trespass  of 
cattle:— general  liability  for  trespassing  stock; 
from  highway;  driving  cattle  on  lands  of  an- 
other; lack  of  division  fences;  removal  of 
division  fence;  defects  in  partition  fence;  lia- 
bility for  trespass  of  stock  of  third  party;  as 
between  owner  and  keeper.  55 

ANTI-TRUST   LAW.    See  Conspiracy, 
Notes  and  Briefs. 

APPEAL    AND    ERROR.       See    also 
Counties. 

1.  Permitting  witnesses  to  give  an  opinion 
as  to  the  amount  of  damage  inflicted  on  abut- 
ting property  by  the  construction  of  a  viaduct 
in  a  street  is  not  reversible  error,  where  the 
lurv  is  instructed  that  the  damage  will  be  the 
difference  in  the  value  of  the  property  before 
such  construction  and  immediately  afterwards. 
Spencer  v.  Metropolitan  Street  E,  Oo,  (Mo.) 

668 

2.  No  writ  of  errot  Hes  to  the  Court  of  Ap- 
peals of  Maryland  from  a  decision  of  the  cir- 
cuit court  on  an  appeal  from  the  judgment  of 
a  justice  of  the  peace.    Jiidefind  v.  State  (Md.) 

721 
8.  The  jurisdiction  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Wisconsin  under  the  Constitution  being  ap- 
pellate only,  except  in  specified  cases,  a  statute 
attempting  to  make  it  the  duty  of  that  court 
to  examine  and  review  the  evidence  preserved 
by  bill  of  exceptions,  and  give  judgment  ac- 
cording to  the  right  of  the  case,  regardless  of 
the  decision  bv  the  court  below,  upon  (questions 
of  fact  as  well  as  of  law,— is  unconstitutional. 
Klein  v.  VaUrins  (Wis.)  609 

4.  The  provision  of  Fla.  Act  of  May  11, 
1898,  chap.  4180,  that  all  appeals  in  chancery, 
whether  from  final  decrees  or  interlocutory 
-^^ders,  must  be  taken  within  six  months  after 
-^ntry  of  the  decree  or  order  appealed  from, 
R.A. 


has  no  retroactive  effect,  but  applies  only  to 
decrees  and  orders  entered  after  the  Act  took 
effect,  which  was  Aug.  1,  1898,  or  sixty  days 
after  the  final  adjournment  of  Uie  Le^latuie. 
Sammis  v.  BenneU  (Fla.)  48 

5.  An  appeal  from  a  decision  in  quo  warranto 
will  not  be  dismissed  because  the  appdlant 
pending  the  appeal  has  been  removed  from 
office  for  insubordination  in  taking  the  appeal. 
State,  Inlands,  v.  Pinkerman  (Conn.)        653 

6.  A  motion  to  strike  out  phiintiffs  testi- 
mony is  waived  if  defendant  proceeds  to  intro- 
duce evidenca  Manttfacturers^  Aed.  Indem- 
nity Go,  V.  Dorgan  (C.  C.  App.  6th  C.)      m 

7.  Exceptions  taken  during  the  trial  to  the 
rulines  of  the  trial  court  may  be  settled  and 
saved  in  accordance  with  Id.  Rev.  Stat  g  4436, 
or  they  may  be  settled  after  the  trial,  in  ac- 
cordance with  §  4480,  or  In  the  statement  oa 
motion  for  a  new  trial,  and  when  so  settled 
and  saved  will  be  reviewed  by  the  saprone 
court  on  appeal.  Rumpel  v.  Oregon  Short 
Line  dU.N.B.  Co.  ad.)  725 

8.  A  transcript  of  judicial  prooeedings, 
which  is  not  made  a  part  of  the  bill  of  excep- 
tions, cannot  be  considered  on  appeal,  al- 
though an  offer  of  It  in  evidence  is  recited. 
Shoejnaker  v.  South  Bend  Spark- Arretter  Co, 
Ond.)  83« 

9.  The  findings  of  the  trial  court  should  re- 
ceive such  construction  as  will  uphold,  rather 
than  defeat,  its  judgment  thereon.  Breeu  v. 
Brooks  (Cal.)  ^         856 

10.  The  finding  of  a  referee  affirmed  bf  the 
trial  court  is  conclusive  as  to  whether  or  not 
an  attempted  amendment  of  the  confession  of 
faith  of  a  religious  society  was  so  radical  as  to 
destroy  the  identity  of  the  church,  unless  clear 
error  in  the  finding  is  pointed  out.  Sehlk/iter 
V.  Keiter  (Pa.)  161 

11.  A  verdict  that  facts  do  not  sostain  a 
charge  of  negligence  cannot  be  disturbed  on 
appeal.     Oil>9on  v.  Huntington  (W.  Va.)   561 

12.  Error  in  sustaining  exceptions  to  por- 
tions of  an  answer  is  immaterial,  if  the  aver- 
ments excluded  could  not  have  changed  the 
result.     Smithv.  McDoic^U  (B\,)  398 

18.  Refusal  to  aUow  answers  by  witnesses  is 
not  prejudicial  error,  if  no  possible  ansvers 
could  have  been  substantially  material.  East 
Tennessee,  V.  d  G,  B.  Co,  v.  Kane  (Ga.)    315 

14.  The  exclusion  of  evidence  of  pavmeot 
of  a  third  person's  claim  as  an  admission  of 
liability  is  not  ground  for  reversal,  where  it 
does  not  appear  that  it  was  against  the  evi- 
dence to  hold  that  it  was  a  mere  purchase  of 
peace.     CoUntrn  v.  Gh^ton  (N.  H.)  763 

15.  It  is  reversible  error  to  instruct  the  jury 
in  a  prooeedine  to  establish  a  will,  that  if  nom 
the  whole  evidence  "  it  Is  left  uncertain  wheth- 
er or  not  the  testator  was  of  sound  mind,  then 
it  is  left  uncertain  whether  a  person  of  sound 
mind,  within  the  meaning  of  our  statute,  hts 
made  the  will,  and  the  will  should  not  be  sus- 
tained," although  preceded  by  an  intimation 
that  the  proponent  has  the  burden  of  estab- 
lishing jthe  will  by  only  a  fair  preponderance 
of  evidence,  and  followed  bv  a  statement  that 
to  defeat  the  will  because  of  insane  delusions 
they  should  be  established  by  "a  fsAr  prepoQ- 
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derance   of   evidence."    Be   Barber's  Estate 
(Conn.)  90 

16.  To  instruct  the  jury  that  the  burden  is 
on  the  proponents  of  a  will  to  establish  the 
testator's  sanity,  and  that  they  must  fall  if  at 
the  close  of  the  evidence  "the  scales  stand  even- 
ly balanced/'  without  instructing  as  to  the 
legal  presumption  of  sanity,  is  reversible  error. 

id. 

APPORTIONMENT.  See  Courts,  7: 
EuBCTioN  Districts,  Notes  and 
Briefs. 

ARCHBISHOP.    See^PEW,  2. 

ARREST. 

1.  A  warrant  in  the  hands  of  a  marshal  or 
sheriff  will  not  justify  a  deputv  who  does  not 
have  possession  of  it,  in  making  an  arrest, 
where  the  statutes  require  the  warrant  to  be 
exhibited  on  request  to  the  person  arrested. 
Cabell  V.  Arnold  (Tex.)  87 

2.  A  misrecital  of  the  hour  of  meeting,  in  a 
warrant  of  arrest  of  absent  members  of  a 
board  of  commissioners,  which  could  mislead 
no  one,  will  not  impair  the  validity  of  the 
warrant.  State,  Bj/tands,  v.  Pinkerman 
(Conn.)  858 

Notes  akd  Briefs. 
Arrest;  right  to  make  without  warrant.    87 

ASSAULT.    See  Courts,  8. 

ASSEMBLY.    See  Election  Districts. 

ASSESSMENT.    See  Ikjttkction,  15. 

ATTACHMENT.  See  Attorneys,  1; 
Levy  and  Seizure,  8,  Notes  and 
Briefs. 

ATTORNEY-GENERAL. 

The  attorney-general  can  properly  in- 
stitute proceedings^  under  Mass.  Stat.  1802, 
chap.  889,  to  require  a  railroad  company  to 
issue  mileage  tickets  and  receive  those  of  other 
companies,  since  it  is  not  a  proceeding  in 
equity,  but  rather  a  petition  for  a  writ  of  man- 
damus in  a  matter  concerning  the  public. 
Attorney- General  v.  Old  Colony  B  Co.  (Mass.) 

112 

ATTORNEYS. 

1.  Attorneys  who  have  abused  the  process 
of  the  court  by  causing  a  writ  of  attachment 
known  to  them  to  be  utterly  void  to  issue  for 
the  purpose  of  obtaining  custody  of  the  books 
and  private  papers  of  the  defendant,  for  the 
purpose  of  founding  subsequent  proc6edinfi:s 
upon  them  and  for  inquisitorial  purposes,  will 
be  compelled  to  surrender  such  books  and  anv 
copies  containing  evidence  taken  from  such 
books  and  papers,  and  to  make  proof  that  they 
have  surrendered  the  whole  so  that  it  m^  not 
be  used  by  them  or  any  one  else.  BosentXal  v. 
Muskegon  Circuit  Judge  (Mich.)  698 

2.  A  tax  upon  the  exercise  of  the  profession 
of  a  lawyer  is  not  unconstitutional  as  impair- 
ing the  obligation  of  a  contract.  Odlin  v. 
^foodruff  (F\^.)  699 
22  L.  R  A. 


BAILMENT.    See  Factors,  Notes  and- 
Briefs. 

BALLOTS.    See  Voters  and  Elections. 

BALL  PLAYER..   See  also  Custom,  8. 

The  ordinary  skill,  knowledge,  and  effi- 
ciency  of  base-bull  players  is  all  that  is  required 
of  a  plaver  under  a  contract  of  hiring  for  a 
definite  time,  which  is  silent  as  to  the  degree 
of  skill  to  be  possessed.  Baltimore  Base  Ball 
A  E,  Co.  v.  Pickett  (Md.)  690 

BANKS.    See  also  Bills  and  Notes,  1. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Banks;  liability  on  official  bond  for  loss  by 
bank  failure.  449 


BARBERS. 

8,15. 


See  Constitutional  Law, 


BILLS  AND  NOTES.    See  also  Checks. 

1.  A  bank  which  issues  to  a  confidential 
clerk  and  employ^  a  draft  upon  another  bank, 
upon  such  clerk's  representation  that  he  de- 
sires it  for  the  purpose  of  making  a  remit- 
tance, is  not  liable  to  a  bona  fide  holder  of  such 
draft  who  takes  it  after  it  has  been  raised  by 
such  derk  to  a  larger  amount,  for  the  increased 
amount,  since  sucn  clerk  does  not  in  raising  it 
act  for  the  bank  or  in  his  capacity  as  clerk. 
Exchange  Nat.  Bank  v.  Bank  of  Little  Bock 
(C.  C.  App.  8th  C.)  686. 

2.  A  drawer  of  a  draft  or  note  complete  in* 
itself,  but  in  such  form  as  to  be  easily  altered 
without  attracting  attention,  is  not  hable  for 
the  amount  to  which  it  is  afterwards  fraudu- 
lently raised  by  a  third  person  without  his 
knowledge  or  authority,  even  to  an  innocent 
purchaser,  since  it  is  not  his  negligence,  but 
the  crime  of  the  forger,  that  is  the  proximate 
cause  of  the  loss.  Id, 

Notes  and  Bbibfs. 

Bills  and  notes;  liability  of  maker  or  drawer 
on  raised  negotiable  paper.  687 

BLASPHEMY. 

Notes  and  Bbiefb. 

Blasphemy;  blasphemy  and  profanitv  as 
crimes: — (I.)  definitions;  (II.)  indictabie  at 
common  law;  (III.)  constitution  of  the  offenses; 
(IV.)  the  indictment;  (V.)  state  statutes;  (VI.) 
constitutionality  of  statutes;  (VII.)  English 
decisions.  858-S60 

BOARDS.    See  also  Parliakbntart  Law, 
4. 

1.  The  specification  of  certain  objects  in  a 
notice  of  a  meeting  of  a  board  of  aldermen 
does  not  exclude  action  upon  any  others  which 
are  within  the  range  of  its  general  powers. 
State,  Biylands,  v.  Pinkerman  (Conn.)  668 

2.  Want  of  notice  to  rightful  commissioners, 
of  the  meeting  of  a  pretended  board,  is  fatal 
to  action  by  the  latter  without  a  quorum  of 
legal  members.  2d. 


8S0 


Bonds-  -Carbiers. 


BONDS. 

1.  The  loss  of  money  deposited  by  a  clerk 
of  court  in  a  bank  of  reputed  solvency,  acting: 
as  a  prudent  man  would,  will  not  make  hira 
liable  on  bis  bond  to  pay  over  moneys  that 
come  into  his  hands.  Wils(m  v.  People, 
Pueblo  &  A.  V.  R.  Co,  (Colo.)  449 

2.  A  bond  given  by  an  officer  does  not  ex- 
tend the  obligation  imposed  on  him  by  law, 
unless  by  force  of  constitutional  or  legislative 
provisions;  but  his  duty  and  liability  as  to 
moneys  coming  into  his  hands  are  measured  by 
the  law  of  bailment.  Id^ 

Notes  Ain>  Briefs. 

Bond;  liability  on  official  bond  for  loss  of 
money  by  theft  or  bank  failure.  449 

BOUNDARY.    See  also  Courts.  8. 

A  person  in  a  boat  on  the  Savannah 
River,  within  80  yards  of  the  G^rgia  side, 
at  a  point  where  the  river  is  at  least  175  yards 
wide,  is  prima  facie  in  the  state  of  Georgia. 
Mmp9on  V.  State  (Ga.)  248 

BRIDGE*  See  also  Waters,  Notes  and 
Briefs. 

A  railroad  company  is  not  liable  for  obstruc- 
tions in  the  channel  or  open  space  under  a 
'drawbridge  over  a  navigable  stream,  which  the 
company  has  constructed  properly  and  under 
lawful  authority',  if  the  obstructions  are  not 
caused  by  any  mstrumentality  or  fault  of  the 
^company.  Pensaeola  ct-  A.  i?.  Co.  v.  Hf/er 
(Fla.)  368 

BUILDINGS.    See  also  Easements,  4, 5. 

1.  An  ordinance  requiring  the  owner  of  a 
dangerous  or  insecure  waU  or  building  to 
make  it  safe  within  twelve  hours  after  notice 
<does  not  apply  to  a  building  which  is  safe  for 
tne  purpose  of  commerce  and  trade,  but  falls 
by  reason  of  the  large  quantities  of  water 
thrown  into  and  upon  it  in  extinguishing  a  fire, 
while  it  is  stored  with  stationery  by  a  tenant, 
thus  putting  it  to  an  extraordinary   strain. 

Woodrvff  V.  Botoen  (Ind.)  198 

2.  Keeping  a  building  in  a  populous  city 
«afe  for  firemen  is  not  a  duly  of  the  owner  at 
common  law,  independent  of  any  statute  or 
•ordinance.  Jd. 

CARRIERS.  See  also  Attorn et-Gkn- 
eral;  Commerce,  1;  Damages.  3;  In- 
surance, 1;  Joint  Debtors;  Master 
AND  Servant,  8. 

1.  The  wrongful  act  of  a  brakeman  in  kick- 
ing a  boy  off  from  a  train  in  rapid  motion  for 
failure  to  pay  his  fare  is  within  the  scope  of 
his  employment,  so  as  to  render  the  railroad 
companv  liable  for  the  act.  where  the  brake- 
man's  duties  included  the  assistance  of  the 
conductor  in  collecting  fares  and  ejecting  per- 
sons who  had  no  right  to  ride;  but  if  he  kicbed 
the  boy  merely  for  the  purpose  of  injuring 
him,  and  not  with  the  purpose  of  ejecting  him 
from  the  train,  the  employer  is  not  liable,  amith 
V.  LouMviOe  <&  N.  R  Co.  (Ky.)  73 

^  A  railroad  company  is  not  liable  for  an 
R.A. 


injurv  to  a  passenger  caused  by  the  grossly 
cnmfnal  act  of  a  stranger  in  letting  off  iIk 
brakes  on  loaded  cars  standing  on  a  switch 
and  closing  the  switch,  which  had  been  left 
open  to  derail  the  cars  if  they  got  Jooee,  oa 
account  of  the  cars  running  down  grade  and 
out  on  the  main  track  causing  a  ooUiaJon, 
where  there  was  no  negligence  in  faillnir  to 
discover  the  mischief  or  prevent  its  effect. 
Fredericks  v.  N</rthern  C.  R.  Co,  (Pa.)  30« 
See  also  Master  and  Ssrtant,  8. 

8.  A  railroad  passenger  holding  a  first-class 
ticket  may  recover  damages  from  the  company 
if  his  request  to  the  conductor  for  a  seat  in  a 
first-class  coach  is  met  by  an  explosion  of  pro- 
fane and  contemptuous  wrath,  and  he  is  com- 
pelled to  stand  although  passengers  in  the  car 
are  occupying  more  seats  than  they  are  entitled 
to.  LovimUe,  N.  0.  d  T.  R  Co.  v.  PatUrwn 
(Miss.)  259 

4.  One  who  accepts  a  free  pass  on  a  street 
railway,  with  a  printed  condition  that  the 
company  shall  not  be  liable  under  any  circum- 
stances, whether  by  negligence  of  agents  or 
otherwise,  for  injuries,  is  bound  by  that  oondi- 
tion.     Muldoon  v.  Seattle  City  R  Co.  (Wash.) 

794 

5.  A  round- trip  ticket  '*  via  Burlington 
branch"  from  a  point  on  the  main  line  m  a 
railroad  to  a  point  on  the  branch  line,  with  the 
provision  that  it  is  "not  good  to  stop  off  en 
route"  is  subject  to  a  regulation  of  the  com- 
pany making  it  good  on  the  main  line  upon 
those  trains  only  which  connect  with  trains  on 
the  branch,  and  does  not  entitle  a  passenger,  on 
reaching  the  junction  upon  his  return  trip,  to 
take  an  accommodation  on  the  main  line 
which  stops  at  his  destination,  but  which  he  is 
enabled  to  catch  only  because  it  is  late  and  by 
leaving  the  branch  train  while  it  stands  on  a 
T  track  and  walking  to  the  depot,  although  he 
mi^ht  have  ridden  on  the  accommodation 
train  without  paying  any  more  for  his  ticket  if 
he  had  bought  separate  tickets  for  the  round 
trip  on  each  line,  and  although  by  taking  the 
accommodation  he  could  avoid  waiting  a  half 
hour  or  moce  for  the  so-called  connecting 
train.  Penneylvania  R  Co.  v.  Parry  (N.  J. 
Err.  <&  App.)  ^1 

6.  A  statute  requiring  railroad  companies  to 
issue  mileage  tickets  and  to  receive  those  of 
other  roads'in  payment  of  fare,  without  pro- 
viding any  fund  for  their  redemption,  or  mak- 
ing them  a  lien  on  any  tangible  property,  or 
putting  any  limit  on  the  number  of  them  which 
may  be  issued,  or  the  time  within  which  they 
must  be  used,  is  unconstitutional  as  an  appro- 
priation of  individual  property  to  public  use 
without  the  owner's  consent  and  without  legal 
provision  for  a  reasonable  compensation  there- 
for. Attorney  General  v.  Old  Colony  R.  Co. 
(Mass.)  112 

7.  A  passenger's  standing  on  the  platform  of 
the  trail  car  in  a  moving  cable  train,  in  accord- 
ance with  custom,  is  not  negligence  as  matter 
of  law,  in  the  absence  of  any  rule  of  the  com- 
panv against  it.  Muldoon  v.  Seattle  City  R. 
Co,  (Wash.)  794 

8.  A  passenger  upon  a  street  car  approach- 
ing a  railroad  crossing,  which  has  stopped  75 
feet  away  from  the  crossing  and  again  started. 


CHAfiiTiE&— Commerce. 
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is  uDder  no  duty  to  be  on  the  lookout  to  learn 
if  the  railroad  track  can  be  safely  crossed  and 
if  by  so  doing  he  can  see  an  approaching  loco- 
motive, to  jump  off,— especially  where  he  is 
crippled.  (fTooU  v.  Pittsburgh  d  L,  E.  R.  Co, 
<Pa.)  606 

Of  floods* 

9.  A  railroad  company  in  the  carriage  of 
goods  is  subject  to  the  liability  of  a  common 
carrier,  and  must  answer  for  all  losses  not  oc- 
casioned by  the  act  of  (Jod  or  the  public  ene- 
my, and  cannot,  in  Nebraska,  by  special  con- 
tract, limit  or  relieve  itself  from  this  liability. 
at.  Joseph  d  G.  1.  B.  Co.  v.  Palmer  (Neb.)  386 

10.  Giving  lower  rates  for  transportation  of 
coal  to  a  manufacturing  company  than  to  a 
coal-dealer  is  not  undue  or  unreasonable  dis- 
crimination, in  violation  of  Pa.  Const  1874, 
art.  17,  g  8,  or  of  the  Act  of  1888,  which  further 
specifies  that  the  equality  of  rates  required  shall 
be  for  **a  like  service  for  the  same  place,  upon 
like  conditions,  and  under  similar  circum- 
stances," where  the  manufacturing  company 
consumes  the  coal  in  creatine  products  which 
furnish  a  large  amount  of  additional  transpor- 
tation to  the  carrier,— and  especially  where 
the  carrier  was  bound  to  give  such  company  the 
lower  rate  by  a  contract  made  years  before  the 
coal-dealer  began  business.  Hoover  v.  Penn- 
sylvania B.  Co.  (Pa.)  268 

11.  A  manufacturing  company  violates  its 
right  to  accept  lower  rates  for  the  transporta- 
tion of  coal  than  are  given  to  a  coal-deaier,  if 
it  sells  coal,  even  to  its  own  employes;  and 
the  carrier  on  notice  of  such  sales  must  charge 
such  company  the  same  rates  that  are  charged 
(o  coal-dealers.  Id. 

\%.  Notice  by  a  carrier  of  special  rates  to 
other  shippers  entitled  thereto  by  difference  of 
conditions  need  not  be  given  to  regular  ship- 
pers in  order  to  protect  the  carrier  from  the 
charge  of  unreasonable  discrimination.        Id, 

13.  A  reasonable  charge  for  improper  delay 
hi  unloading  cars  is  not  one  for  transportation, 
storage,  or  delivery  of  freight  within  Va.  Code 
1887,  §§  1202,  1208.  which  provide  that  no 
chari^  other  than  that  proviaed  by  law  shall 
be  made.  Norfolk  cfcjilv.  B,  Co,  v.  Adams 
(Va.)  530 

14.  A  charge  to  a  consignee  of  $1  pr  day 
after  three  days,  for  every  car  remaining  un- 
loaded after  notice  of  arrival,  is  not  unreason- 
able. Id, 

Notes  akd  Briefs. 

Bee  also  Evidence. 

Carriers;  limitation  in  ticket  to  connecting 
train.  251 

Limitation  of  liability  by  contract.  835 

Discrimination  in  rates  between  dealers  and 
manufacturing  company.  264 

Legislative  power  to  regulate  business  of. 

112 

Right  of  railroad  company  to  make  a  charge 
for  detention  of  its  cars  by  consignees.        580 

Bights  of  passenger  to  seat;  when  seat  is  re- 
fused. 259 

Rights  of  a  person  riding  on  pass  or  contract 
for  free  passage  :^-«tockbroker;  drovers'  pass; 
:22L.R.A« 


as.suming  risk;  express  agents,  newsboys,  and 
the  like;  complimentary  or  gratuitous  pass.  794 

CHARITIES.  See  also  Taxes,  6, 7;  Wills, 
10. 

A  devise  to  trustees  "  for  some  chari- 
table purpose,  preference  always  to  be  given 
to  something  of  an  educational  nature,  al- 
though permissible  to  appropriate  the  income 
in  any  way  it  may  seem  to  the  trustees  to  be 
necessary  and  most  desirable,  as  they  may 
elect,"— 'is  too  indefinite  to  be  enforced  in 
equity.    Johnson  v.  Johnson  (Tenn.)  179 

CHATTEL  MORTGAGE.     See  Mort- 

OAOE. 

CHECKS.    See  also  Evidence,  11;  Limita- 
tion OF  Actions;  Payment. 

The  indorser  of  a  check  is  released  by  fail- 
ure to  present  it  for  several  days,  during  which 
the  bank  fails  and  the  collection  of  the  check 
is  rendered  impossible,  when  there  was  a  de- 
posit out  of  which  it  would  have  been  paid  if 
promptly  presented.  Kirkpatrick  v.  Purysar 
(Tenn.)  785 

Notes  and  Briefs. 
See  also  Limitation  of  Actions. 

Check;  release  of  indorser  of,  by  delay  in 
presenting  it:— unreasonable  delay;  reasonable 
delay.  785 

CITIZENS.    See     Aliens,     Notes    and 
Briefs. 

CITY   COUNSELOR.      See  Ml^icipal 
Corporations,  8. 

CLERK.    See  Arstracts;  Bonds,  1. 

COLLEGE.    See  Lj^burance,  7. 

COUMERCE. 

1.  The  fact  that  a  contract  was  for  the 
carriage  of  ^oods  from  one  state  to  another 
does  not  relieve  a  corporation  of  the  state  in 
which  the  contract  was  made  from  the  rule  of 
law  existing  in  that  state,  which  prohibits 
spe'cial  contracts  limiting  liability.  8t.  Joseph 
A  Q,  I.  R,  Co,  V.  Palmar  (Neb.)  885 

2.  Telegraph  messages  between  points  in 
the  same  state  do  not  constitute  interstate  com- 
merce, because  of  the  fact  that  they  traverse 
another  state  on  the  route.  State,  Bailroad 
Commission,  v.  Western  U.  Tsleg.  Ci?.,(N.  C.) 

570 
8.  The  sale  of  a  package  of  goods  enXire 
and  unbroken,  as  imported  from  another  state, 
will  be  protected  as  interstate  commerce  only 
when  the  form  and  size  of  the  package  is  that 
usually  adopted  in  the  trade  lor  purpose  of 
transportation,  and  not  when  adopted  with  a 
view  to  unlawful  intrastate  retail  trade.  Com. 
Philaddphia  County,  v.  Schdlehberger  (Pa.) 

156 

4.  Showing  that  a  package  of  material  to 

be  used  as  food  was   made,  stamped,  and 

branded  in  another  state,  is  not  sufficient  to 

show  that  it  is  an  original  package,  trade  in 

06 
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which  Is  protected  by  the  Federal  ConstitutioQ, 
without  showing  further  that  it  was  in  the  form 
usually  adopted  in  the  trade  for  purposes  of 
transportation.  Com,  Philadelphia  Ctntntj/,  ▼. 
SchoOenberger  <Pa.)  155 

5.  An  original  package,  trade  in  which  is 
protected  by  the  Federaf  Constitution,  is  such 
form  and  size  of  package  as  is  used  by  pro- 
ducers or  shippers  for  the  purpose  of  securing 
both  convenience  in  handling  and  security  in 
transportation  of  merchandise  between  dealers 
in  the  ordinary  course  of  actual  commerce.   Id. 

6.  That  one  having  goods  for  sale  is  a  non- 
resident manufacturer,  and  sells  his  goods 
within  the  state  through  an  agent,  does  not, 
under  the  Federal  Constitution,  relieve  him 
from  the  operation  of  the  local  police  laws,  if 
he  keeps  in  the  state  a  store  containing  a  stock 
of  goods  for  the  inspection  of  customers,  from 
wluch  he  makes  sales  to  actual  customers.  Id. 

7.  A  license  tax  of  $500  per  annum,  im- 
posed on  every  person  selling  in  a  city  any 
meat  which  is  not  from  animals  of  his  own 
raising,  unless  he  rents  a  stall  in  a  public 
market,  while  the  rent  of  such  stall  is  (150  per 
year  and  the  market  regtilations  are  so  re 
Btricted  and  burdensome  as  to  preclude  the 
reasonable  conduct  of  a  wholesale  business 
there,  is  unconstitutional  in  respect  to  whole- 
sale dealers  in  meat  brought  from  other  states, 
by  reason  of  the  necessarily  resulting  discrim- 
ination against  them,  although  the  ordinances 
on  the  subject  on  their  face  purport  to  applv 
to  vendors  irrespective  of  the  places  from  which 
it  comes, — especially  where  neither  sales  nor 
inspection  of  meat  are  restricted  to  the  market, 
and  the  regulations  are  clearly  made  for  the 
purpose  of  revenue,  and  not  merely  to  prevent 
the  sale  of  uninspected  meat.  Georgia  Packing 
Co.  V.  Macon  (C.  C.  8.  D.  Ga.)  775 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Commerce;  original  packages  from  other 
state.  156 

COMMON  LAW.    See  also  CoNtRACTs,  2. 

The  common  law  was  brought  into  Okla- 
homa bv  the  settlers  on  April  22,  1889,  unless 
it  had  already  been  established  there  by  the  Act 
of  Congress  of  March  1,  1889,  establishing  a 
district  court  of  the  United  States  in  the  Indian 
Territory.    McKennon  v.  Winn  (Okla.)      601 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Common  law;  adoption  of,  in  the  United 
States;  general  rules;  effect  of  English  de- 
cisions; constitutional  and  statutory  adoption; 
what  constitutes  the  common  law  adopted; 
adoption  in  particular  matters;  as  to  remedies; 
limitation  of  the  adoption;  in  the  United  States 
courts  and  territories;  in  criminal  matters; 
adoption  of  British  statutes;  repeal  of  English 
statutes.  501 

CONDITION.    See  Injunction,  9. 

CONFLICT  OF  LAWS.    See  also  Com- 
merce, 1. 

1.  The  place  of  making  the  contract  is 
presumably  that  of  its  performance,  in  the  ab- 
"■ence  of  anything  indicating  the   contrary. 

L.R.A 


Tiliingftast  v.  Boston  df  P.  R.  Lftmber  Co.  {S. 
C.)  49 

2.  The  place  f^om  which  a  telemm  is 
sent  to  another  state  is  the  place  of  the  con- 
tract made  by  the  message,  in  the  absence  of 
anything  therein  to  the  contrary.  Id. 

CONSPIRACY. 

1.  A  combination  of  insoranoe  companies  to 
establish  uniform  rates  of  insurance  and  of 
aeents'  commissions  is  not  illegal  under  the 
Texas  AnliTrust  Law  of  March  W),  1889,  pro- 
hibiting trusts  for  restrictions  In  trade  or  the 
production  price,  or  rates  of  transportation  for 
commodities  or  articles  of  commerce,  since  a 
contract  of  insurance  is  not  "trade,"  nor  is  it 
an  "article  of  commerce"  or  a  ••commodity." 
Queen  Im,  Co.  v.  State  (Tex.)  488 

2.  The  words  "restrictions  in  trade,"  in  an 
an ti- trust  law  making  such  restrictions  a  felony 
punishable  with  heavy  penalties,  by  fine  or 
imprisonment,  cannot  be  construed  to  Include 
all  contracts  which  in  anv  sense  restrict  trade, 
but  are  limited  to  combmations  such  as  those 
between  producers  or  dealers  to  limit  produo> 
tion  or  supply  of  an  article  and  thus  acquire  a 
monopoly  of  it,  and  then  unreasonably  to  en- 
hance prices,  or  those  of  qui^  public  corpo- 
rations which  might  be  disabled  by  the  com- 
bination from  penorming  duty  to  the  public. 

Id, 

Notes  A2n>  Bbikfs. 
Conspiracy;  in  restraint  of  trade.  484 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW.  See  also 
Cabbtbrs,  6;  CoMsacRCE;  Intoxicatixo 
LiquoBB,  5r  Okfickrb,  1;  Sukdat,  1,  2; 

I     Taxes,  1,  2,  6;  Wharfage. 

1.  Longusa^  and  practical  interpretation 
cannot  control  m  the  InterpretatioD  of  the  Con- 
stitution unless  the  language  is  obscure  and 
doubtful.  8t€Ue,  Morris,  v.  Wrigktmm  (N.  J. 
Sup.)  548 

2.  The  power  of  the  executive  and  Judicial 
departments  in  a  state  government  is  a  grant, 
not  a  limitation,  while  Uie  powers  of  the  legis- 
lative department  are  absolute  except  as  re- 
stricted and  limited  by  the  Constitution.  /^ 
pie,  Richardson,  v.  Menderson  (Wyo.)        7oI 

8.  The  constitutional  separation  of  tbe  de- 
partments of  government  (b  not  violated  by  a 
statute  authorizing  circuit  courts  to  repair  their 
cotirt-rooms.  White  County  Comre.  v.  Gifin 
(Ind.)  402 

4.  The  constitutional  ph)vi8ion  that  "the 
state  shaU  never  contract  anv  debts  for  works 
of  internal  improvement  or  oe  a  party  in  car- 
rying on  such  works,"  prevents  a  state  from 
owntne  and  operating  an  elevator  or  ware- 
house for  the  public  storage  of  grain,  or  any 
other  kind  of  public  works  excepting  those 
used  by  and  for  the  state  in  the  perf ormaace  of 
its  governmental  functions.  Rippe  v.  Seeker 
(Mhin.)  85T 

Vested  viffittm. 

5.  Judgments  rendered  before  tbe  passage 
of  the  Act,  directing  the  sale  of  lands  or  inter- 
ests therein,  cannot  be  aifeded  by  a  statute  ex- 
tending the  time  for  redemption  from  suck 
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sale,  although  the  sale  has  Dot  yet  taken  place. 
Greenwood  y.  Butler  (Ran.)  465 

6.  The  reopening  of  the  decision  of  tax 
officers^  by  which  the  valuation  of  taxable 
property  has  been  fixed  and  taxes  thereon  col- 
lected, under  a  subsequent  statute  authorizing 
a  state  revenue  agent  to  assess  and  collect  ad- 
ditional taxes,  where,  in  his  opioion,  the  tax 
assessment  had  been  too  small,— is  an  uncon- 
stitutional interference  with  vested  rights. 
AdatM  V.  Tonella  (Miss.)  846 

7.  A  receipt  which  was  void  for  uncertainty 
as  a  contract  for  land  cannot  be  made  valid  by 
a  subseauent  statute  allowing  parol  testimony 
to  identify  the  land.    Lowe  y.  Harrises.  C.) 

879 
'BaumX  riifhts. 

8.  The  equal  privileges  or  immunities  of 
citizens  are  not  violate  by  prohibiting  the 
business  of  a  barber  on  Sunday  under  greater 
penalties  than  those  imposed  upon  other  busi- 
ness, or  because  an  exception  is  made  as  to 
those  who  conscientiously  observe  the  seventh 
day  of  the  week  as  the  Sabbath,  nor  is  such  a 
statute  invalid  as  class  legislation.  People  v. 
BelUt  {mch.)  696 

9.  A  statute  requiring  weekly  payment  of 
wages  "by  every  manufacturing,  mining, 
quarrying,  lumbering,  mercantile,  street,  elec- 
tric, and  elevated  railway,  steamboat,  tele- 
graph, telephone,  and  municipal  corporation, 
and  every  incorporated  express  company  and 
water  company," — makes  an  unconstitutional 
discriminadon  between  those  corporations  and 
others  which  are  organized  for  pecuniary  profit 
and  employ  labor.  BraeeviUe  Coal  Co,  v.  Peo- 
ple (111.)  840 
Due  process  of  law. 

10.  The  enforcement  of  an  assessment  for 
local  improvements  upon  property  not  at  all 
benefited  thereby  is  tne  taking  of  propertv 
without  due  process  of  law.  Oregon  d  G.  A, 
Co,  Y.Portland  (Or.)  718 

11.  The  liberty  to  enter  into  contracts  by 
which  labor  may  be  employed  in  such  way 
as  the  laborer  may  deem  most  beneficial,  and 
to  others  to  employ  such  labor,  is  necessarily 
included  in  the  constitutional  guaranty  of  the 
right  to  property.  Braeeville  Coal  Co,  v.  Peo- 
ple (Ul.)  840 

12.  A  restriction  of  the  right  of  corporations 
to  contract  with  employes  as  to  payment  of 
wages  requiring  weekly  payments  denies  the 
constitutional  rights  of  the  employes,  and  does 
not  affect  the  corporation  merely.  Id. 
Police  power. 

18.  The  police  power  of  the  state  to  regu- 
late a  business  is  to  be  exercised  by  the  adop- 
tion of  rules  and  regulations  as  to  the  manner 
in  which  it  shall  be  conducted  by  others,  and 
not  by  itself  engaging  in  it.  Eippe  v.  Becker 
(Minn.)  857 

14.  The  purchase  by  a  state  of  a  site  for 
state  elevators  or  warehouses,  and  the  erection 
of  such  structures  for  the  public  storage  of 
grain,  is  not  within  the  exercise  of  the  police 
power  of  the  state  to  regulate  the  business  of 
such  elevators.  Id. 

15.  Prohibiting  the  opening  of  barber  shops 
on  Sunday  is  within  the  police  power  of  the 
state.  PtopU  v.  BeUet  (Mich.)  686 
22  L.  R  A. 


16.  The  Legislature  may  forbid  the  sale,  offer- 
ing for  sale,  or  possession  during  the  close 
season,  of  trout  which  are  not  alive,  although 
they  were  artificially  propagated  on  one's  own 
premises,  if  such  close  season  is  not  unreason- 
able.    Com.  V.  Oilbert  (Mass.)  489 

17.  The  occupation  of  an  *'  emigrant  agent " 
does  not  belong  to  that  class  which  is  so  in- 
berently  harmful  or  dangerous  to  the  public 
that  it  may  be  either  directly  or  indirectly  re- 
stricted  or  prohibited,  where  the  occupation 
consists  merely  in  hiring  laborers  in  the  state 
to  be  employed  beyond  the  limits  of  the  state. 
State  V.  Moore  (N.  C.)  472 

Notes  aitd  Briefs. 
See  also  Sunday. 

Constitutional  law;  as  to  restriction  of  use  of 
private  property.  440 

Constitutionality  of  statute  legalizing  an  in- 
valid private  contract;  under  f^eral  constitu- 
tion; retroactive  laws  and  vested  rights;  due 
process  of  law;  application  of  the  rules  to  ac- 
knowledgments; application  of  the  rules  to  con- 
tracts unenforceable  because  usurious;  conflict 
with  judicial  power;  rights  of  third  persons 
cannot  be  impaired.  879 

Extent  of  police  power  of  state.  868 

CONTRACTS.  See  also  Action  or  Suit, 
1;  Attobnets,  2;  Ball  Players;  Con- 
stitxttional  Law,  7;  Custom.  2,  8; 
WiLi^,  12. 

1.  A  valid  oral  contract  for  the  sale  of  real 
estate,  or  an  interest  therein,  can  be  made  in 
the  absence  of  statutory  restrictions.  McEen- 
non  V.  Winn  (Okla.)  501 

2.  The  Statute  of  Fnuds  is  in  force  in  the 
United  States  only  where  it  has  been  adopted 
by  legislative  enactment;  and  at  common  law 
an  oral  contract  for  real  estate  is  valid.       Id. 

8.  A  deed  placed  in  escrow,  but  not  de- 
livered, cannot  be  regarded  as  a  sufficient 
memorandum  of  a  parol  agreement  for  the 
land  to  satisfy  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  where  it 
does  not  recite  the  terms  of  the  contract.  Kopp 
V.  Belter  (111.)  278 

4.  A  contract  between  a  creamery  supply 
firm  and  those  agreeing  to  subscribe  for  the 
erection  of  a  butter  factory,  by  which  the  for- 
mer was  to  erect  and  complete  the  factory  and 
the  latter  to  pay  the  contract  inrice,  creates  a 
several  liability  on  the  part  of  each  subscriber 
to  the  amount  of  his  subscription  only;  but  the 
interests  of  the  subscribers  are  joint  in  so  far 
that  all  must  unite  in  order  to  repudiate  and 
renounce  the  contract.  OMons  v.  Bente 
(Minn.)  80 

5.  No  cause  of  action  on  contract  can  arise 
before  the  contract  is  broken.  TitUnghatt  v. 
Boeton  dP.  B,  Lumber  Co,  (S.  C.)  49 

6.  A  contract  to  hire  a  person  for  a  year  for 
a  certain  sum  per  week,  payable  weekly,  is  en- 
tire and  indivisible.    (Hmetead  v.  Bach  (Md.> 

7.  A  unilateral  promise  or  agreement  in  writ- 
ing to  pav  for  specified  personid  property  is 
binding  if  upon  sufficient  consideration;  and 
the  consideration  need  not  be  expressed  if  the 
case  is  not  within  the  Statute  of  Frauds.  Horn 
y,  Ban$en  (Minn.)  617 
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8.  A  physician  who  is  a  member  of  a  board 
of  health  may  recover  reasonable  compensation 
for  purely  professional  services  which  any 
other  physician^  might  render,  rendered  by 
him  under  direction  of  the  board  of  health 
without  any  express  agreement  for  compensa- 
tion.   Spearman  v,  Texarkana  (Ark.)         855 

0.  An  agreement  by  an  author  to  indem- 
nify his  publisher  for*any  costs  and  damages 
by  reason  of  the  publication  is  not  invalid,  on 
the  ground  that  an  unlawful  publication  is  in- 
tended, where  it  does  not  appear  that  there  was 
an7  intention  on  the  part  of  either  to  write  or 
publish  anythlni;  libelous.  C.  F.  Jewett  Pub.  Co. 
v.  Butler  (Mass.)  253 

10.  It  is  not  illegal  at  common  law  for  in- 
surance companies  to  make  a  combination  to 
establish  uniform  rates  of  insurance  and  of. 
commissions  to  agents.  Queen  Ins.  Co,  v.  State 
(Tex.)  483 

11.  A  stipulation  not  to  engage  In  manufac- 
turing or  selling  fire  alarm  or  police  telegraph 
machmes  and  apparatus,  and  not  to  enter  into 
competition  with  the  purchaser  of  the  business 
for  the  period  of  ten  years,  with  no  restriction 
as  to  place  stipulated,  which  is  entered  into  by 
a  manufacturer  on  the  sale  of  his  business 
and  a  transfer  of  his  patents  used  therein.  Is 
void  on  the  ground  of  public  policy  as  a  con- 
tract in  restraint  of  trade,  and  cannot  be  up- 
held on  the  ground  that  it  concerns  property 
and  business  protected  by  patents,  or  because 
the  restriction  is  necessary  to  enable  the  pur- 
chaser to  enjoy  what  is  purchased, — even  if 
that  could  be  regarded  as  a  test,— or  because 
it  relates  to  a  single  commodity  which  is  not 
of  prime  necessity  and  not  a  staple  of  com- 
merce. Oametoell  Fire  Alarm  dh  Teleg.  Co,  v. 
Crane  (Mass.)  678 

12.  A  change  of  decision  as  to  the  validity  of 
a  certain  kind  of  mortgage,  made  after  some 
instruments  of  the  kind  were  made,  whereby 
they  are  upheld,  does  not  impair  the  obliga- 
tion of  a  contract  between  the  mortgagor  and 
a  creditor  who  gave  him  credit,  when  under 
the  existing  decisions  such  mortgages  would  be 
held  void.  Brown  v.  Grand  Rapids  Parlor 
Furniture  Co,  (C.  C.  App.  6th  C.)  817 

18.  Either  party  to  a  contract,  while  it  is  ex- 
ecutory, may  by  explicit  direction  stop  per- 
formance on  the  other  side,  thereby  becoming 
liable  for  the  damages  to  which  tne  other  is 
subiected;  and  thereafter  the  other  cannot  pro- 
ceed with  the  performance  of  the  contract  and 
increase  the  amount  of  damages.  Oibbans  v. 
BenteQAXnn.)  80 

14.  Doubts  as  to  the  solvency  of  a  publish- 
ing corporation  will  not  justify  the  breach  of 
a  contract  to  furnish  it  a  book  for  publication. 
C.  F.  JeiceU  Pub.  Co.  v.  Butler  (Mass.)       258 

15.  The  disgrace  attaching  to  the  name  of 
a  corporation  on  account  of  the  conduct  of  its 
former  president  and  manager,  whose  name  it 
bears,  is  not  sufficient  ground  for  breaking  a 
contract  to  furnish  it  a  book  for  publication. 

Id, 

Notes  and  Briefs. 
See  also  Constitutional  Law. 
Contracts;  impairment  of  obligation  of.  465 
\.  R.  A. 


Undelivered  deed  as  memorandum  to  latisfv 
Statute  of  Frauds.  2fa 

Legality  of  combinations  or  trustL  4!4 

Is  a  subscription  contract  joint  or  several  :— 
in  general;  in  which  there  is  a  promisee:  effect 
of  agreements  among  subscribers  and  their  rela- 
tion to  each  other.  SO 
Of  indemnity  against  liability  for  libeL  254 
Illegality  of  contract  to  evade  taxes.        70d 
By  intoxicated  person.                            ^7 
Validity  of  contracts  of  sale  in  restraint  of 
trade  without  limitation  of  place:— restraint, 
unlimited  as  to  time  and  place;  divisibflity  of 
contract  in  general  restraint  of  trade;  restric- 
tion as  to  time  but  not  as  to  place:  as  to  pabli- 
cations;    secrets  of  trade,    compounds,   and 
medicine;  patented  articles;  contracts  of  pur- 
chase.                                                         673 

CORPORATIONS.    See  also  Eyidehce, 
12;  Taxjss,  8,  9. 

1.  A  corporation  is  an  artificial  pezson 
created  by  law  as  the  representative  of  those 
persons,  natural  or  artificial,  who  oontribuie  to 
or  become  holders  of  shares  in  the  property 
entrusted  to  it  for  a  common  purpose.  €^< 
lilatate  (Pa.)  276 

2.  A  corporation  de  faeto  is  an  apparent 
corporate  organization,  aaeerted  to  be  a  corpo- 
ration by  its  members^  and  actually  acdag  as 
such,  but  lacking  the  creative  fiat  of  the  law. 

Id. 
8.  An  amendment  to  the  charter  of  cer- 
tain corporations  by  providing  for  weekly 
payments  of  wages,  but  not  applying  to  sfl 
corporations  created  under  the  general  law,  1$^ 
in  violation  of  a  constitutional  provirfoo  thst 
the  charter  of  no  corporation  shall  be  chaoged 
by  special  law.  BraeenUe  Coal  Co.  v.  F^fiU 
(til.)  m 

4.  An  educational  corporation  engaged  in 
operating  a  public  ferry  canTing  passengers 
for  hire  cannot  escape  liability  for  negHgeoce 
in  the  management  of  the  ferry,  on  Uie  nouod 
that  the  business  was  ultra  mrts.  Ninu  v. 
Mt,  Herman  Boy^  Se/tool  (Mass.)  364 

5.  A  corporation  must  be  lield  to  hare 
adopted  the  acts  of  its  agents  in  conducting  a 
business  ultra  vires,  where  its  managing  offi- 
cers, knowing  the  business  has  been  done  and 
that  the  income  of  the  business  has  been  re- 
ceived and  the  expenses  of  it  paid  by  the 
treasurer,  have  adopted  the  action  of  the  tress 
urer  and  elected  to  keep  the  money.  Id. 

6.  The  "business"  of  a  corporation,  within 
a  statutory  authority  to  contract  in  ^'its  au- 
thorized business."  cannot  be  construed  to  in- 
clude the  making  of  a  preferential  de^  of  tru«t 
after  the  corporation  has  become  insolvent  and 
ceased  to  carry  on  its  operations  without  sot 
intention  of  resuming.  fjyons-Thomas  Hara- 
toare  Co,v.  Perry  Stave  Mfg,  Co,  (Tex.)       8D2 

7.  Statutory  authority  of  a  corporation  to 
hold,  purchase,  and  sell,  property  as  the  ''pur- 
poses'' of  the  corporation  shall  require,  appHps 
only  to  powers  to  be  used  while  the  corpora- 
tion \b  carrying  on  business,  and  does  not  ^ve 
power  to  execute  a  preferential  deed  of  assign- 
ment after  insolvency  and  permanent  cessation 
of  business.  Id. 


Costs— Courts. 
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8.  A  preferential  deed  of  trust  executed  by 
a  private  trading  corporation  after  its  insolven- 
cy and  ceasing  to  carr^  on  business,  without 
any  intention  of  resuming,  is  yoid  as  against 
unsecured  creditors  of  the  corporation.  Id. 
But  see  next  case. 

9.  The  fact  that  directors  and  stockholders 
of  a  corporation  vote  to  /zive  a  mortgage  pre- 
ferring themselves  as  creditors  does  not  render 
it  invalid.  Brawn  v.  Grand  Baptds  Parlor 
Furniture  Go.  (C.  C.  App.  6th  C.)  817 

10.  A  director  who  is  a  bona  fide  creditor 
of  a  corporation  may  be  made  a  preferred 
creditor,  where  preferences  to  any  creditors 
are  lawful.  Id, 

U.  A  resolution  authorizing  oflScers  of  a 
corporation  "to  secure  any  and  all  other  cred- 
itors'*  after  a  person  named  does  not  require 
that  a  mortgage  executed  in  pursuance  thereof 
should  secure  all  other  creditors,  but  the  word 
**and"  has  the  meaning  of  "or."  Id, 

12.  It  is  sufficient  ground  for  the  dissolu- 
tion of  a  corporation  that  it  has  removed  its 
principal  place  of  business  and  all  of  its  agen- 
cies from  the  state  of  its  creation,  in  contra- 
vention of  the  policy  of  the  state  as  evinced  by 
its  general  system  of  legislation.  Simmons  v. 
Norfolk  di  B.  Steamboat  Co,  (N.  C.)  677 

18.  An  attachment  and  sale  of  the  corporate 
property  in  a  suit  against  the  comptroller  of 
the  currency  as  commissioner  and  statutory 
successor  of  the  Freedman*s  Savings  &  Trust 
Company  is  lawful,  where  the  corporation 
would  have  been  subject  to  attachment. 
Spratt  V.  Liifinffston  (Fla.)  453 

14  The  purpose,  as  well  as  the  effect,  of 
the  amendatory  Act  of  Congress  making  the 
comptroller  of  the  currency  a  commissioner  of 
the  Freedman's  Savings  &  Trust  Company, 
was  to  invest  him,  as  such  commissioner,  with 
the  property,  management,  and  disposition  of 
the  affairs  of  said  company  for  the  purposes  of 
liquidation;  and  he  thereby  became  the  statu- 
tory substitute  and  successor  of  the  corporation 
itself,  and  not  a  mere  trustee  of  the  bare  leffal 
title  of  its  property.  Id, 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Corporations;  doctrine  of  ultra  vires  as  af- 
fecting liability  for  negligence.  865 

Presumption  as  to  incorporation: — in  civil 
cases;  in  criminal  cases.  276 

Power  to  prefer  creditors  when  insolvent. 

818 

Preferences  among  creditors  given  by  in- 
solvent corporations:— in  general:  preferences 
prohibited ;  stockholders  as  preferred  credit- 
ors; directors  and  officers  as  preferred  credit- 
ors; preferences  by  legal  proceedings;  reme- 
dies; English  decisions.  802 

COSTS. 

1.  Costs  out  of  the  estate  will  not  be  al- 
lowed to  one  who  unsuccessfully  contests  the 
right  of  the  administrator  to  retain  a  distribu- 
tive share,  and  apply  it  on  the  distributee's  in- 
debtedness to  the  estate.     Webb  v.  FitUer  (Me.) 

177 

2.  Costs  in  favor  of  plaintiff  on  a  note  and 
mortgage  which  are  invalid  cannot  be  ordered 
23   L.  R  A. 


paid  from  the  proceeds  on  foreclosure  of  an- 
other mortgage  on  the  same  property,  in  the 
same  case.     Sheldon  v.  Pruessner  (Kan.)     709 

COTENANCY.    See  also   Husband   ani> 
Wipe,  1;  Levy  and  Seizcke,  1. 

A  joint  tenancy  is  an  estate  held  by 
two  or  more  persons  jointly,  so  that  during 
the  lives  of  all  they  are  equally  entitled  to  the 
enjoyment  of  the  land,  or  its  equivalent  in 
rents  and  profits;  but  upon  the  death  of  one 
his  share  vests  in  the  survivor  or  survivors 
until  there  be  but  one  survivor,  when  the 
estate  becomes  one  in  severaltv  in  him  and 
descends  to  his  heirs  upon  his  death.  Thorn- 
burg  V.  Wiggins  (Ind.)  42 

Notes  and  Briefs. 
Cotenancy;  as  to  timber.  641 

COUNTIES.    See  also  Courts,  4. 

The  action  of  county  commissioners  on  peti- 
tion under  Ind.  Acts  1893,  p.  741,  which  says 
the  t)oard  "mav  fix  and  allow  a  certain  sum" 
within  prescribed  limits  and  that  any  such 
allowance  and  the  proceedings  of  the  board  in 
relation  thereto,  **if  in  conformity  with  the 
provisions  of  this  Act,  shall  be  final  and  con- 
clusive" is  an  exercise  of  the  discretion  of  the 
board,  and  is  not  a  judicial  act  from  which  an 
appeal  can  be  taken.  Vigo  County  Comrs.  v. 
Ikvis  (Ind.)  515 

COUNTY-SEATS.    See  Courts,  1. 

COURT-HOUSE.    See  Courts,  2-4;  Ik- 
junction,  17. 

COURTS.    See  also  Appeal  and  Error, 
3;  Constitutional  Law,  3;  Witnesses. 

1.  Long  acquiescence  in  the  universal  cus- 
tom of  courts  to  sit  at  county-seats  is  equal  to 
positive  law  requiring  the  courts  to  be  held  at 
those  places.  White  County  Comrs.  v.  OtPin 
(Ind.)  402 

2.  'the  power  of  courts  to  order  necessary 
repairs  to  the  courtroom  is  inherent  and  inci- 
dental to  jurisdiction,  like  the  power  to  punish 
for  contempt.  Id. 

3.  The  power  of  circuit  courts  to  author- 
ize repairs  to  the  court-room  cannot  extend  to 
the  practical  reconstruction  of  the  court-house, 
or  to  the  construction  of  lasting  and  perma- 
nent improvements, — ^such  as  extensions,  addi- 
tions, and  enlargements.  Id. 

4.  A  court  has  inherent  power  to  order  an 
elevator  in  the  court-house  to  be  operated  by 
the  sheriff  during  sessions  of  court,  when  the 
use  of  the  elevator  is  necessary  to  furnish  fit 
and  convenient  means  of  access  to  the  court- 
room, although  the  county  commissioners  di- 
rect, on  the  contrary,  that  the  use  of  the  ele- 
vator shall  be  discontinued.  Vigo  Cotinty 
Comrs.  V.  Stout  (Ind.)  898 

5.  The  question  whether  or  not  a  "disagree- 
ment" exists  which  authorizes  the  governor  to 
adjourn  the  General  Assembly,  under  R.  I. 
Const,  art.  7,  g  6,  is  one  on  which  the  decision 
of  the  governor  is  conclusive,  and  is  not  re- 
viewable by  the  courts.  Be  Legislative  Ad- 
journment (R.  I.)  716 
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6.  The  courts  cannot  overturn  a  law  passed 
within  constitutional  limitations,  on  the  ground 
that  it  is  unwise,  impolitic,  unjust,  or  oppres- 
sive, or  even  that  it  was  procured  by  corrupt 
means.  StaUe,  Morris,  v.  Wrightson  (N.  J. 
Sup.)  548 

7.  The  constitutionality  of  an  apportionment 
Act  is  a  subject  of  judicial  inquiry,  and  not  a 
mere  political  question.  Id. 

8.  The  offense  of  shooting  at  another  is  com- 
mitted in  Georgia  when  one  in  the  state  of 
South  Carolina,  without  malice  aforethought, 
but  not  in  his  own  defense  or  under  other  cir- 
cumstances of  justification,  aims  and  fires  a 
pistol  at  another  who  at  the  time  is  in  Georgia, 
although  the  iMdl  misses  him,  and  strikes  the 
water  m  Georgia  near  the  boat  which  he  occu- 
pies.   Simpson  v.  State  (Ga.)  248 

9.  The  jurisdiction  of  a  court  to  compel 
town  officers  to  call  a  new  election  for  a  mem- 
ber of  the  General  Assembly,  as  required  by 
statute,  is  not  defeated  by  the  fact  that  each 
House  is  the  judge  of  the  elections  and  qualifi- 
cations of  its  members,  and  that  the  ordering 
of  a  new  election  may  involve  the  question  oi 
the  validity  of  a  prior  election.  UtoUe  v.  South 
Kingstoicn  (R.  I.)  65 

10.  Whether  chattel  mortgages  are  void  as 
common-law  assignments  giving  preferences  to' 
creditors  is  a  question  of  local  law, upon  which 
a  federal  court  will  follow  the  state  decisions. 
Brown  v.  Grand  Rapids  Parlor  Furniture  Co, 
(C.  C.  App.  6th  C.)  817 

11.  A  federal  court  will  follow  the  latest  de- 
cisions of  the  supreme  court  of  the  state  as  to 
the  validity  of  mortgages,  although  a  different 
decision  by  that*court  was  regarded  as  the  law 
when  the  mortgages  were  made.  Id, 

12.  The  title  to  letters  patent  does  not 
necessarily  involve  the  validity  or  infrin^- 
ment  of  the  patent,  so  as  to  defeat  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  a  state  court.  Shoemaker  v.  South 
Bend  Spark- Arrester  Co,  (Ind.)  832 

18.  State  courts  have  not  lost  jurisdiction 
of  the  subject-matter  of  actions  against  car- 
riers in  respect  to  interstate  shipments,  by 
reason  of  the  fact  that  Congress  has  legislated 
upon  the  subject.  Sz,  Joseph  db  0, 1,  R,  Co.  v. 
Pahner  (Neb.)  885 

14.  An  injunction  against  carrying  out  an 
order  of  court  cannot  be  granted  by  another 
court  of  similar  jurisdiction,  but  can  be 
granted,  if  at  all,  only  by  the  court  which 
made  the  order.  Vigo  County  Comrs,  'v.  Stout 
(Ind.)  898 

NoTEfl  AND  Briefs. 

Courts;  jurisdiction  of  crime  on  state  bound- 
ary. 249 

Power  of,  to  provide  the  necessary  places 
and  equipments  for  their  business.       898,  899 

Power  in  respect  to  court-room.  402 

COVENANT. 

An  undertaking  establishment  in  which 
human  dead  bodies  are  prepared  for  burial  or 
other  sepulture,  and  sometimes  subject  to  em- 
balming and  postmortem  examination,  is  a 
business  '*  injurious  or  offensive  to  the  neigh- 
boring inhabitants,"  within  the  terms  of  a  re- 
^L.R.A. 


strictive  agreement,  although  it  may  not  con- 
stitute a  legal  nuisance.  Rowland  v.  MiUtr 
(N.  Y.)  m 

NOTBS  AND  BeIEFS. 

Covenants;  of  married  women,  see  E8toppkl. 

CRIMINAL  LAW.    As  to  Jury  Trial  see 

Trial,  1,  Notes  and  Briefs. 
See  also  Blasphemy. 

CURSING.    See  Nuibakces,  1. 

CUSTOM.    See  also  Evidence,  42.  43. 

1.  The  custom  of  people  to  crawl  under  a 
train  blockading  a  highway  crossing  cannot 
affect  the  question  of  negligence  in  so  doing. 
Rumpel  v.  Oregon  Short  Line  d  U.  Al  R,  Co. 
(Id.)  735 

2.  A  usage  to  affect  a  contract  must  be  so 
general  and  well  established  that  knowledj^ 
and  adoption  of  it  ma^  be  presumed;  and  it 
must  be  certain  and  uniform.  BalUmart  Base 
BaU  d  E,  Co,  V.  PickeU(A^.)  090 

8.  A  usage  or  custom  of  base  ball  dubs  to 
discbarge  a  player  on  ten  days'  notice,  if  he  is 
deficient  in  playing,  cannot  modifjfr  a  special 
contract  for  a  definite  time,— especially  when 
the  player  has  no  reciprocal  right  to  cancel  the 
contract.  Id, 

Notes  and  Brievs. 
Custom;  as  affecting  contract.  690 

DAMAGES. 

1.  Compensatory  damages  cannot  include 
an  allowance  for  "inconvenience"  as  well  as 
injuries.  Jen9on  v.  Chicago,  St,  P,  M.  dt  0. 
R,  Co,  (Wis.)  m 

2.  The  amount  to  be  recovered  for  unlaw- 
ful discharge  of  an  employ^  is  the  oontract 
price  less  what  may  have  been  paid  him,  and 
also  what  he  has  earned  or  by  due  diligence 
might  have  earned  during  the  time  covered  by 
the  contract.  Baltimore  Base  BaU  dt  E.  Co, 
y,  Piekett  [Md,)  6»» 

8.  The  amount  of  injury  suffered  by  a 
shipper  on  account  of  lower  rates  given  to  an- 
other shipper,  for  which  he  mav  recover  from 
the  carrier,  under  Pa.  Act  188S,  cannot  Ut 
taken,  without  proof,  to  be  the  difference  in 
the  rates  charged.  Eooter  v.  Penns^flcania  R. 
Co.  (Pa.)  263 

4.  For  breach  of  a  contract  to  transmit  or 
deliver  an  unexplained  cypher,  or  otherwi>e 
unintellierible  message,  a  telegraph  company  is 
liable  only  for  nommal  damages,  or,  at  most, 
for  the  sum  paid  it  for  transmission  and  de- 
livery.    Western  U.  Tdeg,  Co.  v.  Wilton  (Fla ) 

434 

5.  It  is  proper  for  a  railroad  desiring  to 
cross  another  to  pay  the  expense  of  necessair 
frogs  and  crossing  apparatus.  Seattle  <t  m. 
R,  Go,  V.  State  (Wash.)  217 

6.  Condemnation  of  a  strip  of  land  acrcs^ 
a  farm  for  canal  purposes  does  not  divide  tbe 
farm  into  two  parcels  for  the  purpose  of  es- 
timating daniiages  for  the  construction  of  a 
railroad  across  one  of  them,   although  sucb 
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strip  is  taken  in  fee,  and  the  canal  is  aban- 
doned, and  the  fee  to  such  strip  acquired  by 
third  persons.  Cameron  v.  Pittsburgh  dh  X. 
jr.  E.  Co,  (Pa.)  448 

7.  In  estimating  the  benefits  which  may  be 
set  off  against  a  claim  by  the  owner  of  lots 
abutting  on  a  highway  for  damages  resulting 
from  the  construction  of  a  viaduct  in  the 
street,  only  those  can  be  considered  which 
particularly  affect  the  lots  damaged,  and  not 
such  as  are  shared  in  common  with  other  lots 
not  damaged.  Spencer  v.  Metropolitan  Street 
H,  Co.  (>Io.)  668 

Notes  and  Briefs. 
Damages;  in  eminent  domain  case.  668 

What  parcels  considered  in  estimating  dam- 
ages for  lands  condemned.  448 
Measure  of,  for  default  of  telegraph  com- 
pany. 485 

DEDICATION. 

1.  A  reference  in  deeds  to  a  map  of  an  ad- 
dition to  a  city  cannot  be  taken  as  constituting 
a  dedication  of  a  street  marked  on  a  map  of 
the  city  which  is  not  shown  to  have  been 
known  to  the  grantor,  where  the  latter  had 
made  maps  of  me  addition  without  showing 
such  streets.    Lewis  v.  Portland  (Or.)  786 

2.  A  street  shown  on  that  portion  of  a  map 
representing  the  oldest  part  of  the  city^  leav- 
ing lots  and  blocks  blank,  is  not  dedicated  by 
the  map,  which  is  intended  merelv  to  show  a 
new  portion  or  addition  not  touched  by  such 
street,  in  which  the  lots  and  blocks  are  marked, 
—especially  where  the  maker  has  prior  maps 
of  the  portion  including  such  street,  which  do 
not  show  any  street  at  that  place.  Id, 

DEED.    See  also  E\idbnge,  28. 

1.  The  general  language  of  a  deed  with 
covenants  sufl9cient  to  pass  the  estate  of  the 
grantor  is  not  limited  by  a  clause  which  recites 
Uiat  it  is  intended  to  convey  absolutely  all  the 
interest  of  his  wife,  who  is  named  therein  as 
one  of  the  grantors,  but  who  has  only  an  in- 
choate dower  interest  therein.  Davenport  v. 
OwilliamB  (Ind.)  244 

2.  There  is  a  sufficient  deliverv  of  a  deed, 
in  the  absence  of  evidence  to  weaken  the  force 
of  the  facts,  if  the  judge  of  probate  before 
whom  it  is  acknowledged  takes  it  for  the  pur- 
pose of  recording  it  m  his  office.  Lewis  v. 
.Watson  {Ma.)  297 

8.  The  bare  fact  that  a  deed  was  executed 
In  the  presence  of  a  witness  is  not  sufficient  to 
show  that  it  was  delivered  during  the  grantor's 
lifetime.     Parrot  v.  Atery  (Mass.)  153 

4.  A  sherifTs  deed  to  which  his  name  is  af- 
:fixed  by  another  person  in  his  presence  and  at 
his  request,  and  which  the  sheriff  then  duly 
acknowledges,  is  as  efficacious  as  though  signed 
\iy  the  shenff  himself.     Lewisv,  Watson  (Ala.) 

297 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Deed ;  estoppel  of  married  women  by,  see 
Estoppel. 

See  also  Contkactb. 
22L.R.  A. 


^Delivery  of.  158 

What  interest  conveyed  by.  244 

Waiver  of  condition  in.  868 

DE  FACTO.    See  Officers,  6. 

DEFINITION.  See  Corporationb,  1,  2; 
Ehinent  Domain,  8;  Negligence,  1. 

DEMURRAGE.  See  Carriers,  18,  14, 
Notes  and  Briefs. 

DENTISTS. 

A  dentist,  though  having  a  diploma  from  a 
reputable  dental  college,  and  on  the  roll  of 
dental  surgeons,  and  reffistered  accordina  to 
law,  is  not  exempt  from  jury  duty,  under  Mo. 
Rev.  Stat.  1889,  §  6062,  as  a  '*  practitioner  of 
medicine."    State,  FUekinger,  v.  Fisher  (Mo.) 

799 

DEPOSITIONS. 

1.  Answers  to  interrogatories  by  a  nonresi- 
dent witness  cannot  be  read  if  he  is  actually 
present  in  court,  although  he  has  come  at  the 
request  of  the  opposite  party.  East  Tennessee, 
V.  (t  0,  R.  Co,  y.  Kane  (Ga.)  816 

2.  A  witness  "  lives"  where  he  is  sojourn- 
ing for  his  health  for  an  uncertain  time, 
within  the  meaning  of  U.  S.  Rev.  Stat.  §  868, 
in  respect  to  the  taking  of  depositions  of  a 
witness  who  lives  more  than  1(X)  miles  from 
the  place  of  trial.  Mvtval  Ben,  L.  Ins,  Co, 
V.  Bobison  (C.  C.  App.   8th  a)  826 

DEPUTY  SHERIFF.    See  Arrest,  1. 

DRUNKENNESS.  See  Action  or  Suit, 
1;  Fraud  and  Fraudulent  Convey- 
ances, 1;  Trover. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Drunkenness;  'as  affecting  contracts,  see 
Contracts. 

DUE  PROCESS.  See  Constitutional 
Law,  10,  Notes  and  Briefs. 

EASEMENTS. 

1.  The  use  of  the  private  way  to  a  wharf 
and  warehouse  by  the  public  cannot  give  a 
prescriptive  right  of  user  to  the  public,  as  it  is 
not  inconsistent  with  private  ownership.  Lew- 
is V,  PortlaJid  (Or.)  736 

2.  The  right  to  have  the  light  and  air  enter 
the  windows  of  a  building  from  an  adjoining 
lot  may  exist  by  express  grant,  or  by  virtue  of 
express  covenant  or  agreement.  Keating  v. 
Springer  (Dl.)  544 

8.  A  landlord  will  not  be  liable  for  obstruct- 
ing his  tenant's  windows  by  building  on  the 
adjoining  close,  in  the  absence  of  any  cove- 
nant or  agreement  in  the  lease  forbidding  him 
to  do  so.  Id, 

4.  A  provision  in  a  lease,  that  the  lessee  shall 
not  build  at  the  rear  of  the  premises  nearer  than 
25  feet,  is  not  violated  by  building  on  one  side 
of  the  premises,  extending  beyond  the  rear  wall 
of  the  old  building  but  not  extending  in  the 
rear  of  the  leased  premises.  Id, 
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5.  A  lease  providing  that  the  lessee  "shall 
not  build  at  the  rear  of  said  premises  nearer 
than  25  feet,  and  no  obstruction  higher  than  6 
feet  shall  be  placed  in  such  manner  as  to  ob- 
struct light  to  said  premises/'  prohibits  any 
obstruction  higher  than  6  feet  in  any  direction 
from  said  premises,  which  would  obstruct  light 
to  them.     Keating  v.  Springer  (111.)  544 

6.  The  right  of  a  tenant  of  upper  floors  to 
light  and  air  from  a  well  or  open  space  which 
is  not  accessible  to  the  street  cannot  be  ob- 
structed, where  it  is  necessary  to  the  enjoy- 
ment of  the  demised  premises.  Cuse  v.  Minot 
(Mass.)  586 

7.  A  landlord  is  liable  to  a  tenant  of  upper 
floors  for  wrongful  obstruction  of  light  and 
air  from  fa  well  or  open  space  in  a  building, 
by  a  chimney  constructed  by  another  tenant 
under  the  landlord's  express  authority  to  erect 
such  chimney  for  the  use  of  boilers  in  the  base- 
ment. M. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Easements;  American  law  as  to  easements 
of  light,  air,  and  prospect: — general  doctrine; 
right  of  prospect;  implied  grants:  implied 
easement  of  tenant;  express  grant  or  reserva- 
tion of  such  easementa;  enforcement  of  right; 
right  to  light  and  air  for  public  highway.    536 

ELECTIOND ISTRICTS.    See  also 

Courts,  7. 

The  election  of  members  of  assembly  in  as- 
sembly districts  allowing  each  voter  to  vote 
for  but  one  member,  instead  of  voiing  for  all 
the  members  elected  in  that  county,  is  not  in 
accordance  with  the  Constitution  of  New 
Jersey,  which  provides  that  the  members  of 
assembly  shall  be  elected  '  'by  the  legal  voters 
of  the  county  respectivelv,"  and  that  each 
shall  be  an  inhabitant  of  ''the  county  for  which 
he  shall  be  chosen."  State,  Morris,  v.  Wright- 
son  (N.  J.  Sup.)  548 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Election  districts;  constitutionality  of  di- 
vision of  counties.  548 

ELECTRICAL  USES    AND    APPLI- 
ANCES.    See  also  Mandamus,  2. 

1.  Negligence  in  leaving  a  telephone  wire 
where  it  is  touched  accidentally  by  a  traveler 
on  a  sidewalk  is  the  proximate  cause  of  an  in- 
jury to  him  from  an  electric  shock,  although 
this  was  occasioned  by  accidental  contact  of 
the  wire  with  wires  oi  an  electric-light  com- 
pany or  a  street-railway  company, — at  least, 
where  it  does  not  appear  that  these  were  out  of 
their  proper  position.  Ahern  v.  Oregon  Teleph, 
A  Tdeg,  Co,  (Or.)  685 

2.  A  telephone  company  which,  instead  of 
removing  its  wire  on  taking  it  out  of  a  resi- 
dence, leaves  it  hanging  upon  an  electric-light 
company's  pole,  is  U)und  to  look  after  it,  and 
is  liable  for  an  injury  to  a  traveler  who  comes 
in  contact  with  it  after  it  has  been  removed  by 
employes  of  the  electric  light  company  and 
hung  upon  a  telephone  pole,  where  he  acci- 
dental!^, touches  it  while  it  is  charged  by  con- 
tact with  an  electric-light  wire  or  a  street- 
railway  company's  wire.  Id. 
22  L.  R.  A. 


8.  It  is  negligence  to  allow  a  wire  which 
from  its  environment  is  liable  to  become 
charged  with  electricity,  to  hang  over  a  street 
or  sidewalk  at  such  a  height  as  to  obstruct  and 
endanger  ordinary  travel.  Id. 

4.  An  ordinance  requiring  guard  wires  for 
electric  wires  * 'whenever  it  sh^l  be  necessary 
to  cross"  other  electric  wires,  applies  to  cross- 
ing wires  already  erected,  since  it  provides  a 
remedy  for  an  existing  evil.  State,  Wisconsin 
Teleph.  Co,  v.  JanesviUe  Street  R,  Co.  (Wis.) 

759 

5.  An  elect  ric-railroad  company  using  stroog- 
currents  of  electricity  on  wires  which  are  not 
insulated,  which  directly  cross  telephone  wires 
which  are  insulated,  may  be  compelled  to 
place  guard  wires  where  thev  will  prevent  the 
contact  of  the  telephone  ana  railway  wires  in 
case  of  the  breaking  of  poles  or  the  falUng  of 
wires  on  account  or  storms  or  otherwise, — es- 
pecially where  there  is  an  ordinance  requiring 
such  guard  wires,  which  the  telephone  com- 
pany has  complied  with.  Id, 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Electrical  uses;  negligence  as  to  dangerous 

wire.  685 

Regulation  of  dangerous  wires.  759 

ELECTRIC  RAILWAYS.    Bee  Stbket 
Railways,  1. 

ELEVATORS.  See  CoNSTirurroNAL  Law, 
14;  Courts,  4, 

EMIGRANT  AGENT.     See   Constitu- 
tional Law,  17;  License,  2. 

EMINENT    DOMAIN.      See   also    Cab- 
RiERS,  6;  Damages,  5-7. 

1.  A  statute  authorizing  the  condemnation 
of  land  for  a  private  road  from  lands  which 
are  shut  out  and  cut  off  from  a  public  high.- 
^ay,  giving  an  easement  to  the  owner  of  such 
lands,  who  is  required  to  pay  dama^,  is  un- 
constitutional as  authorizing  the  takmg  of  pri- 
vate property  for  private  use,  Wellon  v.  IHck- 
son  (Neb.)  49e 

2.  The  taking  of  private  property  only  is 
authorized  by  statutes  providing  for  the  exer- 
cise of  the  power  of  eminent  domain,  unless- 
there  is  either  express  or  clearly  implied  au- 
thority to  extend  them  to  public  property. 
SeatUe  &  M,  R  Co.  v.  StaU  (Wash.)  217 

3.  Tidelands  cannot  be  condemned  for 
railroad  uses,  by  reason  of  a  statutory  provi- 
sion for  the  appropriation  of  ''state,  school^ 
or  county  land,  under  the  Washington  Con- 
stitution and  statutes,  in  the  nomendalure  of 
which  "state"  lands  did  not  include  tidelands. 

Id. 

4.  The  state,  as  owner  of  the  fee  of  tide- 
lands  over  which  a  street  runs,  and  of  lands 
abutting  on  both  sides  of  the  street,  is  entitled 
to  damages  for  the  occupation  of  the  street  for 
ordinary  railroad  purposes.  Jd. 

5.  The  length  of  a  railroad,  or  the  amount 
of  its  business,  does  not  affect  its  right  to  re- 
tain its  right  of  way  as  against  a  railroad  which 
subsequently  desires  to  appropriate  a  portion 
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of  it,  althoujjh  the  amooDt  of  damages  may 
be  thereby  anected.  Id, 

6.  The  statutory  right  of  one  railroad  to 
cross  another  does  not  apply  to  a  commingliog 
of  tfacks  for  400  feet  or  more  along  a  80-foot 
right  of  way,  making  it  impracticable  to  oper- 
ate either  track  or  set  of  tracks  when  any  one 
of  the  other  tracks  is  in  actual  use.  Id. 

7.  A  claim  of  the  right  to  lay  four  tracks 
on  another  railroad's  right  of  way  may  be  de- 
nied by  the  court,  where  the  place  is  practical- 
ly a  street,  and  the  whole  room  applicable  to 
railroad  purposes  is  extremely  limited,  and  al- 
lowing two  tracks  will  give  better  facilities 
than  tne  other  road  enjoys.  Id. 

8.  The  convenience  of  the  railroad  to  be 
crossed,  and  the  probability  of  some  other 
means  of  accomplishing  the  same  purpose, 
may  be  considered  in  determining  the  neces- 
sity of  appropriating  any  part  of  the  right  of 
way  by  another  company,  where  the  statute 
requires  the  judge  to  be  satisfied  by  competent 
proof  of  such  necessity.  Id. 

9.  An  attempt  f.to  agree  as  to  the  points  and 
manner  of  crossing  must  be  made  by  a  railroad 
which  desires  to  cross  another  before  it  can 
seek  the  aid  of  a  court,  under  Wash,  Gren. 
Stat,  g  1571.  Id. 

10.  It  is  not  error  for  ^  judge  who  heard  a 
case  on  the  question  of  the  necessity  of  the 
condemnation  of  land,  under  Wash.  Code 
Prac.  §  651,  to  send  the  jury  trial  to  another 
judge.  Id. 

11.  The  points  and  manner  of  crossing,  the 
place  where,  and  whether  under,  over,  or  at 
grade,  are  to  be  decided  by  the  court,  on  an 
application  by  one  railroad  for  the  right  to 
cross  another,  under  Wash.  Gen.  Stat.  §  1571. 

Id. 

Abutting^  owners. 

12.  The  right  to  the  use  of  the  street  in  front 
of  abutting  lots  is  property  within  the  protec- 
tion of  a  constitutional  provision  against  tak- 
ing property  without  compensation.  Spencer 
V.  Metropolitan  Street  R.  Co.  (Mo.)  668 

13.  An  abutting  owner,  whether  owning  the 
fee  in  the  highway  or  not,  has  certain  proprie- 
tary rights  which  cannot  be  taken  away  with- 
out compensation,  even  under  the  authority  of 
the  legislature.  White  v.  Northwestern  if.  G. 
R  Co.  (K.  C.)  627 

14.  The  use  of  a  street  for  a  steam  railroad 
is  a  perversion  of  the  street  from  its  original 
and  proper  public  purpose.  Id. 

15.  An  abutting  owner  is  entitled  to  dam- 
ages for  the  dimmution  of  the  value  of  the 
property  caused  'by  reducing  the  width  of  the 
street,  or  by  excavations  rendering  it  unsafe 
and  dangerous,  in  constructing  a  steam  rail- 
road therein.  Id. 

16.  A  street  dedicated  to  the  public  for  ordi- 
nary purposes  cannot  be  appropriated  for  the 
construction  of  a  viaduct  which  completely 
destroys  its  use  for  street  purposes,  without 
liability  for  damages  to  abutting  owners. 
Spencer  v.  Metropolitan  Street  E.  Co.  (Mo.)  668 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Eminent  domain;  taking  lands  for  private 
purposes.  497 

22  L,  R.  A. 


Protection  of  private  property.  628 

Injury  to  abutting  property  by  obstruction 

of  street.  668 

ENGLISH  STATUTES.      See  Common 
Law,  Notes  and  Briefs. 

ENTIRETIES.    See  Husband  and  Wipe, 
Notes  and  Briefs. 

EQUITY. 

That  the  tenant's  ri^ht  to  an  injunction 
against  the  landlord's  interference  with  his 
einplo^ment  of  the  premises  terminates  pend- 
ing suit  by  the  expiration  of  the  term  will  not 
prevent  equity  from  retaining  the  suit  to  assess 
damages.     Case  v .  Minot  (yLnas.)  536 

ESTOPPEL. 

1.  Statutory  authority  to  a  married  woman 
to  convey  her  separate  property  by  joining 
with  her  husband  will  not  extend  to  an  implied 
covenant  of  warranty,  so  as  to  make  such 
deed — at  least  in  the  absence  of  an  express 
covenant — operate  on  an  after-acquired  inter- 
est in  the  property,  when  she  owned  only  an 
undivided  portion  at  the  time  of  the  convey- 
ance.    WadkinsY.  Watson  (Tex.)  779 

2.  Permitting  the  record  title  of  land  to  re- 
main in  another  will  not  make  a  subsequent 
conveyance  to  the  real  owner  fraudulent  as  to 
the  creditors  of  the  former,  where  they  gave 
the  debtor  credit  merely  on  his  own  represen- 
tations of  ownership  and  his  possession,  and 
did  not  rely  on  the  records  or  any  act  of  the 
owner.    Breeze  v.  Brooks  (Cal.)  26ft 

3.  A  purchaser  of  land  at  sheriff's  sale  can- 
not, while  relying  on  the  title  so  acquired.  Im- 
peach the  title  of  the  judgment  debtor,  to 
prevent  his  recovering  the  land  in  ejectment. 
Lewis  y.  Watson  {Ala.)  297 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Estoppel;  of  land  owner  by  allowing  record 
title  to  remain  in  another: — sale  by  record  own- 
er; giving  credit  to  one  having  record  title; 
notice  to  one  dealing  with  the  land.  256 

Effect  of  covenants  of  married  women  and 
their  estoppel  by  deed  or  mortgage:— liability 
on  covenant;  estoppel  by  jecitals;  estoppel  by 
covenant  against  acquiring  superior  title:  con- 
veyance without  covenant  by  wife;  operation 
and  effect  of  conveyance.  779 

EVIDENCE.    See  also  Abstracts,  8;  Con- 
stittjtional  Law,  7. 

Judicial  notice. 

1.  Judicial  notice  of  the  laws  of  another 
state  cannot  be  taken.  Scroggin  v.  McClelland 
(Neb.)  110 

2.  The  Supreme  Court  of  Rhode  Island 
holds  it  a  matter  of  common  knowledge  that 
there  are  many  Seventh  Day  Baptists,  so 
called,  living  in  Hopkinton,  who  observe  Sat- 
urday as  their  Sabbath.  State  v.  South  Kings- 
town  (R.  I.)  65 

8.  It  is  a  matter  of  common  knowledge  that 
in  1874,  and  long  prior  to  that  date,  there  was 
comparatively  little  vacant  land  in  Illinois, 
and  to  be  found,  not  upon  the  prairies  as  a 
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rule,  but  in  the  poorer  and  timber  portioDS  of 
the  state.    Bulpit  v.  Matthews  (III.)  55 

4.  Judicial  Dotice  will  be  taken  by  a  fed- 
eral court  that  the  distance  between  Ihibuque, 
Iowa,  and  Asbeville,  North  Carolina,  is  more 
than  100  miles.  Mutual  Ben,  X.  Ins.  Co,  v. 
Bobison  (C.  C.  App.  8th  C.)  826 

'  5.  Courts  can  take  judicial  notice  of  the 
offeusive  character  of  an  undertaking  estab- 
lishment in  a  locality  used  for  residences. 
Borland  v.  Miller  (N.  Y.)  182 

6.  It  is  a  matter  of  common  knowledge 
that  during  the  year  1893  a  large  number  of 
manufactories  were  shut  down  because  of  the 
stringency  in  the  money  market.  Bracemlle 
QhiI  Co,  v.  PeopU  (Dl.)  840 

7.  It  is  a  matter  of  public  history  that 
iklong  the  valleys  of  the  Lehigh  and  Schuyl- 
kill rivers  there  are  great  numbers  of  blast 
furnaces,  rolling-mills,  rail-mills,  founderies, 
machine  shops,  and  numerous  other  manufac- 
turing establi^ments.  which  consume  enor- 
mous quantities  of  the  coal  output  of  the  state, 
and  at  the  same  time  an  immensely  large  in- 
dustry in  buying  and  pelling  coal  for  domestic 
consumption  is  prosecuted  in  every  village, 
town,  and  city  in  this  region.  Hoover  v.  Penn- 
sylvania  B,  Ca^  (Pa.)  268 

8.  Judicial  notice  is  taken  of  the  fact  that 
many  corporations  are  organized  and  doing 
business  in  the  state  outside  of  certain  classes 
of  corporations  enumerated  in  a  statute. 
BracewUe  Coal  Co.  v.  People  (111)  840 

9.  It  is  held  bv  the  courts  of  Oregon  to  be 
common  knowledge  that  before  and  after  the 
admission  of  the  state  into  the  Union  the  right 
to  wharfage  was  regarded  as  incident  to 
riparian  ownership  on  a  navigable  fresh-water 
stream.  Lewis  ^,  Portland  (Or,)  786 
Burden  of  proof;  presumptions. 

10.  The  insurer  has  the  burden  of  showing 
breach  of  warranty  in  the  application.  Manu^ 
facturefrs*  Acei,  Indem,  Co,  v.  Dorgan  (C.  C. 
App.  6th  C.)  620 

11.  The  holder  of  »  check  has  the  burden 
of  proving  that  the  indorser  was  not  injured 
by  delay  m  presenting  it  until  after  the  bank 
had  failed,  where  the  mdorser  has  proved  that 
it  was  not  duly  presented  for  payment;  and 
this  is  the  rule  whether  the  suit  is  brought  on 
the  check  or  on  an  indebtedness  to  pay  which 
the  check  was  transferred  and  indorsed. 
Kirkpatriek  v.  Puryedr  (Tenn.)  785 

12.  The  burden  of  proving  that  a  bank  was 
a  partnership  is  on  the  one  who  asserts  it, 
especially  where  the  proof  shows  its  organ- 
ization under  the  name  of  the  Home  Savings 
Bank,  with  a  president,  cashier,  and  board  of 
directors.     Qibbs's  Estate  (Pa.)  276 

18.  The  burden  is  on  those  who  seek  to  dis- 
possess of  church  property  trustees  who,  with 
their  predecessors,  have  been  in  continuous 
possession  of  it  for  more  than  sixty  years,  to 
show  affirmatively  how  and  when  their  title 
accrued  and  that  it  is  good  and  valid.  Schlieh- 
ter  V.  Keiter  (Pa.)  161 

14.  The  presumption,  in  the  absence  of  evi- 

^  dence,  is  that  the  fee  of  a  street  remains  in  the 

abutting  proprietor.     White  v.  Northwestei'n 

JV.  C,  B,  Co.  (N.  C.)  627 

'^^  L.  R.  A. 


15.  Presumption  of  the  delivery  of  a  deed 
arises  if  it  is  found  in  the  possession  of  the 
I)er8onal  representative  of  the  grantee.  Lewis 
v.  WaUion  (Ala.)  297 

16.  A  passenger  Injured  in  a  ooUision  of 
cars  on  the  railroad  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of 
a  presumption  of  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
carrier.    Fredericks  v.  NorOuem  C.  B,  Co,  (Ps.) 

906 

17.  No  presumption  of  negligence  on  the 
part  of  a  railroad  company  arises  from  injury 
to  a  passenger  by  the  fall,  upon  a  train,  of  a 
rock  which  became  detached  from  the  naturU 
hillside  more  than  800  feet  frmn  the  topof  the 
cut  through  which  the  railroad  ran.  Fleming 
V.  Pittsburgh,  C,  C.  d  St,  L,  B  Co,  (Pa.)  861 

18.  The  burden  of  proof  as  to  the  manner 
and  cause  of  death  is  upon  the  plaintiif  ia  a 
suit  upon  an  accident  policy.  Manufacturerit 
Acei,  Indem,  Co,  v.  Dorgan  (C.  C.  App.  6th 
C.)  620 

19.  Although  the  burden  is  on  the  propo- 
nents of  a  win  to  establish  the  saniU'  of  a  tes- 
tator, yet  after  favorable  testimony  by  the  8^ 
testing  witnesses,  to  defeat  the  wlU  the  testi- 
mony of  contestants  must  so  far  overcome  that 
of  proponents  as  to  neutralize  the  effect  of  the 
legal  presumption  of  sanity.  Be  Barhefs  Es- 
tate (Conn.)  .  90 

20.  The  presumption  of  innocence  does  not 
apply  on  an  application  for  a  writ  of  habeas 
corpus  by  one  held  under  a  commitment. 
State  V.  Jones  (N.  C.)  «<8 

21.  No  unfavorable  inference  can  properly 
be  drawn  against  a  corporation  because  of  a 
failure  to  call  its  employes  as  witnesses  to 
prove  facts  admitted  by  the  pleadings  of  the 
opposite  party.  East  Tennessee,  V.  d  G.  R, 
Co,  V.  Kane  (Qd.)  315 

22.  The  laws  of  another  state  will  be  pre- 
sumed by  a  court  to  be  the  same  as  those  of 
the   forum.    Scroggin  v.   McClelland  (Neb.) 

110 

Doemnentary. 

28.  A  deed,  the  effect  of  which  has  been  ad- 
judicated in  a  prior  suit,  is  not  admissible  for 
the  purpose  of  collaterally  attacking  the  prior 
decision.  Shoemaker  v.  South  Bend  ^rk- 
Arrester  Co.  (Ind.)  833 

24.  An  appeal  from  a  probate  decree  ap 
proving  or  disapproving  an  alleged  will  is  not  an 
"action  by  or  against  the  representatives  of  a 
deceased  person,"  within  the  meaning  of  Conn. 
Gen.  Stat,  g  1094,  making  memoranda  in  bis 
books  evidence  of  the  facts  therein  stated  in 
such  actions.     Be  Barber^ a  Estate  (Conn.)    90 

25.  A  lar^e  number  of  letters  alleged  to 
have  called  forth  letters  copies  of  which  in  a 
testator's  letter  book  have  been  admitted  on 
the  question  of  his  mental  capacity  should  not 
be  laid  in  a  mass  before  the  jury  unread,  for 
them  to  examine  or  not  as  they  should  feel  in- 
clined; but  absence  of  proof  of  authendciiy. 
that  they  were  received  in  due  course  of  mail 
or  of  any  offer  to  produce  their  authors  for  ex- 
amination, is  not  ground  for  rejecting  them  if 
they  were  found  among  testator's  papers  witb 
his  memoranda  on  them.  Be  Barber's  EstaU 
(Conn.)  W 

26.  A  ruling  of  the  postmaster  general  or- 
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fitmaster  to  deliver  to  one  party  mail 
addressed  to  another  is  not  admissible  on  the 
•question  of  malice  in  publishing  circulars 
which  are  injurious  to  the  business  of  the  other 
party.  Bkoemaker  v.  South  Bend  &park-Ar- 
Tester  Co.  (Ind.)  832 

To  vary  wrltin|f. 

27.  Oral  eyidence  is  not  admissible  to  con- 
tradict an  unilateral  agreement  so  far  as  it  is 
in  writing,  although  it  is  admissible  to  show 
the  consideration  or  conditions.  Horh  y.  Ban- 
^n  (Minn.)  617 
Opinions. 

28.  A  physician  who  made  an  autopsy  may 
-state  that  there  was  no  need  of  what  was 
called  an  air  or  water  test  with  the  heart, 
when  the  sufficiency  of  the  autopsy  is  ques- 
tioned. Manvfaeturer^  Aeei.  Indemnity  Go, 
V.  Dorgan  (C.  C.  App.  6th  C.)  620 

20.  A  physician  may  give  an  opinion  that 
the  condition  of  the  lungs  of  a  person  found 
-dead  in  shallow  water  was  what  U  would  have 
been  if  he  had  fallen  and  been  stunned  in  the 
water.  Id. 

80.  A  physician  cannot  be  asked  whether  or 
not  in  his  judgment,  from  testimony  that  he 
has  heard,  an  autopsy  was  such  as  to  enable  a 
physician  to  state  the  cause  of  death  with  any 
•decree  of  certainty,  but  the  question  should 
recite  the  scope  and  character  of  the  autopsy. 

Id. 

81.  A  hypothetical  question  to  an  expert 
witness  testifying  to  a  person's  mental  condi- 
tion, about  which  he  has  no  personal  know- 
led^,  is  improper  if  it  fails  to  present  facts 
which  it  includes,  in  their  just  and  true  rela- 
tion, and  causes  them  to  appear  in  one  that  is 
untrue  and  unjust    Be  Barber's  Estate  (Conn.) 

90 

32.  After  enumerating  a  great  number  of 
facts  as  the  basis  for  a  hypothetical  question  to 
iin  expert,  it  is  improper  to  incorporate  the 
entire  testimony  of  a  witness,  without  stating 
it  to  be  considered  *'  in  connection  with  "  the 
other  facts  and  propositions  named.  Id. 

88.  The  fact  that  many  persons  after  con- 
horsing  with  a  testator  and  observing  his  con- 
duct believed  him  to  be  insane  is  not  a  prop- 
ter one  upon  which  to  base  a  hypothetical 
question  to  an  expert  as  to  his  capacity  to  form 
an  opinion  regarding  testator's  sanity, — at 
least  if  the  conversations  and  descriptions  of 
conduct  are  not  stated;  nor  is  the  fact  that 
persons  who  observed  his  conduct  advised  his 
wife  that  it  was  unsafe  for  her  to  remain  alone 
with  Lim.  Jd. 

84.  In  a  hypiothetical  question  to  an  expert 
•as  to  his  capacitv  to  form  an  opinion  regard- 
ing the  sanity  of  a  testator  attacked  because 
•of  an  insane  delusion  as  to  the  illegitimacy  of 
his  children,  which  is  based  on  their  being  dis- 
inherited, the  true  value  of  the  estate  and  the 
amount  given  the  children  should  be  stated, 
and  not  the  inventorv  value  and  the  counsers 
statement  that  the  children's  share  was  'incon- 
siderable  "  and  amounted  to  **  practical  disin- 
heritance." Id. 

H5.  The  opinion  of  a  witness  on  the  ques- 
tion whether  or  not  it  was  possible  for  a  per- 
son, if  standiDg,  to  have  fallen  in  the  position 
in  which  he  was  found,  is  not  admissible. 
22  L.  R.  A. 


Manufacturers*  Acci.  Indemnity  Co.  v.  Dorgan 
(C.  C.  App.  6th  C.)  620 

86.  The  question  whether  or  not  a  person 
could  have  rolled  from  a  certain  place  where 
he  was  sitting  to  that  where  he  was  found  in  a 
stream  is  not  one  on  which  an  opinion  of  a 
witness  can  be  given.  Id. 

87.  A  conductor  whose  knowledge  has  ex- 
tended to  only  two  or  three  instances  cannot 
testify  that  anendneerwas  habitually  reckless 
io  running  at  excessive  speed.  EaM  Tennessee, 
V.  <fe  G.  R.  Co,  V.  Kane  (Ga.)  815 
Admissions  and  declarations. 

88.  Whether  or  not  the  payment  by  defend- 
ant of  the  claim  of  a  third  person  was  an  ad- 
mission of  liability,  so  as  to  be  provable  in 
the  case,  or  was  a  mere  purchase  of  peace 
which  cannot  be  proved,  is  a  preliminary  ques- 
tion of  fact  for  the  presiding  justice.  Colourn 
V.  Oroton  (N*.  H.)  768 

89.  Admissions  in  plaintiff's  declaration 
may  be  used  by  defendant  as  evidence,  without 
offering  the  declaration  itself  in  evidence,  or 
otherwise  proving  its  admissions.  Ekist  Ten- 
nessee,  V.  db  O.  B.  Co.  Y.Kane{(hL.)  815 

40.  Evidence  of  admissions  or  statements 
made  during  the  limitation  period,  bj^  a  plain- 
tiff claiming  land  by  adverse  possession,  that 
the  land  belonged  to  a  third  person,  is  admis- 
sible in  ejectment  as  tending  to  show  that  when 
they  were  made  plaintiff  did  not  claim  owner- 
ship.    Lems  V.  Watson  (Ala.)  297 

41.  Evidence  of  declarations  made  by  a  per- 
son when  sober,  as  to  the  value  of  his  prop- 
erty, is  admissible  on  the  Question  of  fraud  in 
obtaining  it  from  him  shortly  after,  at  an  inade- 
quate pnce,  while  he  was  intoxicated.  Baird 
V.  Howard  {Ohio)  846 
Relevancy. 

42.  The  custom  of  people  to  crawl  under 
cars  blockading  a  street  cannot  be  proved  on 
the  question  of  negligence  in  thus  passing  un- 
der them.  Bumpel  v,  Oregon  Short  Line  db 
U.  N.  B.  Co.  (Id.)  725 

48.  Evidence  that  travelers  were  accus- 
tomed to  warn  each  other  to  avoid  meerin^ 
others  at  a  spot  in  a  hi^hwa^  where  an  acci- 
dent occurred  is  not  admissible  in  an  action 
against  the  town  to  recover  for  in  juries  caused 
by  the  accident.     Colburn  v.  Oroton  (N.  H.) 

768 

44.  Evidence  of  the  blockading  of  streets  by 
trains  at  other  times  than  that  at  which  an 
accident  for  which  suit  is  brought  occurred  is 
inadmissible  on  the  question  of  negligence. 
Bumpel  V.  Oregon  Short  Line  d  U.  N.  jR.  Co. 
(Id.)  725 

45.  Evidence  of  the  common  experience  of 
railroads  in  getting  back  switch  keys  from  em- 
ployes is  inadmissible  on  the  q^uestion  of  neg- 
ligence of  a  railroad  company  m  failing  to  re- 
cover such  key  from  a  discharged  employe. 
East  Tennessee,  V.  db  G.  B.  Co.  v.  Kane  ((ia.) 

315 

46.  In  ejectment  for  land  which  plaintiff 
claims  by  adverse  possession,  evidence  is  ad- 
missible* for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  the 
possession  has  not  been  continuous,  that  with- 
in the  limitation  period  defendant  recovered 
it  in  ejectment  against  plaintiff  and  was  placed 
in  possession.     Leuns  v.  Watson  (Ala.)        297 


ExcEPTTOxs— Fire  Dbpabtment. 


47.  Od  the  issue  whether  or  not  a  physician 
making  an  autopsy  cut  open  the  stomach,  he 
may  statu  that  he  had  been  told  that  the  de- 
ceased had  been  drinking  on  the  day  of  his 
death,  as  bearing  on  the  scope  of  his  investiga- 
tions. Manufacturers*  Acei,  Indemnity  Co.  v. 
Dargan  (C.  C.  App.  6lh  C.)  020 

48.  Evidence  is  inadmissible,  in  an  actioii 
for  libel  in  charging  the  plaintiff  with  un- 
chastity,  of  her  general  reputation  for  virtue 
and  chastity,  where  no  attack  is  made  upon  it. 
Cooper  V.  PHpps  (Or.)  886 
SuAcienc^. 

49.  A  variance  between  an  allegation  that  a 
person  came  in  contact  with  a  wire  in  the  dark 
while  walking  on  the  sidewalk,  and  received  a 
shock  while  attempting  to  remove  it  from  his 
pathway,  and  evidence  that  he  touched  it  in 
groping  to  find  packages  which  he  had  dropped 
when  he  slipped  and  fell  on  the  sidewalk,  is 
not  a  failure  of  pi  oof  which  is  fatal,  under 
Hill's  (Or.)  Code,  §  98.  Alurn  v.  Oregon 
Teleph.  db  Teleg.  Co,  (Or.)  685 

50.  Proof  that  a  person  purchased  shares  in 
a  bank  which  was  then  organized  and  doing 
business,  and  received  dividends  declared  by 
the  directors  and  paid  to  him  in  a  cashier's 
check,  does  not  show  any  liability  as  a  part- 
ner.   Qibb9*sEsiaU(?fi,)  276 

51.  That  the  unconsciousness  of  a  person 
during  which  drowning  ensues  was  caused  by 
a  mere  temporary  affliction  may  be  found  by  a 
jury,  where  there  is  evidence  that  he  was  not 
suffering  from  decease,  but  he  was  found 
drowned  in  shallow  water.  Manufacturers^ 
AccL  Indemnity  Co,  v.  Dorgan  (C.  C.  App.  6th 
C.)  620 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Evidence;  to  vary  or  contradict  writing.  618 

Presumption  as  to  incorporation:— in  civil 
cases;  in  criminal  cases.  276 

Presumption  of  innocence  in  habeas  corpus 
proceeding.  678 

Presumption  of  negligence  of  carrier  from 
injury  to  passenger.  851 

Burden  of  proof  and  opinions  as  to  testa- 
mentary capacity.  90 

Oral  evidence  as  to  contract  with  carrier. 

891 

EXCEPTIONS.    See   Appeal   and   Er- 
ror, 7. 

EXECUTORS   AND   ADMINISTRA- 
TORS.    See  Costs,  1. 

1.  The  fact  that  a  debt  due  by  legatees  to 
testator's  estate  is  joint  will  not'prevent  the 
amount  of  their  debt  beine  retained  from  their 
claims  to  legacies.     Webb\.  Fuller  (Me.)    177 

2.  The  administrator  of  a  deceased  legatee 
of  an  estate  is  subject  to  the  same  right  of  re- 
tainer or  deduction  for  an  indebtedness  of 
such  distributee  to  the  estate  as  existed  against 
the  distributee.  Id. 

3.  The  right  of  an  executor  or  administrator 
to  retain  a  legacy  or  distributive  share  from 

'  '"♦or  to  the  estate,  and  apply  it  to  the  in- 
ess,  exists  without  any  statute.         Id. 
A. 


4,  The  amount  due  from  a  distributee  to  the 
estate  must  be  included  in  the  assets  In  deter- 
mining the  amount  of  each  share.  Id. 

EXPATRIATION.    See  also  Aliens,  2. 

1.  Expatriation  must  be  effected  by  re- 
moval from  the  country.  Oomiii$  v.  Parker- 
mi  (C.  C.  E.  D.  La.)  148 

2.  In  the  absence  of  any  Act  of  Congress 
authorizing  it,  there  can  be  no  implied  renan- 
elation  of  citizenship  by  an  American  woman 
marrying  an  alien.  Id, 

FACTORS. 

1.  An  agent's  right  to  a  lien  for  commis- 
sions and  expenditures  on  goods  consigned  to 
him  for  sale  is  personal,  and  not  transferable, 
and  does  not  give  his  creditors  any  right  in  the 

§roi)erty.     Barnes  Safe  d^L.Oo.y.  IHoch  Btm. 
'oba4xo  Co.  (W.  Va.)  850 

2.  The  title  to  goods  consigned  to  an  agent 
for  sale,  to  be  paid  for  when  sold,  remains  in 
the  principal  until  a  sale  to  a  bona  fide  pur- 
chaser, and  prevents  a  sale  of  the  goods  on  ex- 
ecution in  favor  of  the  agent's  creaitors.     Id, 

Notes  and  Brlefs. 

Factors;  reservation  of  title  in  bailments  for 
sale,  as  against  creditors  of  bailor  and  Inilee:— 
conditional  sales  of  goods  to  be  resold:  con- 
signment. 850 

FALSE  IMPRISONMENT. 

Liability  for  an  unlawful  arrest  and  de- 
tention does  not  exist  merely  because  the 
officer  who  made  it  did  not  have  a  warrant 
therefor  in  his  possession,  if  such  warrant  had 
been  issued  and  no  hurt  resulted  to  the  ac- 
cused because  of  the  fact  that  the  officer  did 
not  have  the  warrant.    Cabell  v.  Arnold  (Tex.) 

ST 

FEDERAL  COURTS.    See  Courts. 

FENCES. 

The  exceptionally  small  size  of  young 
cattle,  such  as  calves  and  yearlings,  on  account 
of  which  they  are  able  to  pass  through  or  under 
barbed-wire  fence,  will  not  excuse  the  owner 
of  the  fence  for  its  insufficiency,  where  the 
statutes  allow  cattle  to  run  at  &rge,  so  as  to 
give  him  a  right  of  action  for  their  trespass,  al- 
though when  the  fence  was  built  all  cattle  in 
the  neighborhood  were  of  a  larger  kind, 
against  which  the  fence  was  sufficient.  Clar- 
endon  Land,  I.  d  A,  Co,  v.  McClelland  (Tex ) 

Notes  atsd  Briefs. 

Fences;  sufficiency  of: — in  general;  descrip- 
tion of  fence  required;  effect  of  contract    105 

FINDING.    See  Appeal  and  Ekbor,  9, 10. 

FIRE  DEPARTMENT. 

A  fireman  who  goes  into  or  upon  a  burning 
building  for  the  purpose  of  extinguishing  the 
fire  acts  under  a  license  given  by  the  law,  and 
not  by  invitation  of  the  owner  so  as  to  bring 
himself  within  the  rule  as  to  the  owner's  duty 


Firemen—Highways. 


to  have  the  building  safe  for  those  whom  he 
invites  there.     Woodruff  v.  Bowen  (Tnd.)    1^ 

FIREMEN.    See  Buildings,  2. 

FISHERIES.  See  also  Constitutional 
Law,  16. 

The  penalty  for  selling  or  offering  for  sale, 
or  having  in  possession,  any  trout  which  is  not 
alive,  during  the  close  season,  which  is  im- 
posed by  Mass.  Stat,  1884,  chap.  171.  §  58,  ex- 
tends to  trout  artificially  propagated  on  one's 
own  premises,  in  view  of  §  26,  which  declares 
that  such  trout  may  be  sold  at  all  times  for 
purposes  of  culture  and  maintenance,  but  not 
for  food  during  close  seasons.  Com,  v.  Gilbert 
(Mass.)  489 

FOOD.    See  also  Commerce.  4. 
Notes  and  Briefs. 
Food ;  implied  warranty  on  sale  of.  see  Sale. 

FORCIBLE   ENTRT  AND  DETAIN- 

ER.    See  Judgment,  4. 

FORGERT.    See  Bills  and  Notes. 

FRAUD.    See  also  Estoppel,  2. 

1.  Obtaining  the  property  of  an  intoxicated 
person  at  an  inadequate  price,  knowing  of  his 
incapacity  to  make  a  valid  agreement  in  re- 
■spect  to  it,  constitutes  an  actionable  fraud. 
Baird  v.  Howard  (Ohio)  846 

2.  Representations  that  a  horse  is  safe  for  a 
lady  to  drive,  by  which  she  is  Induced  to  drive 
the  horse  on  trial,  and  is  thrown  out  and  in- 
jured by  the  plunging  and  kicking  of  the  horse, 
which  is  in  fact  an  utrly,  vicious,  and  tricky 
animal,  create  a  liability  in  the  nature  of  a  tort 
for  breach  of  a  warranty  of  the  safety  of  the 
horse,  although  the  person  making  Uie  repre- 
sentations did  not  know  that  they  were  false. 
Cameron  v.  Mount  (Wis.)  '512 

FREEDMAN'S  SAVINGS  AND 
TRUST  COMPANT.  See  Corpora- 
tions, 18, 14. 

FREEDOM  OF  THE  PRESS.  See  In- 
junction, 7. 

GARNISHMENT. 

1.  A  foreign  corporation  may  be  charged  as 
garnishee  in  all  cases  where  an  original  action 
might  be  maintained  against  it  for  the  recov- 
ery of  the  property  or  credit  in  respect  to 
which  the  garnishment  is  served.  Neufdder 
V.  Qerman-American  Ins,  Go,  (Wash.)        287 

2.  A  fund  kept  by  a  foreign  insurance  com- 
pany in  one  state  for  the  payment  of  losses  in 
that  and  another  state  is  subject  to  garnish- 
ment at  the  instance  of  creditors  of  an  insured 
in  the  latter  state  to  the  amount  of  the  debt  of 
the  company  for  a  loss  upon  a  policy  issued  in 
the  latter  state,  although  no  portion  of  such 
fund  has  been  specifically  appropriated  to  such 
loss,  under  a  statute  providing  that  any  credit 
or  other  personal  property  in  the  possession  or 
under  the  control  of  any  person,  or  debts  ow- 
ing the  defendant,  ma/be  attached.  Id. 
22  L.  B.  A. 


8.  A  garnishee  paying  into  court  the  amount 
due  the  principal  defendant  in  advance  of  an 
adjudication,  as  allowed  by  How.  (Mich.)  Ann. 
Stat.  §  8037,  which  expressly  excepts  the  sum 
of  $25  due  to  a  householder  for  personal  labor, ' 
does  so  at  his  peril,  unless  the  principal  de- 
fendant is  estopped  by  circumstances  from  as- 
serting his  claim  for  this  exemption,  since  the 
garnishee  may  always  protect  himself  by  his 
disclosure,  by  stating  at  least  that  be  does  not 
know  whether  the  principal  defendant  is  or  is 
not  a  householder.  Crisp  v.  Wayne  d  E.  R.  Co. 
(Mich.)  732 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Garnishment:  duty   of  garnishee  to  set  up 

exemption  of  debtor.  732 

Of  debt  due  to  nonresident.  287 

OAS. 

Allowing  gas  to  escape  into  the  open  air 
and  go  to  waste,  because^  it  is  not  profitable 
to  utilize  it,  from  a  well  which  has  been  law- 
fullv  drilled,  without  malice  or  negligence,  in 
one  8  own  premises,  rives  no  legid  ground  of 
complaint  to  a  neighboring  owner  on  the 
ground  that  gas  is  thereby  drained  from  the 
adjoining  lands  to  the  detriment  of  his  wells ; 
and  the  latter  has  no  right  to  plug  the  well 
and  prevent  the  waste  of  the  gas,  even  at  his 
own  expense.     Hague  y,  Wheder(Pa,)       141 

Notes  and  Briefs. 
Gas;  right  of  owner  to  allow  waste. '       146 

GIFT.    See  WiiiLS,  9, 

GOVERNOR.  See  Courts,  5;  Legisla- 
ture, 8. 

HABEAS  CORPUS.  See  also  Evn)ENCB. 
20. 

The  burden  of  showing  that  a  person  is  ille- 
gally detained,  when  held  under  a  regular 
mittimus,  is  upon  the  prisoner,  as  the  mittimus 
is  sufficient,  prima  facie,  to  show  legal  deten- 
tion.   Slate  V.  Jones  (N.  C.)  678 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Habeas  corpus;  presumption  of  innocence  in 
habeas  corpus  proceedings.  678 

HEALTH.    See  Contracts,  8. 

HIGHWATS.  See  also  Damages,  7;  Ded- 
ication; Eminent  Domain,  12-16;  In- 
junction, 12. 13. 

1.  The  laying  out   of  a  street  over   tide- 
lands  is  authonzed  only  for  the  extension  of 
existing  streeU,  under  Wash.  Act  March  24 
1890,  giving  a  city  the  right  **to  project  or  ex- 
tend" streets  over  such  lands.    Seattle  d  M 
R  Co.  V.  State  (Wash.)  217 

2.  The  inconvenience  of  the  public,  or  the 
sufficiency  of  the  remainder  of  the  street  for 
public  uses,  is  immaterial  on  the  question  of 
abating  a  purpresture  in  a  street  in  proceed- 
ings by  the  public.     Smith  v.  McDowell  (111 ) 

393 

3.  An  obstruction  of  a  street  for  the  length 


894 
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of  85  feet  and  the  width  of  5  feet,  by  a  stone 
wall  eDclosing  an  areaway  to  a  basement,  is  a 
purprestnre  which  is  a  public  nuisance  per  se, 
beyond  the  power  of  municipal  authorities  to 
license  without  express  authority.  Smith  v. 
McDowell  (111.)  893 

4.  The  right  of  an  abutting  owner  to  use  the 
part  of  the  street  of  which  he  owns  the  fee 
does  not  extend  to  the  construction  of  a  private 
railroad  therein,  the  use  of  which  will  pollute 
the  air  and  depreciate  the  rental  value  of  the 
abutting  owner  on  the  opposite  side  of  the 
street.     QustqfMn  v.  Eamm  (Minn.)  565 

5.  An  abutting  owner  having  an  easement 
independently  01  his  ownership  of  the  fee  in 
the  street,  to  its  full  width  in  front  of  his  lot 
for  purposes  of  access,  light,  and  air,  which 
constitutes  property,  may  maintain  a  private 
action  to  prevent  the  maintenance  and  opera- 
tion of  a  purely  private  railroad  on  any  part 
of  the  street  in  front  of  his  lot  so  as  to  pollute 
the  air  and  depreciate  the  rental  value  of  his 
premises.  Id, 

6.  A  purely  private  railroad  cannot  be  au- 
thorized upon  or  across  public  streets  by  a  city 
council,  under  the  provisions  of  Minn.  Gen. 
Stat.  1878,  chap.  34.  §  47,  and  Minn.  Sp.  Laws 
1889,  chap.  87.  which  have  reference  only  to 
such  railroads  as  perform  the  duties  of  public 
or  common  carriers.  Id. 

7.  A  child  in  the  highway  for  the  purpose 
of  play  only  is  entitled  to  the  protection  of  the 
law  as  against  negligence  in  leaving  a  danger- 
ous embankment  which  falls  upon  and  injures 
the  child.     Oibmn  v.  Huntington  (W.  Va.)  661 

8.  A  municipal  corporation  is  absolutely 
liable  for  injuries  caused  by  its  failure  to  keep 
in  repair  the  streets,  alleys,  sidew^ks,  roads, 
and  bridges.  Id, 

9.  Trustees  of  a  village  in  purchasing  a 
ledge  of  rock  and  voting  to  locate  a  stone 
crusher  there  act  officially,  and  are  not  person- 
ally liable  to  one  whose  horse  was  frightened 
by  the  stone  crusher,  where  Uiey  did  not  par- 
ticipate as  laborers,  operatives,  or  superintend- 
ents in  setting  up  and  operating  the  crusher. 
Bates  V.  Homer  (Vt.)  824 

10.  An  ordinance  attempting  to  vacate  a 
street  or  portion  thereof,  for  the  sole  purpose 
of  allowing  a  private  person  to  occupy  a  por- 
tion for  an  area  and  stairwavs  in  connection 
with  the  basement  of  a  bidlding,  is  ultra  vires 
and  void,  where  the  only  statutory  authority 
is  a  general  power  to  lay  out,  improve,  and 
vacate  streets.    Smith  v.  McDaweU  (111.)     898 

Notes  and  Bbiefb. 

Highways;  right  to  light  and  air  from,  see 
Easemekts. 

Use  of,  by  abutting  owner  for  private  rail- 
road. 565 

Right  of  child  to  protection  against  danger- 
ous conditions  of :— in  general;  statutes  requir- 
ing simply  safety  for  travelers;  absence  of  stah 
utory  rules.  661 

Personal  liability  of  highway  officers  for 
neglijjence:— (1)  nature  of  their  office;  (8)  capa- 
city m  which  liable;  (8)  duties  required  of 
"""-n;  (4)  ministerial  duties;  (5)  foundation  of 
ty;  (6)  principles  exempting  from  liabil- 
^A. 


ity;  (a)  general;  {h)  error  of  judgment;  (e)  mat- 
ters of  discretion;  (d)  necessity  of  funds;  {e) 
order  of  the  court;  (7)  necessity  of  notice;  {a)  to- 
officers;  {b)  to  land  owners;  (8)  principles  sus- 
taining liability;  (9)  state  decisions;  U0>  for  acl» 
of  predecessors  or  successors;  (11)  for  acts  of 
employ^;  (12)  adjoining  towns;  (18)  canals; 
(14)  criminal  liability.  8^ 

Rights  of  abutting  owners  as  to  obstruction 
or  vacation.  894 

HOMESTEAD. 

The  foreclosure  of  a  mortgage  on  property 
cannot  be  contested  by  the  wife  of  a  subse 
quent  owner  who  expressly  assumed  the  pay- 
ment thereof,  on  the  ground  that  it  is  a  family 
homestead,  although  it  was  obtained  in  ex- 
change for  a  former  homestead.  SSiddon  v. 
Pruessner  (Kan.)  709 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE.    See  also  Es^ 

TOFPEL,  1;  NegLIOENCR,  2. 

1.  Husband  and  wife  do  not  take  as  tenants 
by  entirety,  but  as  joint  tenants,  under  a  con- 
veyance to  them  'in  joint  tenancy."  l^om- 
burgy.  Wiggins  {lu6.)  4^ 

2.  A  conveyance  of  land  to  a  husband  and 
wife  in  consummation  of  their  jouit  purchase 
of  it  during  coverture  vests  in  them  an  estate 
by  entireties.     He  Bramberry's  BBtaU  (Pa.) 

594 

8.  A  mortgage  taken  in  the  joint  names  of 

husband  and  wife  on  the  sale  of  land  held  as 

tenants  by  the  entirety  is  presumed  to  be  held 

by  the  same  estate.  Id, 

Notes  akd  BRiBFa. 

Husband  and  wife;  estoppel  of  wife,  see 
Estoppel. 

Husband's  negligence  as  bar  to  recovery  for 
wife's  personal  m  juriea  460 

Tenancy  by  the  entireties  in  personal  pron- 

INDICTMEMT. 

An  indictment  charging  profane  swear- 
ing and  cursing  and  taking  the  name  of  God 
in  vain  on  the  public  streets,  to  the  "evil  ex- 
ample and  to  the  common  nuisance  of  the  good 
citizens  of  the  state,"  does  not  sufficiently  aver 
the  facts  and  circumstances  necessary  to  make 
it  a  common  nuisance,  where  it  does  not  aver 
that  it  was  heard  by  citizens,  or  state  facts 
showing  the  offensive  and  annoying  character 
of  the  utterances.    Com,  v.  lAnn  (Pa.)      85S 

INFANTS.    Rigbt   of,  on  Highways,  see 
HioHWATS,  7,  Notes  and  B]mEF& 

INJUNCTION.    See  also  CouKTS,  14. 

1.  A  clear  case  of  the  inadequacy  of  the  le- 
ffal  remedy  must  be  shown  in  order  to  justify 
the  interference  of  a  court  of  chancery  by  in- 
junction.    Carney  v.  Hadley  (Fla.)  288 

2.  While  insolvency  alone  of  the  defendant 
may  not  be  sufficient  to  authorize  an  injunc- 
tion, yet  it  is  an  important  element  in  many 
cases  In  determining  whether  or  not  a  court  of 
chancery  should  act  in  grantiiig  injunctions. 


Innocence— Insurance. 
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8.  An  injunction  may  be  granted  against  a 
threatened  trespass,  under  an  unconstitutional 
statute,  to  take  lands  for  private  purposes. 
Welton  V.  IHeiaon  (Neb.)  496 

4.  In  order  to  justify  the  granting  of  an  in- 
junction against  an  alleged  trespass  or  threa^ 
ened  injury  to  trees  standing  on  land,  it  must 
appear  that  the  trees  are  of  such  peculiar  value 
and  importance  to  the  estate  as  that  the  alleged 
injury  to  them  will  so  alTect  the  uses  and  pur- 
poses for  which  the  estate  was  designed  as  to 
make  the  injury  to  them  an  irrepjarable  loss  to 
the  owner.     Carney  v.  Eadley  (Fla.)  388 

6.  Whenever  the  complainant's  title  is  dis- 
puted in  cases  of  trespass,  a  court  of  equity 
will  not  interfere  bv  injunction  on  the  ground 
of  a  multiplicity,  of  suits,  until  he  has  success- 
fully established  his  title  by  trial  at  law.      Id, 

6.  Before  a  court  of  chancery  will  interfere 
to  prevent  a  multiplicity  of  suits,  there  must 
be  several  persons  controverting  the  same 
right,  and  each  standing  upon  his  own  preten- 
sion of  right.  Id. 

7.  The  constitutional  ruaranty  of  the 
freedom  of  the  press  and  of  sx>eech  will  not 
protect  against  an  injunction  one  who  pub- 
lishes false  and  iniurious  statements  against  a 
competitor's  business.  Shoemaker  v.  South 
Bend  Spark-Arrester  Co,  (Ind.)  882 

8.  An  injunction  may  issue  against  false 
and  malicious  claims  of  title  to  a  patent,  with 
threats  of  infringement  suits  against  the  cus- 
tomers of  a  competitor, — at  leaitt  where  the  de- 
fendant is  insolvent.  Id, 

9.  A  vendor  of  village  premises  upon  condi- 
tion that  no  intoxicating  liquors  shall  be  sold 
thereon  cannot  maintain  a  suit  to  enjoin  the 
sale  of  such  liquor  in  violation  of  such  condi- 
tion, where  he  has  subseauently  sold  adjoining 
premises  without  restriction,  and  such  adjoin- 
ing premises  have  been  and  are  used  for  the 
sale  of  liquor,  since  such  restrictions  are  sus- 
tained upon  the  theory  that  a  person  has  the 
right  in  disposing  of  his  property  to  prevent 
such  a  use  by  the  grantee  as  may  diminish  the 
value  of  remaining  land  or  impair  its  eligibil- 
ity for  other  uses;  and  the  fact  that  the  omis- 
sion of  a  restriction  in  the  subsequent  deed 
was  a  mistake  will  not  affect  the  result.  Jenks 
v.  PawlowM  (Mich.)  868 

10.  The  fact  that  most  of  the  premises  in 
the  locality  are  no  longer  kept  for  residences 
will  not  deprive  a  person  who  still  resides 
there,  and  who  has  done  or  omitted  nothing 
which  would  defeat  the  right,  of  the  right  tS 
enforce  a  restriction  in  an  agreement  against 
business  'injurious  or  offensive  to  the  neigh- 
boring inhabitants."  Botoland  v.  Miller  {N. 
Y.)  182 

11.  An  injunction  will  not  lie  in  all  cases  to 
prevent  the  maintenance  of  a  nuisance  causing 
damage  to  private  property,  but  the  remedy 
may  l^  by  an  action  for  damages.  Haggart  v. 
Stehlin  (Ind.)  577 

12.  An  injunction  to  prevent  the  continu- 
ance or  creation  of  a  nuisance  by  obstructing 
a  highway  noay  be  granted  at  the  suit  of  the 
proper  officers.    Smithy.  MeDoweUiJW,)    898 

18.  An  injunction  may  be  granted  against 
the  construction  of  a  purely  private  railroad 
22  L.  R.  A. 


upon  or  across  a  public  street,  to  the  detriment 
of  an  abutting  owner.  Gustctfaon  v.  Hamm 
(Minn.)  565 

Against  oflleial  aetioii* 

14.  The  enforcement  of  city  ordinances 
which  attempt  an  unconstitutional  interference 
with  interstate  commerce  may  be  restrained  by 
injunction  from  a  federal  court.  Qeorgia 
Packing  Co,  v.  Mneon  (C.  C.  8.  D.  Ga.)      775 

15.  The  courts  may  enjoin  the  collection  of 
an  assessment  upon  abutting  owners  for  the- 
construction  of  elevated  roadways  which  will 
not  at  all  benefit  the  property  assessed,  as  there 
is  no  foundation  for  the  exercise  of  discretion 
of  the  assessing  officers.  Oregon  dk  C,  R,  Co. 
v.  Portland  (Or.)  718 

16.  The  proper  mode  of  review  of  an  order 
of  court  directing  the  sheriff  to  operate  an  ele- 
vator in  the  court-house  for  convenience  of  ac- 
cess to  the  court-room  is  by  appeal,  and  not 
by  injunction  against  the  sheriii.  Vigo  Coun- 
ty Comra.  v.  Stout  (Ind.)  898 

17.  A  void  order  of  court  to  make  a  prac- 
tical reconstruction  of  the  cour^house  is  sub- 
ject to  collateral  attack  by  way  of  injunction, 
although  the  order  purports  to  be  for  repairs, 
and  would  have  been  valid  if  confined  to  neces- 
sary rejpairs  only.  White  County  Comre,  v. 
Qwin  (Ind.)  402 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Injunction;  against  collection  of  assessment. 

718 

Against  trespass  to  cut  timber:— conservatism 
of  court  as  to  such  relief;  lack  of  remedy  at 
law;  adequate  remedy  at  law;  multiplicity  of 
suits;  question  of  possession  or  title;  preventing 
waste  pending  litigation;  statutory  provisions;^ 
allegation  of  irreparable  injury;  interference 
with  contract  rights.  288 

To  restrain  collection  of  illegal  taxes:— general 
doctrine  against;  foundation  of  jurisdiction: 
practical  operation  of  principles;  (a)  recognized 
heads;  (b)  mere  Illegality,  irregularity,  etc. ;  (c) 
adequate  remedy  at  law;  (d)  necessity  of  pay- 
ment, etc ,  of  tax  due;  relief  grantea;  (a)  mul- 
tiplicity of  suits;  (b)  irreparable  injury;  (c)  in- 
adequate legal  remedy:  (d)  cloud  upon  title; 
special  state  doctrines;  fraud;  personal  tax;  es- 
toppel; setoff.  699 

INNOCENCE.  Presumption  of,  see  Ha- 
beas CoEPus,  Notes  and  Brtefs. 

INSOLVBNCY.  For  Preferences  by  In- 
solvent  Corporation,  see  Corporations,. 
Notes  and  Briefs. 

INSURANCE.  See  also  Conspiracy;  Con^ 
TRACTS,  10;  EviDENCB,  10;  Garnish- 
ment, 2. 

1.  A  carrier's  liability  on  a  collateral  con- 
tract to  procure  insurance  on  the  property  of 
shippers  is  not  coveted  by  a  policy  of  insur- 
ance '*to  cover  the  liability  of  the  insured  aa 
carriers  and  warehousemen."  Minneapolis,  St. 
P.  A  S.  8ie,  if,  R.  Co.  v.  Jlomelna,  Co,  (Minn.) 

890 

2.  A  valid  contract  of  insurance  may  be 
made  by  parol,  when  not  forbidden  by  statute. 
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Insurance. 


or  a  provision  of  the  company's  charter  which 
has  been  brought  to  the  knowledge  of  the  other 
contracting  party;  and,  as  in  other  cases  of 
parol  contracts,  the  assent  of  the  parties  to  the 
terms  of  the  agreement  may  be  shown  by  their 
acts  and  the  attending  circumstances,  as  well 
as  by  the  words  they  have  employed.  Newark 
Mach.  Co.  V.  Kenton  Ins,  Co.  (Ohio)  768 

8.  When  nothing  is  said  in  the  negotiations 
for  insurance  about  special  rates  of  insurance, 
or  special  conditions  of  the  policy,  it  will  he 
presumed  that  those  which  are  usual  and  cus- 
tomary were  Intended.  Id. 

4.  When  the  terms  of  an  executed  policy 
have  been  unconditionally  accepted  by  the  in- 
sured, and  it  has  thereafter  been  treated  as  in 
force  by  the  parties,  its  delivery  will  be  re- 
carded  as  complete,  though  it  remain  in  the 
Bands  of  the  insurer's  agent.  Id. 

6.  An  agent  authorized  to  make  contracts 
of  fire  insurance  and  issue  policies  may  waive 
payment  in  cash  of  the  premiums,  and  give 
time  for  their  payment,  unless  there  are  re- 
strictions upon  liis  authority  of  which  the  in- 
sured has  notice;  and  such  waiver  may  be  ex- 
press or  implied.  Id. 

6.  Where,  under  an  arrangement  with  the 
insured  by  which  his  insurance  was  to  be  kept 
up  to  a  specified  amount  by  renewals  or  new 
policies,  it  was  the  custom  of  the  agent  to 
charge  the  premiums  as  policies  were  issued 
or  renewed,  and  have  periodical  settlements 
with  the  insured,  when  tBe  premiums  would 
be  pMiid,  a  credit  for  a  premium  so  charged,  to 
the  next  period  of  settlement,  may  be  implied. 

Id, 
Insurable  interest. 

7.  A  college  supported  by  a  church  has  no 
insurable  interest  in  the  life  of  a  member  of 
that  church,  which  will  sustain  a  policy  of  in- 
sarance  on  his  life  in  favor  of  the  college,  al- 
though the  college  paid  the  premiums,  while 
the  application  was  made  by  the  person  whose 
life  was  Insured.  Trinity  Vollege  v.  Travelert^ 
Ivs.  Co.  (N.  C.)  291 

8.  A  life  insurance  policy  constitutes  a 
wagering  contract,  in  the  absence  of  any  ties 
of  blood  or  marriage  between  th^  beneficiary 
and  the  person  whose  life  is  insured,  or  of 
some  contractual  relation  between  them  by 
reason  of  which  damage  may  result  to  the 
beneficiary  from  the  death  of  the  other  party. 

Id. 

9.  A  vendor  in  an  existing  contract  of  sale 
has  not  the  "sole  and  unconditional  ownership" 
of  a  building  which  is  described  as  "his  dwell- 
ing," within  the  meaning  of  an  insurance  pol- 
icv.  Hamilton  v.  DwetUng-Eouee  Ins.  Co. 
(Mich.)  527 
Health  of  insured. 

10.  The  construction  of  the  words  "spitting 
of  blood,"  by  a  medical  examiner  in  filling  out 
answers  to  an  application  for  Insurance,  as  it 
was  his  duty  to  do,  to  mean  the  spitting  of 
blood  from  the  lungs  or  bronchial  tubes  only, 
is  conclusive  on  the  insurance  company.  Mu- 
tual Ben.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Robison  (C.  C.  App. 
8th  C.)  825 

11.  An  ansamic  murmur  of  the  heart,  which 
indicates  no  structural  defect  but  comes  from 

'lere  debility  or  weakness,  is  not  a  "bodily  or 
'^R.A, 


mental  infirmity"  within  the  meaning  of  the 
provisions  of  a  policy  of  life  Insurance.  Manu- 
facturers' Acei.  Indemnity  Co.  v.  Dorian  (C. 
C.  App.  6th  C.)  620 

12.  A  fainting  spell  produced  by  indiges- 
tion or  lack  of  proper  food,  which  is  a  mere 
temporary  disturbance  or  enfeeblement,  is  not 
a  "disease  and  bodily  infirmity"  within  the 
meaning  of  an  insurance  policy.  Id. 

Warranties. 

13.  The  difference  between  a  warranty  and 
a  representation  in  an  application  forinsoranoe 
is  that  a  warranty  must  be  literally  true  with- 
out regard  to  its  materiality  to  the  risk,  while 
a  representation  must  be  true  only  so  far  as  it 
is  material  to  the  risk.  Mutual  Ben.  L.  Ins. 
Co.  V.  RoUson  (C.  C.  App.  8th  C.)  825 

14.  The  rule  that  the  breach  of  a  warranty 
of  the  truth  of  an  applicant's  answer  avmd's 
an  insurance  policy,  without  reference  to  his 
good  faith  or  the  materiality  of  the  answer, 
cannot  be  applied  to  avoid  a  policy  for  the 
falsity  of  an  answer  resulting  from  a  mistake 
in  judgment  or  an  error  or  blunder  of  the  com- 
pany's agent,  who  was  specially  charged  by 
the  company  with  the  preparation  of  the  ap- 
plication, and  who  maoe  the  answers  upon  a 
full  and  truthful  statement  of  the  facts  by  the 
applicant.  Id. 

Estoppel  or  waiver. 

15.  An  insurance  company  is  estopped  to 
question  the  truth  of  answers  in  an  applica- 
tion, notwithstanding  the  application  warrants 
the  answers  to  be  true,  where  they  are  made 
under  a  requirement  of  the  company,  by  its 
own  medical  examiner,  who  deduces  the  an- 
swers from  facts  correctly  stated  to  him  by  the 
applicant.  Id. 

16.  Knowledge  of  an  insurance  agent  that 
the  insured  had  made  a  contract  for  the  sale 
of  the  properly  estops  the  company  from  deny- 
ing that  he  had  the  "sole  and  unconditional 
ownership"  required  by  policy.  EamiUon  v. 
Dwelling-Bouse  Ins.  Co.  (Mich.)  527 

17.  The  knowledge  of  an  insurance  agent 
that  a  warranty  by  the  assured  that  "a  con- 
tinuous clear  space  of  150  feet  shall  hereafter 
be  maintained"  between  the  property  insured 
and  any  woodworking  or  manufacturing  es- 
tablishment does  not  represent  the  existing 
state  of  facts  and  that  there  is  no  intent  to 
change  the  situation,  and  that  the  insured  can- 
not control  a  clear  space  for  that  distance,  pre- 
vents a  forfeiture  of  the  policy  for  breach  of 
the  warranty,  where  the  agent  accepts  the 
premium  ana  issues  the  policy  without  taking 
any  steps  subsequently  to  rescind  it  though 
knowing  of  the  breach  of  the  warranty,  and 
it  appears  that  on  account  of  the  situation  of 
the  i^roperty,  the  manner  of  its  use,  and  its 

groximity  to  water,  he  considered  that  the  ex- 
iting space  was  equivalent  to  that  required. 
Michigan  Shingle  Co.  v.  State  Intesl.  dt  Ins. 
Go.  (Mich.)  819 

18.  A  clause  in  a  pplicy  withholding  from 
agents  authority  "to  miake,  alter,  or  discharge 
this  or  any  other  contract  in  relation  to  the 
matter  of  this  insurance,"  has  no  reference  to 
the  application  which  precedes  the  policy. 
x\futtial  Ben.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  Bobison  (C.  C. 
App,  8lh  C.)  825 
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19.  Receiving  and  retaiDine  notice  of  death 
without  objection  and  call  for  further  infor- 
mation, besides  furnishing  blanks  for  proofs 
of  loss,  waives  the  objection  that  the  notice 
was  not  served  in  time.  Trippe  v.  Provident 
Fund  Soc.  (N.  Y.)  482. 
Time  for  notice* 

20.  Tlie  **ten  days  from  the  date  of  either 
Injury  or  death,"  within  which  notice  of  the 
death  of  a  person  insured  by  an  accident  pol- 
icy must  be  given,  does  not  begin  to  run  from 
the  date  of  his  death,  occasioned  by  the  fall 
of  a  building  which  he  occupied,  if  tne  fact  of 
his  death  is  not  known  until  the  discovery  of 
his  body,  but  begins  to  run  when  the  fact  of 
death  is  known.— especially  where  the  notice 
of  death  is  required  to  contain  full  particulars 
of  the  accident  and  injury.  Id, 
Cjbuse  of  death. 

21.  Drowning  is  the  moving,  sole,  and  proxi- 
mate cause  of  death  resulting  from  f allmg  into 
water,  within  the  meaning  of  an  insurance 
policy,  althouffh  the  fall  may  have  been  due 
to  disease.  Manufacturer/ Acd,  Indemnity 
Co,  V.  Dorgan  (C.  C.  App.  6th  C.)  620 

22.  Accidental  death  by  drowning  is  caused 
indirectly  by  disease  within  the  meaning  of  an 
exception  to  an  insurance  policy  against  death 
caused  directly  or  indirectlv  by  disease,  if 
drowning  ensues  upon  a  fall  into  the  water 
which  is  caused  by  disease.  Id. 

28.  The  words  "voluntary  exposure,"  "un- 
necessary danger,"  and  "hazardous  adven- 
ture," within  the  meaning  of  an  insurance 
policy,  do  not  include  such  exposure  as  is  inci- 
dent to  the  ordinary  habits  and  customs  of  life, 
but  refer  to  something  beyond  the  ordinary, — 
"Such  as  wanton  or  gross  carelessness.  Id, 

Notes  and  Bbibfs. 

Insurance;  sole  ownership  of  property.    527 

Effect  of  agent's  knowledge  to  affect  con 
tract.  319 

Validity  of  oral  contract  for : — in  general ;  va- 
lidity  of  such ' contract  assumed;  charter  or 
statutory  provisions;  contract  to  insure;  agree- 
ment to  renew  or  extend  policy;  contract  in- 
complete; superseded  by  written  contract; 
English  decisions;  presumption  as  to  agent's 
powers.  768 

Interpretation  of  statements  as  to  health  of 
insured.  825 

Cause  of  death  of  person  drowned.  622 

INTEREST. 

1.  A  contract  to  pay  a  higher  rale  of  interest 
«fter  maturity  than  t)efore  is  valid  if  not  pro- 
hibited by  statute.   Sheldon  v.  Prvessner  (Kan.) 

709 

2.  A  note  or  other  instrument  containing  an 
-express  promise  to  pay  money,  without  any 
time  specified,  is  in  law  payable  immediately, 
so  that  interest  runs  from  its  date,  while  a  prom- 
ise to  pay  upon  demand  requires  at  least  a  ju- 
dicial demand  to  set  interest  running.  Horn 
T.  Hansen  (Miun,)  617 


IITTERNAL  IMPROVEMENTS. 

Constitutional  Law,  4. 
V2  L.  R.  A. 


See 


INTOXICATING  LIQUORS.     See  also 
Injunction,  9. 

1.  Delivering  an  express  package  of  whis- 
key marked  C.  O.  p.  to  the  express  company 
addressed  to  a  purchaser  in  another  county, 
who  by  a  postal  card  order  had  directed  it  to 
be  thus  sent,  is  a  sale  of  the  whiskey  in  the 
county  where  it  was  delivered  to  the  carrier. 
State  V.  Flanagan  (W.  Va.)  480 

2.  A  saloon  constitutes  an  actionable  nui- 
sance to  neighboring  property  owners  whose 
property  is  largely  depreciated  in  selling  and 
rental  value  by  reason  of  the  proximity  of  the 
saloon,  frequented  b^  persons  for  the  purpose 
of  drinking  intoxicating  liquors  therein,  when 
it  is  established  in  a  residence  neighborhood 
that  has  been  previously  free  from  such  busi- 
ness and  which,  aside  from  residences,  includes 
little  except  churches,  schools,  a  female  col- 
lege, and  an  orphan  asylum,  and  in  which  the 
people  are  largely  opposed  to  saloons.  Hag- 
gart  v.  Stehlin  (Ind.)  677 

8.  The  lessor  of  a  building  for  use  as  a  saloon, 
which  will  constitute  an  actionable  nuisance 
to  neighboring  property  owners,  is  liable  to 
them  for  the  damage  resulting  from  sudi 
use.  .  Id, 

4.  A  saloon  keeper's  license  for  the  sale  of 
intoxicating  liqiiors  is  no  defense  against  lia- 
bility to  adjoining  property  owners  as  to  whom 
his  saloon  may  constitute  an  actionable  nui- 
sance. Id, 

5.  A  statute  providing  for  the  licensing  of 
liquor-sellers  is  not  unconstitutional  on  the 
ground  that  it  is  to  promote  their  business,  or 
that  it  confers  a  privilege  to  do  an  unlawful 
act,  since  in  the  absence  of  any  statute  on  the 
subject  the  business  would  be  open  to  all.    Id. 

Notes  and  Bbiefb. 

Intoxicating  liquors;  saloon  as  nuisance  to 
adjoining  property.  578 


JOINT  DEBTORS. 

4. 


See  also  Contracts, 


A  joint  action  against  a  street-railway 
company  and  a  railroad  company  may  be  main- 
tained by  a  passenger  in  a  street  car  who  was 
injured  by  a  collision  caused  by  the  neglect  of 
the  railroad  company  to  give  notic&of  the  ap- 
proach of  its  locomotives,  concurring  with  the 
negli^nce  of  the  street-railway  company  in 
crossing  the  railroad  track.  Matthews  v.  Del- 
aware, L.  &  W.  R.  Co.  (N.  J.  Sup.)  261 

JOINT    TENANTS.     See     Cotenants; 
Husband  and  Wife,  1, 

JUDGMENT.    See   also  Constitutional 
Law,  5. 

1.  Service  in  another  state  upon  a  foreign 
corporation  after  an  order  of  publication  has 
been  made  is  insufficient,  where  there  is  no  at- 
tachment, to  give'jnrisdiction  to  render  a  per- 
sonal judgment  against  the  corporation,  al- 
though it  had  no  property  within  the  state. 
TiUinghast  v.  Boston  d  P,  R.  Lumber  Co.  (S. 
C.)  49 

2.  A  satisfied  judgment  in  an  action  by  a 
discharged  employe  working  under  a  contract 
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foT  a  year  at  a  certain  sum  per  \7eek,  payable 
weekly,  a^inst  the  employer,  based  oti  the 
coDlract,  IS  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  action  there- 
on, although  the  recovery  was  for  only  one 
week's  salary.     Olnutead  v.  Bach  (Md.)       74 

8.  A  person  summoned  to  show  cause  why  a 
dormant  judgment  should  not  be  revived 
against  him  may  interpose  the  defense  that  it 
is  void  for  lack  of  jurisdiction,  when  this  ap- 
pears on  the  face  of  the  record.  Enewold  v. 
Olsen  (Neb.)  678 

4.  A  judgment  in  forcible  entry  and  detainer 
is  conclusive  only  as  to  the  right  of  possession, 
and  is  not  conclusive  as  to  the  lessee's  right  to 
recovery  or  recoupment  for  breach  of  covenant 
in  the  lease.    Keating  v.  t^pringer  (111.)      544 

6.  One  only  of  two  defendants  charged  as 
joint  tortfeasors  may  be  found  liable  for  negli- 
gence,  and  the  other  exonerated  by  the  ver- 
dict. MatUiem  v.  Delaware,  L,  ik  W,  R  Co. 
(N.  J.  Sup.)  261 

JUDICIAL  NOTICE.  See  Evidence, 
1-9. 

JUDICIAL  SALE.  See  also  Deed.  4; 
Estoppel.  8. 

The  return  of  a  levy  is  not  essential  to  the 
validity  of  a  sheriff's  deed  to  the  purchaser  at 
execution  sale.    Lewis  v.  Watson  (Ala.)      1^7 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Judicial  sale;  of  property  held  by  trustee. 

454 

JURT.    See  Dentists. 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT.  See  also 
Action  or  Suit,  6;  Easements,  8-7; 
Equity;  Intoxicating  Liquors,  3;  Set- 
off AND  Counterclaim. 

1.  A  tenant  of  a  portion  of  a  building  mav 
recover  back  rent  paid  in  advance  in  accord- 
ance with  the  lease,  upon  the  total  destruction 
of  the  building  by  fire.    Porter  v.  Tull  ( Wash. ) 

618 

2.  A  lessee  may  recover  damages  by  action 
for  breach  of  covenant  by  his  landlord,  even  if 
this  does  not  amount  to  an  eviction  or  operate 
as  a  bar  to  the  claim  for  rent.  Keating  v. 
^mngerilW,)  544 

8.  A  tenant  must  pay  rent  while  he  remains 
in  possession,  notwithstanding  such  interfer- 
ence with  the  enjoyment  of  the  premises  as 
would  constitute  an  eviction  for  which  he 
might  abandon  them.  Id, 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Landlord  and  tenant;  tenant's  easement  of 
liffbt  and  air,  see  Easements. 

Kights  and  liabilities  of  tenant  on  destruction 
of  leased  building: — bright  of  possession  of 
rooms;  possession  of  building;  continuance  of 
rent  for  apartments  and  rooms;  continuance 
of  rent  for  building;  rent  ceasing  by  terms  of 
lease;  abatement  of  rent  by  surrender  of  prem- 
ises; liability  of  tenant  to  rebuild;  statutes.  618 

LARCENY. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 
Larceny;  as  affecting  liability  on  official 
^d.  449 

R.A. 


LAW   OF   PLACE.     See    Conflict   of 
Laws. 

LEGACIES.    See  Executors  and  Admin- 
istrators, t-3;  Wills,  12. 

LEGISLATURE.    See  also  Courts.  5,  9. 

1.  A  resolution  purporting  to  be  passed  by 
the  house  of  representatives  after  the  general 
assembly  had  been  prorogued  by  the  governor 
is  of  no  effect.  Be  Legidatite  At^ournmerU 
(R.  I.)  716 

2.  The  provision  in  R.  I.  Const  art  4,  §  9, 
that  neither  house,  without  consent  of  the 
other,  shall  adjourn  for  more  than  two  days,  is 
subject  to  implied  exceptions,  such  as  that 
where  one  house  has  unlawfully  unseated  mem- 
bers, thereby  depriving  towns  of  their  consti- 
tutional representation.  In  such  cade  the 
other  house  may  adjourn  until  the  vacancies 
can  be  filled.  JtL 

8.  The  fact  that  the  two  houses  have  not 
yet  joined  in  grand  committee  for  counting 
and  declaring  votes  does  not  prevent  the  gov* 
emor,  under  R.  I.  Const  art.  7,  g  6,  from  ad- 
journing the  general  assembly  in  case  of  dis- 
agreement between  the  two  houses.  Id. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Legislature;  power  of  governor  as  to  adjourn- 
ment of.  716 


See  also  Fac- 


LEVY  AND  SEIZURE. 

TOBS,  2. 

1.  A  joint  tenant's  interest  in  property  is 
subject  to  execution.  Thomhurg  v.  Wiggins 
(Ind.)  48 

2.  A  return  of  a  levy  may  prooerly  he  in- 
dorsed on  an  execution  by  a  tbira  person  at 
the  direction  and  in  the  presence  of  the  sheriff. 
Letoisv,  Watson  {A}ti.)  297 

8.  Books  of  account  and  trial  balances  are 
not  tanerible  property  which  can  be  made  sub- 
ject to  levy  under  attachment,  since  they  are 
not  so  intimately  connected  with  the  demands 
charged  therein  that  their  seizure  Is  equivalent 
to  the  seizure  of  such  denmnds.  Umnthalr. 
Muskegon  Circuit  Judge  Qllch.)  693 


Notes  and  Briefs. 
Levy;  on  books  of  account 
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LIBEL  AND  SLANDER.    See  also  Con- 
thacts,  0;  Injunction,  7,  8. 

1.  A  witness  in  an  action  is  not  liable  for 
libel,  unless  it  is  shown  affirmatively  that  her 
statements  were  not  pertinent  to  the  matter  in 
progress,  and  were  spoken  malidotisly  and 
with  a  view  to  defame  the  one  claiming  to  be 
injured  thereby.     Cooper  v.  Phipps  (Or.)    886 

2.  Defamatory  and  libelous  matter  in  a 
pleading  is  not  necessarily  prlvik«ed.  but  the 
protection  of  the  parhr  from  liabuity  depends 
on  the  good  faith  of  the  allegations.  Randall 
V.  Hamilton  (La.)  619 

Notes  and  Bbiefs. 
Libel  and  slander;  by  defamatory  words  in 
pleading.  649 

Privilege  of  witness  as  to  defamatory  test!- 


License— Master  and  Sbrtant. 
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mony:— in  general;  English  cases;  affidavits 
and  depositions.  886 

LICENSE.  See  also  Attorneys.  2;  Fire 
Department:  Highways,  3;  Intoxicat- 
ing Liquors,  4;  Railroads,  2,  3;  Taxes, 
2. 

1.  A  deed  of  standing  timber  to  be  removed 
within  ten  years  passes  the  title,  and  does  not 
constitute  a  mere  license  to  take  off  chattels 
within  the  time  limited.  Mee  v.  Benedict 
(Mich.)  641 

2.  A  license  fee  of  $1,000  for  the  occupation 
of  an  emigrant  agent,  unaccompanied  by  any 
police  regulation  whatever,  is  unreasonable  ana 
cannot  be  upheld.    State  v.  Moore  (N.  C.)  472 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

License;  legality  of  occupation  tax.         472 

IjIENS.    See  also  Factors.  1. 

A  statute  giving  livery-stable  keepers  a  lien 
for  the  keeping  of  animals  placed  in  their 
charge,  without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of 
the  mortgagee,  does  not  make  such  lien  su- 
perior to  that  of  a  prior  duly  recorded  mort- 
gage on  the  animals,  even  though  the  law  day 
has  passed  and  the  animals  are  still  in  the 
mortgagor's  possession.  Chapman  v.  Mont- 
ffomery  Fir$t  Nat.  Bank  (Ala.)  78 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Liens;  priority  between  chattel  mortgage 
and  lien  for  keeping  animals.  78 

LIGHT.  Bee  Easements,  Z-l,  Notes  and 
Briefs. 

LIMITATION  OF  ACTIONS. 

The  Statute  of  Limitations  begins  to  run  in 
favor  of  the  drawer  of  a  check,  at  the  latest, 
after  the  lapse  of  a  reasonable  time  for  the  pre- 
sentment of  the  check.  Scroggin  v.  McClel- 
land (Neb.)  110 
Notes  kjxd  Briefs. 

Limitation  of  actions;  statutes  applicable  to 
bank  checks;  certified  checks.  110 

LIVERT  STABLE.    See  Lieks. 
MANDAMUS.    See  also  Courts,  9. 

1.  Mandamus  will  lie  to  compel  a  judge  to 
set  aside  an  order  denying  a  motion  to  compel 
attorneys  to  surrender  books  and  papers  and 
copies  made  therefrom,  obtained  under  an 
abuse  of  a  writ  of  attachment,  by  its  use  as  a 
search  warrant  for  evidence.  Rosenthal  v. 
Muskegon  Circuit  Judge  (Mich.)  698 

2.  Mandamus  is  the  proper  remedy  to  com- 
pel an  electric-railroad  company  to  place 
guard  wires  where  they  will  prevent  dangerous 
contact  of  its  uninsulated  wires  with  the  insu- 
lated vrires  of  a  telephone  company,  as  required 
by  ordinance.  Stctte,  Wisconsin  Teleph.  Co.  v. 
JanesmUe  Street  R,  Co.  (Wis.)  759 

8.  Mandamus  is  peculiarly  the  proper  rem- 
edy to  compel  a  town  council  to  call  a  new 
election,  as  required  by  statute,  where  a  prior 
election  is  inoperative.  State  v.  South  Kings- 
tofcn  (R.  L)  ,    65 

22L.  R.  A. 


4.  Mandamus  to  compel  oflScers  to  proceed 
under  prior  laws  in  respect  to  elections,  instead 
of  following  an  unconstitutional  statute,  is  not 
premature  because  no  demand  and  refusal  has 
been  made  or  the  time  arrived  when  it  is  the 
duty  of  the  officers  to  act.  State,  Morris,  v. 
Wrightson  (N.  J.  Sup.)  548 

5.  Citizens  who  are  deprived  of  as  full  and 
effective  an  elective  franchise  as  they  are  enti- 
tled to  under  the  Constitution  by  an  appor- 
tionment Act  have  a  sufficient  interest  to 
prosecute  a  writ  of  mandamus  to  test  the  stat- 
ute. Id. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 
Mandamus;  to  corporation.  759 

MAP.    See  Dedication. 

MARK.    See  Wills,  1,  2. 

MARKETS.    See  Commerce,  7. 

MASTER  AND  SERVANT.  See  also 
Action  or  Suit,  2, 8;  Carriers,  1;  Con- 
stitutional Law.  9,  12;  Contracts,  6; 
Damages,  2;  Judgment,  2. 

1.  One  who  volunteers  to  assist  the  servants 
of  another  assumes  all  the  ordinary  risks  inci- 
dent to  the  situation,  and  cannot  recover  from 
the  master  for  injuries  caused  by  defects  in  the 
instrumentality  used  or  by  the  mere  negligence 
of  the  servants.  Ewirts  v.  St.  Paul,  M.  dt  M, 
R.  Co.  (Minn.)  668 

2.  A  there  volunteer,  although  he  has  placed 
himself  in  a  position  of  danger  through  his 
own  negligence,  can  recover  of  the  master  for 
injuries  received  by  reason  of  the  failure  of 
servants  to  exercise  reasonable  care  to  prevent 
injury  to  him  after  discovering  the  danger.  Id. 

8.  An  injurv  to  a  brakeman  caused  by  the 
improper  loading  of  a  flat  car  so  that  the  end 
of  the  load  projected  does  not  render  the  rail- 
road company  liable  to  him,  where  the  car  it- 
self was  not  defective,  and  the  company  had 
furnished  a  competent  inspector  to  see  that  the 
cars  were  properly  loaded.  De^ceg  v.  Detroit, 
0.  dH.M.R.  Co.  (Mich.)  .      29^ 

4.  A  railroad  track  owned,  maintained,  and 
repaired  by  a  manufacturing  company  and 
used  by  a  railroad  company  only  tmder  a  li- 
cense or  invitation  to  deliver  freight  under  a 
contract,  is  not  a  part  of  the  railroad  company's 
"ways,"  within  the  meaning  of  Mass.  Stat. 
1887,  chap.  270.  g  2,  creating  a  liability  for  the 
death  of  an  emplove  by  reason  of  any  defect 
in  such  ways,  ^ngel  v.  New  York,  P.  dh  B. 
R.  Co.  (Mass.)  288 

5.  An  employ^  engaged  in  repairing  an 
engine  belonging  to  his  employer,  and  the  en- 
gineer, whose  duty  it  is  to  prevent  the  starting 
of  the  engine  while  the  repairer  is  at  work, 
are  fellow  servants.  Dantsler  v.  De  Bardeleben 
Coal  db  I.  Co.  (Ala.)  861 

6.  Negligence  in  the  exercise  of  superin- 
tendence entrusted  to  an  employ^,  within  the 
meaning  of  Ala.  Code,  §2590,  subs.  2,  doesnot 
exist  in  the  case  of  an  ens;ineer  whose  duty  it 
is  personally  to  operate  the  engine,  although 
he  usuallv  has  a  helper,  where,  in  the  absence 
of  the  helper,  by  the  negligence  of  the  engineer 
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in  starting  the  engine,  or  in  failing  to  prevent 
a  third  person  from  starting  it,  a  person  en- 
gaged in  repairing  the  engine  is  killed,  since 
the  primary  duty  of  the  engineer  is  not  that  of 
Buperintendence,  but  that  of  a  laborer.  Dantz- 
ler  V,  De  Bardeltben  Coal  db  L  Co.  (Ala.)     361 

7.  A  railroad  company  is  not  liable  for 
the  death  of  an  engineer,  which  was  due  to  a 
collision  occasioned  by  his  violation  of  the  rules 
in  running  his  train  at  excessive  speed.  East 
Tennmee,  V.  &  O.  R.  Co.  v.  Kane  (Ga.)     815 

8.  A  railroad  company's  failure  to  recover 
a  switch  key  from  a  discharged  employe  is 
not  of  itself  sufficient  to  make  the  company 
liable  for  his  criminal  act  in  maliciously  mis- 
placing a  switch  for  the  purpose  of  wrecking 
a  train.  Id, 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Master  and  servant;  liability  of  railroad 
company  to  employ^  for  injuries  received  in 
line  of  duty  from  defective  track  owned  by 
another.  283 

Assumption  by  volunteer  of  the  risks  of 
service:—  in  general;  liability  to  minor  volun- 
teer assisting  by  request  of  one  in  authority; 
persons  with  interest;  persons  not  volunteers; 
servant  volunteer.  6d3 

MAXIMS. 

1.  Expressio  unius  est  exclusio  alterius. 
8tate,  M<yrr%9,  v.  Wrightaon  (N.  J.  Sup.)     548 

2.  Qui  facit  per  alium  facit  per  se.  State, 
Lamar,  v.  Dillon  (Fla.)  124 

3.  Balus  populi  suprema  lex  est.  State  v. 
Moore  (N.  C.)  472 

4.  Sic  utere  tuo  ut  alienum  non  Isedas. 
Hague  Y,  Wheder{Pn.)  141 

MEAT.    See  Coscmerce,  7. 

MILEAGE.    See  Carriers,  6. 

MORTGAGE.  See  also  Contracts.  12; 
Costs,  2;  Homestead;  Husband  and 
Wife,  8. 

The  fact  that  one  of  the  debts  secured  by 
chattel  mortgage  was  due  at  the  time  the 
mortgage  was  given  does  not  nullify  the  de- 
feasance clause  so  as  to  make  the  instrument 
absolute  before  demand  and  refusal  to  pay. 
Brown  v.  Grand  Rapids  Parlor  Furniture  Co. 
(C.  C.  App.  6lh  C.)  817 

MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS.    See 

also  Electrical  Uses  and  Appliances, 
4;  Highways,  9;  Injonction,  14;  Offi- 
cers, 5,  8;  Parliamentary  Law,  1-8; 
Prohibition;  Voters  and  Elections, 

4,8. 

1.  A  municipal  corporation  is  liable  for  in- 
juries caused  by  its  negligence  in  the  discharge 
of,  or  failure  to  discharge,  such  duties  as  are 
purely  ministerial,  and  not  governmental  or 
discretionary.     Gibson  v.  Buntington(W.  Va.) 

561 

2.  A  municipal  corporation  is  not  liable  for 
injuries  caused  by  the  negligence  of  its  agents 
and  officers  in  the  discharge  of,  or  omission 

discharge,  duties  which  are  purely  govern- 
♦aI  or  discretionary.  id. 

R.  A. 


8.  Power  to  remove  a  city  counselor  is  not 
inherent  in  the  common  council  of  a  city, 
where  the  appointpient  of  the  counselor  for 
a  definite  term  is  given  to  the  mayor  absolute- 
ly, without  providing  for  his  removal  ^oeed 
V.  Detroit  (Mich.)  842 

4.  An  office  created  by  ordtnaoce  may  be 
abolished  by  ordinance.  State,  Bffiands,  v. 
Pinkerman  (Conn.)  658 

5.  A  message  of  disapproval  of  the  acts  of 
the  board  of  aldermen  by  the  mayor  has  no 
effect  when  the  charter  provides  for  bis  ap- 
proval  and  disapproval  only  of  measures 
passed  by  both  boards  which  constitute  the 
common  council.  Id. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

3Iunicipal  corporations;  powers  as  to  ap- 
pointment and  removal  of  officers.  654 

NAME. 

The  name  of  a  person  in  law  coiuiBts  of  one 
given  name  and  one  surname.  Ene^eM  v. 
Olsen  (Neb.)  573 


Notes  and  Briefs. 
Name;  use  of  initials  in. 
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NEOLIOENCE.  See  also  Carriers,  7, 
8;  Custom,  1;  Electrical  Uses  and 
Appliances,  8;  Fire  Department; 
Master  and  Servant,  8;  Railroads, 
4-7. 

1.  Negligence  is  the  absence  of  care  under 
the  circumstances.  C^TooLe  v.  Pittsburgh  & 
L.  E.  R.  Co.  (Pa.)  606 

2.  Contributory  negligence  of  the  husband 
will  defeat  an  action  by  the  husband  and  wife 
for  a  i)ersonal  injury  to  the  wife.  Pennsyl- 
vania R.  Co.  V.  Goodenough  (N.  J.  Err.  & 
App.)  460 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

See  also  Husband  and  Wife. 

Negligence;  in  respect  to  dangerous  elec- 
tric wire.  *  635 

Imputing  negligence  of  carrier  to  passes- 
ger.  60S 

As  to  licensee  on  premises.  199 

NEGOTIABLE  PAPER.  See  Bills 
AND  Notes,  Notes  and  Briefs. 

NOTICE.    See  Boards,  1. 

NUISANCES.  See  also  Covenant;  High- 
ways, 2,  3;  Injunction,  10-12;  Intoxi- 
cating Liquors,  2,  4. 

1.  Profane  language  is  not  a  common  nui- 
sance, unless  it  is  heard  by  citizens  and  the 
manner  and  occasion  of  the  utterances  are  of- 
fensive and  annoying.     Com.  v.   LAnn  (Pa.) 

353 

2.  The  right  of  a  city  to  build  a  pumping 
station  for  waterworks  on  its  own  land,  so  near 
the  premises  of  a  private  owner  that  buildings 
subsequently  erected  by  him  will  be  made  un- 
tenantable by  the  noise  and  vibration  of  the 
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piunpiDg  machinery,  is  not  conferred,  even  if 
tbe  ]egis]alure  has  power  to  confer  it  without 
compensation  to  him,  by  a  general  authority 
to  locate  necessary  structures  and  machinery 
for  the  waterworks.  Morton  v.  New  York 
(N.  Y.)  241 

8.  The  legislative  authority  which  will 
shelter  an  actual  nuisance  must  be  express,  or 
a  clear  and  unquestionable  implication  from 
powers  conferred,  certain  and  unambiguous, 
and  such  as  to  show  that  the  legislature  must 
have  intended  and  contemplated  the  doing  of 
the  very  act  in  question .  Id, 

Notes  and  Briefs. 
See  also  Intoxicating  Liquors. 
Nuisance;  legislative  authority  for.         241 
By  offensive  business.  184 

OCCUPATION  TAX.    See  Taxes,  2. 

OFFICERS.    See  also  Contracts,  8;  Mu- 
nicipal Corporations,  8,  4. 

1.  The  executive  does  not  have  any  inherent 
power  of  appointment  of  officers.  People, 
Biehardson,  v.  Henderson  (Wyo.)  761 

2.  Election  commissioners  to  prepare  for, 
hold,  and  declare  the  result  of  a  municipal 
election,  are  not  officers  in  any  sense;  and  their 
appointment  or  designation  by  the  legislature 
is  not  necessarily  or  essentially  executive  in  its 
nature.    State,  Lamar,  v.  Dulon  (Fla.)       124 

8.  Appointive  as  well  as  elective  officers  are 
within  Wyo.  Const,  art.  6,  §  16,  providing  that 
officers  shall  hold  until  their  successors  are 
qualified.  People,  Richardson,  v.  JHenderson 
(Wyo.)  751 

4  Upon  the  appointment  of  an  officer  to  fill 
a  vacancy  *'  until  the  next  meeting  of  the  leg- 
islature, under  a  statute  making  no  further 
provision  as  to  the  incumbency,  the  meeting  of 
the  legislature  does  not  create  another  vacancy 
in  the  office  within  the  meaning  of  Wyo.  Const, 
art.  4,  ^  7,  authorizing  the  governor  to  fill  a  va- 
cancy when  there  is  no  other  provision  made 
therefor,  since  art.  6,  §  16,  provides  that  every 
officer  shall  hold  **  until  his  successor  is  qual- 
ified." Id. 

5.  A  person  appointed  to  fill  a  vacancy  in  a 
board  of  police  commissioners  is  appointed 
only  till  the  end  of  the  term  of  his  predecessor 
under  a  charter  providing  generally  for  ap- 
pointment to  fill  a  vacancy,  but  which  pro- 
vides for  two-year  terms  and  for  the  expiration 
of  a  part  of  &iem  in  each  year,  with  other 
provisions  as  to  a  non-partisan  board.  State, 
Rylofide,  V.  Pinkerman  (Conn.)  658 

6.  A  person  is  not  a  de  facto  police  commis- 
sioner when  he  has  not  the  reputation  of  being 
such,  or  his  acts  and  authority  are  not  gener- 
ally recognized  or  acquiesced  in  or  such  as  to 
le«d  men  to  suppose  that  he  is  such  officer, — 
especially  where  there  is  a  rightful  commis- 
sioner who  is  claiming  the  office.  Id. 

7.  Misconduct  of  a  person  before  appoint- 
ment to  office  constitutes  no  ground  for  his  re- 
moval.    Speeds.  Detroit  (SLich.)  842 

8.  Power  to  remove  a  city  counselor  is  not 
implied  in  Mich.  Act  1898,  g  8,  providing  that 
22  L.  R.  A. 


on  expiration  of  the  term  of  office  "of  the  city 
counselor  or  the  city  attorney,  or  their  resig- 
nation thereof  or  removal  therefrom,"  such  of- 
ficer shall  deliver  papers  and  books  to  his  suc- 
cessor,— especially  since  the  city  attorney  is  b; 
law  subject  to  removal. 


1 


Notes  and  Bbiefs. 

Officers;  power  of  removal. 
Power  to  fill  vacancy. 

OKLAHOMA.    See  Common  Law. 
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ORIGINAL    PACKAGE.      See     Com- 
merce. 8-^. 

PARLIAMENTART  LAW.     See  also 
Boards. 

1.  The  vote  of  an  alderman,  when  once  giv- 
en and  counted  by  the  mayor,  who  has  de- 
clared the  result,  can  be  rejected  for  interest 
only  by  action  of  the  board,  and  does  not 
make  an  appointment  to  office  by  such  vote 
subject  to  collateral  attack.  Stale,  Rylands, 
V.  Pinkerman  (Conn.)  858 

2.  The  casting  vote  of  mayor  may  be  given 
on  the  choice  of  officers  as  well  as  on  a  mea- 
sure of  legislation.  Id. 

8.  An  alderman  is  not  de(>rived  of  the  right 
to  vote  against  the  confirmation  of  a  person  to 
succeed  him  in  office  of  police  commissioner 
by  his  interest  in  the  result.  Id. 

4.  Members  of  a  board  of  police  commis- 
sioners need  not  remain  actually  in  their  seats 
during  the  time  In  which  a  warrant  of  arrest 
}s  being  served  on  absent  members  to  procure 
a  quorum.  Id. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 


Parliamentary  law; 
ings. 


in  municipal  proceed- 
657 


PARTITION.    See  also  Timber. 
Notes  and  Briefs. 
Partition;  to  enforce  rights  in  timber.      641 

PARTNERSHIP.     See  also    Evidence, 
50;  Taxes,  8,  4. 

The  foundation  of  a  partnership  is  a  contract 
expressed  or  implied.  It  results  from  the  act 
of  the  parties,  not  from  the  act  of  the  law. 
Gihbs*s  Estate  (P2i.)  276 

Notes  and  Briefs. 
Partnership;  tax  on,  see  Taxes. 
What  constitutes.  611 

PARTY.WALL. 

A  wall  standing  partly  on  the  premises  of 
each  of  adjoining  owners,  the  portions  of  which 
are  owned  by  them  in  severalty,  with  an  ease- 
ment for  the  support  of  the  building  of  one  of 
them,  may  be  removed  by  the  other  for  the 
purpose  of  erecting  a  new  and  better  wall,  al- 
though some  inconvenience  is  thereby  occa- 
sionS  to  the  other  owner,  provided  a  new  one 
is  built  within  a  reasonable  time  and  with  the 
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least  iDconvenieDce  to  the  latter,  which  shall 
furnish  him  the  same  right  of  support,  and  Uiat 
he  shall  be  Indemnified  for  necessary  expenses 
occasioned  him  in  consequence  of  the  removal 
of  the  wall.  PutuU  v.  Drovers  db  M,  Nat. 
Bank{yi^.)  682 

NOTKB  AKD  BbIEFS. 

Party-wall;  right  to  reconstruct.  632 

PASS.    See  Carriers,  4. 


PATENTS. 

TION,  8. 


See  also  CouitTS,  12;  Injukc- 


Notes  and  Briefs. 

Patents;  for  restraint  of  trade  in  patented 
articles,  see  Contracts. 

PATMENT.  ' 

1.  The  extinguishment  of  the  liability  of  an 
indorser  of  a  check  by  failure  to  present  it  un- 
til after  the  bank  has  failed  extinguishes  his 
liability  also  on  an  indebtedness  for  payment 
of  which  the  check  was  indorsed .  Kirkpatriek 
V.  Puryear  (Tenn.)  785 

2.  The  indorsement  of  the  check  of  another 
to  a  creditor  in  settlement  of  notes  and  an  ac- 
count, accompanied  by  a  surrender  of  the  notes 
and  a  receipt  in  full  of  the  account,  will  be  re- 
garded as  payment,  in  the  absence  of  any 
agreement  to  the  contrary.  Id. 

PERSONAL  PROPERTY. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 
Tenancy  by  entireties  in.  5(^ 

PEW.  See  also  Adverse  Possession,  1; 
Rrligious  Societies,  Notes  and 
Briefs. 

1.  The  owner  of  a  pew  in  a  church  is  enti- 
tled to  payment  if  the  pew  is  destroyed  by  tak- 
ing down  the  building  or  otherwise,  when  it  is 
a  matter  of  expediency  merely,  and  is  not  made 
necessary  by  the  ruinous  condition  of  the  build- 
ing.   AylmirdY.  O'Brien  (iA.2^.)  206 

2.  An  archbishop  who  has  title  to  the  soil  on 
which  a  Roman  Catholic  Church  stands  has  no 
greater  righls  in  respect  to  the  demolition  of  a 
pew  therein  owned  by  an  individual  than  an 
organized  religious  corporation  of  any  other 
denomination  would  have  by  reason  of  its  own- 
ership of  the  church.  Id. 

3.  A  conveyance  of  a  pew  prior  to  Mass. 
Stat.  1H55,  chap.  122,  except  in  Boston,  was 
required  to  be  by  deed,  as  the  pew  was  real 
estate.  Id. 

4.  The  methods  and  usages  of  the  Roman 
Catholic  Church  do  not  seem  to  touch  the  ques- 
tion of  the  rights  of  a  pew  holder  who  has  a 
title  to  his  pew.  Id. 


PHYSICIANS. 

Dentists. 


See  also  Contracts,   8; 


.  The  treatment   of   a  patient  by  a  phy- 
sician   is  to  be  tested    by  the  general    doc- 
trines of  his  school,  and  not  by  those  of  other 
Force Y.  Oregoi^ {Conn.)  348 


Notes  and  Brieks. 
Physicians;  liability  for  lack  of  skill. 
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PLEADING.    See  also  Libel  akd  Slan- 
der, 2. 

1.  The  use  of  the  term  "willful."  in  charg 
ing  a  railroad*  company  with  liability  for  the 
wrongful  and  negligent  act  of  a  brakeman. 
where  the  latter  is  not  charged  with  committing 
the  act  willfully,  does  not  show  that  the  act  is 
beyond  the  scope  of  his  employment.  SmiOt 
V.  Lauisville  A  N.  H.  Co.  (Ky.)'  '    72 

2.  A  breach  of  diligence  ^hown  by  al- 
legations and  evidence  of  the  defendant,  al- 
though not  referred  to  in  the  plaintiff's  plead- 
ings, may  be  urged  by  the  plaintiff  to  defeat 
defendant's  justification,  but  not  as  a  basis  of 
recovery.  East  Tennesiee,  V.  dt  G.  R.  Co.  v, 
Kane  (6a.)  315 

8.  The  objection  of  want  of  parties,  when 
taken  by  plea  or  answer,  should  give  the  names 
of  the  necessary  parties  when  this  can  be  done, 
and  especially  where  it  is  peculiarly  within  the 
knowledge  of  the  defendants.  Ca$e  v.  Mino( 
(Mass.)  536 

4.  Failure  to  plead  the  invalidity  of  a  con- 
tract on  the  ground  of  public  policy  will  not 
prevent  the  courts  from  refusing  to  enforce  it. 
Sheldon  v.  Pntessner  (Kan.)  709 

5.  The  allegation  of  an  answer  that  plaintiif 
voluntarily  swung  himself  off  the  train,  from 
which  he  alleges  he  was  kicked  off,  is  not  such 
an  affirmative  averment  as  requires  a  reptv. 
Smith  V.  LouiwilU  dN.  R  Co.  (Ky.)  t2 

POLICE. 

A  chief  of  police  under  that  title  is  not  re- 
quired for  a  city  so  as  to  prevent  abolition  of 
that  office  and  the  devolution  of  its  functions 
on  a  captain  of  police,  by  a  statute  referring 
to  such  an  officer  or  by  the  city  charter  mak- 
ing a  similar  reference,  where  these  manifestly 
refer  to  the  functions  of  the  office,  and  not  to 
the  name  of  the  officer.  State,  Inlands,  v. 
Pinkerman  (Conn.)  658 

POLICE  COMMISSIONERS.    See  Of 

FICBRS,  ^. 

PRESCRIPTION.    See  Easements,  1. 

PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT.    See  Fac- 
tors, 1,  2. 

PRINCIPAL  AND  SURETT.    See  also 
Wills,  12. 

The  relation  of  cosureties  jointly  and  sev- 
erally liable  for  the  default  of  their  principal  as 
to  each  other  is  such  that  each  is  principal  for 
half  the  amount  recoverable  for  such  default, 
and  a  surety  for  the  other  half.  Re  Baily'» 
Estate  (Pa.)  444 


Notes  akd  Briefs. 


Rights  of  cosureties. 


448 


PRIVATE  ROADS.    See  Eminent  Do- 
main, 1. 


Pbofakitt— Real  Property. 
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PROFANITY.  See  Blaspheuy,  Norsti 
AND  Briefs;  Indictment,  etc.;  Nui- 
sance, 1. 

PROHIBITION. 

A  writ  of  prohibition  lies  to  prevent  a  com- 
mon council  from  proceeding  to  remove  a  city 
counselor  without  any  lawful  power  to  do  so. 
Speed  V.  Detroit  (Mich.)  845 

PROSPECT. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 
Easement  of,  see  Easements. 

PROXIMATE  CAUSE.  See  also  Bills 
AND  Notes,  2;  Electrical  Uses  and 
Appliances,  1. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Proximate  cause;  what  constitutes.         685 

PROXT.  See  Signature,  Notes  and 
Briefs. 

PUBLICATION.    See  Injunction,  7. 

PUBLIC  IMPROVEMENTS.  See  also 
Constitutional  Law,  10;  Injunction, 
15. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Unconstitutionality  of  assessment.  718 

PUBLIC  LANDS. 

The  sale  by  a  town-site  claimant  of  his  in- 
terest in  a  town  lot  before  the  title  has  passed 
from  the  United  States  is  not  against  public 
policy.     McKennon  v.  Winn  (OkJa.)  601 

PUBLIC   PROPERTY.    See   Eminent 

Domain,  %. 

PURPRESTURE.    See  Highways,  2,  8. 

QUO  WARRANTO.  See  Appeal  and 
Error,  5. 

RAILROAD  COMMISSIONERS. 

1.  The  power  of  railroad  commissioners  to 
make  rates  for  telegraph  lines  includes  the 
power  to  ascertain  what  corporation  is  in  the 
control  of  such  a  line.  State,  Railroad  Com- 
mission, V.  Western  U,  Teleg.  Co,  (N.  C.)    570 

2.  The  authority  of  railroad  commissioners 
in  North  Carolina  to  regulate  telegraph  rates 
does  not  include  the  power  to  direct  offices  to 
be  opened  for  commercial  business.  Id. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Railroad  commissioners;  powers  of.        570 

RAILROADS.  See  also  Attorney  Gen- 
eral; Custom,  1;  Damages.  5;  Eminent 
Domain,  5-9;  Highways,  4-6;  Injunc- 
tion, 18;  Sunday,  8. 

1 .  Railroad  tracks  constructed  lengthwise  of 
a  public  street  cannot  be  made  to  constitute  a 
part  of  the  company's  yard,  so  as  to  comewith- 
^2  L.  R.  A. 


in  the  provisions  of  a  statute  forbidding  the 
crossing  of  a  yard  by  the  tracks  of  other  com- 
panies.  SeattU  A  M.  E.  Co.  v.  State  (Wash.)  317 

2.  An  implied  invitation  or  license  to  the 
public  to  cross  a  railroad  track  at  a  certain 
place  can  arise  only  from  such  appearances'  or 
circumstances  as  would  lead  ordinarily  prudent 
and  intelligent  persons  to  understand  that  the 
crossing  was  public.  Chenery  v.  FitcJtburg  R. 
Co.  (Mass.)  575 

8.  An  invitation  to  the  public  to  cross  a  rail- 
road at  a  certain  place,  at  which  the  company 
must  therefore  use  reasonable  care  to  protect 
the  crossers,  is  not  shown  as  a  matter  of  law 
by  the  fact  that  people  are  accustomed  to  cross 
there  without  objection,  although  the  fact  of 
continuous  crossmg  might  be  evidence  to  .the 
jury  of  a  license.  Id. 

4.  A  person  who  crawls  under  cars  across  a 
highway  five  times  within  an  hour  and  a  half, 
and  is  cauffht  the  sixth  time  and  his  leg  crushed, 
is  precluded  by  his  own  contributory  negli- 
gence from  recovering  damages,  even  though 
the  servants  of  the  railroad  company  failed  to 
ring  the  bell  or  sound  the  whistle  before  start- 
ingT  Rumpel  v.  Oregon  Short  Line  dk  U.  N.  R. 
Co.  (Id.)  725 

5.  A  traveler  is  not  guilty  of  contributory 
negligence — as  matter  of  law  at  least— in  fail- 
ing to  anticipate  and  guard  against  the  running 
of  a  train  In  a  dark  night  witho.ut  any  head- 
light, so  as  to  defeat  a  recovery  for  injuries  in 
being  struck  by  an  engine  running  backward 
at  a  railroad  crossing,  although  there  was  a 
failure  to  stop  and  listen  before  endeavorinff 
to  cross  the  track.  Van  Auken  v.  Chicago  & 
W.  M.  R.  Co.  (Mich.)  88 

6.  The  crossing  of  a  highway  and  railroad 
at  different  elevations,  one  passing  under  the 
other,  is  not  within  the  provisions  of  the  stat- 
ute as  to  the  rate  of  speed  of  trains  or  as  to  ring- 
ing the  bell  or  blowing  the  whistle  at  a  high- 
way crossing.  Jenson  v.  Chicago,  St.  P.  M.  <fe 
O.R.  Co.  (Wis.)  680 

7.  Failure  to  ring  the  bell  or  sound  the  whis- 
tle of  a  train  on  approaching  a  highway  which 
passes  under  the  railroad  cannot  be  regarded 
as  negligence  which  will  make  the  railroad 
company  liable  for  frightening  a  horse  by  the 
passing  of  the  train,  if  the  noise  of  the  bell  or 
whistle  would  under  the  circumstances  have 
merely  increased  the  noise  of  the  train  and 
tended  to  frighten  the  horse  still  more.    Id. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Railroads;  right  to  intersect  each  other.  218 

Contributory  negligence  of  pedestrian  at 
crossing.  726 

Contributory  negligence  at  crossing.         38 

Liability  for  failure  of  signal  at  crossing. 

88 

Liability  of  railroad  company  for  accident 
caused  by  wrongful  act  of  stranger.  806 

Negligence  in  running  train  over  highway 
crossing.  68& 

License  or  invitation  to  cross.  575 

REAL  PROPERTT. 

1.  Recording  an  instrument  purporting  to 
convey  standing  timber,  in  a  book  called  "Xlls- 
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cellaneous  Records,"  will  not  prevent  its  being 
constructive  notice  to  the  world  of  the  rights 
of  the  purchaser,  if  the  record  is  properly  in- 
dexed and  there  is  nothing  to  prevent  the  regis- 
ter from  providing  such  a  book.  Mee  v.  Bene- 
dict (Mich.)  641 

2.  The  omission  to  mention  the  state  where 
the  lands  are  situated,  in  an  instrument  pur- 
porting to  sell  standing  timber,  will  not  destroy 
the  effect  of  the  record  as  notice,  although  the 
instrument  is  executed  in  another  state,  if  it  is 
properly  acknowledged  and  recorded  in  the 
county  where  the  lands  are  situated,  and 
the  record  title  there  stands  in  the  name  of 
the  grantor.  Id. 

8.  The  children  of  a  man  to  whose  '*heirs" 
a  fee  is  given  after  the  expiration  of  life  es- 
tates, one  of  which  is  given  to  him  in  case  he 
outlives  the  first  life  tenant,  will  take  as  pur- 
chasers in  case  of  his  death  before  his  estate 
vests,  where  by  force  of  a  statute  a  limitation 
to  "heirs"  of  a  living  person  is  construed  to 
refer  to  his  children.    Starnes  v.  HiU  (N.  C.) 

508 

4.  The  rule  in  Shdley'B  Case  cannot  operate 
so  as  to  vest  an  indefeasible  fee  in  a  person  to 
whom  a  life  estate  is  given  with  an  estate  in 
fee  to  his  heirs  provided  he  outlives  a  prior 
life  tenant.  Id, 

5.  The  rule  in  Shelley* s  Case  has  not  been 
abolished  in  North  Carolina  by  the  statutory 
provision  that  any  limitation  to  the  heirs  of  a 
living  person  shall  be  construed  to  be  the  chil- 
dren of  such  person  unless  a  contrary  intention 
appears.  Id, 

6.  A  limitation  to  a  person  for  life,  and 
then  to  another,  if  he  shall  outlive  the  former, 
gives  the  latter  a  contingent  remainder.      Id, 

RECORDS.    See  Abstracts;  Estortbl,  2. 

RELIGIOUS  SOCIETIES.    See  also  Ev- 
idence, 18;  Pbw. 

1.  Acquiescence  in  and  use  of  a  constitu- 
tion by  a  church  society  for  more  than  fifty 
years  settles  the  question  of  its  validity. 
Schlichter  v.  KHter  (Pa. )  161 

2.  For  the  purpose  of  settling  the  title  to 
church  property,  courts  may  inquire  into  and 
determine  the  validity  of  an  attempt  to  amend 
the  constitution  and  confession  of  faith  of  the 
society;  so  as  to  ascertain  whether  those  adher- 
ing to  the  original  or  amended  documents  con- 
stitute the  society.  Id, 

8.  A  provision  of  a  church  constitution  that 
no  rule  shall  be  passed  "to  change  or  do  away 
with  the  confession  of  faith  as  it  now  stands ' 
does  not  prevent  changes  in  the  interest  of 
clearness  of  expression  or  fullness  of  statement 
of  the  accepted  doctrines  of  the  church.     Id. 

4.  An  affirmative  vote  of  more  than  two 
thirds  of  those  voting  in  response  to  a  proposi- 
tion of  the  governing  body  of  a  church  to 
change  the  constitution  is  effective  under  a 
constitution  authorizing  changes  "on  the  re- 
quest of  two  thirds  of  the  whole  society." 
aithoufi:h  the  whole  number  of  votes  cast  is 
only  a  little  over  one  third  of  the  church  mem- 
bership. Id, 

5.  The  adherents  to  the  new  constitution^ 
22  L.  R.  A. 


and  not  the  dissenters  therefrom,  constitute  \\k 
church,  where  the  governing  body  make^ » 
proposition  for  a  permissible  change  to  tbt  oL 
constitution  and  confession  of  faith,  wbid 
aft«r  ample  time  for  consideration  and  a  suit- 
able system  for  ascertaining  preferences,  is 
adopted  by  the  required  majority  of  those  Tot 
ing,  and  the  change  is  then  promulgated  by 
the  bishops  under  the  direction  of  the  goTcm 
ing  body.     Schlichter  v.  Keiter  (Pa.)         161 

Notes  atid  Bbibf& 

Religious  societies;  chansm  in  constitution 
of.  171 

Rights  of  pew  holders:  (I.)  the  nature  of  their 
right  and  title;  (a)  English  doctrine;  (b)  United 
States  doctrine;  (e)  in  Pennsylvania;  (d)  coodi- 
tions  attached;  (II.)  rights  of  the  parish  or 
society;  (III.)  rights  of  the  pew  owner;  (a)  com 
pensation  upon  removal;  (o)  action  for  disturb- 
ance; (IV.)  free  church;  (V.) attachment;  (VI.) 
assessment  and  taxation ;  (VII.)  relief  under  the 
English  law.  205 

REMAINDER.    See  Real  Pboferty,  6. 

REPUTATION.    See  Evidence,  4a 

RESCISSION.    See  Acrioi?  ok  Surr,  I 

RESERVATION. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 
Of  easement  of  light  and  air.  see  EASBHEsre. 

RESUME. 

Subjects  discussed  and  points  decided.    865 

RIPARIAN  RIGHTS.    See  Wateb8. 

SALE.    See  also  Intoxtcatino  Lk^uobs,  1. 

1.  The  delivery  of  goods  to  a  oommoD  car- 
rier to  be  forwarded  to  a  purchaser  who  has 
instructed  them  to  be  thus  delivered  is  a  deliv- 
ery to  him,  and  passes  the  title  to  him  subject 
to  the  vendor's  right  of  stoppage  in  tranritu. 
Ramsay  <&  O.  Mfg,  Co,  v.  Ktlsea  (N.  J.  Err.  ifc 
App.)  415 

2.  No  implied  warranty  of  competency  or 
fitness  for  breeding  purposes  is  made  by  stock 
breeders  on  the  sale  of  a  bull,  although  a  full 
price  is  paid  and  the  sellers  know  that  he  is 
bought  for  breeding  purposes,  where  there  is 
no  fraud  or  misrepresentation,  andii(Hh  parties 
are  alike  destitute  of  knowledge  or  7MHIII 
of  forming  an  intelligent  Judgment  as  to  the  til 
ness  or  capacity  of  the  animal  for  that  pur- 
pose.   McQuaid  v.  Row  (Wis.)  187 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

See  also  Factors. 

Sale;  implied  warranty  of  fitness  of  property 
bought  for  special  purpose:— general  principles; 
contract  executed  and  executory;  manufac- 
turer; depreciation  of  article;  latent  defects; 
knowledge  of  purpose;  effect  of  inspection;  ar- 
ticles of  food,  etc.;  provisions  of  the  state 
codes  and  statutes;  English  doctrine.       .    187 

Passing  of  title  to  property  by  delivery 
thereof  to  a  carrier  for  transportation  to  con- 
signee or  vendee:— question  of  law  or  fact;  (a) 
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between  buyer  and  seller;  delivery  to  desig- 
nated carrier;  effect  of  shipper's  mistake  or 
negligence;  effect  of  fraud;  the  shipment,  and 
not  the  loading,  the  important  fact;  (b)  between 
consignor  ana  consignee;  consignment  to  sat- 
isfy debt;  consignment  for  sale;  shipment  to 
one  whose  monev  paid  for  the  goods;  shipment 
by  agent  to  principal;  consi^ment  without 
condition;  (c)  conduct  indicating  an  intention 
to  retain  title;  consigning  to  shipper's  agent; 
agreement  to  deliver  at  designated  place;  bill 
of  lading;  making  goods  deliverable  to  con- 
signor's order;  bill  of  lading  in  name  of  con- 
signee; draft  against  bill  of  lading;  special 
contracts  or  courses  of  dealing;  imposition  of 
conditions;  (d)  sufficiency  of  change  of  posses- 
sion as  regards  creditors;  (e)  place  where  sale 
is  consummated;  goods  sent  C.  O.  D. ;  (f)  effect 
of  receipt  by  carrier  to  satisfy  Statute  of 
Frauds;  (g)  right  to  maintain  action;  owner 
may  sue;  right  of  consignor;  suit  by  consignee; 
admiralty  suits.  415 

SALOONS.    See  Intoxicating  Liquob8,  2. 

SCHOOLS.    See  Corporations,  4. 

SECRETS. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

For  restraint  of  trade  in  secret  process,  see 
Contracts. 

SEDUCTION. 

Seduction  accomplished  on  promise  of  mar- 
riage conditioned  on  pregnancy  resulting  is  not 
wiUiin  a  statute  making  seduction  under  prom- 
ise of  marriage  a  criminal  offense.  State  v. 
Adams  (Or.)  840 

SET-OFF    AND     COUNTERCLAIM. 

See  also  Executors  and  Administra- 
tors, 1-3. 

A  tenant  may  recoup  damages  for  inter- 
ference with  his  possession  by  the  landlord,  in 
reduction  of  the  recovery  for  rent,  although  he 
has  remained  in  possession  instead  of  abandon- 
ing, when  he  would  have  been  entitled  to 
abandon.     Keating  v.  Springer  (III.)  544 

8HELLET*S  CASE.    See  Real  Proper- 
ty, 4,  5. 

SHERIFF.    See  Levt  and  Seizure,  2. 

SIGNATURE.    See  also  Deed,  4;  Wills, 
1-8. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 
Signature;  by  proxy.  802 

By  proxy: —  (1)  signature  written  by  an- 
other; {a)  to  a  deed  or  mortgage;  (b)  to  notes, 
contracts,  and  bonds;  (e)  to  wnts  and  notices; 
(d)  to  wills;  (2)  guiding  the  hand  of  subscriber; 
(8)  printed  signature  or  stamp.  297 

By  mark: —  wills;  attesting  by  mark;  deeds, 
notes,  and  contracts  signed  or  attested  by 
mark.  370 


STATE.      See    Boundaries; 

Eminent  Dobcain,  4. 
22L  RA. 


Courts,    8; 


STATUTE   OF   FRAUDS.      See   Con- 
tracts, 1,  Notes  and  Briefs. 

STATUTkSS.    See  also  Appeai^  and  Er- 
ror, 4;  Corporations,  8. 

1.  The  purpose  of  Fla.  Const,  art.  8,  §  18, 
that  a  statute  shall  not  take  effect  until  sixty 
days  from  the  final  adjournment  of  the  legis- 
lature at  which  it  may  be  enacted,  unless  other- 
wise specially  provided  in  the  Act,  was  to  en- 
able the  people  to  become  acquainted  with  the 
provisions  of  the  legislation,  and  not  to  require 
them  to  govern  their  actions  by  the  same  be- 
fore it  has  become  operative.  Sammis  v.  Ben- 
nett (Fla.)  48 

2.  The  requirement  of  a  new  election 
within  ten  days,  in  R.  I.  Pub.  Stat.  chap.  710, 
§  18,  in  case  of  the  failure  of  an  election,  does 
not  limit  the  power,  but  is  intended  to  insure  its 
timelv  exercise,  and  must  be  regarded,  not  as 
manaatory,  but  merely  directory,  where  the 
time  named  has  elapsed  without  an  election. 
State  V.  South  Kingstoton  (R.  I.)  6a^ 

8.  An  express  repeal  of  all  Acts  inconsist- 
ent  therewith,  contained  in  a  statute  amending 
a  general  law  so  as  to  create  an  exception  for 
a  particular  town,  does  not  repeal  a  prior 
special  statute  which  in  effect  excepted  an- 
other town  from  such  general  law.  Id. 

4.  If  the  good  and  the  bad  features  of  a 
statute  are  not  so  essentially  and  inseparably 
connected  in  substance  or  so  interdependent 
as  that  it  cannot  be  said  that  the  legislature 
would  not  have  passed  the  one  without  enact- 
ing the  other,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to 
give  effect  to  so  much  as  is  good.  State,  La- 
mar,  v.  Dillon  (Fla.)  124 

5.  The  rejection  of  an  invalid  feature  of  a 
municipal  Act  restricting  a  voter  to  some  one 
of  the  candidates  whose  names  are  printed  on 
the  official  ballot  does  not  affect  the  valid  por- 
tions of  the  Act.  Id. 

6.  The  fact  that  a  territorial  legislature  bad 
no  power  over  tidelands  does  not  change  the 
effect  of  a  territorial  statute  as  to  railroads 
along  *'any  river,  stream  of  water,  water- 
course, etc.,"  after  the  admission  of  the  terri- 
tory as  a  state.  Seattle  c£  M.  B.  Co.  v.  State 
(Wash.)  217 

7.  A  statute  allowing  parol  testimony  to 
identify  land  insufficiently  described  in  a  con- 
tract is  not  retrospective.  Lowe  v.  Harris  (N. 
-C.)  879 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Statutes;  for  English  statutes,  see  Common 
Law. 

STREET  RAILWAYS.     See  also  Car- 
RiERs,  4;  Joint  Debtors. 

1.  Street  cars  propelled  by  electricity,  and 
running  along  land  burdened  only  with  the 
easement  of  a  public  highway,  cannot  be  run 
at  a  rate  of  speied  incompatible  with  the  law- 
ful and  customary  use  of  the  highway  by 
others  with  reasonable  safety.  Newark  Pas- 
senger B.  Co.  V.  Block  (N.  J.  Err.  &  App.)  374 

2.  A  person  crossing  a  public  highway  in 
which  a  street  railway  runs  must  look  out'  for 
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vehicles  which  mijB^ht  endanger  him  moving  at 
lawful  speed.  Newark  Passenger  B.  Co.  v. 
Bloch  (N.  J.  Err.  &  App.)  374 

Notes  Am)  Briefs. 

Street  railways;  liability  for  injury  to  pedes- 
trian. 874 

SUBSCRIPTION.     See   Contracts,   4, 
Notes  and  Briefs. 

SUMMONS.    See  Writ  and  Process. 

SUND  AT*    See  also  Constitutional  Law, 
8,  15. 

1.  A  statute  prohibiting  labor  on  Sunday  is 
not  in  conflict  with  the  Constitution  of  the 
United  States  or  of  Maryland.  Judefind  v. 
State  O^d.)  721 

2.  A  constitutional  guaranty  of  religious 
liberty  is  not  violated  by  a  statute  prohibiting 
Sunday  labor.  Id. 

8.  Hiding  home  from  a  railroad  station  in  a 
peaceable  and  quiet  manner  on  Sabbath  even- 
ing is  not  such  a  violation  of  statute  against 
labor,  sport,  games,  etc.,  on  that  day  as  will 
defeat  a  right  to  recover  for  injuries  received 
from  a  train  at  a  railway  crossing.  Van 
Avken  v   Chicago  dk  W.  M,  B,  Co,  (Mfch.)    88 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Sunday;  constitutionality  of  Sunday  law. 

696,  721 

SURFACE  WATERS. 

Notes  and  Briefs. 
Bights  in  respect  to.  247 

TAXES.    See  also  Constitutional  Law,  6; 
•    Voters  and  Elections,  6. 

'  1.  A  constitutional  provision  requiring  unl 
formity  and  equality  of  taxation  is  violated  by 
a  statute  authorizing  a  state  revenue  agent  to 
levy  and  collect  back  taxes  when,  Id  his  opin- 
ion, the  assessed  value  on  which  taxes  have 
been  coUected  was  too  little.  Adams  v.  ToneUa 
(Miss.)  846 

2.  If  an  occupation  tax  can  be  upheld  in  any 
case  as  an  exercise  of  the  taxing  power,  it  must 
not  violate  a  constitutional  requirement  of  uni- 
formity; and  therefore  a  tax  imposed  by  the 
legislature  on  the  exercise  of  an  occupation  in 
some  counties,  but  not  in  others,  is  unconstitu- 
tional.    State  V.  Moore  (N.  C.)  472 

8.  Stock  in  trade  of  a  partnership  doing  busi- 
ness in  a  city,  which  remains  there  untu  it  is 
sold  in  course  of  business,  is  "permanently 
located  "  there  for  purposes  of  taxation,  with- 
out regard  to  the  residence  of  members  of  the 
firm,  within  the  meaning  of  the  exception  in 
Md.  Const,  art.  8,  §  51,  making  goods  taxable 
at  the  residence  of  the  owner,  except  when 
**  permanently  located  "  elsewhere.  Hopkins 
V.  Baker  (Md.)  477 

4.  A  stock  in  trade  of  a  trading  partnership 
is  properlv  assessed  to  the  firm,  mstead  of  to 
the  individual  members,  where  the  law  pro- 
vides for  the  assessment  of  goods  at  a  place 
23  L.  R.  A. 


where  they  are  {permanently  located,  without 
regard  to  the  residence  of  the  owners.         Id. 

5.  A  statute  giving  a  state  officer  unlimited 
power  and  discretion  to  fix  the  valuation  of 
propertv  which  he  thinks  has  been  assessed 
for  too  little,  without  any  opportunity  to  the 
taxpayer  to  be  heard  except  in  defense  of  a 
suit  to  collect  the  taxes,  is  in  violation  of  a  state 
constitution  which  provides  that  property  shall 
be  assessed  under  ^neral  laws,  by  uniform 
rules,  according  to  its  true  value,  and  which 
also  provides  for  assessors  as  county  oflloen 
Adams  v.  ToneUa  (Miss.)  ^46 

6.  Property  owned  by  a  charitable  institutioD 
is  not  exempt  from  taxation  if  not  used  bj 
the  institution,  under  Mont.  Const,  art.  12, 
§  2,  exempting  property  "used  exdusivelj 
for"  certain  specified  purpose?,  including *' in- 
stitutions of  public  charity."  Mantana  Oatko- 
lie  Missions  v.  Letois  d  C  County  (Mont)  684 

7.  The  intention  to  use  property,  bv  a  char- 
itable institution,  is  not  equiv^enttothe  use  of 
it,  within  a  provision  as  to  exemption  from  taxa- 
tion. Jd, 

8.  The  exerdse  of  the  power  to  mine  its  own 
coal  bv  a  manufacturing  corporation,  to  supply 
itself  in  part  with  the  raw  material  used  by  it, 
does  not  defeat  the  exemption  of  its  capital 
stock  from  taxation,  under  Pa.  Act  1889.  bat 
requires  such  exemption  to  be  limited  to  that 
part  of  the  capital  which  is  used  exdnsivelyin 
manufacturing.  Co7n,  v.  Juniata  Coke  Co. 
(Pa.)  232 

9.  The  immunity  from  taxation  of  the  capi- 
tal stock  of  a  corporation  "  exclusivelyoigaeed 
in  manufacturing,"  under  Pa.  Act  1880,  is  not 
lost  by  its  possession  of  the  ancillary  power  of 
mining  to  supply  its  own  raw  material.— espe- 
cially where  it  has  never  used,  or  sought  to  use, 
this  power.  Chm.  v.  PottsmUe  Iron  d  8.  0>. 
(Pa.)  MS 

Notes  and  Bbfbfs. 

Taxes;  injunction  against,  see  Injtnctios. 
Constitutionality  of  statute  as  to  enforce- 
ment of.  846 
On  manufacturing  business.              280,  233 
Tax  on  partnership  property;  as  regards  place 
of  taxation;  set-off  for  debts;'  joint-stock  asso- 
ciation; name  in  which  the  assessment  is  made: 
dissolution.  477 
Constitutional  restriction  of.  472 
Exemption  of  charitable  institutions.       664 

TELEGRAPHS.  See  Coscmkbcs.  2;  Cox- 
PLiCT  OF  Laws,  2;  Damaobs,  4;  Rail- 
BOAD  Commissioners. 

TELEPHONES.  See  Electrical  L\<e> 
AND  Appliances,  1,  2. 

TERRITORIES.    See  Statutes,  6. 

TICKET.    See  Carriers,  5,  6. 

TIDELANDS.  See  Eminent  Domain,  3; 
Highways,  1. 

TIMBER.    See   also   Injttnction,    4;   Li- 
cense, 1;  Real  Property,  1,  2. 
Purchasers  of  an  undivided  interest  in  tim- 
ber from  tenants  in  common  of  the  land,  al- 
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though  not  entitled  to  a  partition  of  the  timber, 
may  m  eouity  enforce  a  partition  of  the  land, 
netting  on  the  parcel  on  which  the  timber  will 
belong  to  them,  even  if,  by  subseouent  con- 
veyances, the  whole  title  to  the  land  has  been 
acquired  by  one  person.  Mee  v.  Benedict 
(Mich.)  641 

N0TB8  AND  BbI£F8. 

Timber;  injunction  against  trespass  to  cut, 
see  Injunction. 

Rights  of  tenants  in  common.  641 

TOWNS*    See  Voters  and  Elections,  1. 

TOWN  SITE.    See  Public  Lands. 

TRADEMARK. 

1.  The  words  "sarsaparilla  and  iron"  can- 
not be  claimed  as  a  trademark  for  a  medicinal 
compound  or  beverage  including  sarsaparilla 
and  iron  as  ingredients,  as  against  an  alleged 
infringing  compound  of  which  the  words  are 
equally  descriptive,  even  if  the  ingredients 
named  are  only  a  small  part  of  the  compound. 
Schmidt  V.  Bneg  (Cal.)  790 

2.  A  palpable  imitation  of  a  label  for  a 
medicinal  compound  called  ''Sarsaparilla  and 
Iron,"  both  having  the  word  "sarsaparilla"  at 
the  top  in  large  letters,  and  the  word  "iron" 
in  the  border  of  the  lower  half  of  the  label, 
and  both  having  parallel  lines  across  the  mid- 
dle, with  the  names  of  the  manufacturers  be- 
tween, and  their  monogram  in  the  same  posi- 
tion, and  both  having  the  words  "a  great  blood 
purifier"  and  * 'cures  all  skin  diseases,"  printed 
m  the  lower  half  of  the  label,  while  the  only 
material  difference  in  the  design  and  appear- 
ance of  the  labels  is  in  their  color. — is  suffi- 
cient to  constitute  an  infringement,  even  if 
there  is  no  valid  trademark  in  any  of  the  words 
copied.  Id, 

8.  The  use  of  labels,  marks,  and  devices  so 
•closelv  resembling  those  used  by  one  claiming 
a  trademark  as  to  deceive  purchasers  exercis- 
ing ordinary  care,  constitutes  an  infringement 
•of  his  rights,  independently  of  the  validity  of 
the  trademark  in  question.  Id, 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Trademark;  infringement  of. 

'TREES.    See  Injunction,  4. 


790 


TRESPASS.     See  Animals,    1;   Injunc- 
tion, 3-5,  Notes  and  Briefs. 

TRIAL. 

1.  The  constitutional  right  of  trial  by  Jury 
is  not  violated  by  a  statute  which  provides  for 
the  determination  by  the  court  oi  the  degree 
of  crime,  on  a  plea  of  guilty  of  murder.  State 
-y.  Almy  (N.  H.)  744 

2.  Kefusing  questions  leading  in  form  after 
i^imilar  ones  have  been  answered  is  proper. 
Manufacturers*  Acci.  Indemnity  Co,  v.  Dor- 
man  (C.  C.  App.  6th  C.)  620 

3.  The  due  care  of  a  railroad  company  in 
protecting  its  switches  from  interference  by 
malicious  acts  of  third  persons  is  a  question 
for  the  jury.  East  Tennessee,  V.  d  O.  R.  Co. 
V.  Kane  (Ga.)  315 
22L.R.A. 


4.  The  sufficiency  of  the  notice  of  death  is 
a  question  of  law,  where  it  depends  on  the 
construction  of  an  accident  policy  to  determine 
whether  the  tihie  of  the  notice  runs  from  the 
date  of  death,  or  of  the  discovery  of  the  fact 
of  death.  Trippe  v.  Provident  Fund  Soc.  (N. 
Y.)  483 

5.  Charging  that  electricity  requires  the  "ut- 
most caution  to  control "  is  not  erroneous  in  an 
action  by  one  who,  while  passing  alone  a  side- 
walk, was  injured  by  contact  with  a  telephone 
wire  which  was  hanging  near  the  walk  and 
was  heavily  charged  by  an  electric-light  wire, — 
especially  where,  immediately  afterwards,  the 
jury  t^re  told  to  measure  defendant's  conduct 
by  that  of  a  ''cautious  and  prudent  man." 
Ahem  v.  Oregon  Teleph,  db  TeUg,  Co,  (Or.) 

685 

6.  It  is  not  error  for  the  judge  to  express  an 
opinion  on  the  question  whether  a  railway 
company  had  been  guilty  of  negligence  in  re- 
spect to  loaded  cars  left  on  a  switch,  which  was 
left  open  so  as  to  derail  them  if  they  got  loose, 
where  the  circumstances  call  for  woras  of  cau- 
tion from  him,  because  of  a  collision  due  to 
the  criminal  act  of  a  stranger,  and  the  jury 
are  told  that  it  is  for  them  to  decide  the  whole 
matter.     Fredericks  v.  Ntyrthem  C,  R,  Co,  (Pa.) 

806 

7.  In  case  of  substantial  dispute  as  to  the 
fact&conceminff  negligence,  a  verdict  cannot 
be  directed.  liewark  Passenger  R.  Co,  v. 
Bloeh  (N.  J.  Err.  &  App.)  874 

8.  It  is  not  error  to  direct  the  jury  as  to  an 
answer  to  a  special  interrogatory,  where  the 
evidence  is  all  one  way,  and  a  party  cannot 
complain  of  such  direction  because  ne  wants 
to  know  whether  the  jury  are  makin^^  their 
findings  of  the  facts  in  accordance  with  the 
evidence.  Van  Auken  v.  Chicago  dk  W,  M,  R. 
Co,  (Mich.)  33 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Trial;  waiver  of  jury  trial  by  plea  of  guilty 
of  murder.  745 

TROVER. 

A  person  who  while  intoxicated  is  induced 
to  part  with  property  at  an  inadequate  price 
may  treat  the  transaction  as  a  conversion  of 
property,  if  the  possessor  claims  the  property 
and  denies  the  former's  right  thereto.  Baird 
V.  Howard  {Ohio)  846 

TRUST.    See  Charities. 

UNDERTAKERS.    See  Covenant;  Ev- 
idence, 5. 

VARIANCE.    See  Evidence,  49. 

VENUE.    See  Action  or  Suit.  4;  Courts, 
8. 

VIBRATION.    See  Nuisances,  2. 

VILLAGE.    See  Highways.  9. 

VOLUNTEER.     See  Master  and  Serv- 
ant, 1,  2,  Notes  and  Briefs. 
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VOTERS  AND  ELECTIONS.  See  al- 
so Mandamus,  8-5;  Officers,  2;  Stat- 
utes. 2. 

1.  A  statute  providing  for  a  new  election 
within  ten  days  in  case  of  the  failure  of  an 
election  in  a  town  divided  into  voting  districts 
does  not  violate  the  Rhode  Island  Constitu- 
tion providing  for  a  reopening  of  the  polls  in! 
case  there  is  no  election,  as  this  applies  only 
to  towns  which  are  not  divided  into  districts. 
State  V.  Soitt/i  Kingataum  (R.  I.)  65 

2.  The  right  to  vote  is  not  an  inherent  or 
absolute  right  generally  reserved  in  bills  of 
rights,  but  its  possession  is  dependent  upon 
constitutional  or  statutory  grant.  State,  La- 
mar, V.  Dillon  (Fhi.)  124 

8.  Although  the  legislature  cannot  change 
or  add  to  constitutional  qualifications  of  elec- 
tors iti  any  way,  where  the  Constitution  does 
not  confer  the  right  to  vote  or  prescribe  the 
Qualifications  of  voters,  it  is  competent  for 
the  legislature,  as  the  representative  of  the 
law-making  power  of  the  State,  to  do  so. 

Jd. 

4.  Elections  for  municipal  officers  are  not 
within  Fla.  Const,  art.  6,  §  1,  prescribing  the 
qualifications  of  electors  at  all  elections  under 
it,  but  are  subject  to  statutoiy  regulation,  and 
it  is  competent  for  the  legislature  to  prescrfbe 
the    qualifications   of   voters    at   the   same. 

Id. 

5.  The  legislature  having  the  power  under 
the  Florida  Constitution  to  make  the  payment 
of  a  capitation  tax  not  exceeding  f  1  a  year 
a  prerequisite  for  voting,  the  payment  of 
delinquent  capitation  taxes  may  be  required 
provided  they  do  not  amount  to  more  than  $1 
for  each  year.  Id, 

6.  A  statute  giving  a  voter  an  "opportu- 
nity to  qualify  by  registering  and  himself  pay- 
ing his  own  poll  taxes  for  such  years"  does  not 
deprive  him  of  his  right  to  pay  his  said 
poll  taxes  through  an  authorized  agent.       Id. 

7.  (General  provisions  of  the  criminal  law 
disqualifying  persons  convicted  of  certain 
crimes  from  voting  at  any  election  can  and 
must  be  construed  in  harmony  with  Fla. 
Laws  1898,  chap.  4801,  making  residents  who 
were  qualified  to  vote  at  the  preceding  general 
election  the  electors  at  a  city  election.         Id. 

8.  The  provisions  of  Fla.  Const,  art.  6, 
g  6»  that  in  all  elections  by  the  people  the  vote 
shall  be  by  ballot,  applies  to  municipal  elec- 
tions. Id. 

9.  It  is  competent  for  the  legislature  to 
prescribe  an  official  ballot  and  prohibit  the  use 
of  any  other;  and  it  may  also  provide  for 
printing  the  names  of  candidates  regulariy 
nominated  by  a  convention  or  mass  meeting, 
or  who  run  as  independents;  but  it  cannot  re- 
strict the  elector  to  voting  for  some  one  of  the 
candidates  whose  names  are  printed  upon  the 
official  ballot.  The  Constitution  guarantees  to 
him  the  right  to  vote  for  whom  he  pleases. 

Id. 

10.  The  provisions  of  the  Indiana  statutes, 
that  a  ballot  bearing  a  distinguishing  mark  or 
mutilation  shall  be  void,  and  also  that  a  stamp 
elsewhere  than  on  a  square  prescribed  by  stat- 
ute shall  be  treated  as  a  distinguishing  mark, 
22  L.  R.  A. 


are  mandatory,  and  not  merely  directory,  fo 
that  a  oorrupt  intent  in  making  such  prohib- 
ited mark  is  not  necessary  to  defeat  the  vote. 
8ego  V.  Stoddard  (Ind. )  468 

11.  A  stamp  at  or  on  a  square  opposite  a 
blank  space  left  for  the  name  of  a  caodidaie  is- 
a  distinguishing  mark  under  the  Indiana  stat- 
ute which  prohibits  any  stamp  excepting  in 
the  square  enclosing  the  device  or  in  the  square 
opposite  the  name  of  a  candidate.  Id. 

12.  A  hole  in  a  ballot  made  in  scratching  out 
a  stamp  mark  constitutes  a  distingui^ing 
marie  or  mutilation  within  the  prohibition  of 
the  Indiana  statutes,  although  the  ballot  i^ 
otherwise  properly  stamped.  Id. 

18.  A  lead-pencil  mark  across  the  name 
of  a  candidate  is  a  distin^ishing  mark  which 
makes  the  ballot  invalid  under  the  Indiana 
statute  which  prohibits  any  distinguishiog 
mark  or  mutilation.  Id. 

14.  An  election  held  under  a  statute  with 
an  invalid  provision  making  the  action  of  a 
ministerial  board  conclusive  on*  a  voter's  right 
to  cast  his  ballot  will  not.  on  this  account 
alone,  be  set  aside,  in  the  absence  of  any  show- 
ing  that  voters  were  deprived  by  the  action  of 
such  board  of  any  rights  conferred  by  the 
statute.    8taU,  Lamar,  v.  DOUm  (Fla)     124 

NOTRS  AND   BRIKVS. 

Voters  and  elections;  legislative  power  to 
regulate  municipal  corporations.  137 

WARRANT.    See  Arrsst. 
WARRANTY.  See  also  Fraud,  2:  Sale,  2. 
Notes  and  Briefs.  ; 

See  also  Sale. 

Warranty;  liability  on,  disconnected  from 
contract.  512 

WATERS.    See  also  Bridges;   Eminekt 
Domain,  8;  Highways,  1;   Wharfage. 

1.  The  common-law  rule  reg&rding  sur> 
face  water  as  a  common  enemy  which  a  land 
owner  may,  when  necessary  for  the  protection 
of  his  property,  thro«v  back  on  neighboring 
land  to  the  damage  of  the  owner  thereof,  ex- 
ists in  South  Carolina,  under  S.  C.  Oen.  Stat. 
^  2784,  adopting  the  common  law  of  England. 
JSdwards  v.  CharlotU,  C.AA,R.  Co.  (S.  C.)  246 

2.  A  sluiceway  between  the  piers  of  a 
bridge,  extended  above  and  below  between 
the  filling  by  which  flats  have  been  reclaimed, 
through  which  the  tide  ebbs  and  flows,  bat 
which  has  no  water  in  it  at  low  tide,  is  not  a 
watercourse  which  can  be  the  basis  of  ri- 
parian rights.  Chamberlain  v.  Bemingvajf 
(Conn.)  45 

8.  Permitting  tidewater  to  flow  for  more 
than  fifteen  years  through  a  sluiceway  madf. 
when  flats  were  filled  in,  by  leaving  an  open- 
ing above  and  below  a  bridge  corresponding 
to  that  between  its  piers,  does  not  create  aor 
adverse  right  in  owners  of  adjoining  uplands^ 
through  which  the  sluiceway  extends  to  the 
continuance  of  such  flow,  so  as  to  prevent  au 
owner  from  filling  in  the  sluiceway  on  fiats  in 
front  of  his  uplands.  ItL 
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4.  Accretions  formed  in  front  of  the  land 
of  several  owners  belpng  to  them  all,  and  can- 
not be  claimed  by  one  with  whose  land  the 
first  point  of  contact  was  made.  CrandcUl  v. 
Allen  (Mo.)  591 

5.  Accretions  wuich  begin  to  form  upon 
land  which  was  originally  not  riparian,  but 
became  such  by  the  washing  away  of  a  por- 
tion of  an  intermediate  tract,  and  which  con- 
tinue to  form  until  they  reach  the  latter  tract 
and  then  fill  out  in  front  of  it,  replacing;  some 
of  its  washed-out  portion,  do  not  all  belone  to 
the  land  on  which  they  begin  to  form,  out 
that  portion  of  them  which  forms  beyond  its 
original  boundary  line  and  along  the  washed- 
out  portion  of  the  adjoining  land  belongs  to 
the  latter.  Id. 

6.  The  policy  to  allow  riparian  owners  on 
navigable  rivers  where  the  tide  does  not  fiow, 
to  build  wharves  in  aid  of  navigation,  is  shown 
in  Oregon  by  the  absence  of  legislation  on  tJiiat 
subject,  in  connection  with  legislation  provid- 
ing for  the  disposal  of  tidelands.  Lewis  v. 
Portland  (Or.)  736 

NoTBs  AND  Briefs. 

Waters;  property  rights  of  riparian  owners 
as  to  wharves.  736 

Ownership  of  accretions.  591 

Liability  of  railroad  company  for  obstruc- 
tion of  channel  under  railroad  bridge.         868 

WHARFAGE.    See  also  Waters. 

Wharves  built  by  riparian  owners  under  the 
permission  and  license  of  the  state  are  prop- 
«rty  which  cannot  be  taken  on  a  repeal  of  such 
permission,  without  diie  process  of  law  and 
•due  compensation  therefor.  Lewis  v.  Portland 
<Or.)  786 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Wharfage;  property  rights  in.  736 

WILLS.    See  also  Evidence,  19. 

1.  The  name  of  the  testator  written  at  the 
beginning  of  a  will  is  sufficiently  near  his 
mark  at  the  end  to  make  the  mark  a  valid  sig- 
nature, within  a  statute  requiring  the  name  to 
be  written  near  the  mark,  if  the  Intention  that 
the  mark  should  represent  the  testator's  name 
clearly  appears,     lie  Ottilfoffle's  Will  (Cal.)  870 

2.  A  testator,  knowing  how,  but  being  un- 
able because  of  physical  weakness,  to  write  his 
name,  is  within  the  meaning  of  a  statute  per- 
mitting a  mark  "  when  the  person  cannot 
write.'^  2d. 

3.  A  will  is  sufficiently  signed  in  the  pres- 
ence of  the  testatrix,  although  her  name  had 
been  previously  written  thereto  by  another 
person,  where  the  latter,  in  her  presence  and 
by  her  request,  adds  to  her  name  words  show- 
ing that  it  was  written  by  him  at  her  request. 
Ex  parte  Leonard  (S.  C.)  802 

4.  Express  directions  by  a  testatrix  to  sign 
her  name  to  the  will  are  sufficiently  given  by 
her  answering  **Yes"  to  one  who  inquires  if  he 
shall  sign  the  will  for  her.  Id, 

5.  One  who  signs  the  name  of  a  testatrix 
at  her  request  may  be  also  one  of  the  subscrib- 
ing witnesses  to  the  will.  Id. 
22L.R.A. 


6.  Attesting  witnesses  to  a  will  must  be  such 
as  are  competent  at  the  date  of  attestation,  and, 
if  then  competent,  their  subsequeot  incompe- 
tency, from  whatever  cause,  will  not  prevent 
the  probate  of  the  will.    Be  Holfs  Will  (Minn.) 

481 

7.  A  married  person  is  not  to  be  deemed  an 
incompetent  attesting  witness  at  the  time  of 
the  execution  of  a  will,  simply  because  4he 
husband  or  wife  of  such  person  is  a  benefici- 
ary under  the  will,  since  the  question  of  in- 
competency can  arise,  if  at  all,  onlv  on  the 
subsequent  probate  of  the  will,  upon  his  or  her 
examination  as  a  witness,  and  then  only  In  the 
single  contingency  that  such  beneficiary  be- 
comes a  contestant,  and  does  not  then  consent 
to  the  examination  of  the  witness.  Id. 

8.  The  statute  making  void  a  legacy  to  an 
attesting  witness  does  not  apply  to  the  husband 
or  wife  of  such  witness. .  Id. 

9.  A  gift  by  will  of  a  chest  and  its  contents 
does  not  operate  as  a  devise  of  land,  by  reason 
of  the  fact  that  a  deed  of  the  land  was  in  the 
chest.     Parrot  y.  AvetTfiMsas.)  153 

10.  A  devise  of  land  to  trustees,  with  power 
to  collect  the  income  for  charitable  purposes, 
giving  them  power  to  appoint  their  successors, 
and  providing  against  failure  of  trustees  in- 
definitely, passes  the  fee,  if  the  devise  is  valid. 
Johnson  v.  Johnson  (Tenn.)  179 

11.  A  bequest  of  testator's  set  of  books  "and 
the  proceeds  of  all  collections  he  can  make 
from  accounts  which  were  the  results  of  my 
past  oil  and  cotton  business.  .  .  .  The  ac- 
counts against  or  in  favor  of  [certain  of  tes- 
tator's relatives]  as  well  as  accounts  of  proper- 
ties. Rents,  stocks,  bonds,  and  investments, 
to  be  treated  as  memorandums  only,  and  nor. 
to  be  included  in  the  above  bequest,"— does  not 
pass  the  accounts  against  the  relatives.        Id, 

12.  A  legacy  from  a  surety  to  his  cosurety 
jointly  and  severally  liable  with  him  for  the 
principal's  default  is  subject  to  deduction  for 
the  proportionate  share  of  the  legatee  of  the 
amount  the  estate  of  the  testator  is  compelled 
to  pav  upon  such  liability,  although  the  legacy 
isWigned  to  a  third  person  ben)re  any  Day- 
ment  is  made  by  the  surety.  Be  Baily's' Estate 
(Pa.)  444 

Notes  and  Briefs. 

Will;  competency  of  witness  to.  481 

Signature  by  mark;  signing  will;  attesting 

will  by  nr.ark.  370 

WITNESSES.    See  also  Libbl  and  Slan- 
der, 1;  Wills,  5-8,  Noteb  and  Briefs. 

A  rule  of  evidence  under  a  state  statute, 
as  to  privileged  communications,  must  be  re- 
garded in  a  circuit  court  sitting  in  that  state, 
under  U.  8.  Rev.  Stat.  §  858,  making  the  laws 
of  the  state  the  rules  of  decision  as  to  com- 
petency of  witnesses,  except  as  aflfected  by  the 
color  or  Interest  of  the  witness,  or  in  actions 
against  executors  and  administrators  or  guar- 
dians. Mutual  Ben.  L.  Ins.  Co.  v.  BMjton 
(C.C.  App.8thC.)  826 

WRIT  AND  PROCESS. 

1.  Ignorance  of  the  given  name  of  a  person, 
excepting  the  initial  thereof,  is  ignorance  of 
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his  name  within  the  meaniog  of  Neb.  Code 
Civ.  Proc.  §  148,  respecting  the  seryioe  of 

grocess  upon  a  person  whose  name  is  un- 
nown.     Enewold  v.  Olsen  (Neb.)  673 

2.  A  summons  against  a  person  giving  only 
the  initial  of  his  given  name,  and  stating  that 
his  full  name  is  unknown,  must  be  personally 
served  on  him,  and  cannot  be  serv^l  by  leav- 
ing it  at  bis  usual  place  of  residence.  Id, 
2S  L.  R.  A. 


8.  A  proceeding  for  the  dissolution  of  a  cor- 
poration, in  which  the  summons  is  improperly 
made  returnable  in  term  before  the  court,  i» 
properly  remanded  for  the  purpose  of  amend- 
ing the  summons  so  as  to  make  it  returnable 
before  the  clerk  on  a  day  certain.  QimmonM 
V.  Norfolk  d  B.  Steamboat  Co.  (N.  C.)       6T7 

WRIT  OF  ERROR.    Bee  Afpbal  asi> 
Error,  2. 


<L.  ^^: 


